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ABSTRACT
We present the population properties of merging compact binaries inferred using 267 mergers from the cumu-

lative Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog 5.0. As this data set contains no new sources with a neutron star,
we primarily focus on the properties of the binary black hole mergers. We infer the merger rate of binary black
holes with component masses between 2.5 M⊙ and 200 M⊙ to be 27.5–49.4 Gpc−3 yr−1 (all intervals at 90%
credible levels) at redshift z = 0.2. We find evidence for a subpopulation of binary black hole mergers that host
a rapidly spinning black hole (dimensionless spins χ ∼ 0.7), consistent with signatures of hierarchical mergers.
We find that these occur at two mass scales, the first at primary masses ∼ 10–20 M⊙ and the second above
∼ 45 M⊙, and we estimate their total rate at z = 0.2 to be 0.2–3.11 Gpc−3yr−1. We infer that, above 40 M⊙, the
mass distribution of the less massive (secondary) black hole declines more steeply than that of the more massive
(primary) one. This is consistent with a flatter mass-ratio distribution and indicates the prevalence of unequal-
mass binaries with large primary masses. We find evidence for two features in the black hole mass spectrum:
a peak around 10 M⊙ and a change of slope at around 35 M⊙. Black holes of ∼ 35 M⊙ pair preferentially with
companions of similar mass. Additionally, we find that the effective inspiral spin distribution of binary black
holes is asymmetric about zero, based on which we infer that at least 9% of mergers occur in channels with some
preference for spin-orbit alignment. We find evidence that the effective inspiral spin distribution is broader for
unequal-mass binaries and that it also likely broadens with increasing redshift. Overall, our results support the
presence of multiple subpopulations of merging black holes that can potentially arise from different formation
pathways.

Keywords: KEYWORDS

1. INTRODUCTION

With LIGO (Aasi et al. 2015), Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015),
and KAGRA (Akutsu et al. 2021) increasing in sensitivity
over the last decade, the number of gravitational wave (GW)
detections has rapidly increased and, with it, our ability
to study the population of merging black holes (BHs) and
neutron stars (NSs). This paper updates our inference on
such populations with the latest iteration of the LIGO–Virgo–
KAGRA Collaboration (LVK) transient catalog, GWTC-5.0
(Abac et al. 2026a,b), which includes data through the second
part of the fourth observing run (O4b).

We analyze sources in GWTC-5.0 with false alarm rate
(FAR) < 1 yr−1 (< 0.25 yr−1 for systems with NSs, see
Sec. 2) using hierarchical Bayesian inference (Sec. 3). In
O4b, 104 new binary BH (BBH) systems were detected with
sufficient significance to be included in our population infer-
ences. Furthermore, two new sources with sufficient signif-
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icance from the first part of the fourth observing run (O4a)
are also included following reanalysis (see App. A of Abac
et al. 2026b). This brings the total number of detected com-
pact binary mergers considered in this paper to 267, up from
161 reported in Abac et al. (2025a). No new NS–BH bi-
naries (NSBHs) or binary NSs (BNSs) of sufficient signif-
icance were detected. The increased catalog size enables
more robust population inference using both weakly and
strongly-parameterized models; we list some key findings be-
low. Throughout this paper, we denote the more massive and
less massive compact object in the binary as primary (sub-
script 1) and secondary (subscript 2), respectively. All results
are quoted at a symmetric 90% credible level unless stated
otherwise.

1. The inferred distribution of BBH systems is broadly
consistent with previous results from Abac et al.
(2025a) based on GWTC-4.0 (Sec. 4). We find re-
duced evidence for the previously reported mass-ratio
peak at q ≈ 0.7, where q = m2/m1, and instead find
a preference for equal masses. Spin measurements
continue to indicate that most BBH mergers have non-
extremal spins, with 69–84% of BHs inferred to have

mailto: lvc.publications@ligo.org


2

dimensionless spin magnitudes χ ≤ 0.5. The effective
inspiral spin (χeff , Racine 2008) distribution peaks near
zero but is asymmetric, from which we infer that at
least 9% of BBH mergers originate in formation chan-
nels with some degree of spin–orbit alignment. On the
other hand, 30–46% have χeff < 0 indicating contribu-
tions from formation channels that can produce spins
anti-aligned with the orbital angular momentum. In
Sec. 4.4.4, we show that the larger dataset yields a
more precise estimate of the BBH merger rate that re-
mains statistically consistent with Abac et al. (2025a).

2. We continue to find features in the BBH mass spec-
trum, at ∼10 M⊙ and ∼35 M⊙ in primary mass
(Secs. 5 and 6). We find less-clear, model-dependent
evidence that the former contains a significant subpop-
ulation of mergers with mass ratios peaking around
q ≈ 0.7. We find reduced support for the interpretation
that the ∼35 M⊙ feature represents a local peak in the
distribution. Instead, we find it to be more consistent
with a change in slope in both primary- and secondary-
mass distributions. Binaries with m1 ≈ 35 M⊙ possibly
have a preference for equal-mass pairing, and a χeff
distribution that peaks at or near zero.

3. Binaries with m1 ≳ 40 M⊙ likely have a different
mass-ratio distribution than the rest of the popu-
lation (Sec. 7). The distribution of m2 has a signif-
icantly sharper drop than m1 at ≳ 40 M⊙, consistent
with a flatter mass-ratio distribution for BBH mergers
with m1 ≳ 40 M⊙. Combined with the observed change
in spin properties at that mass (Sec. 8), this shift in the
mass-ratio distribution might indicate the presence of
formation mechanisms like hierarchical mergers.

4. We find evidence for a subset of BBH mergers with
at least one rapidly-spinning BH (Sec. 4.4.3 and
Sec. 8), using models of varying degrees of flexibil-
ity. With models motivated by the physics of hierar-
chical mergers in dense stellar clusters (Antonini et al.
2025), we locate the rapidly-spinning BBH mergers at
two mass ranges: the first at 10 M⊙ ≤ m1 ≤ 20 M⊙ and
the second at m1 ≳ 45 M⊙. We infer a merger rate den-
sity of 0.2–3.11 Gpc−3yr−1 at redshift z = 0.2 for the
rapidly-spinning BBH mergers.

5. The width of the χeff distribution likely exhibits
correlations with other BBH properties (Sec. 9).
We find increased evidence that the structure of the
joint q–χeff distribution is driven more by the changing
width of the χeff distribution with mass ratio rather than
by the changing mean. Concurrently, we still find that
the χeff distribution likely also broadens with redshift.
The details of the broadening exhibit some degree of
model dependence, suggesting that the structure of the
correlation is complex.

Altogether, our analysis of GWTC-5.0 supports the pres-
ence of multiple BBH subpopulations, loosely defined as a

subset of the population with some properties that are clearly
distinct from the rest, and the possibility of multiple for-
mation pathways contributing to the observed population.
The rest of the paper presents details of the analyses and
the results, followed by a short forward-looking summary in
Sec. 10.

2. DATASET

This section describes the selection criteria used to include
candidates in the population analyses of this paper, and how
samples from their posterior distributions were produced.
See also Abac et al. (2025a), which we closely follow.

2.1. Data Collection

We analyze compact binary coalescence (CBC) candidates
from the cumulative GWTC-5.0 (Abac et al. 2026b), which
includes previously reported GW events (Abbott et al. 2023a,
2021a, 2019) and new compact binary candidates from O4b
and the 16th engineering run (ER16) preceding O4b (Abac
et al. 2026a,b). We exclude ER16 data in our analyses to
avoid potential human-selection bias; one candidate meet-
ing our significance selection criteria, GW240406 062847,
is thus omitted.

The candidates are statistically significant triggers iden-
tified by the template-based matched-filter analyses Gst-
LAL (Messick et al. 2017; Sachdev et al. 2019; Hanna et al.
2020; Cannon et al. 2021; Ewing et al. 2024; Tsukada et al.
2023; Sakon et al. 2024; Ray et al. 2023; Joshi et al. 2025a,b),
MBTA (Adams et al. 2016; Aubin et al. 2021; Andres et al.
2022; Alléné et al. 2025), and PyCBC (Usman et al. 2016;
Nitz et al. 2017, 2018; Dal Canton et al. 2021), as well as
the weakly modeled excess-power search performed by the
cWB pipeline (Klimenko et al. 2005, 2008, 2016; Mishra
et al. 2025; Abac et al. 2026c). Details of the detector instru-
mentation, network sensitivity, and data quality for O4b are
described in Abac et al. (2026a). More details of the search
algorithms and the their configuration are described in Abac
et al. (2026c). The new candidates and corresponding search
sensitivities are presented in Abac et al. (2026b).

2.2. Event Selection

Not all events from GWTC-5.0 are included here, as its
statistical threshold is generally less stringent than that re-
quired for population inference (Abac et al. 2026b). To
limit contamination from noise triggers, we impose a signifi-
cance threshold for population analyses (Abbott et al. 2021b,
2023b; Abac et al. 2025a). Specifically, we require a FAR
< 1 yr−1 in at least one search pipeline for BBH-only anal-
yses. Analyses that include both NSs and BHs are subject
to a threshold FAR < 0.25 yr−1 (Sec. 4). These criteria yield
267 (242) CBC candidates in GWTC-5.0 with FAR below
1 yr−1 (0.25 yr−1), of which 104 (94) are identified in O4b.
Due to catalog updates (App. A of Abac et al. 2026b), our
267 candidates below 1 yr−1 include 2 additional O4a events
compared to Abac et al. (2025a), while our 242 candidates
below 0.25 yr−1 include 4 additional O4a events whose FAR
estimates were revised from above to below 0.25 yr−1.
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Assuming statistically independent noise triggers, the ex-
pected number of triggers with FAR < FARthresholdthat are
actually noise events can be estimated as (Farr et al. 2015;
Ray et al. 2023) Nnoise =

∑
k FARthreshold × Tk where Tk is

an estimate of the time examined by the k-th search. For a
threshold of 1 yr−1, we expect Nnoise ≈ 9.6 since the first ob-
serving run (O1) through O4b.

The O4b sample includes several notable BBH candidates
new to population analyses, namely the high-signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) events GW250114 082203 (Abac et al. 2025b),
GW240925 005809 and GW250207 115645 (Abac et al.
2026), as well as the high-spin systems GW241011 233834
(henceforth GW241011) and GW241110 124123 (hence-
forth GW241110) (Abac et al. 2025c). No new candidates
involving NSs satisfy our selection criteria in GWTC-5.0.

Population inference requires consistent modeling of se-
lection effects (see Sec. 3); we therefore exclude candidates
from independent analyses (Venumadhav et al. 2019, 2020;
Olsen et al. 2022; Mehta et al. 2025a; Wadekar et al. 2023;
Zackay et al. 2019; Nitz et al. 2019, 2020, 2021, 2023; Kumar
& Dent 2024; Mishra et al. 2025; Koloniari et al. 2025; Niu
et al. 2025), which may alter the conclusions (Mehta et al.
2025b).

2.3. Source Inference

Posterior samples and associated simulation products used
in this work are obtained from Abac et al. (2026b), with the
analysis configurations described in Abac et al. (2026c). We
employ Bayesian inference to generate posterior samples for
each detection candidate, conditioned on the observed strain
data and assumed signal and noise models (Thrane & Talbot
2019; Abac et al. 2026c).

The waveform choices employed by our analyses are de-
tailed in App. A.1. All the waveforms we use are constructed
for quasi-circular binary orbits and our analyses neglect or-
bital eccentricity in both source modeling and selection-
function calculations. Although nonzero eccentricity has
been claimed for some GW candidates (Romero-Shaw et al.
2020a; Gayathri et al. 2022; Romero-Shaw et al. 2022a;
Gamba et al. 2023; Fei & Yang 2024; Gupte et al. 2025;
McMillin et al. 2025; Planas et al. 2025; Morras et al. 2025;
Jan et al. 2026; Phukon et al. 2025; Abbott et al. 2021c),
conclusions about eccentricity in the literature vary (Romero-
Shaw et al. 2019; Wu et al. 2020; Lenon et al. 2020; O’Shea
& Kumar 2023; Iglesias et al. 2024; Ramos-Buades et al.
2023b; Bonino et al. 2023; Gamboa et al. 2025; Xu et al.
2025; Gupte et al. 2026; Abac et al. 2025b,c) and eccentricity
is not incorporated in the GWTC-5.0 parameter-estimation
products. All posterior samples are reweighted to a prior uni-
form in comoving volume and source-frame time following
App. C of Abbott et al. (2021a).

3. METHODS

Population inference of GW sources is based on the frame-
work of hierarchical Bayesian inference. Three main ingre-

dients are needed for this method: posterior samples for each
of the sources in the catalog, a method for calculating the se-
lection effects of the detector network, and a model for the
distribution of population parameters. With the assumptions
of a Poisson process for the source population and that the
data from each event are statistically independent, the popu-
lation likelihood—i.e., the likelihood of all source-containing
data—is

p({di}|Λ) ∝ N(Λ)Nobs e−ξ(Λ)N(Λ)
Nobs∏
i=1

∫
dθ p(di|θ) p(θ|Λ) . (1)

Details on this likelihood, including a full derivation, can be
found in , e.g., Loredo & Lamb (2002); Farr et al. (2015);
Mandel et al. (2019); Vitale et al. (2022); here we briefly
describe its main elements.

Beginning with the integrand, for any given source, θ are
the GW source parameters, such as masses, spins, redshift
and orientation (Abbott et al. 2016). The last term, p(θ|Λ) is
our model for the astrophysical distribution of source param-
eters, parametrized by a set of hyperparameters Λ, in whose
values we are ultimately interested. For each source i, p(di|θ)
is the likelihood of the corresponding stretch of data, usually
estimated by Monte Carlo reweighing and importance sam-
pling of precomputed posterior draws (cf. Sec. 2.3).

The prefactor to the integral accounts for selection effects;
it depends on N(Λ), which is the Poisson rate parameter con-
trolling the total number of sources that merged over the
data-taking period. Of those, Nobs were actually observed.
Given an astrophysical model for the population, the frac-
tion of sources expected to be detected is ξ(Λ), which we
numerically estimate by reweighting a large set of detectable
simulated sources (App. A.2 and Tiwari 2018). In general,
a higher number of such simulated sources is desired to re-
duce the uncertainty in the estimation of the instruments’ se-
lection effects, and hence in the population likelihood (Ti-
wari 2018; Talbot & Golomb 2023; Farr 2019; Essick &
Farr 2022; Heinzel & Vitale 2025). Unless stated otherwise,
throughout this work, we require a maximum variance of 1
on the population likelihood estimator; for some models, we
also show results with a more relaxed variance cut in App. B.
This is implemented as a sharp or smoothly-tapered cutoff
(e.g., Callister & Farr 2024).

Following our previous work (Abac et al. 2025a), we
employ two broad classes of population models. We use
strongly-parameterized models where p(θ|Λ) is written as the
product of compact generally-analytical distributions, e.g.,
combinations of power laws and Gaussians. Within this
framework, we can allow for correlations between parame-
ters by directly modeling their joint distributions rather than
the marginals. Stronger models make rigid assumptions (e.g.,
that a distribution is Gaussian) that can yield narrower pos-
teriors. However, when the model is a poor match to the
data, they can be prone to systematic errors that are some-
times hard to uncover (Romero-Shaw et al. 2022b; Miller
et al. 2026; Alvarez-Lopez et al. 2025; Cheng et al. 2023).
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Table 1. Population models used in this work, in order of appearance. Whenever a parameter is not explicitly mentioned, it takes the value given in the
“Default 1D distributions” section, following the same defaults as in Abac et al. (2025a). Strongly-parametrized models are marked with a dagger (†).

Name Description References

FullPop † A model for all compact binary types (BNS, NSBH, and BBH). Uses
two distinct secondary-mass-dependent pairing functions to write the
joint mass distribution.

App. B.2, Farah et al. (2022),
Fishbach et al. (2020), Mali &

Essick (2025)

PixelPop Measures the posterior distribution of 1 or 2 parameters as a binned Gaussian
process with a smoothing hyper prior, using default 1D parametric distributions
for all other parameters. For example, “(m1, q)-PixelPop” flexibly models m1

and q jointly, and use the default parametric 1D distributions for the rest.

App. B.1, Heinzel et al. (2025a),
Heinzel et al. (2025b),

Alvarez-Lopez et al. (2025)

Default BBH † Uses the default 1D distributions for all parameters (see below). App. B.4,Talbot & Thrane (2018);
Abac et al. (2025a)

Truncated Gaussian
MixtureModel (TGMM)†

Models the two component spins separately, while allowing for correlations
between them using a mixture of two bivariate truncated Gaussians.

App. B.3, Hussain et al. (2026);
Hussain et al. (2025)

Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp
† Models the effective spins χeff /χp as a bivariate skewed normal distribution

truncated between −1 and 1 for χeff and 0 and 1 for χp

App. B.6, Abbott et al. (2023a);
Banagiri et al. (2025a); Miller et al.

(2020)
Isolated Peak Assumes two subpopulations. The primary mass is a normal distribution for

one subpopulation (“peak”) and a cubic spline for the other (“continuum”).
Mass ratio, spins and redshifts are modeled as independent cubic splines, dif-
ferent for each subpopulation.

Godfrey et al. (2023); Abac et al.
(2025a)

Binned Gaussian Process Measures the joint distribution of 3 parameters jointly as a binned Gaussian
process, coupling bins with a Gaussian process covariance, assuming an expo-
nential quadratic kernel. Other parameters are fixed to their parameter estima-
tion prior, except for the redshift, which is fixed to a power law ∝ (1 + z)2.7.

Ray et al. (2023); Ray et al. (2025);
Sridhar et al. (2025); Abac et al.

(2025a)

χeff Mixture,
χeff Three Transitions †

Parametrize χeff as a mixture of a broad uniform component and a narrow
Gaussian. The branching ratio is either dependent on the primary mass via
a Gaussian process prior (χeff Mixture) or transitions sharply at three values of
masses, measured from the data (χeff Three Transitions)

. App. G.1, Tong et al. (2025a);
Antonini et al. (2025); Antonini

et al. (2025)

Linear Correlation † Model for χeff as a truncated normal distribution whose location and standard
deviation depends linearly on another parameter.

Callister et al. (2021); Biscoveanu
et al. (2022a); Abbott et al.

(2023b); Abac et al. (2025a)
Spline Correlation Model χeff as a truncated normal distribution whose location and standard de-

viation depends on another parameter via a cubic spline.
Heinzel et al. (2024); Abac et al.

(2025a)

Copula Correlation † Couple two marginal distributions into a joint distribution using a Frank copula,
with a single parameter controlling the strength and sign of their correlation.

Adamcewicz & Thrane (2022);
Adamcewicz et al. (2023); Abac

et al. (2025a)

Three Subpopulation Treats high-mass mergers as a subpopulation with separate spin and mass-ratio
properties.

Banagiri et al. (2025b)

Default 1D distributions

Primary mass (m1) † A broken power law continuum between a minimum and maximum mass, plus
two Gaussian peaks.

Talbot & Thrane (2018); Abac
et al. (2025a)

Mass ratio (q) † A power law between a mass-dependent minimum value and 1. Talbot & Thrane (2018); Abac
et al. (2025a)

Spin magnitude (χ) † A normal distribution truncated at 0 and 1 for BBHs, or 0.4 for neutron stars in
BNSs and NSBHs.

Abac et al. (2025a)

Cosine spin tilts (cos θ) † A mixture of an isotropic component and a normal component truncated at ±1. Vitale et al. (2017); Vitale et al.
(2022); Abac et al. (2025a)

Redshift (z) † A simple power law, (1 + z)κz . Fishbach et al. (2018)
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We also rely on weakly-parametrized models, also known
as agnostic models, for which all or some of the marginal
distributions cannot be written in terms of simple proba-
bility distributions but are rather combinations of flexible
bases such as B-splines or Gaussian processes. These allow
for non-trivial correlations between parameters, usually in a
way that is less prescriptive than what can be achieved with
strongly-parameterized models. Typically, the extra flexibil-
ity of weakly-parameterized models comes at the expense of
larger statistical uncertainties.

A list of the models used in the paper, each with a short
qualitative description, is given in Tab. 1. More details are
given in the works and appendices listed in the last column.
We usually present results from both strongly- and weakly-
parameterized models, so that modeling tradeoffs and im-
pacts can be assessed.

A note on Figures: We report our measurements of
event-level parameters by drawing posterior samples from
the population hyperparameters Λ, to obtain the distribution
p(θ|Λ). We refer to this as the posterior predictive distribu-
tion (PPD) (Abbott et al. 2023b). Most PPD plots of recon-
structed populations (e.g., Fig. 2) show hatched areas corre-
sponding to regions of the parameter space where we have
under 1% of parameter estimation (PE) samples using de-
fault priors, equally weighted across all detections. This is in-
tended as a heuristic proxy for parts of parameter space where
the models may not be actively constrained by the data, and
where modeling and prior choices may become particularly
important. For example, the value of a power-law index may
be mainly informed by a data-rich region, while the trend is
extrapolated to a data-poor one. That said, regions with a
dearth or absence of detections may be highly informative
if the detector network is sensitive to those regions, so the
hatching should not be overinterpreted.

4. POPULATION OVERVIEW

This section presents an overview of compact binary
merger population properties, highlights prominent features
in their global distribution, and establishes the basis for a
deeper dive in the following sections.

4.1. Full Spectrum Mass Distribution

Figure 1 shows the median of the joint component-mass
distribution of all compact binaries using the strongly-
parameterized FullPop (left) and the weakly-parameterized
(m1,m2)-PixelPop analyses (right). We direct the reader to
Tab. 1 for details of the models. The upper triangles in Fig. 1
plot the fractional uncertainty of the merger rate density (in
red). Both FullPop and PixelPop use the default spin magni-
tude, tilt and redshift models (Tab. 1). The two-dimensional
distribution, p(m1,m2) (in blue), displays three notable over-
densities: first, an overdensity corresponding to BNS sys-
tems (m1,m2) ≈ (1, 1) M⊙; second, a prominent overdensity
centered at (m1,m2) ≈ (10, 10) M⊙; and, last, a weaker over-
density at (m1,m2) ≈ (35, 30) M⊙. Sections 5 and 6 provide
a detailed investigation of systems into the last two features.

With GWTC-5.0, our models rule out a completely
empty gap between 3–5 M⊙. Historically, Galactic observa-
tions suggested a dearth of compact objects in the ∼3–5 M⊙
range, potentially caused by the physics of supernova explo-
sions (e.g., Bailyn et al. 1998; Farr et al. 2011; Kreidberg
et al. 2012). Recently, this picture has been challenged, both
by electromagnetic (van den Heuvel & Tauris 2020; Wang
et al. 2024; Barr et al. 2024) and GW observations (Abbott
et al. 2020b; Abac et al. 2024) of individual sources. Our
previous study based on GWTC-4.0 (Abac et al. 2025a) also
found that a completely empty gap is disfavored and this is
reinforced by our analyses with GWTC-5.0. While the mass
distribution inferred by FullPop is consistent with a dip in
the merger rate between the NS peak and the ∼10 M⊙ BH
peak, it rules out a completely empty gap. In this model, a
parameter, A, controls the gap depth; with A = 1 indicating
a completely empty gap between 3–5 M⊙. We instead find
A ≤ 0.88 at 99% credibility. PixelPop also finds a qualita-
tively flat mass distribution between the two peaks with no
evidence for a pronounced dip. Figure 13 in App. B.2 shows
the inferred primary mass distribution at the lower end of the
mass range.

4.2. Merger Rates

The full mass spectrum models described above model the
joint m1 − m2 distribution and allow us to self-consistently
estimate the rates of stellar-mass BBH, BNS, NSBH, and
intermediate-mass BH (IMBH) mergers. Following Abac
et al. (2025a), we assume that the threshold between a NS
and a black hole is 2.5 M⊙, consistent with both astrophysical
observations and nuclear physics (Landry et al. 2020; Diet-
rich et al. 2020; Legred et al. 2021; Huth et al. 2022; Ai et al.
2023; Dittmann et al. 2024; Rutherford et al. 2024; Koehn
et al. 2025; Margalit & Metzger 2017; Rezzolla et al. 2018;
Ruiz et al. 2018; Abbott et al. 2020a; Nathanail et al. 2021;
Cotturone et al. 2026; Mali & Essick 2026).

Table 2 shows the estimated rates for the different category
of mergers using PixelPop and FullPop. In order to obtain
a conservative merger-rate estimate that is less sensitive to
modeling assumptions, we also calculate a joint merger rate
interval estimated as the union of the 90% credible intervals
of FullPop and PixelPop. Since GWTC-5.0 includes no new
CBCs with significant support below a component mass of
2.5 M⊙, the upper bounds of the rates for NSBH and BNS
mergers are lower than in GWTC-4.0.

We also define an IMBH source category comprising bi-
naries with both m1,m2 ∈ [100, 200] M⊙. The most mas-
sive BBH in GWTC-5.0, GW231123 135430 (henceforth
GW231123), has negligible support for source-frame masses
above 200 M⊙ (Abac et al. 2025d) under standard parame-
ter estimation priors; any rate estimate above this mass will
therefore be driven either by priors or by model extrapola-
tions from lower masses. While the detector network still
has small but non-negligible sensitivity up to source-frame
masses of 500 M⊙ (Abac et al. 2026c; Abbott et al. 2022),
we find that our upper limits on merger rates in this regime
are both highly dependent on modeling assumptions and as-
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Figure 1. The differential merger rate distribution as a function of component masses for the full compact binary population inferred using
FullPop (left) and (m1,m2)-PixelPop (right) models. The lower triangle in each subplot shows the median mass distribution while the upper
triangle shows the corresponding fractional uncertainty, ∆R/R, defined as the difference between the 95th and 5th percentile values divided
by the median. Since m1 ≥ m2 by definition, the axes are flipped for the upper uncertainty triangles (i.e., vertical axis is m1 for the upper
triangles). The overdense vertical stripe at m1 ∼ 10 M⊙ in the FullPop plot arise because the common pairing function shared by BNS and
NSBH mergers in the model is not well constrained, resulting in a median mass-ratio distribution that is approximately flat. The FullPopmodel
uses different pairing functions for binaries with m2 above and below 5 M⊙ explaining the apparently discontinuity there. The regions with
m1 > 60 M⊙,m2 < 3 M⊙ have been cut out because of lack of simulated signals (cf. App. A.2) in that region in GWTC-3.0 which prevents a
self-consistent accounting of selection effects at those masses.

Type BNS∗ NSBH∗ BBH† IMBH†

m1 range m1 ∈ [1, 2.5] M⊙ m1 ∈ [2.5, 200] M⊙ m1 ∈ [2.5, 200] M⊙ m1 ∈ [100, 200) M⊙
m2 range m2 ∈ [1, 2.5] M⊙ m2 ∈ [1, 2.5] M⊙ m2 ∈ [2.5, 200] M⊙ m2 ∈ [100, 200) M⊙
PixelPop 23.4+54.7

−18.2 15.9+16.9
−8.9 37.5+11.9

−9.1 3.8+16.1
−3.3 × 10−3

FullPop 59.3+95.4
−43.9 14.2+12.0

−7.5 36.0+11.1
−8.5 6.4+16.7

−5.3 × 10−3

Joint 5.1–154.7 6.7–32.8 27.5–49.4 (0.6–19.9) × 10−3

Table 2. Merger rates in units of Gpc−3 yr−1 of the different categories of CBCs based on the FullPop and PixelPop. The bottom row shows
the joint merger rate, calculated as the union of two 90% credible intervals. The columns marked with ∗ report the merger rates at z = 0, while
those marked by a † report them at z = 0.2 as that is approximately the redshift at which we measure the BBH rates the best.

trophysically uninteresting when contrasted with theoretical
models (e.g., Fragione et al. 2022).

4.3. BNS and NSBH Properties

We do not present analyses of BNS and NSBH systems
and refer the readers to see Secs. 4.3 and 5 of Abac et al.
(2025a), and Sec. 5 of Abac et al. (2024) for our latest anal-
yses of NS population properties inferred using GW detec-
tions. Recent claims of eccentricity in the NSBH merger,
GW200105 162426 (Fei & Yang 2024; Morras et al. 2025;
Jan et al. 2026; Planas et al. 2025; Tiwari et al. 2025), if con-
firmed, might warrant revisiting the NS mass models used
in previous studies (Landry & Read 2021; Biscoveanu et al.
2022b).

4.4. BBH Properties

We next focus on BBH mergers. Following GWTC-3.0
and GWTC-4.0 (Abbott et al. 2023b; Abac et al. 2025a), we
only include events with FAR ≤ 1 yr−1 and for which both

m1,m2 ≥ 3 M⊙ at 99% credibility with default parameter
estimation priors (Abac et al. 2026c,b). This yields a cu-
mulative catalog of 259 BBH candidates. The BBH mass-
threshold here is more conservative than what is used in the
full-spectrum analyses in Sec. 4.1 and Sec. 4.2. This is be-
cause the goal there is to model the whole CBC population
and self-consistently estimate the rates of each category. The
mass threshold here, instead aims to ensure that sources con-
taining NSs do not contaminate our inference of BBH prop-
erties under population priors. Nevertheless, because our for-
malism for selection effects (see Sec. 3) does not account for
this additional selection criteria, features of the BBH-only
analyses below ∼8 M⊙ should be interpreted with caution.
Following our previous papers (Abac et al. 2025a; Abbott
et al. 2023b) we quote all BBH differential merger rates at
z = 0.2.

4.4.1. Primary Mass Distribution
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Figure 2. The distribution of the primary mass of the BBH population (left), and the mass ratio distribution (right). The solid lines show
the median merger-rate density for each model, with the shaded bands depicting the 90% credible regions. The solid black lines show the
90% credible bounds for the strongly-parameterized model from GWTC-4.0. The hatched grey areas behind the dot-dashed lines—in this and
all subsequent figures—correspond to regions at the edges of the parameter space with < 1% of BBH parameter estimation samples equally
weighted across all detections. This is intended as a heuristic proxy for parts of parameter space where the models may not be actively
constrained by the data, and where modeling and prior choices may become particularly important. See Sec. 3 for more details.

The left subplot of Fig. 2 shows the BBH merger rate dis-
tribution as a function of the primary mass. We use Default
BBH as our strongly-parameterized model and a (m1,m2)-
PixelPop, with the BBH selections described above, as our
weakly-parameterized model. We find qualitatively good
agreement between the weakly- and strongly-parameterized
models for the primary-mass distribution.

We robustly find a global peak at m1 ∼ 10 M⊙ and a
feature in the mass spectrum at m1 ∼ 35 M⊙, consistent
with Abac et al. (2025a). We find that 72+7

−9% (60+8
−10%) of

BBH mergers have m1 ∈ (8, 15) M⊙ with the Default BBH
(PixelPop) model. Both models observe a clear drop in den-
sity on both sides of the peak. With the Default BBH model,
we find a break in the power law at mbreak = 37.5+10.9

−7.8 M⊙,
where the slope changes from α1 = 1.5+1.0

−1.4 to α2 = 5.4+1.4
−1.6.

This implies α2 > α1 at 99.6% credibility, consistently
with (Abac et al. 2025a). However, it is possible that such
steepening is dependent on our assumptions about the maxi-
mum mass (Mould et al. 2026).

Earlier analyses reported hints of additional peaks at m1 ∼

20 M⊙ and 60 M⊙ when using weakly-parameterized mod-
els (e.g. Tiwari & Fairhurst 2021; Edelman et al. 2023; Ti-
wari 2024; Magaña Hernandez & Palmese 2024; Abac et al.
2025a; Gennari et al. 2025; Pierra & Papadopoulos 2026).
We do not find evidence for either of them in GWTC-5.0
based on the PixelPop primary-mass distribution. Recent
works suggest the presence of a subpopulation of mergers
with rapidly-spinning BHs, peaking around 16 M⊙ (Plunkett
et al. 2026; Farah et al. 2026; Tong et al. 2025a; also see
Sec. 8). More targeted joint models of spins and masses
might be able to tease out such substructure.

4.4.2. Mass Ratio Distribution

We find that the global BBH mass-ratio distribution is
consistent with a peak at q = 1. The right subplot of Fig. 2

shows the mass-ratio distribution of the BBH population, tak-
ing a (m1, q)-PixelPop analysis as our weakly-parameterized
model. This is in-line with the results from GWTC-4.0: al-
though the B-Splinemodel highlighted in Abac et al. (2025a)
(App. C) finds evidence for a peak in the global distribu-
tion at q ≈ 0.8, other flexible models explored there find
that the distribution is consistent with a peak at q = 1 sug-
gesting some degree of model dependence. When the mass-
ratio distribution is fit with a power law, p(q) ∝ qβq , we find
βq = 1.0+0.8

−0.7. This is a somewhat flatter distribution than the
value of βq = 1.2+1.2

−1.0 from GWTC-4.0, but still statistically
consistent with it.

4.4.3. Spin Distribution

We first consider the individual spin magnitudes (χ1, χ2)
and tilts (cos θ1, cos θ2).1 Figure 3 shows their distributions
inferred using the Default BBH model, and the (χ, cos θ)-
PixelPop model. The former models both χ1 and χ2 as in-
dependently and identically distributed Gaussians truncated
over the range of [0, 1]. The spin tilts, cos θ1 and cos θ2, are
assumed to be non-independently distributed as a mixture
model consisting of an isotropic and a non-isotropic com-
ponent (see App. B.4). The (χ, cos θ)-PixelPop model treats
both component spins and spin tilts as independent and iden-
tically distributed draws from the same underlying distribu-
tion.

Both models infer BBH spin distributions that are consis-
tent with our GWTC-4.0 inference in Abac et al. (2025a).
The spin tilt distribution is broad, with the possibility of a

1 Following Abac et al. (2025a), we define tilts at a fixed reference frequency,
which is typically 20 Hz but differs for some events. Yet, tilts remain con-
stant over the inspiral to leading order (Apostolatos et al. 1994) and we
have checked that the reference point does not impact our conclusions.
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Figure 3. Differential BBH merger rate as a function of component spin-magnitudes (left) and tilts (right), assuming that the magnitudes and
tilts of both components come from the same underlying distribution. The solid lines show the median merger-rate density for each model,
with the shaded bands depicting the 90% credible regions. The solid black lines show the 90% credible bounds for the strongly-parameterized
model from GWTC-4.0

peak in cos θ between [0, 0.5] or a broader plateau (right
panel, Fig. 3). We find that 54+6

−4% (57+5
−5%) of BHs are

aligned at some degree – i.e., cos θ > 0 with – the orbital
angular momentum when using Default BBH (PixelPop).
The spin-magnitude distribution, on the other hand, peaks at
small values but with a tail extending beyond χ ∼ 0.8 (left
panel, Fig. 3). Using the Default BBH (PixelPop) model, we
infer that 80+4

−5% (73+4
−4%) of BHs have χ ≤ 0.5.

When modeling the component spin-magnitudes sepa-
rately and allowing for correlations between them using
TGMM analysis (App. B.3; Hussain et al. 2026; Hussain
et al. 2025), we infer that the fraction of BBH mergers with
small spins χ1,2 ≲ 0.25 is 0.85+0.06

−0.09, with the rest belong-
ing to a subpopulation with at least one rapidly-spinning BH
χ ∼ 0.7 (App. B.3, Fig. 14). We now confidently find this
high-spin subpopulation with GWTC-5.0 confirming sim-
ilar indications from previous analyses using GWTC-3.0 and
GWTC-4.0 (Hussain et al. 2026; Adamcewicz et al. 2025;
Guttman et al. 2026; Banagiri et al. 2025b; Wolfe et al. 2026),
and consistent with our further findings on BHs with rapid
spins in Sec. 8. The TGMM analysis, in particular, also raises
the possibility that the secondary BH in this subpopulation
might also have rapid spins which, if confirmed, has implica-
tions for their formation mechanism (see App. B.3).

We obtain a complementary view of the spins by consid-
ering the effective inspiral and precessing spin parameters,
χeff (Racine 2008; Ajith et al. 2011) and χp (Schmidt et al.
2011, 2012, 2015; Gerosa et al. 2021), respectively. These
are compressed descriptions of the spin degrees of freedom
that respectively encode mass-weighted projections of the
component spins along and perpendicular to the orbital angu-
lar momentum. Figure 4 shows their distributions using the
Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp and the (χeff , χp)-PixelPop models.
The two analyses disagree about the skewness of the distri-
bution (App. B.6): while Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp finds a
right-skewed χeff distribution (Fig. 19), PixelPop infers a χeff
distribution with significantly lower skewness. A certain de-

gree of model dependence of the skewness was already high-
lighted in GWTC-4.0 (see Fig. 21 of Abac et al. 2025a).

However, both models agree that BBH mergers are more
likely to have positive (albeit small) rather than negative χeff
values, which could provide robust limits on preferentially-
aligned channels such as isolated binaries evolution or AGN
disks (Gerosa et al. 2018; Rodriguez et al. 2016; Banagiri
et al. 2025a). We quantify this with the degree of asym-
metry about zero, δχ = p(χeff > 0) − p(χeff < 0), finding
that δχ = 0.22+0.13

−0.13 (0.28+0.11
−0.12) with Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp

(PixelPop) model (Fig. 4 inset). Calculating the union of the
90% credible intervals on δχ inferred by Bivariate Skewed
χeff /χp and PixelPop, we estimate that at least 9–40% of
mergers must originate from preferentially aligned chan-
nels to explain the observed asymmetry.

Moreover, consistent with previous catalogs (Abbott et al.
2021b, 2023b; Abac et al. 2025a), we find that 39+7

−7%
(36+6
−6%) of binaries have negative χeff according to the Bi-

variate Skewed χeff /χp (PixelPop) model; indicating sys-
tems with at least one BH spin misaligned at more than
90◦ with the orbital angular momentum. If one assumes
that all such binaries come from dynamical formation chan-
nels such as dense stellar clusters this suggests that a ma-
jority of BBH mergers originate from such channels. How-
ever, it may be possible for anti-aligned binaries to develop
if the stellar progenitors of BHs experience large supernova
kicks (Baibhav & Kalogera 2024). Alternatively, Kıroğlu
et al. (2025) posits that the entire χeff distribution might
be explained by mergers in dynamical environments where
a preference for mild alignment might arise from stellar col-
lisions with compact object binaries.

Finally, we find that the χp distribution peaks at a small but
non-zero value of χp indicating that a non-negligible fraction
of the BBH population have in-plane spins and experience
precession.

4.4.4. Redshift Distribution
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Figure 4. Posterior distribution of effective spins in the BBH population: χeff (left) and χp (right). The inset shows that the asymmetry about
zero, δχ = p(χeff > 0) − p(χeff < 0) is found to be positive, indicating a preference for aligned binaries

To infer the redshift distribution, we use z-PixelPop as
our weakly-parameterized redshift model, and the Default
BBH model as our strongly-parameterized one. We assume
a ΛCDM cosmology based on inferred cosmological param-
eter values from planck15 (Ade et al. 2016). Figure 5 shows
the comoving source-frame redshift distribution inferred by
the two analyses, along with the GWTC-4.0 bounds for com-
parison. We estimate the BBH merger rate at z = 0.2
to be 30.4+6.5

−5.4 (32.8+10.7
−7.6 ) Gpc−3 yr−1 using the Default BBH

(PixelPop) model for the redshift distribution.2. These rates
are consistent with the corresponding BBH rates inferred
in Abac et al. (2025a) and represents a 20% reduction in
statistical uncertainty over GWTC-4.0 when comparing the
Default BBH models..

With the updated GWTC-5.0 catalog, we find κz = 2.5+0.7
−0.7

for the Default BBH redshift power-law index, which is
slightly flatter but statistically consistent with the estimate
using GWTC-4.0 (Abac et al. 2025a), as well as being
consistent with the redshift evolution of star-formation rate
(SFR) (Madau & Dickinson 2014); see Fig. 5. We do not
find strong evidence for additional structure in the redshift
distribution beyond a power law; a parametric model based
on the Madau–Dickinson SFR model has a log Bayes factor
of log10 B = −0.15 compared to Default BBH. See App. B.5
for more details.

It is unclear if the structures in the z-PixelPop inference
at z ≤ 0.5 represent real features or statistical fluctua-
tions. Such features have been noted with past data by non-
Bayesian analyses that infer the maximum-likelihood pop-
ulation model (Payne & Thrane 2023; Guttman et al. 2026)
and with some weakly-parameterized models (Edelman et al.

2 The rates quoted here and in Tab. 2 rest on slightly different assumptions as
the lower-limit on black hole mass is different which can lead to a different
subset of events contributing to the analysis. Second, all of the binaries in
that section are fit with a common redshift distribution, while here we focus
only on those that are clearly BBH mergers.

2023). With present data, these structures are not confidently
required in the PixelPop analysis, and the inference of the
model remains statistically consistent with a simple power
law.

5. PROPERTIES OF THE ∼10 M⊙ PEAK

The global maximum of the BBH primary-mass distribu-
tion at ∼10 M⊙ has been extensively studied since it was
first identified in GWTC-2.0 (Tiwari & Fairhurst 2021; Edel-
man et al. 2022; Abbott et al. 2023b; Abac et al. 2026d).
The existence of this peak and some of its properties are
consistent with expectations from isolated binary evolution
(Dominik et al. 2015; Belczynski et al. 2020; Giacobbo &
Mapelli 2018; Wiktorowicz et al. 2019; Neijssel et al. 2019),
including the stable mass transfer channel (e.g., van Son et al.
2022b,a). Those models typically predict that BHs in the
∼10 M⊙ peak should have low spins preferentially aligned
with the orbital angular momentum. Additionally, in the
stable mass transfer channel, the combination of mass-ratio
reversal, envelope stripping, and the mass-transfer stability
cut can cause the mass-ratio distribution to peak away from
unity, around q ∼ 0.6–0.8 (e.g., Neijssel et al. 2019; Olejak
& Belczynski 2021; van Son et al. 2022c; Olejak et al. 2021;
Broekgaarden et al. 2022; Dorozsmai & Toonen 2024).

In GWTC-5.0, the peak around 10 M⊙ is discernible in
both the primary and secondary masses, whether the data
are analyzed with strongly- or weakly-parameterized mod-
els (see Fig. 1 and Fig. 2). The overdensity appearing in both
components is consistent with the fact that very uneven mass
pairings are disfavored by the data (see also Fig. 9). Never-
theless, Godfrey et al. (2023) found signs in GWTC-3.0 that
systems with primaries m1 ∼ 10 M⊙ are more likely to have
a lighter companion, an observation that persisted in GWTC-
4.0 (Abac et al. 2026d), where we found a preference for
mass ratio q ∼ 0.8 for systems with primaries m1 ∼ 10 M⊙.

With GWTC-5.0, we are not able to confidently con-
firm a preference for asymmetric masses for systems in
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the ∼10 M⊙ peak. While the new dataset could allow for an
overabundance of q ≈ 0.8 systems in the peak, such a feature
is not strictly required by the data. The degree of support for
the q ∼ 0.8 peak at ∼10 M⊙ depends on modeling choices, as
evidenced by our comparison to the dedicated Isolated Peak
mode (Godfrey et al. 2023) to the more flexible PixelPop and
BinnedGaussian Processmodels (Fig. 6). The Isolated Peak
analysis models the ∼10 M⊙ peak and the underlying contin-
uum with distinct mass-ratio and spin distributions. We com-
pare its inferences for the peak (continuum) to those of the
weakly-parametrized models within (outside) the [8, 15] M⊙
primary-mass range.

The Isolated Peak model finds some preference for merg-
ers in the ∼10 M⊙ peak having unequal masses, measuring
q = 0.80+0.17

−0.31 based on posterior-predictive from the Gaus-
sian peak component (red distribution in the top-left panel
of Fig. 6). However, unlike in GWTC-4.0, this preference
does not markedly distinguish the peak from the rest of the
population: posterior-predictive draws from the continuum
component give q = 0.73+0.24

−0.51 (blue distribution in the top-
left panel of Fig. 6), a broader range than for the peak but
with a similar degree of support for q = 0.8 versus q = 1.
Even though systems in the peak favor q = 0.8 on average,
the posterior-predictive bands in the top-left panel of Fig. 6
show that both the peak and the continuum can accommo-
date similar merger-rate densities for q = 1 as q = 0.8 within
90% credibility. In fact, the merger-rate density at q = 0.8
is found to be 1.6+6.6

−1.1 times the value at q = 1 for the peak
and 1.5+3.7

−1.0 for the continuum, which are both consistent with
unity. In other words, based on the upper and lower bounds
of these 90%-credible ranges, Isolated Peak does not find
that the ∼10 M⊙ peak significantly favors q = 0.8 over q = 1,
although that cannot be ruled out either: the q = 0.8 versus
q = 1 merger-rate density ratio could be as high as ∼8 : 1 and
as low as ∼1 : 2.

The potential preference for q = 0.8 in the ∼10 M⊙ peak
becomes even more ambiguous when we consider other mod-

els. As seen in the top-middle panel of Fig. 6, PixelPop does
not find a marked preference for unequal masses for binaries
in this peak (red). On the contrary, the (m1, q)-PixelPop anal-
ysis suggests that systems in the [8, 15] M⊙ range are more
likely on average to have equal rather than unequal masses.
This is also evident in the right panel of Fig. 1 from the
(m1,m2)-PixelPop run, where the excess at ∼10 M⊙ is con-
sistent with the diagonal line m1 = m2. PixelPop finds the
merger-rate density at q = 0.8 to be 1.1+5.6

−0.9 times the rate at
q = 1 for the peak and 0.7+1.4

−0.5 for the continuum. This means
that, while PixelPop allows the ∼10 M⊙ peak to favor q = 0.8
over q = 1 by as much as ∼7 : 1, the ratio could be as low as
∼1 : 5, so a preference for uneven masses in the peak is not
required.

The other flexible model, Binned Gaussian Process, finds
a similar result (top-right panel of Fig. 6). The merger-rate
density at q = 0.8 is found to be 1.3+2.7

−0.6 times the value at
q = 1 for the peak (red) and 1.0+0.6

−0.3 for the continuum (blue).
At 90% credibility, thus, the preference for q = 0.8 over
q = 1 could be as high as ∼4 : 1 and as low as ∼1 : 1.4 for
systems in the peak. Unlike PixelPop, Binned Gaussian Pro-
cess applies a flexible model in the three-dimensional space
of (m1, q, χeff) but fixes the distribution in redshift and other
spin degrees of freedom.

All in all, there is inconclusive evidence for distinctly un-
equal masses in the ∼10 M⊙ peak: all three models consid-
ered here allow for such an asymmetry to exist preferentially
in the peak more so than in the rest of the population, but
none of the models strictly require it. In this respect, the data
remain consistent with the ∼10 M⊙ peak originating in a spe-
cific formation channel that yields uneven masses, such as
stable mass transfer, but the mass-ratio distribution alone is
not currently sufficient to confidently ascertain this. Never-
theless, all models favor q > 0.5 for the peak.

If systems in the ∼10 M⊙ peak do originate in a specific for-
mation channel, they may also have distinct spin properties.
The Isolated Peak model, which explicitly assigns an inde-
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Figure 6. Mass-ratio (top row) and spin (bottom row) distributions for the ∼10 M⊙ peak (red) versus the rest of the population (blue), inferred
with Isolated Peak (left), PixelPop (middle), and Binned Gaussian Process (right). PixelPop results come from a (m1, q) run in the top row,
and an (m1, χeff) run in the bottom row. Isolated Peak natively models the spin magnitude χ (bottom left panel), while PixelPop and Binned
Gaussian Process model the effective inspiral spin χeff (bottom middle and right panels). All models favor q > 0.5 for the peak. The Binned
Gaussian Process merger-rate-densities at z = 0.2 are calculated assuming a powerlaw index of 2.7 (see Tab. 1).

pendent spin-magnitude distribution to the peak, finds that
systems in the peak have a broad distribution of spin mag-
nitudes that is consistent with the rest of the population,
although with slightly more support for low magnitudes
(bottom-left panel of Fig. 6). Concretely, the 90%-credible
upper limit on the spin magnitude is χ90% = 0.78+0.07

−0.07 for
the continuum (blue) while only χ90% = 0.68+0.12

−0.12 within
the peak (red). We performed an additional check in the
(m1, χeff)-PixelPop run (bottom-middle panel in Fig. 6),
which similarly finds that systems in the [8, 15] M⊙ range
are more tightly constrained to have low effective inspiral
spins than the rest of the population; the median of the PPD
implies χeff = 0.01+0.43

−0.52 for systems outside that range but
χeff = 0.05+0.15

−0.19 within it. The (m1, q, χeff) Binned Gaussian
Process analysis (bottom-right panel of Fig. 6) shows a qual-
itatively comparable effective-inspiral-spin structure, with a

broader χeff distribution for systems in the [8, 15] M⊙ range
than for the rest of the population; the median PPD curves
give χeff = 0.02+0.34

−0.22 outside the [8, 15] M⊙ range (blue) while
χeff = 0.04+0.10

−0.10 within it (red). Both PixelPop and Binned
Gaussian Process find a slightly more pronounced preference
for positive χeff for the peak.

Finally, the (m1, χeff)-PixelPop run suggests that systems
in the [8, 15] M⊙ range may display a correlation be-
tween effective inspiral spin and primary mass that is not
present in the rest of the population. The Spearman corre-
lation coefficient (Spearman 1904) between log m1 and χeff
is found to be ρ = 0.13+0.20

−0.20 for systems in that range while
ρ = −0.01+0.26

−0.23 for the rest of the population (|χeff | ≲ 0.25 in
both cases). While not yet statistically conclusive, this corre-
lation could be hinting at signatures of binary processes such
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Figure 7. Marginal primary (m1) and secondary (m2) mass distribu-
tions reconstructed using (m1,m2)-PixelPopmodel. The inset shows
the merger-rate density in the mass range 25–50 M⊙.

as accretion-induced spin-up of the first born BH (King &
Kolb 1999).

6. PROPERTIES OF THE ∼35 M⊙ FEATURE

In previous catalogs, we identified a potential local maxima
in the BBH merger-rate density near m1 ∼ 35 M⊙ (Abbott
et al. 2021b, 2023b; Abac et al. 2025a). While earlier work
(e.g., Abbott et al. 2023b) identified a peak there with high
significance, the analysis with GWTC-4.0 painted a more
complex picture of the shape of the mass distribution, find-
ing that the feature can either be a peak or a turnover mark-
ing the onset of a decline in merger-rate density (Abac et al.
2025a; Corelli et al. 2026). Such an ambiguity has also been
noted in analyses that use more complex models for the mass-
ratio distribution of binaries (e.g., Farah et al. 2024; Banagiri
et al. 2025b). Here, we revisit the properties of the BHs that
make up the m1 ∼ 35 M⊙ feature with GWTC-5.0 using the
weakly-parameterized models, PixelPop and Binned Gaus-
sian Process.

Figure 7 shows the marginal primary- and secondary-mass
distributions inferred using the bivariate (m1,m2)-PixelPop
analysis. For a comparison of the PixelPop and Binned
Gaussian Process m1–m2 distributions, see Fig. 24. The
corresponding two-dimensional (m1,m2) merger-rate density
does not reveal additional structure beyond that seen in the
one-dimensional m1 and m2 marginals, so we focus on the
marginal distributions. In the mass range [25–40] M⊙, the
reconstructed m1 and m2 distributions are largest at m1 =

29.0+5.3
−3.4 M⊙ and m2 = 27.8+3.7

−2.2 M⊙, respectively. To quantify
the shape of the two distributions, we compare the merger-
rate density at several points in that range. For the primary
mass, the marginal merger-rate density at m1 = 30 M⊙ is a
factor of 0.8+0.7

−0.4 times the merger-rate density at m1 = 25 M⊙,
while it is 2.2+1.6

−1.0 times larger than the merger-rate density at
m1 = 40 M⊙. For the secondary mass, the marginal merger-
rate density at m2 = 30 M⊙ is a factor of 1.0+1.1

−0.5 times the
merger-rate density at m2 = 25 M⊙, but 7.9+9.4

−4.4 times larger

than the merger-rate density at m2 = 40 M⊙. In other words,
for both the primary- and secondary-mass distributions, we
find that the merger-rate density at 25 M⊙ is consistent with
the value at 30 M⊙, whereas the value at 40 M⊙ is clearly
lower than at 30 M⊙. This shows that, within current levels
of observational uncertainty, the feature in the mass spec-
trum marks a change in slope in both the primary- and
secondary-mass distributions, with the secondary turning
over much more rapidly than the primary.

Using both PixelPop and Binned Gaussian Process, we
now turn to other properties of the BBH mergers compris-
ing the ∼35 M⊙ feature. We start with their mass ratios in the
top left of Fig. 8. We find that the marginal mass-ratio distri-
bution in this mass range peaks at q = 1 in both reconstruc-
tions. Using (m1, q)-PixelPop, we find that the merger-rate
density at q = 1 is 1.9+4.8

−1.4 times larger than at q = 0.7. This
means that, while PixelPop allows for a merger-rate density
at q = 1 that is a factor of ≈ 4.7 higher than at q = 0.7, it
could also be lower by a factor of ≈ 0.5; so a preference for
equal masses, while favored, is not yet strongly required by
the data. This level of preference for equal-mass mergers is
consistent with findings from both GWTC-3.0 and GWTC-
4.0 for the ∼35 M⊙ population (Li et al. 2022, 2024; Kishore
Roy et al. 2025a; Abac et al. 2025a; Banagiri et al. 2025b).

The redshift evolution of the merger rate (top right of
Fig. 8) of the ∼35 M⊙ population—inferred with both (m1, z)-
PixelPop and Binned Gaussian Process—is broadly consis-
tent with SFR. We observe mild deviations beyond z ∼ 1.2.
However, the inference at such high redshifts can be partic-
ularly sensitive to modeling and prior choice as it lies in a
data-poor part of parameter space. We find no evidence that
the primary-mass distribution of this population evolves with
redshift.

The (m1, χeff)-PixelPop analysis finds that the χeff distribu-
tion for the ∼35 M⊙ population is similar to that of the full
population, with both distributions symmetric around zero.
This corresponds to roughly 50% of systems having negative,
albeit small, effective inspiral spin. This result is consistent
with some previous studies using GWTC-3.0 and GWTC-
4.0 (Ray et al. 2025; Abac et al. 2025a). However, other
studies report a preference for ∼30 M⊙ BHs to have a χeff
distribution peaking at positive values (Sadiq et al. 2025a;
Kishore Roy et al. 2025b). As shown in Figs. 8 and 24, we
find that although Binned Gaussian Process finds a smaller
fraction of mergers at negative χeff , its results are statisti-
cally consistent with PixelPop within 90% credibility. We
also find no evidence for a correlation between m1 and χeff in
the primary-mass range [25–40] M⊙.

The ∼35 M⊙ feature was originally discussed in the con-
text of pair-instability physics. This is because pulsational
pair-instability supernovae (PPISNe) are expected to com-
press a broad range of carbon-oxygen core masses into a nar-
row range of remnant masses, thereby producing a pile up in
the BH mass spectrum that could have potentially explained
this feature (Belczynski et al. 2016; Woosley 2017a; Spera &
Mapelli 2017; Talbot & Thrane 2018; Stevenson et al. 2019;
Marchant et al. 2019a; Karathanasis et al. 2023; Winch et al.
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Figure 8. BBH merger rate for m1 ∈ [25, 40] M⊙, inferred using different variants of the PixelPop model: (m1, q) (top left), (m1, z) (top right),
and (m1, χeff) (bottom left panel). The bottom right panel shows the inferred fraction of mergers with negative χeff . These are overplotted with
different variants of the Binned Gaussian Process model as a consistency check: (m1, q, χeff) (top left), (m1,m2, z) (top right), and (m1,m2, χeff)
(bottom panels). The agreement between PixelPop and the Binned Gaussian Process demonstrates the robustness of our results in this mass
range. In this mass range, the mass-ratio distribution likely peaks at q = 1, indicating a preference for equal-mass mergers in the ∼ 35 M⊙
population. The redshift distribution is broadly consistent with the star-formation rate and remains robust up to z ∼ 1.2, beyond which modeling
uncertainties dominate. The effective inspiral spin distribution for the ∼ 35 M⊙ population is broadly consistent with that of the full population,
with both exhibiting significant support at negative χeff . But the ∼ 35 M⊙ population has a stronger preference for a symmetric χeff distribution
about zero, as seen by the histograms of the fraction of binaries with χeff < 0 (bottom right).. The Binned Gaussian Process merger-rate-
densities at z = 0.2 are calculates assuming a powerlaw index of 2.7 (see Tab. 1).

2025). However, subsequent studies have argued that pro-
ducing a feature at such low masses through PPISNe requires
pushing the 12C(α, γ)16O reaction rate above its laboratory-
measured value, together with additional assumptions about
mixing, winds, envelope stripping, and rotation. Therefore,
the observed break near ∼30 M⊙ is unlikely to be a direct
signature of PPISNe alone (Farag et al. 2022; Hendriks et al.
2023; Costa et al. 2021; Vink et al. 2021; Croon & Sakstein
2025; Golomb et al. 2024; Kishore Roy et al. 2025b; An-
tonini et al. 2025).

This motivates the question of what astrophysical channel
could instead explain the feature and its properties. Several
possibilities have been proposed: chemically homogeneous
evolution can form massive, nearly equal-mass binaries (de

Mink & Mandel 2016; Mandel & de Mink 2016; Marchant
et al. 2016); stable mass transfer with quasi-homogeneous
evolution can generate structure near the same mass scale
(Briel et al. 2023), as is also the case for Population III bi-
naries (Kinugawa et al. 2014, 2021), dynamical formation
in dense stellar environments, and hierarchical mergers (Ro-
driguez et al. 2018; Antonini et al. 2023; Ray et al. 2025).
However it remains unclear if any of these formation mech-
anisms can explain all of the properties of the BHs at these
masses explored above (Kishore Roy et al. 2025b; Banagiri
et al. 2025b). The precise astrophysical origin of the ∼35 M⊙
feature therefore remains open.

7. HIGH-MASS FEATURES
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(in red, see App. I) and the mass-ratio distribution of the high-mass
mergers with m1 > 47 M⊙ using (m1, q)-PixelPop (blue). The spread
in the inferred merger rate by PixelPop at q < 0.2 is driven by its
agnostic priors.

We now investigate mergers at higher masses, m ≳ 40 M⊙.
In this region, the BBH mass spectrum drops rapidly, con-
sistent with a power law (Sec. 4.4.1); previous studies have
reported a potential rise of the mass distribution at m1 ∼

60–70 M⊙ (Magaña Hernandez & Palmese 2025; Abac et al.
2025a; Pierra & Papadopoulos 2026), but we do not find
a significant overdensity around this mass scale in GWTC-
5.0 using PixelPop (Fig. 1). Here we study mergers with
m1 ≳ 40 M⊙ in search for signatures in the mass and mass-
ratio distributions that differ from those at lower masses, po-
tentially indicating that the high-mass BHs represent a dis-
tinct subpopulation.

As discussed in Sec. 6, the secondary-mass distribution ex-
hibits a more pronounced decline at higher masses compared
to the primary (Fig. 7). We quantify the difference using the
slopes, i.e., logarithmic probability density versus logarith-
mic mass, of the marginal m1 and m2 distributions, averaged
over two different mass intervals using (m1,m2)-PixelPop. In
the range 40–60 M⊙, the slope of the m2 distribution is con-
strained to be −7.0+2.4

−2.7, significantly steeper at >99.9% credi-
bility than in the lower-mass interval 13–25 M⊙ where the m2
slope is −1.1+1.1

−1.1. The m1 distribution also exhibits a steeper
decline at higher masses, consistent with a broken power-
law structure with a steeper spectral index above ∼35 M⊙
(Sec. 4.4.1). However, the m1 slope in the 40–60 M⊙ range
is constrained to be −3.8+1.3

−1.4 and is still shallower than the
corresponding m2 slope with 97.7% credibility.

Using a model that explicitly allows for a sharp gap, Tong
et al. (2025b) reported one in the m2 distribution beginning
at ∼45 M⊙ with GWTC-4.0 data (see also Mould et al. 2026).
However, other strongly-parameterized models that allow for
a more flexible gap shape do not clearly find the sharp on-
set of a gap (Ray & Kalogera 2026). In GWTC-5.0, while
PixelPop does not resolve a sharp gap in m2 (Fig. 1), we
consistently find a clear suppression of systems with high

m2. More conservatively, the cumulative distribution of m2
also indicates only a small fraction of mergers above ∼40 M⊙
(Fig. 23 in App. H).

The relative scarcity of high-mass secondaries is con-
sistent with the inferred pairing distribution (Fig. 9) of
BBH mergers at high masses. We find that binaries
with m1 ≳ 40 M⊙ can exhibit low mass ratios, consis-
tent with the properties of a high-mass subpopulation re-
ported in, e.g., Banagiri et al. (2025b); Ray et al. (2026).
This tendency for unequal masses can also be qualita-
tively observed in several high-mass binaries discovered
in O4b such as GW241127 061008, GW241102 144729,
GW241230 084504, GW250109 074552 etc (Abac et al.
2026b). Using Three Subpopulation, which treats these
high-mass mergers as a subpopulation with separate spin
and mass-ratio properties (Banagiri et al. 2025b and App. I),
we constrain the onset of this subpopulation to m1 =

46.6+11.6
−6.7 M⊙. We find a similar transition in χeff , Sec. 8.1.

In this model, the mass-ratio distribution for this high-mass
subpopulation is described by a Gaussian and we infer its
mean to be at q = 0.6+0.3

−0.5 (Fig. 9). Results for mergers with
m1 > 47 M⊙ from (m1, q)-PixelPop are overplotted for com-
parison; they similarly indicate that high-mass mergers pref-
erentially follow a mass-ratio distribution peaked away from
unity, supporting the tendency toward unequal-mass systems
in this regime. Together with the mass-ratio distributions at
lower m1, this indicates that BBH pairing properties evolve
with primary mass (cf. top row of Fig. 6 for mass ratios at
m1 ∼ 10 M⊙ and Fig. 8 for mass ratios at m1 ∼ 35 M⊙). This
could be a signature of underlying differences in the physics
of BBH formation.

One of the predictions of stellar evolution theory is a gap in
BH masses arising from very massive stars that undergo pair-
instability supernovae (PISNe) and PPISNe (Fowler & Hoyle
1964; Barkat et al. 1967; Rakavy & Shaviv 1967; Heger et al.
2003; Woosley et al. 2007; Woosley 2017b; Spera & Mapelli
2017; Marchant et al. 2019b; Farmer et al. 2019). Although
the precise locations of the lower and upper edges of this pair-
instability mass gap depend sensitively on uncertain physi-
cal assumptions (Marchant et al. 2019b; Farmer et al. 2019;
Costa et al. 2021; Renzo & Smith 2024), the presence of such
a feature is a robust prediction of most stellar evolution mod-
els.

The primary-mass distribution in GWTC-5.0, however,
shows no clear evidence for such a PISN gap: although it
steepens at high mass, it extends smoothly beyond 100 M⊙.
This suggests that, if there is a pair-instability gap, it should
be polluted by some other formation pathways, e.g., hierar-
chical mergers from dense stellar clusters. The physics of
several of these alternative formation channels, which are
generally expected to be rare to begin with, can make it less
likely that they contribute simultaneously to both compo-
nents of a binary. Binaries with only one component from
such a channel will generally be dominant. For example, the
rate of mergers involving one second-generation (2G) BH—
formed from the merger of first-generation (1G) BHs rather
than from stellar collapse—in dense stellar clusters could be
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more than an order of magnitude higher than that for mergers
where both components are 2G BHs (Rodriguez et al. 2019).
Motivated by this, previous studies have tested whether the
m2 distribution may provide a cleaner view of a putative
PISN gap (Tong et al. 2025b; Ray & Kalogera 2025; Mould
et al. 2026).

The increased support for low q at higher masses in Fig. 9
tentatively supports the picture of increasing contamination
from non-standard formation pathways. In particular, this
trend is consistent with 2G+1G hierarchical mergers populat-
ing a putative pair-instability gap in the primary. While under
the simplest assumption for dynamically assembled 2G+1G
mergers one would expect a characteristic mass ratio near
q ∼ 0.5 (Rodriguez et al. 2019; Kimball et al. 2020, 2021;
Borchers et al. 2025), our inferred p(q) for m1 ≳ 47 M⊙ with
GWTC-5.0 (Fig. 9) is comparatively broad and, within un-
certainties, compatible with a nearly flat distribution. It is
possible that the lack of a sharper peak in p(q) is merely an
observational limitation from the paucity of high-mass merg-
ers. However theoretical expectations for p(q) in dense clus-
ters also depend sensitively on the BH natal spin and pair-
ing prescriptions (Torniamenti et al. 2024; Arca Sedda et al.
2026), and the limited number of available simulations may
not yet provide an exhaustive sampling of the relevant pa-
rameter space for such systems (Wang et al. 2016; Kremer
et al. 2020a; Rodriguez et al. 2019; Hong et al. 2020; Rantala
et al. 2025). Thus, given both the current observational un-
certainties and the model dependence of these predictions,
the mass-ratio distribution alone does not provide conclusive
evidence for or against 1G+2G mergers in dense star clus-
ters, nor uniquely identifies the dominant formation channel
of high-mass BHs.

In the next section, we turn to the spin distribution of BHs
to identify signatures of alternate formation channels such as
hierarchical mergers.

8. SIGNATURES OF HIERARCHICAL MERGER
SUBPOPULATIONS

As discussed in Sec. 4.4.3, the observed GW population
includes BHs with a broad distribution of spin magnitudes
and tilts, with evidence for multiple subpopulations, includ-
ing systems with at least one rapidly-spinning BH. While
isolated binary evolution can account for some of these fea-
tures, dynamical assembly in dense environments, such as
AGN disks and star clusters, provides a natural pathway
to the observed BBH diversity via hierarchical mergers, in
which merger remnants participate in subsequent mergers
(e.g., Gerosa & Fishbach 2021). Such channels can natu-
rally produce larger BH masses, high spin magnitudes and
large tilt angles, even if the 1G progenitors rotated slowly.
The LVK recently reported the detection of two BBH merg-
ers with rapid primary spins and unequal mass ratios (Abac
et al. 2025c)—potential signatures of 1G+2G mergers.

If BHs above the PISN mass gap are predominantly hi-
erarchical, BH spin properties may change across the PISN
mass scale. Second-generation BHs are expected to have spin
magnitudes clustering around χ ∼ 0.7 (Pretorius 2005; Buo-

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
m1[M�]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Is
ot

ro
p

ic
M

ix
tu

re
F

ra
ct

io
n
ζ

(m
1
) m̃low m̃mid m̃high

gwtc-5.0

gwtc-4.0

gwtc-5.0

gwtc-4.0

Figure 10. Mass-dependent mixture fraction ζ(m1) between the
Gaussian and uniform χeff components as a function of primary BH
mass obtained with the χeff Mixture model. Here ζ denotes the
fraction of systems in the uniform component. The solid line shows
the posterior median inferred from GWTC-5.0 and the shaded band
the corresponding 90% credible interval. The dashed lines indicate
the 90% credible bounds from GWTC-4.0. The bars and markers
at the top are the credible intervals of the transition masses (m̃low,
m̃mid, m̃high) inferred with the χeff Three Transitions model.

nanno et al. 2008; Hofmann et al. 2016; Berti & Volonteri
2008). If such remnants are retained in dense environments
and subsequently merge with 1G BHs with low, isotropic
spins, the χeff distribution would be approximately symmet-
ric around zero with a half-width of ∼0.47 (Antonini et al.
2025; Rodriguez et al. 2019; Baibhav et al. 2020; Fishbach
et al. 2022). In contrast, alternative channels generally do not
make robust predictions for χeff , as the resulting spins depend
more sensitively on uncertain assumptions about the progen-
itors. The characteristic χeff morphology expected from hi-
erarchical mergers thus provides a falsifiable fingerprint of
this scenario, which can be tested by searching for mass-
dependent structure in the χeff distribution.

8.1. Results

We look for transitions in the χeff distribution at different
masses using GWTC-5.0 data. Support for such transitions
has been reported using by analyses previous datasets (Hoy
et al. 2022; Antonini et al. 2025; Antonini et al. 2025; An-
tonini et al. 2025; Tong et al. 2025b,a; Plunkett et al. 2026;
Banagiri et al. 2025b; Ray & Kalogera 2025; Farah et al.
2026; Vijaykumar et al. 2026). Meanwhile, some analyses
also found evidence that the spin-magnitude distribution cor-
relates with BH primary mass (Pierra et al. 2024; Berti et al.
2026).

We adopt the χeff Mixture model and infer ζ(m1), the
mass-dependent fraction of systems assigned to a uniformly-
distributed χeff subpopulation over a narrower Gaussian com-
ponent (App. G.1). Figure 10 shows the GWTC-5.0 result,
which displays nontrivial peak: a pronounced low-mass fea-
ture at 10-–20 M⊙, where the median ζ(m1) rises to ∼70%,
followed by a dip at intermediate masses, and a second in-
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crease above ∼40 M⊙. The data therefore support the pres-
ence of multiple mass scales at which a broader, approxi-
mately uniform χeff component becomes relevant. For the
uniform χeff component we find a mean µ = 0.04+0.09

−0.09 with
corresponding half-width σ = 0.37+0.13

−0.11. The narrow trun-
cated Gaussian component has a location and a width pa-
rameter given by µ = 0.03+0.01

−0.01 and log10 σ = −1.24+0.09
−0.09,

respectively. The mixture fraction ζ(m1) remains largely un-
constrained below ∼10 M⊙.

To further localize these features in mass, we use the χeff
Three Transitions model. In contrast to the χeff Mixture
model, which allows for a smooth variation of the mixing
fraction across the entire mass range, the χeff Three Transi-
tions model parametrizes the population using discrete tran-
sitions between spin regimes at transition masses m̃low, m̃mid,
and m̃high (App. G.2). We find support for a multi-transition
description, with all three transition masses well constrained
by the data (Fig. 22 in App. G.2). We infer transitions at
m̃low = 13.47+3.3

−2.16 M⊙, m̃mid = 20.24+13.78
−2.14 M⊙, and m̃high =

41.62+12.58
−7.06 M⊙, qualitatively consistent with χeff Mixture

(top axis in Fig. 10). The χeff Three Transitions model does
not assume, a priori, that the low-mass and high-mass uni-
form χeff components have the same χeff distribution. It finds
the mean and the half-width of the Uniform component be-
tween m̃low and m̃mid to be 0.07+0.24

−0.15 and 0.51+0.19
−0.22, respec-

tively. Similarly, the mean and the half-width of the Uniform
component over masses of m̃high is 0.07+0.24

−0.13 and 0.47+0.16
−0.23

, respectively. These are both consistent with the expected
signatures for 1G + 2G mergers. These results also broadly
agree with the Truncated Gaussian Mixture Model finding
from Sec. 4.4.3 that the BBH population has a dominant low-
spin component and a subdominant component with at least
one rapidly-spinning BH and median magnitude of χ ∼ 0.7
(App. B.3).

The χeff Mixture model infers that the volumetric
merger rate associated with the uniform and approximately-
symmetric χeff subpopulation is Rζ

U = 0.6+0.99
−0.4 Gpc−3 yr−1

at z = 0.2. This is consistent with the χeff Three Transi-
tions model, which yields RU,high mass = 0.38+0.36

−0.28 Gpc−3 yr−1

for m1 > m̃high and RU,low mass = 1.22+1.46
−0.85 Gpc−3 yr−1 for

m̃low < m1 < m̃mid, corresponding to a total rate RU =

1.63+1.48
−0.96 Gpc−3 yr−1. The uniform component thus corre-

sponds to ∼1–10% of the overall BBH merger rate.

8.2. Astrophysical implications

8.2.1. The high-mass sector

The transition in spin properties above m̃high ≈ 40 M⊙ sug-
gests a change in the channels contributing to the observed
mergers. The inferred width and mean of the uniform χeff
component is consistent with expectations from the standard
1G+2G merger scenario at high masses (Antonini et al. 2025;
Baibhav et al. 2020; Gerosa & Berti 2017; Rodriguez et al.
2019; Fishbach et al. 2017), but many factors could lead to
confusion from other channels. Furthermore, the observa-
tional uncertainty on the mixture fraction is high and we can-
not rule out low occupancy of the uniform component at high

masses (Fig. 10), and neither can we rule out additional for-
mation channels.

Mergers in AGN disks (Vaccaro et al. 2024; Yang et al.
2019; Gerosa & Berti 2017; McKernan et al. 2020, 2018;
Mandel & O’Shaughnessy 2010; Belczynski et al. 2020; de
Mink et al. 2009; Song et al. 2016; Yoon & Langer 2005),
chemically homogeneous evolution in tidally-locked massive
binaries (de Mink & Mandel 2016; Marchant et al. 2016), and
primordial BHs (Bardeen et al. 1972; De Luca et al. 2021,
2025; Blinnikov et al. 2016) have all been suggested as mech-
anisms to produce either high-mass or high-spin systems or
both. Uncertainties in stellar evolution (e.g., Spruit 1999,
2002; Heger et al. 2005, 2000; Qin et al. 2018; Cantiello
et al. 2014; Denissenkov & Pinsonneault 2007; Zahn et al.
2007; Fuller & Ma 2019) may also enable the formation of
rapidly rotating 1G BHs with masses above ∼40 M⊙ (Shibata
& Fujibayashi 2026; Uchida et al. 2019; Croon et al. 2026;
Gottlieb et al. 2025; Spera et al. 2019; Di Carlo et al. 2019;
Kremer et al. 2020b; Ghodla & Eldridge 2024; Arca sedda
et al. 2024a; Kıroğlu et al. 2025)

The inferred transition mass m̃high lies suggestively close
to common estimates for the lower edge of the PISN mass
gap. However, the mapping between progenitor and final BH
properties depends sensitively on multiple layers of uncer-
tain stellar physics that can shift the effective onset of the
gap (Costa et al. 2021; Ugolini et al. 2025; Vink et al. 2021;
Renzo & Smith 2024; Mapelli et al. 2020; Fernández et al.
2018; Luo et al. 2025), leading to 1G BHs with masses above
40 M⊙. This makes a direct association between the observed
transition and the underlying physics difficult.

8.2.2. The low-mass sector

We observe a pronounced increase in the mixing fraction
ζ(m1) for m1 ∼ 10–20 M⊙, indicating that the uniform χeff
component becomes more prominent in this interval. Hierar-
chical mergers formed in dense stellar environments are pre-
dicted to span a broad mass range, making their presence at
low primary masses possible (e.g., Tiwari & Fairhurst 2021;
Mapelli et al. 2022; Santoliquido et al. 2020; Arca sedda
et al. 2024b; Ye et al. 2026). However, the apparent en-
hancement of hierarchical-like signatures in the ∼10–20 M⊙
interval, followed by a suppression at intermediate masses
(∼20–40 M⊙), is difficult to explain. One possible explana-
tion lies in the structure of the 1G BH mass function, which
depends sensitively on supernova physics and stellar evolu-
tion (e.g., Spera et al. 2022; Mapelli 2021). Several mod-
els predict a depletion or partial gap in the first-generation
BH mass spectrum between ∼11 M⊙ and 16 M⊙ from binary
stripped stars (Woosley et al. 2020; Patton & Sukhbold 2020;
Ertl et al. 2020; Schneider et al. 2023; Maltsev et al. 2025;
Galaudage & Lamberts 2025; Willcox et al. 2025), which
could enhance the relative visibility of hierarchical mergers
in this mass range. At the same time, the location and depth
of such a feature remain model dependent and impacted by
uncertainties in stellar evolution and cluster dynamics (e.g.,
Schneider et al. 2023; Chieffi& Limongi 2020; Adamcewicz



17

et al. 2024; Tiwari 2025; Gennari et al. 2025), complicating
the interpretation.

9. BROAD POPULATION CORRELATIONS

Here we present an overview of the broad correlations be-
tween pairs of parameters in the BBH populations (Abbott
et al. 2023b; Abac et al. 2025a). We discuss evidence for
correlations between the distributions of mass ratio and ef-
fective inspiral spin (Sec. 9.1), and between effective inspiral
spin and redshift (Sec. 9.2). Model variations and inconclu-
sive results are shown in Apps. C and D. These results further
suggest contributions to the BBH population from multiple
formation pathways.

9.1. Mass ratio and spin correlations

Correlations between χeff and q have been reported since
GWTC-2.0 (Callister et al. 2021; Abbott et al. 2023b; Adam-
cewicz & Thrane 2022; Adamcewicz et al. 2023; Abac et al.
2025a). While GWTC-4.0 data found a correlation between
q and χeff , we could not determine whether the χeff shifts in
mean, broadens, or both, with q. In GWTC-5.0 we find
decreased evidence that the mean of χeff evolves with q
and increased evidence that its width does, compared to
GWTC-4.0. Figure 11 shows the joint distribution of χeff and
q for the Linear Correlation and Spline Correlation mod-
els. The top panel shows the evolution of the width of the
χeff distribution with q, quantified by the standard deviation
σχeff |q.

The Linear Correlation model relates both the mean
and width of the χeff distribution through two independent
linear functions, directly parametrizing the gradient of the
mean δµχeff |q and the gradient of the natural log of the width
δlnσχeff |q. This model finds that the peak of the χeff distribu-
tion does not shift with q: we measure δµχeff |q = −0.03+0.15

−0.15,
consistent with no evolution of the mean. Conversely, the
model supports a more pronounced evolution of the width of
the distribution with q, with more unequal-mass binaries ex-
hibiting a wider distribution of χeff values. Specifically, we
obtain δlnσχeff |q = −2.20+0.69

−0.59 which rules out no evolution of
the width with q at >99% credibility and implies that more
unequal-mass binaries have a larger spread in χeff . This trend
persists when we leave out the recently-discovered unequal-
mass, highly-spinning systems GW241011 and GW241110,
meaning that these two events do not entirely drive the cor-
relation (see App. C).

The Spline Correlation model relates the mean and width
of the χeff distribution to q through two independent cubic
splines, allowing for a more flexible correlation. For this
model, we calculate average slopes for δµχeff |q and δlnσχeff |q
in the range q > 1/3, since for smaller mass ratios the width
is informed by the spline knot at q = 0 where we have no ob-
servations. Therefore, our calculation of δlnσχeff |q captures
the Spline Correlation result’s overall evolution of σχeff |q,
avoiding the impact of modeling choices on local gradients.
We find δµχeff |q = −0.05+0.23

−0.19 and δlnσχeff |q = −1.91+0.80
−0.73. This

result agrees with the LinearCorrelationmodel, showing an
evolution of the width of χeff with q without evolution of the
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Figure 11. Top: the inferred standard deviation of the χeff distribu-
tion as a function of mass ratio, for the Linear Correlation (red)
and Spline Correlation (blue) models. The shaded bands show the
90% credible interval, indicating that the standard deviation tends to
decrease with increasing q. Bottom: the posterior predictive distri-
bution of the joint (χeff–q) distribution, for the Linear Correlation
and Spline Correlation models, where the outlines contain 90%
and 50% of the posterior volume. The hatching in both panels shows
the areas where there are < 1% of parameter estimation samples for
GWTC-5.0 observations.

mean, although uncertainties are larger due to the increased
model flexibility.

We additionally test the presence of a correlation in (q, χeff)
using a Copula Correlation model, which relates the two
marginal distributions using a Frank copula via a correla-
tion coefficient η (Adamcewicz & Thrane 2022). We find
ηχeff ,q < 0 at 63% credibility, compared to 90% credibil-
ity with GWTC-4.0. However, unlike the Linear Correla-
tion and Spline Correlation models, the Copula Correla-
tion model cannot account for a broadening of the χeff dis-
tribution with mass ratio. The decrease in ηχeff ,q compared to
GWTC-4.0 is consistent with the diminishing evidence for a
direct anticorrelation between the mean of χeff and q.

The wider range of χeff observed at small q could be ex-
plained by a single q-dependent channel, or a mix of chan-
nels that add up to broaden χeff at small q. A significant
fraction of dynamically assembled BHs at lower mass ratios
may widen χeff (Mould et al. 2022). Hierarchical mergers of
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1G+2G BHs are expected to have q ≈ 0.5 and χ1 ≈ 0.7,
resulting in a broadening of χeff with decreasing q. The
presence of low-mass-ratio, highly-spinning binaries quali-
tatively agrees with the hierarchical-merger-like signatures
presented in Secs. 4.4.3, 7 and 8. With a strong model, Vi-
jaykumar et al. (2026) reported evidence for a hierarchical
subpopulation of mergers in GWTC-4.0 giving rise to a sim-
ilar broadening. Other mechanisms could also explain the
observed trend: isolated binaries undergoing tidal spin-up,
stable mass transfer, and mass ratio reversal may all result in
low-q, high-spin binaries (Broekgaarden et al. 2022; Zevin
& Bavera 2022; Olejak et al. 2024). However, the reduced
evidence for a shift in the mean suggests that the χeff distri-
bution at unequal mass ratios is more isotropic than previ-
ously reported. This agrees with previous works that found
that the aligned-spin components do not exhibit a correlation
with mass ratio (Tiwari 2022, 2025; Vijaykumar et al. 2026).
Such an isotropic distribution of χeff is difficult to produce
with most isolated formation channels although this can de-
pend on the complex interplay between spins, natal kicks and
other factors (e.g., Baibhav & Kalogera 2024).

9.2. Redshift and spin correlations

Evidence of a broadening of χeff with increasing red-
shift has been observed since GWTC-3.0 (Biscoveanu et al.
2022a; Abac et al. 2025a). Figure 12 shows the joint (χeff–z)
distribution and the width of the χeff distribution as a func-
tion of redshift (σχeff |z) for the Linear Correlation and Spline
Correlation models. With the Linear Correlation model
we find δµχeff |z = −0.03+0.08

−0.08 and δlnσχeff |z = 0.48+0.31
−0.42, which

indicates a preference for broadening of the width of the dis-
tribution with z at 93% credibility. The joint distribution
from the Spline Correlation model qualitatively supports
broadening, even if the evolution of σeff|z indicates some
non-linear structure in the evolution of the width. With the
Spline Correlation model we find δµχeff |z = −0.06+0.11

−0.13 and
δlnσχeff |z = 0.22+0.47

−0.54, where we evaluate the gradients over
the range where we have >1% of parameter estimation sam-
ples. This is consistent with no evolution of χeff across the
broad range of redshifts where we have observations.

In summary, we find model-dependent evidence for χeff
broadening with redshift with the Linear Correlation and
Spline Correlation models. Evidence for this broadening is
supported by additional models, which we include in App. D.
The results in this section are caveated by the fact that
correlations in (χeff , z) are degenerate with correlations be-
tween mass and redshift, or mass and χeff (Biscoveanu et al.
2022a). We discussed evidence for correlations between pri-
mary mass and χeff in Sec. 8.

A broadening in χeff with redshift could be a signature
of multiple formation channels. For example, Farah et al.
(2026) find that hierarchical mergers can produce such a
broadening, due to the steeper evolution of the hierarchical
BBH merger rate with redshift. Meanwhile, tidal spin up
in isolated binaries can produce more positive χeff at larger
redshift due to interplay between metallicity and orbital sep-
aration, with low-metallicity environments at high redshift
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Figure 12. Top: The inferred standard deviation of the χeff distri-
bution as a function of redshift, for the Linear Correlation (red)
and Spline Correlation (blue) models. The shaded bands show
the 90% credible interval. Bottom: the posterior predictive distri-
bution of the joint (χeff–z) distribution, for the Linear Correlation
and Spline Correlationmodels. The outlines contain 90% and 50%
of the volume. The hatched area in both plots indicates the region
where there are < 1% parameter estimation samples for GWTC-5.0
observations.

resulting in tighter binaries that are both tidally spun up and
short-lived (Bavera et al. 2022). However, this mechanism
cannot easily explain a roughly symmetric broadening under
common supernova kicks (Baibhav & Kalogera 2024).

10. CONCLUSION

We have presented analyses of the compact objects in the
GWTC-5.0 catalog. The 267 candidate events in the dataset
have further enhanced our understanding of the astrophysi-
cal properties of stellar-mass BHs. Among the most exciting
findings is the growing evidence that multiple subpopulations
of BHs, each with distinct properties, are producing the ob-
served sources. Based on the number of public alerts sent
about significant BBH candidates, we expect the forthcom-
ing GWTC-6.0 catalog to yield another ≳ 68 sources (LIGO
Scientific Collaboration et al. 2024), further improving our
understanding of the number, rates and properties of these
populations.
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11. DATA AVAILABILITY

The analysis results and figure generation scripts used for
this paper are released as (LIGO Scientific Collaboration
et al. 2026), while the data products for estimating sensi-
tivity can be found in (LIGO–Virgo–KAGRA Collaboration
2026a,b).
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APPENDIX

A. DATASET AND METHODS

A.1. Waveform model choices

For newly identified CBC candidates in O4b, we use posterior samples generated with the Bilby package (Ashton et al. 2019;
Romero-Shaw et al. 2020b).

For BBH candidates from O1 - third observing run (O3), all analyses in this paper made the same waveform choices as detailed
in Abac et al. (2025e). For events in fourth observing run (O4), our analyses broadly made two different choices of waveforms. All
analyses used posterior samples generated with NRSur7dq4 (Varma et al. 2019) when available. When samples with NRSur7dq4
were not available, e.g. when the signal duration is too long to be analyzed with it, PixelPop, FullPop, Linear Correlation and
the Spline Correlation models used posterior draws generated with the IMRPhenomXPHM SpinTaylor waveform (Pratten et al.
2021; Colleoni et al. 2025). The Default BBH model, the Three Subpopulationmodel, Binned Gaussian Process, Isolated Peak,
Truncated Gaussian Mixture Model, χeff Three Transitions, Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp, χeff Mixture, and the copula analyses
used Mixed samples – a mixture of posterior draws from the IMRPhenomXPHM SpinTaylor and SEOBNRv5PHM waveforms
analyses (Ramos-Buades et al. 2023a; Pompili et al. 2023) – for O4a and samples from IMRPhenomXPHM SpinTaylor for O4b 3.

Our full-spectrum models also made different waveform choices for NS-containing events. For the BNSs mergers, GW170817
and GW190425, both FullPop and PixelPop used IMRPhenomPv2 NRTidal. For GW200105 and GW200115 PixelPop used
Mixed samples while FullPop used IMRPhenomNSBH. Finally for GW230529 181500, PixelPop used draws from IMRPhe-
nomNSBH while FullPop used Mixed samples.

We note that we do not expect our population inferences to be sensitive to the choices between these waveforms.

A.2. Estimation of the detector network sensitivity

We numerically estimate the sensitivity of the detector network (i.e., measure ξ(Λ)) during O3, O4a and O4b by re-weighting
a large set of simulated signals (injections) added to real data and searched by the same pipelines used to produce the actual
catalog (Abac et al. 2025a; Essick et al. 2025). This yields a list of ∼ 1.21 × 106 (∼ 1.11 × 106) injections above the detection
threshold of FAR< 1 per year (< 0.25 per year). For O1 and second observing run (O2) only, a different procedure is used, which
thresholds on SNR instead of FAR (Abbott et al. 2023b), yielding ∼ 3.70 × 105 injections above SNR= 10.

B. OVERVIEW MODELS

B.1. PixelPop

The PixelPop analysis employs a high-resolution binned model that is able to infer joint population distribution of multiple
CBC parameters and their correlations with minimal assumptions (Heinzel et al. 2024). To accomplish this, the joint space of
CBC parameters is finely binned and the comoving merger rate density in each bin is inferred as an independent parameter using
hierarchical Bayesian inference. To enforce a notion of smoothness, the rate within each bin β is coupled to its nearest neighbors
using a log-normal intrinsic conditional autoregressive prior (ICAR),

p
(
lnRβ

∣∣∣ {lnRb,β}, σ
)
∝ exp

−∑
b

(lnRβ − lnRb)2

2σ2

 . (B1)

where b is an index over the nearest neighbors of bin β and the global parameter σ defines the smoothness of the ICAR. In
practice, the joint prior density over all bins can be computed simultaneously as the matrix equation shown in Heinzel et al.
(2024). Here, we take the intrinsic CAR limit to improve computational efficiency without making sacrifices on the inference
fidelity. See the discussion in App. B of Alvarez-Lopez et al. (2025).

In this paper, we generally use variants of PixelPop that model the joint population distributions of one or two CBC parameters,
with 100 bins per dimension. Therefore, our one- and two-dimensional PixelPopmodels have 102 and 104 rate parameters in total,
respectively. Table 3 shows the different variants used in this papers along with the relevant sections. For CBC parameters that
are not binned, we fall back on the strongly-parameterized models described in Tab. 1. We use a uniform prior on lnσ ∈ [−3, 5].
We direct the reader to Heinzel et al. (2024, 2025b) and Alvarez-Lopez et al. (2025) for more details on PixelPop.

3 Note, however, that the Default BBH model, Three Subpopulation model,
χeff Three Transitions and the copula analyses used Mixed samples
for a small handful of events from O4b, namely GW241111 111552,
GW241110 124123, GW240925 005809 and GW240910 103535
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PixelPop variant Dimensionality Sections used

(m1,m2)-PixelPop 2 Secs. 4.1, 4.2, 4.4.1, 7

(χ, cos θ)-PixelPop 2 Sec. 4.4.3

(m1, q)-PixelPop 2 Secs. 4.4.2, 6, 7

(m1, χeff)-PixelPop 2 Secs. 5, 6

(m1, z)-PixelPop 2 Sec. 6

(χeff , χp)-PixelPop 2 App. E

(χeff , q)-PixelPop 2 Sec. 9.1

(χeff , z)-PixelPop 2 Sec. 9.2

z-PixelPop 1 Sec. 4.4.4

Table 3. Variants of PixelPop used in this paper
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Figure 13. The primary mass distribution below 14 M⊙. The solid lines show the median distribution for each model, with the shaded bands
depicting the 90% credible regions. With GWTC-5.0, we find that our models effectively rule out a completely empty lower mass gap. The
FullPopmodel parameterizes the depth of the gap with the hyperparameter A, with A = 1 indicating a completely empty gap between 3−5 M⊙.
With GWTC-5.0 we find A ≤ 0.88 at 99% credibility.

B.2. FullPop

The strongly-parameterized FullPop (Abac et al. 2025a; Farah et al. 2022; Mali & Essick 2025), models the complete CBC
distribution. The model parameterizes both the primary and secondary masses as drawn from a common underlying population,
πm(m | Λ), with a pairing function, f (m1,m2),

π(m1,m2 | Λ) ∝ πm(m1 | Λ)πm(m2 | Λ) f (m1,m2)Θ(m2 < m1), (B2)



29

where Θ is the Heaviside function. The mass model, πm(m | Λ), is parameterized as

πm(m | Λ) = [1 + c1N[mmin,mmax](m | µ1, σ1) + c2N[mmin,mmax](m | µ2, σ2)]n1(m | mNSmax,mBHmin, ηNSmax, ηBHmin, A)
×n2(m | mUMGmin,mUMGmax, ηUMGmin, ηUMGmax, A2)h(m | mNSmin, ηNSmin)l(m | mBHmax, ηBHmax)

×


mα1 if m < mNSmax

mαdip mα1−αdip

NSmax if mNSmax ≤ m < mBHmin

mα2 mα1−αdip

NSmax mαdip−α2

BHmin if m ≥ mBHmin.

. (B3)

This πm(m | Λ) represents a universal mass function to describe the primary- and secondary-mass distributions. Note that the
marginal mass distribution is different from the universal mass distribution due to the pairing formalism. N[a,b](µ, σ) represents a
truncated normal distribution over [a, b] with location and width parameters µ and σ. The high-pass, low-pass and notch functions
are defined as:

l(m | mBHmax, ηBHmax) =
[
1 +

(
m

mBHmax

)ηBHmax
]−1

, (B4)

h(m | mNSmin, ηNSmin) = 1 − l(m | mNSmin, ηNSmin), (B5)
n1(m | mNSmax,mBHmin, ηNSmax, ηBHmin, A) = 1 − Al(m | mNSmax, ηNSmax)h(m | mBHmin, ηBHmin), (B6)

n2(m | mUMGmin,mUMGmax, ηUMGmin, ηUMGmax, A2) = 1 − A2l(m | mUMGmin, ηUMGmin)h(m | mUMGmax, ηUMGmax). (B7)

The pairing function

f (m1,m2 | βBH, βNS) =


(

m2

m1

)β1

if m2 < 5 M⊙(
m2

m1

)β2

if m2 > 5 M⊙

(B8)

controls how much merging binaries favor/disfavor equal masses. We allow for alternative pairing for binaries with low-mass
secondaries (NSBHs or BBH with the secondary component in the lower-mass gap, e.g., GW190814, Abbott et al. 2020b). We
show the priors and describe the parameters of the FullPopmodel in Tab. 4. The primary-mass distribution below 15 M⊙ is shown
in Fig. 13.

B.3. Truncated GaussianMixtureModel

In the Truncated Gaussian Mixture Model analysis, we write the joint component spin magnitude as a sum of two truncated
bivariate Gaussian mixtures (Hussain et al. 2026).

p(χ) = ηaN(χ | µa,Σa) + ηbN(χ | µb,Σb), (B9)

where χ = (χ1, χ2), and µ and Σ are the mean vectors and the covariance matrices of the two-dimensional distribution. The indices
a and b refer to the dominant and the subdominant modes respectively. The fraction of mergers in each mode is parameterized
by ηa and ηb, with ηa + ηb = 1.

Unlike the component spin models highlighted in Sec. 4.4.3, this model fits the two components independently allowing us to
separately infer the spins of each components and any possible correlations. Moreover by using more than one mode, the model
is able to find substructure in this joint distribution that is not clearly distinguishable in IID models.

B.4. Default BBH Model

This section presents details the default strongly-parameterized models used in this paper (see Tab. 1). These are fully consistent
with the fiducial models used by the LVK in our analysis of GWTC-4.0 data in Abac et al. (2025a).

Broken Power Law + 2 Peaks: The fiducial BBH mass model is a mixture between a broken power law and two left-truncated
Gaussian peaks, with low-mass tapering applied to the full distribution. The broken power law is given by

pBP(m1 | α1, α2,mbreak,m1,low,mhigh) =
1
N


(

m1

mbreak

)−α1

m1,low ≤ m1 < mbreak(
m1

mbreak

)−α2

mbreak ≤ m1 < mhigh,

(B10)
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Table 4. Summary of FullPop model parameters and priors.

Category Parameter Unit Description Prior

Pairing Function β1 – Power-law index below 5 M⊙ U(−2, 3)

β2 – Power-law index above 5 M⊙ U(−2, 7)

Broken Power-Law α1 – Power-law index below mNS max U(−10, 2)

αdip – Power-law index between mNS max and mBH min U(−3,m2)

α2 – Power-law index above mBH min U(−3, 2)

mbrk M⊙ Break point between α1 and α2 5

Highpass Filter mNS min M⊙ Low-mass roll-off U(1, 1.4)

ηmin – Sharpness at mNS min 50

Lowpass Filter mBHmax M⊙ High-mass roll-off U(60, 200)

ηmax – Sharpness at mBHmax U(−4, 12)

Low-Mass Notch mNS max M⊙ Lower notch edge U(1.4, 5)

ηlow
1 – Sharpness at mNS max 50

mBH min M⊙ Upper notch edge U(5, 9)

η
high
1 – Sharpness at mBH min 50

A1 – Notch depth 0

High-Mass Notch mUMGmin M⊙ Lower notch edge U(30, 90)

ηlow
2 – Sharpness at mUMGmin 30

mUMGmax M⊙ Upper notch edge U(60, 150)

η
high
2 – Sharpness at mUMGmax 30

A2 – Depth of high-mass notch U(0, 1)

Low-Mass Peak µ
peak
2 M⊙ Peak location U(6, 12)

σ
peak
2 M⊙ Peak width U(0, 5)

c2 – Peak height U(0, 500)

High-Mass Peak µ
peak
1 M⊙ Peak location U(17, 50)

σ
peak
1 M⊙ Peak width U(4, 20)

c1 – Peak height U(0, 1000)

Note—U(a, b) denotes a uniform distribution in the range [a, b].

where α1 and α2 are the power-law indices, the transition between the low-mass and high-mass power law occurs at mbreak, and
the normalization constant is

N = mbreak

1 −
(
m1,low/mbreak

)1−α1

1 − α1
+

(
m1,high/mbreak

)1−α2
− 1

1 − α2

 . (B11)

The full mixture distribution is

π(m1) ∝
[
λ0 pBP(m1 | α1, α2,mbreak,m1,low,mhigh) + λ1Nlt(m1 | µ1, σ1, low = m1,low) (B12)

+ (1 − λ0 − λ1)Nlt(m1 | µ2, σ2, low = m1,low)
]
S (m1 | m1,low, δm,1),

where Nlt is a left-truncated normal distribution. The Planck tapering function S ensures a smooth turn-on of the distribution in
the range (m1,low,m1,low + δm,1] and is given by
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Figure 14. A plot of the 10%, 50% and 90% HDI contours for the median of the joint χ1−χ2 distribution on the left, as inferred with Truncated
Gaussian Mixture Model. We find a dominant mode centered away from zero spins but below spin magnitudes of 0.2 in both components.
The subdominant mode is localized at χ1 ∼ 0.7 but with a broad distribution for χ2. The analysis finds that the fraction of BBH mergers in the
subdominant mode, given by ηb, confidently excludes zero as shown in the inset. The marginal distributions of χ1 and χ2 are shown on the right.
The dominant modes are again well recovered in both components. The subdominant mode is consistent with either a broad χ2 distribution or
a potential peak at χ2 ∼ 0.7.

S (m | mlow, δm) =


0 m < mlow,

[1 + f (m − mlow, δm)]−1 mlow ≤ m < mlow + δm,

1 mlow + δm ≤ m,

(B13)

with

f (m′, δm) = exp
(
δm

m′
+

δm

m′ − δm

)
. (B14)

We model the mass ratio as a power law with index βq and low-mass tapering applied to secondary mass m2, conditioned on
primary mass m1,

Table 5 shows the parameter descriptions and prior ranges. Figure 15 shows the posterior distributions of the hyperparameters
for two different variance cuts.

Default BBH component spin model: We model the spin magnitudes (χi) as a truncated Gaussian distribution between 0 and
1, assuming they are identically and independently distributed:

π(χi | µχ, σχ) = N[0,1](χ1 | µχ, σχ)N[0,1](χ2 | µχ, σχ) . (B15)

We model the distribution of the cosine spin tilt angle (cos θi) as a mixture between a Gaussian distribution truncated on −1 to
1 and an isotropic distribution, assuming they are identically but not independently distributed:

π(cos θi | µt, σt, ζ) = ζN[−1,1](cos θ1 | µt, σt)N[−1,1](cos θ2 | µt, σt) +
1 − ζ

4
. (B16)

We here allow for the location of the Gaussian subpopulation to vary, following Vitale et al. (2022). Priors on the hyperparameters
are given in Tab. 6. Posteriors of the model parameters are shown in Fig. 16 with two different variance cuts.

Default BBH redshift model: We model redshift evolution by the comoving merger rate density. In particular, we use the
model

π(z | κ) ∝
1

1 + z
dVc

dz
(1 + z)κ (B17)

where the prefactor converts from a rate density in comoving volume and source-frame time to detector-frame time and redshift.
In other words, the comoving rate density scales as R ∝ (1 + z)κ. We use a prior on κ as specified in Tab. 7. The posterior
inferences of the parameters are shown in Fig. 17.
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Table 5. Summary of Broken Power Law + 2 Peaks model parameters and priors.

Parameter Description Prior

α1 Power-law index of 1st primary-mass power law U(−4, 12)

α2 Power-law index of 2nd primary-mass power law U(−4, 12)

mbreak Power-law break location U(20, 50)

µ1 Location of the first peak U(5, 20)

σ1 Width of the first peak U(0, 10)

µ2 Location of the second peak U(25, 60)

σ2 Width of the second peak U(0, 10)

m1,low Lower edge of taper function U(3, 10)

δm,1 Mass range of low mass tapering U(0, 10)

λ0, λ1 Mixing fractions between power law and peaks Dir(α = (1, 1, 1))

mhigh Maximum mass for distribution, which is pinned to mhigh = 300 M⊙ by default δ(mhigh − 300)

βq Power-law index of mass-ratio power law U(−2, 7)

m2,low Lower edge of taper function in m2 U(3,m1,low)

δm,2 Mass range of low-mass tapering in m2 U(0, 10)

Table 6. Summary of Default BBH model parameters for spin magnitudes (Eq. B15) and
tilt angles (Eq. B16).

Parameter Description Prior

µχ Location of the χ distribution U(0, 1)

σχ Width of the χ distribution U(0.005, 1)

µt Location of the Gaussian component of the cos θ distribution U(−1, 1)

σt Width of the Gaussian component of the cos θ distribution U(0.01, 4)

ζ Fraction in the Gaussian component of the cos θ distribution U(0, 1)

tmin Minimum of the cos θ distribution U(−1, 1)

Table 7. Summary of Default BBH redshift model parameter (top) and priors and Madau-
Dickinson model parameters (bottom), and the corresponding priors.

Parameter Description Prior

κz Power-law index on comoving merger rate evolution U(−10, 10)

γ The low redshift index of the Madau-Dickinson model U(−10, 10)

zpeak The peak redshift parameter of the Madau-Dickinson model U(0, 2.5)

α The high redshift index of the Madau-Dickinson model U(−10, 10)
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Figure 15. The posterior distribution of the parameters (see Tab. 5 for definition) of the Default BBH mass model. The two colors corresponds
to inferences with two different variance cuts (see Sec. 3). Other than expected differences in the width of the Gaussian peaks, other parameter
estimates are consistent between both runs.

B.5. Madau–Dickinson Model

We test an alternative redshift model based on the parametric form of the Madau–Dickinson Star Formation Rate.

ψ(z | γ, α, zp) ∝
(1 + z)γ

1 + ((1 + z)/(1 + zp))α
. (B18)
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Figure 16. The posterior distribution of the parameters (see Tab. 6 for definition) of the Default BBH spin model. The two colors corresponds
to inferences with two different variance cuts (see Sec. 3). Other than expected differences in the width of the Gaussians, other parameter
estimates are consistent between both runs.

At z ≪ zp, the spectral index of the model is given by

κeff = γ −
α

1 + (1 + zp)α
(B19)

Model priors are shown in Tab. 7 and the inferred redshift distribution in Fig. 18. No major deviations are noticeable between
the inferred redshift distribution of the Madau–Dickinson model and the Default BBH redshift model.

B.6. Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp

The Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp uses a truncated version of the multivariate skewnormal model (Azzalini & Valle 1996). This
model combines the bivariate Gaussian (Miller et al. 2020) and the skewnormal models (Banagiri et al. 2025b) used to fit effective
spins in previous LVK analyses (Abac et al. 2025a; Abbott et al. 2023b). This model therefore allows both the χeff and χp
distributions to be skewed and be covariant with each other.

The model is formally defined as,

p(χeff , χp) ∝

2N(χ⃗ | µ⃗,Σ)Φ(χ⃗ − µ⃗ · α⃗) if χeff ∈ [−1, 1] and χp ∈ [0, 1],

0 otherwise
. (B20)
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Here, χ⃗ = (χeff , χp) is the vector of effective spins. The parameters µ⃗ = (µeff , µp) represent the mean vector, and Σ, the covariance
matrix with normalized covariance ρ:

Σ =

 σ2
eff ρσeffσp

ρσeff σ2
p

 , (B21)

and α⃗ = (αeff , αp) as the skewness matrix. While αeff and αp formally can take any real numbered value, for consistency with
Abac et al. (2025a) and Banagiri et al. (2025b), we define ϵeff and ϵp such that,

αeff(p) = ϵeff(p) + tan
πϵeff(p)

2
. (B22)
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Table 8. Summary of Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp model parameters

Parameter Description Prior

µeff Location of the χeff distribution U(−1, 1)

σeff Width of the χeff distribution U(0.05, 1)

µp Location of the χp distribution U(0.05, 1)

σp Width of the χp distribution U(0.07, 1)

ρ Degree of correlation between χeff and χp U(−0.75, 0.75)

ϵeff χeff component of the skew of the distribution U(−1, 1)

ϵp χp component of the skew of the distribution U(−1, 1)

Table 8 shows the parameter priors and Fig. 19 shows the posteriors on the model parameters. We find that the Bivariate
Skewed χeff /χp model and the (χeff , χp)-PixelPop model disagree on the degree of skewness of the χeff distribution. Using the
asymmetry about the mode of the distribution as a measure of skewness, we find that the former model infers skewness to be
0.38+0.3

−0.25, while the latter infers a value of 0.02+0.26
−0.27 – consistent with zero.

C. MASS RATIO AND SPIN CORRELATION VARIANTS

We verify the correlation between mass ratio and effective spin (Sec. 9.1) with variations of the Linear Correlation model
and the weakly-parametrized PixelPop model. Namely, we test the Linear Correlation (q, χeff) model with a broken power-law
distribution in q instead of a power-law distribution (Linear BPL), and a skewnormal distribution in χeff instead of a truncated
Gaussian (Linear Skew). The joint (q, χeff) distribution and the width of χeff with q for all model variants are shown in Fig. 20.
We find that the variants agree with the default model result: the position of the peak of the χeff distribution does not evolve with
q, and that the width of the χeff distribution gets wider towards more unequal q. In addition, we test the impact of unequal-mass,
high-spin, sources, such as GW241011 and GW241110, with a leave-one-out analysis using the default Linear Correlation
model, finding that these observations do not impact the result. This confirms that the evolution of the width of χeff with q is a
robust feature of the data, and is not driven by particular choices of marginal distributions nor by individual events GW241011
and GW241110.

The more flexible PixelPop is also in agreement with the lack of evolution of the mean of χeff , with δµχeff |q=0.7 = 0.17+0.59
−0.55.

PixelPop finds the Spearman correlation statistic is negative at 26% credibility over the entire space (27% credibility over the data-
dominated region [q > 0.5,−0.25 < χeff < 0.25]) indicating little evidence for an anti-correlation (Spearman 1904). PixelPop also
identifies broadening, though this is less prominent than the strongly-parametrized models. We find δlnσχeff |q=0.7 = −2.05+2.49

−2.40 at
q = 0.7, which is approximately where the gradients are the largest and uncertainties on the mean and width are smallest. It is
not clear whether this evolution is a transition between distinct features along the mass-ratio spectrum with different widths of
the χeff distribution, or a gradual transition along q as is assumed by the Linear Correlation model.

There may be several explanations for why the evolution of σχ(q) disagrees between the Linear Correlation and PixelPop
models. The standard deviation has a mathematical limit, approximately equal to the standard deviation of a truncated uniform
distribution over (−1, 1). The result for PixelPop reaches this limit at q < 0.3, hence we caution against over interpreting σχ
in this region. We calculate all other results plotted in Fig. 20 consistently with the PixelPop result, hence these also reach this
limit at low q. This limit is not fundamental to the population models.Towards more equal mass ratios (q ≳ 0.7), PixelPop finds
a broader distribution of χeff than the Linear Correlation and Spline Correlation models. PixelPop a priori disfavours narrow
distributions, as highlighted by the model’s prior on the width of χeff (grey interval in the right panel of Fig. 20). We find that
this is due to a combination of PixelPop’s ICAR prior preference for smoother distributions, and that measuring the width of a
narrow distribution requires strong constraints in the tails. While stronger approaches such as the Linear Correlation and Spline
Correlation models extrapolate in the tails using their more rigid functional form, weaker models like PixelPop constrain data-
poor regions using a combination of the prior (favoring smoothness) and the information due to non-detection (upper bounds).
The inflated uncertainty away from the bulk leads to a bias towards large standard deviations. Compared to the prior, the data at
q ≳ 0.6 are highly informative towards a narrower χeff distribution, indicating a true preference for a narrower χeff distribution at
more equal mass ratios. The disagreement between the Linear Correlation and PixelPop models for q > 0.7 could also come
from the Linear Correlation model’s assumption that the evolution of the width of χeff is the same at all q. Instead, it may be
that the width of the χeff distribution is narrowest at q < 1, which is not allowed within the modelling assumptions of the Linear
Correlation model which requires monotonic evolution of the width of χeff .
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Figure 19. The posterior distribution of the parameters for the Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp model. The two colors corresponds to inferences with
two different variance cuts (see Sec. 3). We find that the run with higher variance cut infers a µp value that is slightly lower but still statistically
consistent with the default run with a variance cut of 1. We see that Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp prefers a positive skewness (ϵeff > 0 at 99.9
credibility) while for χp, the model prefers small skew. The correlation coefficient between χeff and χp is consistent with zero.

D. REDSHIFT AND SPIN CORRELATION VARIANTS

Figure D shows the joint (χeff , z) distribution and the width of χeff with z for two model variants: the (z, χeff)-PixelPop model,
and a modified Linear Correlation model with a skewnormal marginal χeff distribution (Linear Skew). The peak of the joint
(χeff , z) distribution differs between both models due to modeling assumptions; the Linear Correlation model assumes a power-
law in redshift which is strictly monotonic. The marginal redshift evolution is consistent within uncertainties for both PixelPop
and a power-law model as seen in Fig. 5.
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of the default Linear Correlation model, and for the default Linear Correlation model omitting highly-spinning, unequal-mass-ratio events
GW241011 and GW241110 (dark blue). Right: the inferred standard deviation of the χeff distribution as a function of mass ratio for the same
models. The shaded bands show the 90% credible interval, where the grey band shows the 99% credible interval of the (q, χeff)-PixelPop prior
on σχeff (q). At low q, the standard deviation reaches a maximum value at ∼ 1/

√
3, equivalent to the standard deviation of a uniform distribution

over (−1, 1), shown in the black dashed line. The standard deviation shows a preference for a narrowing χeff with increasing q for all Linear
Correlationmodel variants. The (q, χeff)-PixelPop result also shows a preference for narrowing χeff with increasing q, though to a lesser degree
due to modeling assumptions.

We find that the Linear Skew model prefers a slightly steeper evolution of the width of χeff with z than the default Linear
Correlation model, though with larger uncertainties, with δlnσχeff |z = 0.53+0.51

−0.50. This is concurrent with an increasing skew of
χeff with larger redshifts.

PixelPop also indicates some degree of broadening of χeff with z. Within χeff ∈ [−0.5, 0.5], z < 1—where we have the
most information from observations—we find that the Spearman correlation coefficient for the broadening of the distribution for
PixelPop is positive at 94.8% credibility. This evidence for broadening can be seen from the increasing σχeff (z) until z ∼ 1.25.
Outside this range, this evidence diminishes and the evidence is consistent with no broadening, but this is likely due to the larger
uncertainties. PixelPop finds that the mean of the χeff distribution is consistent with no correlation for all values of z. Over the
restricted domain of χeff ∈ [−0.5, 0.5], z < 1, the Spearman correlation coefficient is −0.03+0.16

−0.16, indicating no correlation of the
mean of χeff with redshift, while outside this domain PixelPop is largely prior dominated due to a lack of observations.

With a Copula Correlationmodel, we find evidence for a positive correlation in (χeff , z). We measure the Copula Correlation
model’s correlation parameter ηχeff ,z = 3.25+1.35

−1.53, or ηχeff ,z > 0 with 99.8% credibility — up from 98% for GWTC-4.0. The
correlation in the Copula Correlation model may be driven by the high-redshift region where we lack sensitivity, and hence the
evidence for correlation could come from extrapolation.

Unlike PixelPop, Linear Correlation, and Spline Correlation models, the Copula Correlation model lacks flexibility to fit
broadening. If the χeff distribution only broadens with redshift and there is no evolution in the mean, it might be expected that
the Copula Correlation model finds no evidence for correlation, with ηχeff ,z consistent with zero. One caveat is that the orbital
hang-up effect leads to BBHs with negative χeff being quieter than those with positive χeff , all else held the same (Campanelli
et al. 2006). This may cause the median of the PixelPop rate, as shown in Fig. 12, to be wider towards negative χeff as the model is
less able to rule out contributions from negative χeff BBH. Under PixelPop modelling assumptions, this manifests as broadening,
and could obscure an underlying correlation. On the other hand, the correlation in the Copula Correlation model may be driven
by the high-redshift region where we lack sensitivity, and hence the evidence for correlation could come from extrapolation. To
compare to the PixelPop result, over the restricted domain of χeff ∈ [−0.5, 0.5], z < 1, the Spearman correlation coefficient for
the Copula Correlation model is 0.10, marginalised over the hyperposterior. This is in agreement with no correlation where we
are most informed by observations, indicating that the Copula Correlation model is likely extrapolating to high redshifts.
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Figure 21. Left: the joint (χeff , z) distribution with the PixelPopmodel (purple) and the Linear Skewmodel (pink). Right: the inferred standard
deviation of the χeff distribution as a function of redshift for the Linear Correlationmodel variant and the (z, χeff)-PixelPopmodel. The shaded
bands show the 90% credible interval, where the grey band shows the 99% credible interval of the (z, χeff)-PixelPop prior on σχeff (z). At large
redshifts, the standard deviation of the PixelPop model reaches a maximum value at ∼ 1/

√
3, equivalent to the standard deviation of a uniform

distribution over (−1, 1), shown in the black dashed line. The standard deviation shows a preference for a broadening of χeff with increasing z
for the Linear Correlation model variant. The (q, χeff)-PixelPop result also shows a preference for broadening of χeff with increasing z, though
to a lesser degree due to do modeling assumptions.

Table 9. Priors for the Linear Correlation model for the joint q − χeff distribution.

Parameter Description Prior

µχeff |q=0 Mean of χeff distribution at q = 0 U(−1, 1)

µχeff |q=1 Mean of χeff distribution at q = 1 U(−2, 2)

lnσχeff |q=0 Natural log standard deviation of χeff distribution at q = 0 U(−5, 0)

lnσχeff |q=1 Natural log standard deviation of χeff distribution at q = 1 U(−12, 4)

E. INCONCLUSIVE CORRELATION RESULTS

Both our GWTC-4.0 analyses (Abac et al. 2025a) and follow-up work (e.g., Gennari et al. 2025; Sadiq et al. 2025b; Lalleman
et al. 2025) failed to find model-independent evidence for an evolution of the primary-mass function with redshift. In GWTC-
5.0 too we do not find that the primary mass evolves linearly with redshift. We investigate this with a Copula Correlation
model, which allows for a correlation between m1 and z with a variable strength ηm1,z. We find this correlation parameter to
be ηm1,z = 0.46+1.84

−1.95, consistent with zero. PixelPop finds no strong evidence for evolution of the primary nor secondary mass
distribution with redshift. However, particular features in the primary-mass spectrum may vary with redshift, as discussed in
Sec. 6 of the main text.

We also explore the space of χeff and χp (e.g., Plunkett et al. 2026), but we do not find any evidence of correlations with any of
the Copula Correlation, Bivariate Skewed χeff /χp, or PixelPop models.

F. CORRELATION MODELS

All strongly-parametrized correlation model parameters and priors are specified in tables below.
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Table 10. Priors for the Linear Correlation model for the joint z − χeff distribution. Note
that the prior on the width of the peaks in m1 differs from the Broken Power Law + 2 Peaks
model priors to reduce Monte Carlo uncertainties.

Parameter Description Prior

σ1 Width of the first peak in m1 U(0.25, 10)

σ2 Width of the second peak in m1 U(1, 10)

µχeff |z=0 Mean of χeff distribution at z = 0 U(−1, 1)

µχeff |z=0.5 Mean of χeff distribution at z = 0.5 U(−1, 1)

lnσχeff |z=0 Natural log standard deviation of χeff distribution at z = 0 U(−5, 0)

lnσχeff |z=0.5 Natural log standard deviation of χeff distribution at z = 0.5 U(−3, 5)

Table 11. Priors for the Spline Correlation model for the joint q − χeff and joint z − χeff distributions.

Parameter Description Prior

µχeff Mean of χeff distribution at Spline Correlation model knots U(−1, 1)

lnσχeff Natural log standard deviation of χeff distribution at Spline Correlation model knots U(−5, 0)

Table 12. Priors for the Linear Correlation Skewnormal and Linear Correlation Broken Power Law models for the joint q − χeff

distribution.

Parameter Description Prior

µχeff |q=0 Mean of χeff distribution at q = 0 U(−1, 1)

µχeff |q=1 Mean of χeff distribution at q = 1 U(−1, 1)

log10 σχeff |q=0 log10 standard deviation of χeff distribution at q = 0 U(−1.5, 0.3)

log10 σχeff |q=1 log10 standard deviation of χeff distribution at q = 1 U(−1.5, 0.3)

ϵχeff |q=0 Skew of χeff distribution at q = 0 for the Skewnormal model U(−1, 1)

ϵχeff |q=1 Skew of χeff distribution at q = 1 for the Skewnormal model U(−1, 1)

β1 Power law index of the mass ratio distribution when q < qb for the Broken Power Law model U(−2, 7)

β2 Power law index of the mass ratio distribution when q > qb for the Broken Power Law model U(−2, 7)

qb Mass ratio at which the power-law index changes from β1 to β2 for the Broken Power Law model U(0, 1)

G. MODELS FOR RAPIDLY-SPINNING SUBPOPULATIONS

In Sec. 8, we model the mass dependence of the χeff distribution using both weakly- and strongly-parametrized descriptions.
Here, we give more details on the models.

G.1. χeff Mixture

χeff Mixture is a weakly-parametrized model in which the χeff distribution at fixed m1 is described as a mixture of a truncated
Gaussian and a uniform component (Antonini et al. 2025; Antonini et al. 2025),

π(χeff | m1,Λ) = ζ(m1)U(χeff | χmin, χmax) +
(
1 − ζ(m1)

)
Ntrunc(χeff | µ, σ). (G23)
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Table 13. Priors for the Linear Correlation Skewnormalmodel for the joint z−χeff distribution.

Parameter Description Prior

µχeff |z=0 Mean of χeff distribution at z = 0 U(−1, 1)

µχeff |z=1.9 Mean of χeff distribution at z = 1.9 U(−1, 1)

log10 σχeff |z=0 log10 standard deviation of χeff distribution at z = 0 U(−1.5, 0.3)

log10 σχeff |z=1.9 log10 standard deviation of χeff distribution at z = 1.9 U(−1.5, 0.3)

ϵχeff |z=0 Skew of χeff distribution at z = 0 for the Skewnormal model U(−1, 1)

ϵχeff |z=1.9 Skew of χeff distribution at z = 1.9 for the Skewnormal model U(−1, 1)

15

30

45

m̃
m

id

12 16 20

m̃low

20

40

60

m̃
h

ig
h

15 30 45

m̃mid

20 40 60

m̃high

Figure 22. Posterior distributions of the transition masses m̃low, m̃mid, and m̃high inferred with the three-transition model. One-dimensional
marginals are shown on the diagonal, with dashed lines marking the median and 90% credible interval; two-dimensional credible regions are
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Here, µ and σ describe the Gaussian component, while χmin and χmax define the support of the uniform component. The mass
dependence is encoded in the mixture fraction ζ(m1), which is modeled non-parametrically as

ζ(m1) = S
(
Ψ(ln m1)

)
, (G24)
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Table 14. Summary of χeff Mixture model parameters and priors (top) and the
Gaussian process hyperparameters (bottom).

Parameter Description Prior

µ Location of the Gaussian component U(−1, 1)

logσ Scale of the Gaussian component U(−1.5, 0)

χmax Upper bound of the uniform component U(0.1, 1)

χmin,unscaled Unscaled lower bound of the uniform component U(0, 1)

aζ Gaussian process amplitude parameter HN(5)

ℓζ Gaussian process correlation length parameter N(−0.5, 1)

Note—The true lower bound, χmin is obtained by the transformation χmin =

χmin,unscaled(1+ χmax)− 1. HN(a) denotes a half-normal distribution with scale
parameter a.

where S (x) = (1 + e−x)−1 ensures 0 ≤ ζ(m1) ≤ 1. The latent function Ψ is drawn from a Gaussian process,

Ψ(ln m1) ∼ GP
(
0, k(x, x′; aζ , ℓζ)

)
, (G25)

with squared-exponential kernel k. The hyperparameters aζ and ℓζ control the amplitude and correlation length of the process,
respectively. The Gaussian process is evaluated on a grid uniform in ln m1, and ζ(m1) is obtained via interpolation between grid
points. This model allows the relative contribution of the broad spin component to vary smoothly with primary mass. The list of
model parameters and their priors are shown in Tab. 14.

G.2. χeff Three Transitions

As a more structured alternative, we consider a strongly-parametrized model in which the χeff distribution is specified across
four primary-mass intervals separated by three transition masses, m̃low, m̃mid, and m̃high (Tong et al. 2025a). In all mass intervals,
the baseline component is a truncated Gaussian (Ntrunc(χeff | µ, σ)) with shared hyperparameters µ and σ. In the intervals
m̃low < m1 < m̃mid and m1 > m̃high, this Gaussian component is mixed with a uniform component. The support of the uniform
distribution is allowed to differ between the two mass ranges, and the corresponding mixture fractions are described by ξlow-mass
and ξhigh-mass. The full model is

π(χeff | m1,Λ) =


Ntrunc(χeff | µ, σ), m1 < m̃low,

ξlow-massU(χeff | χ
low-mass
min , χlow-mass

max ) + (1 − ξlow-mass)Ntrunc(χeff | µ, σ), m̃low < m1 < m̃mid,

Ntrunc(χeff | µ, σ), m̃mid < m1 < m̃high,

ξhigh-massU(χeff | χ
high-mass
min , χ

high-mass
max ) + (1 − ξhigh-mass)Ntrunc(χeff | µ, σ), m1 > m̃high.

(G26)

This parameterization introduces discrete transition masses and allows the broad spin component to appear in two distinct mass
ranges. The priors for the parameters of the χeff Three Transitions model are summarized in Tab. 15.

H. CUMULATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MASSES

In Fig. 23, we show the cumulative distribution functions of the m1 and m2 distributions inferred using the (m1,m2)-PixelPop
model, with a focus on the high-mass range. The plot reveals that only a small fraction of mergers have m2 ≳ 40 M⊙, whereas
a non-negligible fraction of BBHs have m1 ∈ [50–100] M⊙. In particular, we find that 99.9% of BBHs have m2 ≲ 57.9+38.7

−10.2 M⊙.
Although the uncertainty is relatively large due to the highly flexible assumptions of the PixelPopmodel, this finding is consistent
with the GWTC-4.0 results (Tong et al. 2025b).

I. THREE-SUBPOPULATION MODEL

We also explore a model that allows for three subpopulations at different m1 ranges, as proposed in Banagiri et al. (2025b).
The three subpopulations differ in either their mass-ratio distributions, their spin-magnitude distributions or both. We refer to this
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Table 15. Priors for the χeff Three Transitions model.

Parameter Description Prior

µ Mean of the Gaussian component U(-1,1)

log10 σ Logarithm base 10 of the standard deviation of the Gaussian component U(−2, 1)

m̃low the transition mass of the low-mass spinning subpopulation U(5, 30)

m̃mid the interval of the mass of the low-mass spinning subpopulation U(m̃low, m̃low +30)

m̃high the interval of the mass of the low-mass spinning subpopulation U(m̃mid, m̃mid +80)

ξlow-mass Mixture fraction of the low-mass spinning subpopulation U(0, 1)

ξhigh-mass Mixture fraction of the high-mass spinning subpopulation U(0, 1)

χlow-mass
min Minimum χeff of the low-mass spinning subpopulation U(−1, 1)

χlow-mass
max Maximum χeff of the low-mass spinning subpopulation U(−1, 1)

χ
high-mass
min Minimum χeff of the high-mass spinning subpopulation U(−1, 1)

χ
high-mass
max Maximum χeff of the high-mass spinning subpopulation U(−1, 1)
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Figure 23. The cumulative distribution function of m1 distribution and m2 distribution using the (m1,m2)-PixelPop model, focusing on the
high-mass range.

model as three-subpopulation model. The mass-ratio distribution of three-subpopulation model is modeled as:

p(q) ∝


qβ0 , if m1 ≤ mt

AB
,

qβ1 , if mt
AB
≤ m1 ≤ mt

BC
,

N(q | µq, σq), if m1 > mt
BC
,

(I27)

and the spin-magnitude distribution as:

p(χ) ∝

N(χ | µχ0 , σχ0 ), if m1 ≤ mt
BC
,

N(χ | µχ1 , σχ1 ), if m1 > mt
BC
.

(I28)

The priors for the parameters of the three-subpopulation model are summarized in Tab. 16. We employ the same spin tilt and
redshift distributions as the basic mass model for all three subpopulations.

Consistent with GWTC-4.0 results in Banagiri et al. (2025b), we find that the high-mass subpopulation has significantly flatter
mass-ratio distribution (Fig. 9).
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Table 16. Priors for the three-subpopulation model.

Parameter Description Prior

mt
ZA

First potential transition mass U(5, 20) M⊙
mt
AB

Second potential transition mass U(20, 65) M⊙
mt
BC

Third potential transition mass U(30, 75) M⊙
βi

q Mass-ratio power-law index of the i-th subpopulation U(−6, 11)

µq Mean of the mass ratio distribution of the subpopulation U(0.01, 1)

σq Width of the mass ratio distribution of the subpopulation U(0.01, 1)

µi
χ Mean of the spin-magnitude distribution of the i-th subpopulation U(0, 1)

σi
χ Width of the spin-magnitude distribution of the i-th subpopulation U(0.005, 2)

σ1 Width of the first peak U(0, 5)

κz Power-law index on comoving merger rate evolution U(−8, 8)

mhigh Maximum mass for distribution, which is pinned to mhigh = 200 M⊙ for this model δ(mhigh − 200)

J. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MASS MARGINALS: PixelPop AND Binned Gaussian Process COMPARISON

In this appendix, we compare the primary- and secondary-mass marginals inferred using the (m1,m2) variant of PixelPop and
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Figure 24. We compare the primary- and secondary-mass marginals from (m1,m2)-PixelPop and the (m1,m2, χeff) variant of Binned Gaussian
Process, marginalizing over all other parameters and evaluating at z = 0. The two approaches are in good agreement, showing the robustness
of our results.

the (m1,m2, χeff) variant of Binned Gaussian Process. While the two approaches differ in their dimensionality and smoothing
assumptions, they provide an important cross-check of the inferred mass distribution. As shown in Fig. 24, the resulting m1 and
m2 marginals are broadly consistent across the two methods.
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