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Parity violation in the gravitational sector is a prediction of many theories beyond general rela-
tivity. In the propagation of gravitational waves, parity violation manifests by inducing amplitude
and/or velocity birefringence between right- and left-circularly polarized modes. We study how
the stochastic gravitational wave background can be used to place constraints on these birefringent
effects. We consider two model scenarios, one in which we allow birefringent corrections to become
arbitrarily large, and a second in which we impose stringent theory priors. In the former, we place
constraints on a generic birefringent gravitational-wave signal due to the current non-detection of
a stochastic background from compact binary events. We find a joint constraint on birefringent
parameters, κD and κz, of O(10−1). In the latter scenario, we forecast constraints on parity vio-
lating theories resulting from observations of the future upgraded LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA network as
well as proposed third-generation detectors. We find that third-generation detectors will be able
to improve the constraints by at least two orders of magnitude, yielding new stringent bounds on
parity violating theories. This work introduces a novel and powerful probe of gravitational parity
violation with gravitational-wave data.

I. INTRODUCTION

The era of gravitational-wave astrophysics has thus
far yielded O(100) observations of compact binary coa-
lescences (CBCs) from the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK)
collaboration [1–4]. Moreover, pulsar timing arrays have
provided significant evidence for a low-frequency stochas-
tic gravitational wave background, thought to arise from
merging supermassive black holes [5–9]. The stellar-
mass compact binaries observed by the LVK collab-
oration are additionally expected to produce a high-
frequency stochastic background, due to the cumulative
signal of sources too distant to be individually resolved.
As of the third LVK observing run (O3), this stochastic
background has not been detected, and current sensitiv-
ity projections indicate that a detection in the ongoing
fourth observing run (O4) is unlikely [10, 11].

Gravitational wave observations serve as a test for a
variety of questions regarding fundamental physics and
the nature of gravity [12, 13]. One such question is the
existence of gravitational parity violation: Do gravita-
tional interactions remain invariant under a reversal of
spatial coordinates? Parity is a fundamental symmetry,
but we know from observation that our universe is not
parity symmetric; for example, the weak force is known
from experiments to be chiral [14, 15]. Furthermore, par-
ity violation has been recently hinted at in observations
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of galaxy four-point functions [16, 17]. General Relativ-
ity (GR) is a parity-even theory, but parity violation can
arise in theories that are extensions to GR. Chern-Simons
(CS) gravity is a notable example [18, 19], with others in-
cluding variants of CS gravity, parity-violating extensions
of ghost-free scalar-tensor theory, symmetric teleparallel
gravity, and Horava-Lifshitz theory [20–27]. In general,
parity-violating extensions of GR arise as low-energy ef-
fective field theories of some higher-energy, UV theory
(e.g. [28–34]).

Gravitational parity violation can lead to modifications
to both the generation of gravitational waves in compact
binaries and to their propagation [35, 36]. In this con-
text, parity-violating modifications to gravitational-wave
propagation lead to birefringence, in which the right-
and left-circular polarization modes evolve differently in
their phase and/or amplitude [35, 37–42]. The amplitude
modifications, which we will refer to as “amplitude bire-
fringence,” force one of the polarizations to grow with
propagation distance, while the other decays. The phase
modifications, which we will refer to as “velocity bire-
fringence,” force a frequency-dependent phase-shift that
grows with distance and has different signs depending on
the polarization state. Such birefringence effects leave a
signature that gravitational-wave detectors can, in prin-
ciple, observe, as first suggested in [35, 39]. In what
follows we specifically focus on amplitude birefringence.

Gravitational-wave birefringence due to parity vio-
lation has been searched for in a variety of ways in
the context of ground-based detectors. The GWTC-2
and GWTC-3 catalogs have been used to place con-
straints on amplitude birefringence by stacking individ-
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FIG. 1. Illustrative scenario of our test of gravitational-wave
birefringence. The lower-most blue curve shows a prediction
for the total energy-density (i.e. the Stokes-I energy density)
of the stochastic background arising from binary black hole
mergers in General Relativity. Increasing birefringence en-
hances the amplitude of the stochastic background to a point
at which it is excluded by current non-observation [10].

ual constraints from binary black holes (BBHs) [43, 44].
Both amplitude and velocity birefringence have been
constrained using coincident gravitational waves and
gamma rays from the binary neutron star (BNS) event
GW170817 [45]. Velocity birefringence has also been
constrained using the GWTC-3 catalog [46, 47]. Sev-
eral studies have made projections for the possibility of
probing parity violation from inflationary physics in the
stochastic background with ground-based and future de-
tectors [48–51], and have placed upper limits on primor-
dial parity violation with LVK observations [52–54]. Ad-
ditionally, projections have been made for the prospect
of using future observations of the stochastic background
to probe parity violation from compact binaries [55], but
as of yet, no constraint of this type exists in the literature
with current data.

The above work all seeks to test gravitational-wave
birefringence via the detection of compact binary merg-
ers. Our objective for this work is different: we
seek to instead use the non-detection of a stochastic
gravitational-wave background to constrain amplitude
birefringence. The idea is simple: By virtue of amplifying
one polarization, sufficiently strong amplitude birefrin-
gence will increase the net energy in the gravitational-
wave background (even as it suppresses the other po-
larization). If there exists a modification that enhances
the gravitational-wave amplitude of distant compact bi-
naries, then the size of that modification must there-
fore be limited by the fact that we have observed no
stochastic background from these objects. The stochas-
tic background is a particularly powerful constraining
tool for amplitude birefringence because the degree of
gravitational-wave amplification grows with propagation

distance. The stochastic background comprises the cu-
mulative signal of merging binaries out to a redshift
of z ≈ 10, which because of their distance experience
birefringent enhancements far greater than any single
directly-observable event in the local Universe. Thus,
even without an observation of the gravitational-wave
background, we can place a competitive upper bound
on the magnitude of any parity violating modification to
GR. This analysis, therefore, is distinct from that of indi-
vidual compact binary mergers and provides an indepen-
dent test of parity violation. We note that, although we
focus here on the (undetected) background arising from
compact binaries, the same logic can be equivalently ap-
plied to undetected backgrounds arising from any class
of gravitational wave source
Figure 1 describes the idea through a toy exam-

ple. Shown in blue are several predictions for the
amplitude, ΩI(f), of the stochastic gravitational-wave
background (i.e. the dimensionless energy density as-
sociated with the Stokes-I parameter, the total strain
power across both gravitational-wave polarizations; see
Eq. (20)) from stellar-mass binary black holes as a func-
tion of gravitational-wave frequency, f . For this toy ex-
ample, we adopt a fixed black hole mass function and
merger history, to be described later below. The bot-
tom curve, labeled “General Relativity,” shows the antic-
ipated gravitational-wave background according to GR,
in the absence of amplitude birefringence. This predicted
signal lies at least an order of magnitude below present-
day search sensitivities [10], illustrated with the dashed
black curve, consistent with the lack of detection during
O3. The existence of parity-violating amplitude birefrin-
gence, though, would boost the expected gravitational-
wave background, as we shall show in this paper in de-
tail. Any degree of birefringence that were to boost the
expected background above present-day limits, as in the
hypothetical case of the uppermost blue curve, would
then be excluded.
This paper will explore constraints on parity-violating

amplitude birefringence under the following complemen-
tary approaches:

1. Phenomenological approach: We here proceed ag-
nostically by not imposing strongly-informative
theory-motivated priors on the size of possible
parity-violating effects. Instead, we adopt entirely
uninformative priors that allow gravitational-wave
amplification to become large.

2. Theory-motivated approach: We here impose
strong, theoretically-motivated priors. Under this
approach, allowable amplifications must be suffi-
ciently small to remain well-described as linear de-
formations of GR.

In the phenomenological approach, right-polarized grav-
itational waves are exponentially enhanced, while left-
polarized ones are exponentially suppressed, leading to
a net enhancement of the stochastic background. In the
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theory-motivated approach, however, the exponential en-
hancement and suppression must be Taylor-expanded,
and thus, the amplitude of the stochastic background is
not modified to linear order. In this case, sensitivity to
birefringence arises from the polarization asymmetry of
the background, rather than an overall enhancement.

In the phenomenological approach, we calculate the en-
hancement of the stochastic background signal for three
fixed models of the BBH merger rate and find a joint
constraint on the two parameters that control amplitude
birefringence, κD and κz. Given that different models of
the merger rate can alter the ampltiude of the stochastic
background, we then drop this assumption, and instead,
we simultaneously infer κD and κz along with the best-fit
merger rate. Through this analysis, we find that both κD

and κz must be smaller than ≲ O(10−1). We then turn
to the theory-motivated approach and impose theory-
motivated priors on the allowable size of the birefrin-
gent modification. In this case, the maximum stochas-
tic background enhancement is well below the O3 sensi-
tivity. Therefore, we forecast how future gravitational-
wave detectors with increased sensitivity may be able to
place competitive constraints in this regime. We find
that third-generation detectors, such as Cosmic Explorer
or Einstein Telescope, are likely to reach the sensitivity
needed to place constraints of O(10−3) on the birefrin-
gent parameters of parity-violating theories.

The remainder of this paper presents the details that
lead us to the results summarized above. In Sec. II we
discuss relevant details of general parity-violating grav-
ity theories and how gravitational-wave polarizations are
birefringently altered. In Sec. III we review the stochastic
gravitational-wave background from binary black holes
and show, under each of our above approaches, how it
is modified in parity violating gravity. In Sec. IV we
describe our inference methods, and in Secs. V and VI
we present results under both the phenomenological and
theory-motivated approaches, respectively. We conclude
in Sec. VII. Unless explicitly noted otherwise, in what
follows we work in geometric units such that G = 1 = c,
and assume a plus metric signature (-, +, +, +).

II. GRAVITATIONAL PARITY VIOLATION

Numerous theories that go beyond GR and lead to
parity violation have been proposed. Theories that con-
tain parity violation are typically motivated from a high-
energy theory, which leads to small deviations from GR
at low energies. In general, one can characterize a theory
that includes parity violation via the action

S = SGR + SPV(R,ϑ), (1)

where SGR is the usual Einstein-Hilbert action of GR,

SGR =

∫
d4x

√−gR, (2)

with R the Ricci tensor and g the metric determinant.
The quantity SPV(R,ϑ) is the parity violating contribu-
tion, which is, in general, a function of parity-violating
curvature invariants and an auxiliary pseudo-scalar field,
denoted by ϑ. The most well studied parity violating
theory is Chern-Simons gravity [18, 19], in which an aux-
iliary pseudo-scalar field couples to the (parity odd) Pon-
tryagin density of spacetime. However, parity-violating
interactions can also be constructed in other beyond-
GR theories, such as in ghost-free scalar-tensor gravity,
the symmetric teleparallel equivalent of GR, and Horava-
Lifshitz gravity [20–27].
As a representative example, consider the Chern-

Simons action, where

SCS

PV =

∫
dx

√−g

[
α

4κ
ϑ ∗RR− 1

2
(∂µϑ) (∂

µϑ)

]
, (3)

where κ = (16π)−1, α is the Chern-Simons coupling pa-
rameter, and ∗RR is the Pontryagin density of the space-
time, defined by

∗RR =
1

2
ϵcdefRa

befR
b
acd, (4)

with ϵcdef the totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor
such that ∗R is the Hodge dual of the Riemann tensor.
The pseudo-scalar field, ϑ, satisfies the wave equation

□ϑ = − α

4κ
∗RR , (5)

and this pseudo-scalar also enters the modified field equa-
tions, which can be obtained by varying the above action
with respect to the metric. For other parity violating
theories, the specific forms of the action differ, by e.g. in-
cluding higher derivative curvature invariants and more
complicated functions of ϑ, but the same fundamental
principles apply. In this work, we will not assume a spe-
cific form for SPV and attempt to remain mostly theory-
agnostic throughout the remainder of our analysis.
Both the generation and propagation of gravitational

waves are impacted in parity-violating theories [35, 36].
Although each of these effects is related to the presence
of an auxiliary pseudo-scalar field, they each arise from
markedly different aspects of the theory. For maximum
clarity we describe the effects in the context of CS gravity
as a representative example, but note that the discussion
below holds generically for parity violating gravity theo-
ries.
First consider gravitational-wave generation. Parity

violating generation effects arise from the fact that the
psuedo-scalar field extracts energy and momentum from
the binary, changing the (dissipative) radiation-reaction
force. Generation effects also arise because the space-
time of black holes and neutron stars is modified due to
the pseudo-scalar field, changing the Hamiltonian, and
thus, the (conservative) binding energy of binary sys-
tems. These modifications combine to introduce correc-
tions to the binary inspiral and chirping rate, which, in
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turn, lead to corrections to both the amplitude and phase
of the gravitational wave, as described in [40]. In the case
of CS gravity, for example, the result is a 2PN correction
to both the phase [56] and the amplitude [57] of the grav-
itational waves emitted. One key point to emphasize is
that the above modifications to gravitational-wave gen-
eration arise from the particular solution of Eq. (5), ϑP ,
namely a pseudo-scalar field that is sourced by the space-
time curvature itself due to a non-zero Pontryagin den-
sity (see e.g. [58]). In this case, the pseudo-scalar ϑP is
proportional to the coupling constant, α, and therefore,
since the parity-violating action is also proportional to α
(see e.g. Eq. (3)), the corrections to the amplitude and
phase of gravitational waves are O(α2).

Let us now consider the propagation of gravitational
waves. In this case, parity violation can lead to both
real and imaginary corrections to the gravitational-wave
phase. To see this more clearly, imagine a circularly po-
larized signal in the right and left basis. Imaginary cor-
rections to the phase lead to an overall birefringence in
the amplitude of the wave, amplifying one of the polar-
ization modes and attenuating the other. Similarly, the
real corrections to the phase lead to birefringent contri-
butions to the true phase and dispersion relation of the
gravitational waves. This leads to velocity birefringence,
in which the right- and left-circular modes propagate at
different speeds. In contrast to the generation effects,
propagation effects arise due to the homogeneous solu-
tion of Eq. (5), ϑH . In this case, we are no longer consid-
ering the particular scalar field that is sourced by space-
time curvature, ϑP , but rather a generic background
field ϑH that shares the symmetries of the cosmologi-
cal Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) background, as
described in [40]. In particular, the background pseu-
doscalar ϑH inducing propagation effects is not the same
as the Pontryagin-sourced scalar that induces generation
effects ϑP . Furthermore, in this case, the modifications
are proportional to αϑ̇H , in contrast to the parity violat-
ing generation modifications, which enter at O(α2) and

are not dependent on the ϑ̇H of the background field.

Thus, we can generically consider the effects on gener-
ation and propagation separately, as they arise from dis-
tinct dynamics. Furthermore, any constraint on α due
to generation modifications does not directly constrain
propagation modifications, because the propagation also
depends on ϑ̇H . For example, α could be tightly con-
strained from effects that arise in the generation of grav-
itational waves, but ϑ̇H need not be similarly small in the
propagation sector. The generation effects also tend to
be subdominant, due to their entry at O(α2), while prop-
agation effects are O(α) and grow with distance traveled.

The effects of parity violation on gravitational-wave
propagation are most easily described in the circular po-
larization basis. Let h̃GR

R,L(f) be the Fourier transform
of the gravitational-wave strain in right- and left-circular
polarization modes, as normally expected in GR. h̃GR

R,L are

related to the linearly polarized modes via

h̃+ =
h̃R + h̃L√

2
, h̃× = i

h̃R − h̃L√
2

. (6)

The effects of parity violation during gravitational-wave
propagation can be most generally characterized in the
following theory-agnostic way [42]:

h̃R,L(f) = h̃GR

R,L(f)

× exp

{
∓
∑
n

[k(1 + z)]
n

2

(
αn

Λn
PV

zn +
βn

Λn−1
PV

Dn+1

)}

× exp

{
±i
∑
m

[k(1 + z)]
m

2

(
γm
Λm

PV

zm +
δm

Λm−1
PV

Dm+1

)}
,

(7)

where k = 2πf is the wavenumber, α, β, γ, and δ pa-
rameterize the parity violation1, n is an odd integer, and
m is an even integer. The first (real) exponential term
in Eq. (7) corresponds to corrections to the amplitude,
while the second (imaginary) term corresponds to correc-
tions to the phase. We take ΛPV to be the cutoff scale of
the effective field theory that introduces parity-violating
effects, and also define the effective distance, Dα, and
effective redshift, zα, such that

Dα = (1 + z)1−α

∫
(1 + z)α−2

H(z)
dz, (8)

and

zα = (1 + z)−α

∫
dz

(1 + z)1−α
. (9)

Here, H(z) is the Hubble parameter as a function of red-
shift. Notice that z0 = ln(1+z), z1 = z/(1+z),D1 = DT ,
and D2 = DA, where DT is the look-back or light-travel
distance and DA is the angular diameter distance, all of
which coincides at small redshift, i.e., z0 ∼ z1 ∼ zα ∼ z
and D1 ∼ D2 ∼ DA for z ≪ 1, but not at large red-
shift [42]. The parametrization presented above was de-
rived from generic symmetry principles, and found to
map explicitly to the predictions of a large number of
parity-violating modified gravity theories [42].
Let us now simplify the above generic parameteriza-

tion by considering a subset of cases. While there is in
principle an infinite sum over odd n and even m, in prac-
tice modified gravity theories only predict that a small
subset is non-zero. For example, Chern-Simons gravity
corresponds to α1 ̸= 0 with all other coefficients vanish-
ing. Given this, we will be interested in parity violating
corrections of the general form

h̃R,L(f) = h̃GR

R,L(f)e
∓v(f), (10)

1 In [42], these coefficients are denoted αn0 , etc., because we as-
sume that they are well described by their present-day values.
Throughout this work, we make the same assumption, but drop
the 0 subscript for clarity.
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where v(f) is the parity-violating function of frequency
drawn from the arguments of the real exponential in
Eq. (7).

Approach 1: Phenomenological

In the phenomenological approach, we take inspira-
tion from Eq. (7) but do not use it exactly, because
as mentioned, we do not consider theoretical restric-
tions. Specifically, we consider circularly-polarized grav-
itational waves in the form of Eq. (10), where v(f) char-
acterizes the amplitude birefrigence contributions. We
consider only the lowest-order parity-violating effects, in
analogy to n = 1 in Eq. (7). We thus define vp(f) to be

vp(f) =
πf

100Hz

(
κzz + κD

DC

Gpc

)
, (11)

where DC is the comoving distance, and for convenience
we have scaled f and DC by benchmark values. We have
introduced the (dimensionless) parity violating parame-
ters κz and κD, to denote the corrections that scale with
redshift and distance, respectively. These correspond to
α1 and β1 in Eq. (7), respectively.

Approach 2: Theory Motivated

We now examine a modification grounded in beyond-
GR parity violating theories, and consider the leading
n = 1 contributions from Eq. (7) for the amplitude mod-
ification. In this case, we define vth(f) as

vth(f) = πf

(
α1

ΛPV

z + β1DC

)
, (12)

where α1 and β1 are the theory parameters appearing
in Eq. (7) and ΛPV is the parity violating cutoff scale.
Recall that in geometric units fΛ−1

PV and fDC are unitless
quantities such that α1 and β1 are also unitless. In this
case, we assume that any deviations from GR must be
small, and thus expand the waveform in small v(f) such
that

hR,L ≈ hGR

R,L

[
1∓ vth(f) +O(v2)

]
. (13)

The prior v(f) ≪ 1 changes as the gravitational wave
evolves in frequency and distance. To remain consis-
tent with a small-deformation expansion, we will take the
most conservative bound, such that v(fmax, zmax) ≪ 1.
We discuss this in further detail in Sec. VIA.

Once a constraint on v is obtained, one can then easily
map it to constraints on coupling constants of a vari-
ety of parity-violating theories, following [42]. In fact,
Eq. (13) can be mapped cleanly to a parameterized post-
Einsteinian (ppE) waveform [59–64], as explicitly shown
in [42].

III. THE STOCHASTIC GRAVITATIONAL
WAVE BACKGROUND

For every detected compact binary merger, there
are many more mergers occurring in the distant Uni-
verse, beyond the horizon of present-day detectors. Al-
though individually unresolvable, the superposition of
all such sources gives rise to an astrophysical stochastic
gravitational-wave background [10, 65, 66]. This back-
ground is, in principle, detectable in the form of excess
correlations between pairs of gravitational-wave detec-
tors. In Sec. IIIA we describe the stochastic background
as predicted by general relativity. In Sec. III B we de-
scribe how this picture is altered in the presence of parity-
violating amplitude birefringence. Then, in Sec. III C, we
qualitatively illustrate the effects of the birefringent cor-
rections to the gravitational-wave background.

A. The Stochastic Gravitational-Wave Background
in General Relativity

Consider a plane wave expansion of the gravitational-
wave content at a given location, where h̃R,L(f, n̂) is the
Fourier-transformed, right- or left-circular polarization
modes of gravitational waves with (detector-frame) fre-
quency f , propagating in direction n̂. Assuming that
the astrophysical gravitational-wave background is sta-
tionary, Gaussian, and isotropic, the covariance between
the strains h̃R,L(f, n̂) and h̃R,L(f

′, n̂′) measured at two
different frequencies and from two directions is [67]

⟨h̃R,L(f, n̂)h̃
∗
R,L(f

′, n̂′)⟩ = δ(f − f ′)
2

δ2(n̂, n̂′)
4π

HR,L(f) ,

(14)
where ⟨·⟩ stands for a time average over a duration
much longer than individual gravitational-wave signals
(or, equivalently, an ensemble average over many real-
izations of the gravitational-wave sky assuming ergod-
icity). This equation can be taken as the definition
of HR,L(f), the one-sided strain power-spectral density
of the gravitational-wave background in right- or left-
circular polarization modes. In practice, it is more com-
mon to describe the stochastic background instead by
the dimensionless energy densities in each polarization,
related to their strain power-spectral densities via [67]

ΩR,L(f) =
2π2

3H2
0

f3 HR,L(f), (15)

where H0 is the Hubble constant.
To compute the total energy density of the stochas-

tic gravitational-wave background, we integrate over the
contributions from individual sources at all redshifts. Let
⟨dER,L/df⟩s be the source-frame energy spectrum radi-
ated by a single compact binary in right- or left-circular
polarizations, averaged across the compact binary pop-
ulation. If Rm(z) is the comoving merger rate density
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of these sources, then the total energy densities in right-
and left-circular modes can be shown to be [67, 68]

ΩR,L(f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dER,L

df

〉
s

∣∣∣
f(1+z)

,

(16)

where recall that ⟨⟩s denotes an average over all binary
sources at the given redshift, and Ωm,Λ are the energy
densities of matter and dark energy, respectively, as com-
pared to the critical density of the universe, ρc. In this
paper, we will use the highest-likelihood, Planck 2018 val-
ues Ωm = 0.31, ΩΛ = 0.69 and ρc = 8.6 × 10−30 g/cm3

[69], but these choices do not affect the conclusions we
will obtain qualitatively. Moreover, even though the pos-
terior probability distributions obtained by Planck are
not delta functions, statistical errors are small enough
that they will not affect any of the conclusions of this
paper. Note that the radiated energy-spectrum is evalu-
ated not at the detector-frame f , but at the appropriately
blue-shifted source-frame frequency fsrc = f(1 + z).

In addition to this right- and left-circular polarization
basis, we can alternatively (and equivalently) consider a
stochastic background in terms of the Stokes I and V
parameters. In this Stokes parameter picture, we rewrite
the plane wave expansion as [48, 49, 52, 54]

⟨h̃R,L(f, n̂)h̃
∗
R,L(f

′, n̂′)⟩ = δ(f − f ′)
2

δ2(n̂, n̂′)
4π

[I(f)±V (f)].

(17)
The Stokes parameter I(f) = HR(f) + HL(f) gives the
total strain power across both polarizations. The Stokes
parameter V (f) = HR(f) − HL(f) quantifies the differ-
ence between the two polarizations, with positive or neg-
ative V (f) indicating an excess of right- or left-circular
modes, respectively. Proceeding analogously to Eq. (15),
we can define dimensionless energy densities

ΩI(f) =
2π2

3H2
0

f3I(f) (18)

and

ΩV (f) =
2π2

3H2
0

f3V (f) (19)

associated with each Stokes parameter. These Stokes en-
ergy densities are related to the circular polarization en-
ergy densities in Eq. (15) by

ΩI(f) = ΩR(f) + ΩL(f) (20)

and

ΩV (f) = ΩR(f)− ΩL(f). (21)

The quantity ΩI(f) represents the total energy of the
gravitational-wave background, while ΩV (f) is the differ-
ence between energy densities in right- and left-circular

polarizations. Accordingly, ΩI(f) is strictly positive but
ΩV (f) can be either positive or negative, depending on
whehter right- or left-circular polarizations dominate.
Using Eq. (16), the energy densities in each Stokes pa-
rameter are given by

ΩI(f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dER

df
+

dEL

df

〉
s

∣∣∣
f(1+z)

.

(22)

and

ΩV (f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dER

df
− dEL

df

〉
s

∣∣∣
f(1+z)

.

(23)

In the absence of birefringence (and if gravitational-wave
sources are isotropically oriented), then on average we ex-
pect equal amounts of radiation in right- and left-circular
modes, such that ΩR(f) = ΩL(f) = 1

2ΩI(f). Accord-
ingly, the Stokes V energy density, ΩV , should be iden-
tically zero on average.

B. Parity Violating Modifications

The presence of parity violating gravitational-wave
birefringence would alter the above picture, however,
breaking the symmetry between right- and left-circular
polarizations and amplifying both ΩI(f) and ΩV (f). As
we have discussed previously, we will take two differ-
ent approaches towards modifying the gravitational-wave
background in the presence of amplitude birefringence: a
phenomenological and a theory-motivated approach. Be-
low, we enumerate how the stochastic background is al-
tered in each approach.

Approach 1: Phenomenological

We first take a purely phenomenological approach,
modifying ΩI(f) and ΩV (f) to reflect possible (arbi-
trarily large) exponential amplification of right- or left-
circular modes. The waveform modification in this ap-
proach is given by Eq. (10), where v(f) is given by
Eq. (11). Then, the ensemble-averaged radiated energy
per unit gravitational-wave frequency is〈
dER

df
+

dEL

df

〉
s

∝ f2
〈
|h̃R|2 + |h̃L|2

〉
s

∝ f2
〈
|h̃GR

R |2e−2vp(f) + |h̃GR

L |2e2vp(f)
〉
s
.

(24)
For isotropically-oriented sources in general relativity,
⟨|h̃GR

R |2⟩s = ⟨|h̃GR

L |2⟩s, and so we can write〈
dER

df
+

dEL

df

〉
s

=

〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

cosh 2vp(f), (25)
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where we have defined〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

=

〈
dEGR

R

df
+

dEGR
L

df

〉
s

(26)

as the net gravitational-wave energy per unit
gravitational-wave frequency, radiated by a given
source in general relativity. Similarly, the difference
between energies per frequency in right- and left-circular
modes becomes〈

dER

df
− dEL

df

〉
s

=

〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

sinh 2vp(f). (27)

Thus, one arrives at the modified expression for the
Stokes-I and Stokes-V energy densities, namely

ΩI(f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

cosh 2vp(f), (28)

ΩV (f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

sinh 2vp(f). (29)

We can see that both ΩI(f) and ΩV (f) are now expo-
nentially enhanced due to the presence of the cosh 2vp
and sinh 2vp, respectively. Explicitly in terms of κD and
κz, the modification becomes

ΩI(f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√

Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

cosh

[
πf

100Hz

(
κzz + κD

DC

Gpc

)]
,

(30)

ΩV (f) =
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√

Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

sinh

[
πf

100Hz

(
κzz + κD

DC

Gpc

)]
.

(31)

If one expands each of these in small κD and κz, we
recover the results from the theory-motivated approach,
described next.

Approach 2: Theory-Motivated

We now consider our more restricted, theoretically-
motivated approach which is required to obey constraints
imposed by effective field theory. This approach allows
only small linear deviations from general relativity, but
enables direct comparisons to known, parity-violating
theories. The waveform modification is given by Eq. (13),
with vth(f) given by Eq. (12).

In this case, the stochastic background I-mode contri-
bution is modified only at O(v2th), such that we have [55]

ΩI(f) = ΩGR

I +O(v2th). (32)

One can see this explicitly by expanding Eq. (30) in
vth(f) ≪ 1. Due to the smallness of the parity-violating
coefficients in vth(f), any terms beyond linear order are
negligible, and thus, for the theory motivated scenario,
the I-mode is uninformative.
When we consider the parity-sensitive V mode, how-

ever, we find that there is a linear-order correction, such
that [55, 70]

ΩV (f) ∼
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

(2|vth(f)|/c) . (33)

In terms of the parity-violating parameters α1 and β1,
we have

ΩV (f) ∼
f

H0ρc

∫
dz

Rm(z)

(1 + z)
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ

×
〈
dEGR

df

〉
s

[
2πf

(
α1

ΛPV

z + β1DC

)]
. (34)

From this, we see that while ΩI(f) is unaffected, ΩV (f)
acquires a linear amplification that one can search for (or
constrain) from the data.

C. An illustrative example

We now illustrate how the parity-violation modifica-
tions to ΩI and ΩV discussed in the previous subsec-
tion can be used to place a constraint on birefringence
from the non-detection of a stochastic gravitational-wave
background from compact binaries. Any mechanism that
enhances the stochastic background (whether exponen-
tially as in Eqs. (30) and (29) or linearly as in Eq. (33))
must respect the fact that we do not observe such a back-
ground using present-day detectors [10]. Since the com-
pact binaries comprising the stochastic background occur
at extreme distances [71], they would undergo significant
birefringent amplification, and thus the non-detection of
the background can place strong limits on the degree of
birefringence.
As a concrete example, let us focus on constraints on

parity-violation from the stochastic background in the
phenomenological scenario. Figure 2 illustrates the im-
pact of amplitude birefringence on the energy density of
the gravitational-wave background, where we have con-
sidered a binary black hole merger rate following low-
metallicity star formation [72, 73] subject to a distribu-
tion of evolutionary time delays (as we will discuss later,
in Sec. IV). The top row corresponds to varying κD while
fixing κz = 0, while the bottom panels conversely corre-
spond to varying κz while fixing κD = 0. The left column
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Varying κD

General Relativity

General Relativity

Varying κz

General Relativity

General Relativity

FIG. 2. Illustration of the effect of amplitude birefringence on the energy-density of the gravitational-wave background. The
left- and right-hand columns show the impacts on the spectra ΩI(f) and ΩV (f) of the Stokes I and V parameters, respectively.
In the upper row we vary κD while fixing κz = 0, while in the bottom row we instead vary κz while holding κD = 0. In all four
panels, the dashed black curve indicates the sensitivity of the most recent LIGO-Virgo search for the stochastic gravitational-
wave background; spectra lying above these sensitivity curves are generally expected to have SNR ≳ 1. Notice that increasing
transparency in each curve corresponds to increasing birefringence.

shows the resulting modifications to ΩI(f); in both pan-
els, the lowermost curve shows a standard prediction for
an unamplified stochastic signal, while subsequent lighter
curves correspond to increasing κD or κz (see also Fig. 1
for a simplified version of the upper left panel). The right
column, meanwhile, shows the effect of birefringence on
ΩV (f). In the absence of birefringence, ΩV (f) is identi-
cally zero. Increasing κD or κz, however, gives non-zero
and increasingly large ΩV (f). In the limit of extreme
birefringence, ΩV (f) asymptotes towards ΩI(f). This
reflects the fact that, in the limit of extreme amplifica-
tion, only a single polarization mode is non-zero, which
implies that |ΩV (f)| = ΩI(f).

The two “types” of birefringence discussed here (i.e.,
that due to κz and that due to κD) impart different spec-
tral shapes to the stochastic background. Large κD yields
a peak in ΩI(f) centered at f ∼ 500Hz, while large κz in-
stead gives a lower-frequency peak at f ∼ 200Hz. Qual-

itatively, we can understand this behavior from the com-
petition of the two terms in Eq. (11). On the one hand,
birefringent amplification is strongest at large f . On the
other hand, amplification is also strongest for the most
distant sources, whose gravitational-wave emission is red-
shifted towards lower frequencies. Birefringent amplifi-
cation via κz prefers higher redshift sources relative to
κD, yielding a lower peak frequency in the gravitational-
wave background.

In all four panels, the dashed black curve shows the
“power-law integrated” (PI) curve illustrating the cur-
rent sensitivity of the LIGO-Virgo detector network fol-
lowing the latest O3 run [10, 74]. By definition, a power-
law energy-density spectrum lying tangent to the PI
curve has expected signal-to-noise ratio ⟨SNR⟩ = 1. Al-
though the birefringently amplified energy-density spec-
tra do not have power-law forms, spectra with significant
excursions above the PI curves are expected to be gen-



9

erally detectable, and so in principle, they can be ruled
out. In order to determine the degree to which this is the
case quantitatively, however, we must carry out a more
careful data analysis, as we do in the next section.

IV. ANALYSIS METHODS

Searches for the stochastic gravitational-wave back-
ground rely on the cross-correlation of detector pairs.
Let s̃i(f) be the Fourier-transformed strain signal mea-
sured by detector i (including contributions from both
gravitational waves and instrumental noise). Given two
detectors, i and j, we can define a cross-correlation statis-
tic [67, 75]

Ĉij(f) =
1

T

20π2

3H2
0

f3s̃i(f)s̃
∗
j (f). (35)

This quantity is normalized such that its expectation
value over an ensemble of noise realizations is

⟨Ĉij(f)⟩ = γR
ij(f)ΩR(f) + γL

ij(f)ΩL(f) (36)

and its variance is

⟨Ĉij(f)Ĉij(f
′)⟩ = δ(f − f ′)σ2

ij(f), (37)

with

σ2
ij(f) =

1

T

(
10π2

3H2
0

)2

f6Pi(f)Pj(f). (38)

In Eq. (38), T is the total observation time and Pi(f) is
the one-sided noise power-spectral density of detector i.

The quantities γR
ij(f) and γL

ij(f) in Eq. (36) are
the right- and left-circular overlap reduction functions.
These functions quantify the sensitivity of a given detec-
tor pair to an isotropic background of each polarization,
and depend on the geometry of the detector baseline.
Let FR

i (n̂) and FL
i (n̂) be the antenna patterns quanti-

fying the response of a given detector to right- or left-
circularly polarized gravitational waves arriving from di-
rection n̂. In terms of the more standard antenna pat-
terns F+

i (n̂) and F×
i (n̂) for “plus” and “cross” polariza-

tions [76], these are defined via

FR
i (n̂) = F+

i (n̂) + iF×
i (n̂) (39)

and

FL
i (n̂) = F+

i (n̂)− iF×
i (n̂). (40)

Then the right- and left-circular overlap reduction func-
tions are

γR,L
ij (f) =

5

8π

∫
dn̂ FR,L

i (n̂)FR,L
j (n̂)∗e2πif∆x·n̂/c, (41)

where ∆x is the separation vector between detectors and
c is the speed of light. The normalization of Eq. (41) is

chosen such that γR,L
ij (f) = 1 for coincident and colo-

cated right-angle interferometers, like LIGO, Virgo, and
KAGRA.
The expectation value of the cross-correlation statis-

tic in the right-left polarization basis was presented in
Eq. (36), but this quantity can equivalently be written in
the Stokes I and V basis [48],

⟨Ĉij(f)⟩ = γI
ij(f)ΩI(f) + γV

ij (f)ΩV (f), (42)

with variance again given by Eq. (37). Note that Eq. (42)
depends on a new set of overlap reduction functions,
γI
i,j(f) and γV

i,j(f). Rewriting Eq. (36) in terms of ΩI(f)
and ΩV (f) with Eqs. (20) and (21), and comparing to
Eq. (42), we find

γI
ij(f) = γR

ij(f) + γL
ij(f) (43)

and

γV
ij (f) = γR

ij(f)− γL
ij(f). (44)

In practice, γI
ij(f) and γV

ij (f) can be directly and analyti-
cally expressed as linear combinations of spherical Bessel
functions [48, 77]
Let ΩM

I (f ; Λ) and ΩM
V (f ; Λ) be models for the expected

stochastic gravitational-wave background, given some set
of parameters Λ; this set includes κD and κz, but might
also include other parameters governing the strength of
the stochastic background (such as parameters describing
the rate of black hole mergers as a function of redshift,
as in Sec. VB). Then, the likelihood of measuring cross-

correlation Ĉij(f) between detectors i and j is

p(Ĉij |Λ) ∝ exp

[
−1

2

(
Ĉij − γA

ijΩ
M
A |Ĉij − γA

ijΩ
M
A

)]
,

(45)
assuming Gaussianity of instrumental noise.2 Here, we
abbreviate γA

ijΩ
M
A = γI

ijΩ
M
I + γV

ijΩ
M
V and have defined

the inner product

(A|B) =

∫ ∞

0

df
A(f)B∗(f) +A∗(f)B(f)

σ2
ij(f)

. (46)

In the limit that the gravitational-wave background is
much weaker than instrumental noise, cross-correlation
measurements between different baselines are indepen-
dent (even if those baselines share detectors in common).
The full likelihood for multiple sets of cross-correlation
measurements can therefore be factorized as a product
over each individual detector pair:

p({Ĉij} |Λ) =
∏

Pairs ij

p(Ĉij |Λ). (47)

2 In practice, Ĉij is estimated by combining a large number of inde-
pendent cross-correlation spectra measured over a large number
of O(102 s) intervals, in which case Gaussianity is also ensured
by the central limit theorem.
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FIG. 3. Left: Three source-frame binary black hole merger rate models considered in this work. Constraints on birefringent
amplification of the gravitational-wave background are degenerate with assumptions regarding the merger history of binary black
holes. We bracket this systematic uncertainty by considering the three models shown: a constant uniform-in-comoving volume
rate (blue), a merger rate directly tracing the global star formation rate (green), and a merger rate tracing low-metallicity star
formation subject to a distribution of evolutionary time delays (red). Right: The stochastic energy-density spectra predicted
under each model. With the lowest integrated merger rate, the uniform-in-comoving volume model (blue) provides a deliberate
underestimate of the gravitational-wave background; any constraints derived from this model will therefore be conservative.
The remaining models, each more astrophysically realistic, predict larger Ω(f) and hence more optimistic constraints on
gravitational-wave birefringence. The most optimistic constraints arise when using the delayed low-metallicity rate model
(red). Despite the fact that the stochastic background under this model is not the strongest of the three, this model places
sources at the largest redshifts and hence maximizes the expected degree of amplitude birefringence.

To calculate the expected stochastic gravitational-wave
background and compare it against data, we also need to
know the properties of the compact binaries contribut-
ing to the background. Recall that the stochastic back-
ground depends on the ensemble-averaged energy spectra
of binary sources:〈

dE

df

〉
s

=

∫
dm1 dm2 dχ⃗1 dχ⃗2

dE

df
(m1,m2, χ⃗1, χ⃗2)

× p(m1)p(m2|m1)p(χ⃗1, χ⃗2)
(48)

where χ⃗1 and χ⃗2 are the spin vectors of the compo-
nent black holes, and p(m1), p(m2|m1), and p(χ⃗1, χ⃗2)
are the probability distributions of primary masses, sec-
ondary masses (given primary masses), and component
spins characterizing the binary black hole population.
We describe the black hole mass distribution as a mix-
ture between a broad power-law and a Gaussian peak
centered near 35M⊙, consistent with the latest obser-
vational results [78]; this same model was used to cal-
culate Figs. 1 and 2 above. More details regarding the
exact mass model used are shown in Appendix B. Black
hole spins, meanwhile, are known from population infer-
ences to be somewhat small but not identically zero [78–
81]. The effect of non-zero spin on the gravitational-wave
background is small [82, 83], however, and so for simplic-
ity we assume black hole component spin magnitudes of
zero. We evaluate the energy spectra themselves using
the inspiral-merger-ringdown model of [84], including the

given post-Newtonian corrections.
We also need a prescription for the merger rate history

of binary black holes. The expected stochastic back-
ground amplitude (and hence our constraints on bire-
fringence) will depend strongly on one’s exact choice of
Rm(z). The local rate of merging black holes near red-
shift z = 0 is reasonably well known; unless stated oth-
erwise we will assume R0 ≡ Rm(0) = 16Gpc−3 yr−1,
consistent with estimates from Ref. [78].3 The evolution
of the merger rate towards higher redshift, however, re-
mains highly uncertain [78, 81, 85–89]. We therefore pro-
ceed by adopting several different estimates for Rm(z),
shown in Fig. 3, in order to bracket this systematic un-
certainty.

1. Uniform-in-comoving volume. One choice is to simply
assume a constant, uniform-in-comoving volume merger
rate out to some maximum redshift (z ≈ 6) beyond which
we expect minimal star formation:

Rconst
m (z) =

{
R0 (z ≤ 6)

0 (z > 6) .
(49)

This model is shown in blue on the left panel of Fig. 3.
The right panel of Fig. 3, meanwhile, shows in blue

3 Note that the merger rates appearing in Table IV of Ref. [78]
are those at z = 0.2 rather than z = 0.0. Since the merger rate
is known to rise with redshift, these rates are accordingly larger
than the rate adopted here.
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the energy-density spectrum, ΩI(f), predicted under this
model in GR. Since binary black hole merger rate is
known to increase with redshift [78], rather than re-
main constant, this model is almost certain to system-
atically underestimate the total integrated merger rate.
It should correspondingly underestimate the stochastic
gravitational-wave background. This implies that any
bounds on birefringence obtained under this choice of
Rm(z) will be conservative: by underestimating the
gravitational-wave background, we maximize the degree
of birefringent amplification that remains consistent with
a non-detection.

2. Directly tracing global star formation. If binary black
holes arise from stellar progenitors, then we generically
expect the merger rate to evolve similarly to the Uni-
verse’s global star formation history, rising into the past,
reaching a peak near “cosmic noon” at z ≈ 2, and subse-
quently decaying at very large redshift. For our second
model, we take Rm(z) to be directly proportional to the
global star formation rate inferred in [73]:

RSFR

m (z) =
R0

C
(1 + z)α

1 +
(

1+z
1+zp

)α+β
(50)

with α = 2.7, β = 2.9, and zp = 1.9. We truncate the
merger rate at zmax = 15, and assume it is identically
zero at higher redshifts. The normalization constant

C =

[
1 +

1

(1 + zp)α+β

]−1

(51)

ensures that RSFR
m (z) = R0 at z = 0. Adopting Eq. (50)

yields the green curves in Fig. 3. Relative to the uniform-
in-comoving volume model, RSFR

m (z) predicts many more
binary black hole mergers at large redshifts, yielding an
elevated stochastic gravitational-wave background.

3. Delayed tracer of low-metallicity star formation.
Black hole mergers are unlikely to be direct tracers of
the global star formation rate for two reasons. First,
black holes are expected to form more efficiently in low-
metallicity environments [87, 90, 91]. Second, black holes
are likely to experience a range of evolutionary time de-
lays between the births of their stellar progenitors and
their eventual binary mergers [89, 91–93]. Our final and
most realistic model seeks to capture these features. We
assume that the rate of binary black hole births is

Rbirth(z) = RSFR

m (z)F (Z < Zthresh, z), (52)

following the same function as in Eq. (50) but now
weighted by the cumulative fraction F (Z < Zthresh, z) of
star formation occurring at metallicities Z below a cutoff
metallicity Zthresh. We take Zthresh = 0.1Z⊙ [89–91] and
calculate F (Z < Zthresh) following the fitting formula of
Ref. [72]. The merger rate of binaries is then obtained
through the convolution of Rbirth(z) with a probability
distribution of evolutionary time delays td:

Rdelayed
m (z) =

∫
dtd Rbirth(zb(z, td)) p(td). (53)

Here, we use zb to indicate birth redshift and write
zb ≡ zb(z, td) to indicate that it should be regarded
as a function of time delay and eventual merger red-
shift z. We assume that time delays are distributed log-
uniformly, with p(td) ∝ t−1

d for 10Myr < td < 13.5Gyr,
and zero otherwise. The merger rate density and energy-
density spectrum given by this final model are shown
in red in Fig. 3. We see that this model places sources
at even larger redshifts than the star-formation-tracing
model above. The standard energy-density spectrum
predicted by Rdelayed

m (z) is actually slightly reduced rela-
tive to the prediction from RSFR

m (z). However, because it
places sources at such large redshifts, Rdelayed

m (z) leaves
greater opportunities for sigificant birefringent amplifica-
tion, particularly when κz is nonzero. We will see, there-
fore, that this final “most realistic” model of the black
hole merger rate gives the most optimistic constraints on
birefringence. This is the model used to generate the
spectra shown in Fig. 2.
With the above models for the mass and redshift dis-

tributions of binary black hole mergers, we constrain the
degree of allowed birefringence using cross-correlation
spectra measured between the LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-
Livingston, and Virgo detectors. Specifically, we analyze
the Hanford-Livingston cross-correlation spectra in their
O1, O2, and O3 observing runs, and the Hanford-Virgo
and Hanford-Livingston cross-correlation spectra during
O3.4 Note that our likelihood, as defined in Eqs. (45) and
(47), does not account for imperfect detector calibration.
Explicitly marginalizing over amplitude calibration un-
certainty would yield percent-level shifts to the results
shown below [94, 95].

V. GRAVITATIONAL WAVE CONSTRAINTS
ON PHENOMENOLOGICAL BIREFRINGENCE

As described in Sec. II, we can approach gravitational-
wave amplitude birefringence in two ways: purely phe-
nomenologically, or as a small perturbation from general
relativity. We begin here with the former, in which we
allow birefringence to inflate the gravitational-wave back-
ground arbitrarily without restriction. Although this
method does not allow us to compare directly to known
parity-violating theories, it does allow us to place a mean-
ingful theory-independent bound on gravitational parity
violation based on the present non-detection of a stochas-
tic gravitational-wave background.

A. Fixed Merger Rate

We consider, in turn, each of the three models de-
scribed in Sec. IV for the rate evolution of binary black

4 https://dcc.ligo.org/G2001287/public
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FIG. 4. Joint posterior on the coefficients κD and κz governing the degree of amplitude birefringence as a function of
comoving distance and redshift, respectively (see Eq. (11)), when assuming a binary black hole merger rate that is constant
in comoving volume (Eq. (49)). These constraints are obtained under the “phenomenological” model described in Sec. III B,
in which birefringent amplification is not constrained to linear order but allowed to grow arbitrarily large. The panels along
the diagonal show the corresponding one-dimensional posteriors on κD and κz; solid curves show the marginalized posterior
on each coefficient, while dotted curves show conditional posteriors obtained when the other parameter is fixed to zero. The
absence of a stochastic background detection places the marginalized limits κD = −0.01+0.25

−0.28 and κz = 0.03+0.54
−0.55 on the

birefringent coefficients, or the conditional limits κD = 0.01+0.10
−0.12 and κz = 0.01+0.21

−0.22 when the other is taken to zero. As a
constant-in-comoving-volume merger rate almost certainly underestimates the gravitational-wave background, greater degrees
of birefringence are permitted by a non-detection of that background. These constraints can accordingly be taken as deliberately
conservative; more realistic constraints are shown below in Fig. 6. Although both birefringent coefficients are consistent with
zero, we do see a narrow edge of elevated probability in their joint posterior, manifesting as narrow “spikes” in the conditional
κD and κz posteriors. This is explored further in Appendix A, where we trace this feature to marginally-significant excess
narrowband cross-power in the Hanford-Livingston and Hanford-Virgo baselines.

hole mergers. We fix the presumed mass and spin distri-
butions of black holes to be consistent with latest mea-
surements of the compact binary population [78]; see Ap-
pendix B for a full description. The birefringent coeffi-
cients κD and κz (defined in Eq. (11)) therefore remain
the only two unknown parameters in our model. We
adopt uniform priors for both coefficients and, given the
low dimensionality of our parameter space, directly com-
pute likelihoods over a grid of possible parameter values.

Figure 4 shows the joint constraint on the birefrin-
gent parameters κD and κz when assuming that the
black hole merger rate remains constant out to z = 6.
The lower-left panel gives the joint posterior on both
coefficients, while solid curves in the upper and lower-
right panels give marginalized one-dimensional posteri-
ors on each parameter. We find that the non-detection

of the stochastic gravitational-wave background implies
κD = −0.01+0.25

−0.28 and κz = 0.03+0.54
−0.55 for the median

and 90% confidence values. The dashed curves, mean-
while, show the conditional posteriors on κD and κz ob-
tained when the other parameter is fixed to zero. This
yields more restrictive limits, requiring κD = 0.01+0.10

−0.12

and κz = 0.01+0.21
−0.22. As discussed in Sec. IV, assuming

a purely constant merger rate almost certainly under-
estimates the stochastic gravitational-wave background,
and so correspondingly overestimates the degree of bire-
fringence permitted by a non-detection of the stochastic
background. Thus these constraints are conservative.

There do exist several notable features in Fig. 4.
Within the joint κD–κz posterior we see that some quad-
rants (upper right and lower left) are constrained much
more tightly than others (upper left and lower right).



13

102 103

Frequency [Hz]

10−11

10−9

10−7

10−5

10−3

Ω
I
(f

)

102 103

Frequency [Hz]

−10−3

−10−6

−10−9

10−9

10−6

10−3

Ω
V

(f
)

FIG. 5. Limits on the Stokes-I (left) and Stokes-V (right) energy densities of the stochastic gravitational-wave background
from binary black holes in the presence of parity-violating birefringent amplification. Each trace represents a single random
draw from the posterior on birefringent coefficients κD and κz shown in Fig. 5. The outermost black lines in each panel mark
the central 90% bounds on each spectrum, while the innermost black curves trace the posterior means. The dashed curves,
called “power-law integrated” (PI) curves, indicate the most recent search sensitivities of the LIGO-Virgo detector network.
Power-law spectra lying above (left panel) or outside (right panel) the PI curves are expected to be marginally detectable with
SNR ≥ 1. The non-detection of a stochastic background therefore limits ΩI(f) and ΩV (f) to largely lie below or inside their
respective PI curves. Note that, for these results, we have assumed that the black hole merger rate is uniform in comoving
volume and vanishes above z = 6 (see Eq. (49)). This choice is made to deliberately underestimate the stochastic gravitational-
wave background, in order to obtain conservative bounds on κD and κz (see Fig. 4). A series of increasingly more realistic
models for the black hole merger rate are considered below. Although these subsequent models yield progressively tighter
bounds on amplitude birefringence, their posteriors on ΩI(f) and ΩV (f) are extremely similar to those shown here.

When κD and κz share the same sign (upper right and
lower left quadrants), they act in unison, each working
to amplify the same polarization mode and yielding a
stronger stochastic signal. The non-detection of such a
signal, therefore, corresponds to relatively stringent con-
straints on these parameters. When κD and κz have
opposite signs (upper left and lower right quadrants),
they instead work to counteract one another, each sup-
pressing the polarization mode that the other seeks to
amplify, and thus limiting the net amplification of the
gravitational-wave background. This cancellation is im-
perfect, as κz and κD impart different distance depen-
dence for amplification (and hence distinct frequency de-
pendence in the stochastic energy-density spectrum as in
Fig. 2), but our constraints are nevertheless weaker in
these cases.

Although our κD–κz posterior is consistent with zero,
there is a very narrow feature with elevated posterior
probability (see the dark “edge” on the right side of the
two-dimensional posterior) centered around κD ≈ 0.15
and κz ≈ 0. This band of elevated probability is more
clearly seen in the conditional posteriors p(κD|κz = 0)
and p(κz|κD = 0) (dotted curves), where it appears as a
set of sharp “spikes.” Although this feature is not sta-
tistically significant, it is perhaps indicative of elevated
cross-correlation between one or more pairs of detectors,
which can arise from unlucky noise realizations or uniden-
tified instrumental artifacts. We will investigate this fea-

ture in further detail in Appendix A.

In Fig. 5 we translate our posteriors on κD and κz

into measured constraints on Stokes-I and Stokes-V en-
ergy density spectra. Recall that, while ΩI(f) is positive-
valued, ΩV (f) can be either positive or negative depend-
ing on whether right- or left-circular polarizations dom-
inate. In the left-hand panel, the dashed line indicates
the “power-law integrated” (PI) curve [74] denoting the
sensitivity of the Hanford-Virgo-Livingston network fol-
lowing their most recent observing run [10]. The PI curve
is defined such that power-law spectra lying tangent to it
are expected to have SNR = 1. Correspondingly, we see
that ΩI(f) is constrained to lie below the PI curve, con-
sistent with a non-detection of the stochastic background.
The dashed curves on the right-hand panel show the
equivalent PI curves for Stokes-V energy densities. As
ΩV (f) can be both positive and negative, two PI curves
are shown, one for positive and one for negative ampli-
tudes. The non-observation of a gravitational-wave back-
ground constrains ΩV (f) to lie between both PI curves.

Figure 6, in turn, shows our posterior on κD and κz

when we adopt our more accurate models for the black
hole merger rate: RSFR

m (z) and Rdelayed
m (z) (Eqs. (50)

and (53), respectively). We find the same qualitative
features as in Fig. 4: an elongated diagonal posterior
with a narrow high-probability “edge” at positive κD.
Both RSFR

m (z) and Rdelayed
m (z), however, predict a larger

stochastic background than the uniform-in-comoving-
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FIG. 6. As in Fig. 4, but assuming a binary black hole merger rate directly tracing global star formation (see Eq. (50)) in the
left corner plot, while assuming a rate that traces low metallicity star formation, subject to a distribution of evolutionary time
delays (see Eq. (53)), in the right corner plot. These more realistic models predict a larger gravitational-wave background, and
the non-detection of this background accordingly gives stronger constraints on possible birefringent amplification. When the
rate traces star formation, we obtain the limits κD = 0.01+0.16

−0.18 and κz = −0.01+0.28
−0.28 on each coefficient when marginalizing

over the other, or κD = 0.01+0.09
−0.11 and κz = −0.01+0.18

−0.17 when conditioning the other to zero. When the rate adjusts for low-

metallicities and delays, we obtain the limits κD = 0.01+0.16
−0.18 and κz = −0.02+0.26

−0.25 on each coefficient when marginalizing over

the other, or κD = 0.01+0.09
−0.10 and κz = −0.01+0.15

−0.15 when conditioning the other to zero.

TABLE I. Constraints on birefringence coefficients κD and κz (defined in Eq. (11)) under different models for the binary black
hole merger rate R(z). The first three rows correspond to the three different fixed choices for R(z). As discussed in Secs. IV
and VA, these three models are progressively more realistic: the first (“Uniform”) deliberately underestimates the expected
gravitational-wave background and thus provides the weakest bounds on amplitude birefringence, whereas the third (“Delayed
star formation rate”) is most realistic and provides the tightest constraints. We also show constraints obtained in Sec. VB,
when we do not fix the black hole merger but instead infer it alongside κD and κz and marginalize over our uncertainty in
R(z). The numbers quoted correspond to medians and central 90% credible intervals. We furthermore give both the marginal
constraints on each parameter, as well as the conditional constraints obtained when fixing the other parameter to zero.

Merger Rate κD (marginal) κD (κz = 0) κz (marginal) κz (κD = 0)

Uniform; Eq. (49) −0.01+0.25
−0.28 0.01+0.10

−0.12 0.03+0.54
−0.55 0.01+0.21

−0.22

Star Formation Rate; Eq. (50) 0.01+0.16
−0.18 0.01+0.09

−0.11 −0.01+0.28
−0.28 −0.01+0.18

−0.17

Delayed Star Formation Rate; Eq. (53) 0.01+0.16
−0.18 0.01+0.09

−0.10 −0.02+0.26
−0.25 −0.01+0.15

−0.15

Unknown Merger Rate 0.01+0.16
−0.17 −0.00+0.11

−0.11 −0.01+0.27
−0.27 −0.00+0.20

−0.18

volume model above, and so result in tighter constraints
on κD and κz. We list these constraints in Table I, both
when marginalizing over the joint κD–κz distribution, as
well as when instead requiring only one coefficient to be
non-zero at a time. The best constraints on κz are ob-
tained under Rdelayed

m (z), which places binary black holes
at the largest redshifts, and hence, maximizes the allowed
degree of amplification. At the same time, it is interesting
to note that the constraints on κD under this model are
effectively identical to those obtained with RSFR

m (z). This
is because, in the sufficiently distant Universe, moving
binaries to higher redshifts does not appreciably change
their comoving distances (moving from z = 6 to z = 9

increases comoving distance only from 8.4 to 9.4Gpc, for
example). Thus, although the redshift distributions pro-
duced by both models are very different, their distance
distributions are similar.

B. Unknown Merger Rate

As illustrated by results in Sec. VA, the largest source
of systematic uncertainty in this work is our incomplete
knowledge of the merger rate history of binary black
holes. Different presumed merger rate histories vary the
anticipated gravitational-wave background by factors of
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FIG. 7. Full posteriors when simultaneously inferring birefringence coefficients alongside the binary black hole merger rate.
The first two columns show the posteriors on coefficients κD and κz, and the remaining columns correspond to parameters
governing the height and shape of the binary black hole merger rate as a function of redshift; see Eq. (50). Within each
marginalized posterior, dotted curves show the prior on each parameter. When marginalizing uncertainties in the black hole
merger rate, we find constraints on κD and κz comparable to those obtained under fixed merger rate models above. Exact
constraints are listed in Table I.

several (see Fig. 3), and therefore, alter the degree to
which a non-detection of this background rules out bire-
fringent amplification. In Sec. VA, we dealt with this
by attempting to bracket the relevant uncertainty, pro-
viding results under both realistic (Fig. 6) and deliber-
ately over-conservative (Fig. 4) assumptions regarding
the black hole merger rate. An alternative approach, in-

vestigated here, is to relax our assumptions further and
instead fit for the binary black hole merger alongside the
birefringent coefficients κD and κz.

We proceed using the same methodology and likeli-
hood function described in Sec. IV, and assume a merger
rate described by Eq. (50). Now, however, we do not
fix the parameters {α, β, zp, R0} appearing in this equa-
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FIG. 8. Uncertainty on the merger rate of binary black holes
as a function of redshift, obtained when simultaneously fitting
for gravitational-wave birefringence as well as the shape of the
black hole merger rate. Each light trace represents a single
posterior sample drawn from Fig. 7. The thin outermost black
lines denote the 90% credible bounds on the merger rate, while
the inner thick black line traces the posterior mean as a func-
tion of redshift.

TABLE II. Priors adopted on parameters governing the bi-
nary black hole merger rate, used when simultaneously in-
ferring the merger rate alongside amplitude birefringence in
Sec. VB. We use N(µ, σ) to denote a Gaussian prior with
mean µ and standard deviation σ, and U(a, b) to indicate a
uniform prior on the interval (a, b).

Parameter Prior

ln(R0 ·Gpc3 yr) N(ln 16, 0.22)

α N(3, 1.5)

β U(1, 10)

zp U(0.5, 4)

zmax U(10, 15)

tion, but elevate them as additional free parameters to
be measured in our inference. We also treat the maxi-
mum merger redshift zmax (previously set to zmax = 15)
as an additional free parameter. The direct detection
of binary black hole mergers provides measurements of
the local rate R0 and the leading slope parameter α, and
excludes very small values of zp [10, 81, 86]. We adopt
priors on these parameters, listed in Table II, consistent
with these measurements. As existing gravitational-wave
measurements offer no information about β or zmax, we
simply adopt uniform priors on these parameters over
plausible ranges in order to marginalize over our system-
atic uncertainty.

When inferring only κD and κz under a fixed merger
rate in Sec. VA, we calculate posteriors simply iterating
over a two-dimensional grid of possible birefringent coeffi-
cients. When we now infer the merger rate as well, the in-
creased dimensionality of our target posterior makes this

procedure infeasible. Instead, we now sample from the
joint posterior p(κD, κz, R0, α, β, zp, zmax) using the “No
U-Turn” sampler [96] implemented in numpyro [97, 98],
a probabilistic programming package built atop jax [99].
Our joint posterior on κD, κz, and parameters gov-

erning the black hole merger rate is shown in Fig. 7.
We effectively recover our prior on the merger rate of
black holes, with R0 and α posteriors centered about
their known values and uninformative posteriors on zp,
β, and zmax. The posteriors on these parameters, though,
do not correlate strongly with posteriors on κD and κz.
Our constraints on amplitude birefringence therefore re-
main quantitatively similar to those found in Sec. VA,
despite our large uncertainty on the black hole merger
rate. The exact constraints on κD and κz are presented
in Table I. Even after marginalization over the possible
merger history of binary black holes, we find |κD| ≲ 0.2
and |κz| ≲ 0.3 (each marginalized over the other pa-
rameter) or |κD| ≲ 0.1 and |κz| ≲ 0.2 (fixing the other
parameter to zero).
To illustrate the degree of uncertainty that these lim-

its take into account, Fig. 8 shows the corresponding
posterior on the binary black hole merger rate. Each
light trace corresponds to a single posterior sample drawn
from Fig. 7. Similarly, Fig. 9 shows the implied limits on
the Stokes-I and Stokes-V of the stochastic gravitational-
wave background, as in Fig. 5.

VI. GRAVITATIONAL WAVE CONSTRAINTS
ON THEORY-MOTIVATED BIREFRINGENCE

Having analyzed the birefringent scenario without any
restriction, we now consider a scenario with theory-based
priors imposed. With this method, we ensure that the
birefringent corrections do not grow exponentially, but
rather consider corrections which are leading order in
deviations from GR and that map directly to parity-
violating theories, following Eq. (7). The small par-
ity violating contribution in this case does not allow us
to place meaningful bounds with the current stochastic
background non-observation, however we consider con-
straints that may be placed by a future detector network
capable of observing a quieter background signal.

A. Theory Priors

As mentioned above, in this theory-motivated ap-
proach, we ensure that the linearization of the gravita-
tional waves in vth(f) in Eq. (13) remains valid for all
parameter values sampled, and thus, any corrections re-
main as small deviations from GR at all times during
the data analysis. This constraint will enter into the
stochastic background parameter space as priors on the
parameters α1 and β1,

πf

(
α1

ΛPV

z + β1DC

)
< 1. (54)
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FIG. 9. Constraints on the Stokes-I (left) and Stokes-V (right) energy-density spectra of the stochastic background, obtained
when fitting for both the degree of gravitational-wave birefringence as well as the binary black hole merger history (compare
to Fig. 5 in which the merger rate is held fixed). Each trace corresponds to a single draw from the posterior in Fig. 7.
The outermost black curves in each panel mark the central 90% credible bounds on ΩI(f) and ΩV (f), while the inner black
curve gives the mean posterior value of each spectrum. The dashed grey lines show PI curves depicting the sensitivity of
the Hanford-Livingston-Virgo network following their latest O3 observing run. The non-detection of a gravitational-wave
background requires the gravitational-wave energy density to fall below (left) or inside (right) these PI curves.

For convenience, let us now rescale the parameter α1 such
that

α̃1 =
α1

ΛPV

ẑ

D̂c

, (55)

where ẑ and D̂C are a reference redshift and comoving
distance, respectively. We can then express our prior as

πfDC

(
α̃1

D̂C

DC

z

ẑ
+ β1

)
< 1. (56)

For convenience, we will take D̂C = 1 Gpc and ẑ = 1
and, as before, rescale the frequency to f/100Hz, such
that we obtain

π
f

100Hz

DC

Gpc

(
α̃1

Gpc

DC
z + β1

)
< 1. (57)

This is the prior that we will implement in our analy-
sis below to ensure that the linear approximation of the
waveform correction is valid at all times. To enforce this,
while attempting to constrain the parameters α1 and β1,
we must consider the largest possible values for f,DC ,
and z. We consider a maximum frequency of f = 103

Hz. For the maximum redshift and comoving distance,
we consider two cases: first the most conservative es-
timate for the background assuming a uniform merger
rate, in which we take zmax ≈ 6 and DCmax ≈ 8.5Gpc,
and then the more realistic delayed low-metallicity rate
model, in which we take zmax ≈ 10 and DCmax ≈ 10Gpc.
With this in hand, the joint priors on α1 and β1 are given

by

(α̃1 + 1.5β1)uniform ≲ 0.005 (58)

(α̃1 + β1)delayed ≲ 0.003. (59)

We are considering an uninformative prior on the pa-
rameters α̃10 and β10 arising solely from EFT consid-
erations, but one could alternatively consider a prior
based on existing constraints for some particular theo-
ries. As an example, consider Chern-Simons gravity, dis-
cussed in Sec. II. Previous work has used binary pulsars
to constrain CS gravity. Defining the parameter κ−1

CS =

(8παCSϑ̇) as in [100], it was found that κ−1
CS ≲ 0.4 km.

CS gravity maps to the α10 term in our constraint, which
upon conversion to our conventions leads to

α̃1 ≲ 0.001. (60)

Reaching a constraint of this level from the stochastic
background with future detectors would thus place the
strongest bounds to date on gravitational parity viola-
tion. Beyond CS gravity, additional work has studied
amplitude birefringence with a correction proportional to
our β1 term, and placed a bound by stacking contraints
from the GWTC-3 catalogs [44]. In this case, the param-
eterization used differs by a factor of π from our β1 term,
and thus their result maps to the constraint β1 ≲ 0.016.
Note that the existing constraints on β1 are indeed be-
yond the EFT bound in Eq. (59). This is due to the fact
that these constraints were found by studying events at
much lower redshift than our maximum stochastic back-
ground binary distance. Thus, in considering only nearby
events, the maximum value of the parity-violating pa-
rameters is allowed to be larger than what we obtain for
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the stochastic background, as long as the full constraint,
Eq. (57), holds.

B. Forecast of Constraints with Future Detectors

We now examine how well future detector networks
with higher sensitivity may be able to tighten the bounds
discussed in the previous section. We consider two con-
crete scenarios. Given that the projected LVK O4 sen-
sitivity is unlikely to detect ΩI(f), we first consider a
two detector Hanford-Livingston configuration with pro-
jected “A-sharp” sensitivity (‘A♯’), as well as with Cos-
mic Exporer (‘CE’) sensitivity. We show the PI curves
for each scenario in Fig. 10, compared to the expected
GR value of ΩI , the maximum allowed theoretical value
of ΩV and the current strongest Chern-Simons constraint
from binary pulsars. We show both the most pessimistic
scenario of a uniform merger rate (left) and the more
realistic scenario, considering Rdelayed

m (z).
We find that we are unlikely to place more restrictive

bounds than [44] until the sensitivity of third-generation
detectors is obtained. In this case, the parity violating
signal of ΩV (f) will appear as a perturbation on top of
ΩI , recalling that per Eq. (32) there is no parity vio-
lating correction at linear order to the expected ΩI in
GR. Then, to extract a constraint on birefringence, one
will need to precisely measure the expected GR signal
to determine if there is any excess. Our projections pre-
dict that such a constraint on the birefringent parame-
ters α1 and β1 will be competitive. Even in the more
pessimistic scenario for the merger rate shown in the left
panel of Fig. 10, the sensitivity reached with a CE detec-
tor network is nearly enough to match the constraint on
Chern-Simons gravity from binary pulsars (correspond-
ing to α̃1 = 0.001). Taking a more optimistic view of the
merger rate, as shown in the right panel of Fig. 10, the
overall amplitude of the background is increased, and
thus, we will be able to set better constraints. In this
case, the constraints on the parameters α̃1 and β1 will be
O(10−4) from a non-detection of ΩV with a CE network.
This result is an order of magnitude stronger than the
binary pulsar result, thus would be the most stringent
constraint on gravitational parity violation to date.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that the stochastic background pro-
vides a new test of parity violation. We have used the
non-detection of the stochastic gravitational wave back-
ground from compact binaries through LVK observations
to place a constraint on gravitational parity violation.
From a phenomenological perspective, we have placed
a new independent constraint on birefringence parame-
ters: (κD, κV ) ≲ O(10−1). This is competitive with cur-
rent constraints from individual sources, and we expect
it to improve with observations from LVK O4. We have

furthermore forecasted the power of future detectors to
constrain gravitational parity violation with stochastic
background observations when theory-motivated priors
are imposed. We found that third-generation detectors
will be able to improve the constraint by ∼ two orders
of magnitude, yielding new stringent bounds on parity-
violating theories.
Additionally, the stochastic background has the poten-

tial to allow us to probe parity violation beyond compact
binaries. Supermassive black hole mergers, which are
thought to be responsible for the stochastic background
signal found by pulsar timing arrays, should also lead to
birefringent gravitational waves if gravity is indeed par-
ity violating. Although currently the PTA observations
are not sensitive to any parity or polarization in the sig-
nal, it is possible that in the future such determinations
will be possible, as suggested by [101–103]. It has also
been suggested that astrometry can be used as a comple-
mentary technique to search for parity violation in the
nanohertz regime [104]. Furthermore, the expected cos-
mological stochastic background arising from primordial
processes may also lead to distinctive parity-violating sig-
natures. For example, it has been suggested that modi-
fied gravity theories, such as Chern-Simons gravity, could
lead to a parity-violating galaxy four-point function from
processes during inflation [105]. This type of interaction,
as well as other early universe processes, could addition-
ally lead to gravitational waves that undergo birefrin-
gence in their propagation, which can then be probed
with the stochastic background. We leave these prospects
and others to future work.
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Appendix A: Investigating the “spike”

Although we do not constrain κD or κz away from
zero, we do nevertheless see an unexpected feature in our
posteriors: a sharp, elevated edge in the two-dimensional
κD-κz posterior. When conditioned on κD = 0 and/or
κz = 0, this feature translates into a sharply elevated
spike in the marginal posteriors on κD and κz. In this
appendix, we explore the nature of this feature and its
consistency (or inconsistency) with a signal of astrophys-
ical origin.

To begin, Fig. 11 shows joint posteriors on κD and
κz obtained by analyzing only one baseline and one ob-
serving run at a time. We assume that the binary black
hole merger rate follows the delayed low-metallicity star
formation rate (Eq. (53)), as in the right corner plot of
Fig. 6. We see signs of the elevated spike in two of the
individual datasets. First, there is a marginal feature
near κD ≈ 0.1 arising from Hanford-Livingston cross-
correlation data during O3 (HL O3). Second, and far
more prominently, a very pronounced feature appears in
the Hanford-Virgo O3 data (HV O3), tracing the full
right-hand edge of the posterior.

These observations together raise several questions:
Does the “spike” originate from particular frequency in-
tervals with anomalous or elevated cross-power, or is it
broadband in nature? Furthermore, given known in-
strumental sensitivities and baseline geometries, should
we expect a real stochastic background to behave as in
Fig. 11, that is, with no discernible signal in Livingston-
Virgo, a slight feature in Hanford-Livingston, and a com-
parably loud excess in Hanford-Virgo?

As a first step, we can explore the frequency depen-
dence of the tentative signal. Equation (46) in Sec. IV de-
fined an inner product, (A|B), in terms of which the like-
lihood was expressed. The same inner product gives the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of a stochastic background

measurement. Let Ĉ(f) be a cross-correlation measure-
ment from a particular baseline pair 5 with overlap reduc-
tion functions γA(f), where A ∈ {I, V }. Also, let ΩM

A (f)
be some model template for the stochastic energy-density
ΩA(f) in each polarization A. Then, the measured SNR
associated with this model is

SNR =
(Ĉ|γAΩM

A )√
(γA′ΩM

A′ |γA′′ΩM
A′′)

. (A1)

We have again made use of an Einstein-summation-
like convention in which γA(f)ΩM

A (f) = γI(f)ΩM
I (f) +

γV (f)ΩM
V (f). Recall that the expectation value of our

cross-correlation statistic is ⟨Ĉ(f)⟩ = γA(f)ΩA(f). If
our model for the stochastic background is actually cor-
rect, with ΩA(f) = ΩM

A (f), then the expectation value
of our signal-to-noise ratio is

⟨SNR⟩ =
√
(γAΩM

A |γA′ΩM
A′). (A2)

Having defined the total signal-to-noise ratio of a sig-
nal, we can now investigate how this signal-to-noise ac-
cumulates as we integrate across frequencies. A true as-
trophysical signal should be broadband in nature, yield-
ing a signal-to-noise that accumulates gradually across a

5 We previously used the notation Ĉij(f) with i and j labeling
detectors, but here suppress these subscripts for simplicity.
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HL O1 HL O2 HL O3 HV O3 LV O3

FIG. 11. Posteriors on κD and κz obtained using individual baseline pairs from individual observing runs. We specifically
show results from the Hanford-Livingston (HL) baseline during the the first, second, and third observing runs (O1, O2, and O3,
respectively), and the Hanford-Virgo (HV) and Livingston-Virgo (LV) baseline during O3. We adopt Rdelayed

m (z) from Eq. (53)
as our model for the binary merger rate, as in the right corner plot of Fig. 6. We see signs of the elevated edge or “spike” in
both the Hanford-Livingston and Hanford-Virgo data during O3. We do not see any features arising in O1 or O2, nor in the
Livingston-Virgo O3 data.

Hanford-Virgo (O3)

Hanford-Livingston (O3)

Livingston-Virgo (O3)
Measured
Expected

FIG. 12. Cumulative signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs) of the Hanford-Livginston, Hanford-Virgo, and Livingston-Virgo baselines
during O3. Dotted curves show the anticipated increase in SNR as we integrate across frequencies, assuming the presence of a
birefringent stochastic background with κD = 0.107 and κz = −0.010, the maximum posterior values from the right-hand side
of Fig. 6. The solid lines, meanwhile, show the actual measured SNRs. There are no clear narrowband features that would
explain the elevated “ridge” features seen in Fig. 11 above. Instead, all three baselines appear to accumulate SNR as a random
walk, consistent with expected behavior in Gaussian noise. At the same time, there is an apparent mismatch between the
magnitudes of predicted and observed SNRs. According to our signal model (dotted lines), the Hanford-Livingston baseline is
expected to witness the loudest signal, but it is instead the Hanford-Virgo baseline that contains the largest SNR. See Fig. 13
for further details.

range of frequencies. In contrast, terrestrial contamina-
tion should likely (although not necessarily) manifest as a
narrowband signal, in which the measured signal-to-noise
is dominated by a small collection of frequency bins.

With this in mind, let us define the cumulative inner
product

(A|B)|f =

∫ f

0

df ′A(f ′)B∗(f ′) +A∗(f ′)B(f ′)
σ2
ij(f

′)
, (A3)

which is identical in form to Eq. (46) but now includes

only frequencies below f . Then, the cumulative SNR,
obtained if we had access only to data below f , is

SNR(f) =
(Ĉ|γAΩM

A )|f√
(γA′ΩM

A′ |γA′′ΩM
A′′)|f

, (A4)

with expectation value

⟨SNR(f)⟩ =
√

(γAΩM
A |γA′ΩM

A′)|f . (A5)
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FIG. 13. Measured signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs) from each
detector baseline and observing run (black crosses), compared
with the expected probability distributions of SNRs under
the best-fitting signal model (violins). Expected SNRs are
computed by adopting κD = 0.107 and κz = −0.010, the
maximum posterior values obtained when assuming a black
hole merger history that traces delayed low-metallicity star
formation (right-hand side of Fig. 6). Each probability dis-
tribution is then obtained by considering possible realiza-
tions of random, Gaussian noise. Data from the Hanford-
Livingston baseline yields SNRs consistent with expectation.
The Hanford-Virgo baseline, however, appears to contain
anomalously high SNR. As discussed in the text, however,
the high SNR of Hanford-Virgo is not statistically significant.
If a birefringent stochastic background were indeed present
in the data, random noise fluctuations produce an SNR as
loud as Hanford-Virgo’s with probability P = 0.20. And in
the complete absence of a stochastic signal, noise fluctuations
will still produce an equally loud SNR with P = 0.11. Thus
the measured SNRs remain consistent with a non-detection
of a stochastic background.

When assuming that black hole mergers trace the de-
layed, low-metallicity star formation rate (right corner
plot in Fig. 6), the resulting posterior is maximized at
κD = 0.107 and κz = −0.010. Figure 12 shows the
cumulative SNRs for the Hanford-Livingston, Hanford-
Virgo, and Livingston-Virgo baselines during O3 using
these maximum posterior values. Solid curves show the
actual recovered SNR and dotted curves give the expec-
tation values for each baseline (Eqs. (A4) and (A5), re-
spectively).

The Hanford-Virgo baseline contains the loudest sig-
nal, with SNR ≈ 2.0 after integrating across all fre-
quencies. This is consistent with the fact that, in
Fig. 11, it is also the Hanford-Virgo baseline that ex-
hibits the most structure in its posterior. The Hanford-
Livingston baseline gives a weaker SNR ≈ 1.2, and the
Livingston-Virgo baseline contains a statistically insignif-
icant SNR = −0.7. In all three cases, there are no
clear narrowband features dominating the total signal-
to-noise ratio. The Hanford-Virgo baseline, in particu-
lar, appears to accumulate SNR as a random walk, as
expected in well-behaved Gaussian data. Note that the
distinctive “flat” stretches mark frequencies in which all

data has been masked due to known instrumental arti-
facts [10, 114] and so contribute zero signal.

Although the cumulative SNRs appear well-behaved,
are the total SNRs measured in each baseline consis-
tent with expectation? The dashed lines in Fig. 12
indicate that, under the chosen parameters, we expect
the Hanford-Livingston baseline to witness the loudest
signal, with near-zero SNR in the Hanford-Virgo and
Livingston-Virgo baselines. An alternative illustration
is given in Fig. 13, which shows the probability distribu-
tions of SNRs across each baseline and observing run (vi-
olins) and the actual SNR measured in each case (black
crosses), again assuming κD = 0.107 and κz = −0.010.
The data do not appear to match expectations. Although
the SNR of Hanford-Livinston O3 data lies in the antic-
ipated range, the SNR from the Hanford-Virgo O3 base-
line is much larger than predicted under the best-fitting
signal model. And at the same time, the Livingston-
Virgo O3 baseline yields somewhat lower SNR than ex-
pected.

Since the SNRs of stochastic cross-correlation measure-
ments are well-described by Gaussian statistics, we can
compute how likely this situation is to arise by chance.
In the presence of a birefringent stochastic background
with κD = 0.107 and κz = −0.010, the probability that
noise fluctuations produce a signal as loud as that seen
in Hanford-Virgo during O3 is P = 0.044. Moreover, the
probability that noise fluctuations would simultaneously
give SNRs greater than in Hanford-Virgo and smaller
than in Livingston-Virgo during O3 is P = 0.0065. Both
significance estimates, though, neglect trials factors ac-
counting for the fact that, with five distinct datasets, we
increase the likelihood that at least one of them indi-
vidually exhibits a statistically unlikely outcome. With
five datasets, the probability that at least one exhibits
an SNR fluctuation as large as that in Hanford-Virgo is
P = 0.20. And the probability that at least one exhibits
an upward SNR fluctuation consistent with Hanford-
Virgo’s and at least another has SNR fluctuating down-
ward consistent with Livingston-Virgo is P = 0.10.

Both the above probabilities indicate that the mea-
sured SNRs are statistically consistent with random
fluctuations atop a birefringent stochastic background.
Hence, we cannot rule out a potential signal on the ba-
sis of SNR consistency. Along these lines, though, do
the observed SNRs even require a signal at all, or are
they also consistent with pure Gaussian noise? In the
complete absence of an astrophysical signal, the proba-
bility that Gaussian noise fluctuations produce an SNR
as large as Hanford-Virgo’s during O3 in at least one of
five baselines is P = 0.11. And the probability that noise
produces SNRs both above and below those in Hanford-
Virgo and Livingston-Virgo, respectively, is P = 0.07.
The measured SNRs therefore remain statistically con-
sistent with random instrumental noise.
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Our mass distribution

LVK measurement

FIG. 14. The differential black hole merger rate as a function
primary mass that we adopt in this work (black). Specifically,
we show the differential merger rate at z = 0; throughout the
text we explore several different models for how this rate sub-
sequently evolves with redshift. The black hole mass function
is described by Eq. (B1) with parameters given in Eq. (B4).
For comparison, we show in blue the posterior obtained on
the black hole mass spectrum in Ref. [78] using their Power
Law & Peak mass model; each trace corresponds to one indi-
vidual draw from their posterior. Note that, within Ref. [78],
the differential merger rate is shown at a reference redshift of
z = 0.2, rather than z = 0 as shown here, yielding merger
rates that appear slightly elevated relative to those shown
here.

Appendix B: Mass distribution

In our analyses, we assume black hole masses to follow
a distribution consistent with hierarchical measurements
of the black hole mass function [78]. In this Appendix,
we provide a detailed description of the precise mass dis-
tribution used.

We take primary masses to follow a mixture between
a power law and a Gaussian peak:

ϕ(m1) =(1− fp)
1 + λ

(100M⊙)1+λ − (2M⊙)1+λ
mλ

1

+
fp√
2πσ2

exp

[
− (m1 − µ)2

2σ2

]
.

(B1)

Here, µ and σ2 give the mean and variance of the Gaus-
sian peak, λ is the slope of the power-law component,
and fp governs the mixture fraction between each com-
ponent. The power-law is normalized over the interval
2M⊙ ≤ m1 ≤ 100M⊙. Additionally, we assume that
the primary mass distribution is smoothly truncated to
zero beyond a minimum mass mmin and maximum mass

mmax, such that the full mass distribution is of the form

p(m1) ∝


ϕ(m1) Exp

[
− (m1−mmin)

2

2δm2
min

]
(m1 ≤ mmin)

ϕ(m1) (mmin < m1 ≤ mmax)

ϕ(m1) Exp
[
− (m1−mmax)

2

2δm2
max

]
(mmax < m1) ,

(B2)
where the parameters δmmin and δmmax control the scale
over which the truncations occur. We assume that sec-
ondary masses are distributed as a power law between
2M⊙ and m1,

p(m2|m1) =
1 + βq

m
1+βq

1 − (2M⊙)1+βq

m
βq

1 , (B3)

with slope βq.
We fix the parameters of these distributions to values

consistent with the black hole mass distribution reported
in Ref. [78]:

mmax = 70M⊙
mmin = 9M⊙

δmmax = 10M⊙
δmmin = 0.5M⊙

µ = 34M⊙
σ = 3M⊙
λ = −3.8

fp = 10−2.7

βq = 2 .

(B4)

Figure 14 shows the differential merger rate given by the
above parameters (black), as well as the posterior on
the black hole mass function from Ref. [78]. While our
model for the primary mass distribution is not strictly
the same as the Power Law & Peak model adopted
in [78] (which adopts a slightly different function form
for high- and low-mass truncations), our chosen model
agrees well with their measurements.

Appendix C: Comment on Signal Normalization
Conventions

In this final appendix, we highlight a pitfall we en-
countered over the course of this study, flagging it as a
point of caution for other researchers analyzing publicly
released cross-correlation measurements of the stochastic
gravitational-wave background.

In our study, we defined the cross-correlation statistic 6

Ĉ(f) =
1

T

20π2

3H2
0

f3s̃i(f)s̃
∗
j (f) (C1)

6 We previously called this quantity Ĉij(f), but in this appendix
will neglect the subscripts i and j.
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FIG. 15. Illustration of two different signal normalization conventions used to model and search for the stochastic gravitational-
wave background. Left : The convention used in this paper, following Eq. (C1). Under this convention, the cross-correlation
statistic is normalized such that its expectation value is γI(f)ΩI(f) + γV (f)ΩV (f). The blue curve shows an example signal
model, normalized in this fashion. Under convention (C1), meanwhile, the cross-correlation statistic has variance σ2(f) that
is a smooth function of frequency. The black curves show ±σ(f) under this convention. Right : A more common convention,
following Eq. (C5), in which the cross-correlation statistic is divided by the Stokes-I overlap reduction function, yielding an

alternative statistic Ŷ (f) = Ĉ(f)/γI(f). Because γI(f) passes through zero, this yields a signal model that periodically diverges
to infinity. The corresponding variance under this convention is given by σY (f) = σ(f)/(γI(f))2. This too diverges to infinity
at the roots of the overlap reduction function. Data products released by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration follow this
second convention.

(Eq. (35) in the main text) between data s̃i and s̃j
from detectors i and j. In the presence of a polarized
gravitational-wave background, the expectation value of
this statistic is (again repeating equations for conve-
nience)

⟨Ĉ(f)⟩ = γI(f)ΩI(f) + γV (f)ΩV (f) (C2)

and its variance is

⟨Ĉ(f)Ĉ(f ′)⟩ = δ(f − f ′)σ2(f), (C3)

where

σ2(f) =
1

T

(
10π2

3H2
0

)2

f6Pi(f)Pj(f). (C4)

Equation (C1) is not the standard convention. More
common is the alternate convention

Ŷ (f) =
1

T

20π2

3H2
0

f3s̃i(f)s̃
∗
j (f)

γI(f)
(C5)

in which we have divided by the Stokes-I overlap reduc-
tion function γI(f) for the given baseline. In this conven-
tion, the expectation value of the cross-correlation statis-
tic is

⟨Ŷ (f)⟩ = ΩI(f) +
γV (f)

γI(f)
ΩV (f) (C6)

and its variance is

⟨Ŷ (f)Ŷ (f ′)⟩ = δ(f − f ′)σ2
Y (f), (C7)

where

σ2
Y (f) =

1

T

(
10π2

3H2
0

)2
f6Pi(f)Pj(f)

(γI(f))
2 . (C8)

Equation (C5) is motivated by the fact that most anal-
yses operate under the assumption that the stochastic
background is unpolarized. In this case, ΩV (f) is pre-

sumed to be zero and ⟨Ŷ (f)⟩ = ΩI(f), such that Ŷ (f)
is a direct estimator of the total energy-density of the
stochastic background.
These two conventions are sketched in Fig. 15. The

left-hand side illustrates an example signal model (blue)
and the associated uncertainty spectrum (black) defined
in accordance with Eq. (C1). The right-hand side corre-
sponds to the same data, but now normalized following
Eq. (C5), having been divided by γI(f). Because the
overlap reduction function γI(f) is oscillatory about zero,
when we divide by γI(f), we correspondingly introduce
infinite divergences in both the signal model ⟨Y (f)⟩ =
⟨C(f)/γI(f)⟩ and the uncertainty σY (f) = σ(f)/γI(f).
These are easily seen in the right-hand side of Fig. 15.
In principle, it should not matter which convention is

adopted, provided we then proceed self-consistently with
this convention. Likelihood and SNR calculations do
not depend directly on cross-correlation measurements,
model spectra, and uncertainty spectra, but only on the
ratios Ĉ(f)/σ(f) = Ŷ (f)/σY (f) and ⟨C(f)⟩/σ(f) =
⟨Y (f)⟩/σY (f), which are nominally identical under ei-
ther convention. The fact that our signal model diverges
to infinity under convention (C5) is therefore fine, pro-
vided that σY (f) diverges to infinity at precisely the same
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FIG. 16. Illustration of numerical issues that can arise when analyzing public data normalized following convention (C5).
Left : Shown in blue are is the uncertainty spectrum σY (f) = σ(f)/γI(f) for the Hanford-Virgo baseline during O3, as released
by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration. Because this follows the convention in which the cross-correlation statistic has been
divided by γI(f), analysts who define and test their own gravitational-wave background models must correspondingly multiply
their models by 1/γI(f). Our python-based calculation of this factor is shown in red. Both σY (f) and 1/γI(f) diverge to infinity
at the roots of the overlap reduction function. At issue is the fact that different calculations of the overlap reduction function
place roots in slightly different locations. Our python-based calculation, for example, is seen to yield infinite divergences at
fractionally different locations than the matlab calculation used to produce σY (f). Right : The ratio between the blue and
red curves on the left. When following convention (C5), it is this ratio that enters into likelihood and SNR calculations. The
failure to produce divergences in exactly the same locations with the same slopes produces in the left-hand subplot yields the
sharp comb of features seen in the right-hand side, features that can non-negligibly perturb the total recovered SNR and/or
likelihood, as illustrated below.

locations and with the same speed.

In practice, however, the fact that data is normal-
ized according to Eq. (C5) gives rise to scenarios in
which imperfect numerical convergence spuriously and
non-negligibly impacts results. The issue is that publicly-
available cross-correlation data provide σY (f) spectra
that already include division by γI(f), while users must
independently recalculate and divide their signal model
by γI(f) to ensure consistent normalization. If the user-
calculated γI(f) differs, even fractionally, from the over-
lap reduction function used to normalize σY (f), the infi-
nite divergences are no longer guaranteed to cancel.

In our study, this proved a very real concern. Over-
lap reduction functions are given by linear combination
of spherical Bessel functions jn(ν), where ν = 2πDf/c
and D is the distance between detectors [48, 77]. The
roots of these Bessel functions determine the roots of our
signal model in the conventions of Eq. (C1) (left side of
Fig. 15), and, correspondingly, the locations of the di-
vergences in the conventions of Eq. (C5) (right side of
Fig. 15). For a variety of reasons, different calculations
of overlap reduction functions may place these spherical
Bessel function roots in fractionally different locations.
If, for example, different users or codes adopt slightly
different estimates of detector locations, they will calcu-
late Bessel function roots at slightly different frequencies,
and in turn, obtain divergences at slightly different loca-
tions when renormalizing their signal model to follow the
conventions of Eq. (C5). Even more subtly, different code

packages will predict Bessel function roots at slightly dif-
ferent locations. In either case, the signal model ⟨Y (f)⟩
produced by a user will contain divergences that do not
perfectly match the divergences in σY (f), resulting in a
small number of frequencies that have a spurious, out-
sized impact on SNR and/or likelihood calculations.

In our case, we identified inconsistencies arising from
the fact that we compute overlap reduction functions in
python using the scipy.special.spherical jn func-
tion, while the overlap reduction functions computed and
pre-applied to σY (f) by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collab-
orations are computed in matlab using its besselj rou-
tine. The inconsistency is illustrated in Fig. 16. The left
panel of this figure shows, in blue, the publicly-available
O3 Hanford-Virgo uncertainty spectrum σY (f) released
by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration and, in red,
the inverse overlap reduction function 1/γI(f) we com-
pute in python. Both should exhibit divergences in the
same location, but they do not. The ratio between these
curves, the product γI(f)σY (f) ≡ σ(f), is what ap-
pears in SNR and likelihood calculations; this ratio is
shown on the right panel of Fig. 16. We see that the im-
perfect agreement between overlap reduction functions
computed in python versus matlab introduces spurious
combs in the ratio, combs that propagate into estimates
of the stochastic SNR and likelihood.

In order to avoid such spurious features, when divid-
ing by γI(f) to match the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA conven-
tion (C5), it was necessary to install and run the matlab-
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FIG. 17. As in Fig. 16, but showing the correct intended behavior. Left : The same as the left-hand panel of Fig. 16, but
now showing the factor 1/γI(f) as computed using exactly the same matlab routine used internally to create σY (f). Right :
Exact agreement between the divergences in σY (f) and 1/γI(f) now produces a smooth ratio between the two curves, enabling
well-behaved likelihood and SNR calculations. Only by using identical algorithms with identical software packages were we
able to obtain this well-behaved result. Otherwise, failure to imperfectly undo the “division by zero” in the definition of σY (f)
produced spurious SNR estimates, as shown in Fig. 18 below. This danger is mitigated if data are produced entirely following
convention (C1), in which signal and noise estimates are never divided by γI(f) and hence never contain infinite divergences
that must be exactly undone by downstream analysts.

Perfect Divergence Cancelation (Matlab ORF)

Imperfect Divergence Cancelation (Python ORF)

FIG. 18. A comparison of the cumulative signal-to-noise ratios estimated using imperfect (Fig. 16) and perfect (Fig. 17)
cancellation of the divergences in σY (f). Imperfect cancellation occurs when naively using overlap reduction functions calculated
in python; perfect cancellation requires instead using overlap reduction functions calculated in matlab using the exact same
routine used to compute σY (f). In the case of imperfect cancellation, the resulting combs seen in γI(f)σY (f) (specifically the
downward spikes extending to zero) result in a small number frequency bins that are spuriously and significantly upweighted. As
we integrate across frequencies, the cumulative SNR exhibits random and discontinuous jumps as we encounter these upweighted
frequencies, such as those that can be seen at approximately 250 and 330 Hz. In the example shown, these random jumps
happen to nearly cancel one another, such that the total SNR is comparable in both cases. This cancelation is not guaranteed,
however, and in alternative cases could perturb SNR estimates by significant amounts. At f ≈ 300, for example, the two SNR
estimates differ significantly. Differences of this magnitude could lead to false claims of detection, or false dismissal of an actual
stochastic gravitational-wave background.
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based stochastic.m package to generate and use the
exact overlap reduction function that was pre-applied
to σY (f). Figure 17 illustrates the successful cancella-
tion between divergences in this case, including the suc-
cessful recovery of a smooth σ(f) = γI(f)σY (f) with
no spurious combs. We note that the disagreement be-
tween python and matlab calculations was not simply
a matter of different algorithms being used to compute
γI(f); differences persisted even when translating the
stochastic.m calculation line-by-line into python.

The different behaviors between Figs. 16 and 17 can
have very real effects on stochastic SNR calculations.
Figure 18 again shows the cumulative SNR measured in
the Hanford-Virgo baseline during O3 (previously plot-
ted as Fig. 12). Here, though, we show the cumulative
SNRs in two cases: (i) using the matlab overlap reduc-
tion function to properly cancel the infinite divergences in
σY (f), and (ii) when we use an overlap reduction func-
tion computed in python that does not exactly cancel
divergences in σY (f). In the second case, the spuri-
ous comb that arises in the product γI(f)σY (f) yields
discontinuous and significant random jumps in the cu-
mulative SNR. Somewhat fortuitously, these unphysical
jumps nearly cancel one another, returning a total SNR
that is comparable in both cases. This cancelation is
purely random, however, and generically it appears that
we can expect significant differences in SNR between the

two cases, differences that could significantly alter upper
limits or even lead to false detection claims.
We emphasize that these issues arise purely from the

choice to follow the conventions in Eq. (C5) and adopt
uncertainty spectra σY (f) = σ(f)/γI(f), a choice that
forces downstream analysts to “undo” a division by zero.
Accordingly, we recommend the following:

• Ideally, future data products released by the LIGO-
Virgo-KAGRA collaboration should follow the con-
ventions of Eq. (C1). On the one hand, this con-
vention is mildly more difficult for casual readers to
interpret; in the case of an unpolarized stochastic
background, the cross-correlation spectrum Ĉ(f) is
no longer a direct estimator of ΩI(f) but instead of
the product γI(f)ΩI(f). On the other hand, it is
no longer necessary for analysts to “undo” divisions
by zero, an operation that runs the risk of numeri-
cal instabilities and spurious detection claims.

• Alternatively, public data products should contain
all of σY (f), σ(f), and γI(f), rather than σY (f)
alone. This allows downstream users to normalize
their signal models using exactly the same overlap
reduction function used to normalize σY (f), mit-
igating the risk of imperfect cancellation and un-
physical results.
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