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Black-hole spectroscopy has emerged as a powerful probe of strong-field gravity in the era of
gravitational-wave astronomy. In this context, many current tests of modified or extended grav-
ity are implemented by searching for predicted signatures modeled as perturbative corrections to
general-relativistic waveforms; however, this approach may introduce model-dependent systematics
and limit applicability to broader classes of theories. To complement such methods, we develop
a theory-agnostic hierarchical Bayesian framework that connects ringdown observations—modeled
as damped sinusoids—directly with theoretical quasinormal mode spectra, performing the compar-
ison at the spectral level rather than through theory-specific waveform matching. The framework
incorporates a soft-truncation module to account for the finite domain of validity in the theory’s
parameter space and is equipped with quantitative diagnostics that identify stable analysis time
windows. As an illustrative application, we implement the framework within Einstein—dilaton—
Gauss—Bonnet gravity and apply it to the gravitational-wave event GW250114, finding that the
resulting posterior for the dimensionless coupling ¢ is robust against prior assumptions yet remains
only weakly informative over the range considered in this work. We further perform controlled
ringdown injection studies across different values of (, confirming that nonzero couplings can be re-
covered while also indicating a potential systematic effect: Kerr-based priors in the ¢ inference may
partially absorb spectral deviations arising in alternative theories of gravity. This work establishes
a transparent and extensible foundation for future strong-field gravity tests, naturally compatible
with the growing precision and modal resolution of next-generation gravitational-wave detectors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the first gravitational-wave (GW) event
GW150914 was detected in 2015 [1-3], the LIGO-Virgo—
KAGRA (LVK) Collaboration has reported hundreds
of compact binary coalescences (CBCs) over the past
decade [4-10]. The recent event GW250114_082203,
henceforth GW250114, with a signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) approximately as high as 80, represents the clear-
est binary-black-hole (BBH) merger signal observed to
date [11, 12]. These detections provide direct access to
the full dynamical evolution of CBCs, whose GW signals
can be broadly divided into three stages: a slow inspiral
motion, followed by a violent merger under strong
nonlinear dynamics, and a ringdown phase during which
the remnant black hole (BH) rings as it relaxes to a
final stationary state. Among these stages, the ringdown
phase occupies a uniquely privileged position: it encodes
the characteristic quasinormal modes (QNMs) of the
remnant BH [13], which depend solely on the underlying
spacetime geometry. This property makes the ringdown
an exceptionally clean probe of strong-field gravity [14].
The systematic extraction and interpretation of these
modes—known as BH spectroscopy [15-21]—provide a
direct avenue for verifying the Kerr nature of astrophys-
ical BHs [11, 22-26]. In recent years, BH spectroscopy
has developed into a central framework for GW data
analysis [27-30], providing a coherent means to test the
no-hair theorem [31-34] and the BH area law [12, 35].
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While BH spectroscopy has achieved significant success
in testing general relativity (GR), its systematic exten-
sions toward specific modified or extended gravity the-
ories remain limited. Most existing efforts to confront
beyond-GR scenarios with GW data have instead concen-
trated on the inspiral regime, where the post-Newtonian
(PN) [36, 37] and parameterized post-Finsteinian (ppE)
[38—40] formalisms enable direct mapping between theo-
retical deviations and GW phase corrections. However,
these methods rely on weak-field expansions and gradu-
ally lose accuracy as the compact binary approaches the
nonlinear, strong-field regime. In this regime, efforts have
increasingly focused on modeling the ringdown spectrum
itself, leading to the development of frameworks such
as the Parametrized Ringdown Spin Fxpansion Coeffi-
cients (ParSpec) [41, 42] and the Metric pErTuRbations
wlth speCtral methodS (METRICS) [43-45], designed to
explore possible beyond-GR effects in the post-merger
spectrum. These frameworks, however, are built upon
perturbative formulations of GR-based waveform models,
where the deviations are assumed to satisfy |0w| < wkerr,
thus constraining their applicability to small departures
from the Kerr spectrum. Furthermore, for certain grav-
itational or BH theories, the intrinsic structure of their
field equations and metric solutions renders a purely phe-
nomenological deviation from the Kerr spectrum insuffi-
cient to capture the full dynamics of the ringdown signal
[46, 47]. Nevertheless, the construction of self-consistent
ringdown waveforms directly from such theories remains
limited in scope [48], as current approaches still face
theoretical and computational challenges in capturing
the complexity of strong-field dynamics [49, 50]. These
challenges motivate the development of complementary,
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data-driven approaches that minimize dependence on any
theory-specific waveform modeling.

To this end, we develop a hierarchical Bayesian frame-
work for BH spectroscopy that operates directly at the
spectral level, establishing a direct link between theoreti-
cal predictions and QNM spectra inferred observationally
without imposing any a priori parameter constraints. To
achieve a robust, theory-agnostic characterization of the
ringdown signal, we employ the damped-sinusoid repre-
sentation, which captures the essential behavior of linear
perturbations in the post-merger regime while remaining
independent of any specific spacetime geometry or mode
structure [51]. Building upon this formulation, we fur-
ther introduce two structured elements to enhance the
internal consistency and interpretability of the analysis.
A quantitative stable-window diagnostic is designed to
assess the temporal stability of the recovered QNM pa-
rameters, providing an empirical criterion for identify-
ing time intervals that are likely compatible with lin-
ear perturbation theory. Complementarily, within the
Bayesian inference, a soft-truncation scheme is imple-
mented to quantify the extent to which the perturbative
expansion of the theory can be consistently applied to
a given event. With this modular design, the spectral
posteriors extracted from ringdown data can be read-
ily reused across different theoretical contexts without
rerunning the strain-level analysis. These elements to-
gether yield a self-consistent and extensible spectral-level
methodology for testing gravity through ringdown obser-
vations.

To illustrate the practical implementation of this
framework, we apply it to FEinstein—dilaton—Gauss—
Bonnet (EdGB) gravity—a well-motivated string-
inspired extension of Einstein gravity [52-54] that
smoothly reduces to the GR limit in the weak-coupling
regime [54-56]. Its perturbative structure further en-
ables analytic predictions for the QNM spectrum, includ-
ing the formulation [57] employed in this work, which is
valid up to the dimensionless spin x < 0.7 and covers
the spin range of most observed BBH remnants. These
properties make EAGB gravity an effective testbed for as-
sessing our spectral-level inference framework on events
such as GW250114. In this case study, the analysis
yields remnant posteriors that are robust against prior
assumptions and consistent with standard GR, inspiral—
merger-ringdown (IMR) estimates, demonstrating that
the determination of astrophysical parameters is stable
and not biased by the additional EAGB degree of free-
dom. Furthermore, controlled ringdown injection tests
with synthetic signals at nonzero EAGB coupling (¢ # 0)
confirm that, in idealized settings where the remnant
mass and spin are fixed to the values used to generate
the injections, the injected value of { can be recovered,
demonstrating that the framework can resolve even the
subtle, sub-percent spectral corrections induced by this
nonzero coupling relative to GR, and thereby quantify-
ing both the sensitivity and internal consistency of the
spectral-level methodology. At the same time, our anal-

ysis suggests that when these parameters are allowed to
vary—particularly in the presence of Kerr-inferred rem-
nant priors—the beyond-GR signatures may be partially
absorbed into the remnant estimates, highlighting the
critical importance of theory-agnostic comparisons.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Sec. II, we provide a brief overview of EAGB grav-
ity and summarize its implications for the QNM spec-
trum of the remnant BH. Sec. III details the analysis
pipeline, covering the rationale for selecting GW250114,
the extraction of QNM parameters, and the hierarchical
Bayesian framework constructed for parameter estima-
tion and theoretical comparison. The practical applica-
tion of the framework, using GW250114 as a representa-
tive case study, is presented in Sec. IV. Finally, Sec. V
summarizes our conclusions and outlines possible exten-
sions of this framework to future high-SNR detections.
Additional details are provided in the Appendices. Un-
less otherwise specified, we adopt geometric units with
G=c=1.

II. EINSTEIN-DILATON-GAUSS-BONNET
GRAVITY

Before introducing the details of our analysis frame-
work, we briefly review the theoretical background of
EdGB gravity—a theory whose spacetime dynamics de-
part from the Kerr description—and outline how our
framework naturally accommodates such theories in GW
analyses.

EdGB gravity is a well-motivated scalar—tensor exten-
sion of GR [58, 59]. In this formalism, a dilaton scalar
field ¢ couples nonminimally to the Gauss-Bonnet invari-
ant,

Rap = R*P Rypoe — 4AR"™ R, + R,

where R,,ps, R, and R denote the Riemann ten-
sor, Ricci tensor, and Ricci scalar, respectively. This
coupling introduces quadratic curvature corrections to
the Einstein—Hilbert action. The corresponding four-
dimensional action can be written as [60, 61]

[ a Vg 1 .., QGB
(2.2)
Here, g = det(g,.) denotes the determinant of the metric,
and agp is a coupling constant with dimensions of length
squared. The exponential coupling f(¢) = e defines the
canonical form of the EAGB model, characterized by a
single dimensionless coupling parameter

¢ =

(2.1)

acB
M2’

where M denotes the ADM mass.! Perturbative analyses

(2.3)

1 This quantity is equivalent to the source-frame mass in the ab-
sence of cosmological redshift.



show that physically regular boundary conditions exist
only for 0 < ¢ < (max =~ 0.691 [62]; we therefore restrict
¢ to this weak-coupling regime, where the theory admits
a well-controlled perturbative expansion around the Kerr
solution, allowing direct comparison with GR.

In GR, stationary BHs are uniquely described by the
Kerr family [63-66]. In EAGB gravity, however, the dy-
namical coupling between the scalar field and curvature
endows BHs with a scalar monopole charge and modifies
their perturbative response. This scalar—curvature inter-
action modifies the QNM spectrum in several character-
istic ways, including the breaking of axial-polar isospec-
trality, the appearance of scalar-led modes, and the po-
tential dominance of these modes in certain coupling
regimes [54, 67-69]. The QNM frequencies can be ex-
pressed perturbatively as

WiIGE = Wiery + 0™ (M, X, €), (2.4)

where (¢,m,n) label the angular, azimuthal, and over-
tone numbers of the mode, respectively. Details of the
perturbative formulation and the fitting functions are
provided in Appendix A.

Because these spectral deviations arise from the intrin-
sic scalar—curvature coupling, they cannot be fully cap-
tured by phenomenological frequency deformations. Our
framework, designed to operate directly at the spectral
level, provides a natural interface for confronting such
deviations, with EdGB gravity—analytically controlled
and physically well motivated—serving as a representa-
tive case for its application.

III. DATA ANALYSIS AND INFERENCE
FRAMEWORK

Having reviewed the theoretical background of EAGB
gravity, we now turn to the data-analysis stage, where the
proposed methodology is applied to GW observations.
In Sec. IIT A, we motivate the selection of GW250114
as the target event, emphasizing its high signal qual-
ity and parameter range particularly well suited to this
study. Sec. III B details the extraction of QNM parame-
ters from the ringdown data, and Sec. I1I C introduces the
hierarchical Bayesian framework that links the EAdGB-
predicted spectra to the empirically inferred parameters.

A. Event selection

In this work, we focus on the BBH event GW250114,
the highest-SNR detection to date, which provides a well-
resolved ringdown signal ideally suited for testing the ap-
plicability of our framework to EdGB-predicted spectra.
In general, more massive remnants radiate at lower ring-
down frequencies, while lighter black holes emit at higher
frequencies [70]. Both extremes challenge precise QNM
extraction [71]: at low frequencies (below a few tens of
hertz), detector performance is limited by seismic and

thermal noise [1], while at high frequencies (above several
kilohertz), it is constrained by quantum shot noise in the
optical readout [72, 73]. The selected event GW250114
features a source-frame remnant mass of approximately
M ~ 62.7T My and a moderately high spin, with IMR-
based posteriors lying below x ~ 0.7 for most waveform
models. For these parameters, the dominant ringdown
QNM lies close to the most sensitive region of the de-
tector band, maximizing the signal fidelity in the post-
merger regime where our analysis is performed. At the
same time, the remnant-spin range remains within the
domain of validity of the perturbative EAGB expansion
adopted in this study, making GW250114 an ideal bench-
mark for validating the proposed framework under real-
istic data conditions.?

B. Extraction of QNMs from the
Gravitational-Wave ringdown

Having selected the target event, we now turn to the
extraction of the complex QNM frequencies from the ob-
served GW signals. For this purpose, we employ pyRing
[75], a Python package that performs BH ringdown anal-
ysis, model comparison, and parameter estimation. It
is specifically optimized for the post-merger stage of
CBCs, where a time-domain treatment is essential to
resolve the exponentially damped behavior of the sig-
nal [20, 23, 34]. In this work, we adopt the Damped
sinusoids (DS) model, which represents the strain as
a superposition of exponentially damped sinusoids:

hy —ihy =Y Aj(t) e (1710)/mi g 2milsli=to) s (3 1)
J

a functional form motivated by both theoretical model-
ing [51] and the empirically observed behavior of GW
signals [22-24]. For each mode, the frequencies, damping
times, initial amplitudes, and phases {f;, 7;, 4;, ¢,} are
treated as free parameters, while ¢y denotes the start time
of the analyzed segment.® By allowing these quantities
to vary independently, this agnostic formulation captures
the generic behavior of linear perturbations without en-
forcing Kerr-specific mode relations, thereby enabling a
model-independent reconstruction of the ringdown signal
well suited for testing deviations from GR.

The determination of the ringdown start time #y re-
mains one of the central open challenges in BH spec-
troscopy, as defining the regime of validity for linear per-

turbative models across parameter space and SNR has

2 In this work, the remnant mass and spin are referenced from the
NRSur7dq4 waveform model [74].

3 This analysis implicitly assumes that, within the time window
considered in this work, the ringdown lies in the stationary relax-
ation regime—i.e., at sufficiently late times such that the back-
ground mass and spin have stabilized and the QNM amplitudes
can be treated as constant (A;(t) = Aj;), yet early enough that
late-time tail effects remain negligible [30].



proven difficult in practice [30]. Numerical simulations
indicate that the GW frequency typically settles to its
quasinormal value about 10M-20M after the merger, sig-
naling the onset of the linear regime in which the ring-
down can be reliably described by QNMs (as discussed
in Ref. [22]; see also Refs. [76-78]). More recent anal-
yses incorporating multiple overtones have shown that
consistent fits can also be obtained at earlier times, in
some cases even near the amplitude peak, providing a
complementary approach that may extend the effective
modeling region of the signal [79-81].

Building on these insights, we develop a data-driven
diagnostic to quantitatively assess the choice of tg, es-
tablishing a unified criterion for identifying regions where
the extracted QNM parameters remain stable and physi-
cally interpretable. As the first step, we perform a time-
domain scan over the interval ¢ty € [10.5, 20]¢tps, where
tar = (1 +2) GM/c? is the redshift-corrected mass scale
of the remnant (written here in SI units for clarity) and z
denotes the source redshift. For each chosen start time,
the ringdown signal is analyzed with the DS model to
obtain posterior samples of the frequency and damping
time (f,7), thereby producing a sequence of posteriors
that trace the evolution of the recovered QNM parame-
ters as functions of ¢g. Given that the analyzed binaries
are nearly equal-mass and exhibit negligible effective spin
(xeft = 0), the (¢,m) = (2,2) mode is expected to dom-
inate the ringdown emission, while higher-order modes
such as (3,3) and (2,1) remain strongly suppressed by
symmetry [82, 83]. Numerical-relativity (NR) simula-
tions further show that roughly 10¢,; after the merger,
the first overtone (n = 1) has decayed below the long-
lived fundamental (n = 0) mode, which then dominates
the late-time ringdown emission (following Ref. [12] and
related works Refs. [15, 77, 79, 81, 84-87]). Accordingly,
the analyzed portion of the signal is expected to be well
captured by the fundamental (¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode,
which thus provides the spectral component on which our
subsequent theory—data comparison is based.

After identifying the relevant spectral content, we next
outline the implementation of the extraction procedure.
The resulting sequence of posteriors obtained from the
DS analysis provides a time-resolved view of how the in-
ferred frequencies and damping times evolve with ¢y3. To
assess the consistency and temporal stability of the recov-
ered QNM parameters, we introduce a composite metric
that quantifies posterior agreement with IMR-informed
baselines and variations across start times. This met-
ric combines three complementary diagnostics—the pos-
terior overlap, the credible interval (CI) coverage, and
the median-based bias—together with a local smooth-
ness estimator that measures the variation of the re-
covered frequency and damping time across adjacent tg
values. Taken together, these elements form a coher-
ent scoring scheme that provides a quantitative comple-
ment to existing approaches for identifying stable post-
merger windows [20, 21, 87, 88], ensuring a more re-
producible and systematically defined choice of ¢y across

analyses. Once the stability region has been determined,
we consolidate the inference results across start times
by performing an equal-weight combination over the se-
lected ty values, yielding the marginalized posteriors of
the QNM frequency and damping time for the analyzed
event. This step completes the theory-agnostic extrac-
tion of the QNM observables from the ringdown signal,
providing the quantities that interface with theoretical
predictions.

In Appendix B, we provide details of the sampling con-
figurations, data preprocessing steps, and prior specifica-
tions used in this analysis. The quantitative diagnos-
tics used to identify these start times are described in
Appendix C. Additional validation tests involving the
inclusion of the first overtone and the evaluation of its
contribution to the recovered spectra are presented in
Appendix D, ensuring the robustness and internal con-
sistency of the analysis pipeline.

C. Hierarchical Bayesian framework

The previous section established an empirical charac-
terization of the ringdown signal in terms of the observed
QNM frequencies and damping times. To place these ob-
servationally inferred quantities within a theoretical con-
text, we construct a spectral-level linkage between the
(f, ) posteriors and the analytically predicted mode re-
lations from gravitational theories, formulated within a
hierarchical Bayesian framework.

In this formulation, the coupling parameter { serves as
a fundamental parameter linking theory and data. The
marginalized posterior probability distribution function
(PDF) for ( is given by

P(C|d,H,T)= /dé’ P(C,0|d,H,T), (3.2)

where § denotes the other source parameters such as the
remnant mass and spin (M, x); d represents the obser-
vational data, which in this context correspond to the
GW ringdown strain segment drp; H denotes the hy-
pothesis that the signal contains QNMs consistent with
a given gravitational theory; and Z represents prior infor-
mation, including theoretical input on the mode spectra.
According to Bayes’ theorem, the integrand in the above
equation is given by

L(d|¢0,H,T)n(C,0 | H,T)
Z(d|H,T) ’

where £, 7, and Z are the likelihood, prior, and Bayesian
evidence, respectively.

In this context, the likelihood L is not evaluated di-
rectly on the strain data but through the empirically re-
covered posterior of the QNM parameters (f,v), where
~v = 1/7. The joint posterior density pobs(f,) thus de-
fines a data-driven likelihood surface in the (f,~) plane,
encapsulating the ringdown information while remaining



agnostic to the underlying gravitational theory. Theoret-
ical predictions, such as those from EAGB gravity, specify
fin(¢, M, x) and v (¢, M, x), allowing the likelihood to
be evaluated as

Legr(d | ¢) o

/pobs(fth(Cu M7 X)v 'Vth(ga M’ X)) W(Mv X) U)g(X) dM dX7

(3.4)
where w,(x) denotes a soft-truncation weight used to
assess the applicability of the perturbative expansion
within its theoretical domain of validity. Here, we im-
plement the truncation as a smooth Gaussian weighting
scheme:

1) X S X0,
(x — Xo)2
202

wo(X) = (3.5)

exp |:_ :| , X > X0,
where yo = 0.7 corresponds to the moderate-spin regime
where the EAGB expansion considered here is formally
controlled, and o serves as a control parameter govern-
ing the transition width. Rather than imposing a strict
cutoff or disregarding the validity range, this formulation
functions as a dynamic diagnostic tool: by systematically
varying o and comparing the resulting posteriors against
the un-truncated baseline, we can quantitatively measure
the extent to which the inference relies on perturbative
extrapolations. For the primary analysis presented in
this work, we adopt a fiducial width of ¢ = 0.03. By
construction, this formulation completes the methodolog-
ical implementation of our framework, ensuring a robust
interface between observational data and theoretical pre-
dictions.

To complement the inference framework, we introduce
two Bayesian metrics that quantify the information con-
tent and robustness of the inference process. The Bayes
factor,

gedce _ Z(d | Hracn)
oR Z(d|Her)

quantifies the relative evidence in favor of EAGB gravity
compared to GR, serving as a model-level consistency
check. Complementarily, the Kullback—Leibler (KL) di-

vergence

(3.6)

Dra(P(¢ ] ) 17(0) = [ ¢l aym] ZELD ac
(3.7)
provides a quantitative measure of the discrepancy be-
tween two probability distributions and, in the present
context, characterizes how effectively the data update the
prior knowledge about the coupling parameter . For in-
stance, the 90% credible upper bound (g,

Co0
/ P(C | d,H, T)dC = 0.9, (3.8)
0

serves as a direct and interpretable summary of the ob-
servational bound on (.
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FIG. 1. Posterior distributions of the dimensionless EAGB
coupling parameter ( obtained from the ringdown segment
of the GW250114 signal. The analysis uses the dominant
post-merger mode, interpreted within our framework as the
(¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) QNM. The curves show the marginal-
ized posteriors derived under three different priors on the
remnant parameters (M, x): a broad ringdown-only uniform
prior (light blue), a uniform prior within an IMR-informed
extended range (violet), and the IMR posterior itself used di-
rectly as a prior (rose pink). Vertical dashed lines of match-
ing color denote the corresponding 90% upper credible limits,
while colored triangles and rectangles mark the maximum a
posteriori (MAP) estimates and the boundaries of the 90%
credible intervals, respectively.

The formal derivation of the hierarchical likelihood is
provided in Appendix E, while the detailed implementa-
tion and quantitative assessment of the soft-truncation
scheme are presented in Appendix F.

IV. APPLICATION AND VALIDATION

We now apply the developed hierarchical framework to
the event GW250114 as a proof of concept. In Sec. IV A,
we characterize the framework’s robustness and confirm
its agreement with GR-based IMR estimates. Subse-
quently, in Sec. IV B, we perform targeted ringdown in-
jection tests with synthetic signals to verify the frame-
work’s ability to recover nonzero EAGB couplings.

A. Performance of the framework on GW250114

Figure 1 displays the marginalized posteriors for the
EdGB coupling ¢ obtained under three prior configu-
rations for the remnant parameters (M,x): a broad
ringdown-only uniform prior (RD-uniform), a uniform
prior constrained within an IMR-informed extended
range (IMR-extended), and the IMR posterior itself
adopted as a prior (IMR-posterior).



For ¢ < 0.3, the three prior choices yield highly con-
sistent one-dimensional posteriors: all curves are nearly
flat with only a slight preference for a maximum, differing
primarily in the steepness of their decline near the upper
boundary. The IMR-posterior prior produces a slightly
sharper fall-off in this region, reflecting the reuse of IMR-
encoded information as the ringdown prior. In this sense,
the coupling posteriors are largely shaped by the prior
support rather than by likelihood features. Over the
weak-coupling domain considered here (¢ < 0.3), the pos-
terior density varies only weakly with (, indicating that
the GW250114 ringdown data alone provide limited con-
straining power on the EAGB coupling while remaining
compatible with the GR value {( = 0 within the quoted
uncertainties.

A formal upper bound on ¢ can still be derived from
the posterior distribution; however, its interpretation is
limited by the posterior support approaching the prior
boundary. The inferred 90% credible upper limit, (oo =~
0.27, lies close to the edge of the perturbative domain, in-
dicating that most of the likelihood support accumulates
near the boundary and that the constraint is predomi-
nantly prior-dominated. The corresponding posterior es-
timates for each prior configuration are summarized in

Table I.

Prior MAP 90% Cls Co0% fcB [km]
RD-uniform 0.183 [0.015, 0.285] 0.270 9.03
IMR-extended 0.243 [0.015, 0.285] 0.270 9.03
IMR-posterior 0.144 [0.015, 0.284] 0.268 9.00

TABLE I. Summary of ¢ posteriors for GW250114 under three
priors on (M, x). The corresponding length scale® £gg is com-
puted from the 90% upper value of ¢, with the remnant mass
taken to be M = 62.7 M.

@ Note that the different conventions in coupling strength ¢ lead
to a correction factor of 4 Y/, i.e., Jags = 4VmlaB.

To quantify the effective information content more sys-
tematically, we compute two complementary Bayesian
metrics: the Bayes factor and the KL divergence. The
Bayes factor between the EAGB and GR hypotheses,
BEIGB ~ 1, shows no statistical preference for either
model. Similarly, the KL divergence between posterior
and prior distributions, Dgy, ~ 107% — 1074, indicates
that the ringdown data provide negligible information
gain on ¢ under current detector sensitivity. These quan-
titative indicators align with the qualitative behavior ob-
served in Fig. 1, where the likelihood remains broad and
only weakly informative across the region of interest.

We further evaluate the robustness of the recovered
remnant parameters against different prior assumptions
on (M, x) and verify their consistency with GR-based
IMR estimates. Figure 2 compares the corresponding
posteriors for both the GR limit (¢ = 0) and the full
EdGB model under the RD-uniform prior. In the GR

~—S
-~ \\ EdGB
\ GR
- \
\
\
\
\
P BN R AT BT A
70 F f\
— T I
©] I\
= 60 / \‘
J
= L.._________/ // \
50 | y \\
1 1 llnn 1 Tal
o - L -~
0.75: : W, ’n
C g /4 |
0.50 | L LS /
R S I S /|
A 4 /|
0.25 | e J ||
- - I/ ‘
A TR A PR P oA BT |

Loy I I BT
00 01 02 03 50 60 70 0.25 0.50 0.75
¢ M [Mg)] X

FIG. 2. Posterior comparisons of the EAGB coupling ¢, the
remnant mass M, and spin x from our ringdown-only anal-
ysis of GW250114 using a RD-uniform prior on (M, x). Re-
sults are shown under the GR assumption (¢ = 0) in orange
(solid lines) and when allowing ¢ to vary in the weak-coupling
regime in light blue (dashed lines). Shaded regions in the two-
dimensional panels indicate 90% credible regions, with the
corresponding one-dimensional marginal posteriors displayed
along the diagonal.

limit, the recovered distributions of M and y align closely
with IMR analyses, validating that the single-mode DS
model provides a physically faithful reconstruction of
the dominant (¢, m,n) = (2,2,0) QNM. Notably, when
¢ is allowed to vary, the (M, x) posteriors remain vir-
tually unchanged relative to the GR case and exhibit
weak correlations with ¢, consistent with the perturba-
tive nature of EAGB corrections in the coupling range
considered. Taken together, the observed overlap sug-
gests that the ringdown-only analysis yields stable, self-
consistent remnant-parameter recovery when extended
to EdGB gravity. Similar comparisons for the IMR-
extended and IMR-posterior priors lead to consistent
conclusions. These results, along with the detailed prior
configurations, are presented in Appendix G. The corre-
sponding numerical summaries are provided in Table II.

B. Injection-based validation

While the analysis of GW250114 reveals no statisti-
cally significant deviation from GR at the current detec-
tor sensitivity, such a null result by itself does not show
how the framework would behave if a genuine EdGB sig-
nal were present. To check that our spectral framework
can, in principle, recover a nonzero coupling when it ex-



GR inference

EdGB inference

Prior BEG}?GB Dxi,

M [M@] % MEdGB [M@} XEdGB
RD-uniform 100  3.31x107% 61.227539 0.64753  61.047505  0.647039
IMR-extended ~ 1.01  5.82x107% 62.767535% 0.687055  62.5175%  0.68700%
IMR-posterior ~ 0.99  3.87x107* 62.7279%1 0.687951  62.687052  0.68150

IMR reference — —

.97
62.7019-27

0.68%5.0 — —

TABLE II. Model-selection metrics and recovered remnant parameters for GW250114 under three prior choices on (M, x). The
GR and EdGB columns show the median and 90% credible intervals inferred from the ringdown-only analysis, while the last

row lists the IMR~derived reference values for comparison.

Ctrue=0.00
Ctrue=0.15
Ctrue=0.25
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FIG. 3. Posterior distributions of the EAGB coupling ¢ from
ringdown-only injection tests. The three curves correspond to
injections with Cerue = 0 (blue), 0.15 (violet), and 0.25 (rose),
respectively. Colored triangles mark the MAP estimates, and
rectangular bars indicate the boundaries of the 90% credible
intervals.

ists in the data, we perform a set of controlled ringdown
injections. We generate synthetic ringdown signals with
a single EdGB-corrected (¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) component,
modeled as a DS waveform whose frequency and damp-
ing time are set by the same QNM fits used in the main
analysis, with the final mass and spin fixed to the me-
dian posterior values of GW250114, and inject them into
real off-source detector noise from the same observing
run. The overall amplitude is rescaled to yield a ring-
down SNR prp = 100, and the resulting data are an-
alyzed with the same sampling configuration as in the
GW250114 case. Three injections are considered, with
injected couplings (true = 0, 0.15, 0.25, chosen to pro-
vide a simple cross-check across different signal realiza-
tions (see Appendix H 1 for details).

In an idealized limit in which the remnant mass and
spin are fixed to their injected values, the resulting pos-
teriors P({ | drp) for the three injections considered in
Fig. 3 peak close to the corresponding injected couplings
Ctrue = 0, 0.15, and 0.25. In particular, the (i rye = 0.15

10 C Kerr-based (M, x)
F Injected (M, x)
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FIG. 4. Posterior distributions of the EAGB coupling ¢ from
ringdown injections with (irue = 0.25, analyzed with two dif-
ferent fixed remnant configurations: the injected (M, x) (rose)
and the Kerr-based (M, x) obtained from a GR ringdown fit
to the same data (blue). Triangles mark the MAP estimates
and rectangle bars indicate the boundaries of the 90% credi-
ble intervals.

and Cyrue = 0.25 cases yield clearly shifted, well-localized
posteriors with maxima near the injected values and 90%
credible intervals that do not include { = 0, whereas the
Ctrue = 0 injection produces a broad posterior compatible
with the GR limit. Quantitatively, the injected couplings
of Cirue = 0.15 and (irue = 0.25 induce fractional spec-
tral shifts ranging from ~ 0.3% to ~ 1.4% relative to the
GR prediction. This demonstrates that, in the high-SNR,
regime and in the absence of parameter degeneracies, our
spectral-level likelihood is internally consistent and capa-
ble of resolving the minute physical signatures associated
with EdGB-level deviations.

While this fixed-(M, x) setup provides a clean proof-
of-principle test, it is not directly realized in actual ob-
servations: the underlying gravity theory is a priori un-
known, and the information entering beyond-GR. anal-
yses is typically inferred from GR-based models. Moti-
vated by this practical situation, we next examine how
the recovery behaves when the remnant is constrained us-



ing GR-informed estimates rather than the injected val-
ues. We further find that this recovery ability is sensitive
to how information about the remnant is supplied. For
a representative injection with iy = 0.25, if, instead of
fixing (M, x) to their injected values, we fix them to the
median values obtained from a Kerr-based single-mode
ringdown analysis of the same injected data, the behav-
ior of P(¢ | dgrp) changes qualitatively: the posterior no
longer needs to peak near (;ne and can appear broadly
compatible with ¢ = 0 even when the injected coupling
is nonzero (see Fig. 4). This illustrates that using GR-
inferred point estimates of the remnant mass and spin
as fixed inputs for beyond-GR spectral inference can, in
some cases, absorb genuine EdGB-induced shifts into the
effective (M, x) and thereby obscure the imprint of ¢ on
the ringdown spectrum.

More generally, when this idealization is relaxed by
describing the remnant mass and spin with nontrivial
priors, the imprint of { may be partially absorbed into
the effective remnant properties: the posterior no longer
needs to peak near the injected coupling and can become
noticeably irregular, even at high-SNR. For illustration,
Appendix H 2 shows representative examples of how this
behavior manifests in practical injection tests.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have developed and demonstrated
a theory-agnostic hierarchical Bayesian framework for
BH spectroscopy that operates directly at the spec-
tral level. On the data side, the framework condenses
the ringdown information into an observational posterior
Pobs(f,7y) inferred with a DS model that makes no as-
sumptions about the underlying theory of gravity, while
on the theory side, it maps physical parameters (¢, M, x)
to predicted QNM spectra through a forward model
(fin(&, M, x),mn(¢, M, x)). This separation establishes
a transparent interface between GW data and theoret-
ical predictions, decoupling parameter estimation from
theory-specific waveform modeling. Methodologically,
the framework is supported by quantitative time-window
diagnostics for selecting stable ringdown start times and
incorporates a soft-truncation scheme that encodes finite
domains of validity in parameter space and tracks how
strongly the inference relies on perturbative extrapola-
tions. Applied to GW250114 in the context of EAGB
gravity, the framework yields remnant-parameter poste-
riors that remain robustly consistent with IMR estimates
across several prior choices, demonstrating the stability
of the inference against theoretical extensions, while the
coupling posterior for ( stays broad and only weakly
informative over the coupling range considered. Com-
plementary injection tests with nonzero ( demonstrate
that, in idealized fixed-remnant settings, the framework
successfully recovers the injected coupling. This con-
firms that the weak constraints on GW250114 stem from
the limited information content of current data, not a

methodological limitation. At the same time, our injec-
tions suggest that relying on GR-based remnant priors
may partially absorb beyond-GR signatures into the in-
ferred mass and spin, potentially obscuring the imprint
of (. This observation underscores the importance of
theory-agnostic comparisons with carefully treated rem-
nant priors.

Despite these advantages, the present implementation
also has several limitations that point to concrete av-
enues for future refinement. It deliberately focuses on a
single spectral component interpreted as the fundamen-
tal (¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode, extracted from relatively
late start-time windows where the signal is expected to
be dominated by this contribution, so that the recovered
parameters remain directly interpretable as those of the
theoretical (2,2,0) QNM. When a second damped sinu-
soid is added to the DS model at these start times, the
Bayes factor shows no statistical preference for the more
complex description, and the additional component tends
to acquire a longer damping time than the fundamen-
tal, suggesting that it is more likely absorbing residual
noise than capturing a genuine overtone (see Table III
in Appendix D). At earlier start times, where overtones
are expected to be more prominent, multi-mode fits may
in principle recover additional structure, but the coexis-
tence of nonlinear merger dynamics and multiple simul-
taneously excited modes makes unambiguous (¢,m,n)
identification increasingly challenging [20]. In addition,
as illustrated by the injection tests, the recovered pos-
terior for ¢ can depend noticeably on the adopted rem-
nant prior, with different choices leading to substantially
different posterior shapes and constraining power. Sys-
tematic studies of these effects, including the early-time
multi-mode regime and the dependence on remnant pri-
ors and SNR, are therefore a natural target for future
work aimed at assessing the robustness and range of ap-
plicability of the present framework.

Looking ahead, a key strength of the framework lies
in its modular separation between the data-side spec-
tral posterior and the theory-side forward model. As
well-measured ringdown events accumulate and dedi-
cated pipelines mature, one can envisage a reliable library
of benchmark spectral posteriors pobs(f,7) that can be
reused to test analytic, numerical, or surrogate QNM pre-
dictions from different gravity theories without rerunning
the time-domain analysis. In the era of future high-SNR
observations with third-generation ground-based detec-
tors such as the Einstein Telescope (ET) [89] and the
Cosmic Explorer (CE) [90], together with space-based
missions [91-93], theoretical uncertainties in the QNM
spectrum may begin to rival statistical errors. In this
regime, such a spectral-level, theory-agnostic interface
provides a natural organizing framework for strong-field
gravity tests, enabling direct and systematic comparisons
between increasingly precise ringdown measurements and
progressively refined QNM calculations.
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Appendix A: EAGB QNM corrections

Here, we summarize the perturbative formulation
adopted for the computation of the QNM spectrum in
EdGB gravity, as used in the main analysis. The pre-
sentation follows the perturbative framework developed
in Ref. [57], which provides a systematically controlled
expansion of the QNM frequencies for rotating BHs.

Within this approach, the complex QNM frequency is
expanded up to second order in the spin parameter y as

W (X, Q) = wi(C) + xmwi(C)

PR + mEat( )] + 0. Y

The functions w?*(¢) entering Eq. (A.1) are represented

by sixth-order polynomial fits in (,

6
M) => e (A.2)
1=0

The fits are calibrated over the coupling range ¢ € [0, 0.4]
for the real parts and ¢ € [0, 0.3] for the imaginary
parts. The analysis focuses on the gravitational-led
(polar-led) sector of perturbations, which are expected to
be predominantly excited during realistic BBH mergers
[54, 108]. Axial-led perturbations, whose scalar—metric
coupling vanishes at zeroth order in rotation and whose
QNM spectra remain nearly identical to their GR coun-
terparts [54], are therefore neglected.

For improved convergence and numerical stability, the
spin expansion in Eq. (A.1) can be optionally resummed

using the Padé approximation of order [1,1]:
muwp () wi () + [mwi’ (¢) — Wi () wb™ (O)] x

mwpT(C) — w3 () x ’
(A.3)
where wit™ = Wi +m2wyf. This representation ensures
better behavior at moderate spins (x < 0.7), which cor-
responds to the regime of perturbative validity.
In practical use, the resulting QNM frequencies are
expressed as perturbative deviations from the Kerr spec-
trum:

witgds (X ¢) = witam (x) + 6w™™ (x, ), (A4)
where the deviation term
sw™™(x, ) = PR (6 ¢) — PR (x, 0). (A.5)

This prescription isolates the Gauss—Bonnet-induced
contribution while preserving the exact Kerr contribu-
tion for the same spin. The real and imaginary parts of
Eq. (A.4) provide, respectively, the theoretical frequency
and damping rate,

fon = Re(wﬁggB/%)a Yen = 1/7n = *Im(wﬁggB)a

(A.6)

which are directly compared to the empirically inferred
posteriors within the Bayesian framework.

In the main analysis we specialize to the fundamental
(¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode; the motivations for this choice
are discussed in Sec. 111 B.

Appendix B: Sampling configurations

This appendix describes the specific configuration
adopted for extracting QNM content from the ring-
down data. The publicly available strain data from
the GWOSC are used for both the Hanford and Liv-
ingston detectors, employing the 16 kHz, 4096 s data seg-
ments corresponding to the analyzed event. The data
are downsampled to 4096 Hz and band-pass filtered us-
ing a fourth-order Butterworth filter in the frequency
range [20, 2043] Hz, with the upper cutoff chosen slightly
below the Nyquist frequency to suppress aliasing arti-
facts introduced by resampling. An analysis duration of
T = 0.6s is adopted, with the Hanford peak time fixed
to toi) = 1420878141.2190118 s.

At each selected start time ty, uniform priors are
assigned to the intrinsic parameters over wide inter-
vals encompassing the expected values of the dominant
(¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode: f € [100,500]Hz, 7 €
[0.5, 20] ms, log;y A € [-23, —19], and ¢ € [0, 2n] rad.
The detector strain is modeled as

h(t) :F+(047571/))h+ +F‘X(O‘véaw)hﬁm

where F (o, 0,%) and Fy («, d, 1) denote the detector an-
tenna response functions. The sky coordinates are fixed

(B.1)



to (a,d) = (2.333,0.19) following the LVK parameter-
estimation results for the same event [12], while the po-
larization angle v is allowed to vary freely under a uni-
form prior in [0, 7].

Appendix C: Data-driven identification of stable
post-merger windows

This appendix presents the methodology used in this
work to identify stable post-merger analysis windows
through a quantitative and physically motivated proce-
dure. Appendix C 1 introduces the diagnostic framework
that combines multiple consistency and smoothness met-
rics into a unified stability score, while Appendix C 2 ex-
amines the empirical behavior of these diagnostics when
applied to the GW250114 event.

1. Stability diagnostic scheme

To evaluate the stability of the recovered QNM param-
eters, we analyze a discrete set of start times ¢y within the
interval suggested by NR simulations, comparing the re-
sulting (f(to), 7(to)) posteriors against IMR-based refer-
ence distributions. We quantify this consistency by defin-
ing a composite stability metric S, that combines three
complementary diagnostics—the overlap coefficient OC,,
the credible interval coverage Cov,, and the median-
based Gaussian consistency score G,—as follows:

S, = (0C& Covf GY) /P g e (£, 7). (C1)

Here, OC,, is defined as:

0Cg 4, = /min[pto (2), pivr(2)]dz, (C.2)

quantifying the common support between the to-
dependent and IMR posteriors; The coverage metric
Cov, is given by

1 Hivr Hy,
Covy 1y = 5 / Dt (x) dx +/ pivr(z) dz |,
L

IMR Ly,

(C.3)
where L; and H; denote the lower and upper bounds
of the 90% credible interval for the posterior p;(z), with
i € {to, IMR}, measuring the mutual inclusion fraction of

the two intervals; The third term, G, follows a Gaussian-
likelihood form:

(C.4)

i~ I~ 2
Tty — T
G:c,to = €xp |:_ ( Lo IMR) :| )

2(01520 + OIQMR)

treating the median difference between the two posteri-
ors as a normalized residual, where Z; and o; denote the
median and scale (estimated via the interquartile range)
of each posterior. Since the posterior distributions are
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approximately Gaussian in both f and 7, this normal-
ization provides a consistent measure of their statistical
consistency across different ¢y values.

To regularize abrupt variations in the evolution of f
and 7, a local smoothness-based stability score is defined
as

(InV;, — median(In V))?
20‘2/ (1 + tho)

where V;, denotes the local variance of the log-scaled
median trajectories f(to) and 7(to)—defined as f,, =
In(f;, /median(f)) and 7, = In(#, /median(7))—in the
discrete list V' = {V;,} computed from finite-difference
slopes between adjacent start times. The dispersion oy
is estimated using the median absolute deviation (MAD)
of InV for robustness against outliers. An asymmetric
weighting function,

Sstab,to =€exp|—

1
1+ exp[r(InV;, — median(InV))/oy]’
is introduced to penalize strongly fluctuating segments

while treating smoother intervals more leniently.
The overall diagnostic score is then obtained as

W = \/Sba1Sstab, Sbal = \/S¢ S, (C.7)

combining model-data consistency (Spa) with temporal
stability (Sstab)-

wto

(C.6)

2. Empirical behavior on GW250114

For the GW250114 event, the start times ¢y are sam-
pled within the interval [10.5, 20]¢ps, with values of
to/ta spaced every 0.5 between 10.5 and 17 to resolve
early-time structures where spectral trends vary rapidly,
and every 1.0 between 17 and 20. This range corresponds
to the post-merger regime where the signal transitions
from nonlinear merger dynamics to linear perturbative
evolution. Given the nearly symmetric BBH system con-
sidered here, the post-merger radiation is expected to be
dominated by the fundamental (¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode,
while higher-order modes such as (3, 3) and (2, 1) remain
strongly suppressed due to symmetry and inclination ef-
fects.

Applying the above diagnostics to this event yields the
quantitative behavior shown in Fig. 5. For this figure,
we adopt equal weighting coefficients a« = g = v =1
in Eq. (C.1), reflecting no prior preference among the
three consistency measures. The local-stability compo-
nent employs 7 = 2 and k = 3 (Egs. (C.5) and (C.6)),
a choice that provides moderate suppression of irregu-
lar segments while preserving smoothly varying regions.*

4 Even for symmetric weighting (n = 0), W (tg) yields a stable
plateau near 14-14.5t,s, showing weak sensitivity to the weight-
ing scheme. Nonetheless, the parameters (7, ) still carry phys-
ical meaning by penalizing stronger local fluctuations.
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FIG. 5. Quantitative diagnostics for selecting stable post-
merger start times to. The upper panel shows the combined
score W (black solid) together with its components Spar (blue
dashed) and Sstap (pink dotted). The lower panel displays the
one-dimensional consistency metrics for the recovered QNM
parameters: Sy for the frequency (cyan dashed) and S, for
the damping time (orange dotted). The shaded band marks
the stable window identified by the joint criterion of maximal
W and smooth Sgiap.

In particular, the balance score Sy, rises sharply at
early start times, reaches a quasi-stationary region af-
ter tg =~ 13.5t)s, and gradually decreases at later times.
This evolution is physically consistent with the expected
transition of the post-merger waveform: during the early
stages, the signal remains partially influenced by non-
linear merger dynamics, where residual overtone and
mode-mixing contributions reduce its consistency with
the IMR-based reference. As these transient components
decay, the waveform becomes well described by linear
perturbation theory, resulting in higher Sy, values. At
later times, however, the amplitude of the fundamental
mode diminishes while the relative contribution of noise
increases, leading to a gradual decline in Sy, as the ring-
down becomes increasingly noise-dominated.

The complementary evolution of the frequency and
damping time diagnostics further illustrates this behav-
ior. The corresponding metrics Sy and S;, shown in the
lower panel of Fig. 5, quantify this transition. At early
start times, Sy is already high and varies only mildly with
to, whereas S; is strongly suppressed, indicating that the
discrepancy is dominated by the damping time sector.
Around tg ~ 13-14t,, S; rises rapidly and settles into
a plateau, so that both frequency and damping time be-
come simultaneously consistent with the IMR-based ref-
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FIG. 6. Joint posterior distributions of the QNM fre-
quency f and damping time 7 obtained from the ringdown-
only analysis of GW250114 at several start times to =
{11, 13, 15, 17, 19} tas. Contours represent the 90% credi-
ble regions, colored as indicated in the legend. The black
dashed curves show the IMR-based Kerr prediction, derived
from the remnant mass and spin posteriors, while the dotted
lines mark the median values of the predicted fxerr and Tikerr
for reference.

erence, in line with the peak of Sy, and W (ty) in the up-
per panel. At later times, both scores gradually decrease
as the signal amplitude diminishes and the ringdown be-
comes increasingly noise-dominated. A more direct vi-
sualization of this complementary behavior is shown in
Fig. 6. Taken together, these observations suggest that
the physically informative regime for spectral inference is
the intermediate plateau where both consistency and sig-
nal strength are simultaneously maintained. When Sy
becomes nearly flat, the combined stability metric W ()
is primarily governed by the smoothness term Sgta1,. This
behavior reflects a methodological limitation rather than
a numerical artifact: the selection of ¢y becomes increas-
ingly sensitive to the definition of temporal stability once
the balance metric ceases to evolve significantly. Such de-
pendence highlights the importance of refining the sta-
bility criterion to ensure interpretability across events of
varying signal strength.

Based on these considerations, we adopt tg = 14ty
and tg = 14.5tp;—which lie within the plateau and cor-
respond to the highest values of W (to)—as representative
start times for the spectral analyses in this work, with the
corresponding joint (f, 7) posteriors shown in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 7. Joint posteriors of the dominant QNM frequency f
and damping time 7 obtained from the ringdown-only anal-
ysis. The contours show the 90% credible regions for two
quantitatively selected start times, tg = 14 ¢ (rose pink) and
to = 14.5ta (light blue). The one-dimensional marginalized
distributions are shown along the top and right axes. Gray
contours indicate results for all other sampled start times for
reference. Black dashed lines denote the IMR-based Kerr pre-
diction, obtained by mapping the IMR posterior of the rem-
nant mass and spin to the corresponding Kerr QNM frequency
and damping time. Vertical and horizontal dotted lines mark
the median values of the predicted fkerr and Tkerr, serving as
reference coordinates for comparison.

Appendix D: Additional mode extraction

To assess sensitivity to additional components, we re-
peated the DS fit at tg = {14, 14.5} t); including a second
damped sinusoid. The dominant (¢, m,n) = (2,2,0) fre-
quency shows a slight downward shift in the median, and
its 90% credible interval widens toward the lower bound;
a comparable lower-side broadening is seen for the damp-
ing time. In addition, we find that the added component
prefers a longer 7 than the fundamental, which is in-
compatible with an overtone interpretation and instead
suggests partial absorption of residual noise or interfer-
ence. The Bayes factor comparing the single-mode and
two-mode DS models likewise does not indicate any statis-
tical preference for the inclusion of the additional compo-
nent. These trends are consistent with the expectation
that, in this window, the signal is expected to be pri-
marily described by the fundamental (¢,m,n) = (2,2,0)
mode: adding a second sinusoid does not materially shift
the central estimate of the dominant mode but inflates
its uncertainty, indicative of mild overfitting at the cur-
rent SNR. The corresponding quantitative comparison is
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FIG. 8. Amplitude evolution of the dominant (¢,m,n) =
(2,2,0) QNM as a function of the analysis start time to/ts.
Blue circles indicate the recovered median amplitudes from
single-mode analyses, with thick bars representing the 50%
credible intervals and thin bars the 90% credible intervals.
Pink squares denote the corresponding amplitudes obtained
when a second mode is included at selected to. Gray shading
shows the expected amplitude decay of the (2,2,0) mode as
inferred from the reference time to = 10.5¢p of the single-
mode analysis, with darker and lighter regions marking the
50% and 90% credible intervals, respectively.

summarized in Table III.

to Model f [Hz] 7 [ms] InB
14ty l-mode  248.757502  4.49713% 7554
2-mode  243.0671279, 4.6373%:3*  75.09
145ty l-mode  248.73751%  4.44713)  73.91
2-mode  242.427133%3  4.617%1"  73.49

TABLE III. Dominant-mode posteriors with and without an
extra sinusoid. Values report the median and the 90% credible
interval. The last column lists the logarithm of the Bayes
factor, In B = In Zsignar — In Zhoise, evaluated for each model
at the corresponding start time.

For complementary context, Fig. 8 shows the evolution
of the recovered amplitude with respect to the start time,
comparing single-mode results with the two-mode checks.
The recovered Ao values follow the expected exponen-
tial decay trend, suggesting that the signal in this regime
is well-described by linear perturbation theory.

Appendix E: Derivation of the hierarchical inference
formalism

To establish a direct connection between the observed
strain data and the theoretical parameter space at the
spectral level, the ringdown-only analysis is formulated
within a hierarchical Bayesian framework.



At the data level, the observed post-merger strain seg-
ment drp is modeled using the agnostic DS parame-
ters x = (f, 7,4, $) through the likelihood Lrp(drp |
x). Among these parameters, only the spectral quan-
tities (f,7) carry direct information about the underly-
ing spacetime geometry. Consequently, the observational
likelihood can be effectively represented in the reduced
spectral subspace as pobs(f,7y), where v = 1/7. This dis-
tribution corresponds to the marginal posterior obtained
by integrating over (A, ¢)—or, equivalently, by project-
ing the full posterior samples onto the (f,7) plane. As-
suming uniform priors on the DS parameters, pobs(f,”)
serves as a direct representation of the marginalized
spectral likelihood. At the theoretical level, the spec-
tral quantities (fin,ven) are defined by the forward map
xen = x4n(C, M, x), « € {f, v}, which uniquely deter-
mines the QNM spectrum from the underlying physical
parameters (¢, M, x) within a given gravitational theory.

The full hierarchical posterior is then

P(<? M, x | dRD) &S ﬁ(dRD | ¢ M, X) 7T(M, X) W(C)a

(E.1)
where w(M, x) represents the prior on the remnant prop-
erties, which may be either uniform (ringdown-only) or
informed by the IMR posteriors. Since the theoretical pa-
rameters (¢, M, x) uniquely determine the spectral quan-
tities (ftn,yn), the likelihood can equivalently be ex-
pressed in the spectral domain as Lrp(drp | #tn). In
practice, the data-level information is encoded in the
empirical spectral distribution pops(f,7), obtained by
marginalizing the full DS likelihood over amplitude and
phase parameters. This allows the likelihood for the cou-
pling parameter to be evaluated by marginalizing over
the remnant mass and spin:

E(dRD ‘ C) X

/pobs(ftll(§7 M7 X)a rYth(Cv M7 X)) 7T(M, X) dM dX

(E.2)
When accounting for the finite validity of perturba-
tive models, a soft-truncation weight w,(x) is applied
to downweight contributions beyond the theoretical do-
main, leading to the effective likelihood Le.g defined in
Eq. (3.4). The posterior of the coupling parameter then
follows as P(¢ | drp) o L(drp | ¢) 7(¢). Once the poste-
rior of the coupling parameter is obtained, the hierarchi-
cal structure also allows conditional resampling from

P(MaX ‘ CadRD) X
E(dRD ‘fth(C)Ma X)7’yth(C7M,X)) W(M,X),

which enables reconstruction of the implied remnant dis-
tribution for different values of (.

(E.3)

Appendix F: Soft truncation for theoretical validity

This appendix introduces the soft-truncation frame-
work used to systematically examine how a theory’s finite
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validity domain affects Bayesian inference at the spectral
level.

To quantify the sensitivity of the analysis to the fi-
nite validity domain, we introduce a continuous control
parameter that governs the truncation strength. Specifi-
cally, the soft-truncation weight is defined as

]-7 X < X0,
(x — Xo)2
202

wo (x) = (F.1)

eXp {_ } » X > X0s
where xo = 0.7 corresponds to the upper spin limit of
perturbative validity for the EdGB QNM expansion con-
sidered in this work, and ¢ determines how rapidly the
weight decreases beyond this limit. The analysis adopts
the same RD-uniform prior on (M,x) as used in the
main text. By varying ¢ across a monotonic sequence
{00, 0.20, 0.10, 0.05, 0.03, 0}—with o = oo correspond-
ing to no truncation and ¢ = 0 representing a hard cutoff
at yo—we continuously suppress out-of-domain contribu-
tions and track how the resulting posteriors respond.

To quantify the impact of varying the truncation
strength, we first define, for each ¢ and for a fixed cou-
pling value (g, an effective out-of-domain likelihood frac-
tion

UCO

Rou
/ Pobs(zen(Co, M, x)) T(M, x) wo (x) dM dx
x>

3

/pobs(xth(cm Mv X)) W(Ma X) 'U}g(X) dM dX

(F.2)
where Tth (Ca M7 X) = (fth(<7 M7 X)7 ’Yth(<7 M7 X)) denotes
the theoretical QNM summary vector. This quantity
measures, at fixed (y, the relative contribution of sam-
ples outside the theoretical domain (x > xo) to the over-
all likelihood. In practice, we adopt (o = 0 (the GR
limit) here as a representative diagnostic. In addition,
it is useful to consider a (-marginalized diagnostic that
averages the fixed-( fractions over the coupling posterior,

Ryeishied () _ / Rou(0:0) P(C | drp)d¢,  (F.3)

which plays the role of a posterior-weighted mean out-

of-domain fraction. As o decreases, both Rous(0; (o) and

ighted . .
RY5:87°%(0) progressively approach zero, corresponding

to a gradual suppression of out-of-domain information.
We then monitor how the marginalized posterior of ¢
under different truncation widths o, denoted as P(U)
responds to this suppression by trackmg the Jensenf
Shannon (JS) divergence between each PC(J) and the base-

line posterior PC(OO) ,

led oo o D, 1 oo D,
Dys (P |PE) = S Dw (P P) + 5 Dicu (PP,
(F.4)
where
P — (o) (o0)
P=1(P7 + P>, (F.5)
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FIG. 9.
Djs (PC(U) \PC(‘X’) ) as a function of the out-of-domain likeli-

Robustness curve showing the JS divergence

hood fraction Rout(0), evaluated at ¢ = 0, for different trun-
cation widths o. Blue markers denote the values correspond-
ing to o € {0, 0.03, 0.05, 0.10, 0.20, oo}, with labels placed
near each point. A grey arrow indicates the direction of in-
creasing truncation strength (o |). The vertical axis is shown
on a logarithmic scale.

and Dy, is the KL divergence defined in Eq. (3.7).

Applying this procedure to the GW250114 event yields
the results summarized in Fig. 9 and Table IV. As de-
tailed in Table IV, for weak or vanishing truncation, a
substantial fraction of the total likelihood weight—at the
level of roughly one half—arises from the region x > xo,
which lies outside the nominal perturbative domain of
the EAGB QNM expansion. This behavior is not un-
expected: the remnant spin of GW250114 lies close to
the theoretical limit yo = 0.7, so a sizeable portion of
the (M, x) prior volume consistent with the data natu-
rally extends beyond the perturbative validity boundary.
Nevertheless, the JS divergence across the full range of
o values remains confined to the remarkably small level
of 107°-107%. This indicates that the out-of-domain re-
gions, while occupying a sizable volume in the (M, x)
prior space, map under the forward model to portions
of the (f,v) plane where the observational likelihood is
negligible. As a result, progressively reducing their con-
tribution (i.e., taking Rous — 0) leaves the inferred pos-
terior P effectively unchanged. The limited amplitude
of the robustness curve (see Fig. 9) indicates that the
posterior on ( is only weakly affected by the suppression
of out-of-domain contributions, confirming that the per-
turbative model remains reliable for GW250114 and that
the inferred constraints are robust against uncertainties
in its theoretical validity domain.

For reference, we also list in Table IV the (-weighted
out-of-domain fraction RYGE"d(s), which differs only

marginally from the fixed-(=0 measure used in Fig. 9.

14

o Rrcishied 5y R (o) at (=0 Djs

0 0.0000 0.0000 1.91 x 107°
0.03 0.2422 0.2409 2.52 x 107°
0.05 0.3475 0.3465 2.55 x 107°
0.10 0.4757 0.4779 1.13 x 1073
0.20 0.5372 0.5425 1.50 x 107°
00 0.5627 0.5694 0

TABLE IV. Out-of-domain likelihood fractions under differ-
ent truncation widths o. Both the fixed-(=0 measure Rout (o)
and the (-weighted fraction RY52"°d (o) are shown, together
with the JS divergence relative to the no-truncation baseline.

Appendix G: Prior configurations and additional
results

This appendix summarizes the prior configurations
adopted in our analysis and presents the supplementary
posterior distributions obtained under different prior as-
sumptions on the remnant mass M and spin x. The
three priors considered in this work are: (1) a broad
ringdown-only uniform prior (RD-uniform), (2) a uni-
form prior within an IMR-informed extended range
(IMR-extended), and (3) the IMR posterior itself used
as a prior (IMR-posterior). The corresponding parame-
ter ranges are listed in Table V.

Prior type M [Mp] X
RD-uniform [20, 100] [0.01, 0.99]
IMR-extended

55, 70] [0.60, 0.75]

IMR-posterior

TABLE V. Prior configurations adopted for the remnant mass
M and spin x. The IMR-posterior prior directly reuses pos-
terior samples from the IMR analysis (obtained with the
NRSur7dg4 model), while the IMR-extended prior spans an
enlarged region around the IMR-posterior 90% credible inter-
vals.

Figure 10 displays the posteriors of the EAGB coupling
¢, remnant mass M, and spin x obtained under the IMR-
extended and IMR-posterior priors.

Appendix H: Details of ringdown injection tests

This appendix provides additional details on the ring-
down injections employed in this work. Appendix H1
describes the construction of synthetic EAGB-corrected
ringdown signals, while Appendix H2 presents a rep-
resentative example with nonzero coupling, illustrating
how different assumptions about the remnant mass and
spin affect the recovered posterior for (.
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FIG. 10. Posterior distributions for the coupling parameter (, final mass M, and spin x obtained under two different prior
choices on (M, x). Results derived using the IMR-extended prior are shown in the left panel, while those using the IMR-
posterior prior are shown in the right panel. In both panels, results under the GR assumption (¢ = 0) are shown in orange
(solid lines), while those allowing ¢ to vary (EAGB) are in light blue (dashed lines). Shaded regions denote the 90% credible
contours, with marginal one-dimensional posteriors displayed along the diagonals. The IMR-posterior prior yields tighter and
more localized distributions, consistent with the physical constraints implied by the IMR analysis.

1. Construction of EAGB ringdown injections

We briefly outline the procedure used to construct the
synthetic ringdown signals analyzed in Sec. IV. All in-
jections are based on a single damped sinusoid com-
ponent representing the EdGB-corrected fundamental
(¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode. The corresponding com-
plex QNM frequency is computed from the perturbative
EdGB fits summarized in Appendix A, evaluated at a
fiducial remnant mass and spin (M, x) fixed to the me-
dian values inferred for GW250114 in the main analysis.
For a given choice of the coupling (, these fits provide the
theoretical frequency and damping time (fin, 7¢n), which
are then used to specify the time-domain DS waveform.

The synthetic strain is constructed by embedding this
single-mode signal into real off-source detector data from
the same observing run, and then applying the same sam-
pling rate, bandpass filtering, and whitening as in the
GW250114 analysis. The amplitude of the (¢,m,n) =
(2,2,0) mode is first chosen so that the DS waveform
evaluated at to = 10.5¢,; reproduces the median strain
amplitude inferred for GW250114 at the same start time,
and is then uniformly rescaled so that the resulting ring-
down segment attains a target ringdown SNR, computed
with the same noise power spectral density and time win-
dow adopted in the main text. For simplicity, all in-
jections are analyzed at a fixed start time ty = 14ty
within the stability plateau identified for GW250114.
Throughout, the injections are analyzed with the same

DS model, priors on (, and sampling configuration as in
the GW250114 case. In Sec. IV we focus on three rep-
resentative injections with couplings (irue = 0, 0.15, and
0.25, which are used to assess the response of the spectral
framework under controlled conditions.

2. Impact of remnant priors on ( recovery

To illustrate more concretely how remnant priors affect
the recovery of the EAGB coupling, we consider a repre-
sentative injection with (true = 0.25 and ringdown SNR
prp=100. For (i;ye = 0.15 the EAGB corrections to the
QNM spectrum are at the sub-percent level and the qual-
itative trends are harder to visualize, so we focus here on
the larger coupling for clarity. Figure 11 shows the result-
ing posteriors P(( | drp) obtained under four different
choices for the remnant prior: the RD-uniform and IMR-
extended priors introduced in Sec. IV, and two Gaussian
priors with widths comparable to those of a Kerr-based
ringdown analysis, centered respectively on the injected
(M, x) (EdGB-Gaussian) and on the GR-inferred (M, x)
(GR-Gaussian).

For the RD-uniform and IMR-extended cases, the pos-
teriors are only weakly modulated across the coupling
range, closely resembling the behavior seen in the real
GW250114 analysis; in particular, broad remnant priors
of this type do not lead to a sharply peaked recovery of
(. Introducing Gaussian remnant priors has a more vis-
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Gaussian (violet), and GR-Gaussian (yellow). Triangles mark
the MAP values of (.

16

ible impact: when the prior is centered on the injected
(M, x), the posterior develops a mild peak near (ipye,
whereas centering the same Gaussian around the GR-
based (M, x) instead pulls the posterior toward smaller
couplings and yields a shape that remains broadly com-
patible with ¢ = 0. These examples illustrate that both
the width and the centering of the remnant prior can in-
fluence the apparent information content on ¢, and sug-
gest that GR-informed remnant estimates, when used
as priors, may in some circumstances partially absorb
beyond-GR signatures even in high-SNR ringdown injec-
tions.
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