arXiv:2302.04682v2 [gr-qc] 6 Jun 2023

Relativistic binary systems in scale-independent energy-momentum squared gravity

Özgür Akarsu,1, ∗ Elham Nazari,2, † and Mahmood Roshan2, 3, ‡

1Department of Physics, Istanbul Technical University, Maslak 34469 Istanbul, Turkey 2Department of Physics, Faculty of Science, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, P.O. Box 1436, Mashhad, Iran 3School of Astronomy, Institute for Research in Fundamental Sciences (IPM), P.O. Box 19395-5531, Tehran, Iran

In this paper, we study the gravitational-wave (GW) radiation and radiative behavior of relativistic compact binary systems in the scale-independent energy-momentum squared gravity (EMSG). The field equations of this theory are solved approximately. The gravitational potential of a gravitational source is then obtained by considering two matter Lagrangian densities that both describe a perfect fluid in general relativity (GR). We derive the GW signals emitted from a compact binary system. The results are different from those obtained in general relativity (GR). It is shown that the relevant non-GR corrections modify the wave amplitude and leave the GW polarizations unchanged. Interestingly, this modification depends on the choice of the matter Lagrangian density. This means that for different Lagrangian densities, this theory presents different predictions for the GW radiation. In this case, the system loses energy to modified GWs. This leads to a change in the secular variation of the Keplerian parameters of the binary system. In this work, we investigate the non-GR effects on the radiative parameter, i.e., the first time derivative of the orbital period. Next, applying these results together with GW observations from the relativistic binary systems, we constrain/test the scale-independent EMSG theory in the strong-field regime. After assuming that GR is the valid gravity theory, as a priori expectation, we find that the free parameter of the theory is of the order 10^{−5} from the direct GW observation, the GW events GW190425 and GW170817, as well as the indirect GW observation, the double pulsar PSR J0737−3039A/B experiment.

I. INTRODUCTION

The standard Λ cold dark matter (ΛCDM) model has been remarkably successful in explaining the cosmological scale of the Universe [1–4]. However, the ΛCDM model suffers from a wide range of challenging problems, both theoretically and observationally; it faces the cosmological constant problem [5], coincidence problem [6], and some persistent tensions, such as H_0 and S_8 tensions, of various degrees of significance (if not systematics) between some existing data sets from different cosmological and astrophysical probes [7–14]. Replacing the general theory of relativity (GR), the standard theory of gravity assumed in the ΛCDM model, is one of the busiest avenues where researchers seek explanations for these challenges facing cosmology today, see, e.g., [15–19] for reviews on modified theories of gravity.

Recently, a new type of modified theory of gravity has been proposed in which the matter sector of GR is nonlinearly expanded, adding an arbitrary function of the Lorentz scalar T^{μν} T_{μν} , viz., the self-contraction of the energy-momentum tensor T^{μν} , as f(T^{μν} T_{μν} ) to the Einstein-Hilbert action [20–23]. Referring the mathematical form of the argument of the function f(T^{μν} T_{μν} ), viz., the Lorentz scalar T^{μν} T_{μν} , this modified theory of gravity has been called energy-momentum squared gravity (EMSG). With the emergence of this modified theory of gravity, it has received a lot of attention and has been studied in different frameworks, see, for instance, [24–

∗ akarsuo@itu.edu.tr † elham.nazari@mail.um.ac.ir ‡ mroshan@um.ac.ir

43]. One of the specific versions of EMSG is known as energy-momentum powered gravity (EMPG) where f(T^{μν} T_{μν} ) = α(T^{μν} T_{μν} )^η [22, 23]. Here, both α and η are real constants indicating the free parameters of the theory. In this model, η determines the power of the EMSG correction and clarifies the energy density scale at which the non-GR contributions can be more effective.

In the EMPG class, there is a model with η =^1_2 called the scale-independent EMSG [26]. For this particular choice of η, this theory has the potential to be effective throughout the cosmological epochs with different energy density scales and to play a significant role in early- and late-time evolutions of the Universe. To shed light on this issue, let us choose a perfect fluid to describe the matter sector and examine the Lorentz scalar (T^{μν} T_{μν} )^η . In this case, the EMPG term proportional to ρ^{2η} appears on the right-hand side of the field equations [22, 42]. Here, ρ is the energy density.^1 It is obvious that setting η =^1_2 , the matter sector of EMPG and GR will be of the same power, i.e., for both cases, a linear function of the density will appear in the field equations. It does then mean that this correction can play a role along with the GR one at all energy density scales. Regarding its interesting and promising applications raised in [26], this model deserves to be further investigated in different aspects. In this paper, we focus our attention on the scale-independent EMSG model [26].

On the other hand, even the most successful cosmological model needs to survive the gravitational experi-

1 Note that except in Introduction, ρ stands for the rest-mass density in the rest of the paper.

ments to be considered as a well-founded model. More precisely, their underlying relativistic gravity should pass both weak- and strong-field tests with flying colors. Of course, the EMSG theory and its subclasses are not exempt from this rule. The weak-field limit of EMPG and quadratic-EMSG (viz., EMPG with η = 1) is respectively studied in [40, 42]. It is shown that this theory escapes/passes the solar-system weak-field tests. In [42], it is comprehensively discussed that in this alternative theory, only the mass of an astrophysical object will be modified as M_{eff}(α, η, M) = M + M_{empg}(α, η, M) in the relevant weak-field relations where M and M_{empg} are the physical mass and its EMPG correction, respectively. Accordingly, it is expected that the overall behavior of a gravitational system in the weak-field regime of the theory be similar to those in GR. For instance, in [40], it is shown that in the quadratic-EMSG gravitational lensing scenario based on the weak-field gravity, the EMSG light curves behave similarly to GR ones. It is also discussed that utilizing astronomical observations such as the Einstein time, the physical mass of a gravitational lens may be overestimated or underestimated depending on the choice of the free parameter of the theory. In [42], it is clarified that EMPG cannot be distinguished from GR using local gravity observations alone, unless complementary information about the physical mass/density of the gravitational system and the free parameters of the theory is available from other cosmological and astronomical/astrophysical observations or phenomena. In fact, if the mass of the gravitational object is inferred only from the local tests, M_{eff} and M, and consequently, EMPG and GR are not distinguishable. In other words, EMPG escapes weak-field tests. In [40], with the implicit assumption that the density of the compact system can be determined from another window, one of us utilizes weak-field experiments to constrain the quadratic-EMSG free parameter.

It is also deserved to ask whether this kind of modified theory can pass the strong-field gravity tests. As we know, binary systems which consist of at least one neutron star contain gravitationally strong regions. In light of the accurate measurement of relativistic and radiative effects in them, binary systems provide a suitable testbed for strong-field gravity. In [37], utilizing binary pulsars observations, the quadratic-EMSG model is tested in the strong-field regime. It is shown that an EMSG correction depending on the free parameter of the theory as well as the density of the components appears in the first time derivative of the orbital period of the binary system. Using six known binary pulsar experiments and choosing the nuclear density for pulsars, the free parameter of quadratic-EMSG is estimated. In the current paper, in a similar fashion, to probe its viability, we test the scale-independent EMSG model in the strong-field regime of relativistic compact binary systems by studying the gravitational-wave (GW) radiation and the radiative parameter. Given the highly dynamic nature of these systems, it is not obvious how the non-GR corrections of this theory will appear in the relevant strong-field relations and if their role will be similar to those obtained in the weak-field regime. Here, to reveal that, we detail the calculations.

The paper is organized as follows. The standard formulation of the EMPG field equations is introduced in Sec. II. Moreover, in this section, Landau-Lifshitz formalism is employed to reformulate the EMPG field equations. It is a convenient way to derive the post- Minkowskian (PM) and post-Newtonian (PN) expansions of the theory. As usual, the obtained field equations are highly nonlinear and exceedingly complicated. To solve them approximately, in Sec. III, we introduce the PM limit of the scale-independent EMSG model. The gravitational potential in the wave zone of a gravitational source is obtained in this section. Sec. IV is devoted to the GW radiation in the scale-independent EMSG model. Applying the results obtained in Sec. IV together with GW observations from the relativistic binary systems, we attempt to constrain/test the asked model in Sec. V. Here, we utilize both direct and indirect observations provided by the GW observatories like LIGO and Virgo, and the binary pulsar experiments, respectively. Our conclusions are presented in Sec. VI, while Appendix A summarizes the form of field equation solutions.

In this paper, η_{μν} = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1) and Latin and Greek indices run over the values {1, 2, 3} and {0, 1, 2, 3}, respectively.

II. SCALE-INDEPENDENT EMSG

In this section, we introduce the EMSG field equations for the specific function f(T_{μν} T^{μν} ) = α ( T_{μν} T^{μν} )_η in the standard and Landau-Lifshitz formalisms. This model is called EMPG [22, 23]. Here, T_{μν} is the energymomentum tensor and both α and η are real constants indicating the free parameters of EMPG modification to GR. It should be mentioned that the dimension of α depends on the value of η. We consider that the gravitational system is described by a perfect fluid. Since the EMPG theory may present different predictions for different matter Lagrangian densities^2, in this work, we examine two matter Lagrangian densities truly describing a perfect fluid in GR [49, 50].

A. Standard formulation

We first introduce the EMPG field equations in the standard formalism. For the function f(T_{μν} T^{μν} ) =

2 Considering Eq. (6), it is seen that the right-hand side of the EMPG field equations (2) can be different depending on the choice of the Lagrangian density.

α ( T_{μν} T^{μν} )_η , the Einstein-Hilbert action is modified as S = � √ −g ( 1 2k R + α ( T^{γλ}T_{γλ} )_η + L_m ) d^4x, (1)

where g is the determinant of the spacetime metric g_{μν} , k = 8πG/c^4 (G being the Newton’s constant and c being the speed of light), R is the Ricci scalar, and L_m is the matter Lagrangian density associated with the energymomentum tensor T_{γλ}. Varying this action with respect to the inverse metric g^{μν} , we arrive at

G_{μν} = kT^{eff}_{μν} , (2)

where G_{μν} is the Einstein tensor and

T^{eff}_{μν} = T_{μν} + α ( T^{γλ}T_{γλ} )_η[ g_{μν} − 2η θ_{μν} T^{γλ}T_{γλ} ] , (3)

is the effective energy-momentum tensor constructed from the standard and the EMPG parts. The standard energy-momentum tensor is defined as

T_{μν} = g_{μν} L_m − 2 ∂L_m ∂g^{μν} , (4)

by assuming that L_m does not depend on metric derivatives, see [44] and references therein. Hereafter, we call the second part of Eq. (3) the EMPG energy-momentum tensor

T^{EMPG} μν = α ( T^{γλ}T_{γλ} )_η [ g_{μν} − 2η θ_{μν} T^{γλ}T_{γλ} ] . (5)

In the above relation, the tensor θ_{μν} is defined as

θ_{μν} = − 2L_m ( T_{μν} − 1 2 T g_{μν} ) − T T_{μν} + 2T^γ_μ T_{νγ} − 4T^{γλ} ∂^2L_m ∂g^{μν} ∂g^{γλ} , (6)

where T = g_{γλ}T^{γλ}.

Regarding the Bianchi identities, one can deduce that in this theory, the effective energy-momentum tensor is conserved:

∇_μT^{μν}_{eff} = 0. (7)

This relation means that ∇_μT^{μν} = − αg^{μν} ∇_μ ( T^{γλ}T_{γλ} )_η

+ 2αη∇_μ ( θ^{μν} (T^{γλ}T_{γλ})^{1−η} ) . (8)

As seen, the standard energy-momentum tensor is not necessarily conserved in this theory. To specify one of its consequences, let us indicate the matter source. We consider that the gravitating system is described by a perfect fluid with T_{μν} = ( ε + 1 c^2 p ) u_μu_ν + p g_{μν} , (9) where ε = ρ ( 1 +^1_{c2} Π ) is the energy density, p is the pressure, and u^μ = γ(c, v) is the four-velocity field. Here, ρ is the rest-mass density of a fluid element, ρΠ is the proper internal energy density (Π then is the internal energy per unit mass), γ = u^0/c, and v is the threevelocity field. Furthermore, we consider two Lagrangian densities L_m = p and L_m = −εc^2. These Lagrangian densities correctly describe a perfect fluid in GR [49, 50]. We take the advantage of setting the last term of the tensor θ_{μν} to zero, viz., ∂^2L_m/∂g^{μν} ∂g^{γλ} = 0 [23, 44–46, 51]. We also restrict ourselves to the scale-independent EMSG, corresponding to the case η = 1 2 (10)

of EMPG, for reasons discussed in the Introduction section. In this case, the coupling parameter α becomes dimensionless. At this point, we need to mention another feature of this model, similar to the fact that conservation of the energy-momentum tensor is not necessary in this model. For instance, for the case L_m = p, using Eq. (8), one can deduce that

∇_μ (εu^μ) = α 1 + α u^μ∇_με, (11)

for a dust fluid. It means that unlike GR, it is not necessary that the matter-current conservation is satisfied, i.e., ∇_μ (εu^μ) vanishes, in this model. On the other hand, in this paper, which focuses on an astrophysical investigation of the model, we proceed with the assumption

∇_μ (ρu^μ) = 0, (12)

implying baryon number conservation [47, 48]. This assumption is fully compatible with Eq. (11), although at first glance it may not seem so. The argument on this point is briefly as follows. We can straightforwardly rewrite Eq. (11) as ∇_μ (εu^μ) = −αε∇_μu^μ, and then, taking u^μ = cδ^μ_0 here, reach ∇_μ (εu^μ) = −3αHε, where H is the Hubble function, in the cosmological context. Accordingly, ignoring the relativistic corrections such as the internal energy, we end up with ∇_μ (ρu^μ) = −3αHρ. This last equation tells us that in this model, there is matter creation/annihilation in cosmic fluid in an expanding (H > 0) universe, implying the number of baryons is not conserved on cosmological scales (see [43] for cosmological consequences of this feature of the scaleindependent EMSG). This seems to be incompatible with Eq. (12). However, the galaxies (each is a gravitationally bound system consisting of stars, cold dark matter, etc.) themselves are independent of the expansion of the universe, meaning they do not expand (i.e., H = 0 in the local region of the universe occupied by a galaxy), and thus matter creation/annihilation does not occur within galaxies, but in the expanding space between the galaxies. Consequently, well inside the galaxies, and therefore also for astrophysical objects located in a galaxy, such as the binary stars we are dealing with in this paper, the conservation of the baryon number, Eq. (12), would exactly apply. This also allows us to write

∂_tρ^∗ + ∂_j ( ρ^∗v^j ) = 0, (13)

where ρ^∗ = √ −gγρ, which will help simplify our calculations later in the paper.

B. Landau-Lifshitz formulation

In order to study radiative aspects of EMPG, similar to [37], we utilize the Landau-Lifshitz formalism. It can be shown that the Landau-Lifshitz formulation of the EMPG field equations (2) is given by

□h^{μν} = −2 k τ^{μν}_{eff} . (14)

Here, the harmonic gauge conditions

∂_μh^{μν} = 0, (15)

are imposed. In this approach, h^{μν} , which is a function of harmonic (or de Donder) coordinates,^3 is the gravitational potential representing the deviation of the gothic metric, g^{μν} = √ −gg^{μν} , from the Minkowski metric η^{μν} , i.e., g^{μν} = η^{μν} − h^{μν} . In Eq. (14), □ = η^{γλ}∂_{γλ} and τ^{μν}_{eff} is the effective energy-momentum pseudotensor which is written as

τ^{μν}_{eff} = ( − g )( T^{μν}_{eff} + t^{μν}_{LL} + t^{μν}_H ) . (16)

This pseudotensor is built from Eq. (3), the harmonic pseudotensor

(−g)t^{μν}_H = 1 2 k ( ∂_γ h^{μλ}∂_λh^{νγ} − h^{γλ}∂_{γλ}h^{μν} ) . (17)

and the Landau-Lifshitz pseudotensor whose general definition in terms of the gothic metric g^{αβ} is given by

(−g)t^{αβ}_{LL} = 1 2 k { ∂_λg^{αβ} ∂_μg^{λμ} − ∂_λg^{αλ}∂_μg^{βμ} + 1 2 g^{αβ} g_{λμ}∂_ρ × g^{λν} ∂_ν g^{μρ} − g^{αλ}g_{μν} ∂_ρg^{βν} ∂_λg^{μρ} − g^{βλ}g_{μν} ∂_ρg^{αν} ∂_λg^{μρ}

+ g_{λμ}g^{νρ}∂_ν g^{αλ}∂_ρg^{βμ} + 1 8 ( 2g^{αλ}g^{βμ} − g^{αβ}g^{λμ} )( 2g_{νρ}g_{στ} − g_{ρσ} g_{ντ} ) ∂_λg^{ντ} ∂_μg^{ρσ} } . (18)

It reduces to

(−g)t^{μν}_{LL} = 1 2 k { 1 2 η^{μν} η_{λγ} ∂_ρh^{λσ} ∂_σ h^{γρ} − η^{μλ}η_{γσ} ∂_ρh^{νσ} × ∂_λh^{γρ} − η^{νλ}η_{γσ} ∂_ρh^{μσ} ∂_λh^{γρ} + η_{λγ} η^{σρ}∂_σ h^{μλ}∂_ρh^{νγ} + 1 8 ( 2η^{μλ}η^{νγ} − η^{μν} η^{λγ} )( 2η_{ϵρ}η_{στ} − η_{ρσ} η_{ϵτ} ) ∂_λh^{ϵτ} ∂_γ h^{ρσ} } , (19)

3 In another coordinate system, the wave equations should be corrected. For instance, for the case of radiative coordinates, see [52].

after using the harmonic gauge condition and truncating the results to the leading order h^{μν} . This relation is sufficient for the following calculations in the second PM approximation. It should be noted that imposing the condition (15) is equivalent to applying the conservation equation

∂_μτ^{μν}_{eff} = 0. (20)

The way to derive Eqs. (14)-(19) has been discussed in GR and EMSG by [47] and [37], respectively. We shall not repeat it here and refer the interested reader to these references for the underlying details.

C. Matter source

To define the EMPG correction term, we specify the matter source. As mentioned earlier, we consider that the gravitating system is described by a perfect fluid. Also, we assume that this fluid is a PN system where the following conditions p ρc^2 ∼ Π c^2 ∼ v^2 c^2 ∼ U c^2

≪ 1, (21)

are satisfied; namely, the system under consideration is subjected to the slow-motion and weak-field conditions. Here, U is the Newtonian potential. The order of smallness of these four dimensionless quantities is denoted by O(c^{−2}). In this work, we focus our attention on the compact-support source. We consider compact bodies which have negligible multipole moments. In the following, we will then examine binary systems of compact objects.

To estimate the PN order of each components of the effective energy-momentum tensor, we study the matter distribution in the flat spacetime, i.e., we have T_{μν} = ( ε +^1_{c2} p ) u_μu_ν + p η_{μν} . Regarding the conditions listed in Eq. (21), one can show that the components of the standard energy-momentum tensor up to the leading PN order are given by

T_{00} = ρ c^2, (22a) T_{0j} = −ρ c v_j , (22b) T_{ij} = ρ v_iv_j + p δ_{ij} . (22c)

To examine the EMPG part of the effective energymomentum tensor, we should specify the Lagrangian density. As mentioned previously, we take both cases L_m = −εc^2 and L_m = p to describe a perfect fluid. To indicate each case, hereafter, we add the indexes “ε” and “p” to the relevant quantities for the cases L_m = −εc^2 and L_m = p, respectively.

For L_m = −εc^2, by inserting the energy-momentum tensor of the perfect fluid in Eq. (5), we find that the time-time component of T^{EMPG}_{μν} is

εT^{EMPG}_{00} = −α ρ^{2η} c^{4η} (( 1 + Π c^2

)_2 + 3 p^2 ρ^2c^4 )_{η−1}(( 1 + 4 η v^2 c^2 )

× ( 1 + Π c^2

)_2 + p ρ c^2 ( 3p ρ c^2 + 8η v^2 c^2

+ 4η v^2 c^2 p ρ c^2 + 8η v^2 c^2 Π c^2 )) . (23)

To simplify the above relation, the normalization condition u_γ u^γ = −c^2 is utilized. After imposing the PN conditions (21), it can be shown that this component as well as the rest are reduced as follows:

εT^{EMPG}_{00} = −αρ^{2η} c^{4η} ( 1 + O(c^{−2}) ) , (24a)

εT^{EMPG}_{0j} = 2 α η v_j c ρ^{2η} c^{4η} ( 1 + O(c^{−2}) ) , (24b)

εT^{EMPG}_{ij} = α(1 − 2η)δ_{ij} ρ^{2η} c^{4η} ( 1 + O(c^{−2}) ) , (24c)

to the leading PN order.

In a similar fashion, in the case L_m = p, we obtain that

pT^{EMPG}_{00} = α(2η − 1)ρ^{2η}c^{4η} ( 1 + O(c^{−2}) ) , (25a)

pT^{EMPG}_{0j} = −2α η v_j c ρ^{2η}c^{4η} ( 1 + O(c^{−2}) ) , (25b)

pT^{EMPG}_{ij} = αδ_{ij} ρ^{2η}c^{4η} ( 1 + O(c^{−2}) ) . (25c)

Interestingly, comparison between Eqs. (24a)-(24c) and Eqs. (25a)-(25c) reveals that the EMPG portion of the effective energy-momentum tensor is different for these two Lagrangian densities. Although both of these Lagrangians describe the same system, i.e., a perfect fluid, the EMPG theory can then present different predictions for different matter Lagrangian densities. In [53, 54], this fact is studied in f(R) theories of gravity. In this work, we attempt to study GWs for both cases L_m = −εc^2 and L_m = p to clarify this point in the EMPG theory as well.

III. GRAVITATIONAL POTENTIAL

In order to study GWs, one should have enough information about the gravitational potential in the wave zone of a gravitational source. In the context of the PN gravity, inside a three-dimensional sphere with a radius of the order of the characteristic wavelength of GWs emitted by the source, is called the near zone. Outside this region where the radiation effects are important is the wave zone.

To find this potential, we approximately solve the EMPG field equations (14) by using the iteration method introduced in [47]. Regarding the position of the field and source points, in the Landau-Lifshitz reformulation of GR, the form of the solutions to the field equations is introduced in this reference. As the mathematical form of Eq. (14) is similar to that in GR, we can use these solutions here. For the sake of convenience, these required solutions are displayed in Appendix A. In [37] this method is also applied to solve the quadratic-EMSG (viz., EMPG with η = 1) field equations. Although the method applied here is similar to our previous work, it is constructive to mention the calculation path in detail to clarify when and where non-GR corrections may affect the results in EMPG theory.

Before we get our hands dirty with the iteration method, let us introduce the PM expansion of the metric in terms of the gravitational potentials h^{μν} which will be needed in the following derivation. To write this expansion up to the sufficient PN order, we first specify the leading order of the energy-momentum tensor components. Henceforth, we set η =^1_2 . Given Eqs. (22a)- (22c) and (24a)-(24c), the leading order of^εT^{00}_{eff},^εT^{0j}_{eff}, and^εT^{ij}_{eff} is O(c^2), O(c), O(1), respectively. Therefore, for the case L_m = −εc^2,^εh^{00},^εh^{0j} , and^εh^{ij} are of the order c^{−2}, c^{−3}, and c^{−4}, respectively. Now, considering the general form of the PM expansion of the metric

g_{αβ} =η_{αβ} + h_{αβ} − 1 2 hη_{αβ} + h_{αμ}h^μ_β − 1 2 hh_{αβ} + ( 1 8 h^2 − 1 4 h^{μν} h_{μν} ) η_{αβ} + O(G^3), (26)

and its determinant [47]

(−g) = 1 − h + 1 2 h^2 − 1 2 h^{μν} h_{μν} + O(G^3), (27)

as well as the PN order of the gravitational potential components mentioned above, we arrive at

εg_{00} = −1 + 1 2 h^{00} − 3 8 ( h^{00}

)_2 + 1 2 h^{kk} + O(c^{−6}), (28a)

εg_{0j} = −h^{0j} + O(c^{−5}), (28b) εg_{ij} = δ_{ij} ( 1 + 1 2 h^{00} ) + O(c^{−4}), (28c)

(−^εg) = 1 + h^{00} + O(c^{−4}), (28d)

for the case L_m = −εc^2. Here, h = η_{αβ} h^{αβ} = −h^{00} + h^{kk}. These components are accurate enough to describe a gravitational system with the first PN (1PN ) corrections.

Considering Eqs. (22a)-(22c) and (25a)-(25c) for η = 1 2 , one can deduce that^pT^{00}_{eff},^pT^{0j}_{eff}, and^pT^{ij}_{eff} are respectively of the order c^2, c, and c^2. Then, in the case L_m = p, ph^{00},^ph^{0j} , and^ph^{ij} are of the order c^{−2}, c^{−3}, and c^{−2}, respectively. As seen in this case, the space-space component of the gravitational potential is bigger than that in the previous one, i.e.,^ph^{ij} /^εh^{ij} = O(c^2). Regarding this point and utilizing Eq. (26), we find that

pg_{00} = −1 + 1 2 h^{00} − 3 8 ( h^{00}

)_2 + 1 2 h^{kk} ( 1 − 1 2 h^{00} )

− 1 8 ( h^{kk} )_2 + O(c^{−6}), (29a)

pg_{0j} = −h^{0j} + O(c^{−5}), (29b) pg_{ij} = δ_{ij} ( 1 + 1 2 h^{00} ) − 1 2 δ_{ij} h^{kk} + h^{ij} + O(c^{−4}), (29c)

(−^pg) = 1 + h^{00} − h^{kk} + O(c^{−4}), (29d)

by which one can correctly describe a system in 1PN limit of EMPG for the case L_m = p and η =^1_2 .

In the next parts, we apply the iteration method. We solve the field equation □h^{μν}_{(n)} = −2 k τ^{μν}_{eff(n-1)} in each iterated step. Here, the index “(n)” refers to the n^{th} iteration. The wave equation, independent of the harmonic gauge condition, is known as the relaxed Einstein field equations. In this method, the source term of the wave equation, i.e., τ^{μν}_{eff(n-1)} , is obtained in the previous iterated step. So, knowing the source term, the field equation is no longer non-linear and, in principle, it can be integrated straightforwardly. Depending on the degree of accuracy required, the field equation should be solved up to the sufficient iteration. It is shown that to find the gravitational potential to the leading PN order, we should carry out the calculation to the second iteration. In fact, h^{μν}_{(2)} should be obtained. In this step as the last step, we are at liberty to impose the harmonic gauge condition ∂_μh^{μν}_{(2)} = 0 or equivalently the conservation equation ∂_μτ^{μν}_{eff(1)} = 0 on the iterated solution to the relaxed field equations [47, 48]. Here, similar to Poisson and Will’s terminology in the standard textbook [47], the gravitational potential whose source point is located in the near (wave) zone is called the near-zone (wave-zone) potential and shown by h^{μν}_N (h^{μν}_W ).

A. Case Lm = p

In this section, for the case L_m = p, we find h^{μν}_{(2)} in the wave zone. To do so, we attempt to find the correct source term of this potential in the following parts.

1. First iteration

As the first step in this method, it is assumed that h^{μν}_{(0)} = 0 and g^{μν}_{(0)} = η^{μν} . By using the normalization condition u_γ u^γ = −c^2, we obtain that γ_{(0)} = 1 +^1_2^{v2}_{c2} + O(c^{−4}). Therefore, we have ρ = ( 1 −^1_2^{v2}_{c2} + O(c^{−4}) ) ρ^∗.

Regarding this relation, one can show that the components of Eq. (3) are reduced to

pT^{00}_{eff(0)} = ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (30a)

pT^{0j}_{eff(0)} = (1 + α)ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (30b)

pT^{ij}_{eff(0)} = αρ^∗c^2 δ^{ij} + O(1), (30c) for a perfect fluid in the flat spacetime. Since h^{μν}_{(0)} = 0, the landau-Lifshitz and harmonic pseudotensors vanish here, see Eqs. (17) and (19). Now, in the first iterated step, one can solve the wave equation □h^{μν}_{(1)} = −2 k τ^{μν}_{eff(0)} to find h^{μν}_{(1)} . It should be noted that according to the position of the source point, the gravitational potential consists of two pieces; the near-zone portion (h^{μν}_N ) and the wave-zone portion (h^{μν}_W ).

We first construct the near-zone potential in the near zone. In this case, the source and field points both are in the near zone. The near-zone solution of the wave equation is given by (A1). Using Eqs. (30a)-(30c) in this solution, we find that

ph^{00}_{N (1)} = 4 c^2

U + O(c^{−4}), (31a)

ph^{0j}_{N (1)} = 4 c^3

(1 + α)U^j + O(c^{−4}), (31b)

ph^{ij}_{N (1)} = 4α c^2

Uδ^{ij} + O(c^{−4}), (31c)

where U = G � M ρ^{∗′} |x − x^′| d^3x^′, (32a)

U^j = G � M ρ^{∗′}v^{′j} |x − x^′| d^3x^′. (32b)

It should be mentioned that in the time-time and spacespace components, the term d/dt � M ρ^∗d^3x appears in the order c^{−3}. Using Eq. (13), one can show that this term turns into the surface integral � ∂M ρ^∗v^j dS_j . On the other hand, the slow-motion assumption dictates that the matter part of the gravitational system should be situated deep within the near zone. As a result, the matter part of the system has no portion on the surface ∂M which is the boundary of the near and wave zones and the surface integrals like the one we encounter here would vanish.

To complete h^{μν}_{(1)} = h^{μν}_{N (1)} + h^{μν}_{W (1)} , its wave-zone part should also be found. As the matter part of our system does not exist beyond the near zone and t^{μν}_{LL(0)} = 0 = t^{μν}_{H(0)} , one can straightforwardly conclude that h^{μν}_{W (1)} = 0 in this step. Therefore, we have h^{μν}_{(1)} = h^{μν}_{N (1)} .

Given Eqs. (31a)-(31c), we can now build the metric components in this step. Substituting these relations back into Eqs. (29a)-(29d), we arrive at

pg^{(1)}_{00} = −1 + 2 c^2

(1 + 3α)U + O(c^{−4}), (33a)

pg^{(1)}_{0j} = − 4 c^3

(1 + α)U^j + O(c^{−4}), (33b)

pg^{(1)}_{ij} = ( 1 + 2 c^2 (1 − α)U ) δ^{ij} + O(c^{−4}), (33c)

(−^pg^{(1)} ) = 1 + 4 c^2

(1 − 3α)U + O(c^{−4}). (33d)

These are all materials, with sufficient PN orders, that we will need in the following step.

2. Second iteration

Keeping in mind the normalization condition and using the components of the metric^pg^{(1)}_{μν} obtained before, we get pγ_{(1)} = 1 + 1 c^2

(1 + 3α)U + 1 2 v^2 c^2

+ O(c^{−4}), (34) and ρ^∗ = [ 1 + 3 c^2

(1 − α)U + 1 2 v^2 c^2

+ O(c^{−4}) ] ρ. (35)

Using these definitions along with Eqs. (33a)-(33c), one can obtain the components of the standard and EMPG energy-momentum tensors as

pT^{00}_{(1)} = ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (36a)

pT^{0j}_{(1)} = ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (36b)

pT^{ij}_{(1)} = ρ^∗v^iv^j + p δ^{ij} + O(c^{−2}), (36c) and pT^{00(1)}_{EMPG} = O(1), (37a)

pT^{0j(1)}_{EMPG} = αρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (37b)

pT^{ij(1)}_{EMPG} = αρ^∗c^2 [( 1 − 1 c^2 ( 1 2 v^2 + 5(1 − α)U − Π )) δ^{ij} + 1 c^2 v^iv^j ] + O(c^{−2}), (37c)

respectively. Here, we truncate the results to the required PN order for the next calculations. Interestingly, a term with an unusual order O(c^2) appears in^pT^{ij(1)}_{EMPG} . In the following, we trace the possible role of this high-order expression in the gravitational potential^ph^{μν}_{(2)} and thus in GWs. To complete the source term of the wave equation □h^{μν}_{(2)} = −2 k τ^{μν}_{eff(1)} in this step, (−g)t^{μν}_{LL} and (−g)t^{μν}_H should also be derived. To do so, we insert Eqs. (31a)- (31c) into the definitions of these pseudotensors. After some manipulations, we finally obtain

(−^pg_{(1)} )^pt^{00(1)}_{LL} = O(1), (38a)

(−^pg_{(1)} )^pt^{0j(1)}_{LL} = O(c^{−1}), (38b)

(−^pg_{(1)} )^pt^{ij(1)}_{LL} = 1 4πG ( 1 + 6α − 7α^2 )( ∂^iU∂^j U − 1 2 δ^{ij} × ∂^nU∂_nU ) − α^2 π G ( ∂^iU∂^j U − δ^{ij} ∂^nU∂_nU ) + O(c^{−2}),

(38c)

for the Landau-Lifshitz pseudotensor components and

(−^pg_{(1)} )^pt^{00(1)}_H = O(1), (39a)

(−^pg_{(1)} )^pt^{0j(1)}_H = O(c^{−1}), (39b)

(−^pg_{(1)} )^pt^{ij(1)}_H = α^2 πG ( ∂^iU∂^j U − δ^{ij} U∂_n∂^nU ) + O(c^{−2}),

(39c) for the components of the harmonic pseudotensor in this iterated step. As seen, at O(1), the space-space component of the harmonic pseudotensor is only made up of the EMPG terms. Gathering together Eqs. (36a)-(39c) reveals that

pτ^{00(1)}_{eff} = ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (40a)

pτ^{0j(1)}_{eff} = (1 + α)ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (40b)

pτ^{ij(1)}_{eff} = (1 + α)ρ^∗v^iv^j + 1 4πG ( 1 + 6α − 7α^2 ) ∂^iU∂^j U + δ^{ij} [ p + αρ^∗c^2 ( 1 − 1 c^2 ( 1 2 v^2 + (1 + 3α)U − Π ))

− 1 8πG ( 1 + 6α − 15α^2 ) ∂^nU∂_nU ] + O(c^{−2}). (40c)

Up to this point, no assumption has been made about the order of magnitude of the theory parameter, α.

Knowing that the calculation is carried out to the second iteration, we can now impose ∂_μτ^{μν(1)}_{eff} = 0 which is formally equivalent to ∂_μh^{μν}_{(2)} = 0. Regarding Eqs. (40a) and (40b), the zeroth component of the conservation equation reveals that 0 = 1 c ∂_t^pτ^{00(1)}_{eff} + ∂_j^pτ^{0j(1)}_{eff}

= ∂_tρ^∗ + ( 1 + α ) ∂_j ( ρ^∗v^j ) + O(c^{−2}). (41)

Substituting Eq. (13) in the above relation, we conclude that α∂_j ( ρ^∗v^j ) + O(c^{−2}) = 0. This result gives us three possible options which are: I– α is zero (return to GR). II– ∂_j ( ρ^∗v^j ) is divergence-free (a specific type of fluid).

III– The free parameter of the theory is as small as the 1PN correction in GR^4 (α ∼ O(c^{−2})). Among these cases, the last one is of interest. In this case, we are not in the GR framework, nor is the fluid system necessarily limited to a particular class. In fact, the harmonic gauge condition/conservation statement, Eqs. (15) and (20), together with the baryon number conservation (13) dictate that the magnitude of the free parameter of this theory must be at most of the order of the 1PN terms. Henceforth, we treat α as the PN correction and expand the EMPG terms as O(c^{−2}). It should be emphasized that we use this rule only for the case L_m = p, and the other case, being a different theory, needs to be examined separately.

Considering this point, we conclude that Eqs. (31a)- (31c) and Eqs. (40a)-(40c) reduce to

ph^{00}_{N (1)} = 4 c^2

U + O(c^{−4}), (42a)

ph^{0j}_{N (1)} = 4 c^3

U^j + O(c^{−5}), (42b)

ph^{ij}_{N (1)} = O(c^{−4}), (42c)

4 As the terms like ( v^2/c^2 ) ∂_j ( ρ^∗v^j ) appear in the GR part of the O(c^{−2}) term in Eq. (41), this case is quite reasonable, cf. Eq. (8.109) of [47].

and pτ^{00(1)}_{eff} = ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (43a) pτ^{0j(1)}_{eff} = ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (43b)

pτ^{ij(1)}_{eff} = ρ^∗v^iv^j + 1 4πG ( ∂^iU∂^j U − δ^{ij} 2 ∂^nU∂_nU ) (43c) + δ^{ij} ( p + αρ^∗c^2 ) + O(c^{−2}),

respectively. According to these terms, the spatial component of ∂_μτ^{μν}_{eff}^{(1)} = 0 yields ρ^∗ dv^j dt = ρ^∗∂_j U − ∂_j p − αc^2∂_j ρ^∗ + O(c^{−2}), (44)

which is the Euler equation in the Newtonian limit of the EMPG theory. Of course, in the Newtonian limit, ρ^∗ becomes ρ. In the Sec. III C, we will use Eqs. (43a)- (43c) as a source of the wave equation (14) to find the gravitational potential h^{μν}_{(2)} .

B. Case Lm = −εc^2

Despite the similarity expected for the two cases L_m = p and L_m = −εc^2 in describing a perfect fluid in GR, the EMPG field relation possesses some differences between these cases that are worth studying. In this section, we then find the source term of the wave equation for the case L_m = −εc^2.

1. First iteration

In a similar method utilized earlier, one can show that

εT^{00}_{eff(0)} = (1 − α)ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (45a) εT^{0j}_{eff(0)} = (1 − α)ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (45b) εT^{ij}_{eff(0)} = O(1). (45c)

Even the very first step of the calculations gives us a clue to the deviation from the previous case. Obviously, unlike the case with L_m = p, the EMPG term plays a role in the order c^2 of the time-time component of^εT^{μν}_{eff} while its effects disappear from the space-space component. Using the source terms (45a)-(45c), we obtain the components of^εh^{μν}_{N (1)} as

εh^{00}_{N (1)} = 4 c^2

(1 − α)U + O(c^{−4}), (46a)

εh^{0j}_{N (1)} = 4 c^3

(1 − α)U^j + O(c^{−4}), (46b)

εh^{ij}_{N (1)} = O(c^{−4}). (46c)

Keeping in mind that^εh^{μν}_{W (1)} = 0 in this stage and substituting the above relations back within Eqs. (28a)-(28d), we finally arrive at

εg^{(1)}_{00} = −1 + 2 c^2

(1 − α)U + O(c^{−4}), (47a)

εg^{(1)}_{0j} = − 4 c^3

(1 − α)U^j + O(c^{−4}), (47b)

εg^{(1)}_{ij} = ( 1 + 2 c^2 (1 − α)U ) δ^{ij} + O(c^{−4}) (47c)

(−^εg^{(1)} ) = 1 + 4 c^2

(1 − α)U + O(c^{−4}). (47d)

Now, we have enough information to take another step forward in the iteration method.

2. Second iteration

After using the normalization condition and the definition of the scaled density ρ^∗, we have

εγ_{(1)} = 1 + 1 c^2 ( 1 − α ) U + 1 2 v^2 c^2

+ O(c^{−4}), (48a)

ρ^∗ = ( 1 + 3 c^2 ( 1 − α ) U + 1 2 v^2 c^2

+ O(c^{−4}) ) ρ. (48b)

Here, the standard and EMPG energy-momentum tensors are respectively given by

εT^{00}_{(1)} = ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (49a) εT^{0j}_{(1)} = ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (49b) εT^{ij}_{(1)} = ρ^∗v^iv^j + p δ^{ij} + O(c^{−2}), (49c) and εT^{00(1)}_{EMPG} = −αρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (50a) εT^{0j(1)}_{EMPG} = −αρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (50b) εT^{ij(1)}_{EMPG} = −αρ^∗v^iv^j + O(c^{−2}). (50c)

Moreover, one can show that the Landau-Lifshitz and harmonic pseudotensors are simplified as

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{00(1)}_{LL} = O(1), (51a) (−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{0j(1)}_{LL} = O(c^{−1}), (51b)

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{ij(1)}_{LL} = 1 4πG ( α − 1 )_2( ∂^iU∂^j U (51c) − 1 2 δ^{ij} ∂^nU∂_nU ) + O(c^{−2}), and (−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{00(1)}_H = O(c^{−2}), (52a) (−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{0j(1)}_H = O(c^{−3}), (52b) (−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{ij(1)}_H = O(c^{−4}), (52c)

respectively. It should be mentioned that these relations are constructed from Eqs. (46a)-(46c). Eqs. (52a)-(52c) reveal that at this stage of our derivation, the harmonic pseudotensor has no role. Finally, the components of ετ^{μν(1)}_{eff} built from Eqs. (49a)-(52c) are written as

ετ^{00(1)}_{eff} = (1 − α)ρ^∗c^2 + O(1), (53a)

ετ^{0j(1)}_{eff} = (1 − α)ρ^∗c v^j + O(c^{−1}), (53b)

ετ^{ij(1)}_{eff} = (1 − α)ρ^∗v^iv^j + p δ^{ij} + 1 4πG ( 1 − α )_2 (53c) × ( ∂^iU∂^j U − 1 2 δ^{ij} ∂^nU∂_nU ) + O(c^{−2}),

up to the required degree of accuracy.

We can now impose the harmonic gauge condition/ conservation equation ∂_μ^ετ^{μν(1)}_{eff} = 0. Its zeroth and spatial components respectively show that ( 1 − α )( ∂_tρ^∗ + ∂_j ( ρ^∗v^j )) + O(c^{−2}) = 0 (54a) ( 1 − α ) ρ^∗ dv^j dt = ( 1 − α )_2

ρ^∗∂^j U − ∂^j p + O(c^{−2}). (54b)

In the leading order, Eq. (54a) recovers Eq. (13), and Eq. (54b) illustrates the EMPG Euler equation in the Newtonian limit. As seen, the harmonic gauge condition, unlike the previous case, does not constrain the magnitude of the free parameter α. Therefore, in the case L_m = −εc^2, up to this stage of calculation, α are not forced to be as small as the O(c^{−2}) terms.

C. h^{ij}_{(2)} in the wave zone

In the transverse-tracefree gauge imposed in the following, the transverse-tracefree part of the space-space component of the gravitational potential in the wave zone is all we need to study the radiative effects. Therefore, we focus our attention on this component of h^{μν}_{(2)} .

1. Near-zone portion

First, we obtain its near-zone portion where the source and field points are located in the near and wave zones, respectively. In the preceding sections, the source terms of this potential are obtained for the two cases L_m = p and L_m = −εc^2. As these cases provide different source terms, it is reasonable to expect that in this theory, GW signals propagate differently and may induce different gravitational effects depending on the choice of the Lagrangian density. In the following, we introduce the general form of h^{ij}_{N (2)} and then specify it for each case.

Using Eq. (A2), for the case l = 0, we have

h^{ij}_{N (2)} |_{l=0}= 2G c^4 1 r ∂_{tt} � M c^{−2}τ^{00}_{eff(1)} x^{′i}x^{′j} d^3x^′ (55) + 2G c^4 1 r � ∂M ( 2τ^{q(i}_{eff(1)} x^{′j)} − ∂_nτ^{qn}_{eff(1)} x^{′i}x^{′j} ) dS_q , where A^{(i}B^{j)} = 1/2 ( A^iB^j + A^j B^i ) , and the identity

τ^{ij}_{eff} = 1 2 ∂_{00} ( τ^{00}_{eff}x^ix^j ) + 1 2 ∂_q ( 2τ^{q(i}_{eff} x^{j)} − ∂_nτ^{qn}_{eff} x^ix^j ) (56)

is applied. This is one of the results of the harmonic gauge condition which can now be imposed since we are in the last iteration. For more detail, see chapter 7 of [47]. According to the previously mentioned fact, the matter part of the system has no role in the above surface integrals. This is where we lose the effect of the EMPG terms, i.e., αρ^∗c^2 in^pτ^{ij(1)}_{eff} . The only possible contribution to these surface integrals comes from the second and third terms in Eq. (43c) as well as the third and fourth terms in Eq. (53c) in the cases L_m = p and L_m = −εc^2, respectively. On the other hand, it is shown that the surface integrals constructed from ∂^iU∂^j U have no role in the potential and they can be omitted freely [47]. Thus, we drop the surface integrals in Eq. (55).

Setting l = 1 in Eq. (A2), we arrive at

h^{ij}_{N (2)} |_{l=1}= − 2G c^4 × ∂_n [ 1 r ∂_t � M ( 2c^{−1}τ^{0(i}_{eff(1)} x^{′j)}x^{′n} − c^{−1}τ^{0n}_{eff(1)} x^{′i}x^{′j} ) d^3x^′ + 1 r � ∂M ( 2τ^{q(i}_{eff(1)} x^{′j)}x^{′n} − τ^{nq}_{eff(1)} x^{′i}x^{′j} ) dS_q ] . (57)

It should be mentioned, here, we use the identity

τ^{ij}_{eff}x^p = 1 2 ∂_0 ( 2τ^{0(j}_{eff} x^{j)}x^p − τ^{0p}_{eff} x^ix^j )

+ 1 2 ∂_n ( 2τ^{n(i}_{eff} x^{j)}x^p − τ^{pn}_{eff} x^ix^j ) . (58)

In a similar fashion to the previous argument, the surface integrals in Eq. (57) can be discarded. Moreover, according to the components of^pτ^{μν}_{eff(1)} and^ετ^{μν}_{eff(1)} , it can be shown that the volume integrals in this equation are of 0.5PN order smaller than those in Eq. (55). As our goal is to study the leading order of the gravitational potential, we drop this part as well. Finally, we have

h^{ij}_{N (2)} = 2G c^4 1 r ∂_{tt} � M c^{−2}τ^{00}_{eff(1)} x^{′i}x^{′j} d^3x^′ + O(c^{−5}). (59)

In order to find this potential for the cases L_m = p and L_m = −εc^2, we insert Eqs. (43a) and (53a) into Eq. (59), respectively. So, we get p,εh^{ij}_{N (2)} = 2G c^4 p,εÏ^{ij}_{EMPG} r + O(c^{−5}), (60)

in which p I^{ij}_{EMPG} = � M ρ^∗(τ, x^′)x^{′i}x^{′j} d^3x^′, (61a) ε I^{ij}_{EMPG} = � M ( 1 − α ) ρ^∗(τ, x^′)x^{′i}x^{′j} d^3x^′, (61b) are the quadrupole-moment tensors written to the leading PN order in this theory for the two different Lagrangian densities. Here, the overdot shows the derivative with respect to t. It is seen that for the model η = 1/2 with L_m = p, the EMPG quadrupole-moment tensor and consequently the EMPG gravitational potential^ph^{ij}_N are equal to those in GR in this order. On the other hand, for the next case with L_m = −εc^2, the difference between this theory and GR manifests itself even in the leading PN order. We will examine this issue in the next section.

2. Wave-zone portion

Now, we turn to find the wave-zone portion of the gravitational potential, h^{ij}_{W (2)} . Adding this part to the near-zone one, h^{ij}_{N (2)} , found earlier, we actually have enough information to study the radiative effects of gravity. Here, both the source and field points are located in the wave zone. To construct this part of the potential, we need to find its source terms, i.e., the Landau-Lifshitz and harmonic pseudotensors that can exist in the wave zone. To do so, we first introduce their foundations, i.e., h^{μν}_{(1)} in the wave zone. We should be noted that h^{μν}_{(1)} in the near zone has previously been obtained above.

For the case L_m = p, inserting Eqs. (30a)-(30c) in the solution (A2), we obtain

ph^{00}_{N (1)} = 4 G c^2 1 r M_0 + O(c^{−4}), (62a)

ph^{0j}_{N (1)} = 4 G c^3 1 r P^j_0 + O(c^{−5}), (62b)

ph^{ij}_{N (1)} = O(c^{−4}), (62c)

where

M_0 = � M ρ^∗d^3x, P^j_0 = � M ρ^∗v^j d^3x. (63)

Here, M_0 is interpreted as the total mass inside the near zone. We recall that in this case, α ∼ O(c^{−2}). As in this step, there is no source term outside M, one can conclude that^ph^{μν}_{W (1)} = 0 and consequently^ph^{μν}_{(1)} =^ph^{μν}_{N (1)} . Also, since there is no EMPG correction in Eqs. (62a)-(62c), the components of^pt^{μν(1)}_{LL} and^pt^{μν(1)}_H would be the same as those obtained in GR. The rest of the source term (16) is the standard and EMPG energy-momentum tensors. On the other hand, for a perfect fluid, these tensors are entirely made up of the matter parts of the system being deep inside the near zone. Keeping these facts in mind, the effective energy-momentum pseudotensor becomes

pτ^{00(1)}_{eff} = − 7 G 8 π 1 r^4

M^2_0 + O(c^{−2}), (64a)

pτ^{0j(1)}_{eff} = O(c^{−1}), (64b)

pτ^{ij(1)}_{eff} = G 4π 1 r^4

M^2_0 ( n^in^j − 1 2 δ^{ij} ) + O(c^{−2}). (64c)

Here, n = x/r is a unit vector representing the direction of the field point x. To simplify these terms, Eq. (13) is also utilized. It is worth noting that both the GR and EMPG terms contribute to the order c^{−2} in the time-time and space-space components of^pτ^{μν(1)}_{eff} . As the source of ph^{ij}_{W (2)} , Eq. (64c), is similar to the GR case, we recover the GR result

ph^{ij}_{W (2)} =

G^2 c^4 1 r^2

M^2_0 ( n^{⟨ij⟩} + 1 3 δ^{ij} ) . (65)

Here, n^in^j = n^{⟨ij⟩} +^1_3 δ^{ij} where n^{⟨ij⟩} is an angular symmetric tracefree (STF) tensor introduced in Eq. (1.154) of [47].

Before we examine the role of this portion in the total gravitational potential^ph^{ij}_{(2)} , let us also find the wavezone portion for the case L_m = −εc^2. In a similar fashion to the previous part, we first obtain the components of εh^{μν}_{N (1)} as

εh^{00}_{N (1)} = 4 G c^2 ( 1 − α ) 1 r M_0 + O(c^{−3}), (66a)

εh^{0j}_{N (1)} = 4 G c^3

(1 − α) 1 r P^j_0 + O(c^{−4}), (66b)

εh^{ij}_{N (1)} = O(c^{−4}), (66c)

where Eqs. (45a)-(45c) are used for the source terms. Using these, we then find that

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{00(1)}_{LL} = − 7 G 8 π ( 1 − α )_2 1

r^4

M^2_0 + O(c^{−2}), (67a)

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{0j(1)}_{LL} = O(c^{−1}), (67b)

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{ij(1)}_{LL} = G 4π ( 1 − α )_2 1

r^4

M^2_0 ( n^in^j − 1 2 δ^{ij} ) + O(c^{−2}), (67c)

as well as

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{00(1)}_H = O(c^{−2}), (68a)

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{0j(1)}_H = O(c^{−3}), (68b)

(−^εg_{(1)} )^εt^{ij(1)}_H = O(c^{−4}). (68c)

As seen, the harmonic pseudotensor has no contribution in the PN order required for the effective energymomentum pseudotensor. Next, we conclude that

ετ^{ij(1)}_{eff} = G 4π ( 1 − α )_2 1

r^4

M^2_0 ( n^{⟨ij⟩} − 1 6 δ^{ij} ) + O(c^{−2}).

(69)

Here, toward finding h^{ij}_{W (2)} , we rewrite its source as shown in Eq. (A4). Inserting Eq. (69) into Eq. (A3) finally reveals that

εh^{ij}_{W (2)} =

G^2 c^4 ( 1 − α )_2 1

r^2

M^2_0 ( n^{⟨ij⟩} + 1 3 δ^{ij} ) . (70)

It should be mentioned, to achieve this result, it is assumed that the free parameter of the EMPG theory is constant.

It is seen that depending on the Lagrangian density, h^{ij}_{W (2)} is different; and only after dropping the EMPG parts, Eqs. (65) and (70) will be equal. Furthermore, these relations indicate that h^{ij}_{W (2)} falls off as r^{−2}. Nevertheless, the near-zone portion is a linear function of r^{−1}, cf. Eq. (60). So, for both cases, the wave-zone portion falls off faster than the near-zone one. Since our goal is to investigate the radiative effects that are only significant far away form the gravitational system, we set aside h^{ij}_{W (2)} in comparison with h^{ij}_{N (2)} . We then have h^{ij}_{(2)} = h^{ij}_{N (2)} . This is also the case in GR. In fact, according to the role of the EMPG terms in Eqs. (64c), (67c), and (68c) and its similarity to the GR one, this fact was a predictable outcome. However, for the sake of completeness, this part of calculations is added in detail here.

To sum up, utilizing Eq. (60), one can study the gravitational potential in the wave zone. For the case L_m = p, given the quadrupole-moment tensor (61a), this potential is indeed equal to GR up to the PN order considered here. It should be mentioned that in [37], it is shown that even in the leading PN order, the gravitational potential in the quadratic-EMSG model (EMPG with η = 1) is different from that in GR. Therefore, as expected, the mathematical form of the gravitational potential in the wave zone strongly depends on the value of η and as a result the GW signals would behave differently in each EMPG model. Here, the GW signals seem to behave similarly in GR and EMPG with η = 1/2 and L_m = p. On the other hand, in the case L_m = −εc^2, the EMPG terms play a role in the gravitational potential even in the leading order. See Eq. (61b). It means that gravitational systems radiate different GWs in the EMPG theory compared to those in GR. In the following section, we focus our attention on this fact and attempt to examine GW signals from compact binary systems and their radiative effects in the scale-independent EMSG.

IV. GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE RADIATION

We consider a compact binary system as a source of GW signals. For future calculations, let us first introduce the coordinate system. We choose the orbitadapted frame (x, y, z) whose origin is located at the system’s barycenter. The x-y plane coincides with the orbital plane so that the x-, y-, and z-axes are aligned with the orbit’s major axis, minor axis, and the angularmomentum vector, respectively. In this coordinate system, the bases of the orbital plane are given by N = [ cos φ, sin φ, 0 ] and λ = [ − sin φ, cos φ, 0 ] where φ is the angle from the orbit’s major axis, i.e., x-axis.

Also, to simplify the gravitational potential h^{ij} even further, we implement the transverse-tracefree gauge, called TT gauge, which is achieved in the far-away wave zone. It should be noted that as EMSG and its subclasses are not different from GR in the vacuum, the number of polarization modes of GWs does not change. So, in this model, like GR, we will have two usual plus and cross polarizations.

A. Gravitational-wave field and polarizations

It is assumed that in the binary system, the center of mass of the first and second bodies with masses m_1 and m_2 are located at R_1(t) and R_2(t) relative to the system’s barycenter, respectively. One can straightforwardly show that in the chosen coordinate system, after imposing TT gauge, the STF pieces of the quadrupole-moment tensors (61a) and (61b), i.e., I^{⟨ij⟩} = I^{ij} −^1_3 δ^{ij} I^{qq} , are given by pI^{⟨ij⟩} = ν m ( R^iR^j − 1 3 δ^{ij} R^2 ) , (71a) εI^{⟨ij⟩} = ( 1 − α ) ν m ( R^iR^j − 1 3 δ^{ij} R^2 ) , (71b)

where m = m_1 + m_2 is the total mass, ν = m_1m_2/m^2 is the symmetric mass ratio of the system, and R = R_1 − R_2 measures the separation between two bodies. Here, R = |R|. As the intrinsic moments of the compact bodies do not play a role in the following calculations, we drop them from the relations (71a) and (71b). To proceed further, we should find the second time derivative of these quadrupole-moment tensors. For instance, for the case L_m = −εc^2, we have^εÏ^{ij} = ( 1 − α ) ν m ( 2v^iv^j + R^ia^j + R^j a^i ) in which v = Ṙ and a = v̇ are the relative velocity and acceleration vectors, respectively. Therefore, in this step, the Newtonian description of the orbital motion, i.e., v, a, and R, in EMPG should be obtained. In fact, as our goal is to study GWs to the leading order, it is sufficient to derive the orbital motion in the Newtonian limit of the scale-independent EMSG.

To do so, we utilize the Euler equation in the Newtonian limit of the theory introduced before. We define the inertial mass and the center of mass of each body as

m_1 = � V_1

ρ^∗ d^3x, (72a)

R_1 = m^{−1}_1 � V_1

ρ^∗ x d^3x, (72b)

respectively. Using Eq. (13), one can show that dm_1 dt = 0, (73a)

v_1 = Ṙ_1 = m^{−1}_1 � V_1

ρ^∗ vd^3x, (73b)

a_1 = v̇_1 = m^{−1}_A � V_1 ρ^∗ dv dt d^3x, (73c)

after considering that there is no flux of matter from the body. Inserting Eqs. (44) and (54b) into Eq. (73c), assuming that the pressure/density is zero on the surface of each body, taking bodies being nearly spherical, and neglecting the terms proportional to multipole moments of bodies, we obtain the equation of motion for the body “1” as^pa_1 = − ( G m_2/R^2 ) N and^εa_1 = − ( 1 − α) ( G m_2/R^2 ) N, respectively. Here, N = R/R.

Given these results, we finally arrive at pa = − G m R^2

N, (74a) εa = − ( 1 − α ) G m R^2

N, (74b)

for the EMPG relative acceleration vectors in the binary system.

As shown in Eq. (74a), for the case L_m = p, the EMPG correction plays no role in the motion of the body at least in the Newtonian limit. So, it turns out that the EMPG effects with L_m = p do not appear in the leading order of the quadrupole formula for the GW field (60). To see the possible effects of the scale-independent EMSG with this choice of the matter Lagrangian density, higher PN corrections to the mass quadrupole-moment tensor (61a), as well as to the orbital motion (in the case of a binary system) should be taken into account. At the same time, one should go beyond the quadrupole formula and obtain higher PN corrections, coming from the radiative multipole moments, to the gravitational potential. Therefore, in this case, up to the leading order studied here, the EMPG gravitational potential^ph^{ij}_N does not deviate from that given in GR and further corrections should be investigated in this regard.

On the other hand, for the case L_m = −εc^2, not only the definition (61b) modifies, but also the equation of motion (74b) is affected by the EMPG corrections. Since in the present work, we focus our attention on the leading PN order and aim to limit the free parameter of this theory to this order, we continue our study with the case L_m = −εc^2 whose footprints appear in the leading order of the quadrupole formula, leaving the case L_m = p, which requires tedious computations in higher PN orders, for the future.

It is obvious that by replacing ( 1 − α ) m with m, Eq.

(74b) reduces to those in GR. In fact, only the mass is rescaled as ( 1 − α ) m in the equations of motion of the binary system in the Newtonian limit of EMPG. This fact is consistent with the result of [42]. So, applying this, one can utilize the Keplerian descriptions R = ( 1 − α )_{−1} l 1 + e cos φ

, (75a)

φ̇ = ( 1 − α )_2( G m l^3

) 1_2 ( 1 + e cos φ

)_2

, (75b)

where l = h^2/(G m) is the semi-latus rectum in which h is a constant of the motion, and e is the eccentricity of the orbit. Moreover, in this framework, the total energy contained in the binary system E and its orbital period P are defined as E = −(1 − α) G m μ/2a and P = 2πa^{3/2}(G m)^{−1/2}(1−α)^{−1/2}, respectively. Here, μ = m_1m_2/m is the reduced mass and a = l(1−e^2)^{−1}(1−α)^{−1} is the semi-major axis.

Using Eqs. (74b), (75a), and (75b) in the definition of εÏ ij 5, after some simplifications, we obtain

εÏ^{ij} = 2 G ν m^2 l ( 1 − α )_3[ − ( 1 + e cos φ

− e^2 sin^2 φ ) N^iN^j + e sin φ ( 1 + e cos φ )( N^iλ^j + N^j λ^i ) + ( 1 + e cos φ

)_2 λ^iλ^j ] . (76)

Finally, regarding the above relation, we reach εh^{ij} = 4 G^2 c^4 ν m^2 l 1 r ( 1 − α )_3[ − ( 1 + e cos φ

− e^2 sin^2 φ ) N^iN^j + e sin φ ( 1 + e cos φ )( N^iλ^j + N^j λ^i ) + ( 1 + e cos φ

)_2 λ^iλ^j ] (77)

for the gravitational potential in the wave zone.^6 ( 1−α )_3 , which does nothing but rescale the GR estimations; and by dropping α, this coefficient reduces to unity and recovers GR. It is worth mentioning that following the above calculation, in the case L_m = −εc^2, a linear portion comes from the relativistic aspects of the scaleindependent EMSG while the Newtonian dynamics of this theory brings an extra quadratic portion to the GW field.

The final task toward finding the GW signals is to obtain the polarizations h_+ and h_×. To find these components, we should introduce the detector-adapted frame. We exhibit this frame with (X, Y, Z) and assume that the Z-axis is oriented towards the direction of the detector and the X-Y plane is the sky plane. In fact, the X-Y plane is the transverse subspace that is orthogonal to the direction of the GW propagation. The origin of this frame coincides with the system’s barycenter, and the X-axis is the intersection between the sky and orbital planes. In this case, we assume that the longitude

5 In [37], the Newtonian dynamics of the quadratic-EMSG theory is not considered in the derivation of Ï^{ij} and the GR version is simply utilized. However, as mentioned in this work, the Newtonian limit of the theory can affect the results and should be taken into account in the calculations.

6 It is worth mentioning that for the specific value of the free parameter, i.e., α = 1, the second time derivative of the quadrupolemoment tensor and consequently the GW field would vanish, cf. Eqs. (77). So, one can conclude that for this value of α, the radiative aspects of the scale-independent EMSG binary systems would not manifest themselves up to the leading PN order. In other words, for this particular model, i.e., the EMPG theory with η = 1/2 and α = 1, the EMPG correction prevents binary systems from radiating GWs to this PN order. One then needs to take into account higher PN orders to study GWs in this model. On the other hand, in the following, by studying GW observations, we illustrate that the free parameter of the theory should be placed in the very small interval | α |< 10^{−5} and the value α = 1 is indeed ruled out. Nonetheless, the mathematical fact saying that GWs do no propagate up to the leading PN order of this EMPG model can be of interest. As can be seen, the EMPG manifests itself in the cubic term

of the ascending node is zero. In terms of the bases of this transverse subspace, i.e., e_X and e_Y , the polarizations are obtained as follows

h_+ = 1 2 ( e^j_X e^k_X − e^j_Y e^k_Y ) h_{jk} , (78a)

h_× = 1 2 ( e^j_X e^k_Y + e^j_Y e^k_X ) h_{jk}. (78b)

In this case, one can rewrite N and λ as

N = [cos (ω + φ) , cos ι sin (ω + φ) , sin ι sin (ω + φ)] , (79a) λ = [− sin (ω + φ) , cos ι cos (ω + φ) , sin ι cos (ω + φ)] , (79b)

in terms of the detector-adapted bases, respectively. Here, ι displays the angle between the orbital and sky planes and ω represents the angle between the x and X axes. Now, by applying Eqs. (77) and (78a)-(78b), and also using these bases, i.e., equations (79a)-(79b), we derive that

εh_+ =^εh_0H_+,^εh_× =^εh_0H_×, (80)

where the GW amplitude is given by

εh_0 =

2G^2 c^4 ν m^2 l r ( 1 − 3α ) . (81)

Moreover,

H_+ = − ( 1 + cos^2 ι ) [ cos (2φ + 2ω) + 5 4 e cos (φ + 2ω) + 1 4 e cos (3φ + 2ω) + 1 2 e^2 cos 2ω ] + 1 2 e sin^2 ι (cos φ + e) ,

(82) and H_× = −2 cos ι [ sin (2φ + 2ω) + 5 4 e sin (φ + 2ω) + 1 4 e sin (3φ + 2ω) + 1 2 e^2 sin 2ω ] , (83)

represent the plus and cross scale-free polarizations, respectively. Therefore, up to this order, the scaleindependent EMSG with L_m = −εc^2 only modifies the wave amplitude, leaving the scale-free polarizations unchanged. It should be pointed out that to obtain the above results, we consider that the free parameter of the scale-independent EMSG is small. It is actually a reasonable assumption, because the EMPG would otherwise change the solar-system weak-field tests of gravity dramatically.

B. Radiative losses

In this part, we investigate the rate at which GW radiations remove energy from their gravitating sources, e.g., compact binary systems. In fact, according to the change of h^{ij} in this theory, the system may lose energy to modified gravitational radiation in EMPG. To show this, we utilize the following famous quadrupole relation P = G 5c^5 ... I^{⟨ij⟩} ... I_{⟨ij⟩}, (84) where P is the flux of gravitational energy in the faraway wave zone. Here, the TT gauge is imposed. The rest of this section is devoted to extracting this flux in the scale-independent EMSG theory.

In order to find the gravitational energy flux, we should have enough information about the third time derivative of the STF piece of the quadrupole-moment tensor of the matter distribution in the scale-independent EMSG, i.e., we should obtain

ε ... I^{⟨ij⟩} = ν m ( 1 − α )[ 3 ( v^ia^j + v^j a^i ) + R^iȧ^j + R^jȧ^i − 2 3 δ^{ij} ( 3va + Rȧ )] . (85)

Regarding the scale-independent EMSG Newtonian dynamics previously obtained, one can easily reach

ȧ = ( 1 − α )_5( G^3 m^3

l^7

) 1_2 (

1 + e cos φ

)_3 × [ 2 e sin φ N − ( 1 + e cos φ ) λ ] . (86)

Making the substitution Eqs. (74b), (75a), (75b), and (86) into Eq. (85), after some manipulations, and inserting the result into the definition of the energy flux, we finally reach εP = 32 5 ν^2 G ( 1 − α )_{10}( G m c l )_5( 1 + e cos φ

)_4

× [ 1 + 2 e cos φ + 1 12 e^2 ( 1 + 11 cos^2 φ )] . (87)

This result leads to the modification of the relevant post-Keplerian parameter, i.e., the first time derivative of the orbital period of binary systems, in this modified theory of gravity. To obtain this parameter, we apply the energy-balance equation in the averaged form Ė = −⟨P⟩, (88) where ⟨P⟩ is the orbital average of the flux of gravitational energy which is defined as ⟨P⟩ = (2π)^{−1} ( 1 − e^2

)_{3/2} �_{2π} 0 ( 1 + e cos φ )_{−2} P(φ)dφ. Regarding the relation between the energy and the orbital period and using Eqs. (87), we finally arrive at

Ṗ_{EMPG} = − 192π 5 ( GM c^3 2π P ) 5_3 ( 1 − 8 3 α )

× ( 1 − e^2)^{− 72} [ 1 + 73 24 e^2 + 37 96 e^4 ] , (89)

for the first time derivative of the orbital period in EMPG. Here, M = ν^{3/5}m is the chirp mass. This relation exhibits the extra EMPG portion in GWs radiation, and consequently its effects in extracting orbital energy from the binary motion, which leads to the secular change of the corresponding Keplerian parameter, i.e., the orbital period. It should be noted that in order to obtain the secular change of other Keplerian parameters, one should also study the momentum-balance equation. However, as our aim is to test this theory using the best-measured post-Keplerian parameter, Ṗ , in the current work, we restrict ourselves to these results and leave further study for the future.

V. TESTS FROM GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE AND BINARY-PULSAR TESTS

Applying the results obtained in the previous section together with GW observations from the relativistic compact binary systems, we attempt to constrain the scaleindependent EMSG theory with L_m = −εc^2. Here, two different GW observations are applied, the direct and indirect observations. The direct ones are those that are provided by the GW observatories like LIGO and Virgo. This type of observation indeed determines the actual GW signals far in the wave zone of sources. On the other hand, the indirect observations are referred to the binary pulsar experiments which reveal the influence of the GW propagation on the intrinsic parameters of its generator such as the orbital period of the binary system. So, this type of observation indicates GW effects in the near zone of binary systems.

A. Tests from GW observations of binaries

The direct observation of the GW signals of binary systems are highly sensitive to the change of the frequency and the phase of GWs. When a binary system is in the inspiral phase, the GW signals can inter the detector’s sensitive bandwidth. Therefore, practically, hundreds to tens of thousands of cycles before the merger can be observed. The total accumulated GW phase over the cycles in the bandwidth of detectors is given by

Φ_{GW} =

�_{fout}

f_{in} 2π (f/ḟ)df, (90) where f is the GW frequency and f_{in} and f_{out} stand for the frequency at which the GW signal enters and leaves the detector’s bandwidth, respectively. The theoretical GW template would be accurate compared to the actual signal if a change in Φ_{GW} be smaller than π radians [55]. We use this fact to constrain the free parameter of the scale-independent EMSG. It should be mentioned that [55] introduces this method to find a bound on the coupling constant ω_{BD} of Brans-Dicke theory in the strongfield regime.

Here, we consider that the orbit is circular. Regarding the GW polarizations obtained before, one can deduce that f = Ω/π for this case where Ω is the orbital frequency given by Ω = 2π/P . Bearing this fact in mind and also utilizing Eq. (89), it turns out that the GW frequency evolves as

ḟ = 96π 5 ( πGM c^3

) 5_3 ( 1 − 8 3 α ) f^{113} . (91)

Insertion of this relation into Eq. (90) reveals that

Φ_{GW} = − 1 16 ( πGM c^3

)_− 5_3 ( 1 + 8 3 α )( f^{− 53}_{out} − f^{− 53}_{in} ) . (92)

It is seen that the scale-independent EMSG can change the total accumulated GW phase. Using the phase-shift estimation mentioned above and demanding that this change induced by the scale-independent EMSG terms should be less than π, we find the following limit |α| < 5.2 × 10^{−5} ( M M_⊙ ) 5_3 ( f_{in}

30 Hz

) 5_3 , (93)

for the magnitude of the free parameter of the theory in the case L_m = −εc^2. It should be mentioned that as f_{out} is of the order 1000 Hz, two orders of magnitude larger than f_{in}, we drop the term f^{− 53}_{out} in the above derivation.^7 Given the above result, the smaller the chirp mass, the tighter the limits are. In other words, among the neutron star–neutron star, neutron star–black hole, black hole–black hole binary systems, the first system would set the strongest limit on the magnitude of the scale-independent EMSG free parameter. Regarding this point, among the 181 recent events listed at

https://gw-openscience.org, we select those with the

smallest chirp mass, e.g., GW190425 with M = (1.44 ± 0.02) M_⊙ and GW170817 with M = (1.186 ± 0.001) M_⊙. From these events, the tightest bounds can be obtained as follows: |α| < 4.7 × 10^{−5} and |α| < 4.5 × 10^{−5} for GW190425 and GW170817, respectively. Here, we take f_{in} = 19.4 Hz for GW190425 and f_{in} = 23 Hz for GW170817 following [56, 57]. In fact, by decreasing the chirp mass, more cycles of binary systems could happen in the frequency band of the detectors, and as a result, more the scale-independent EMSG effects would accumulate in the total GW phase. For instance, for GW190425 and GW170817, there were ∼ 3900 and ∼ 3000 cycles, respectively, before the merger [56, 58]. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that a stronger limit would be achieved from these events.

Another possible way to constrain the free parameter of the theory is to analyze the GW waveform. As it is shown earlier, the new terms contribute to the GW amplitude, leaving the scale-free plus and cross polarizations unchanged. Let us rewrite the modified amplitude as h_0 = h_0 + Δ where Δ ∝ h_0 × α is the scale-independent EMSG correction. This new correction should in principle be greater than the error in estimating h_0 in order to be detected or even limited. [55]

7 For instance, for the ground-based LIGO and Virgo observatories, f_{in} is of the order 10 Hz.

shows that the root mean square error for ln h_0 is equal to the inverse of the signal-to-noise ratio of a given signal, i.e., Δ(ln h_0) = 1/(S/N). According to the information provided at https://gw-openscience.org, the event GW170817 with S/N = 33 has the highest signalto-noise ratio among other recent events. This means that in the best case, the minimum value of α which can be detected by applying the GW amplitude analysis is of the order 10^{−2}. Therefore, although the scaleindependent EMSG plays a role in the GW amplitude, compared to the phase-shift method which is sensitive to α of the order 10^{−5}, the GW amplitude analysis does not impose a tight restriction and the scale-independent EMSG modifications may get lost in it.

It should be noticed that to obtain the above constraints, it is assumed that the chirp mass M is already known. In fact, during this calculation, we consider that GR is the valid gravity theory, as a priori expectation, and then attempt to set a bound on α. However, let us define the chirp mass in the scale-independent EMSG as M_{EMPG} = M ( 1 − 8α/5 ) . Regarding this rescaled chirp mass, one can see that Eqs. (89) and (91) reduce identically to those in GR up to the leading PN order. On the other hand, since the chirp mass of the binary systems are measured purely via GW observations, one cannot indeed measure this rescaling and consequently the value of α is utterly undetectable. Thus, from a practical perspective, GW observations of binary systems alone are unable to distinguish between the scale-independent EMSG and GR, at least up to the PN order applied here. We refer readers to [42] for further discussions on such features of the EMPG model.

Therefore, to utilize the interpretation of GW observations as a practical tool to test this modified theory, it is necessary to have additional information from physically independent phenomena, for instance, from some other astrophysical events that can provide us with additional measurements of the masses of the two components of binary systems with required accuracy, from cosmological data that can constrain the free parameter of the scale-independent EMSG regarding its consequences on the dynamics of the universe (see, e.g., [26] for a cosmological constraint of this gravity model), etc. In order to find the individual masses, one could go beyond the quadrupole formula (60) and obtain higher PN corrections to the gravitational potential in EMPG. It means that the higher PN corrections to the multipole moments as well as to the EMPG equations of motion for binary systems should be derived. In this case, similar to GR, the orbital phase of the GW signals would explicitly depend on the symmetric mass ratio of the binary system in addition to its chirp mass. Optimistically, using a full matched-filter analysis as introduced in [59, 60], it is then possible to determine the source parameters such as M and ν along with an accurate limit for the free parameter of the scale-independent EMSG. It is worth mentioning that Ref. [55] applies the matched-filter analysis to constrain the parameter of Brans-Dicke theory. Such a full analysis is beyond the scope of the current paper and we leave it to future works in this context.

B. Tests from binary pulsar observations

In the sense of the strong-field gravity, another type of data that can provide us with a rich test of the modified theories of gravity is binary pulsar observations. This kind of observation has its own merits. In fact, since several relativistic effects can be accurately measured in relativistic binary pulsar systems, one a priori expects that to place tight constraints on the free parameters of gravitational theories is possible. Therefore, it is worthwhile to test the scale-independent EMSG using binary-pulsar experiments as well.

Here, we focus our attention on the best-observed post- Keplerian parameter, i.e., the first time derivative of the orbital period of binary systems. In Subsec. IV B, the scale-independent EMSG version of this parameter is introduced. Moreover, among several known relativistic binary pulsars, we choose the system whose orbital period change is most precisely measured. It is shown in [61] that the observed change in the orbital period of the double pulsar PSR J0737 − 3039A/B due to GW emission, Ṗ_{obs}, is equal to

Ṗ_{obs} = −1.247782(79) × 10^{−12}, (94)

and its ratio to the one predicted in GR, Ṗ_{GR}, is given by^8

Ṗ_{obs}/Ṗ_{GR} = 0.999963(63). (95)

Here, numbers in parentheses are 1σ uncertainties in the last two digits. It is the most precise test of GW emission obtained so far from binary pulsars [61]. Compared to the Hulse-Taylor binary pulsar, this value is about an order of magnitude better, cf. [62]. It is worth mentioning that to obtain the result (94), the effect of the Galactic and Shklovskii accelerations as well as the mass loss contributions are included in the calculations.

This high precision allows us to place a tight constraint on the free parameter of the scale-independent EMSG. In order to find this limit, we utilize the same analysis applied by [37, 63]. It is assumed that the scale-independent EMSG modification of Ṗ can completely justify the observed change in the orbital period of the binary system due to GW emission. Doing so, we have Ṗ_{EMPG} = Ṗ_{obs}. Keeping this fact in mind and regarding Eq. (89), we get to α = − 3 8 ( Ṗ_{obs}

Ṗ_{GR} − 1 ) , (96)

8 See equations (44) and (48) of [61], respectively.

for the EMPG free parameter for the case with L_m = −εc^2. Here,

Ṗ_{GR} = − 192π 5 (GM c^3 2π P ) 5_3

× ( 1 − e^2)^{− 72} [ 1 + 73 24 e^2 + 37 96 e^4 ] . (97) Therefore, only if α satisfies the condition (96), the scaleindependent EMSG can pass this strong-field gravity test with flying colors. Now, using this result and the constraint given in (95), one can reach the following range for the free parameter of the theory under consideration:

−1.0 × 10^{−5} < α < 3.8 × 10^{−5}. (98)

This bound is more constraining than what can be obtained from the GW events GW190425 and GW170817 mentioned in the preceding section.

As a final point, it should be emphasized that in order to derive this limit, we use the mass values obtained by assuming the validity of GR and utilizing the wellmeasured Keplerian parameters. However, in a standard procedure, one should investigate at least two post- Keplerian parameters in the gravity theory under consideration to calculate the two (a priori unknown) masses of binary systems, e.g., in the GR case, see [64]. In other words, one can truly compare the observed Ṗ with the predicted one only when the chirp mass (or the mass of each component) is known under the assumption of the asked gravity theory. Nevertheless, in the absence of a complete analysis of post-Keplerian parameters in the scale-independent EMSG giving us the component masses of binary pulsars, as a preliminary step towards constraining this theory in the strong-gravity regime, we apply the results in equations (36), (37), and (47) of [61]. It should be noted that the latter result includes 3.5PN corrections to the equations of motion of the binary system. In the sequel of current work, we aim to determine the mass of the components in the binary pulsar system and perform a self-consistency test of the scaleindependent EMSG by studying the relativistic properties of this theory at least in three suitable post-Keplerian parameters.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, the radiative properties of the scale-independent energy-momentum squared gravity (EMSG) [26], which corresponds to a particular case η = 1 2 of the energy-momentum powered gravity (EMPG) [22, 23], have been studied. To do so, similar to the previous work [37], where the particular case η = 1 of EMPG is investigated, we have utilized the Landau-Lifshitz formulation of the field equations. It has been assumed that the matter source is subjected to the slow-motion condition and the weak-field limit. Depending on the choice of the matter Lagrangian densities, this type of modified theory of gravity could predict different results. To show this fact, we have considered the cases L_m = −εc^2 and L_m = p, both of which describe a perfect fluid. In fact, given these two Lagrangian densities, we have encountered two different theories in the framework of EMPG.

The field equations of the model have been solved approximately to the leading post-Newtonian (PN) order. Using the results (60), the gravitational potentials and consequently the gravitational-wave (GW) field have been studied in the wave zone. Considering a binary system as a source of GW signals, it has been revealed that, this theory with L_m = −εc^2 represents different predictions for GW emissions compared to GR (α = 0), while in the case L_m = p, the EMPG gravitational potential does not deviate from what is given in GR and higher PN corrections should be investigated in this regard. So, depending on the choice of L_m, the results are different. In the case L_m = −εc^2, up to the PN order considered here, it has been shown that the scale-independent EMSG only modifies the GW amplitude and leaves its scale-free polarizations unchanged. Furthermore, we have found that this modified gravitational radiation extracting the orbital energy of the binary system, leads to a secular change of the Keplerian parameter P containing new terms due to the scale-independent EMSG. Therefore, the radiative property of this gravity theory would manifest itself in the corresponding post-Keplerian parameter/radiative parameter, i.e., the first time derivative of the orbital period of the binary system. These non-GR contributions to Ṗ have been presented in Eq. (89).

Next, we have implemented our results along with the GWs observations from the relativistic binary systems to constrain the dimensionless parameter α, the only free parameter of the scale-independent EMSG quantifying its deviation from GR. This gives us a limit for the model with L_m = −εc^2. Two types of observations can be applied to do so: GW observations of inspiralling binaries and binary pulsar observations called the direct and indirect detections of GWs, respectively. From the former, using a crude analysis, estimating the accumulated phase of GWs, we have found that from the GW event GW170817, the EMPG free parameter should be within the following bound: |α| < 4.5×10^{−5}. On the other hand, from the latter and regarding the observed change in the orbital period of the double pulsar PSR J0737−3039A/B, it has been obtained that −1 × 10^{−5} < α < 3.8 × 10^{−5}. Comparing these results shows that the current measurement of this binary pulsar gives tighter constraints on α. This limit is the most important result of this paper. This is the first study that constrains the free parameter of EMPG with L_m = −εc^2. We have also shown that to constrain the free parameter of the model with η = 1/2 and L_m = p, higher PN corrections should be taken into account. Studying a cosmological scenario and using the CMB Planck data and baryonic acoustic oscillations data, Ref. [26] show that α ∼ 10^{−7} for the case L_m = p. The fact that the constraints on α from phenomena related to completely different scales of energy density, time, and length are of similar order of magnitude offers observational confirmation that a hallmark of the scale-independent EMSG, its deviation from the GR, remains effective regardless of the energy density scale, in contrast to many modified gravity theories in the literature.

It should be emphasized that from the practical point of view, direct and indirect GW observations of binary systems alone are indeed unable to distinguish between the scale-independent EMSG and GR (α = 0), at least up to the PN order applied in this work. According to our calculations, the extra radiative effects due to the new terms arisen from the scale-independent EMSG can be absorbed in the definition of the chirp mass of the binary system, giving a rescaled chirp mass. So, the relevant equations in the scale-independent EMSG would become mathematically identical to the GR ones. On the other hand, since the chirp mass of the binary systems are measured purely via GW observations, one cannot measure this rescaling and consequently the radiative effects of the scale-independent EMSG is utterly undetectable. In fact, to the order of accuracy considered here, the scale-independent EMSG model escapes this strong-field gravity test. Given this point and also the results given in [42], one may deduce that the non-GR contributions of this theory to the relevant relations in the weak- and strong-field regimes are similar; and it seems that only the gravitational mass would be rescaled/modified. However, keeping in mind that the new terms arisen from the scale-independent EMSG can be deeply buried in the higher PN orders, which are significant in the strong-field regime, it is still possible to find strong-field deviations from GR. To do so, in the case of direct GW observations from inspiralling binaries, a full matched-filter analysis can be performed to dig deeply into higher PN corrections. So, it may allow one to determine the scaleindependent EMSG and GR versions of chirp mass, to constrain accurately the free parameter α, and finally to test this modified theory of gravity in the strongfield regime. Furthermore, knowing that several relativistic and radiative effects can be accurately measured in these types of systems, a well-measured binary pulsar can be chosen as a suitable candidate to obtain the scaleindependent EMSG and GR chirp masses and to distinguish between these two gravity theory in the strong-field regime without the need for extra information from other cosmological and astronomical observations or phenomena. To do this, a complete analysis of post-Keplerian parameters can be performed in the framework of the scale-independent EMSG.

To sum up, we have tested the scale-independent EMSG and constrained its free parameter α in the strongfield regime. After assuming that GR is the valid gravity theory, as a priori expectation, an interval has been obtained for α. We should keep in mind that to find a more accurate estimate of α, it is necessary to measure the mass of the two components of binary systems in this theory, either by using a full matched-filter analysis in the case of direct GW observations or by studying at least two suitable post-Keplerian parameters in the case of indirect GW observations. Of course, the validity of this limit should also be checked with other experiments. We leave this kind of thorough study for future works.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Helpful comments by the anonymous referee are gratefully acknowledged. The authors thank Nihan Katırcı and N. Merve Uzun for useful discussions. Ö.A. acknowledges the support by the Turkish Academy of Sciences in the scheme of the Outstanding Young Scientist Award (TÜBA-GEBİP), and the COST Action CA21136 (CosmoVerse). E.N. and M.R. acknowledge the support by Ferdowsi University of Mashhad. E.N. would like to thank Shahram Abbassi for his continuous encouragement and support during this work.

[1] A. G. Riess et al. [Supernova Search Team], Observational evidence from supernovae for an accelerating Universe and a cosmological constant, Astron. J. 116, 1009 (1998). astro-ph/9805201 [2] N. Aghanim et al. [Planck Collaboration], Planck 2018 results. VI. Cosmological Parameters, Astron. Astrophys. 641, A6 (2020). 1807.06209 [3] S. Alam et al. [eBOSS], Completed SDSS-IV extended Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey: Cosmological implications from two decades of spectroscopic surveys at the Apache Point Observatory, Phys. Rev. D 103, 083533 (2021). 2007.08991 [4] T. M. C. Abbott et al. [DES], Dark Energy Survey Year 3 results: Cosmological constraints from galaxy clustering and weak lensing, Phys. Rev. D 105, 023520 (2022). 2105.13549

[5] S. Weinberg, The cosmological constant problem, Rev. Mod. Phys. 61, 1 (1989).

[6] H. E. S. Velten, R. F. vom Marttens, and W. Zimdahl, Aspects of the cosmological “coincidence problem”, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3160 (2014). 1410.2509 [7] E. Di Valentino, L. A. Anchordoqui, Ö. Akarsu, Y. Ali-Haimoud, L. Amendola, N. Arendse, M. Asgari, M. Ballardini, S. Basilakos, E. Battistelli et al., Snowmass2021 - Letter of interest cosmology intertwined I: Perspectives for the next decade, Astropart. Phys. 131, 102606 (2021). 2008.11283 [8] E. Di Valentino, L. A. Anchordoqui, Ö. Akarsu, Y. Ali- Haimoud, L. Amendola, N. Arendse, M. Asgari, M. Ballardini, S. Basilakos, E. Battistelli et al., Snowmass2021 - Letter of interest cosmology intertwined II: The hubble constant tension, Astropart. Phys. 131, 102605 (2021). 2008.11284

[9] E. Di Valentino, L. A. Anchordoqui, Ö. Akarsu, Y. Ali-Haimoud, L. Amendola, N. Arendse, M. Asgari, M. Ballardini, S. Basilakos, E. Battistelli et al., Cosmology intertwined III: fσ8 and S8, Astropart. Phys. 131, 102604 (2021). 2008.11285 [10] E. Di Valentino, L. A. Anchordoqui, Ö. Akarsu, Y. Ali-Haimoud, L. Amendola, N. Arendse, M. Asgari, M. Ballardini, S. Basilakos, E. Battistelli et al., Snowmass2021 - Letter of interest cosmology intertwined IV: The age of the universe and its curvature, Astropart. Phys. 131, 102607 (2021). 2008.11286 [11] E. Di Valentino, O. Mena, S. Pan, L. Visinelli, W. Yang, A. Melchiorri, D. F. Mota, A. G. Riess, and J. Silk, In the realm of the Hubble tension – a review of solutions, Class Quantum Gravity. 38, 153001 (2021). 2103.01183 [12] L. Perivolaropoulos and F. Skara, Challenges for ΛCDM:

An update, New Astron. Rev. 95, 101659 (2022). 2105.05208 [13] E. Abdalla, G. F. Abellán, A. Aboubrahim, A. Agnello, Ö. Akarsu, Y. Akrami, G. Alestas, D. Aloni, L. Amendola and L. A. Anchordoqui, et al., Cosmology intertwined: A review of the particle physics, astrophysics, and cosmology associated with the cosmological tensions and anomalies, J. High Energy Phys. 34, 49 (2022). 2203.06142 [14] E. Di Valentino, W. Giarè, A. Melchiorri, and J. Silk, Health checkup test of the standard cosmological model in view of recent cosmic microwave background anisotropies experiments, Phys. Rev. D 106, 103506 (2022). 2209.12872 [15] A. De Felice and S. Tsujikawa, f(R) Theories, Living Rev. Relativ. 13, 3 (2010). 1002.4928 [16] T. Clifton, P.G. Ferreira, A. Padilla, and C. Skordis, Modified gravity and cosmology, Phys. Rept. 513, 1 (2012). 1106.2476 [17] S. Capozziello and M. de Laurentis, Extended Theories of Gravity, Phys. Rep. 509, 167 (2011). 1108.6266 [18] Y.-F. Cai, S. Capozziello, M. De Laurentis, and E. N. Saridakis, f(T ) teleparallel gravity and cosmology, Rep. Prog. Phys. 79, 106901 (2016). 1511.07586 [19] S. Nojiri, S.D. Odintsov, and V.K. Oikonomou, Modified gravity theories on a nutshell: Inflation, bounce and latetime evolution, Phys. Rep. 692, 1 (2017). 1705.11098 [20] N. Katırcı and M. Kavuk, f(R, Tμν T^{μν} ) gravity and Cardassian-like expansion as one of its consequences, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 129, 163 (2014). 1302.4300 [21] M. Roshan and F. Shojai, Energy-momentum squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 94, 044002 (2016). 1607.06049 [22] Ö. Akarsu, N. Katırcı, and S. Kumar, Cosmic acceleration in a dust only universe via energy-momentum powered gravity, Phys. Rev. D 97, 024011 (2018). 1709.02367 [23] C. V. R. Board and J. D. Barrow, Cosmological models in energy-momentum-squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 96, 123517 (2017). 1709.09501 [24] Ö. Akarsu, J. D. Barrow, S. Çıkıntoğlu, K. Y. Ekşi, and N. Katırcı,Constraint on energy-momentum squared gravity from neutron stars and its cosmological implications, Phys. Rev. D 97, 124017 (2018). 1802.02093 [25] N. Nari and M. Roshan, Compact stars in energy-momentum squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 98, 024031 (2018). 1802.02399

[26] Ö. Akarsu, N. Katırcı, S. Kumar, R. C. Nunes, and M. Sami, Cosmological implications of scale-independent energy-momentum squared gravity: Pseudo nonminimal interactions in dark matter and relativistic relics, Phys. Rev. D 98, 063522 (2018). 1807.01588 [27] M.C.F. Faria, C.J.A.P. Martins, F. Chiti and B.S.A. Silva, Low redshift constraints on energy-momentum-powered gravity models, Astron. Astrophys. 625, A127 (2019). 1905.02792 [28] S. Bahamonde, M. Marciu and P. Rudra, Dynamical system analysis of generalized energy-momentum-squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 100, 083511 (2019). 1906.00027 [29] C.Y. Chen and P. Chen, Eikonal black hole ringings in generalized energy-momentum squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 101, 064021 (2020). 1910.12262 [30] A. H. Barbar, A. M. Awad, and M. T. AlFiky, Viability of bouncing cosmology in energy-momentum-squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 101, 044058 (2020). 1911.00556 [31] A. Kazemi, M. Roshan, I. De Martino, and M. De Laurentis, Jeans analysis in energy-momentum-squared gravity, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 150 (2020). 2001.04702 [32] K.N. Singh, A. Banerjee, S.K. Maurya, F. Rahaman, and A. Pradhan, Color-flavor locked quark stars in energy-momentum squared gravity, Phys. Dark Univ. 31, 100774 (2021). 2007.00455 [33] E. Nazari, F. Sarvi, and M. Roshan, Generalized energymomentum-squared gravity in the Palatini formalism, Phys. Rev. D 102, 064016 (2020). 2008.06681 [34] P. Rudra and B. Pourhassan, Thermodynamics of the apparent horizon in the generalized energy–momentumsquared cosmology, Phys. Dark Univ. 33, 100849 (2021) 2008.11034 [35] Ö. Akarsu, J. D. Barrow, and N. M. Uzun, Screening anisotropy via energy-momentum squared gravity: Λ CDM model with hidden anisotropy, Phys. Rev. D 102, 124059 (2020). 2009.06517 [36] C.-Y. Chen, M. Bouhmadi-López, and P. Chen, Lessons from black hole quasinormal modes in modified gravity, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136, 253 (2021). 2103.01249 [37] E. Nazari, M. Roshan, and I. De Martino, Constraining energy-momentum-squared gravity by binary pulsar observations, Phys. Rev. D 105, 044014 (2022). 2201.08578 [38] G. Acquaviva and N. Katırcı, Dynamical analysis of logarithmic energy-momentum squared gravity, Phys. Dark Univ. 38, 101128 (2022). 2203.01234 [39] M. Khodadi, A. Allahyari, and S. Capozziello, Emergent universe from Energy-Momentum Squared Gravity, Phys. Dark Universe 36, 101013 (2022). 2203.13496 [40] E. Nazari, Light bending and gravitational lensing in energy-momentum-squared gravity, Phys. Rev. D 105, 104026 (2022). 2204.11003 [41] T. Tangphati, I. Karar, A. Banerjee and A. Pradhan, The mass–radius relation for quark stars in energy–momentum squared gravity, Annals Phys. 447, 169149 (2022). 2206.10371 [42] O. Akarsu, A. Kazim Camlibel, N. Katirci, I. Semiz, and N. M. Uzun, Weak field and slow motion limits in energy-momentum powered gravity, arXiv:2210.04668 (2022). 2210.04668 [43] Ö. Akarsu and N. M. Uzun, Cosmological models in scale-independent energy-momentum squared gravity, Physics of the Dark Universe 40, 101194 (2023).

2301.11204 [44] T. Harko, F. S. N. Lobo, S. Nojiri, and S. D. Odintsov, f(R, T ) gravity, Phys. Rev. D 84, 024020 (2011). 1104.2669 [45] Z. Haghani, T. Harko, F. S. N. Lobo, H. R. Sepangi, and S. Shahidi, Further matters in space-time geometry: f(R, T, Rμν T^{μν} ) gravity, Phys. Rev. D 88, 044023 (2013). 1304.5957 [46] S. D. Odintsov and D. Sáez-Gómez, f(R, T, Rμν T^{μν} ) gravity phenomenology and ΛCDM universe, Phys. Lett. B 725, 437 (2013). 1304.5411 [47] E. Poisson and C. M. Will, Gravity: Newtonian, Post- Newtonian, Relativistic (Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2014).

[48] C. M. Will, Theory and experiment in gravitational physics (Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2018).

[49] B. F. Schutz, Perfect Fluids in General Relativity: Velocity Potentials and a Variational Principle, Phys. Rev. D 2, 2762 (1970).

[50] J. D. Brown, Action functionals for relativistic perfect fluids, Class Quantum Gravity. 10, 1579 (1993). gr-qc/9304026 [51] Ö. Akarsu, M. Bouhmadi-López, N. Katırcı, E. Nazari, M. Roshan, and M. N. Uzun, Return of general relativity: Matter-type modified theories are equivalent to general relativity with nonminimal interactions, work in preparation.

[52] D. Trestini, F. Larrouturou, and L. Blanchet, The quadrupole moment of compact binaries to the fourth post-Newtonian order: relating the harmonic and radiative metrics, Classical and Quantum Gravity 40, 055006 (2023). 2209.02719 [53] V. Faraoni, Lagrangian description of perfect fluids and modified gravity with an extra force, Phys. Rev. D 80, 124040 (2009). 0912.1249 [54] O. Bertolami, F. S. N. Lobo, and J. Páramos, Nonminimal coupling of perfect fluids to curvature, Phys. Rev. D 78, 064036 (2008). 0806.4434 [55] C. M. Will, Testing scalar-tensor gravity with gravitational-wave observations of inspiralling compact binaries, Phys. Rev. D 50, 6058 (1994). gr-qc/9406022 [56] B. P. Abbott, et al., GW190425: Observation of a Compact Binary Coalescence with Total Mass ∼ 3.4 M⊙, Astrophys. J. Lett. 892, L3 (2020). 2001.01761 [57] B. P. Abbott, et al., Model comparison from LIGO-Virgo data on GW170817’s binary components and consequences for the merger remnant, Class Quantum Gravity. 37, 045006 (2020). 1908.01012 [58] B. P. Abbott, et al., GW170817: Observation of Gravitational Waves from a Binary Neutron Star Inspiral, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 161101 (2017). 1710.05832 [59] L. S. Finn, Detection, measurement, and gravitational radiation, Phys. Rev. D 46, 5236 (1992). gr-qc/9209010 [60] C. Cutler and É. E. Flanagan, Gravitational waves from merging compact binaries: How accurately can one extract the binary’s parameters from the inspiral waveform?, Phys. Rev. D 49, 2658 (1994). gr-qc/9402014 [61] M. Kramer, et al., Strong-Field Gravity Tests with the Double Pulsar, Phys. Rev. X. 11, 041050 (2021). 2112.06795 [62] J. M. Weisberg and Y. Huang, Relativistic Measurements from Timing the Binary Pulsar PSR B1913+16,

Astrophys. J. 829, 55 (2016). 1606.02744 [63] M. De Laurentis and I. De Martino, Testing f(R) theories using the first time derivative of the orbital period of the binary pulsars, Mon. Notices Royal Astron. Soc. 431, 741 (2013). 1302.0220 [64] D. R. Lorimer and M. Kramer, Handbook of Pulsar Astronomy, Vol. 4 (Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2004).

Appendix A: Field equation solutions

In this appendix, for the sake of convenience, we summarize the structure of h^{αβ}_N and h^{αβ}_W which are the solutions of the wave equation (14). For detailed calculations to find these solutions, we refer the reader to [47].

The structure of the near-zone portion h^{αβ}_N is given by h^{αβ}_N (t, x) = 4G c^4 ∞∑ l=0 (−1)^l l!c^l × ( ∂ ∂t )_l � M τ^{αβ}_{eff} (t, x^′)|x − x^′|^{l−1}d^3x^′,

(A1)

for the case x < R and x^′ < R. Here, M represents a three-dimensional sphere with radius R separating the near and wave zones. For the next case, we have h^{αβ}_N (t, x) = 4G c^4 ∞∑ l=0 (−1)^l l! (A2) × ∂_{j1 j2···jl} [ 1 r � M τ^{αβ}_{eff} (τ, x^′)x^{′j1 j2···jl} d^3x^′ ] , where the field point is located in the wave zone, i.e., x > R, x^{j1 j2 ···jl} stands for x^{j1} x^{j2} · · · x^{jl} , and ∂_{j1 j2 ···jl} shows ∂_{j1} ∂_{j2} · · · ∂_{jl} . Here, r = |x| and τ = t − r/c is the retarded time. The integrand in this integral unlike the previous solution is a function of τ.

The structure of h^{αβ}_W that we need during our calculation, is equal to h^{αβ}_W (t, x) = 4G c^4 n^{⟨j1 j2 ···jl⟩} r { �_R 0 f^{αβ} (τ − 2s/c)A(s, r)ds + �_∞ R f^{αβ} (τ − 2s/c)B(s, r)ds } , (A3)

where the field and source points are situated in the wave zone. Here, A(s, r) =

�_{r+s} R P_l(ζ)p^{1−n}dp and B(s, r) = �_{r+s} s P_l(ζ)p^{1−n}dp in which P_l(ζ) is a Legendre polynomial and ζ = (r + 2s)/r − 2s(r + s)/(rp). To obtain Eq. (A3), the source function is restricted to the form

τ^{αβ} = 1 4π f^{αβ} (τ) r^n n^{⟨j1 j2 ···jl⟩}. (A4) In the above relations, n^{⟨j1 j2 ···jl⟩} is an angular STF tensor. See equation (1.154) of [47] for its definition. It should be noted that at higher PM order, τ^{αβ} has logarithmic forms, and consequently Eq. (A3) has to be generalized. As we focus on the leading order in the present work, the above structure of h^{αβ}_W is sufficient.