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In some beyond-Einstein theories of gravity, gravitational waves can contain up to six polariza-
tions, which are allowed to propagate at different speeds faster than light. These different propaga-
tion speeds imply that polarizations generated by the same source will not arrive simultaneously at
the detector. Current constraints on the speed of propagation of transverse-traceless polarizations,
however, indicate that any additional polarizations must arrive with or before the transverse-traceless
ones. We propose a new technique to test for the existence of superluminal, non-transverse-traceless
polarizations that arrive in the data before a gravitational-wave observation of transverse-traceless
modes. We discuss the circumstances in which these non-transverse-traceless polarizations would
be detectable and what constraints could be placed if they are not detected. To determine whether
this new test of general relativity with gravitational wave observations is practical, we outline and
address many of the challenges it might face. Our arguments lead us to conclude that this new test
is not only physically well-motivated but also feasible with current detectors.

I. INTRODUCTION

The polarizations of gravitational waves (GWs) de-
scribe the pattern with which they stretch and squeeze
spacetime. In general relativity (GR), there are only two
transverse and traceless (TT), tensor polarizations, com-
monly called the plus and cross modes for the pattern
they imprint on a circle of test particles when moving
perpendicular to it. However, an extensive body of liter-
ature exists about extensions to GR (see e.g. [1, 2]), some
of which predict GWs with more than the two TT tensor
polarizations. In the most general case, beyond-Einstein
gravity predicts GWs with six distinct polarizations: two
tensor modes that are TT, and 4 non-tensorial modes
(two vector modes, one breathing scalar mode, and one
longitudinal scalar mode). Furthermore, in some of these
theories, the different GW polarizations are allowed to
propagate at different speeds, all of which can be differ-
ent from the speed of light.

Different propagation speeds would result in GWs with
different polarizations arriving at different times at the
detector, even though they were generated simultane-
ously by the same source. As noted in [3], even a tiny dif-
ference in speeds would lead to GW polarizations arriv-
ing outside the current standard search window around a
trigger event. Thus, search techniques based on matched-
filtering that are used today(e.g., [4–6]), which consider
only the simultaneous arrival of different polarizations
(if they search for additional polarizations at all), are
likely to miss non-tensorial modes entirely. Similarly, null
stream tests [7–10] which implicitly assume that non-
tensorial polarizations arrive within their analysis win-
dow, are likely to miss non-tensorial modes [3]. In this
work, we address this issue by proposing a new method

to search for additional polarizations in data, given a
detection of TT tensor modes. Prior observations have
already been used to prove that any additional polariza-
tions must arrive earlier than the tensor ones to avoid
Cherenkov constraints [3, 11–13]. Therefore, we propose
starting from already detected events and searching back
through earlier data for additional polarizations.

Consider for example a GW source at some distance
DL from a detector, as illustrated in the spacetime dia-
gram of Fig. 1. Suppose we detect the inspiral, merger,
and ringdown of the tensor polarizations of this source
with our typical matched-filtering techniques using a GR
waveform template. We can determine the distance to
the source and the properties of the source (e.g., the
mass of the system, the sky location, etc.) from param-
eter estimation with this data. The GW170817 event
has already revealed that tensor polarizations propagate
effectively at the speed of light c (illustrated in blue in
Fig. 1) [13]. We also know that any additional polariza-
tions must propagate at or faster than the speed of light
to avoid Cherenkov constraints [11, 12] (illustrated in or-
ange in Fig. 1). Thus, if we start from tmerger, the time
at which the merger was detected with the tensor po-
larizations, we can scan back through the data for some
observation time, TObs, with a modified gravity waveform
template bank which is sensitive to additional polariza-
tions. We can significantly reduce the size of the template
bank needed, by performing a targeted search with source
parameters informed by the analysis of the tensor polar-
izations, in much the same way that searches for strongly
lensed signals do [14–16]. This reduced template bank
and the fact that we have limited the amount of data to
search over (only before tmerger) makes the search dra-
matically more efficient than a blind search through all
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FIG. 1. A spacetime cartoon to illustrate our proposed search
method. Consider a source of gravitational waves that is a
luminosity distance DL from a detector. The tensor polar-
izations of these waves (in the blue shaded region) propagate
at speed c. The portion of the signal containing the merger
(between the blue lines) arrives at the detector with peak
amplitude at time tmerger = DL/c. Any additional scalar
or vector polarizations (between the orange lines) propagate
with a speed vS,V ≥ c, arriving at the detector with peak
amplitudes at time DL/vS,V . In this diagram, we assume the
non-tensorial polarizations travel significantly faster than the
speed of light to exaggerate the effect for visualization pur-
poses. The difference in arrival times between the tensor and
the non-tensorial polarizations (see Eq. (2.1)) is ∆tS,V . We
propose searching back through the data from tmerger through
some TObs (in this diagram, TObs = tmerger − tobservation start)
for additional polarizations with an adapted template bank.

data for all additional polarizations.
A direct detection of additional polarizations would

of course be clear evidence of new physics beyond GR,
but even a non-detection would be informative. A non-
detection would imply a lower bound on the propagation
speed of polarizations that have an amplitude measurable
by current detectors; the bound is a lower one because the
non-detection of additional polarizations by looking back
through the data for a time TObs cannot rule out waves
that could have arrived even earlier than that, and thus,
would have traveled at higher speeds than some lower
bound. Likewise, a non-detection could also imply an
upper bound on the amplitude of polarizations with mea-
surable propagation speeds, given the segments of data
searched. The magnitude of these new constraints, indi-
cating the amount of parameter space that could be ruled
out by a non-detection, would depend on the distance to
the source and the amount of time searched back through

the data. Longer observing times and closer1 sources al-
low us to place more stringent lower bounds, and thus,
rule out a larger portion of propagation speed parameter
space. For instance, in an optimistic case, if no addi-
tional polarizations were detected in a year leading up to
the detection of tensor polarizations for a source at 50
Mpc, we would be able to place a lower bound on the
speed of additional polarizations of v > (1 + 6× 10−9)c,
where c is the speed of light. Though this lower bound
on the speed of propagation may not seem strong, it
would be enough to cause year-long gaps between the
tensor and any non-tensorial polarizations of far away
sources. Thus, this provides a clear and concrete moti-
vation for isolated searches for additional polarizations,
like the ones carried out (or proposed) in the past [17–
23], comparing data to “full vector” or “full scalar” cases,
which are not as extreme as previously believed.

The model-agnostic constraints established through a
non-detection of additional modes, either on propaga-
tion speed or amplitude, could then be mapped into
constraints on the coupling constants in specific modi-
fied gravity theories. Einstein-æther gravity [24] provides
one potential candidate for this mapping, as this theory
generically predicts additional polarizations that propa-
gate at different speeds. This theory is part of a class
of theories, called Lorentz-violating theories, which are
well-motivated by attempts to quantize gravity [25]. In
fact, Einstein-æther gravity is the most general Lorentz-
violating theory that can be constructed from a single
additional unit vector field and still leads to second-order
field equations [26]. The current constraints on Einstein-
æther theory were recently summarized in [27], and in
this paper we consider how those constraints might be
updated after the test proposed herein. Unfortunately,
the effect of placing further constraints on propagation
speed in this theory is suppressed by coupling constants,
which are already tightly constrained by cosmological, so-
lar system, and binary pulsar observations [28–31]. Like
most model-agnostic constraints, the method proposed
in this paper pales in comparison to theory-specific con-
straints. However, the proposed method allows for the
study of a larger set of theories simultaneously and for the
possibility of detecting the un-modeled and unexpected.

The model-agnostic test proposed here can be carried
out today, with current and near-future data, in spite
of minor challenges that can be addressed as more data
is collected. One such challenge is gaps in the observ-
ing time, due to various situations that force the detec-
tors to lose online and coincident duty cycles. However,
as different tensor polarizations are detected at different
times, we show that the loss of duty cycle does not dete-
riorate the proposed test. “Stacking”2 information from

1 This may seem counter-intuitive, if one is used to thinking about
tests which constrain speeds to be close to c. However, in the
case of a non-detection lower bound on the speeds, this is not
the case, as explained later around Fig. 4.

2 Note that this is slightly different from the typical “stacking”
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multiple different GW events, which individually allow
us to probe different regions of the parameter space, en-
ables the exploration of large portions of the parameter
space without any gaps. We carefully investigate how
such data gaps, as well as observing time durations and
detector sensitivity, would impact our ability to detect or
constrain additional modes. We propose strategies that
help mitigate these challenges and show that they can be
easily overcome.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II discusses constraints on the speed of addi-
tional polarizations. Section IIA reviews the current con-
straints on the propagation speeds of GW polarizations,
while Sec. II B explains how new constraints might be
placed by comparing the arrival times (or lack thereof)
of additional polarizations to tensor modes from the same
event. Section III considers what challenges we may en-
counter when carrying out this novel test. Section IIIA
goes into detail about the observing time and how gaps
in the data may affect constraints, an effect that could be
mitigated by stacking events. Section III B examines how
changes in detector sensitivity across runs should be ac-
counted for. Section III C reviews current constraints on
the amplitudes of additional polarizations and discusses
how constraints on amplitude and propagation speed may
be related (or unrelated) using a specific theory of mod-
ified gravity as an example. Finally, Sec. IV summarizes
our results and outlines future work. Appendix A pro-
vides an estimate of the amount of energy carried away
by additional polarizations, while Appendix B considers
how new constraints might be placed by comparing ar-
rival times of additional polarizations in different detec-
tors (assuming direct detection). Henceforth, we adopt
the following conventions: G = 1, but factors of c are
explicitly kept for easy comparison between the speeds
of different polarizations.

II. CONSTRAINING THE SPEED OF
ADDITIONAL POLARIZATIONS

In this section, we review the current constraints on
propagation speed for the different polarizations and con-
clude that any additional polarizations must have arrived
before the correlated tensor polarizations. Thus, we pro-
pose a new method to search back through the data from
the arrival of the tensor modes for any additional po-
larizations. We discuss under what circumstances addi-
tional modes might be detectable and what this means
for the constraints that can be placed through a non-
detection.

of events, which probe the same region of parameter space for
parameters shared across observations, thus making a constraint
tighter by combining multiple measurements.

A. Current constraints

GWs in modified theories of gravity may contain as
many as six polarization modes. These include the two
tensor polarizations of GR, two additional vector polar-
izations, and two additional scalar polarizations. In gen-
eral, scalar, vector, and tensor polarizations are allowed
to propagate at different constant speeds, vS , vV , and
vT , respectively. This has important implications for de-
tectability since waves generated at the same source that
travel at different speeds arrive at the detector at differ-
ent times. As pointed out in [3], even a small difference
in speeds can build up over large distances. Thus, this
effect could be significant for sources that are far away.

Some constraints on the speeds of propagation of GWs
already exist. If vS,V,T < c, then massive particles trav-
eling close to the speed of light, like cosmic rays, would
be able to travel faster than GWs, producing gravita-
tional “Cherenkov”-type radiation, and, thereby, losing
energy [11, 12]. However, observations of high-energy
cosmic rays rule out such gravitational Cherenkov radia-
tion. This implies that vS,V,T ≥ c [11, 12]. Faster-than-
light propagation for GW polarizations does not violate
causality; it simply introduces a new causal cone [32].
Furthermore, the coincident detection of GWs and a
gamma-ray burst from a binary neutron star merger,
GW170817 and GRB170817A, established that the ten-
sor polarizations propagate at approximately the speed
of light: vT ≈ c ± O(10−15) [13]. Combining these con-
straints, one concludes that vS,V ≥ vT up to uncertainties
of O(10−15), and thus, non-tensorial polarizations must
arrive with (if vS,V = vT ) or before (if vS,V > vT ) the
tensor polarizations.

Recent work [33] suggests that, when vT = c, some
modified gravity theories have no vector polarization3.
The two classes of theories examined in that work, how-
ever, were a general metric theory and a scalar-tensor
theory, neither of which contained a vector field to source
a vector polarization in the first place. No proof of a gen-
eralization of this claim to vector-tensor or scalar-vector-
tensor models (e.g. the theories discussed in [35–40]) ex-
ists yet. Therefore, for the remainder of this paper, we
will outline our method for both scalar and vector polar-
izations. If theoretical considerations conclusively rule
out vector polarizations in the future, our method would
still apply to scalar polarizations.

3 For example, this happens to be true in Einstein-æther theory,
because, if vT = c, one of the coupling constants, cσ , must be
zero, and if this is so, the amplitude of the vector polarization
also vanishes, as one can see from Eq. (3.28) of [34].
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B. Constraints on the propagation speed of scalar
or vector polarizations: Anchoring to a tensor GW

observation

The LVK collaboration has already detected upwards
of 170 events, and this number will only increase as the
fourth observing run continues [41, 42]. Analyses of the
events in the GWTC-3 catalog suggests that they are
consistent with purely tensor polarizations, as predicted
by GR [43]. This conclusion was reached through the
comparison of the Bayes factors between different mod-
els (purely tensor, purely vector, purely scalar, or mixed
polarization content) [43]. All models assumed that all
polarizations travel at the speed of light, and thus, they
could all have caused the data triggers analyzed. This, of
course, is not true for a mixed polarization model where
the non-tensorial modes are allowed to travel faster than
the speed of light, as considered here [3, 43]. Therefore,
this test does not rule out additional polarizations, al-
though it does suggest that the GWs detected so far are
likely tensor polarizations. As an addendum to this anal-
ysis, any constraints on the GW dispersion relation [17]
apply only to the tensor polarizations.

Since any additional modes must arrive with or before
the tensor modes, we here propose using the already de-
tected events to determine which portion of the data to
search for additional polarization content. For example,
to probe for scalar or vector polarizations corresponding
to the GW170817 event, one would search the data be-
fore the trigger time of the detected merger for a signal
that has intrinsic source parameters consistent with that
of the GW170817 event. The source parameters might
be slightly biased, because the GR waveform models used
to analyze the event do not account for energy being lost
through additional polarizations. However, these modifi-
cations due to energy loss in other polarizations generally
scale with the square of the coupling constant, so they
should be suppressed (in the small coupling limit) and
can thus be neglected (see Appendix A for further de-
tails).

One can imagine two different reasons to explain why
additional modes would not have been observed be-
fore the detected tensor polarizations, beyond the null-
hypothesis that they do not exist. First, the additional
modes may not have had a large enough amplitude for
current instruments to detect them. Second, they may
have arrived before the stretch of data searched, because
of their propagation speed (recall vS,V ≥ c). Thus, a
non-detection of additional modes in earlier data would
allow us to place an upper bound on the amplitude of ad-
ditional polarizations that propagate below a particular
speed, and a new lower bound on the speed of propaga-
tion for polarizations with a larger amplitude. The dif-
ferent regions of parameter space that could be excluded
are shown schematically in Fig 2.

Let us consider non-tensorial polarizations with ampli-
tudes large enough to be detectable with current instru-
ments. If these additional polarizations are not found,

AN

vN

FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the parameter space that could
be probed through the non-detection of additional polariza-
tions in a stretch of data prior to a detected tensor signal.
Some critical velocity, vcrit, exists above which additional po-
larizations travel so fast that they would have arrived at our
detector before it turned on – we would not be able to measure
them. Some critical amplitude, Acrit, exists below which cur-
rent detectors would not be sensitive enough to measure these
polarizations. Therefore, the region of detectability is where
both speeds and amplitudes are detectable, the overlap region
in the upper left-hand corner. Over time, this overlap region
would grow larger as vcrit increases with more observing time
and Acrit decreases with improved detector sensitivity.

the length of the data searched sets the minimum possi-
ble difference in arrival times (between the non-tensorial
and the tensorial polarizations). It is a matter of simple
algebra to show that [3]

∆tN = tT − tN =
DL

c
− DL

vN
, (2.1)

where tT,N are the travel times of the tensor and the non-
tensorial polarizations (N ∈ {S, V }), vN is the propaga-
tion speed of the non-tensorial polarization, ∆tN is the
difference in arrival times (between the non-tensorial and
tensorial polarizations), and DL is the luminosity dis-
tance between the source and the detector, which is the
same for all polarizations from the same event. In the
limit that vN → c, the tensor and non-tensorial polariza-
tions propagate at the same speed, and so they arrive at
the same time: ∆tN → 0, as expected. As vN → ∞, the
time that it takes for additional polarizations to arrive in
the detector after they are emitted by the source goes to
zero, tN → 0, while the amount of time for the tensor po-
larizations to arrive is still tT = DL/c (Fig. 3 illustrates
this with a spacetime diagram). Note that alternative
polarizations cannot arrive before they are generated at
the source. Thus, it makes sense that the difference in
arrival times is finite even as vN → ∞, and that the
maximum possible difference in arrival times is the time
it takes for the tensor polarizations to propagate between
the source and the detector.

We can rearrange the expression of Eq. (2.1) to more
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tions goes to infinity, their worldline (dot-dashed orange line)
approaches a horizontal line, meaning they arrive almost in-
stantaneously with the merger. Meanwhile, it will still take
the tensor polarizations (dashed blue line) a time DL/c to
reach the detector. Therefore, ∆tS,V → DL/c. The alterna-
tive polarizations cannot arrive before the GW event. Thus,
the difference in arrival times cannot be greater than the time
it took for the tensor polarizations to reach the detector. This
is why ∆tN remains finite in this limit.

conveniently illustrate the differences in speeds as

vN
c

=
1

1− c∆tN
DL

= 1 + δvN , (2.2)

if we define the percent difference, δvN , as

δvN ≡ vN
c

− 1 =
c∆tN

DL − c∆tN
. (2.3)

With this definition, the condition vS,V ≥ c implies that
δvN is positive4. These expressions show that as ∆tN
increases from zero and approaches DL/c, δvN increases
(recall that ∆tN cannot be larger than tT = DL/c). Con-
versely, as DL decreases, forcing ∆tN to also decrease,
δvN increases. Therefore, looking at longer stretches of
data or closer events would allow us to place more strin-
gent constraints.

That searching over longer stretches of data leads to
a more stringent constraint on the propagation speed of

4 δvN ≥ 0 again implies that 0 ≤ ∆tN ≤ DL/c, which means that
the difference in arrival times cannot be greater than the time it
took for the tensor polarizations to reach the detector. In other
words, the alternative polarizations cannot arrive before the GW
event. The case ∆tN = DL/c would require vN → ∞.

non-tensorial modes is indeed intuitive, but the same is
not necessarily true for sources that are nearby. Why
would it be that closer signals allow for more stringent
constraints on the propagation speed? After all, the
closer the sources, the less time the signal has to propa-
gate through spacetime, and the smaller the time differ-
ence that builds up between the tensorial and the non-
tensorial polarizations, as one can see from Eq. (2.1).
The reason the constraint improves is that this smaller
time difference build up is an advantage when ruling out
portions of the parameter space. In the case of a non-
detection, additional polarizations coming from a closer
source had to be traveling much faster to arrive outside
the window of time searched. This concept is illustrated
in Fig. 4, for GW sources at two different distances.
In this diagram, both sources emit tensor polarizations
propagating at one speed and additional polarizations
propagating at another. Suppose that for both events
we search back through the data for the same amount
of time, TObs. If we trace a line from the GW event to
the earliest time searched in TObs, we can see the range
of angles (and hence speeds on this spacetime diagram)
that would be ruled out by a non-detection with this ob-
servation. We can see that for a closer event, the same
observing time allows us to rule out a much larger range
of propagation speeds.

Now, let us instead consider non-tensorial polarizations
with propagation speeds detectable by current observa-
tions, and examine what a non-detection would tell us
about their amplitudes. If these additional polarizations
are not found, the minimum amplitude that can be de-
tected becomes a new upper bound on their amplitude
at the detector. However, the amplitude of GWs de-
creases with the distance between the source and the de-
tector, like 1/DL. Thus, closer events again allow for
more stringent constraints. If we want to stack con-
straints from multiple events, we should consider what
this constraint means for their amplitude at the source,
or we should consider the ratio of amplitudes between
non-tensorial polarizations and the tensor ones (as both
should fall off with distance in the same way).

In the sections that follow, we will describe the pos-
sibility of placing constraints on propagation speed for
polarizations with detectable amplitudes (unless other-
wise specified).

III. ADDRESSING CHALLENGES TO
CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we explore and attempt to address some
of the limitations of the model-agnostic test proposed in
the previous section. We consider how the observing time
and the sensitivity of the detectors impact our ability
to detect additional modes. From there, we can deter-
mine how they would impact the possible constraints.
We can mitigate some of these challenges by continuing
to observe, improving detector sensitivity, and stacking
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detector. Both emit tensor polarizations propagating at speed
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From Eq. (2.1) and from this diagram, we can see that as DL

increases, so does the difference in arrival times between the
tensor polarizations and any additional polarizations. Thus,
the same amount of observing time searched back from the
merger of both events will rule out different regions of the pa-
rameter space. The same TObs for the closer source 1 will rule
out a larger swath of angles (shaded in green) than TObs for
the more distant source 2. This provides an intuitive under-
standing of why closer sources are better for ruling out larger
regions of parameter space, and hence place better constraints
in the event of a non-detection.

events. Finally, we consider the current constraints on
the magnitude of additional polarizations to ensure that
detectable polarizations are not yet ruled out. In light
of these discussions, we conclude that such a search may
yield constraints on propagation speed.

A. Observing time

Our method’s ability to constrain the propagation
speed of GWs is limited by the total amount of time
that detectors have been observing GWs. Recall from
Sec. II B, as the difference in arrival times, ∆tN , in-
creases, so does the difference in speeds, δvN . Thus,
the more data available before a particular set of ten-
sor polarizations arrives at the detectors, the greater the
region of parameter space that can be ruled out from a
non-detection, and the greater the constraint that can be

placed on the propagation speeds of additional polariza-
tions. However, GW observations are a relatively young
field. The first detection was in 2015 [44]. The youth of
the data limits the constraint on the propagation speeds
of non-tensorial modes that we can currently establish
with this method.

To find the best-case constraint possible at any given
time, we need to compute the maximum possible differ-
ence in speeds that could be detected to date, δvN,max.
To do so, we set the maximum observable difference in
arrival times to the amount of time observed for,

∆tN,max = TObs = tcurrent − tobservation start (3.1)

and consider a range of possible distances to the source
in Eq. (2.3). We can project how constraints will improve
with increased observing time by changing tcurrent. The
left panel of Fig. 5 shows what δvN,max would be after 1,
5, and 10 years of continuous observation, as a function
of distance5. Likewise, we can plot δvN,max as a function
of observing time for different distances, as shown in the
right panel of Fig. 5. Note that because δvN,max is the
maximum observable difference in speeds, all smaller dif-
ferences should also be observable with continuous obser-
vation and hence could be ruled out by a non-detection
of additional modes. From both plots, it is apparent
that the best-case constraint improves with closer events
and longer observing times. Therefore, though the total
amount of observing time limits the maximum constraint,
this improves the longer the detectors are on.

The best-case constraints studied above, however, as-
sume an ideal situation in which the detectors consis-
tently collect data from the moment they were first
turned on. The reality is much more complicated.
Ground-based GW detectors have been collecting data
during a number of planned observing runs, commonly
denoted O# (e.g., O1, O3a), and updated in between
(calendar of observing runs available at [47]). Therefore,
there are several segments of time during which GWs
could not be measured. If additional polarizations ar-
rived in these gaps between observing runs, we would
not have detected them. Thus, it seems like instead of
being able to place an absolute lower bound on propa-
gation speeds, the best we can hope to do is to rule out
a range of propagation speeds. We could avoid this is-
sue by considering the data from only one observing run
at a time. However, that severely limits the magnitude
of the constraint that can be placed. A better way to
address this issue is to consider many different events
across different observing runs so that, eventually, all of
the regions in parameter space that one particular event
cannot rule out are excluded by another.

To demonstrate how this would work schematically, let
us consider a hypothetical scenario in which we change

5 The range of DL was chosen to be [40, 8280] Mpc because these
are the closest and farthest events detected to date at the writing
of this paper [45, 46].
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FIG. 5. Left: A plot of the maximum observable percent difference in propagation speed, δvN,max = vN/c− 1, as a function of
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the difference in arrival times is equal to the observing time (∆tN,max = TObs). Therefore, the regions below these lines would
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distances. Again, this is the maximum possible difference, so a continuous search would rule out smaller differences.

only one variable at a time. Suppose that tensor polar-
izations from two events at the same distance (50 Mpcs)
from the detector were observed at different times during
the second half of the third observing run, O3b. Start-
ing from the arrival of these tensor polarizations, we can
search back through earlier data for additional modes.
The top panel of Fig. 6 presents a calendar of the dif-
ferent intervals of data that can be searched for each
event. Ti,O3b is the time interval in O3b, Ti,gap repre-
sents the gap between observing runs when the detector
was turned off, and Ti,O3a is the time interval in O3a
for i = 1, 2. Note that T1,O3b < T2,O3b because event 1
arrived earlier in O3b than event 2. Meanwhile, the dura-
tion of the gap and O3a was the same for both events, so
T1,gap = T2,gap and T1,O3a = T2,O3a. However, if we look
at the total observing time we can search for each event,
T1,total < T2,total, and we can see from the bottom panel
of Fig. 6 that because T1,O3b < T2,O3b, searching back-
ward from the events the gaps do not line up. Thus, the
two different events can probe different regions of δvN .

The shading in the top panel of Fig. 7 shows the dif-
ferent regions of δvN that each event could exclude if
additional modes were not detected. From this plot, we
can see that the gap in observing time between O3a and
O3b would not lead to a gap in the measured region of
δvN as long as we were able to use events that occurred
at different times. However, the gap between O3a and
O3b was a short time interval, only a month. So, how
does this strategy work for a larger gap? If we were to
include O2 in this search, then we have a much larger gap
in observing time between O2 and O3a, about 1.5 years.
Making the same plot, we can see from the bottom panel
of Fig. 7 that the gap between O3a and O2 data is made
narrower by overlapping data from the two events but
not eliminated. Hence, we should consider another way

to fill in such observing gaps.
Consider then that tensor polarizations from three

events at different distances from the detector (40, 60,
and 100 Mpc respectively) are observed simultaneously.
In this case, if we search the data back from the arrival
of the tensor polarizations for additional modes, the gaps
in observing time would line up on the TObs axis. How-
ever, because δvN also depends on DL, the slope of the
line on a plot of δvN (TObs) is different. The top panel of
Fig. 8 shows how this affects the regions of δvN that can
be excluded. Once again, the gap in observing between
O3a and O3b does not lead to any gap in the region of
δvN that could potentially be excluded. However, the
larger gap between O2 and O3a data, visible in the bot-
tom panel of Fig. 8, leads to a gap in the observable δvN .
The region of δvN that could not be measured is made
much smaller but not completely eliminated by combin-
ing these three events.

From these two examples, we can see how combining
data from many different events that arrive at different
times or from different distances can solve the problem
of gaps in the observing time6. This technique of
combining data from different events can also mitigate
gaps in observation within an observing run. Even
within an observing run, there are periods when the
detector is off-line for one reason or another, or when
noise or glitches obscure the data. Any less-than-optimal
detection capabilities are quantified by the duty cycle,
the fraction of the total run duration during which

6 Note that this “stacking” of events would not work for a theory
where the propagation speed was expected to be different for
different events (e.g. if the speed of propagation depended on
the distance at which waves were generated).
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32

T1,O3bT1,gapT1,O3a
T2,O3bT2,gapT2,O3a

O3a O3b
Apr 2019 July 2019 Oct 2019 Jan 2020 Apr 2020

T1,O3b T1,gap T1,O3a

T2,O3b T2,gap T2,O3a

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Tobs [yr]

FIG. 6. Top: A calendar of searchable data for two hypothetical events with tensor polarizations arriving at different times in
O3b. Event 1 arrives earlier (marked by a blue vertical line), and Event 2 arrives later (marked by an orange vertical line).
From this calendar, we can see that the length of observing time for both events is the same in O3a and across the gap, but
that T1,O3b < T2,O3b because event 1 arrived earlier. Bottom: A timeline of the total observing time when looking back from
the arrival of the tensor polarizations. Because T1,O3b < T2,O3b, the gaps in the data do not line up for both events. This has
important implications for the regions of δvN that can be ruled out by stacking the events (as shown in Fig. 7).

the instruments were observing [41]. For example,
[41] reports that during O3b, the duty cycle was 79%
for advanced LIGO Hanford, 79% for advanced LIGO
Livingston, and 76% for Virgo. All three detectors
were running simultaneously only 51% of the time,
but at least one detector was observing 96.6% of the
time. This creates further challenges for our proposed
technique because, to properly exclude regions of the
parameter space, one would have to keep careful track
of when each detector was offline and determine how
that impacts observable speeds. We can see how this
would work for real events detected across O1 – O3 in
Fig. 9. Here, we have collected all segments of data in
which at least one detector was turned on and calculated
what a non-detection of additional polarizations in
that segment would imply for constraints on δvN for
each GW event. We can use this plot to determine
which GW events would allow us to rule out the largest
regions of δvN , if one were to actually perform this
search (e.g., GW170817_124104, GW190425_081805,
GW190814_211039, GW191216_213338, and
GW200115_042309 would allow us to rule out larger
values of δvN ). Thus, we can again see that if one
were to repeat this test multiple times with different
events over many different observing runs, many gaps in
observation would become filled in.

B. Detector sensitivity

A matter to be cautious of when searching for addi-
tional modes across multiple different observing runs is
the change in the detectors’ sensitivity. With each new
observing run, the sensitivity of the detectors increases,
allowing us to detect more distant sources. This also
means that the detectors become less sensitive as we look

back through the data from the arrival of a particular
tensor polarization to earlier observing runs. Thus, it is
possible that additional modes that are detectable in a
later run may not be observable in an earlier run.

We can counter this problem by restricting our search
for additional modes to a particular observing run. How-
ever, as previously discussed, that can limit the regime of
δvN that is measurable/constrainable. Another solution
is to search for additional modes with a lower signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) threshold. For example, targeted sub-
threshold searches, such as those that look for demag-
nified, lensed GW signals [16], require a detector SNR
ρdet > 4 in at least one detector, as compared to the tra-
ditional SNR threshold7 of 8 [49]. Thus, there is prece-
dence in the literature for using sub-threshold searches
when some of the source parameters have already been
determined from a super-threshold event [14–16].

A third way to counter this problem might be to con-
sider only events close enough to Earth to have been de-
tected in any of the observing runs. Yet, as pointed out
in the previous section, we might need events at multi-
ple distances to examine a larger (or all of the) δvN pa-
rameter space. Fortunately, because of how quickly the
slope changes and the size of the gaps between observing
runs, we may not need a very large range of distances
(e.g., between 40 and 100 Mpc is almost enough to re-
move the gap between O2 and O3a if enough events were
detected in this range, Fig. 8). Furthermore, as demon-
strated in Secs. II B and IIIA, closer events give better
constraints on δvN (and on amplitude when δvN is mea-

7 This SNR threshold of 8 is often used as a heuristic, so we quote
it here to give a point of comparison. In reality, SNR alone is not
a sufficient detection statistic [6], and the optimal SNR threshold
can vary for different source parameters [48].
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FIG. 7. Both panels show the regions of δvN that could be
excluded by two events at the same distance of 50 Mpc ar-
riving at different times in O3b (blue and orange shadings
represent regions excluded by Events 1 and 2, respectively),
and the top panel shows a smaller portion of the bottom plot
in greater detail. The top panel shows the regions that a non-
detection of additional polarizations in O3a and O3b could
exclude. Observe that, although there is a gap in the data for
each individual event, these gaps overlap in such a way as to
give a continuous region of possible detection/exclusion (see
Fig. 6 for a timeline). The bottom panel shows the regions
that a non-detection of additional polarizations in O2, O3a,
and O3b could exclude. Here we can see that the much larger
gap between O2 and O3a data is made narrower by overlap-
ping data from the two events, but not eliminated completely.
The inclusion of more than two events would shrink the gaps
further, and, with enough events, they would be eliminated.

surable). Therefore, the issue of being unable to detect
additional polarizations for events at very large distances
is not necessarily detrimental to constraining propagation
speeds (or the amplitude) of non-tensorial modes.

C. Magnitude of additional polarizations

Our method to constrain the propagation speed of
additional polarizations through a non-detection applies
only to polarizations with a large enough non-tensorial
amplitude to be detectable (recall Fig. 2). Our pro-
posed technique would be irrelevant if current constraints

already ruled out detectable amplitudes of additional

δ
v
N
[%

]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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4×10-9

6×10-9

Tobs [yr]

δ
v
N
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]
40 Mpc 60 Mpc 100 Mpc

0 1 2 3 4

5.0×10-9

1.0×10-8

1.5×10-8

2.0×10-8

2.5×10-8

Tobs [yr]

FIG. 8. Both panels show the regions (shaded) of δvN that
could be excluded by three events at different distances (40,
60, and 100 Mpcs respectively) arriving at the same time in
O3b, and the top panel shows a smaller portion of the bot-
tom plot in greater detail. The top panel shows the regions
that a non-detection of additional polarizations in O3b and
O3a could exclude. Observe that, although there is a gap
in the data for each individual event (and the gaps line up
on this plot), the different slope for each event leads to an
overlap in δvN , leading to a continuous region of possible de-
tection/exclusion. The bottom panel shows the regions that
a non-detection of additional polarizations in O2, O3a, and
O3b could exclude. Observe that the much larger gap be-
tween O3a and O2 data is filled in by data from the three
events but not eliminated completely. The inclusion of more
events would indeed eliminate the gap altogether.

modes. We must therefore consider what constraints ex-
ist on the amplitude of additional polarizations.

Several studies have searched for a GW background
(GWB) arising from non-tensorial modes and have placed
upper limits on how large that background can be [50–
56], which puts an upper limit on how large the amplitude
of alternative polarizations can be. According to [54], the
upper limits are

Ω
(S)
GW ≤ 2.1× 10−8, (3.2a)

Ω
(V )
GW ≤ 7.9× 10−9, (3.2b)

Ω
(T )
GW ≤ 6.4× 10−9, (3.2c)

for scalar, vector, and tensor polarizations, respectively.
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Given that the tensor polarization has the most stringent
constraint and tensor polarizations are detectable, these
constraints on the GWB do not imply that alternative
polarizations would be any more difficult to detect than
tensor polarizations.

A different study [57] placed constraints on the am-
plitude of scalar polarizations in a scalar-tensor theory
with a direct search for additional polarizations around
the merger events GW170814 and GW170817. However,
that analysis assumed that the speed of propagation was
the same for the tensor and scalar polarizations. Thus,
the constraints of that paper do not apply to the theo-
ries considered here, as their method would have missed
any polarizations that arrived outside the window of data
they considered (4 seconds of data for GW170814 and
128 seconds of data for GW170817). Similarly, another
study [58], carried out a theory-independent search for
additional polarizations, but they considered only the 4
seconds of data around the merger event GW190521, so
again their upper limits do not apply to polarizations
that propagate with different speeds.

Another method to place a constraint on the amplitude
of additional polarizations is to examine the maximum
possible energy loss due to the emission of additional po-
larization modes, and then to relate this to a constraint
on the amplitudes, as was recently done in [59]. Their
analysis was limited to the case where only one addi-
tional scalar mode is present, so they focused on scalar
polarizations. Thus, any constraints placed by this study
do not apply to vector polarizations. Furthermore, the
authors assumed that the propagation speed of scalar po-
larizations is very close to the speed of light (which we did
not assume here). Finally, their main result, that scalar
modes should be suppressed by a factor of O(10−2.5) rel-
ative to tensor modes, can be avoided if a certain rela-
tion between the breathing and longitudinal polarizations
holds. Given all of these reasons, we do not think the re-
sults of [59] should deter us from the search proposed
here.

Another potential hurdle to detectability is that the
relative difference in propagation speed with respect to
the speed of light may not be independent of the am-
plitude of non-tensorial polarizations, since, in a given
particular theory, both should be related to the magni-
tude of the coupling constants of that theory. If true, this
would reduce detectability prospects, as it seems to imply
that polarizations that arrive close to the tensor polariza-
tions must have had smaller coupling constants, leading
to non-detectable amplitudes. However, constraining the
speed of non-tensorial polarizations does not necessarily
constrain their amplitude if there are multiple coupling
constants in the theory, as is the case with Einstein-
æther theory. Similarly, if there are multiple coupling
constants, constraints on the non-tensorial speeds may
have significant or little impact on coupling constant con-
straints, depending on how they enter these speeds. This
relation must be determined on a case-by-case basis, in
specific theories.

We will examine Einstein-æther theory as a specific
example. In this theory, there are four dimensionless
coupling constants, {ca, cθ, cω, cσ}8 [60]. The speeds of
the different polarizations are related to these coupling
constants through [24]

v2T
c2

=
1

1− cσ
, (3.3a)

v2V
c2

=
cσ + cω − cσcω
2ca(1− cσ)

, (3.3b)

v2S
c2

=
(cθ + 2cσ)(1− ca/2)

3ca(1− cσ)(1 + cθ/2)
. (3.3c)

Let us first consider the tensor polarizations in this
theory. Because the speed of the tensor polarizations
only depends on cσ, any constraints on vT /c can be
easily translated into constraints on cσ. This is why
the constraints from the GW170817 and GRB170817A
event (as described in Sec. IIA), which require vT ≈
c ± O(10−15)[13], imply the stringent constraint cσ ≈
O(10−15). This is a clear example in which a constraint
on the speed of propagation of a mode (in this case, the
tensor modes) places a stringent constraint on the cou-
pling constants of the theory.

Now, let us consider the hypothetical case where we
place a constraint on the speed of the vector polarization,
vV /c ≥ 1 + δvV , where δvV is whatever difference in
speeds between the tensor and vector modes can be ruled
out by this constraint. Given the tight constraint on
cσ due to the coincident GW and GRB observation, the
speeds of different polarizations in Einstein-æther theory
are effectively

v2T
c2

= 1, (3.4a)

v2V
c2

=
cω
2ca

, (3.4b)

v2S
c2

=
cθ(1− ca/2)

3ca(1 + cθ/2)
, (3.4c)

setting cσ = 0 for simplicity. Then,

v2V
c2

≥ 1 + (2δvV + δv2V ) , (3.5)

to leading order in the couplings, and thus

cω ≥ 2ca
[
1 + (2δvV + δv2V )

]
. (3.6)

The constraint on cω is suppressed by ca, which is al-
ready small due to other constraints (see [27] for a sum-
mary of current constraints on this theory). Therefore,
we now have an example where constraining the speed

8 Sometimes, the theory is parameterized in terms of alternative
coupling constants, {c1, c2, c3, c4}. See [60] for the conversion
between these two sets of couplings.
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of a polarization does not dramatically affect the allowed
values of a coupling constant. Hence, in this case, a tight
constraint on the speed would not necessarily imply any-
thing about the amplitude of the polarization (for the
amplitudes of the different polarizations in this theory,
see [27]). A similar argument applies to the scalar modes.

Einstein-æther theory, therefore, provides examples
where constraints on the speed both do and do not dra-
matically impact coupling constants This demonstrates
that a small difference in propagation speed would not
necessarily imply an undetectable amplitude.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have proposed a novel method to
search for additional polarizations that can propagate at
different speeds. Observational evidence (the absence of
gravitational Cherenkov radiation [11, 12] and the joint
detection of GWs and a gamma ray burst [13]) implies
that any scalar and vector polarizations must propagate
at or faster than the speed of light, while the tensor po-
larizations propagate at the speed of light. Therefore,
any additional polarizations must arrive before (or at
best with) the tensor modes. In light of this, we sug-
gest starting from already detected events and searching
back through earlier data for additional, non-tensorial
polarizations with similar source parameters. This new
method is necessary because traditional techniques of
searching for simultaneous polarizations could entirely
miss polarizations with even slightly different propaga-
tion speeds.

The detection of additional polarizations in earlier data
would be immediate evidence of new physics, but we must
also consider the implications of no additional polariza-
tions detected. If they exist (as many modified theories
of gravity suggest they might), additional polarizations
may not be detected either because their amplitudes are
not large enough for current detectors to measure or be-
cause they arrived before the portion of data searched.
Therefore, a non-detection of additional polarizations in
earlier data implies an upper bound on the amplitude
for polarizations with detectable propagation speeds and
a lower bound on the speed of propagation for polar-
izations with detectable amplitudes. We identify that
closer events and longer observing times would allow us
to impose more stringent constraints in both scenarios.
Finally, we point out that additional modes may appear
to be isolated (i.e., not have tensor polarizations) if they
arrive at dramatically different times, which can happen
if their speed of propagation is even a tiny fraction larger
than the speed of light.

After introducing this new search technique, we fo-
cused on constraints that might be placed on the speed of
propagation, exploring and addressing some of the limi-
tations of our proposed method. We considered the chal-
lenges that arise because of limited observing time and
gaps between different observing runs. Fortunately, col-

lecting more data and “stacking” events resolves these
issues. We pointed out that the detectors’ sensitivity
changes across observing runs and propose ways to miti-
gate this effect (e.g., restricting the search to one run,
lowering the SNR threshold, or only looking at suffi-
ciently close events). Lastly, we examined existing con-
straints on the amplitude of additional polarizations and
determined that these do not rule out the possibility of
detection. We give an example of a specific theory to
demonstrate how constraints on propagation speeds and
the coupling constants of a theory (which also impact the
amplitude) may be related.

Even after considering all the above challenges, the
method proposed here still seems to be a promising
avenue for detecting or constraining additional, non-
tensorial polarizations with different propagation speeds.
This method could be immediately implemented with
current GW templates in modified theories of grav-
ity. For example, the Einstein-æther waveform template
from [27] could be easily adapted to this search (al-
though, in this particular theory, estimates suggest that
the improvement in constraints on the coupling constants
would not be enough to justify this search, Sec. III C).
The search is also dramatically simplified compared to a
blind search because some parameters can be fixed (e.g.,
sky location and intrinsic parameters like chirp mass).
However, we caution against attempting this search with
GR templates. It is unclear (and highly unlikely) that
the current GR template banks could pick up additional
polarizations in the data, because the former can be
dramatically functionally different from tensor polariza-
tions (both geometrically and because of which harmon-
ics dominate the signal [8]). Even if GR templates can
detect these additional polarizations, the source param-
eters may be highly biased, and the search will probably
not be as efficient as if we had used more flexible tem-
plates. We leave the study of these questions to future
work.
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Appendix A: Energy lost through additional
polarizations

We here provide an estimate of the energy carried away
by non-tensorial GW polarizations in modified theories.
Starting from the general stress-energy tensor, Eq. 35.70
of [61],

Tµν =
1

32π

〈
(∇µh̄αβ)(∇ν h̄

αβ)− 1

2
(∇µh̄)(∇ν h̄)

− 2(∇βh̄
αβ)(∇(ν h̄µ)α)

〉
, (A.1)

where h̄µν is the trace reversed metric perturbation and
the brackets ⟨ ⟩ represent a Brill-Hartle average [61, 62],
averaging over several wavelengths. In GR, when h̄µν =
h̄µν
TT , the second and third terms of Eq. (A.1) vanish,

but h̄µν may have additional (scalar and vector, non-TT)
components in modified theories of gravity. Looking at
the T00 component of the above equation and expanding
out the summations, we arrive at

T00 =
1

32π

〈
(∇̄0h̄jk)(∇̄0h̄

jk)− 1

2
(∇̄0h̄)(∇̄0h̄)

− (∇̄0h̄
00)(∇̄0h̄00)− 2(∇̄j h̄

0j)(∇̄0h̄00)

− 2(∇̄kh̄
jk)(∇̄0h̄0j)

〉
. (A.2)

If we neglect terms of higher than second order in h̄,
then the covariant derivatives go to partial derivatives,

and this becomes

T00 =
1

32π

〈
(∂0h̄jk)(∂0h̄

jk)− 1

2
(∂0h̄)(∂0h̄)

− (∂0h̄
00)(∂0h̄00)− 2(∂j h̄

0j)(∂0h̄00)

− 2(∂kh̄
jk)(∂0h̄0j)

〉
. (A.3)

Following Eq. (A.4) of [3], the trace-reversed metric per-
turbation can be irreducibly decomposed as

h̄00 = C, (A.4a)

h̄0j =
1

vS
N jD +Dj

T , (A.4b)

h̄jk =
δjk

3
A+

1

v2S

(
N jNK − δjk

3

)
B

+
2

vV
N (jA

k)
T +Ajk

TT , (A.4c)

where ∂jD
j
T = 0 = ∂jA

j
T , ∂jA

jk
TT = 0 = δjkA

jk
TT , and

N is a unit 3-vector aimed from the GW source to the
detector.

Let us assume for simplicity that each deviation from
GR scales like the same small coupling constant, ζ, and
that we can neglect any terms of O(ζ2). In GR, the
only non-vanishing piece of the GW is Ajk

TT , so every
other function in this expression represents a deviation
from GR that must thus scale with ζ. Furthermore, the
transverse-traceless polarizations may also be modified
in beyond-GR theories of gravity. Explicitly writing ζ
in as a bookkeeping parameter, the decomposition then
becomes

h̄00 = ζC, (A.5a)

h̄0j =
1

vS
N jζD + ζDj

T , (A.5b)

h̄jk =
δjk

3
ζA+

1

v2S

(
N jNk − δjk

3

)
ζB

+
2

vV
N (jζA

k)
T + ζδAjk

TT +Ajk
TT . (A.5c)

Now we can insert these expressions into Eq. (A.3) and
analyze the result term by term. We will save the first
term for last, as this is the interesting one. Starting with
the second term, and pulling the constant ζ out of any
derivatives, we have

(∂0h̄)(∂0h̄) = (∂0[−ζC+ζA])2 = ζ2(∂0[−C+A])2 = O(ζ2)
(A.6)

where we have used the fact that h̄ = ηαβh̄
αβ = −h̄00 +

h̄kk = −ζC + ζA (since Akk
TT = 0 and NkA

k
T = 0). Like-

wise,

(∂0h̄
00)(∂0h̄00) = (∂0[ζC])2 = ζ2(∂C)2 = O(ζ)2, (A.7)

and

(∂j h̄
0j)(∂0h̄00) = ζ2∂j

[
1

vS
N jD

]
∂0 [C] = O(ζ2), (A.8)

(where we used ∂jD
j
T = 0). Similarly, since ∂kA

jk
TT = 0,

we then have that
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(∂kh̄
jk)(∂0h̄0j) = ∂k

[
δjk

3
ζA+

1

v2S

(
N jNk − δjk

3

)
ζB +

2

vV
N (jζA

k)
T + ζδAjk

TT +Ajk
TT

]
∂0

[
− 1

vS
NjζD − ζDT

j

]
,

= ζ2∂k

[
δjk

3
A+

1

v2S

(
N jNk − δjk

3

)
B +

2

vV
N (jA

k)
T

]
∂0

[
− 1

vS
NjD −DT

j

]
= O(ζ2). (A.9)

Thus, all of these terms can be neglected as they are of
order O(ζ2).

Finally, let us turn to the first term of Eq. (A.3). To
simplify notation, we will use x0 = ct to write ∂0 = c−1∂t
and then use ∂tF = Ḟ for any function F . Then, this
first term becomes〈
(∂0h̄jk)(∂0h̄

jk)
〉
=

1

c2

〈
(Ȧjk

TT )
2

+ 2

[
δjk
3

ζȦ+
1

v2S

(
NjNk − δjk

3

)
ζḂ

+
2

vV
N(jζȦ

T
k) + ζδȦTT

jk

]
Ȧjk

TT +O(ζ2)
〉
.

(A.10)

Recall that NjA
j
T = 0 and NjA

jk
TT = 0 = δjkA

jk
TT .

Therefore, the only part of this expression that does not
vanish is〈
(∂0h̄jk)(∂0h̄

jk)
〉
=

1

c2

〈
(ȦTT

jk )2 + 2ζ(Ȧjk
TT δȦ

jk
TT ) +O(ζ2)

〉
,

and we have

T00 =
1

32c2π

〈
(ȦTT

jk )2+2ζ(Ȧjk
TT δȦ

jk
TT )+O(ζ2)

〉
. (A.11)

Thus, we can see that energy carried away by additional,
non-tensorial polarizations scales like ζ2 in this case and
should not bias our measurement of the source parame-
ters from analysis of the tensor polarizations (as long as
ζ is small enough that we cannot detect a deviation from
GR in the tensor polarizations, ζ2 is certainly negligible).

Appendix B: Constraints on the propagation speed
of scalar or vector polarizations: Leveraging

multiple detectors

The discussion in Sec. II B hinges on searching for ad-
ditional modes associated with the tensor modes from a
particular event. However, if the difference in propaga-
tion speed is extreme, these different polarizations may
arrive at dramatically different times and be hard to asso-
ciate with each other. Therefore, it is worth considering
how to constrain the speed of scalar or vector modes that
seem to arrive independently of the tensor mode. To do
this, we can take advantage of the difference in arrival
times between different detectors.

First let us review the methodology outlined by [63],
so that we can apply it to our particular problem. Con-
sider two detectors which are separated by some distance

dsep. The amount of time it takes for light to travel on a
straight line between the two sites is t0 = dsep/c. Now,
if the light is propagating at some angle θ to the sepa-
ration line between detectors, as sketched in Fig. 10, the
time delay for electromagnetic signals between the differ-
ent detectors will be τem = t0 cos θ. Assuming sources
are roughly uniformly distributed throughout the sky,
the time delays should be uniformly distributed between
−t0 ≤ τem ≤ t0. Thus, the likelihood of any particular
time delay within this range of values is p(τem) = 1/(2t0).

The same logic can be applied to gravitational waves,
as was done in [63] for the first three GW events that were
detected. As described in Sec. II B, these signals were
most likely from tensor polarizations, which propagate
with speed vT (at the time of writing of [63], vT had
not yet been constrained – we will keep vT explicit in
the equations below, in order to trace through the logic).
Thus, the travel time between the detectors is dsep/vT =
c t0/vT and the time delay for the tensor polarizations of
GWs between two different detectors will be

τT =
ct0
vT

cos θ =
c

vT
τem. (B.1)

Again, for isotropic sources, this would imply a uni-
form distribution of delay times between −(c t0/vT ) and
(c t0/vT ), so the likelihood of any particular delay (given
a speed vT ) is

p(τT |vT ) =

{
vT

2 c t0
for − c t0

vT
≤ τT ≤ c t0

vT

0 otherwise
(B.2)

However, even if the sources are uniformly distributed,
the angular pattern functions (described in [64]) imply
that the response of the detector is not the same at all
angles. Thus, this distribution of delay times must be
weighted by the network power pattern, summed over k
detectors, as given in [65]:

PT (θ, ϕ) =
∑
k

F 2
+,k(θ, ϕ) + F 2

×,k(θ, ϕ) , (B.3)

where (θ, ϕ) are sky angles. Reference [63] then used
Bayes’ theorem to arrive at the posterior distribution for
vT :

p(vT |τT ) =
p(τT |vT )p(vT )

p(τT )
(B.4)

and used numerical sampling methods to determine the
shape of this posterior from the three events they consid-
ered and to place constraints on vT .
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*

FIG. 10. A sketch of two detectors separated by a light-travel
time of t0 = dsep/c. An electromagnetic signal is propagating
at an angle θ relative to the line connecting the detectors (line
with arrow). From this sketch, it is easy to see that the time
delay for a plane wave between the different detectors should
be t0 cos θ.

Note that the constraints already placed by [63] do not
apply to additional, non-tensorial modes because they
were placed with tensor polarizations. To place a simi-
lar constraint for non-tensorial modes, the analysis would
have to be repeated after a conclusive detection of addi-
tional polarizations. We would be able to send vT → vS
or vT → vV depending on the polarization detected, and
update the network power pattern to be either

PS(θ, ϕ) =
∑
k

F 2
b,k(θ, ϕ) + F 2

L,k(θ, ϕ) ,

or

PV (θ, ϕ) =
∑
k

F 2
X,k(θ, ϕ) + F 2

Y,k(θ, ϕ) .

respectively. If additional polarizations were detected
without corresponding tensor modes (i.e., in isolation),
this method might provide an upper bound on their
speed, because τS,V ≤ c t0/vS,V ⇒ vS,V ≤ c t0/τS,V ,

so the larger the value of τS,V , the smaller vS,V has to
be. Intuitively, slower waves will take longer to travel be-
tween detectors, so large time delays set upper bounds on
the speed. An upper bound would allow us to calculate
the maximum difference in arrival times between non-
tensorial polarizations and tensorial polarizations from
the same event. This could potentially be used to nar-
row the region of data, or time-window, that should be
searched for corresponding polarizations, although it re-
quires combining the constraints from many different de-
tections, since we would not know from any individual
event if the delay in arrival times was due to speeds or
angles.

This method hinges on observing the same polariza-
tion “in coincidence” in multiple detectors. For example,
standard LIGO searches exclude signals with Hanford-
Livingston time delays greater than 15 ms [66]. If the
propagation speeds were much less than the speed of
light, it might take too long for these polarizations to
travel from one detector to the other for them to still
be recognized as the same event. Fortunately, since
vS,V ≥ c, the travel time of additional polarizations
should always be less than that of light, and it should
be simple to correlate events between detectors for any
additional polarizations.

On the other end, it is possible that additional polar-
izations might travel so fast that LIGO would see their
arrival in multiple detectors as simultaneous events and
would not be able to reveal more about their speeds.
LIGO’s timing resolution is 1µs [67]. Thus, to be able to
distinguish between different speeds, let us conservatively
estimate that we would need a difference in arrival times
between detectors of at least 2 µs. Then, τS,V ≥ 2 µs
⇒ vS,V ≤ c t0/2 µs. For a separation between detectors
of 3000 km (as between LIGO Hanford and LIGO Liv-
ingston), this means t0 ≈ 10 ms and hence vS,V ≤ 5000c
would be distinguishable. This is a ridiculously large
speed, so we consider this method still potentially useful.

Since additional polarizations have not yet been ob-
served, we put this method aside for the moment to be
used if such polarizations are detected.
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