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We study how by careful monitoring of the presence or absence of tidal deformability (TD) and
tidal-heating (TH) in the inspiral signal of compact object binaries in ground-based gravitational
wave (GW) detectors, one can test if its components are black holes or not. The former property
(TD) is finite for neutron stars but vanishes for black holes (in general relativity), whereas the
latter is finite for black holes and negligible for neutron stars, and affects the GW phase evolution
of binaries in a distinctly different way. We introduce waveform parameters that characterize the
strength of tidal-heating, and are zero when there is no horizon. We develop Bayesian methods that
use TD and TH for distinguishing the presence or absence of horizons in a binary. This is timely
owing to several claims that these stellar-mass objects, especially, with masses heavier than those of
neutron stars, may not have a horizon but may be black hole mimickers or exotic compact objects
(ECOs). It is also astrophysically important to have the tools to test the presence or absence of
horizons in mass-gap binaries and, thereby, help detect the heaviest neutron star or the lightest
black hole. A proper accounting of tidal-heating in binary waveform models will also be critical
for an unbiased measurement of characteristics of the equation of state of neutron stars in GW
observations of binaries containing them – or even to probe the existence of ECOs. We show that
purely based on GW waveforms it will not be possible to discern binary horizons in the mass gap
in Advanced LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA detectors unless the binary is within a few tens of Mpc.
However, third generation ground-based detectors will be able to do so for binaries a few hundred
Mpc away.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent times, the discovery by LIGO-Virgo detec-
tors of several compact binary coalescences (CBCs) has
ushered in the era of gravitational wave (GW) astron-
omy [1, 2]. The LIGO-Virgo Collaboration also observed
the binary neutron (BNS) star merger GW170817 [3].
These observations provided a fillip to tests of general
relativity (GR) in the strong-field regime [4, 5]; e.g., strin-
gent bounds on the mass of the graviton and violations of
Lorentz invariance have been placed [6–8]. Significantly,
it has also become possible to test the nature of the com-
pact objects in binaries. The deduced compactness of the
components has led to the conclusion that they are either
black holes (BHs) or neutron stars (NSs). In the case
of GW170817, radius measurements were made [9, 10]
that strongly disfavor them as BHs. A similar claim may
be posited for the other BNS contender GW190425 [11].
However, for the other LIGO-Virgo binaries (which are
much heavier than GW170817 or GW190425) [1], it re-
mains to be conclusively proven that their components
are indeed BHs of GR and not, say, some exotic compact
objects (ECOs) [12–14].
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If the binaries show up with measured components
masses in the mass-gap ∼ 2−5M� [15], then it poses the
immediate challenge of determining whether the compo-
nent(s) with mass(es) in the gap are NSs or BHs. Either
occurrence will be significant, for it will either raise the
maximum known mass of a NS or lower the minimum
known mass of a BH. These issues make it imperative
that methods be devised to discern compact objects with
horizon from those without. In this work we study if the
presence of horizon can be detected in binaries in the
mass-gap by LIGO-Virgo. We also include in our study
the mass range 1−2M� where neutron-star masses com-
monly occur.

Apart from NS and BH, ECOs may also occur in the
same mass range. Multiple models of ECOs have been
proposed. These include Planck-scale modifications of
BH horizons [16, 17], gravastars, [18], and boson stars [19]
– to name a few. In light of such proposals, it becomes
necessary to devise strategies to tell them apart from
BHs. Several tests have been proposed to probe the
black-holeness of the compact objects in a binary. Distin-
guishing binary merger remnants from BHs in the post-
merger phase using echoes has initiated rigorous mod-
elling and search for those features in GW data [13, 20–
27]. Measurement of tidal deformability (TD) [28–31]
and spin-induced multipole moments [32–36] from the
late inspiral can also be used to test black-holeness. In
this paper, we expand on past work to study how diffi-
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cult it is to perform a horizon test by using GWs emitted
during the inspiral phase of binary coalescences. For this
purpose we include terms in the binary waveform phase
beyond the point-particle ones that arise due to the mate-
rial characteristics of the objects or the presence of hori-
zons. In particular, we introduce two new best measured
horizon parameters for stellar-mass binaries in ground-
based detectors. Their precise measurement in binary
observations is useful in probing the existence of hori-
zons in those systems.

Owing to their causal structure, BHs in GR are per-
fect absorbers that behave as dissipative systems [37–40].
The defining feature of a BH is the presence of its horizon,
which is a null surface and a one-way membrane. It is
due to the presence of the horizon that a BH in a binary
absorbs energy and angular momentum from the orbit.
This phenomenon is called tidal-heating (TH) [41–43].
Energy loss via TH backreacts on the binary’s evolution,
resulting in a shift in the phase of the GWs emitted by
the system. Therefore, the absence of a horizon – or any
kind of change in the near horizon structure that modi-
fies this absorption – will leave its imprint in the phasing
of GWs emitted. A careful observation thus has the po-
tential to measure these differences in the GW phase.

Indeed, TH has been proposed for probing the presence
of horizons along with the existence of higher dimen-
sions and quantum effects at horizon scale [44–48]. Its
importance in identifying horizons of intermediate-mass
and supermassive compact objects has been examined
for the space-mission LISA [30, 33, 49]. In the current
work, we study its usefulness for stellar mass binaries – of
the type observable by ground-based GW detectors like
LIGO, Virgo, and KAGRA [50].

The TH of a black hole or any other star
can be expressed in similar mathematical forms if
the viscosity coefficient (η) of a BH is identified
with its mass [51]. For NS, one has ηNS ∼
104

(
ρ

1014gm−cm−3

)5/4 (
108K
T

)2

cm2s−1, and for a BH, its

form is ηBH ∼ 8.6 × 1014
(
M
M�

)
cm2s−1. Since the cor-

rection in GW phase due to TH is proportional to η, for
an NS that correction is 10 orders of magnitude smaller
than BH [51]. While this distinction presents an inter-
esting prospect for observational exploitation, as we show
here the magnitude of TH for binary black holes (BBHs)
remains small and is useful for discerning the presence
of horizons for very large M (as for EMRI central ob-
jects in LISA) or for strong signals. This implies that for
stellar-mass BHs, detection of TH in LIGO-Virgo will
require the binary to be within tens of Mpc, as shown
below. While the occurrence of such a golden binary is
not impossible, GW observations to date rule it as im-
probable. Nevertheless, for completeness of TH analysis,
we examine this case in this work. For more realistic
BBH distances, a detection of TH and its utilization for
discerning horizons will have to wait for third generation
detectors. The formalism initiated here for accounting
for TH will be relevant for those detectors as well.

Another property of compact objects that leaves an
imprint on GWs is tidal deformability (TD). A body im-
mersed in an external tidal field, such as due to a bi-
nary companion, experiences an induced quadrupole mo-
ment. That moment is proportional to the tidal field,
and the proportionality factor is the tidal deformability
(λ). This tidal deformation in turn affects the binary’s
orbital motion and the emitted GWs. The GW phasing
carries an imprint of the dimensionless tidal deformabil-
ity (Λi ≡ λi/m5

i ) of the two masses mi=1,2 [52]. Material
bodies, such as NS, have substantial Λi values [9, 11], but
black holes have a vanishing value [53, 54].1 Hence, us-
ing appropriate modeling it is possible to measure Λi and
probe the properties of the bodies. More than TH, it is
TD that we find to have a dominating influence in recog-
nizing the absence of horizons in a stellar-mass binary,
particularly, when the components masses are around
1− 2M�. TD decreases with mass, and above this range
is vanishingly small for realistic neutron star equations
of state.

Mass-gap objects can be as heavy as ∼ 5M�. This is
the reason we analyze binaries with component masses
between 1 − 5M�. Since TD has little influence above
2M� it is left to TH to help recognize the presence of
horizons. We find that it is highly improbable to do so
for binaries with component masses in the range 2−5M�
in the current generation of detectors.

It has been shown that in GR the Love number van-
ishes for BHs, but not for other compact objects like
NSs [54, 57, 58]. However, recently it has been suggested
that the Love number can be nonzero for nonaxisymmet-
rically perturbed rotating BHs [59]. In the current work
we take that the tidal deformability of all BHs is zero.
Thus, our results may need to be revisited depending on
how this matter gets resolved.

We begin by studying in Sec. II the TH terms that ap-
pear in the GW phase of a binary. There we identify two
horizon parameters that are best measured for stellar-
mass binary signals in ground-based detectors. There
we also show how the spin-induced quadrupole moment
and tidal deformability of the binary components influ-
ence the waveform. In Sec. III we develop the method for
weighing the evidence in data for the presence or absence
of horizon, utilizing the aforementioned horizon parame-
ters and phase terms in a Bayesian formalism. In Secs. IV
and V we implement this formalism on a large population
of simulated binary signals in noisy data simulated with
Advanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo noise. We conclude
with a discussion on future prospects in Sec. VI.

1 See, however, Ref. [55] for an example of a non-GR result, and
Ref. [56] for quantum BHs.
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II. EFFECT OF TH ON BINARY WAVEFORMS

Consider a compact binary with component masses
mi (i = 1, 2), total mass m = m1 +m2, and mass-ratio
q = m2/m1, with m2 ≤ m1. Let the dimensionless com-
ponent spins be χi. Under the adiabatic approximation
the orbital evolution of the binary can be quantified in the
post-Newtonian formalism with reasonable accuracy, es-
pecially, when it is far from merger [60]. The dynamics of
the system is governed by energy and angular momentum
loss from the orbit. Usually it has a contribution arising
from taking the components as point particles (PP) and
another one originating from their finite size. The latter
can be decomposed into two parts, (i) tidal deformation
of each component due to the gravitational field of the
other and (ii) the amount of energy absorbed by individ-
ual components from the orbit, namely, tidal heating.

The dynamics of the system and, therefore, the emitted
GW depends on all of these contributions. Hence, the
Fourier transformed GW waveform can be written as

h̃(f) = A(f)ei(ΨPP+ΨTD+ΨTH) , (1)

where f is the instantaneous GW frequency and A(f) is
the frequency-dependent amplitude. The phase terms –
ΨPP,ΨTD, and ΨTH – are the phase contributions aris-
ing from the point-particle approximation, TD, and TH,
respectively.

Since GW absorption is negligible for matter [51], it
is reasonable to exploit evidence of TH in binary wave-
forms to discern the existence of horizons [30, 33]. This
expectation led us to introduce the horizon parameter H
for extreme mass-ratio inspirals (EMRIs) that LISA may
observe [33]. Till now horizon distinguishability employ-
ing TH has been addressed primarily for LISA sources,
such as EMRIs and supermassive BH binaries. How-
ever, even in the case of supermassive BH binaries, it
is the combined tidal heating of both binary components
is what has been employed, which ignores the possibility
that not both components may have horizons (or lack
them) [30]. Such an approach is reasonable for initial
forays in this subject but, in general, different values of
H need to be considered. Here we apply the formalism
to binaries with similarly massive components primarily
to target the LIGO-Virgo population of stellar-mass bi-
naries. As it is a broad subject, we keep the studies with
third-generation for the future.

For a near-equal-mass binary we define horizon param-
eters for each component, (H1, H2), such that the value
of Hi is 1 (0) when the ith component has a horizon
present (absent). In the case of circular orbits, the flux
of energy at the horizon can be expressed as a PN ex-
pansion [39, 40, 61–65]. Since TH signifies presence of
horizon, we multiply the energy flux absorbed by each
component with the corresponding Hi. In the case of
partial absorption, one has 0 < Hi < 1. Therefore, the

absorbed flux is

−dE
dt

=
32

5
ν2 v

15

4

2∑
i=1

Hi

(mi

m

)3 (
1 + 3χ2

i

){
−(L̂N .Ŝi)χi

+2
[
1 +

(
1− χ2

i

)1/2] mi

m
v3
}
,

(2)
where ν = m1m2/m

2 is the symmetric mass-ratio, v is

the orbital velocity, and Ŝi and L̂N are the unit vectors
along the directions of the ith spin and the orbital angu-
lar momentum, respectively.

A. New waveform parameters characterizing TH

The horizon parameters H1,2 appear in the GW phase
in terms that also include mass and spin factors. This
makes them degenerate with those parameters, in that it
is more practical to measure the following effective ob-
servables instead of H1,2:

Heff5 ≡
2∑
i=1

Hi

(mi

m

)3 (
L̂.Ŝi

)
χi
(
3χi

2 + 1
)
, (3a)

Heff8 ≡ 4πHeff5 +

2∑
i=1

Hi

(mi

m

)4 (
3χi

2 + 1
)

×
(√

1− χi2 + 1

)
. (3b)

These are analogous to the effective spin parameter χeff
that was introduced [66–68] to characterize spinning com-
pact binary waveforms: While the spins of the individual
binary components are themselves difficult to measure
(like H1,2 here), their combined impact on the waveform
phase, captured by χeff , lends itself to more precise mea-
surements. Dependencies of Heff5 and Heff8 on compo-
nent spins are shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, respectively.

If the system is a binary black hole (BBH), as long as
any one of the component spins is finite both Heff5 and
Heff8 will be nonzero. By contrast, for the same spins
a horizonless binary would have both Heff5 and Heff8

vanish. Therefore, it is easiest to discern between the
presence and absence of horizons in BBHs that have at
least one component with sufficiently large spin.

On the other hand, when both component spins of a
BBH tend to zero, one has Heff5 → 0 but Heff8 6= 0; see
the inset in Fig. 2. Therefore, in the low-spin limit Heff8

emerges as a discriminator for the presence or absence
of horizons. Here the measurement is helped for small
mass-ratio (q), which ensures large Heff8.

It is important to note that our choice of waveforms,
based on the stationary-phase approximation (SPA) [69],
is for illustrative purpose, essentially as a proof of princi-
ple that the method proposed here is promising for iden-
tifying binary components with horizons from those with-
out. For making such classification in real data, it will
likely be important to use more accurate templates, such
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FIG. 1. Heff5 is plotted for a range of χeff values and for
all possible values of m2/m.

FIG. 2. Heff8 is plotted for a range of χeff values and for all
possible values of m2/m.

as those based on the EOB-NR formalism [70–72]. We
will present those results in future. Having said that,
our choice of SPA-based inspiral waveforms is a reason-
able one for illustrating the power of this method for the
systems studied here.

We deduce the GW phase involving TH by using
Eq. (2.7) of Ref. [73] (see [74] for the details). We find
the phase shift due to the associated horizon absorption
to be

ΨTH =
3

128ν

(
1

v

)5 [
−10

9
v5Heff5 (3 log (v) + 1)

− 5

168
v7Heff5 (952ν + 995)

+
5

9
v8 (3 log (v)− 1) (−4Heff8 +Heff5ψSO)

]
,

(4)
where

ψSO ≡
1

6

[(
− 56ν − 73

√
1− 4ν + 73

)(
L̂.Ŝ1

)
χ1

+
(
− 56ν + 73

√
1− 4ν + 73

)(
L̂.Ŝ2

)
χ2

]
.

(5)

Note that Heff5 and Heff8 arise at different PN orders
in the phase.

B. New waveform parameters characterizing
quadrupole moment

The two bodies in a coalescing compact binary can
have spin. In case of a nonzero spin a body would de-
velop a spin-induced quadrupole moment. The leading
order contribution arises due to the mass quadrupole
moment (M2(i)) of both bodies, (i = 1, 2), at 2 PN or-

der. If the bodies are BHs, then M2(i) = −χ2
(i)m

3
(i). If

they are NSs or ECOs that moment may be modified
as M2(i) = −κ(i)χ

2
(i)m

3
(i). Measuring the quadrupole mo-

ment κ from observations can be used to probe the nature
of the compact objects [32, 33, 75, 76]. Since in a binary
the quadrupole moments κi of both the bodies contribute
at the similar order, they are degenerate. Usually, a com-
bination of κ1 and κ2 are used for the measurement [32].

Here we define a new effective parameter Q̃ as follows:

Q̃m4 = −κ+S
2
` +S`Σ`(κ−−δκ+)+

Σ2
`

2
(δκ−−κ++2νκ+) ,

(6)

where κ+ = κ1 + κ2, κ− = κ1 − κ2, δ =
m1−m2

m , S` =∑
i L̂.Ŝiχim

2
i , Σ` = m(L̂.Ŝ2χ2m2 − L̂.Ŝ1χ1m1). Then

the phase can be expressed as [77]

ψQM = −25

32

Q̃

ν

1

v
. (7)

Note that once the phase has been expressed in terms of
Q̃, it is not necessary for Q̃ to be limited to Eq. (6): It is
straightforward to incorporate other models ofM2 into it,
such as for boson stars [25, 78]. We will use Eq. (7) in our
modeling of phase due to nonzero quadrupole moment.
In Refs. [79, 80], observational constraint on spin induced
quadrupole moment has been found. Individual measure-
ment suffers from broad posterior distribution, pointing
towards low measurability with current detectors. Our
results below are consistent with these observations.
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III. BAYES FACTORS FOR HORIZON
DISCRIMINATION

In the presence of a GW signal strain h(t, θθθ), charac-
terized by parameters θθθ, the detector strain time-series
can be modeled as d(t) = n(t) + h(t, θθθ), where n(t) de-
notes the detector’s noise. In the presence of a GW signal
h(t, θθθ), described by a modelH, the likelihood of the data
is [69]:

P (d|θθθ,H) ∝ exp

[
−1

2
〈d− h(θθθ)|d− h(θθθ)〉

]
, (8)

under the assumption of Gaussian and stationary-
detector noise. The angular bracket in Eq. (8) defines
a noise-weighted inner product between two real time-
series a(t), b(t), and is given as

〈a, b〉 = 4<
∫ fhigh

flow

df
ã∗(f)b̃(f)

Sn(f)
, (9)

where Sn(f) is the one-sided power spectral density
(PSD) of the detector noise, and flow and fhigh are the
low-frequency cutoff and high-frequency cutoff, respec-
tively [69, 81]. Using the inner product, one can also
define the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) ρ for the template
h(t, θθθ) as

ρ =
〈d|h〉
σ

, (10)

where σ =
√
〈h|h〉 is the template normalization.

We will assume that noncolocated detectors on the
globe have uncorrelated noise; hence, the combined like-
lihood is given as [82],

P (d|θθθ,H) =

N∏
i

P (di|θθθ,H) , (11)

where d ∈ {d1, d2, · · · , dN} represents combined data
from all N detectors. Using the coherent network likeli-
hood function, posterior probability density can be writ-
ten as

P (θθθ|d,H) =
P (d|θθθ,H)P (θθθ|H)

P (d|H)
, (12)

where P (θθθ|H) is the prior probability density function or
prior of the parameters θθθ. In the denominator, P (d|H)
is the marginalized posterior probability density over all
parameters θθθ, and is also known as the evidence for the
modelH. The evidence P (d|H) serves as a normalization
constant of the posterior probability for H. The evidence
computed for two competing models or hypotheses can
be used to determine which one is favored by the data. In
this work, we compute Bayes factors for simulated signals
to compare two hypotheses, namely,

1. The horizon hypothesis HBBH: Signal carries
imprints of horizon absorption and spin-induced
quadrupole moment,

2. The no-horizon hypothesisHBNS: Signal has no im-
print of horizon absorption, but has TD and spin-
induced quadrupole moment.

In Bayesian model selection, we compute the Bayes
factor,

BF =
P (d|HBBH)

P (d|HBNS)
. (13)

If the Bayes factor is greater than some preset threshold,
i.e., BF > BFTh then the hypothesis HBBH is preferred
over the other hypothesis HBNS in the data. Moreover,
we use the Dynesty sampler [83], as implemented in the
Bilby package [84, 85], to compute the posterior proba-
bility densities for our simulated signals. We use a likeli-
hood function marginalized over time tc and phase φc at
coalescences of binaries [86, 87] and distance dL [88, 89],
thus removing the need for sampling those parameters
without affecting the posterior probability densities in
the parameters of interest. The posterior probability den-
sities for these parameters can be reconstructed analyti-
cally from the full set of posterior samples [87].

The posteriors of some of the parameters for the HBBH

hypothesis are shown in Fig. 3. To compute them, we
considered the signal integration in a frequency range
such that it ends at fISCO, while the duration of the sig-
nal is 16s. fISCO is the instantaneous GW frequency at
the ISCO of the binary [90, 91]. In practice, it may be
possible to begin the signal integration at a frequency as
low as 10Hz, which is what aLIGO design targets. Simi-
larly, when waveform modeling is available to accurately
incorporate TH beyond the ISCO, the upper frequency
cutoff will also be raised. Both these changes will im-
prove parameter estimation as well as Bayes-factor based
model discrimination.

Before setting up signals simulation for BF computa-
tions, it is worthwhile to examine through computation-
ally inexpensive, even if approximate, means how pre-
cisely the horizon parameters would be measurable in
mass-gap binaries. Such a computation is afforded by
the Fisher information matrix (FIM), as defined below.
We estimate how large the noise-limited errors are of the
horizon parameters ϑ, by modeling the measured val-
ues after the maximum likelihood estimators MLEs [92].
Owing to noise, the MLE will fluctuate about the re-

spective true values, i.e., ϑ̂ = ϑ + δϑ, where δϑ is the
random error. The extent of these fluctuations is esti-
mated by the elements of the variance-covariance matrix,

γab = δϑaδϑb [92], which is bounded by the signal via
the Cramer-Rao inequality, namely,

‖γ‖ ≥ ‖Γ‖−1
, (14)

where Γ is the FIM:

Γab =
〈
∂ah̃(ϑ), ∂bh̃(ϑ)

〉
,

≡ 4<
∫ fhigh

flow

df
∂ah̃
∗(f ;ϑ) ∂bh̃(f ;ϑ)

Sn(f)
. (15)
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Above, ∂a is the partial derivative with respect to the pa-

rameter ϑa. Therefore, ∆ϑa ≡ ( δϑa δϑa )−1/2 = Γ
−1/2
aa

gives the lower bound on the root-mean-square error in
the estimate of ϑa. The two are equal in the limit of large
SNR [92]. The error estimates listed here are the ∆ϑa

obtained from the FIM.
When one computes Γab for the binary parameters one

typically finds that its offdiagonal terms are nonzero,
which implies that there are covariances among the pa-
rameter errors. It is, however, possible to mitigate those
covariances for a different set of parameters. In the two-
dimensional parameter subspace of (H1, H2), we find that
(Heff5, Heff8) are such parameters.

One can also use FIM to deduce errors
(∆Heff5,∆Heff8) in the new horizon parameters
for our binaries of interest. This is how we estimate that
for a mass-gap binary at a distance of 10Mpc to a few
tens of Mpc, it is possible to measure (Heff5, Heff8) to
a few tens of percent in a three detector LIGO-Virgo
network with the aforementioned noise PSD. A simi-
lar FIM calculation for the third generation detector
Einstein Telescope shows that the same measurement
precision is achievable even when the same mass-gap
BBH is pushed out to a few 100 Mpc. As mentioned
above, in spite of the weak effect of TH in mass-gap
binaries in current detectors, for the completeness of the
waveforms used in our simulations we continue to retain
the TH terms in their phases. The impact of those terms
for third generation detectors and binaries not limited
to the mass-gap will be studied elsewhere.

IV. PRIORS

The distributions and ranges of parameter priors of the
simulated binary waveforms used in our Bayesian model
selection studies are listed in Table I. The possible val-
ues of Heff5 and Heff8 are shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2,
respectively.

In Fig. 3, we show the posterior probability distribu-
tions of various parameters of a BBH injected signal ob-
tained from a Bayesian analysis. The luminosity dis-
tance (dL), chirp mass (M), mass ratio (q), and effective
spin (χeff ) are well measured. The estimation recovers
the injected values. Comparatively Heff5 and Heff8 are
poorly measured. Although we recover the injected val-
ues, and the posterior is certainly different from the flat
prior, the error is large. This is expected as TH is a
higher-order effect.

V. SIMULATION AND RESULTS

A. Properties of the simulated sources

We now quantify how successfully one can discrimi-
nate between a BBH signal from a BNS one in noisy
data. For this signal model selection test we simulated

FIG. 3. This parameter estimation corner plot shows the
posterior probabilities of the parameters of a BBH injection.
The injected values are indicated by the orange lines. The
posteriors show that the measurement of the new parameters
introduced here, Heff5 and Heff8, will add very little bias
to the estimation of standard intrinsic parameters of compact
binaries. Those parameters are estimated as precisely as ex-
pected from past studies.

a population of 1250 binaries, which are distributed uni-
formly in comoving volume between 50Mpc to 250Mpc.
Component masses were taken to be m1,2 ∈ [1 − 5]M�
and spins chosen to be aligned or antialigned with the or-
bital angular momentum, and with dimensionless magni-
tude χ1,2 ∈ [0, 0.9]. For model selection we constructed
two families of waveforms – both for signals (for adding
in simulated noisy data) and templates (for matched-
filtering that data) – namely: (a) TaylorF2 (TF2), mod-
ified with TD contribution (TidalTF2) for representing
horizonless components with nonzero TD. Here, the GW
phase is devoid of any contribution from Heff5 or Heff8;
(b) HeatedTaylorF2 (HTF2), which is TF2 but with ad-
ditional phase terms arising from TH, as described in
Eq. (4). We have included the effect of the spin-induced
quadrupole moment appropriately in both cases via the
phase term in Eq. (7). We used the Akmal, Pandhari-
pande, and Ravenhall (APR) equation of state (EOS) [93]
for this purpose [94] to model the new effective param-

eter Q̃ introduced in Eq. (7). The injected values of Q̃
have the range [−1.60, 0]. From Ref. [94] we constructed
the values of κi of the ith body of mass mi and spin χi.

From these values we find the corresponding value of Q̃
using Eq. (6), which is used for injection.

Using the aforementioned waveform models we per-
formed simulated signal injection studies in simulated
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TABLE I. Choice of priors in our Bayesian analysis of simulated signal injections.

Parameter Distribution Range Boundary condition Units
Chirp mass (M) Uniform [1.0, 4.5] – M�
Mass ratio (q) Uniform [0.5, 1.0] – –

Spin of primary object (χ1) Uniform [0.00, 0.99] Reflective –
Spin of secondary object (χ2) Uniform [0.00, 0.99] Reflective –

Tidal deformability of primary object (Λ1) Uniform [0.0, 500] – –
Tidal deformability of secondary object (Λ2) Uniform [0.0, 800] – –

2.5 PN horizon parameter (Heff5) Uniform [-4.0, 4.00] – –
4 PN horizon parameter (Heff8) Uniform [-45, 45.0] – –

Luminosity distance (dL) Uniform [10.0, 500] – Mpc
Right ascension (RA) Uniform [0.0, 2π] Periodic radian

Declination (DEC) Cosinusoidal [−π/2, +π/2] – radian
Phase at reference frequency (φ0) Uniform [0.0, 2π] Periodic radian

Polarization angle (ψ) Uniform [0, π] Periodic radian
Line-of-sight angle (θJN ) Sinusoidal [0, π] – radian

Effective parameter for spin-induced quadrupole moment Q̃ Uniform [−2, 0.0] – –

colored-Gaussian data of two LIGO detectors (Hanford
and Livingston) with aLIGO zero-detuned high-power
(ZDHP) noise power-spectral density [95]. To keep com-
putational costs manageable we limited all our signals
(and the filtering and parameter estimation) to only
16sec, and till the innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO).
In one study, the sources are taken to be CBCs, with
BHs as components. Hence, the injected waveform used
is HTF2. We then performed a Bayesian analysis to mea-
sure the parameters of these sources with both TidalTF2
and HTF2 templates and compared the natural-log of
their Bayes factor ln BF, utilizing the definition in Eq. 13,
for the same “horizon” injections to test if such an anal-
ysis has the power to identify the true signal model.

In Fig. 4 we plot the ln BF with respect to χeff in
the x-axis and M in color. Each point in this figure
represents an HTF2 injection. The fact that for a large
majority of them the values of ln BF are positive, suggests
that for this injection set model selection strongly favors
horizon injections. In an ideal case, all of the points
should be above the ln BF = 0 line. Deviation from this
expectation for a minority of the injections is due to their
low SNRs or similarity of their signals with the TidalTF2
waveforms for the same parameters (as will be explored
in more detail below). With longer duration waveforms
and higher SNRs this result should get somewhat better,
for lower masses. The origin of the high values is likely
due to a combination of TD, quadrupole moment, which
will be discussed below.

B. Assessing the statistical significance of the
horizon discriminator

In the preceding section, we found that barring a small
subset the model selection returns positive ln BF values
for the injected sources, which is tantamount to saying
that the observations favor the true signal model, namely,
HTF2 here. However, for a small subset, with nega-

−0.5 0.0 0.5
χeff

−2.5
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7.5

10.0

12.5

ln
B
F

Horizon injection

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

M

FIG. 4. The logarithms of Bayes factors are plotted vs χeff

above, in support of HTF2, when the injection is also HTF2.
The color bar represents the chirp masses of injections.

tive ln BF values, the wrong signal model (TidalTF2)
is preferred. This raises the possibility that the opposite
can also happen, i.e., some TidalTF2 injections, searched
with both types of templates, may return ln BF values fa-
voring the HTF2 signal model. As with any statistical
analysis, it also becomes important to interpret quanti-
tatively the probability with which the nature of those
sources will be identified correctly. BBH injection stud-
ies enable one to do precisely that. However, it is also
important to assess the probability with which the na-
ture of that source will be misidentified. For example, if
the value of ln BF turns out to be 5 for a BBH signal,
it is important to interpret that value in terms of how
probable it is to be identified correctly as of BBH origin
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FIG. 5. The red curve represents the foreground distribu-
tion p (ln BF | HBBH) of ln BF obtained from simulated BBH
signal injections, with mi ∈ [1, 2]M�, in simulated Gaus-
sian noise of Advanced LIGO. The blue vertical line denotes
threshold log Bayes factors ln BFthreshold corresponding to 2σ
significance. The black curve depicts the background distri-
bution p (ln BF | HBNS) obtained from BNS injections.

(the true hypothesis, HBBH) and incorrectly from a BNS
(the wrong hypothesis, HBNS), in noisy data. As we dis-
cuss next, the former probability can be assessed from
the above study of BBH injections, whose ln BF values
form the foreground distribution p (ln BF | HBBH), which
is the probability distribution of the ln BF values given
that the HBBH hypothesis is true, i.e., the (injected) sig-
nals belong to the HTF2 model. On the other hand, to
assess how probable it is for the TidalTF2 signals to be
misidentified as HTF2, we also study injections of hori-
zonless signals generated using the TidalTF2 waveform
model; these ln BF values form the background distribu-
tion p (ln BF | HBNS) when the hypothesis being tested
for a detected event is that it is from a BBH.

To obtain the foreground distribution corresponding to
HTF2 signals, we compute the BF values for HTF2 in-
jections using Eq. (13). We plot the distribution of the
ln BF for these values in red in Fig. 5. To construct the
background distribution for the same signals, we com-
pute the BF values – but now for TidalTF2 injections –
using Eq. (13). The distribution of the ln BF for these
values is plotted in black in the same figure. The samples
of ln BF from the foreground and background distribu-
tions are used to estimate the efficiency with which BBHs
can be identified in GW events and assign a statistical
significance to each identification.

In Fig. 5, we show the estimated foreground and back-
ground distributions of the ln BF for a subpopulation of
the injected binaries discussed in Fig. 4 and the pre-

ceding subsection. This subpopulation includes only
those binaries that have component masses in the range
m1,2 ∈ [1−2]M�. As noted earlier, the foreground distri-
bution is constructed by injecting HTF2 and calculating
the Bayes factor in favor of HTF2. The background dis-
tribution is estimated by calculating the Bayes’ factor in
support of HTF2 for the TidalTF2 injections. We use the
background distribution p (ln BF | HBNS) to compute the
false-detection-probability (FDP) of a BBH claim, given
that a BNS signal is actually present in the data.2 The
FDP is computed from p (ln BF | HBNS) for a measured
ln BF-value ln BFmeasured as follows:

FDP = 1−
∫ ln BFmeasured

−∞
p (ln BF | HBNS) d ln BF. (16)

If the FDP is sufficiently low, then it is less likely that
the event is consistent with the HBNS hypothesis. Of-
ten the FDP values are converted to equivalent signif-
icance levels, e.g., nσ deviation of a Gaussian random
process. From the background distribution of ln BF, we
can compute the threshold Bayes’ factor ln BFthreshold

corresponding to a certain statistical significance.
In our analysis, each GW signal is injected in a 16-

second-long simulated colored-Gaussian data of the two
Advanced LIGO detectors. In Fig. 5, the foreground dis-
tribution p (ln BF | HBBH) and the background distribu-
tion p (ln BF | HBNS) are shown in red and black colors,
respectively. The blue vertical line denotes the thresh-
old value ln BFthreshold corresponding to 2σ significance.
Above that 2σ threshold, the areas under the foreground
and the background curves are ∼ 0.17 and ∼ 0.04, re-
spectively. Therefore, around 17% of BBH signals will
have ln BF greater than that threshold, and will be cor-
rectly identified as BBHs with a significance at the 2σ
level. However, there is a 4% chance that a signal from
a BNS will be mischaracterized as a BBH at the same
level of significance. We notice that there is a significant
overlap between the foreground and background distri-
butions, which is expected to decrease somewhat with
longer waveforms and more sensitive detectors.

In Fig. 6 we perform the same exercise for heavier com-
ponent masses, namely, mi > 2M�. In this mass range
interestingly we find that irrespective of the type of the
source injected, model selection prefers HTF2. This is
because for those masses neither the TD (and Q̃) phase
terms in TidalTF2 nor the TH ones in HTF2 are large
enough to induce phase difference between the TidalTF2
and the HTF2 waveforms that is significant enough to tell
them apart. In fact, both waveforms are very similar to
the point-particle waveform there. While with increasing
total mass TH would eventually become large, neverthe-
less in the mass-gap it is weak enough to tell such binaries
apart at realistic distances in the current generation of
detectors.

2 The FDP is the frequentist p-value of hypothesis testing [96, 97].
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We further test the conclusion above with a study of
any systematics that may be induced in the estimation of
parameters when the wrong waveform is used to search
for a signal. For this purpose, we focus on the most
precisely measured binary parameter, namely, the chirp
mass M. In Fig. 7 we investigate these systematics.
When the injection is TidalTF2 but parameter estima-
tion employs TidalTF2, on the one hand, and HTF2, on
the other hand. We plot the values ofM so measured in
Fig. 7. If there were no systematics, then the measured
values should be highly correlated between TidalTF2 and
HTF2 measurements. In an ideal case they should fall
along the diagonal line, barring a spread owing to detec-
tor noise. In the figure we find this behavior as expected.
The measuredM values fall exactly on the diagonal line.
This implies that the measured values are highly corre-
lated, which implies the absence of systematics.

The fact that even the presence of the TH terms in the
phase of HTF2 waveforms are not able to effect any dis-
criminatory power may not be suprising but is of special
significance. While this may be a disappointing result
for prospects of characterizing the nature of compact ob-
jects in the mass gap, it is important to note that this
conclusion is reached with the TH terms in phase. In ret-
rospect, this is not surprising since Fisher studies point
to the same conclusion. These studies, with full wave-
forms, also indicate that such a distinction is possible in
third-generation detectors for binaries within a few hun-
dred Mpc. Bayesian studies with longer waveform simu-
lations for those detectors are computationally expensive
and will be pursued elsewhere.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have developed a method to search for and char-
acterize TH in the inspiral phase of a binary. We have
defined two new parameters that capture the effect of
TH in the inspiral waveform. These parameters are ro-
bust enough that even partial absorption can be modeled
with them – something we will pursue in detail in the fu-
ture. To test for the presence of horizon we performed
model selection using the Bayes factor. We constructed
two sets of waveforms, one for BBHs, which incorporates
TH but no TD, and the other for binaries of horizon-
less compact objects, which does not include TH but has
TD. We also defined a new effective parameter for the
quadrupole moment, namely Q̃, which has been added in
both waveform models appropriately.

We showed that for mi > 2M� it was not possible
to distinguish between the two models. We did so by
employing the Bayes factor in a full Bayesian analysis
with simulated injections of both types of signals. We
also checked our results with a Fisher analysis and found
that in this mass range it will be hard to test the presence
of horizon.

It remains to be seen if it is possible to find better
result with golden binaries. It is obvious that with in-

−5 0 5 10 15
ln BF
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0.08

0.10

p(
ln

B
F

)

Sources with horizon: 2M� − 5M�

Foreground

Background

FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 5, but for BBH injections with compo-
nent masses mi ∈ [2, 5]M�. The red curve represents the fore-
ground distribution p (ln BF | HBBH) of ln BF obtained from
BBH injection runs in the simulated Gaussian noise of Ad-
vanced LIGO. The black curve depicts the background dis-
tribution p (ln BF | HBNS) of ln BF obtained from BNS injec-
tions.

creased SNR the error will decrease, resulting in better
measurement of Heff5 and Heff8. We can estimate the
error reduction in such a case. Assuming the sources
like in Fig. 3 at dL ∼ 50Mpc and taking account of the
whole signal duration we can estimate the error reduc-
tion. Taking into account of these two, we find that the
SNR will increase by a factor of ∼ 3.1. Hence, the esti-
mation in such case would result in Heff5 ∼ 0.06± 0.66
and Heff8 ∼ −1.88 ± 7.66. Hence, with golden binaries
even with advanced LIGO detectors, it is possible to find
some meaningful constraints on the sources.

An immediate continuation of the current work will be
to construct better and more complete waveform mod-
els than TidalTF2 and HTF2 that can be used for more
precise parameter estimation and more accurate model
selection for real signals in contemporaneous GW detec-
tor data. Since the waveforms used here were limited to a
short part (16s) of the late inspiral phase, it is likely that
utilizing more complete waveforms may improve the abil-
ity to distinguish BBH and BNSs signals. Another prob-
lem we plan to address is the challenge posed by mixed
binaries (NSBH) in discerning the presence of horizons.
Thirdly, future generation detectors may allow enough
precision so that proper discrimination of NSBH binaries
as well as the horizon parameter with intermediate val-
ues (0 < Hi < 1) may be realizable, thereby, affording
the possibility of probing the existence of ECOs, such as
stellar-mass gravastars, boson stars, etc. [45, 49].



10

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5
M (HTF2)

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

M
(T

id
al

T
F

2)

ideal case

correlation

FIG. 7. For TidalTF2 signal injections, we do parameter es-
timation with both TidalTF2 and HTF2 waveforms and plot
the measured values of the chirp mass M here. The range of
the binary component masses range is m1,2 ∈ [1, 5]M�. In the
absence of systematics the measured values should be highly
correlated between TidalTF2 and HTF2 measurements, and
should fall along the diagonal line. In the presence of noise,
however, we expect some scatter around that line – as ev-
idenced here. As expected, the measured M values shown
above are nicely clustered around the diagonal. This shows
that any biases, if present, are much less significant than the
statistical errors.
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044007 (2016), arXiv:1508.07253 [gr-qc].

[72] M. Hannam, P. Schmidt, A. Bohé, L. Haegel, S. Husa,
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