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ABSTRACT
Advanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo’s newly-released GWTC-2 catalog of gravitational-wave detections offers unprecedented information about the spin magnitudes and orientations of merging binary
black holes (BBHs). Notably, analysis of the BBH population suggests the presence of binaries whose
component spins are significantly misaligned with respect to their orbital angular momenta. Significantly misaligned spins are typically predicted to be at odds with isolated field formation via standard
common envelope (CE) evolution, and hence a “smoking gun” signature of dynamical binary formation inside dense stellar clusters. Here, we explore whether the LIGO/Virgo observation of spin-orbit
misalignment indeed rules out the possibility that BBHs are formed entirely in the field via standard
CE evolution. In particular, we seek to understand whether, by varying the natal kicks black holes
receive upon formation, we can invoke the CE scenario to self-consistently explain both the observed
spin distribution and merger rate of BBHs. We find that, if isolated black holes are born with small
natal spins, then BBHs formed through CE require extreme natal kicks to match the observed BBH
2
−1
population, with a velocity dispersion σ = 9.7+26.7
and σ > 260 km s−1 at 99% credibil−5.9 × 10 km s
ity. To avoid the need for extreme kicks, we argue that it is necessary to assume that isolated black
holes are born with non-vanishing natal spins, that one or more alternative channels contribute to the
observed BBH population, and/or that other unforeseen mechanisms serve to yield large spin-orbit
misalignment in the field.
1. INTRODUCTION

Among the many evolutionary paradigms proposed
to explain the binary black hole mergers observed
with Advanced LIGO (Aasi et al. 2015) and Advanced
Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015), the two most prevalent
are dynamical interactions in dense stellar clusters and
isolated field evolution of stellar binaries (e.g. reviews
by Mandel & Farmer 2018; Mapelli 2018). In the dynamical case, mass segregation in stellar clusters yields a
dense population of compact binaries at the cluster core.
There, initially unrelated black holes (BHs) gravitationally capture one another and are driven to small separations by subsequent many-body interactions, where they
finally merge under gravitational-wave emission (Samsing et al. 2014; Antonini & Rasio 2016; Rodriguez et al.
2018; Zevin et al. 2019; Di Carlo et al. 2019). In the
canonical isolated field scenario, unstable mass transCorresponding author: T. Callister
tcallister@flatironinstitute.org

fer onto the first-born BH from its stellar companion
gives rise to a common envelope (CE) (Dominik et al.
2012; Belczynski et al. 2020). The CE draws the binary
into a tight orbit and is then ejected, leaving behind a
stripped Helium (He) core in close orbit around the BH
primary (Ivanova et al. 2013). The surviving He-core
subsequently collapses, yielding a BBH that eventually
undergoes merger.
Besides CE evolution, alternative field scenarios involve orbital hardening via stable
Roche lobe overflow (van den Heuvel et al. 2017; Neijssel et al. 2019) and the close evolution of chemically
homogeneous stars (Mandel & de Mink 2016).
The spin orientations of BBHs have long been expected to discriminate between field and dynamical scenarios (Rodriguez et al. 2016; Farr et al. 2017; Stevenson et al. 2017; Farr et al. 2018; Gerosa et al. 2018;
Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2020). Binaries formed
via gravitational capture in stellar clusters are likely to
have isotropic spin orientations. Isolated binaries, meanwhile, are typically expected to have spins that are pref-
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erentially aligned with their pre-collapse orbit due to
episodes of mass transfer and/or tidal synchronization.
Based on the BBH population observed in GWTC2, it is now estimated that BBH systems collectively
display non-negligible spin-orbit misalignment, with evidence that some binaries have spins inclined by more
than 90◦ degrees relative to their orbits (Abbott et al.
2021a,b). Significant spin-orbit misalignment is naturally accommodated in dynamical formation scenarios,
but is more difficult to reconcile with isolated binary
evolution.
Spin-orbit misalignment may nevertheless be introduced in the field via natal kicks experienced by black
holes upon collapse (O’Shaughnessy et al. 2017; Gerosa
et al. 2018; Abbott et al. 2021b; Steinle & Kesden 2021).
In this paper we seek to test this possibility, exploring whether, given sufficiently strong kicks, the observed
BBH spin distribution and merger rate remain consistent (or not) with expectations from isolated binary evolution in the field. Under the assumption that black
holes are born with small natal spins, we find that a
pure CE origin for BBHs remains possible only if BHs
receive extreme natal kicks at birth, with velocities of
∼ 1000 km s−1 .
The rest of this paper is structured as follows: In
Sect. 2, we review what is presently known about black
hole natal kicks, largely due to observations of galactic
black hole X-ray binaries. In Sect. 3, we describe the
process by which we use LIGO & Virgo’s gravitationalwave detections to measure natal kick strengths, under
the assumption that all BBHs arise via CE evolution
with vanishing natal spins, and in Sect. 4 discuss the
resulting constraints on natal kick velocities. A successful formation model, however, must match not only the
BBH spin distribution but also the BBH merger rate;
in Sect. 5 we therefore investigate to what extent our
inferred natal kicks are consistent with the observed
merger rate. Finally, in Sect. 6 we discuss implications
for the field formation paradigm, exploring what alternatives must be adopted if one wishes to avoid invoking
extreme kicks.

2. SPIN-ORBIT MISALIGNMENT VIA NATAL

KICKS
Whereas binaries formed via gravitational capture in
stellar clusters are likely to have isotropic spin orientations, BBHs formed in isolation are expected to have
spins that are nearly perfectly aligned with their progenitors’ orbit due to episodes of mass transfer and/or
tidal synchronization (Hut 1981; Packet 1981). Spinorbit misalignment may nevertheless be introduced at

the time of core collapse via kicks imparted on the resulting newborn black holes.
A binary may experience two different kinds of kicks
during core collapse (Blaauw 1961; Katz 1975). First,
mass loss during collapse will yield a Blaauw kick that
acts on the binary’s center of mass. Ejected matter continues on with the same velocity as the stellar progenitor’s tangential velocity at the instant of ejection, and
so the binary must recoil in the opposite direction to
conserve momentum. Blauuw kicks occur even in the
case of spherically-symmetric ejecta and will disrupt a
binary if more than half the system’s mass is lost, but
they do not incline the orbital plane and so cannot introduce spin-orbit misalignment.
Second, if core collapse is not spherically symmetric, then an additional natal kick is imparted directly
on the newborn black hole, tilting the orbital plane
and thereby yielding misaligned spins (Kalogera 1996,
2000). The large and well-measured peculiar velocities
exhibited by pulsars, for example, indicate that neutron stars experience natal kick velocities between 1001000 km s−1 (Hobbs et al. 2005; Rankin 2015); the distribution of these natal kicks may be bimodal, with
two distinct populations experiencing large and small
kicks (Fryer et al. 1998; Arzoumanian et al. 2002). Moreover, observed correlations between pulsars’ proper motions, spin axes, and binary eccentricities suggest that
neutron star natal kicks may be polar, directed preferentially along a neutron star’s spin axis (Johnston et al.
2005; Kaplan et al. 2008; Willems et al. 2008; Noutsos
et al. 2013; Rankin 2015).
The natal kicks experienced by black holes are subject
to much greater uncertainty. Population synthesis simulations typically assume that the ∼ 30 M BHs observed
by Advanced LIGO and Virgo receive small or vanishing kicks, with velocities suppressed by fallback accremNS
tion and/or reduced by the ratio m
between neutron
BH
star and BH masses relative to neutron star kick velocities (Fragos et al. 2010; Dominik et al. 2012; Fryer
et al. 2012; Zevin et al. 2017; Mapelli & Giacobbo 2018;
Belczynski et al. 2020; Giacobbo & Mapelli 2020; Mandel & Müller 2020). On the other hand, analysis of the
evolutionary histories of galactic black hole X-ray binaries (BHXBs) suggests that, while some BHXBs likely
received small or vanishing natal kicks (Dhawan et al.
2007; Miller-Jones et al. 2009; Wong et al. 2012, 2014),
others are compatible with or even require natal kicks
of ∼ 100 km s−1 (Willems et al. 2005; Fragos et al. 2009;
Repetto & Nelemans 2015; Sørensen et al. 2017; Atri
et al. 2019).
The possibility that the black hole members of BHXBs
may receive ∼ 100 km s−1 kicks is further supported by
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a variety of other observational probes. It has been argued that the galactic scale heights of BHXBs and neutron stars are comparable (Repetto et al. 2012; Repetto
& Nelemans 2015; Repetto et al. 2017; Gandhi et al.
2020); if correct this would imply that both populations receive similar natal kick velocities, although scale
height determination may be biased by uncertainties in
BHXB distance measurements (Mandel 2016). Meanwhile, the significant spin-orbit misalignment exhibited
by some BHXBs (V4641 Sgr, for instance, has misalignment bounded above θ > 52◦ ; Salvesen & Pokawanvit 2020) is difficult to explain without invoking natal kicks (Martin et al. 2010; Salvesen & Pokawanvit
2020). Large BH natal kicks would also help explaining
the similar runaway fraction among Wolf-Rayet and Otype stars (Dray et al. 2005). Finally, there are ∼ 100
times fewer BHXBs in the solar neighborhood than predicted based on the observed number of probable BHXB
progenitors (Wolf-Rayet stars with O/B stellar companions). This discrepancy can be resolved if the orbits of progenitor binaries are widened or disrupted by
∼ 100 km s−1 natal kicks (Vanbeveren et al. 2020).
Given evidence from BHXBs, we might expect merging BBHs to have similarly received ∼ 100 km s−1 natal
kicks at birth. The BHs observed in gravitational-wave
mergers, however, are systematically heavier and more
slowly spinning than those observed in BHXBs; lessons
learned from BHXBs may not be applicable to the BBH
population. Furthermore, it is not clear if ∼ 100 km s−1
kicks are sufficiently strong to reproduce the observed
BBH spin distribution.
Beyond natal kicks, the natal spins possessed by black
holes at birth are also extremely uncertain. The spin
magnitudes of isolated black holes depend on the efficiency of angular momentum transport between stellar cores and envelopes. Although angular momentum
transport in stars is not well understood, one assumption frequently adopted in the literature is that coreenvelope coupling is efficient, yielding black holes born
with vanishing natal spins in the absence of tidal interactions or significant accretion (Qin et al. 2018; Fuller
et al. 2019; Fuller & Ma 2019; Mandel & Fragos 2020;
Belczynski et al. 2020; Bavera et al. 2020; Steinle & Kesden 2021; Bavera et al. 2021).
Assumptions about natal BH spins will strongly affect
conclusions about natal kicks. The natal kick velocities
vkick required to significantly misalign BBH spins must
be comparable to the binaries’ orbital velocities, decreas2
2
ing as vkick
∼ vorb
∝ a−1 with increasing orbital semimajor axis a. If black holes have vanishing natal spin,
then any spin exhibited by a BBH must be the product
of binary interactions occurring at small orbital separa-

tions after the formation of the first (non-spinning) BH.
In the standard CE scenario, for example, ejection of
the CE leaves behind the first-born BH in close orbit
around around a naked Helium (He) core. This He core
may then be spun-up via tidal torques, yielding a rapidly
spinning second-born BH (Zaldarriaga et al. 2018; Qin
et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2020; Mandel & Fragos 2020).
Since a is small, though, a large natal kick is required
to misalign this tidally-induced spin. If, on the other
hand, black holes intrinsically possess appreciable spin
at birth, then the first-born BH may in fact possess spin.
Since this first BH likely forms when the binary has a
much larger orbital separation a, only a much weaker
kick may be needed to incline its spin.
Here, we will work to understand the consequences
of assuming vanishing natal spins, asking what this assumption, together with observational measurements of
BBH spin misalignment, implies about the natal kick
velocities experienced by BBHs arising via isolated field
formation.
3. HIERARCHICAL MEASUREMENT OF BH

NATAL KICKS
We will use observed gravitational-wave signals comprising GWTC-2 to measure the natal kicks that must
act on BBHs if they originate via standard CE evolution
in the field with vanishing natal spins. We explore two
kick models: isotropic Maxwellian kicks with speeds v
parametrized by a single velocity dispersion σ,


v2
pMaxwellian (v|σ) ∝ v 2 exp − 2 ,
(1)
2σ
and asymmetric natal kicks with two dispersions σ and
σ⊥ that independently describe the distribution of kick
velocity components in ( ) and out of (⊥) the orbital
plane:
pAsymmetric (v , v⊥ |σ , σ⊥ )

v2
∝ v exp − 2
2σ

!

v2
exp − ⊥2
2σ⊥



.

(2)

This latter choice allows for the possibility that BH natal
kicks are preferentially polar, as may be the case for
neutron stars (Johnston et al. 2005; Willems et al. 2008;
Noutsos et al. 2013; Rankin 2015).
3.1. Building a spin distribution
Given parameters θkick that define a particular kick
distribution (θkick = σ or θkick = {σ , σ⊥ } under the
Maxwellian or Asymmetric kick models), we perform a
Monte Carlo simulation to obtain a prediction of the resulting BBH spins with which to compare against observation. If isolated BHs have vanishing natal spin, then,
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as discussed in Sect. 2, we expect only the second-born
black hole to be spinning, in a direction initially parallel
to the binary’s orbit. In this case, only the natal kick
experienced at this second core-collapse can contribute
to a BBH’s spin-orbit misalignment. In order to predict
the spin distributions given by θkick , we therefore instantiate an ensemble of BH+He core progenitors just before
the instant of the He-core’s collapse. We assume that all
binaries have successfully traversed their CE phase, and
are now on circular obits with random post-CE separations chosen from a log-uniform distribution between 5
and 300 R , matching approximately the predictions of
Bavera et al. (2020).
We adopt BH masses consistent with the observed
mass distribution (Abbott et al. 2021b), assigning the
first-born BH a random primary mass distributed as
p(m1 ) ∝ m−2.2
, with 5 M ≤ m1 ≤ 75 M and the
1
(eventual) second-born black hole a secondary mass distributed uniformly between 5 M ≤ m2 ≤ m1 . Given a
randomly drawn m2 , we then set the He core’s mass to
mHe = m2 /β, where β is the fraction of mass assumed
to be retained during collapse. Throughout this paper
we choose β = 0.9 (Fryer et al. 2012; Belczynski et al.
2016), although nearly identical results are obtained if
we instead use β = 0.75.
Given our assumption of small BH natal spin, we accordingly fix the spin magnitudes of the primary BHs to
χ1 = 0. Since the He-cores, however, may be spun up
via tidal torques, we assign each secondary BH a random Gaussian-distributed spin magnitude χ2 . We treat
the mean µχ and standard deviation σχ of the secondary
spin distribution as additional parameters to be inferred
from observation, alongside the parameters θkick governing natal kicks. We assume that the secondary’s spin is
perfectly aligned with the binary’s orbital angular momentum. However, we have also verified that our results
below are virtually unchanged if we instead allow for a
slight degree of initial misalignment, in which pre-kick
spin-orbit misalignment angles are Gaussian distributed
with a mean of zero and standard deviation of 10◦ .
In assigning spins we have made three additional assumptions. First, the tidal spin-up scenario will generically yield a correlation between χ2 and the post-CE
orbital separation (Bavera et al. 2020; Zaldarriaga et al.
2018). For simplicity we do not attempt to capture this
correlation, and instead independent assigning random
spin magnitudes and binary separations. Second, appreciable tidal spin-up is expected to occur only for
binaries with separations well below 100 R ; binaries
with larger separations have spin-up timescales longer
than He-core lifetimes (Zaldarriaga et al. 2018; Steinle
& Kesden 2021). In allowing post-CE separations up

v1

m1

z

vkick
y

v2
m2 /β

x

Figure 1.
Schematic of the coordinate system used to
synthesize BBH systems at the instant of their secondary’s
stellar collapse. The binary orbit is situated in the x − y
plane, such that the stellar companion is on the x-axis with
velocity purely in the y-direction at the instant of its collapse.

to 300 R , we are therefore including systems for which
tidal spin-up is likely not relevant. This choice, however,
allows us to err on the side of smaller natal kicks. Restricting to smaller allowed post-CE separations would
increase the kick velocities needed to reproduce the observed degree of spin-orbit misalignment, further exacerbating the already extreme kick velocities found below. Finally, we have assumed that the first-born BH
is the more massive of the two, which is not always the
case. While the more massive of two isolated stars will
reach core collapse first, a potentially significant fraction
of massive stellar binaries may experience mass inversion due to episodes of mass transfer or mass loss, such
that the more massive BH is actually the second to be
born (Steinle & Kesden 2021; van Son et al. 2020; Bavera et al. 2021). If a binary undergoes mass inversion,
then it is the more massive black hole that is subject to
tidal spin-up. In Appendix A we demonstrate that, if we
assume all binaries undergo mass inversion (with χ1 ≥ 0
and χ2 = 0), we obtain results comparable to those under our default prescription described here (with χ1 = 0
and χ2 ≥ 0). In fact, attributing spin to the more massive black holes further exacerbates the requirement for
extreme natal kicks discussed below.
Having set up a BH+He core binary with random separations, masses, and spins, we next apply a random
natal kick to the secondary. We choose the coordinates
illustrated in Fig. 1, such that, at the instant of the
He core collapse, the binary orbits in the x − y plane,
with component masses lying along the x-axis and their
relative velocities along the y-axis. Kick velocities are
chosen according to Eqs. (1) or (2). Given the binary’s
initial relative orbital velocity vorb = v2 − v1 and a
chosen kick velocity vkick , we update the binary’s semi-

5
major axis and eccentricity using (Kalogera 1996)

2G(m1 + m2 )
2
2
af =G(m1 + m2 )
− vkick
− vorb
ai
−1
− 2vkick · vorb

(3)

and

1 − e2 =


2
2
2
+ vorb
+ 2vkick · vorb a2i
vkick,y
+ vkick,z
G(m1 + m2 )af

,

(4)
where ai and af are the binary’s pre- and post-kick semimajor axes, and vkick,i is the i-th component of the kick
velocity vkick . The orbital angular momentum, previously in the ẑ direction, is now oriented along the unit
vector
−vkick,z ŷ + (vorb + vkick,y )ẑ
L̂ = q
.
2
2
2 + 2v
vkick,y + vkick,z
+ vorb
kick · vorb

(5)

The binary will be disrupted if the natal kick is too
strong, or if more than half of the total mass of the
binary is lost (Blaauw 1961). Specifically, disruption
occurs if (O’Shaughnessy et al. 2017)
β<

1
v2
vkick · vorb
+ kick
+
.
2
2
2 2vorb
vorb

(6)

For the subset of binaries that remain bound following their kick, we then compute their time to merger
via gravitational-wave emission, given at lowest postNewtonian order by (Maggiore 2008)
t=

c5 a4f
5
F (e).
256 G3 M 3 mr

(7)

Here, c is the speed of light, G is Newton’s constant, M
is the total binary mass, and mr is the system’s reduced
mass. The function F (e) quantifies the reduction in inspiral time due to non-zero eccentricity; it is defined as
48 1
F (e) =
19 g(e)

Z

e

0

5/2
g 4 (e0 ) 1 − e02
 de0 ,
02
e0 1 + 121
e
304

(8)

with
e12/19
g(e) =
1 − e2



121 2
1+
e
304

870/2299
.

(9)

For ease of calculation, useful limits of Eq. (8) are

2 7/2
F (e) ≈ 768
as e → 1 and F (e) ≈
429 1 − e
e48/19 g −4 (e) when e → 0, with F (e) = 1 at e = 0.
Restricting to the subset of bound binaries that merge

in less than 10 Gyr, we can finally compute the spin distribution implied by θkick among the subset of binaries
that survive and eventually merge under gravitational
radiation.
Although gravitational waves offer information about
a binary’s component spin magnitudes χi and tilt angles ti (with i ∈ {1, 2}) relative to its orbital angular
momentum, these quantities are generally poorly measured. More readily measurable is the effective aligned
spin parameter χeff , quantifying the mass-weighted average of spin components perpendicular to the orbital
plane (Damour 2001):
χeff =

χ1 cos t1 + qχ2 cos t2
.
1+q

(10)

Here, q = m2 /m1 ≤ 1 is the binary’s mass ratio.
Analogously, the effective precessing spin phenomenologically quantifies the presence of in-plane spin components (Schmidt et al. 2012; Hannam et al. 2014; Schmidt
et al. 2015):


h
i
3 + 4q
χp = max χ1 sin t1 ,
q χ2 sin t2 .
(11)
4 + 3q
Although the binaries’ individual component spins will
subsequently precess during their gravitational-wavedriven inspiral, χeff is approximately conserved (Kidder 1995). Thus the effective inspiral spins of binaries immediately after the second core-collapse can be
taken to represent the eventual distribution of χeff values at merger. In contrast, χp is not a formally conserved quantity, but may evolve as component spins
precess during inspiral. Several studies have qualitatively demonstrated, though, that χp tends to oscillate
about a fixed mean. Moreover, using the precession
package (Gerosa & Kesden 2016), we have checked that
the ensemble distributions of χp values we obtain in our
Monte Carlo approach do not appreciably evolve over
the course of quasicircular inspiral from the binaries’ immediate post-kick separations down to orbital frequencies of 10 Hz, the reference frequency at which Advanced
LIGO/Virgo χp measurements are made (Abbott et al.
2021a). Note that our simulated binaries are not circular, with a distribution of eccentricities ranging from
e = 0 to 1 following the application of natal kicks. Currently, however, there are not prescriptions available for
the precessional morphology of eccentric orbits.
Given these considerations, we will use the above
Monte Carlo procedure to build the joint distribution
p(χeff , χp | θkick , µχ , σχ ) of effective spins produced by a
particular model for natal kicks and natal spins, identify this post-kick distribution as representative of the
effective spin distribution close to merger, and compare
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Figure 2. Example of effective aligned spin χeff and precessing spin χp distributions across a simulated BBH population
before receiving natal kicks (dark blue), the sub-population of binaries that remain bound following natal kicks (light blue),
and those binaries that successfully merge (green). In this example, we begin with 3 × 104 progenitor binaries with secondary
spins described by µχ = 0.4 and σχ = 0.2, and assume Maxwellian natal kicks with σ = 200 km s−1 . The top panels show the
renormalized probability distributions p(χ) before and after natal kicks, while the bottom panels show the absolute number of
systems per unit effective spin; note that a significant number of systems are unbound by their natal kicks and so are absent in
the green histograms. As binary spins are initially aligned, we see purely positive initial χeff and χp values that are identically
zero. The effect of natal kicks is, among those binaries that survive, to incline and in extreme cases reverse the binaries’ orbits,
shifting the χeff distribution towards zero and yielding a tail that extends to negative χeff . Similarly, kicks have served to
introduce non-vanishing χp values, with a non-negligible fraction of systems exhibiting precessing spins as high as χp ≈ 0.4.

against observed effective spins to measure θkick , µχ , and
σχ . Figure 2 illustrates an example of one such population realization, assuming second-born BH spins characterized by µχ = 0.4 and σχ = 0.2 and, for purposes of illustration, Maxwellian natal kicks with σ = 200 km s−1 .
Shown in dark blue are the distributions of initial χeff
and χp values, immediately after the secondary He cores
have collapsed but before having applied natal kicks. At
this instant, all spins are aligned with their orbital angular momentum, and so all χeff > 0 and χp = 0. Shown in
light blue, meanwhile, are the distributions of effective
spins following reorientation of the BBHs’ orbit via natal
kicks, restricting to those binaries that remain bound.
The newly inclined binaries exhibit non-vanishing χp
and in some cases have received kicks strong enough
to reverse their orbits entirely, yielding negative χeff .
Finally, the green distributions show the effective spin
distributions when further restricting to those binaries
that will successfully merge in 10 Gyr. Merging binaries

exhibit slightly less extreme spin misalignment angles
(hence smaller χp and fewer negative χeff values), since
these systems necessarily possess smaller orbital separations and so are preferentially those that have received
weaker kicks.
3.2. Hierarchical inference with GWTC-2
Next, we will ask exactly how strong natal kicks need
to be to yield χeff and χp distributions consistent with
observation. We use the 44 BBH detections among
GWTC-2 (Abbott et al. 2021a,b) with false alarm rates
< 1 yr−1 (we exclude GW190814, whose physical nature
is unknown; Abbott et al. 2020) to hierarchically infer
the parameters of our natal kick models, together with
the mean µχ and σχ of the second-born BHs’ spin distribution
Given a set of hyper-parameters Λ = {θkick , µχ , σχ }
and an expected number N of detections, the likelihood
of having observed Nobs = 44 BBH mergers with data
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Nobs
is (Loredo 2004; Mandel et al. 2019)
d = {di }i=1
Nobs

e−N ξ(Λ)
R
N
obs
Y
p(di |λ)p(λ|Λ)dλ
×
.
ξ(Λ)
i=1

p(d | Λ, N ) ∝ [N ξ(Λ)]

(12)

Here, λ denotes the parameters (component masses,
spins, distance, etc.) of individual binary systems, and
p(λ|Λ) is the ensemble distribution of these parameters
as specified by Λ. Meanwhile, p(di |λ) is the likelihood of
having observed data di for a particular event i, given
its presumed parameters λ. Finally, the detection efficiency ξ(Λ) encodes observational selection effects; it
is defined as the fraction of all BBH systems that we
expect to successfully detect,
Z
ξ(Λ) = Pdet (λ)p(λ|Λ)dλ,
(13)
where Pdet (λ) is the probability that an event with properties λ exceeds our detection threshold (in our case a
false alarm rate below 1 yr−1 ). For now, we will be considering only the shape p(λ|Λ) of the predicted population and not on the overall merger rate; in this case
Eq. (12) can be marginalized over the expected number
of detections N . If we adopt a prior p(N ) ∝ N −1 between Nmin ≤ N ≤ ∞, then in the limit Nmin → 0 the
marginal likelihood on Λ is (Fishbach et al. 2018)
R
N
obs
Y
p(di |λ)p(λ|Λ)dλ
p(d|Λ) ∝
;
(14)
ξ(Λ)
i=1
In reality, we do not have the underlying likelihoods
p(di |λ) for each event i, but discrete samples drawn from
a posterior p(λ|di ) obtained under some default prior
pø (λ) adopted during parameter estimation. In this situation, the integrals in Eq. (14) can be replaced with
ensemble averages taken over each event’s posterior samples:

N
obs 
Y
p(λ|Λ)
p(d|Λ) ∝ ξ(Λ)−Nobs
.
pø (λ) posterior samples
i=1
(15)
In evaluating Eq. (15), we make use of the public posterior samples presented in Abbott et al. (2021a) and
released through the Gravitational Wave Open Science
Center (Vallisneri et al. 2015). In particular, we use
the “PrecessingSpinIMRHM” samples, the union of results from several distinct waveform families that each
include both misaligned spins and higher-order radiation
modes (Khan et al. 2020; Ossokine et al. 2020; Varma
et al. 2019).
We obtain Monte Carlo estimates of ξ(Λ) via reweighting the publicly available set of mock events that were

injected into and successfully recovered from Advanced
LIGO data (Abbott et al. 2021a,b). The injections are
generated from a deliberately broad reference distribution, with random masses drawn from pinj (m1 ) ∝ m−2.35
1
and pinj (m2 |m1 ) ∝ m22 (with 2 M ≤ m2 ≤ m1 ≤
100 M ) and a merger rate per comoving volume that
1 dVc
2
grows as (1 + z)2 , such that pinj (z) ∝ 1+z
dz (1 + z) ;
dVc
here dz is the differential comoving volume per unit redshift, and the leading factor of (1+z)−1 converts between
source and detector frames. The injections additionally
have purely aligned spins with z-components (parallel to
the orbital angular momentum) s1,z and s2,z uniformly
distributed between −1 and 1; the corresponding χeff
distribution is (Callister 2021)



1−q
1
2

(1
+
χ
)(1
+
q)
χ
<
−

eff
eff
4q
1+q




p(χeff |q) = 1+q
− 1−q
≤ χeff < 1−q
2
1+q
1+q





 1 (1 − χ )(1 + q)2
χ ≥ 1−q .
4q

eff

eff

1+q

(16)
Given proposed hyperparameters {θkick , µχ , σχ } the corresponding detection efficiency is obtained by the ensemble average (Farr 2019)

ξ(θkick , µχ , σχ )


p(m1 , m2 , χeff , z | θkick , µχ , σχ )
=
pinj (χeff , m1 , m2 , z)


p(χeff |θkick , µχ , σχ ) p(m2 |m1 ) p(m1 ) p(z)
=
,
pinj (χeff |q) pinj (m2 |m1 ) pinj (m1 ) pinj (z)
(17)
taken over the set of successfully recovered injections.
In the second line of Eq. (17), p(χeff |θkick , µχ , σχ ) is
the marginal distribution on χeff as given by our binary synthesis procedure described above. Meanwhile,
we assume fixed BBH mass and redshift distributions,
1 dVc
2.7
with pinj (z) ∝ 1+z
, p(m1 ) ∝ m−2.2
, and
1
dz (1 + z)
1.3
p(m2 |m1 ) ∝ m2 (with 5 M ≤ m2 ≤ m1 ≤ 75 M ),
consistent with the latest estimates from GWTC-2 (Abbott et al. 2021b).
Because the publicly-available injection sets have
purely aligned spins, their effective precessing spins are
identically zero and so we cannot include χp in Eq. (17).
By not including χp in our estimate of the detection
efficiency, we make the implicit assumption that the
gravitational-wave detection efficiency is independent
χp (Abbott et al. 2021b). Although it is unclear how
appropriate this assumption is, it nevertheless allows us
to be conservative. If present, χp -dependent selection
effects will preferentially penalize systems with larger
χp ; by neglecting any such effects, any bias in our results
is towards smaller χp and hence towards weaker natal
kicks.
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Figure 3. Effective χeff and χp spin distributions generated by our hierarchical fit to the Maxwellian natal kick model. Each
blue trace corresponds to an individual draw from our posterior on {σ, µχ , σχ }. For comparison, the dashed lines denote the
central 90% credible bounds obtained on the χeff and χp using a direct phenomenological fit to the component spin magnitudes
χ and tilt angles t (the Default model results from Abbott et al. 2021b). The χeff distribution obtained by our hierarchical
fit to Maxwellian natal kicks is in very good agreement with this direct phenemenological fit, and the χp distributions agree
reasonably well up to the systematic limitations imposed by the Default parametrization. Thus natal kicks following standard
CE evolution can provide a reasonably good description of observation. As discussed below, however, the strengths of the natal
kicks required are extreme and perhaps unphysical, with σ ∼ 1000 km s−1 .

We adopt uniform priors on the µχ and σχ between
0 and 1, and log-uniform priors on natal kick dispersions between between 1 and 106 km s−1 . To ensure
that our Monte Carlo population generation procedure
converges in a short enough time to allow sampling, we
additionally impose an efficiency cutoff, rejecting hyperparameter samples for which less than one in a thousand
simulated progenitors successfully merge; the effects of
this prior cut are discussed following Fig. 4 below.
4. IMPLIED BBH NATAL KICK VELOCITIES

Before discussing our constraints on natal kick dispersions, we first show in Fig. 3 the χeff and χp distributions generated by our Maxwellian kick model, using
the posteriors on {σ, µχ , σχ } generated by our hierarchical fit to GWTC-2. Each blue trace corresponds to
a fair draw from our {σ, µχ , σχ } posterior. For comparison, the dashed black lines show central 90% credible
intervals on each effective spin distribution as reported
by Abbott et al. (2021b) under a direct phenomenological fit to BBH spin magnitudes χ and tilt angles
t using the “Default” model. The results generated by
our natal kick model is in good agreement with these direct phenomenological fits to the BBH spin distribution.
The χeff generated by Maxwellian kicks is in particularly
good agreement with the Default results. There is tension between the χp distributions produced by the two
fits, but this can likely be explained by the systematic
limitations of the Default model, which prevents singu-

lar spin magnitude distributions that peak at χ = 0.
Together, these results indicate that Maxwellian natal
kicks can reasonably reproduce observation.
The actual kick velocities required to do so, however,
are extreme and possibly unphysical. Figure 4 shows
our posteriors on kick velocity dispersions under both
the Maxwellian (top) and Asymmetric (bottom) models. Under the Maxwellian model, the median inferred
velocity dispersion is σ ≈ 1000 km s−1 , with an extreme
lower limit of σ > 260 km s−1 (at 99% credibility). As
discussed further in Appendix A, the need for extreme
kick velocities is robust against assumptions concerning which of the two binary components is spinning.
If we instead assume that it is the more massive component in a binary spun up via tidal interactions, our
lower limit on natal kick velocity dispersion increases to
σ > 360 km s−1 .
We note that, if we instead adopt the Asymmetric kick
prescription, then we find support for polar kicks, with
similarly extreme velocities that are oriented primarily
out of the binary’s orbital plane. As illustrated in Fig. 4,
the median in- and out-of-plane kick dispersion are inferred to be σ ≈ 700 km s−1 and σ⊥ ≈ 3000 km s−1 ,
respectively. Figure 5 illustrates the implied distribution of kick angles φ relative to the orbital plane. Each
light red trace represents the distribution generated by
a single draw from the {σ , σ⊥ , µχ , σχ } posterior, while
the solid black curve traces the predicted distribution
marginalizing over our uncertainty in these parameters.
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Figure 4. Posterior probability distributions on the velocity dispersions of black hole natal kicks, under the isotropic
Maxwellian (top) and Asymmetric (bottom) kick models.
We find that, if BBH mergers originate entirely in the field,
then extreme kicks are required to explain the observed distribution of spin orientations. Under the Maxwellian model,
2
−1
we recover a velocity dispersion σ = 9.7+26.7
−5.9 × 10 km s
(median with central 90% credible uncertainties), with σ >
260 km s−1 at 99% credibility. Under the Asymmetric kick
model, we find a preference for polar natal kicks, with a ve2
−1
in the orbital
locity dispersion σ = 6.7+20.5
−4.8 × 10 km s
3
−1
plane and σ⊥ = 5.3+62.3
×
10
km
s
out
of the plane. In
−4.8
the Maxwellian case, the dotted histogram shows draws from
our prior on σ, while in the Asymmetric case prior draws for
σ and σ⊥ are shown via dotted and dashed lines, respectively. Full posteriors for each model, including bounds on
BH spin magnitudes, are shown in Appendix A below.

While polar kicks are not required (approximately 25%
of samples have larger average in-plane kick velocities
than out-of-plane velocities), they are favored, with the
population predictive distribution indicating that BHs
are roughly three times more likely to receive a kick
oriented along their spin axis (φ = ±90◦ ) than in the
orbital plane (φ = 0◦ ).
The natal kick velocities recovered here are so extreme
that, as discussed further below, we do not necessarily

−80

−60

−40

−20

0

20

40

60

80

φ [◦ ]

Figure 5. Distribution of kick angles out of the orbital
plane, as given by the Asymmetric kick model [Eq. (2)].
Each light red trace shows the distribution of kick angles corresponding to a single draw from our posterior on
{σ , σ⊥ , µχ , σχ }. The black curve, meanwhile, shows the
population predictive distribution: the probability distribution on φ obtained after marginalizing over all uncertainties
on σ and σ⊥ . Based on the BBH spins observed in GWTC2, kicks are roughly three times as likely to be oriented along
a BH’s spin axis as they are to lie in the equatorial plane. The
true distribution of φ, however, remains fairly uncertain – although disfavored, it remains possible for natal kicks to be
isotropic or even preferentially oriented in the orbital plane.

believe these results to be physical, but rather a sign
that BBH mergers arise at least in part from alternative formation scenarios. With this qualification, the inferred preference for polar kicks under our Asymmetric
model instructively highlights the route by which negative χeff and non-vanishing χp are most efficiently attained, given binaries that have initially aligned spins.
One means of generating negative χeff is for a natal kick
to simply reverse a binary’s orbit. Complete orbit reversal is rarely successful, though – it requires exceptionally strong kicks acting in a very finely-tuned direction,
and moreover will still result in vanishing χp , at odds
with observation. The observed spin distributions can
instead be attained by relatively more moderate planar
kicks that halt (but do not reverse) the orbit, combined
with strong polar kicks that define a new, inclined orbital plane. This halting of the binary’s initial orbit
by an in-plane kick is crucial if the binary is to remain
bound. If a strong polar kick is applied without first
erasing the binary’s initial motion, then the resulting
net velocity is typically large enough to unbind the system (Kalogera 1996, 2000; Renzo et al. 2019).
As noted in Sect. 3, we adopt an implicit prior on
natal kick dispersions by requiring that at least one in
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one thousand BH + He-core progenitors remain bound
and successfully merge. Random draws from this implicit prior are shown in Figs. 4 as empty dotted and/or
dashed histograms. We find that this efficiency cut does
truncate our posteriors on σ (Maxwellian model) and σ⊥
(Asymmetric model) at extremely large values, but does
not impact their behavior at smaller values nor causes
the peaks observed in these posteriors. Removing or
relaxing this prior cut would allow our kick dispersion
posteriors to include even larger values and further raise
our lower limit on the natal kicks required to explain all
BBH mergers via standard CE evolution.

5. MATCHING THE RATE OF BBH MERGERS

So far, we have found that the BBHs observed by
Advanced LIGO and Virgo are not strictly inconsistent with natal kicks acting on post-CE binaries with
small natal spins, provided that these natal kicks are
extreme. This conclusion is based solely on the shape
of the the observed spin distributions. The measured
rate of binary mergers, however, is an additional important source of information. Larger natal kicks, although
successful at producing greater degrees of spin misalignment, will also disrupt a larger fraction of binary progenitors and thereby lower the predicted BBH merger rate.
In this section, we ask if the extreme natal kicks required
to match the BBH spin distribution can be separately
ruled out by comparison to the measured BBH rate. If
so, this would constitute a proof-by-contradiction that
additional or alternative formation scenarios give rise to
the BBH population.
The overall efficiency with which massive stellar binaries yield successful BBH mergers can be roughly
estimated by comparing the observed rate Rmerge =
−3
19.1+16.2
yr−1 of successful BBH mergers (Ab−9.0 Gpc
bott et al. 2021a,b) to an estimate rate Rprogenitor with
which massive stellar binaries are born. To an order of
magnitude, we can estimate Rprogenitor using the measured star formation history together with assumptions
about the initial stellar mass function and mass ratio
distribution. Near the peak of cosmic star formation
at z = 2, it is estimated (Madau & Dickinson 2014)
that the stellar mass formed per unit time per unit comoving volume was ψ ≈ 108 M Gpc−3 yr−1 . We assume a Salpeter initial mass function (Salpeter 1955)
normalized above 0.5 M for the primary stellar mass
m?1 , such that p(m?1 ) ∝ (m? )−2.35 , and a uniform distribution p(q ? |m?1 ) ∝ 1 of stellar mass ratios q ? = m?2 /m?1 ,
with 0.1 ≤ q ? ≤ 1. The total number of stars formed

per unit time and per unit comoving volume is then
R? =

hm?1

=R

ψ
+ m?2 i

ψ
R
?
?
?
dm1 dq p(m1 ) p(q ? |m?1 ) (1 + q ? )m?1

(18)

If we further assume that only stars with with masses
above 20 M can yield black holes, and that all such
stars are paired in binaries (Sana et al. 2012), then the
estimated rate of BBH progenitor formation is
Rprogenitor
= R? p(m?1 > 20 M , m?2 > 20 M )
R∞
R1
dm?1 qmin (m? ) dq ? p(m?1 ) p(q ? |m?1 )
20 M
1
R
=ψ R
,
dm?1 dq ? p(m?1 ) p(q ? |m?1 ) (1 + q ? )m?1

(19)

where qmin (m?1 ) = Max(20 M /m?1 , 0.1). We find a progenitor birthrate of Rprogenitor ≈ 1.1 × 105 Gpc−3 yr−1 ,
for a net BBH efficiency of f ≈ 2 × 10−4 .
We note that there is at least an order of magnitude
uncertainty in this estimate due to imperfect knowledge
of the star formation history, the stellar mass function,
and the time delay distribution between BBH formation and merger. By comparing a progenitor birthrate
computed at the peak of star formation with the merger
rate of compact binaries today, we are implicitly assuming that some binaries experience time delays as long
as 10 Gyr (the lookback time to the peak of star formation near z = 2) between formation and merger. If
evolutionary time delays are instead much shorter, we
should compare Rmerge against the star formation rate at
smaller redshifts. If, for example, we adopt the presentday star formation rate (such that BBHs are assumed
to evolve very rapidly to merger), we lower our estimate
of Rprogenitor by a factor of ∼ 10 (Madau & Dickinson 2014) and increase our estimated BBH efficiency to
f ≈ 2×10−3 . By virtue of significantly increasing f , this
alternative choice will yield increased tension between
the observed BBH merger rate and low binary survival
rates in the face of large kicks; our fiducial choice of
f ≈ 2 × 10−4 is therefore conservative. Similarly, if we
assume truly random mass pairing (in which m?1 and m?2
are independently drawn from the Salpeter initial mass
function), rather than a uniform mass distribution, the
inferred BBH efficiency increases to f ≈ 0.02. Therefore
Eq. (19) is also conservative with regards to our assumed
stellar mass ratio distribution.
We will factor this overall efficiency budget into terms
capturing the probabilities that binaries successfully survive consecutive evolutionary stages (Mandel & Farmer
2018):
f = fEvol ×fCC1 ×fCE ×fCC2 ×fMerge ≈ 2×10−4 . (20)
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Figure 6.
Left: The fraction fCC2 (dashed grey) of BH+He core progenitors disrupted in the secondary’s collapse, and
the fraction fMerge (dotted grey) of surviving systems that subsequently merge under gravitational radiation, as a function of
Maxwellian natal kick dispersion σ. Stronger natal kicks more readily unbind progenitors, yielding smaller fCC2 . Those that
survive, though, are increasingly likely to successfully merge within a Hubble time. The lighter and darker shaded blue bands
mark the central 99% and 90% credible bounds, respectively, on σ obtained above through hierarchical analysis of the BBH spin
distribution. In particular, the 99% credible lower bound σ ≥ 260 km s−1 implies that, in order to explain the BBH population
via standard CE evolution, we need fCC2 ≤ 0.38 and fMerge ≥ 0.69, with the product fCC2 × fMerge ≤ 0.26 Right: The fraction of
binaries that, following the formation of their first-born BH, successfully initiate and survive common envelope, as a function of
σ and a presumed ratio fCC1 /fCC2 . Self-consistently reproducing the BBH spin distribution and merger rate requires avoiding
the two exclusion regions shown. First, to the right of the black line, fCE is unphysically required to be greater than unity to
match the observed BBH rate. Second, our hierarchical spin analysis excludes natal kick dispersions below σ = 260 km s−1 .
This combination of both exclusion regions implies that, if BBHs are to arise entirely from standard CE evolution, we need
fCC1 /fCC2 ≥ 0.002.

Here, fEvol is the fraction of binaries that avoid stellar mergers during their evolution, surviving until their
first core collapse event. Next, fCC1 is the fraction of
these surviving massive binaries that remain bound following this first core collapse (CC1), while fCE is the
fraction of systems that then successfully initiate common envelope but avoid a direct stellar merger. Finally,
fCC2 is the fraction that subsequently survive the secondary’s collapse (CC2) and fMerge is the fraction that
then merge in a Hubble time.
Using our Monte Carlo scheme for simulating populations of kicked BBHs, we can calculate the efficiency
factors fCC2 and fMerge as a function of presumed natal kick velocity (see also the semi-analytic approach of
Kalogera 1996, 2000). Natal kick velocities which yield
fCC2 × fMerge < f are unphysical; even if prior stages
of binary evolution were perfectly efficient, such natal
kicks would yield binary survival rates too low to match
observation.
In Fig. 6 we show fCC2 , fMerge , and their product
fCC2 × fMerge as a function of the Maxwellian kick dispersion σ. As σ grows, binaries are more readily disrupted by natal kicks and so fCC2 decreases. Interestingly, though, the fraction fMerge of surviving systems
that subsequently merge increases with σ. This behavior reflects the fact that that, if natal kicks are large,

the binaries that survive are those whose kicks nearly
counteract their orbital motion, preferentially yielding
eccentric orbits that merge promptly. If a binary survives the secondary’s collapse, its subsequent merger is
therefore almost guaranteed. For comparison, the filled
blue band illustrates the central 90% credible bounds
on σ inferred above using the observed BBH spin distribution. Across this band, the product fCC2 × fMerge
remains above our total efficiency budget f ≈ 2 × 10−4 ,
and so, absent any assumptions about earlier stages of
binary evolution we cannot reject as unphysical these
extreme kick velocities on the basis of their predicted
vs. observed merger rates.
It is, of course, extremely unlikely that these earlier
stages of binary evolution are perfectly efficient. In the
standard scenario where first black hole is born prior to
the period of CE evolution, we expect binaries to be on
significantly wider orbits at the time of first core-collapse
and hence far more easily unbound by natal kicks acting
at this stage, such that fCC1  fCC2 . Earlier still, a
non-zero fraction 1 − fEvol = 0.2+0.3
−0.1 of massive stellar
binaries (with both stars above 20 M ) are expected to
undergo direct stellar mergers (Sana et al. 2012; Renzo
et al. 2019).
Returning to Eq. (20), we now ask what conditions
must be mutually satisfied by fCC1 , fCE , and kick dis-
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persion σ in order to reconcile the predicted and observed BBH merger rates. We will take fEvol = 1 in
order to be maximally conservative. Then, given an assumed value for the ratio fCC1 /fCC2 , Eq. (20) can be
inverted to give the implied fraction fCE of binaries that
initiate and survive common envelope. Combinations of
fCC1 /fCC2 and σ that yield fCE > 1 can be rejected
as unphysical. The colormap in the right-hand side of
Fig. 6 shows these resulting values of fCE as a function of Maxwellian kick dispersion σ and survival ratio
fCC1 /fCC2 . The solid black line highlights the contour
along which fCE = 1; to the right of this line, fCE is
unphysically required to be greater than unity in order
to match the observed BBH merger rate. Note that, by
choosing the maximum possible fEvol , the implied values of fCE are lower bounds. Any more realistic value
for fEvol would therefore further shrink the allowed of
parameter space.
The vertical dashed line, meanwhile, shows our 99%
credible lower bound σ required to successfully reproduce the BBH spin distribution in Sect. 4 above.
Only points that avoid both exclusion regions can
self-consistently and simultaneously reproduce both
the BBH merger rate and spin distribution. We find
that there does in fact exist a region in our parameter space that satisfies this condition. From the lefthand side of Fig. 6, we see that Maxwellian kick dispersions σ ≥ 260 km s−1 (our extreme lower limit in
Sect. 4) imply fCC2 ≤ 0.38 and fCC2 × fMerge ≤ 0.26.
From the right-hand side, meanwhile, we find that
consistency with the BBH merger rate then requires
fCC1 /fCC2 ≥ 0.002, or fCC1 ≥ 8 × 10−4 .
These survival rates are not implausible. Using a natal kick prescription with σ = 265 km s−1 , for example, Renzo et al. (2019) found fCC1 ≈ 0.09 among binaries with m?1 ≥ 20 M , very consistent with the bounds
we find here. However, 265 km s−1 natal kick dispersions are at the extreme edge of our posterior on σ,
with observed BBH spins far more likely to originate
from much larger ∼ 1000 km s−1 dispersions. Such extreme kicks would necessitate a much larger survival ratio fCC1 /fCC2 in order to balance the more frequent binary disruptions at second core-collapse, with implied
values of fCC1 that may be increasingly implausible.
Moreover, accounting for the imperfect fEvol would drive
the required core-collapse survival rates even higher.
6. DISCUSSION & IMPLICATIONS FOR BINARY

BLACK HOLE FORMATION
We have found that isolated field formation of BBHs
via standard CE evolution, together with small natal
spins, remains viable only if BHs receive extreme na-

tal kicks at birth, with velocity dispersions bounded
above ∼ 300 km s−1 and favoring values as high as
∼ 1000 km s−1 . The physical means by which BHs might
receive 1000 km s−1 are unclear. There do exist some
models, including the gravitational tug-boat mechanism
and delayed fallback accretion, by which 1000 km s−1 natal kicks may arise due to severe asymmetries in ejected
matter (Janka 2013, 2017). Such extreme natal kicks operating at the time of first core-collapse have also been
explored as a possible explanation for the population of
hyper-velocity runaway stars with origins in the Galactic
disk (Marchetti et al. 2019). If BBH mergers do indeed
originate in the field via the standard CE paradigm, then
such mechanisms must be commonplace, although this
possibility is likely in tension with the obseved velocity
distribution of BHXBs (Evans et al. 2020).
In order to avoid invoking extreme natal kicks, one
or more of the assumptions made in this study must be
relaxed. In our analysis, we have assumed that efficient
angular momentum transport yields black holes with
vanishing natal spins, such that observed spins originate in the tidal spin-up of the secondary He-core by
the first-born black hole (Zaldarriaga et al. 2018; Qin
et al. 2018; Fuller & Ma 2019; Bavera et al. 2020; Mandel & Fragos 2020). If this picture is incorrect, and
BHs are born with non-negligible spin, then spin-orbit
misalignment could be introduced earlier at the time of
first core collapse, when binaries are more widely separated and hence more easily inclined by non-extreme
natal kicks. This possibility also appears rather consistent with the population of Galactic BHs that tend
to exhibit large spins (Remillard & McClintock 2006),
and some of which are argued to have significant spinorbit misalignment (Salvesen & Pokawanvit 2020; Martin et al. 2010). In this scenario, though, an initiallymisaligned first-born black hole must avoid realignment
by subsequent binary interactions.
Another option is to posit that observed BBH population arises in part or entirely from some different
formation channel. Besides the standard CE paradigm
assumed here, other evolutionary channels may operate in the field, such as binary hardening via stable
mass transfer (van den Heuvel et al. 2017; Neijssel et al.
2019; Steinle & Kesden 2021) or chemically homogeneous evolution (Mandel & de Mink 2016).
In the
case of stable mass transfer, it still appears that either
non-vanishing natal spins or extreme natal kicks are
required to match observation, depending on whether
spin is natally present in the first-born black hole or if
it is later introduced through close binary interactions.
Chemically homogeneous evolution, meanwhile, involves
rapidly-spinning stars at very small orbital separations
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and hence could yield BH with appreciable spins. Extreme natal kicks, however, would then be required to
introduce any spin misalignment.
The dynamical assembly of binaries in dense stellar clusters, meanwhile, very naturally predicts spinorbit misalignment. Recent estimates place the local merger rate from globular clusters at roughly
20 Gpc−3 yr−1 (Kremer et al. 2020), consistent with the
latest Advanced LIGO and Virgo measurements (Abbott et al. 2021a,b). Models of BBH mergers in young
stellar clusters, meanwhile, can achieve merger rates
above 50 Gpc−3 yr−1 (Di Carlo et al. 2020), also compatible with observation. Theories of cluster formation,
however, must still contend with the non-vanishing spin
magnitudes observed among the BBH population. In
field scenarios, tidal spin-up can be invoked to explain
non-vanishing spins, even if BHs are otherwise born
non-spinning. This option is not available in cluster
scenarios, in which the component spins possessed by
BBHs at merger are likely indicative of the natal spins
possessed by isolated BHs at birth (although see Jaraba
& Garcia-Bellido 2021 for a recent counterexample).
Therefore, if BBH formation is assumed to occur in
dense stellar clusters to avoid the need for extreme natal kicks, then BHs must also be assumed to possess
non-zero natal spin at birth. This would suggest that
massive stars do successfully retain angular momentum
in their cores (Eggenberger et al. 2008; Groh et al. 2019),
a conclusion also supported by the high spins seen in
BHXBs (Qin et al. 2019; Miller-Jones et al. 2021). We
note that a similar conclusion holds if we consider the
BBH population as a mixture between isolated and dynamical formation channels (Wong et al. 2021; Zevin
et al. 2021; Bouffanais et al. 2021); we may interpret
the subset of BBHs that exhibit non-negligible spinorbit misalignment as arising from dynamical scenarios,
but must still address how these systems acquired their
non-vanishing spin.

A final option is that some other process besides natal
kicks is primarily responsible for introducing spin-orbit
misalignment in the field. For example, Stegmann & Antonini (2021) argue that, rather than re-aligning spins,
mass transfer can in fact increase misalignment, flipping
the donor’s spin spin axis into the orbital plane. When
combined with (non-extreme) natal kicks, this process
may generate field binaries with negative χeff . Of the
three alternatives to extreme natal kicks discussed here,
only this third option appears to avoid the need for
non-vanishing natal spins.
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APPENDIX
A. ADDITIONAL PARAMETER ESTIMATION RESULTS

In the main text, we presented marginal posteriors on the Maxwellian and Asymmetric kick velocity dispersions
inferred using GWTC-2. Here, in Figs. 7 and 8, we show the full hyperparameter posteriors under both models,
including the mean µχ and standard deviation σχ of the secondary BHs’ natal spin magnitudes (as noted above,
primaries are assumed to be non-spinning). Both models yield similar results for µχ and σχ , with component spin
distributions centered at small or moderate values (µχ < 0.46 and µχ < 0.39 at 95% credibility under the Maxwellian
and Asymmetric models, respectively) but with non-zero width (σχ > 0.20 under each model at 95% credibility).
As discussed in the main text, one of our primary objectives is to test the implications of assuming that isolated
black holes have vanishing natal spins. Accordingly, in our standard analysis we assume that the more massive BH in
a given binary is formed first with zero spin, while the stellar progenitor of the less massive BH may be tidally spun-up
to yield non-vanishing χ2 . It is not, however, guaranteed that the more massive black hole in a binary was indeed the
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result shown previously in the top panel of Fig. 4. Draws from our prior are shown via the dashed histogram. We adopt uniform
priors on µχ and σχ and log-uniform priors on σ, subject to the condition that more than one in one-thousand progenitor
systems yields a successful merger; this efficiency cut is seen to truncate our prior near log10 σ/(km s−1 ) ≈ 3.75.
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Figure 8. As in Fig. 7, but for the Asymmetric natal kick model.
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Figure 9. Posterior on the parameters of the Maxwellian natal kick model in the modified case where we assume the black
hole primary possesses non-vanishing spin (χ1 ≥ 0) while the secondary is non-spinning (χ2 = 0). For reference, the lighter blue
distributions show the one-dimensional posteriors from Fig. 7 in our standard scenario in which only the less massive black hole
is presumed to be spinning (χ1 = 0 and χ2 ≥ 0).
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Figure 10.
Distribution of component spin magnitudes inferred under different assumptions regarding the order in which
more and less massive black hole companions are born. The light blue band shows our 90% credible bound on the distribution
of secondary spin magnitudes χ2 under our standard model in which the less massive BH is presumed to form second and be
subjected to tidal spin up, while the more massive BH is taken to form first with χ1 = 0. The dark blue band, meanwhile,
shows our constraints on χ1 in the alternative scenario where we assume all BBHs have undergone mass inversion, such that
the more massive object is taken for form last and hence be tidally spun up.

first to be born. Mass transfer between stellar progenitors can instead lead to a mass inversion, such that the more
massive BH is actually the second-born object. In this case our assumption that χ1 = 0 and χ2 ≥ 0 is inappropriate;
we should instead expect the less massive BH to have χ2 = 0, while the more massive second-born object may be
tidally spun up to χ1 ≥ 0.
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We test the robustness of our results against the possibility mass inversion by repeating hierarchical inference with
the Maxwellian natal kick model, but now fixing χ2 = 0 and assuming it is the black hole primaries that exhibit
spin. Analogously to the procedure discussed in Sect. 3, we assume that primary spins are Gaussian distributed with
mean µχ and standard deviation σχ , and apply natal kicks to the newly-born black hole primary. Figure 9 shows our
resulting posteriors on the parameters of our Maxwellian kick model when assuming that all systems have undergone
mass inversion. For comparison, the lighter blue histograms show the one-dimensional posteriors obtain in Fig. 7
under our standard assumptions in which mass inversion does not occur. Assuming that all spin is due to the more
massive BH gives a more stringent lower limit on the natal kick velocity acting on black holes, with σ > 360 km s−1
at 99% credibility. This preference for larger kicks is related to the fact that, when assuming mass inversion, we infer
a smaller σχ than obtained in the standard model; see Fig. 9. As illustrated in Fig. 10, this results in a component
spin distribution favoring smaller spin magnitudes. With smaller spin magnitudes, greater tilt angles are now needed
to achieve the same values of χp and negative χeff , which in turn requires the application of stronger natal kicks. Our
conclusions, that extreme natal kicks are required to match observation if BBHs evolve through common envelope with
small natal spins, are therefore robust against differing assumptions regarding the order in which component black
holes are born.
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Hannam, M., Schmidt, P., Bohé, A., et al. 2014, Phys. Rev.
Lett., 113, 151101.
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.151101
Hobbs, G., Lorimer, D. R., Lyne, A. G., & Kramer, M.
2005, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 360, 974.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09087.x
Hut, P. 1981, A&A, 99, 126.
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1981A&A....99..126H
Ivanova, N., Justham, S., Chen, X., et al. 2013, The
Astronomy and Astrophysics Review, 21, 59.
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00159-013-0059-2
Janka, H.-T. 2013, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 434, 1355.
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1106
—. 2017, Astrophys. J., 837, 84.
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa618e
Jaraba, S., & Garcia-Bellido, J. 2021, arXiv: 2106.01436.
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.01436

Johnston, S., Hobbs, G., Vigeland, S., et al. 2005, Mon.
Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 364, 1397.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09669.x
Kalogera, V. 1996, Astrophys. J., 471, 352.
http://doi.org/10.1086/177974
—. 2000, Astrophys. J., 541, 319.
http://doi.org/10.1086/309400
Kaplan, D. L., Chatterjee, S., Gaensler, B. M., &
Anderson, J. 2008, Astrophys. J., 677, 1201.
http://doi.org/10.1086/529026
Katz, J. I. 1975, Nature, 253, 698
Khan, S., Ohme, F., Chatziioannou, K., & Hannam, M.
2020, Phys. Rev. D, 101, 024056.
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.024056
Kidder, L. E. 1995, Phys. Rev. D, 52, 821.
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.52.821
Kremer, K., Ye, C. S., Rui, N. Z., et al. 2020, Astrophys. J.
Supplements, 247, 48.
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ab7919
Loredo, T. J. 2004, in AIP Conference Series, Vol. 735,
Bayesian Inference and Maximum Entropy Methods in
Science and Engineering, ed. R. Fischer, R. Preuss, &
U. V. Toussaint, 195–206.
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.1835214
Madau, P., & Dickinson, M. 2014, Annual Review of
Astronomy and Astrophysics, 52, 415.
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081811-125615
Maggiore, M. 2008, Gravitational Waves: Volume 1: Theory
and Experiments (Oxford University Press). http:
//doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198570745.001.0001
Mandel, I. 2016, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 456, 578.
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv2733
Mandel, I., & de Mink, S. E. 2016, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron.
Soc., 458, 2634. http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw379
Mandel, I., & Farmer, A. 2018, arXiv: 1806.05820.
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.05820
Mandel, I., Farr, W. M., & Gair, J. R. 2019, Mon. Not.
Roy. Astron. Soc., 486, 1086.
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz896
Mandel, I., & Fragos, T. 2020, Astrophys. J. Lett., 895,
L28. http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab8e41
Mandel, I., & Müller, B. 2020, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron.
Soc., 499, 3214. http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3043
Mapelli, M. 2018, arXiv: 1809.09130.
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.09130
Mapelli, M., & Giacobbo, N. 2018, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron.
Soc., 479, 4391. http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1613
Marchetti, T., Rossi, E. M., & Brown, A. G. A. 2019, Mon.
Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 490, 157.
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2592

18

Callister et al.

Martin, R. G., Tout, C. A., & Pringle, J. E. 2010, Mon.
Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 401, 1514.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15777.x

Rodriguez, C. L., Zevin, M., Pankow, C., Kalogera, V., &
Rasio, F. A. 2016, Astrophys. J., 832, L2.
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8205/832/1/L2

Miller-Jones, J. C. A., Bahramian, A., Orosz, J. A., et al.
2021, Science, 371, 1046.
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.abb3363

Salpeter, E. E. 1955, Astrophys. J., 121, 161.
http://doi.org/10.1086/145971

Miller-Jones, J. C. A., Jonker, P. G., Nelemans, G., et al.
2009, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 394, 1440.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.14404.x
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