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We study the imprint of light scalar fields on gravitational waves from extreme mass ratio inspirals
— binary systems with a very large mass asymmetry. We first show that, to leading order in the
mass ratio, any effects of the scalar on the waveform are captured fully by two parameters: the
mass of the scalar and the scalar charge of the secondary compact object. We then use this theory-
agnostic framework to show that the future observations by LISA will be able to simultaneously
measure both of these parameters with enough accuracy to detect ultra-light scalars.

Introduction. Asymmetric binaries represent a new
family of compact sources of gravitational waves (GWs)
with an exceptional discovery potential. Mildly asym-
metric binaries have already been observed by LVK [1].
LISA [2] is expected to observe compact binaries with
much lower mass ratios, up to a factor of 105. These
sources can lie in the detection band for years, rather
than minutes, because in the final stages of the inspiral
the evolution timescale of a highly asymmetric binary
is proportional to the mass ratio. The large number of
gravitational wave cycles produced while the smaller (sec-
ondary) object is performing relativistic orbits around
the larger (primary) object are expected to offer unprece-
dented precision in parameter estimation for astrophysics
[3–15] and fundamental physics [16–30] alike.

Extreme mass-ratio inspirals (EMRIs), in which a
stellar-mass secondary of mass mp evolves around a su-
permassive black hole (BH) of mass M with mass ratios
of q = mp/M ∼ 10−3 ÷ 10−6, are perhaps the most
promising sources in this respect. In particular, they
can be a very sensitive probe of new fundamental scalar
fields [17, 31–37]. Scalars are ubiquitous in cosmological
models of dark energy and/or dark matter and in exten-
sion of the Standard Model or General Relativity [16, 38].

Harnessing the potential of asymmetric binaries, and
EMRIs in particular, for detecting or constraining new
fundamental fields requires developing accurate wave-
forms in scenarios that include such fields. Remarkably,
for massless scalars, it was shown in [34] that this can
be done in a theory-agnostic way to leading order in the
mass ratio. Any (self)interaction of the scalar that re-
spects shift-symmetry — the symmetry that protects the
scalar from acquiring a mass — affects the waveform only
through a single parameter: the scalar charge per unit
mass of the secondary, d. This framework was used in
[35] to produce the first forecasts for LISA’s ability to
detect scalar charge.

It is worth stressing that massive scalars are expected

to leave an observable imprint on compact objects only if
their Compton wavelength, the inverse of their mass, is
comparable to the size of the objects or the length-scales
of their system. In geometrical (G = c = 1) units, if M is
the length-scale of the source (e.g., for a BH system, the
BH mass) and µs~ is the scalar field mass, the condition
is roughly µsM . 1. We note that [39]

µs [eV] '
(
µsM

0.75

)
·
(

106M�
M

)
10−16 eV . (1)

Hence, the scalars that GW observations can currently
probe would have masses smaller than ∼ 10−16 eV (ultra-
light scalar fields, see e.g. [40] and references therein).

Nonetheless, the assumption of a strictly vanishing
mass and of shift symmetry, as in [34], can be too restric-
tive. Certain scenarios, such a superradiance-induced
clouds [39] or scalarization [41–45] rely of the presence
of a mass or of interactions that violate shift symmetry
to generate scalar charge. Moreover, measuring the mass
of an ultra-light scalar is in itself an exciting prospect.
Indeed, significant effort has already been put in con-
straining the mass of scalar fields using pulsar or LVK
observations, e.g. [40, 46–48]. The main goal of this pa-
per is to demonstrate that EMRIs are sensitive probes
of ultra-light scalar fields, which can allow us to measure
the scalar charge per unit mass of the secondary and the
mass of the scalar field simultaneously, and with impres-
sive precision.
Setup. We consider the general action

S [g, ϕ, Ψ ] = S0 [g, ϕ] + αSc [g, ϕ] + Sm [g, ϕ, Ψ ] , (2)

where

S0 =

∫
d4x

√
−g

16π

(
R− 1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− 1

2
µ2
sϕ

2

)
, (3)

R is the Ricci scalar, µs is the mass of the scalar field. Sc
encodes all additional interaction of the scalar field, in-
cluding nonminimal couplings to gravity, and is assumed
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to be analytic in ϕ. Sm describes matter fields. In an
EMRI the secondary object can be treated as a point par-
ticle, by replacing Sm with the “skeletonized action” [49]

Sp = −
∫
m(ϕ)

√
gαβ

dyαp
dλ

dyβp
dλ

dλ , (4)

where m(ϕ) is a scalar function. By varying Eq. (2) with
respect to g and ϕ we obtain the field equations

Gµν =− 16πα√
−g

δSc
δgµν

+ 8πT scal
µν + 8πT pµν , (5)

(�− µ2
s)ϕ =− 8πα√

−g
δSc
δϕ

+ 16π
δSp
δϕ

, (6)

where T scal
µν is the standard scalar-field stress-energy ten-

sor and T pµν is the stress-energy tensor for Sp. Eqs. (5), (6)
can be solved perturbatively in q = mp/M � 1, with the
secondary acting as a perturbation of the massive BH
background.

We assume that α has negative mass dimensions in
units where c = ~ = 1 (i.e. it suppresses irrelevant opera-
tors), or positive length dimensions in the G = c = ~ = 1
geometric units that we use here. Then following [34] one
can relate α to q as follows, α/Mn = (α/mn

p )qn, where n
is a positive integer. We further assume that α/mn

p is not
much larger than 1. This assumption is justified by the
fact that we have not already detected deviations from
Kerr for black holes of a few solar masses or in weak field
[50] (note that the statement above is correct as long as
µsmp < 1, which is always the case for the light scalar
fields considered in this paper). Finally, for α = 0, the
theory we are considering is covered by no-hair theorems
[51, 52] and hence the primary would be a Kerr black
hole with ϕ = 0. Combining all of the above, one can
treat the deviations from the Kerr metric and the EMRI
dynamics perturbatively, with q as a single book-keeping
parameter. When µsM � 1, the mass of the scalar can
be neglected and one recovers the results of [34], while
when µsM becomes O(1) it is essential to include its con-
tribution, as we do below.

We will only consider quantities to leading order in the
mass ratio. Hence T scal

µν and δSc/δϕ, which are quadratic
in q, can be neglected. The scalar perturbation ϕ1 is
then fully determined by the secondary. In a buffer re-
gion close to the secondary, small enough to be inside
its world-tube, but far away such that the metric can be
considered as a perturbation of flat spacetime, Eq. (6)
reduces to

(�− µ2
s)ϕ1 = 0 , (7)

whose solution, in a reference frame {x̃µ} centered on the
particle, has the form

ϕ1 '
mpd

r̃
e−µsr̃ +O

(
m2

p

r̃2
e−µsr̃

)
, (8)

where d is the scalar charge of the secondary. By match-
ing Eq. (8) with the solution of Eq. (6) in the buffer re-
gion, we find that m(0) = mp and m′(0)/m(0) = −d/4.

Eqs. (5), (6) can then be written as:

Gαβ = 8πmp

∫
δ(4)(x− yp(λ))√

−g
dyαp
dλ

dyβp
dλ

dλ , (9)

(
�− µ2

s

)
ϕ =− 4πdmp

∫
δ(4)(x− yp(λ))√

−g
dλ , (10)

where we have replaced explicit expressions for T pµν and
δSp/δϕ, and yµp identifies the worldline followed by the
secondary. Eqs. (9), (10) are solved perturbatively fol-
lowing the Teukolsky approach [53]. The scalar field is
decomposed in spheroidal harmonics as a sum over mul-
tipoles (`,m). Details on the scalar perturbations are
given in Appendix A.

The total energy loss emitted by both the scalar and
the gravitational sector is the sum of the contributions
at the horizon and at infinity:

ĖGW =
∑
i=+,−

[Ėigrav + Ėiscal] = Ėgrav + Ėscal , (11)

where the dot indicates the time derivative. Since the
source term of the scalar field equation depends linearly
on the charge, the scalar energy flux can be written as

Ėscal = d2 ˙̄Escal, such that q−2 ˙̄Escal only depends on
(r/M , a/M , µsM).

The flux at infinity identically vanishes for frequencies
smaller than the scalar field mass, ω < µs. This is a
typical behaviour for massive scalar fields (see e.g. [48, 54,
55]. Therefore, for every combination of (`,m) a specific
radius rs exists such that for r > rs the energy flux at
infinity vanishes. The general behaviour of the scalar
energy flux as a function of the orbital radius and of µs
is discussed in Appendix C.

Unlike the emission at infinity, the flux at horizon
is present for each value of the orbital frequency, and
contributes to the binary’s orbital evolution throughout
the entire inspiral. Moreover it shows a new impor-
tant feature, the appearence of resonances, which are
not present if the scalar field is massless. Resonances
occur when the binary orbital frequencies are compara-
ble with those of the scalar quasi-normal modes of the
BH background spacetime. In this case the energy emis-
sion grows towards a peak which can be either positive
or negative depending on the BH spin and on the su-
perradiance condition ω < mΩh, where Ωh = a/(2Mrh)
and rh = M +

√
M2 − a2. If the peak is negative the

scalar radiation can be strong enough to counterbalance
the gravitational emission, giving rise to floating orbits
[32, 56]. Determining whether floating orbits persist at
post-adiabatic level or how quickly the secondary moves
through a resonance requires self-force calculations [32],
which are beyond the scope of this paper. Hereafter,
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we neglect resonances, which is a rather conservative ap-
proach. Taking them into account is expected to make
the waveform more distinguishable from a EMRI wave-
form in GR and hence improve parameter estimation and
our ability to detect a new scalar.

The gravitational and the massless scalar fluxes have
been computed by making use of the Black Hole Pertur-
bation Toolkit [57] while for the massive scalar fluxes we
developed a Mathematica code, publicly available at [58],

together with tabulated values of q−2 ˙̄E±scal as a function
of (r/M, a/M, µsM). Further details on the implemen-
tation are given in Appendix B.

The energy emission drives the EMRI orbital evolu-
tion and, in the adiabatic approximation, the balance
law between the binary binding energy and the GW flux
Ė = −ĖGW allows to compute the change in the orbital
parameters, i.e. the radial and the azimuthal coordinates
(r, φ). We set the initial phase φ0 to zero and the initial
radius r0 such that the EMRI evolves until the secondary
reaches a plunging radius of 0.1M from the innermost
stable circular orbit in T = 1 year.

We model the emitted time-dependent gravitational
waveform in the quadrupole approximation, finding the
GW strain measured by the detectors h(t, ~θ) = F+h+ +
F×h×. This quantity depends on twelve parameters
~θ = (lnM, lnmp, χ, d, µ̄s, r0, φ0, θs, φs, θl, φl, dL), where
dL is the source luminosity distance, χ = a/M is the
dimensionless spin parameter, and µ̄s = µsM . The
LISA orbital motion is taken into account by the time-
dependent pattern functions F+,× which depend on the
binary orientation (θs, φs) and the spin direction (θl, φl)
in a solar barycentric frame (see [35] for further details
on the waveform modeling and implementation).

Given two templates h1,2 we define their inner product

〈h1|h2〉 = 4<
∫ fmax

fmin

h̃1(f)h̃?2(f)

Sn(f)
df , (12)

where h̃(f) is the Fourier transform of the time-domain
signal, the ? superscript identifies complex conjugation
and Sn is the LISA power spectral density, which includes
the confusion noise of unresolved white-dwarf binaries
[59]. The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of a given waveform
h1 is then given by ρ = 〈h1|h1〉1/2. We also define the
faithfulness between two templates

F [h1, h2] = max
{tc,Φc}

〈h1|h2〉√
〈h1|h1〉〈h2|h2〉

, (13)

with (tc, Φc) time and phase offsets. This quantity pro-
vides an estimate of how much two waveforms differ,
weighted by the detector sensitivity. We assume that
for an SNR ρ = 30, two signals are distinguishable if
F . Fthr = 0.994 [60].

In the limit of large SNR, the posterior distribution of
~θ inferred by an EMRI detection can be approximated by

a Gaussian centered around the true values
~̂
θ, with co-

variance Σ = Γ−1, where Γij = 〈 ∂h∂θi |
∂h
∂θj
〉~θ=~̂θ is the Fisher

information matrix, whose diagonal element σi = Σ
1/2
ii

corresponds to the statistical error of the i-th parame-
ter, and cθiθj = Σij/σθiσθj is the correlation coefficient
between the parameters θi, θj . In this approach the
SNR scales linearly with the inverse of the luminosity
distance. Hereafter, we scale dL in order to have bina-
ries with ρ = 150, which is in the range of the expected
SNRs of EMRI detections by LISA [61]. Moreover, we fix
M = 106M�, χ = 0.9, and θs = φs = π/2, θl = φl = π/4.

Results. We first study the distinguishability between
the baseline GR model, i.e. assuming (d, µ̄s) = (0, 0), and
waveforms with non-vanishing values of the charge and
of the scalar field mass. The top panel of Fig. 1 shows the
faithfulness between the ‘plus’ polarization h+ computed
in these two scenarios, for EMRIs with secondary mass
of one and ten solar masses, as a function of d and µ̄s. As
previously discussed, large values of µ̄s tend to suppress
the GW flux at infinity, and hence the overall dissipative
contribution of the scalar sector, as the energy emission
at the horizon is subdominant.

Indeed, the faithfulness deteriorates rapidly as the
scalar field mass decreases. For 0.05 < d < 0.1, it lies
below Fthr for µ̄s . 0.3 for the binaries we considered.
Larger values of the scalar charge (d = 0.3) allow the
two waveforms to be distinguishable for more massive
scalar configurations, with µ̄s & 0.7. For a lighter sec-
ondary the faithfulness appears to reach Fthr at a larger
µ̄s. However, the d = 0.3 case is an outlier in this respect
and also exhibits some additional peaks and troughs for
larger values of µ̄s, which persists for larger values of d.
The corresponding fluxes do not exhibit any remarkable
difference from those corresponding to lower values of d
or µ̄s, so it is not clear what causes these changes in the
faithfulness for larger values of d and µ̄s.

We also note that for µ̄s . 0.03 (µs . 4 · 10−18eV) the
GR and the scalar waveforms are clearly distinguishable,
with Fthr . 0.4, regardless of the charge. Such estimates
are complementary to other bounds which are expected
to provide information on the existence of scalar fields in
the gravity sector from future astrophysical probes. As
an example, in both panels of Fig. 1 we draw as shaded re-
gions the parameter space which can be potentially ruled
out by superradiance constraints inferred from observa-
tions of massive BH binaries [39]. Our results suggest
that, depending on d, EMRIs provide a new powerful
channel to constrain both light and heavy fields, which
do not fall within the superradiance window.

As a step forward in this analysis we exploit the faith-
fulness to assess the minimum µ̄s which can be dis-
tinguished from the massless case. The bottom panel
of Fig. 1 shows indeed the values of F computed be-
tween the gravitational waveform with ‘plus’ polariza-
tion with either µ̄s = 0 or µ̄s 6= 0, and fixed scalar
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FIG. 1. (Top) Faithfulness between a GW signal with ‘plus’
polarisation with d = 0 and one with d 6= 0, µ̄s 6= 0 for 12
months of observation before the plunge. We fix the primary
mass and spin to M = 106M� and χ = 0.9, respectively,
while considering different values mp and d. The shaded re-
gion corresponds to the range of scalar field masses which
could be excluded by superradiance bounds (courtesy of R.
Brito). (Bottom) Faithfulness between two signals with the
same value of d 6= 0, one having µ̄s = 0 and the other with
µ̄s 6= 0. The horizontal dashed line corresponds to the thresh-
old value Fthr. We consider the same EMRI configurations as
in the top panel.

charge. We consider the same binaries analysed in the
top panel. Our results show that, for charges as small as
d ∼ 0.05, LISA could be able to distinguish fields with
µ̄s & 0.01 (µs ∼ 10−18eV) from their massless counter-
part. This bound is larger by almost an order of magni-
tude if d & 0.3.

The analysis developed so far however, takes only par-
tially into account the correlations between the wave-
form parameters, which could hamper our ability to re-
construct the charge and the mass of the scalar field.
The actual detectability of such parameters requires a
more sophisticate analysis, based on the Fisher matrix
approach. We apply the latter to LISA observations of
prototype EMRIs with d = 0.1, considering two values of
µ̄s = (0.018, 0.036), which lie outside the superradiance
window highlighted in Fig. 1, and for which the flux at
infinity is significant throughout the entire inspiral. The

joint and marginal posterior distributions on µ̄s and d
derived for these systems are shown in the left and right
columns of Fig. 2, respectively. A summary of the 1-σ
uncertainties inferred for µ̄s and d is reported in Table I,
together with their correlation coefficients, which show
how µ̄s and d are strongly (anti-)correlated.

Errors on d decrease as the mass ratio mp/M increases,
for both values of µ̄s. Binaries with mp & 10M� are able
to exclude the d = 0 case at more than 90% credible
level. For the EMRI configuration with mp = 4.6M�,
errors slightly deteriorate, with the null scenario ruled
out at one sigma. Constraints on µ̄s show more vari-
ability. For the lowest injected value, µ̄s = 0.018, errors
follow the same hierarchy observed for the scalar charge,
with the measurement accuracy improving for heavier
secondaries. In this setup however, µ̄s remains uncon-
strained for the EMRI with mp = 4.6M�. This picture
changes completely for the µ̄s = 0.036 case, in which the
strongest bound is led by the lightest secondary. Bina-
ries with mp = 10M� and mp = 15M� provide larger,
and almost identical, errors. Concerning the dependence
of the results on the mass of the secondary, it is worth
emphasising that we are considering one year of observa-
tion before the plunge, and hence secondaries with larger
masses start as larger initial radii, where the scalar flux
has a larger relative contribution.

In comparison with the massless case, where the rel-
ative error on the scalar charge for the binary with
mp = 10M� is ' 4% [35], here it is larger: σd/d ' 45%
and 49% for µ̄s = 0.036 and µ̄s = 0.018 respectively. This
is expected due to correlations with µ̄s which enters now
as an additional parameter. Nevertheless, in all cases in
which the probability distribution of µ̄s is constrained by
the data, we are able to exclude the massless scenario at
more than 90% credible level.

mp[M�] µ̄s σd/d σµ̄s/µ̄s cdµ̄s

4.6 0.018 92% 243% 0.995

0.036 97% 8% −0.485

10 0.018 49% 53% 0.984

0.036 45% 24% −0.990

15 0.018 38% 22% 0.938

0.036 26% 21% −0.986

TABLE I. 1-σ relative uncertainties and correlation coeffi-
cients on the charge and on the scalar field mass for the con-
figurations shown in Fig. 2. We assume d = 0.1 for all the
binaries.

Discussion. Our results provide the first direct analy-
sis on the capability of EMRI observations by the future
space interferometer LISA to detect massive scalar fields
and simultaneously measure the mass of the scalar and
the scalar charge of the secondary. Our analysis assumes
that the primary is adequately described by the Kerr
spacetime at leading order in the mass ratio. We have
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FIG. 2. (Left column) Credible intervals at 68% and 90% for the joint posterior distribution of the charge d and the scalar
field mass µ̄s. We consider EMRIs with d = 0.1, M = 106M�, a = 0.9M , different values of the secondary mass, µ̄s = 0.018
(top row), and µ̄s = 0.036 (bottom row). (Right column) Marginal distributions for d and µ̄s. The white area between shaded
regions provides 90% of the probability distribution. The vertical lines identify the GR scenario with d = µ̄s = 0.

shown, using no-hair theorems [51, 52] and EFT argu-
ments [34], that this is quite generically a valid assump-
tion, provided that the primary is a black hole. Indeed
our setup is theory-agnostic, and changes in the binary
evolution are uniquely determined by the scalar charge
per unit mass of the EMRI secondary, d, and by the
scalar field mass, µs. Therefore, ready-to-use templates
for parameter estimation and phenomenological studies
can be straightforwardly generated for a vast range of
beyond-GR and beyond-Standard Model scenarios that
contain a new massive scalar.

We have exploited such waveforms to assess the com-
bined effect of nonvanishing d and µs. By computing the
faithfulness between signals from uncharged and charged
secondaries, we have shown that ultra-light scalar fields
can leave a strong imprint on the GW emission, poten-
tially detectable by LISA for a wide range of binary con-
figurations. In particular, our results show how EMRIs
provide a new observational window, complementary to
other astrophysical probes, for detecting or constraining
ultra-light scalar fields.

We have further investigated the actual constraints
that LISA will be able to infer on the scalar charge and
on field’s mass, by performing a parameter estimation on
prototype EMRI signals. Our results suggest that LISA
will be able to measure, with a single event, both d and
µs accurately enough to potentially confirm the existence
of an ultra-light scalar field at more than 90% confidence

level.
Our analysis only focused on equatorial circular in-

spirals. Realistic scenarios EMRIs are expected to fol-
low more complex trajectories along inclined and eccen-
tric orbits. The effects of inclination are currently un-
der investigation [62], while the inclusion of eccentricity
is expected to further enhance the distinguishability be-
tween signals with and without a scalar field [37, 63].
Improvements to our work would also include using fully-
relativistic GW templates, performing a Bayesian anal-
ysis, and including post-adiabatic terms which take into
account self-force corrections [64]. Considering the effects
of resonances [32] is also expected to further increase the
distinguishability against GR signals, thus strengthening
the results of our analysis.
Acknowledgments. This work makes use of the Black
Hole Perturbation Toolkit. The authors would like to
acknowledge networking support by the COST Action
CA16104. T.P.S. acknowledges partial support from
the STFC Consolidated Grant no. ST/T000732/1 and
no. ST/V005596/1. L.G. acknowledges financial support
from the EU Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Pro-
gramme under the Marie Sklodowska-Curie Grant Agree-
ment no. 101007855.
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APPENDIX

A. Scalar perturbations

Hereafter we only discuss the scalar field component,
since the tensor counterpart is well known in literature.
Decomposing ϕ in spheroidal harmonics allows to decou-
ple the radial and the angular components (sum over the
multipoles ` and m is implicit):

ϕ(t, r, θ, φ) =

∫
dω

R̃`m(r, ω)√
r2 + a2

S`m(θ, ω)eimφe−iωt , (14)

where S`m(θ, ω) are the spin-zero spheroidal functions.
R̃`m satisfies the Schröedinger-like equation

d2R̃`m
dr2
?

+ VsR̃`m = J`m , (15)

where the tortoise coordinate r? is such that dr?/dr =
(r2 + a2)/∆, with ∆ = r2 + a2 − 2Mr. The effective
potential Vs is [53]

Vs =

[
ω − am

ρ2

]2

− ∆

ρ8

[
λ`mρ

4 + 2Mr3+

a2(∆− 2Mr) +
µ2
s

ρ6

]
, (16)

with ρ2 = r2 + a2, λ`m = λ̄`m + 2ma
√
ω2 − µ2

s − 2maω,
and λ̄`m being the angular eigenvalue associated to
S`m(θ, ω). The source term, for a particle moving on
a circular orbit with radius rp and (prograde) angular

frequency Ωp = M1/2/(r
3/2
p + aM1/2), is

J`m = −d 4πmp∆√
a2 + r2

S?`m (π/2)

ut
δ(r−rp)δ(ω−mΩp) , (17)

where ut is the time component of the particle four-
velocity.

To solve Eq. (15) for R̃`m, we first find the solution
of the homogeneous problem, R̃∓`m which satisfies the
condition of purely ingoing/outgoing wave at the hori-
zon/infinity (see App. B).

The general solution R̃`m is then obtained by integrat-
ing the former over J`m.

The energy fluxes of the scalar field at the horizon
and at infinity are then found in terms of the asymptotic
values of R̃`m:

Ė∓scal =
1

16π

∞∑
`=1

∑̀
m=−`

ωk∓|Z∓`m|
2 , (18)

with ω = mΩp, k+ =
√
ω2 − µ2

s, k− = ω −mΩh, Ωh =

a/(2Mrh), rh = M +
√
M2 − a2 and

Z∓`m = R̃∓`m(r? → ∓∞)

∫ +∞

−∞

R̃±`mJ`mdr?
W

, (19)

where W = R̃
′+
`mR̃

−
`m − R̃+

`mR̃
′−
`m is the Wronskian and

primes denote derivatives with respect to r?.
Since R̃+

`m(r? → +∞) = e−iωr∗Θ(mΩp − µs) with Θ
Heaviside function,

|Z+
`m|

2 =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ +∞

−∞

R̃−`mJ`mdr?
W

∣∣∣∣∣
2

Θ(mΩp − µs) . (20)

B. Implementation

We have computed the gravitational and the massless
scalar fluxes using the Black Hole Perturbation Toolkit
[57], while for the massive scalar fluxes we have devel-
oped a Mathematica code, publicly available at [58]. To
solve the scalar equation (10) we have adopted a standard
Green function approach, in which we first compute the
associated homogeneous solutions satisfying the follow-
ing boundary conditions:

R̃H(r) =

nh∑
n=0

e−ik−r?(r)an(r − rh)n , (21)

R̃∞(r) =

n∞∑
n=0

eik+r?(r)r

iµ2sM√
ω2−µ2s

bn
rn

, (22)

corresponding to purely ingoing and purely outgoing so-
lutions at the horizon rh and at spatial infinity, respec-
tively. The coefficients (an, bn) are obtained by solving
the homogeneous equation at each order in (r − rh) and
1/r, with a0 = b0 = 1. The order of the expansion in our
code is set to nh = n∞ = nmax = 4. This choice guaran-
tees very accurate boundary conditions for the numerical
integration. Indeed, the relative difference in the domi-
nant ` = m = 1 mode of the scalar flux computed with
nmax = 3 and nmax = 4 is . 10−10% within the integra-
tion domain 2.4M ≤ r ≤ 15M and 0.01 ≤ µ̄s ≤ 1.

We integrate the field’s equations from r1 = rh + 2ε,
with ε = 10−5, to a value at infinity, r2, which is either
fixed to (i) r2 = 1000/Abs[ω] if ω > µs or (ii) such that
R̃∞(r2) ∼ 10−50 if ω < µs. The last condition is chosen
to avoid accuracy problems due to the exponential decay
of R̃∞(r2) for wavelengths smaller than the scalar field
Compton mass.

The total gravitational and scalar emissions have been
computed by summing over the modes (`,m), with
`min ≤ ` ≤ `max and −` ≤ m ≤ `. For the gravita-
tional (scalar) perturbations, `min = 2 (`min = 1). For
the faithfulness calculations we choose `max = 10 both for
the gravitational and the scalar computations. For the
gravitational emission, the relative difference between the
fluxes with `max = 9 and with `max = 10 is ∼ 0.1% for
r = 2.5M and ∼ 10−4 % for r = 8M . For the scalar
emission, the relative differences for different values of
the scalar field mass are reported in Table II. We observe
that the relative difference is < 1% for r = 2.5M and



7

< 10−2 % for r = 8M , with scalar field mass in the range
0.001 ≤ µ̄s ≤ 0.1. For larger values of the scalar mass,
µ̄s ∼ 1, the relative difference for r = 2.5M is larger.

Finally, in order to derive the EMRI phase evolution,
we interpolate the GW fluxes over the radial coordi-
nate using a built-in function of Mathematica. For a
fixed primary spin and scalar field mass, we compute
the fluxes over a grid of 251 points uniformly spaced in
u = (r − 0.9 rISCO)1/2 within [u(rmin), u(rmax)], where
rmax = rmin +13M and rmin = rISCO +0.1M , with rISCO

being the value of the radial coordinate at the ISCO as
a function of the primary spin a.

In order to have an estimate of the error brought by the
interpolation, we computed the scalar fluxes for some or-
bital radii which don’t lie on the grid defined above, and
compared them with those obtained through the grid in-
terpolation. The results are given in Table II. The rela-
tive difference is . 10−3 for µ̄s . 0.1. For higher values
of the scalar field mass, the relative difference increases,
since the flux at infinity vanishes for the modes with lower
m and the total flux experiences large variations between
close points on the grid.

Unlike the faithfulness analysis, errors computed
through the Fisher matrix approach have been derived
by considering only the fundamental mode of the scalar
flux, i.e. assuming `max = 1 in the sum (18). This choice
is dictated by the computational cost needed to invert
the Fisher matrix, whose stability requires very accurate
fluxes, computed on the grid (r/M,χ, µ̄s) with 205 dig-
its of input precision (we refer the reader to Ref. [35] for
an extensive discussion on the stability requirements of
the Fisher matrix). Derivatives of the template with
respect to the binary parameters are fully numerical,
obtained by using a 11-points stencil. To compute fi-
nite differences we have sampled the spin parameter be-
tween 0.89 ≤ χ ≤ 0.91 in steps of ∆χ = 0.01, and
the scalar field mass in an interval of 11, equally spaced
points, in steps of ∆µ̄s = 0.002 (centered around the
two injected values we considered, i.e. µ̄s = 0.018 and
µ̄s = 0.036). Note that finite differences require a care-
ful choice of a step-size ε, which controls the shift for
each of the twelve parameters of the waveform. We have
varied these coefficients within a broad range of values
to assess the stability of our Fisher matrices. A sum-
mary of this analysis is displayed in Fig. 4, which shows
the errors on some parameters as functions of ε. To
further assess the overall stability of the Fisher matri-
ces we have studied how the errors on the parameters
change under small perturbations. To this aim we have
built a matrix R with entries randomly drawn from a
uniform distribution U ∈ [−10−3, 10−3]. We have then
computed the inverse (Γ + R)−1 and the maximum rela-
tive error with respect to the unperturbed configuration,
∆ΓR = max[(Γ + R)−1/[Γ

−1 − I]. We have iterated
this procedure 100 times, to build up statistics for the
maximum error. The cumulative distribution of ∆ΓR

for some of the EMRI configurations we considered is
shown in Fig. 5, proving that our calculations are ex-
tremely stable with more than 90% of the population
having ∆ΓR . 0.1%. Similar results hold for all the
binaries we focused on.

Finally, to quantify the bias that could arise in the er-
ror analysis by neglecting multipoles larger than ` = 1
for the scalar flux, we have performed a Fisher analysis
for a configuration with µ̄s = 0.018, by also including
the ` = 2 and the ` = 3 modes within the sum (18).
The probability distributions for the charge and for the
scalar field mass obtained by adding the ` = 2 compo-
nent are presented in Fig. 3. Dashed and solid curves
correspond to assuming either `max = 1, or `max = 2.
As expected, constraints on both µ̄s and d improve by
adding the quadrupole contribution, making our choice
rather conservative in terms of the constraints that LISA
would be able to infer from EMRI observations. Table III
shows a comparison of the relative errors obtained by also
adding the ` = 3 mode. For the binary configurations we
considered, our results suggest that the uncertainties on
both the parameters tend to saturate already with the
inclusion of the third multipole.

FIG. 3. Marginal distributions for d (left plot) and µs (right
plot). Dashed and continuous curves are relative to inspirals
in which the scalar flux takes into account only the `max = 1
or up to `max = 2, respectively. The vertical lines identify the
GR scenario with d = µ̄s = 0.

C. Fluxes and dephasing

In this Appendix we discuss further details on the
EMRI scalar emission, and how it affects the binary or-

bital evolution. Fig. 6 shows the behaviour of ˙̄Escal as a
function of the secondary orbital radius rp/M , for dif-
ferent values of the scalar field mass µ̄s, for a BH with
dimensionless spin parameter χ = 0.9. The flux contains
multipoles up to `max = 10. For µ̄s . 0.1 the quali-
tative behaviour of the energy emission is the same as
in the massless case, with a maximum relative discrep-
ancy of ∼ 10% within the orbital range we considered.
By increasing µ̄s, the suppression of the flux at infinity
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µ̄s r/M Ė`max=10
scal Ėint

scal Rel. Diff. Ė`max=9
scal Rel. Diff.

0.001 2.5 7.562× 10−4 7.562× 10−4 < 10−8 % 7.528× 10−4 < 1%

8 1.542× 10−5 1.542× 10−5 < 10−3 % 1.542× 10−5 < 10−3%

0.01 2.5 7.550× 10−4 7.550× 10−4 < 10−8 % 7.515× 10−4 < 1%

8 1.440× 10−5 1.440× 10−5 < 10−3 % 1.440× 10−5 < 10−3%

0.1 2.5 6.399× 10−4 6.399× 10−4 < 10−8 % 6.365× 10−4 < 1%

8 −4.044× 10−7 −2.809× 10−7 ' 30% −4.044× 10−7 < 10−2%

1 2.5 −3.146× 10−6 −1.195× 10−6 ' 60% −3.541× 10−6 ' 10%

8 −4.984× 10−13 −3.620× 10−13 ' 30% −4.984× 10−13 < 10−7 %

TABLE II. Relative difference between scalar energy flux computed up to ` = 10 and i) interpolated values, ii) values computed
up to ` = 9. The primary spin is a/M = 0.9. The superscript “int” identifies the interpolated fluxes.

mp[M�] σ`max=1
d /d σ`max=2

d /d σ`max=3
d /d σ`max=1

µ̄s /µ̄s σ`max=2
µ̄s /µ̄s σ`max=3

µ̄s /µ̄s

4.6 92% 75% 78% 243% 198% 190%

10 49% 42% 44% 53% 44% 41%

15 38% 33% 35% 22% 18% 17%

TABLE III. Relative percentage errors on the parameters (d, µ̄s) for mp = (4.6, 10, 15)M� assuming different `max in the scalar
energy flux sum (18). The injected values are d = 0.1 and µ̄s = 0.018.
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FIG. 4. Errors on the binary parameter as a function of the
shift. Injected parameters are M = 106M�, mp = 10M�,
χ = 0.9, d = 0.1, and µ̄s = 0.036, 0.018 for the left and right
column, respectively.
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FIG. 5. Cumulative distribution for the maximum relative er-
ror between unperturbed and perturbed Fisher matrices with
elements shifted by random numbers drawn from a uniform
distribution. Curves with various colors refer to Fisher matri-
ces computed with a different choice of the numerical deriva-
tive shifts, also shown in Fig. 4. We consider EMRI with
M = 106M�, mp = 10M�, χ = 0.9, d = 0.1, and µ̄s = 0.036,
0.018 for the left and right column, respectively.

becomes more and more relevant, quenching the overall

emission. Note that since ˙̄Escal ∼ Θ(mΩp−µs), for larger
values of µ̄s such cancellation affects orbits closer to the
ISCO. This feature appears more evident within the in-
set of Fig. 6, which shows the scalar flux for the most
massive cases, µ̄s = 0.7 and µ̄s = 1.

The presence of the scalar emission modifies the evolu-
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FIG. 6. Total massive scalar flux up to ` = 10 as a function of
secondary orbital radius, for different values of the scalar field
mass. Resonances are excluded. The inset shows the fluxes
for µ̄s = (0.7, 1). The primary spin is fixed to χ = 0.9. The
continuous line refers to the massless case.

tion of the radial and orbital phase. The latter in particu-
lar can be used to provide a first quantitative assessment
of the change induced by the scalar field to the EMRI dy-
namics. To this aim we compute the dephasing, i.e. the
phase difference integrated over a given period of obser-
vation, between an inspiral with d, µ̄s 6= 0 and one with
d, µ̄s = 0,

∆φ = 2

∫ Tobs

0

[Ωd,µ̄s=0 −Ωd,µ̄s 6=0] dt . (23)

For EMRIs observed by LISA with a SNR of ρ = 30, we
can introduce a threshold of |∆φ| = 0.1 radians, beyond
which the two signals can potentially be distinguished
[65].

Figure 7 shows the dephasing as a function of the time
of observation, for different values of the scalar field mass,
and for two primary configurations, M = 106M� (top
panel) and M = 2.3× 105M� (bottom panel), with both
χ = 0.9. The markers identify the time after which the
secondary with (d, µ̄s) = 0 crosses a particular radius,
shown in the legend of the plots. For the charged con-
figurations we fix d = 0.1. The dashed grey horizon-
tal lines identify the LISA phase resolution threshold at
∆φ = ±0.1 radians.

For each µ̄s, regardless of M , ∆φ decreases during the
evolution before increasing in the last few months of the
inspiral. This behavior is due to the presence of the scalar
flux at infinity, which shifts the total scalar emission from
negative to positive values, thus accelerating the inspirals
with (d, µ̄s) 6= 0. For M = 106M� the crossing between
negative and positive values of the dephasing occurs for
µ̄s . 0.3 (µs . 4×10−17eV), while for M = 2.3×105M�
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FIG. 7. (Top) Dephasing accumulated in one year before the
plunge, plotted as a function of the time of observation for a
binary system with M = 106M�, χ = 0.9 and mp = 10M�,
for different values of the scalar field mass. The difference
in the phase evolution is computed between an inspiral with
d = 0 and one with d = 0.1. (Bottom) Same as top panel but
for a primary mass of M = 2.3× 106M�. Different values of
the scalar field mass are considered.

it happens for µ̄s . 0.1 (µs . 6 × 10−17eV). This anal-
ysis shows that light fields, with µ̄s � 1, lead in general
to differences in the phase evolution which in modulo
are larger than the detectability threshold, thus poten-
tially measurable by LISA. The actual constraints on the
scalar field properties require though to fully take into
account correlations between the waveform parameters,
as discussed in the Fisher matrix analysis presented in
the main text.
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