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ABSTRACT

Recently Venumadhav et al. (2019b) proposed a new pipeline to analyze LIGO-Virgo’s O1-O2 data
and discovered eight new binary black hole (BBH) mergers, including one with a high effective spin,
Xeft- This discovery sheds new light on the origin of the observed BBHs and the dynamical capture vs.
field binaries debate. Using a tide-wind model, that characterizes the late phases of binary evolution
and captures the essence of field binary spin evolution, we show that the observed y.g distribution
favors this model over capture. However, given the current limited sample size, capture scenarios
(isotropic models) cannot be ruled out. Observations of roughly a hundred merges will enable us to
distinguish between the different formation scenarios. However, if as expected, both formation channels
operate it may be difficult to resolve their exact fraction.

1. INTRODUCTION

GW datal, the effective spin, —1 < yeg < 1 (the nor-

The Ligo-Virgo Collaboration (LVC) discovery (The LIGO seatizad comnonshiont dhg sum of the two black holes

2018¢,a) of merging binary black holes (BBH) imme-
diately posed a puzzle - what is the origin of these
binaries? The numerous models that have been sug-
gested can be divided to two main groups: “field evolu-
tion” models and dynamical capture models. In the
former the BBHs arose from binary massive stellar
progenitor (e.g. Phinney 1991; Tutukov & Yungelson
1993; Belczynski et al. 2016; Mandel & de Mink 2016;

Marchant et al. 2016; Belczynski et al. 2017; Stevenson et al.

2017; O’Shaughnessy et al. 2017; Belczynski et al. 2017;
Qin et al. 2018; Postnov & Mitichkin 2019; Bavera et al.
2019). In the latter each one of the black holes formed
on its own and the binary was assembled via a dy-
namical capture. These latter scenarios are further
divided into two physically different subgroups. In the
first, the BBHs are primordial (e.g. Ioka et al. 1998;
Bird et al. 2016; Sasaki et al. 2016; Blinnikov et al.
2016; Kashlinsky 2016). In the second they formed from
regular massive stars in various dense stellar environ-
ments in which the interaction with other stars led to the
formation of the binary (Sigurdsson & Hernquist 1993;
Portegies Zwart & McMillan 2000; Miller & Lauburg

spins projected in the direction of the orbital spin), is the
most informative parameter for studying the BBH ori-
gin (see also Blinnikov et al. 2016; Kushnir et al. 2016;
Hotokezaka & Piran 2017). The normalized spin of each
black hole is defined as y = ¢S - L/Gm?2, where m is the
black hole’s mass, S its spin vector, L is the direction
of the orbital spin and ¢ and G are the speed of light
and Newton’s constant. The binary’s effective spin is
Xeff = (XBH,I + qXBH,2)/(1 + (I) with ¢ = m2/m1'
Capture scenarios don’t provide a physical mechanism
that links the directions of spins of the individual black
holes to the orbital angular momentum. The former de-
pends on the evolution of the individual black holes’ pro-
genitors while the latter depends on their relative mo-
tion and the capture dynamics. This results in what we
denote as “isotropic” xeg distribution (Rodriguez et al.
2016). In this case the spins are randomly oriented rel-
ative to each other and to the orbital spin. Thus, we
expect both positive and negative y.g values. As triple
alignments are rare we don’t expect large |x.s| values,
and in any case we expect equal number of positive and
negative ones?. In the following we will consider, follow-

2009; O'Leary et al. 2009; Kocsis & Levin 2012; Rodriguez et af28 (Farr et al. 2017), three isotropic distributions, low,

2016, 2018; O’Leary et al. 2016; Antonini & Rasio 2016;
Stone et al. 2017; Bartos et al. 2017; Fragione & Kocsis

2018; Hoang et al. 2018; McKernan et al. 2018; Fragione et al.

2019; Secunda et al. 2019).

It has been long realized (Mandel & O’Shaughnessy
2010) that among the different parameters of a merging
black hole binary, that can be easily recovered from the

flat and high, according to the distribution of the spins’
magnitudes (see Fig. 2).

1 Spin measurements of individual BHs, that might be available
in the future may shed a additional light on this question.

2 Note that selection bias that depend on g (Campanelli et al.
2006b; Roulet & Zaldarriaga 2019) may lead to excess of positive
Xeft €vents. But those can be taken into account only when suffi-
cient data is available.
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On the other hand, various processes during the evolu-
tion of “field binaries” align the stellar spins with the or-
bit. Among those are: (i) The binary formation process,
if the progenitor stars formed from a rotating cloud; (ii)
Mass transfer that spins the recipient along the direc-
tion of the orbital motion; (iii) Tidal locking at various
stages and especially at the late phases of the binary.
Some mechanisms, in particular winds, reduce the pro-
genitors spins. Others, such as kicks during the collapse
(Tauris et al. 2017; Mandel 2016; Wysocki et al. 2018),
randomize it, changing its direction and possibly mag-
nitude®. However, no known mechanism preferably ro-
tates the stellar spins into a direction opposite to the
orbital angular momentum. Hence we expect a positive
correlation between individual spins and the orbit’s an-
gular momentum leading to a preference of positive s
values over what is expected in an isotropic distribution
(see Fig. 4).

Numerous attempts to model the expected distribu-
tions of BBH mergers parameters (masses, mass ra-
tios, spins etc..) within the “field binaries” scenario
have been carried out using a detailed population syn-
thesis approach (see e.g. Belczynski et al. 2016, 2017;
Wiktorowicz et al. 2019; Bavera et al. 2019).  These
models follow all stages of stellar evolution from birth
to death using the best current understanding of each
phase and construct expected distributions of all ob-
served parameters. However, various unknown fac-
tors concerning critical phases during the binary evo-
lution (see e.g. Ivanova et al. 2013, for a review con-
cerning the common envelope phase) exist. Instead, fol-
lowing (Kushnir et al. 2016; Hotokezaka & Piran 2017;
Piran & Hotokezaka 2018), we consider here a minimal
model that identifies tidal locking and winds that op-
erate at the latest stages of the stellar evolution as the
dominant mechanisms that determine the black hole’s
spins and the system’s y.g. We take into account all
earlier effects by varying the initial conditions of this fi-
nal stage. The virtue of this model is its simplicity. It
includes only two free parameters which are sufficient
to capture the essence of the observed y.g distribution.
The simplicity of the model implies that it cannot cap-
ture some of the rich features of this last phase (see
Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2019, for a detailed dis-
cussion). These are particularly important concerning
the impact of winds that we discuss below. However,
this approach is justified given the relatively small size
of the current observed data-set that provides us limited
statistical knowledge about the population.

3 A change in the magnitude may arise if the kick is not give
at the CM of the collapsing star.

This model (as we elaborate in §3 and Appendix B)
considers only the last phase of the binary after one of
the stars, the primary, has already collapsed to a black
hole and it exerts a tidal force on its companion. At the
same time strong winds reduce the companion’s spin.
The competition between tides and winds determines
the final progenitor’s spin*. To account for the uncer-
tainty in the earlier phases of the stellar evolution we
consider two drastically different initial conditions at
the beginning of this phase: The secondary star is ei-
ther non-rotating or it is fully synchronized with the
orbital motion. As for the primary, we consider it to ei-
ther follow a similar evolution as the secondary (namely
spins and tides) or to be randomly oriented.

LVC’s 01-0O2 events distribution is approximately
symmetric around 0 with a rather low y.g values. Such
a distribution favors a low isotropic model (Farr et al.
2017; Wysocki et al. 2018). However, this sample didn’t
provide enough events to rule out “field binary” sce-
narios (Piran & Hotokezaka 2018; Wysocki et al. 2018).
The recent re-analysis of LVC’s O1-O2 data recovered
the ten binary black hole (BBH) mergers detected by
LVC and revealed eight new events (Venumadhav et al.
2019b; Zackay et al. 2019b; Venumadhav et al. 2019a;
Zackay et al. 2019a). We denote the combined set of
observation as the LVC-TAS data-set. Here we consider
the question whether the newly identified mergers shed
new light on the origin of these BBHs.

This work extends the analysis carried out by
Piran & Hotokezaka (2018) for the LVC data to the
larger LVC-IAS data-set. In addition to a modified
“field binary” model, we use a novel way to account for
errors in the estimated y.g values and we evaluate the
quality of the fits using the Anderson-Darling statistic.
The LVC-IAS data-set is still rather small, thus one
cannot expect that it will conclusively rule out or con-
firm any one of the models. Furthermore, it is possible
that some BBH merges form via field evolution while
others are captured. Hence we also ask the question
how many mergers should be detected in order to en-
able us to distinguish between “isotropic” models and
“field binary” models and how many will be needed to
distinguish between a pure “isotropic” or “field binary”
model and a mixed one.

We describe the data-sets in §2. We briefly discuss the
models in §3 (leaving some details to a more technical
Appendix B) and describe the data analysis in §4. The
results are presented in 5, discussing first the results
concerning the current data §5.1 and then in §5.2 we

4 As we explain later we expect that natal kicks at the BH
formation are unimportant.
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Figure 1. The distribution of the observed y.g in the LVC (Left) and IAS (right) data. We have approximated each observation
as a Gaussian whose mean value and 90% credible interval are the values given in (The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al.
2018a) and (Zackay et al. 2019b) respectively. The inserts show the average distribution. The title indicates the mean %, the

standard deviation o, and the skewness .

explore the question how many events are needed to
distinguish between different models. We summarize our
findings in §6

2. THE DATA

The LVC analysis of the O1-O2 runs revealed ten
BBH mergers (The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al.
2018a). Recently Venumadhav et al. (2019b) proposed
a novel pipeline for the analysis of GW data. Estimated
parameters of mergers identified by both pipelines are
within the errors of each other (see Table Al and
Fig. 1). However, the new re-analysis of the O1
(Zackay et al. 2019b) and O2 data (Venumadhav et al.
2019a; Zackay et al. 2019a) revealed eight new BBH
mergers.

In the following analysis we neglect possible mass/spin
correlations. We evaluate the models over a fixed mass
and compare them to the unweighted® observed distri-
bution. This is natural in the isotropic scenario and
valid for field binary scenarios if tidal locking and winds
operate in the same manner across the progenitors mass
range. Further, given the small size of the sample, such
an assumption is essential. For the same reason we ne-
glect (see e.g. The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al.
2018b) bias that may arise from the dependence of
the GW horizon on the spin (Campanelli et al. 2006a;
Roulet & Zaldarriaga 2019).

3. THE MODELS
3.1.  Isotropic Models

5 With respect to the mass.

The g distribution is given by a weighted sum of two
randomly oriented (isotropic) normalized spin vectors s;:

sl-ﬁ+qsz-ﬁ
1+g¢

Xeff—iso = (1)
Following Farr et al. (2017) we consider three distribu-
tions defined by the distribution of |s;|: flat, or domi-
nated by either low or high spins. The probability for a
given s value is:

2(1 —si|) low;
p(lsil) = q 1 flat; (2)
2s;] high.

We use ¢ = 1 (varying ¢ has a minor effect, see Fig. B1
in Appendix C).

3.2. Field Binaries:

Given the complexity of binary evolution (see e.g.
Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2019) we consider here a
minimal model (Kushnir et al. 2016; Hotokezaka & Piran
2017; Piran & Hotokezaka 2018) that captures the crit-
ical ingredients during the last phase of the binary:
the interplay between tidal locking, that increases and
aligns the spin, and winds, that diminish it. We as-
sume that the two processes (tidal locking and winds)
are decoupled and we neglect the possible interplay be-
tween the two due to the fact that winds increase the
orbital separation and this weakens the tidal force.

To account for the uncertainty in earlier phases of the
evolution we consider different initial conditions for the
beginning of this last phase. We briefly outline here
the essential ingredients, focusing in particular on re-
visions that we have introduced to the model used by
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Piran & Hotokezaka (2018)). We consider Wolf-Rayet
progenitors, as those are massive enough and have small
enough radii allowing the binaries to merge within a
Hubble time. However, the considerations are not lim-
ited to those and would be relevant to final stages of
most field binaries, provided that their radii are small
enough to fit within an orbit that can merge in a Hub-
ble time. Numerical factors concerning the stellar model
that we use in Egs. 3-5 below may be different in such
cases but the basic result holds.

Coalescence:  We assume that at the time that
the second BH forms the orbit is circular (see e.g.
Hotokezaka & Piran 2017; Mirabel 2017) with a radius
a. The corresponding coalescence time is:

2¢> a 4 me \ °
te~1 .
0Gyr <1+Q) (44R®) <30M®> ®)

We use this equation to express the orbital separation

in terms of t.. Consequently the t. distribution, dis-
cussed below, determines the orbital separation distri-
bution and vice versa.

Synchronization: The synchronization of the
spin of a massive star due to the tidal force ex-
erted by the companion has been studied in differ-
ent contexts by numerous authors (Brown et al. 2000;
Izzard et al. 2004; Petrovic et al. 2005; Cantiello et al.

loss rate. As mentioned earlier, we neglect the winds’
impact on the orbital separation and with this the cou-
pling between winds and tidal locking (Qin et al. 2018).
Additionally, the larger metallicity of BBHs that form
recently (and hence merge with smaller ¢, values reflect-
ing smaller initial separations) increases the effects of
winds relative to BBHs that formed earlier at larger ini-
tial separations. Both effects enhance the winds’ impact.
These effects will be incorporated within our model by
shorter t,, values that will indicate stronger winds.

Initial values: We consider initially synchronized stars
X+(0) = Xsyn Or non-rotating stars x.(0) = 0, denoted
by a subscript syn,0 respectively. These two extreme ini-
tial conditions reflect the large uncertainty in the earlier
evolution of the stars.

Evolution: The combined effects of tidal forces and
winds on the stellar spin yield (Kushnir et al. 2016;
Hotokezaka & Piran 2017):

Ay (xsyn —x0)%¥% s
= S (6)

dt tsyn(te) tw

We evolve x. over the lifetime of the star ¢, to obtain the
final spin . (¢.) (see Fig.Al in Appendix B). We fix the
stellar life time at ¢, = 0.3Myr. Changing this value will
merely amount to re-scaling the other time scales ¢y,
and t,,. The ratio x«(t«)/Xsyn depends on tu,/tsyn(tc)

2007; van den Heuvel 2007; Detmers et al. 2008; Eldridge et al.and ty/t.. While the latter is of order unity, the former

2008) and more recently by Qin et al. (2018) within the
context of BBH mergers. Here we characterize the ef-
fects by the time scale, 4y, to synchronize the star spin
with the orbit (Kushnir et al. 2016):

B 1+q 31/24 tc 17/8

If fully synchronized with the orbit the spin of the star
is aligned and its normalized value is:

1/8 2
Yoyn = 0.5 ¢'/* 144\ ( € ) Ry
sun 2 0.075/ \ 2R¢,

- —13/8 , —3/8 5
30Mo 1Gyr ’

where € = I,/moR3 relates the star’s moment of inertia,
1>, to its mass and radius, my and Rs.

Winds: Strong winds that operate at late phases of the
stellar evolution lead to angular momentum loss, charac-
terized by t.,, = X«/X«, where Y, is the star’s normalized
aligned spin and . its angular momentum weighted®

6 Wind from the equatorial plane carries more angular momen-
tum than the average specific angular momentum. If it dominates,
angular momentum loss rate is faster than mass loss rate.

varies over a large range, due to the strong dependence
of tsyn on . (see Eq. 4).

Collapse: If x.(t«) < 1, the entire star implodes to a
BH with x,, = x«(ts). If x.(t+) > 1, a fraction of the
matter must be ejected carrying the excess angular mo-
mentum and x,, S 1 (Stark & Piran 1985). Observa-
tions of massive (> 10My) Galactic BHs X-ray binaries
indicate that massive BHs form in situ in a direct implo-
sion and without a kick (Mirabel 2017). Therefore, we
disregard here possible natal kicks (see e.g. Tauris et al.
2017; Mandel 2016; Wysocki et al. 2018) that may tilt
the spin and randomize it.

Single/double synchronization: In the Single Aligned
(SA) scenario tidal locking and winds operate only on
the secondary (the lighter) star and the resulting effec-
tive spin, X, ,, is calculated as outlined above (see Ap-
pendix B for details). We take x,, , to be distributed
as flat isotropic’. We also consider a Double Aligned
(DA) scenario in which tidal locking and winds operate
on both stars in a similar manner.

Rates and delay distribution: We assume that
the BBHs formation rate follows the star formation

7 (Piran & Hotokezaka 2018) assumed in this scenario that the
primary always has Xpua1 = 0.
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rate (SFR) (Madau & Dickinson 2014): Rgpr(z) «
(142)>7/{1+[(1+2)/2.9]>5}. This is uncertain as
the progenitors are very massive stars, but we have
verified (see Appendix C Fig. B2) that our predic-
tions don’t depend strongly on the details of the BBH
formation rate. In particular we also consider a forma-
tion rate that follows LGRBs that in turn follow a low
metallicity population.

The mergers’ rate follows the formation rate with a
time delay t. whose probability is assumed to be dis-
tributed as pobs(tc) o t 1 for to > temin.  This last
parameter, t. min is one of the critical parameters of the
model as t. determines the separation between the two
progenitors just before the second collapse. t. iy cor-
responds, therefore to the minimal separation. The sep-
arations above this minimal one are equally distributed
in the logarithm.

A detailed description of the implementation of the
model and the calculation of the resulting probability
distribution is given in Appendix B.

4. DATA ANALYSIS:

To estimate the validity of each model we use the
Anderson & Darling (1952) test. The Anderson-Darling
(AD) statistic is model dependent. To allow for a proper
comparison we obtain the significance level, given in Ta-
ble 1, of each model independently. For a given model,
described by a distribution p(es), the significance test
is performed as follows: (i) We sample N = 18 noiseless
data points from p(xes). (i) We add an error sam-
pled from a centered Gaussian with a standard devia-
tion, Ty, = 0.15 (the average standard deviation in
the observed y.¢ estimates, see Table A1) to each data
point. (iii) We evaluate the A? statistic of the obtained
data-set. (iv) Repeating this process 10° times gives an
empirical distribution of A? from which we obtain the
acceptance values (see Table 1).

To test how many events are required to distinguish
between two models we carry out the following proce-
dure. We choose one distributions, denoted prer(xest),
as describing the “real world” and compare it to a test
distribution, denoted pemp(Xer). To do so we obtain a
data-set by sampling N events from py.f(xesr). We con-
sider those as our “observed” events and we carry out
the same analysis as described earlier to test the com-
pared model against this data-set using the AD test. We
perform this over a range of sample sizes, N.

Before comparing any model distribution to the data
we must take into account the errors in the estimated
Xeft values. To do so, for each model described by a
parameter set A, we evaluate the theoretical probabil-
ity, pen(Xet; A) (see Appendix B for details). We then

account for the errors by convolving pin (Xefr; A) with a
Gaussian characterized by oy, = 0.15. The final model
prediction is given by:

1 , e_(XCff_X;ff)z/Q&icff ,
P(Xeft; A) = Peh (Xers A) AXegt -
1

V2O
(7)

As some of the events have a lower pystro values we
have also analyzed the data taking this probability into
account. Each one of the events was given a weight that
is proportional to its pgsiro. This has a minimal effect
on the results (see Fig. 2 in Appendix C).

5. RESULTS

We compare the current data to different models in
§5.1. Given the best model in each category we then
address in 5.2 the question: how many events are re-
quired to obtain a statistically significant result that will
distinguish between the two categories?

5.1. Current Data

We compare the observed LVC-IAS y.g distribution
to the expected ones for three isotropic distributions:
low, flat and high, (as defined in Farr et al. 2017) and the
four field binary models: SA¢ gyn, and DAg gyn, described
above. We optimize the parameters of the field binary
models by performing a Maximum-Likelihood test (see
Fig. 3).

Isotropic Models: Fig. 2 depicts a comparison of
the distributions of the three isotropic models to the
LVC-IAS data. All three isotropic models are accept-
able. However, the high model is favored whereas the
low model was the most favorable with the LVC data
(Farr et al. 2017).

Field Binaries: The models depend on three time-
parameters, ty,tc min and t,,. We take t, = 0.3Myr as
the typical® lifetime and use Maximum-Likelihood (see
Fig. 3) to determine the best t¢ min, tw values. We find
good fits (see Fig. 4) for all models. The two SA mod-
els, initially unsynchronized and synchronized, result in
almost identical distributions (using different parame-
ters). Similarly, the two DA models give identical dis-
tributions.

SAp stands out as the preferred model with the high-
est Maximum-Likelihood and the most reasonable physi-
cal parameters (see Piran & Hotokezaka 2018): t¢ min =
{10 — 100 Myr} (corresponding, for m; ~ 30Mg, ¢ =1,
toa = 4—7-10" cm) and t,, = 0.1 — 5 Myr, re-
flecting a wide range of wind time scales. These

8 Variation of t. will amount to scaling of the two other time
scales (see Appendix B Fig. Al).
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H “99%‘90%‘80%‘70%‘60%‘50%‘40%‘30%‘20%‘10%‘5%‘4%‘3%‘2%‘1% H

SAo, SAgyn 0.18 1 0.33 | 0.44 | 0.55 | 0.66 | 0.8 | 0.96 | 1.18 | 1.49 | 2.06 | 2.69 | 2.88 | 3.15 | 3.53 | 4.19
DAy, DAgyn 0.18 | 0.33 | 0.45 | 0.55 | 0.67 | 0.8 | 0.96 | 1.18 | 1.5 | 2.09 | 2.71 | 2.91 | 3.18 | 3.55 | 4.24
(SAo,syn + DAo,syn)/2 || 0.18 | 0.33 | 0.44 | 0.55 | 0.67 | 0.8 | 0.96 | 1.18 | 1.5 | 2.08 | 2.7 2.9 | 3.17 | 3.55 | 4.16
ISOiow, ISOfiat, ISOnign || 0.18 | 0.33 | 0.44 | 0.55 | 0.66 | 0.79 | 0.95 | 1.16 | 1.47 | 2.05 | 2.64 | 2.85 | 3.11 | 3.49 | 4.12
Table 1. Acceptance values of Anderson-Darling test statistic A? for the different models.
1.0 3e-04 2e-02
LVC - 3e-04 2e-02
—— LVC-IAS 2e-04 1le-02
0.84 == ISOiow i 2e-04 i:ig;
o ISOf1at s 1e-04 8e-03
..... ISOnign A 9005 6e-03
. 4de-
= 0.6 5¢-05 2e-8§
i{qj 0e+00 0e+00
& 0.4 3e-04 2¢-02
3e-04 2e-02
26-04 2e-02
0.2 1 20.04 1e-02
le-02
le-04 9e-03
53 9e-05 60-03
0.0 — T T T
~1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 zfzo ; ‘ b
Xeff 100 100 102
te,min
3.0 ’
LVC
2.5 1 — LVCIAS Figure 3. The likelihood £ of the four different field binary
: —-= A2=121 .
42— 78 models over a range of time-parameters, ¢, € [0.03, 5]Myr
°204— — L A2 — 0.79 and te,min € [1,1000]Myr. The Maximum-Likelihood values
Py lr T are marked with a *.
& N
£ 15 AR\
oY 1. A\ has a smaller maximal likelihood. The DA ,,, model has
1.0 1 /l[’ / \Y the smallest feasible parameter phase space and seems
I RN least likely. We also consider, as an example, a model
5 4 . —— . . .
0-5 R QRN that combines the two with 0.5(SAg + DAg) using the
W, .
0.0 —Z7 N best fit parameters of the SAg model. Even without
1.0 —0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 optimizing the relative ratio of the two cases and the
Xeff model parameters, this model fits the data slightly bet-
ter than all others. When considering different stellar
Figure 2. A comparison of the cumulative distribution, models the numerical factors that appear in Eqs. 4,5 as

P(xert), (top) and the probability density function, p(xes),
(bottom) of the low, flat and high isotropic models (with
observation errors added) with the LVC-IAS data. The AD
statistic, A2, is marked for each model.

values, that are on the lower side and correspond to
a rather strong winds reflect probably the fact that
our model underestimates somewhat the effect of winds.
The Maximum-Likelihood of SA;,,, is comparable to the
one of SAy but the former requires somewhat stronger
winds (t, < 0.1Myr) and is valid at a more confined
range. SAg and DA have a comparable broad range of
allowed physically acceptable parameters but the latter

well as the typical stellar life time, t,., vary. However
variations in these factors will only amount to a varia-
tions in the best fit parameters and not to the quality
or the overall behavior of the different scenarios.

Fig. 5 depicts different SAg models demonstrating the
effect of the errors on the model as well as the contri-
bution of the addition of an isotropic spin x; into the
SA scenario. Both influence the resulting x.g distribu-
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1.0

—— LVC-IAS
— SAp
081 ___ p Ao
_ SAsyn
2 067 === DAy
= (SAo + DAg)/2
Q.4 04 -
0.2 1
00 1 T T
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B A2 =024
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Figure 4. The cumulative distribution, P(xes), (top) and
the probability density function, p(xes), (bottom) for the
LVC-IAS data and different field binary models (using the
best fitted parameters (te,min, tw)Myr: SAg : (20,0.1), DAg :
(100,1), SAsyn : (20,0.05), DAsyn : (50,0.05), and a mixed
model, (SAg + DAg)/2, taken with SAg parameters). Note
the excess of intermediate and high positive yeg in these
models.

tions giving a non-zero probability to x.g > 0.5 and to
Xef < 0 events®.

5.2. Future Estimates

As stated earlier, the current data-set is insufficient.
Even the least preferred model, the low-isotropic, is con-
sistent at ~ 20% with the data. We turn now to address
the following question: Assuming that one of the mod-
els is the correct one how many mergers are needed to
rule out the others? To do so we choose one of the mod-
els as the fiducial one, characterized by a distribution
Dref(Xet). We can now test any model, denoting it’s
probability density as pemp(Xerr), against the reference

9 Natal kicks, that we have neglected, can also give rise to neg-
ative o values Wysocki et al. (2018).

1.0 —
— LVC-IAS f_,;-‘v-.’q., -t
SAJCTT,—ISO )
0.84 "7 A% =inf
. SAO—ISU
A% =077 I}
= 0.6 o SAFCT :
N A? = 0.64 I
bt SAo 1
& 0.4 A2 =0.29 -
i
4
0.2 } :
77 / :
0.0 [z | |
—-1.0 —0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

Xeff

Figure 5. Same as Fig. 4 comparing between different
SAop models. The curve -err,-ISO corresponds to one of the
models in Piran & Hotokezaka (2018) that arise when mea-
surements errors and an isotropic spin component for the
primary BH are not taken into account. Clearly such model
has no negative yes values.

model. To do so we carry out the following procedure:
(i) For each sample size, N, We create an AD accep-
tance table for pemp(xerr). (i) We sample 10° different
data-sets (numerical tests reveal that this number is suf-
ficient) of size N from pres(Xes). (iii) We compute the
average acceptance percentage of these data-sets. We
repeat this procedure for N values ranging from 20 to
a few hundred choosing different models as the fiducial
one and as the tested ones.

Within the “field evolution” models we consider the
SAp model and the DAy with the best fit parameters
over the current data-set. We compare those to the three
isotropic models, low, flat and high. We also consider a
mixed model in which 50% of the event are SAq field
evolution binaries while the other 50% are flat isotropic.

Fig. 6 (top) depicts the resulting acceptance (1-
rejection) probability of different tested models. It ap-
pears that 50 — 100 (150 — 250) mergers are require to
distinguish the SAy model from the isotropic ones at the
5% (1%) confidence level. The DAy model includes more
positive high spin events and fewer negative spin ones.
Hence, as expected, it is easier to distinguish it from the
isotropic models. As shown in Fig. 6 (bottom) 30 — 60
(50 — 120) mergers are sufficient to distinguish between
the DAy model and the different isotropic models at the
5% (1%) confidence level. A caveat in the above esti-
mate is that it cannot account for possible variations in
the best fit parameters of the field binaries models SAy),
DAy that may arise in a large data-set. The situation is
more complicated when we consider mixed models that
combine both field binaries and capture. A few hundred
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mergers are needed to distinguish between these models
and “pure” field binaries or “pure” capture models.

% SAg — ISOiow
% ISO1ow — SAg
% SA[) — ISOHM
% 1SOgat — SAg
% SA() — ISOhigh
% ISOhigh — SAO

Pacc

% DAo — ISOjow
% ISO1ow — DAy
% DAU — ISOﬁat
% 1SOgat — DAy
% DAO — ISOhigh
% ISOhigh — DA()

Pacc

-~
-

20 40 60 80 100 120 140
N

Figure 6. Probability of acceptance, Pacc, (or rejection
that is 1 — Pscc) level of different models as a function of
the number N of events detected. We compare the field
evolution models, SAg (top) and DAo (bottom), with the
three isotropic models low flat and high. Solid curves assume
that the field evolution model describes the ”real world” and
depict the acceptance significance of the isotropic models.
Dashed curves assume that the isotropic models are the cor-
rect one and estimate the acceptance level for the respective
field model. As expected it is easier to distinguish between
the low isotropic and the SAop model than to distinguish
between the flat and high isotropic models and SAg. Fur-
ther, a fewer events are needed (as compared to SAp) to
distinguish between the DAy field evolution model and the
isotropic models

One may wonder whether a few strong events whose
Xef can be determined at a higher accuracy can change
these conclusions. To check this we carried out the same
test using now different values of 7, ,,, the standard de-
viation in the estimation of x.g (see Fig. 7). As ex-
pected fewer events would suffice with a lower &, . If
Txes 18 & quarter of its current value 25 — 50 (80 — 120)

events are needed to distinguish at the 5% (1%) con-
fidence level between the SAy model and the isotropic
ones.

% SAo — ISOo,
o =0.15

% ISO1OW — SA(),
o =0.15
o =0.07
o =0.05
o =0.04

Pace

T T
100 120

Figure 7. The acceptance probability as a function of the
number of mergers (same as Fig. 6) between the SA¢ and
the low isotropic models. Solid lines test the acceptance of a
low isotropic model assuming that the correct model is SAo.
Dashed lines consider the opposite. The standard deviation
in measuring x.s varies from 0.15 as in the current observed
sample to 0.04.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The observed low effective spins, that were centered
around 0, in the LVC O1-O2 sample favored low spin
isotropic distributions (Farr et al. 2017) and hence cap-
ture scenarios. We have shown here that while the com-
bined LVC-IAS data-set that includes a high y.g binary,
cannot rule out any model it favors field binaries over
capture.

Within the field binary models the high y.g merger
implies a significant fraction of short (¢, ~ 20Myr) merg-
ers, namely BBHs that at formation had small, but
reasonable (4 — 7 x 10*cm), separations. Overall the
LVC-TAS sample brackets nicely the phase space of the
field binary model with 10Myr < femin S 100Myr,
0.05Myr < t,, < 5Myr.

While the isotropic scenario is disfavored it is not ruled
out. Among those models the high variant becomes
the most favorable and the low the least. It is inter-
esting to note that recently Romero-Shaw et al. (2019)
have shown that the eccentricity of all the events in the
LVC sample are smaller than 0.02 to 0.05, whereas a
capture scenario suggests that 5% of the events should
have larger eccentricity. Again, while this result doesn’t
rule out the capture scenarios they support our findings.
Clearly, a mixture of field binaries and capture is pos-
sible. In this case we expect that the former will be
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dominant. However, given the limited data we didn’t
explore this possibility here. Considering future obser-
vations we note that the hallmark of the field binaries
scenario is a preferably positive y.g distribution with
a few large positive Xeg mergers. At the same time,
unless kicks are very significant and dominate the BHs
spin distribution, large negative x.g will pose a problem
for the field binary model. We have shown that for the
models considered here we will need 30 — 250 events,
depending on the details of the model and the level of
confidence required to distinguish between the two sce-
narios. Higher S/N data that has a better determined
Xeft value would require a fewer events. Hundreds of
events will be needed to determine the ratio of capture

to field evolution events in mixed model that includes
both capture and field binaries, or to distinguish those
from pure capture or pure field evolution models.
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APPENDIX
A. DATA
Event m1/Mea ma/Meg Xeff Pastro
LVC IAS LVC IAS LVC IAS IAS

CW150914 | 35.67%5 3597947 | 30.6735  29.673% | —0.017312 —0.05701] *

GW151012 | 23.371%40  27.37129% | 13.671L  12.117532° | 0.0479%%  0.05792% | >0.99
GW151226 | 13.7755 164772 | 77732 7537240 | 018703 0.277010 %

GW170104 | 310172 30177355 | 201750 19.67350 | —0.0410:50  —0.0970:1% | > 0.99

GW170608 | 10.977% 1747118 | 76707 587308 | 0.03T047 0257035, | >0.99

GW170729 | 50.6%155 50.37173% | 34.3%%),  34.6%503 | 036703 0437031 | >0.99

GW170809 | 352755 361773 | 238737  23.6%%0% | 0077018 0.08T01 | >0.99

CGW170814 | 30.7757 310733 | 25.3729 2498732 | 0.077012  0.057071 | >0.99

GW170818 | 355775 3547297 | 26.8T35 26.87718° | —0.0970:57  0.05153 | >0.99

GW170823 | 39.67¢%° 3957745 | 20.47%%  285%291 | 0.087030  0.097933 | >0.99

GW170121 - 31.815:2¢ - 239150 - —0.37935 | >0.99
GW170727 - 4017552 - 29.17585, - —0.0979:3% | 0.98
GW170304 - 42.97979 - 316772 - 0.19%5:31 | 0.985
GW170817A - 56115 - 40710 - 0.5%52 0.86
GW170425 - 4677140, - 29.97957 - 0.05%5:43 | 0.77
GW151216 - 323757 - 20.4773 76 - 0.87518 0.71
CGW170202 - 29.87711-46 - 14.327548 - —0.16193% | 0.68
GW170403 - 45511028 - 32,7152 - —0.6370353 | 0.56

Table Al. Parameters of the BBH mergers detected during LVC’s Ol and O2 by LVC (left columns,
The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. (2018a)) and IAS (right columns, Venumadhav et al. (2019a); Zackay et al. (2019a)).
The parameters are median values with 90% credible intervals.

B. THE MODEL DISTRIBUTION FOR FIELD BINARIES

The model distribution, pgp, (xeft; A),

A = {SA¢ syn/DAg syn, M1, M2, te min, tw, t« }, is derived under the assumptions given in the main text.

We take the BBH formation rate per volume element per unit comoving time, R(z), to follow the star formation
rate (we also consider other rates, see Appendix C).

The mergers’ rate follows the formation rate with a delay ¢. whose probability is assumed to be pops(t.) o< t; ! for
te > temin. This allows us to define the probability that the merger occurred at redshift z. as:

1 R(z.) dtc

p(ze) = te(ze) 14 2¢dze (B1)

We approximate, implicitly, that all mergers take place now (relaxing this assumption and assuming that the mergers
take place between z = 0 and z = 0.5 doesn’t change our results).
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For a given t. and fixed t,,, t» we compute the final stellar spin, x.(t+) by integrating (Eq. 5 of the main text):

d * syn — X% 8/3 *
Xs _ (Xsyn = X+) X (B2)
de tsyn(tc) tw
from 0 to ¢.. As initial conditions we take
0 unsynchronized ,
x«(0) = (B3)

Xsyn Synchronized .

Fig. Al depicts the results of this integration in terms of X./Xsyn, as a function of t/t, for different ratios of
: —-5/3
Fayn = Xaph (ayn [tw)-

1.07

[ iyn=1e05
X0 =0

081 ==-- Xwo=1
Ty =3e-04

—— fyy =1e-03

—— fyyn =3e-02

0.6
041 —— fun

0.2

0.0 , .
10-° 1072 . 107! 10°
t

Figure Al. ¥ = x./xsyn as a function of = t/ty for different values of fsyn = X;ysn/B(tsyn/tw).

The BH spin after the collapse is then given by:

Xpu = min{x.(t.), 1} . (B4)

Under the assumption that x,, is deterministic w.r.t it’s parameters, we may write it’s distribution using the chain

rule:
1 R(ze) dxgy dte

TA) = B5
p(XBH7 ) tc(zc) 1+ 2, dt, dz.’ ( )
where we calculate numerically the derivative dy, /dte, following the integration of Eq. 6 above.
To obtain the final y.g distribution:
X +qx
Xeﬂ‘ _ BH,1 BH,2 ) (B6)

(1+4)
we consider the different scenarios separately.
® SA: X, is distributed as flat isotropic and x ,, , is given by equation (B5). To find the resulting distribution of

Xeff We sample each (from the respective distribution) and calculate the empirical distribution of their weighted
sum.

e DA: Using the above procedure, for a given t. ,we calculate x,, , and X, ,. Using the numerical values of the
derivative, dxes/dtc, we obtain the distribution:

1 R(z¢) dxes %
te(ze) 14 2 dte dze

P(Xefri A) = (B7)

C. ADDITIONAL TESTS

The Mass Distribution: The masses used in the estimates are the average values of the sample: m; = 38Mg and
o = 24Mg. To explore the effect of the different masses, we also use the masses of the observed events and sample
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Figure B1. The models evaluated using a mixture of mass ratios, mi1, m2. That is for each model we find it’s prediction to
each of the NV = 18 observed masses and consider the average of this predictions as the final probability of the model. We denote
the mixture probabilities a superscript m.

over the mass distribution. The results are shown in Fig. Bl for the SA distribution and for the isotropic models
whose xeg distribution is affected (becomes broader) when mass ratio is taken into account. We find that the results

are almost the same as those obtained using the average mass and mass ratio.

The Event Rate: We use the star formation rate as the event rate for the formation of BBH. We also consider the
possibility that BBH follow the long GRB (LGRB) rate, as it was suggested that long GRBs indicate the formation of
a BBH (Piran & Hotokezaka 2018), and a (ad hoc) constant formation rate. Fig. B2 demonstrates that the resulting
distribution is practically independent of the assumption on the SFR.

1.0

0.8 1

0.2 1
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const, A? = 0.66
LGRB, A% = 0.30

0.0
-1.0
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Xeff
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Figure B2. The effect of the rate function, R(z) on the model prediction. All rates are evaluated under the SAg scenario.

Pastro weight: The observed events are given a probability that the event is of astrophysical, pystro. Weighting the
events using this value to obtain the observed distribution does not affect the goodness of fit (A? score) of our models,

see Fig. B3.
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Figure B3. The effect of weighting the observed events by pastro on the obtained observed distribution and goodness of fit to
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the models (calculated with the same parameters).
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