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The formation of compact objects—neutron stars, black holes, and supermassive black holes—
and its connection to the chemical composition of the galaxies is one of the central questions in
astrophysics. We propose a novel data-driven, multi-messenger technique to address this question
by exploiting the inevitable correlation between gravitational waves and atomic/molecular emission
line signals. We show that the minimum delay time of 0.5 Gyr and the power-law index κ = 1 of the
fiducial scenario of the probability distribution function p(td ) ∝ t−κ
is possible to measure with a
d
standard deviation 0.12 (and 0.45) and 0.06 (and 0.34) respectively from five years of LIGO-VirgoKAGRA observation in synergy with SPHEREx line intensity mapping (and DESI emission-line
galaxies).

Introduction – Gravitational waves discovered by the
LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) scientific collaboration [1–
7] has opened a new window to explore the cosmos using coalescing compact objects such as binary neutron
stars (BNS), binary black holes (BBH), and neutron star
- black hole (NSBH) systems [8–16]. One of the interesting questions that we can learn about from these measurements is the population of binary compact objects
and their merger rate with cosmic time [10, 11, 14, 17].
The merger rate of BBH as a function of redshift, inferred until O3 LVK observation, is in agreement with a
+1.8
power-law form (1 + z)γ , with γ = 2.7−1.7
for z < 1 [14].
One of the key questions that the observed population
of GW sources can shed light on is how these black holes
form in the Universe and how their formation relates to
the stellar population through cosmic star formation rate
(SFR), stellar mass, and stellar metallicity. The dependence of the binary merger population on these quantities
is not yet known from the data. Several simulations have
explored the connection between stellar properties and
different types of compact objects such as BNS, NSBH,
and BBHs [17–20]. However, inference of the connection
of GW compact objects with host galaxies from observations is difficult to achieve due to the large sky localization error of the GW sources.
We propose a novel multi-messenger technique to
probe this connection by taking advantage of synergies
between atomic and molecular emission lines such as Hα,
Hβ, [OII], [OIII], [NII], CO, [CII] as tracers of the stellar properties and GW sources such as BHS, NSBH,
and BBHs as tracers of compact objects. The spectral
lines can be detected either as aggregate signals using
the emerging technique of line intensity mapping (LIM)
[21] or in individually resolved galaxies by spectroscopic
galaxy surveys probing emission-line galaxies (ELGs).
The dependencies of the emission lines and GW sources
on stellar populations lead to an inevitable correlation
between these two sectors. The luminosity of emission

lines determines the amplitude and redshift-dependence
of the line power spectrum signal measured by LIM surveys, and the mean number densities of galaxies probed
by galaxy surveys. Therefore, the correlation between
the observations in GWs and emission lines can provide
a model-independent measurement of the dependence of
the compact object population on the SFR and stellar
mass and metallicity. We illustrate the measurement
prospects of this correlation from the currently ongoing
network of GW detectors such as LVK in synergy with
LIM with upcoming space mission SPHEREx [22], and
ELGs detectable by the ongoing DESI galaxy survey [23].
Previous studies have explored the synergy between LVK
with SPHEREx and DESI galaxy samples for the crosscorrelation studies to measure cosmological parameters,
and GW bias parameter [24, 25] and also with Einstein
Telescope [26].
Relating GW sources and galaxy properties – Several
formation channels for binary compact systems such as
BNS, BBH, and NSBH have been proposed in the literature [27–37]. Different channels lead to different delay
time distributions P (td ) which captures the time between
the formation of stars and merging of the compact objects. The delay time distribution will leave an imprint
on the merger rates of binary systems, their redshift evolution, and their connection with the host galaxies. The
merger rate of the binary compact objects can be written in terms of the delay time distribution P (td ), and the
SFR density RSFR (z) by the relation
Z ∞
dtf
NGW (zm ) = N
dz
P (td )RSFR (z),
(1)
dz
zm
where N is the normalization constant to set the local
merger rate of GW sources with the observed value [14–
16]. The probability distribution of the delay time distribution is expected to follow a power-law form P (td ) =
t−κ
d with the value of κ = 1 for an initial logarithmic distribution of the separation of the compact objects [38].
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However, from simulations, it is shown that the minimum
value of delay time and the power-law index of the probability distribution can be different κ 6= 1 [19, 39]. Recent
works [19, 39] based on population synthesis simulations
combined with galaxy catalogs from the hydrodynamic
simulations have shown that a different delay time distribution of the GW sources can lead to a different dependence of the compact object mergers on the stellar
mass (M? ), SFR, and stellar metallicity (Z) of the host
galaxy, which can be expressed by the relation [19]
log(nGW /Gyr−1 ) = γ1 log(M∗ /M ) + γ2 log(Z/Z )
+ γ3 log(SFR/M yr−1 ) + γ4 .

(2)

However, we do not have a direct measurement confirming this relation from the LVK data. Recent studies
from individual events [40] and the stochastic GW background [41] have only been able to put an upper bound on
the delay time, assuming a fixed SFR. The measurement
of the delay time distribution will be a direct probe to understand the dependence of the binary compact objects
on the stellar properties. In Fig. 1, we show the merger
rate of the GW sources for two values of the minimum
delay time tmin
(in red and blue), assuming two different
d
models of the SFR; Madau-Dickinson [42] (dashed lines)
and Behroozi [43] (solid lines). The plot indicates the
possible variation in the merger rate evolution with redshift even for the same model of delay time distribution
but with a different SFR model. Previous studies [44–46]
have explored how to explore the delay time for BNS. In
this work, we explore how the delay time distribution can
be inferred for BBH.
The dependence of the merger rates of GW sources
on SFR and metallicity can be determined in a modelindependent way by comparing with the electromagnetic
(EM) tracers of the stellar properties. Emission lines
from well-resolved galaxies (in galaxy surveys) or the aggregate signal from individually unresolved galaxies (in
LIM surveys) provide excellent tracers of these properties. At an individual level, the correlation between a
galaxy and GW sources is not measurable due to a large
sky localization error of the GW signal [5]. Nevertheless,
we can infer the dependence of GW signal on stellar properties by comparing the number density of GW sources
with the sky-averaged number density (and intensity) of
ELGs or with the strength of the sky-averaged line intensity signal and its redshift dependence in a statistical way. Also, as we are exploring all-sky quantities, we
do not need overlapping sky areas of the GW sources
and ELGs (or LIM). In this method, as we are not doing cross-correlation of the GW sources with EM probes
[25, 26, 47–55], so the results are not susceptible to poor
sky localization error of the GW sources. For GW sources
with very good sky localization, spatial cross-correlation
with EM probes to explore the delay time is also a possibility.

FIG. 1: The merger rate of GW sources for
Madau-Dickinson (MD) and Behroozi models of SFR for
two different values of the minimum delay time tmin
= 0.5
d
Gyr and 2 Gyrs. Yellow shaded region denotes the
maximum redshift range up to which GW sources can be
detected by the LVK detectors. Grey shaded region is
accessible by the stochastic GW background.

EM probes of the galaxy properties – In general, the
luminosities of the emission lines trace the star formation and are expected to be correlated with astrophysical
properties of the galaxies. In analogy with Eq. (2), this
relation can be parameterized as
log (Lline /L ) = α1 log(M∗ /M ) + α2 log(Z/Z )
+ α3 log(SFR/M yr−1 ) + α4 ,

(3)

where, αn are the unknown coefficients of the fit, which
vary for different lines. For instance, while [OIII], [OII],
and [CII] lines are expected to have a strong dependence
on metallicity, Hα, and Hβ lines should not [56, 57].
Connecting line luminosities to astrophysical properties of galaxies and SFR at low and high redshifts is an
active field of research [56–61]. In the absence of models
consistently accounting for such dependencies, line luminosities are often modeled using scaling relations based
on fits to the local universe or numerical simulations [62–
67]. In this paper, as the first application of our proposed
data-driven technique, we use the existing scaling relations used in Ref. [66] to relate Lline and SFR, assuming
both quantities to depend only on halo mass and redshift, SFR(M, z) = Γline × Lline (M, z), with Γline being
the scaling coefficient for a given line. We use the empirical fit from [43] for SFR(M, z). To have redshift overlap
with LIGO observations (z ≤ 1.1), we consider rest-frame
optical lines Hα 6563Å, [OIII] 5007Å, and [OII] 3727Å
probed by SPHEREx LIM. Furthermore, we consider the
mean number densities of [OII] ELGs detected by DESI.
Based on Ref. [66], taking SFR in unit of [M yr−1 ] and
luminosity in unit of [erg s−1 ], we consider the scaling
coefficients of Γline = (7.9, 7.6, 14) × 10−42 for Hα, [OIII],
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and [OII] lines, respectively.
We compute the mean number density of individually
resolved line emitters by matching the minimum mass
(Mmin ) of halos hosting line-luminous galaxies to the
minimum luminosity (Lmin ) detectable by DESI. ThereR Mmax
fore, we have n̄(z) = Mmin
dM n(M, z), and using the
line luminosity - halo mass relation, we compute the
Mmin corresponding to log10 (Lmin /erg s−1 ) = (40.5, 41)
for redshift ranges 0.65 ≤ z < 1, and 1 ≤ z ≤ 1.65, correspondingly. These values are broadly in agreement with
those in Refs. [68, 69].
For LIM signal, we model the power spectrum using the halo-model framework, which relates the statistical properties of line intensity fluctuations to the
abundance and clustering of halos hosting line-luminous
galaxies. The total signal in the line power spectrum
tot
shot
clust
PLIM
(k, z) = PLIM
(z)+PLIM
(k, z)+PN consists of three
shot
contributions namely, the shot noise PLIM
(z) due to the
discrete nature of the line emitting galaxies, the clusterclust
(k, z), which traces the underlying dark
ing term PLIM
matter fluctuations, and the instrument noise PN . In
the Poisson limit we have
#2
"
 2
Z
dl
Lline (M, z) dl
shot
, (4)
PLIM (z) =
n(M, z)
2 (z)
4πDL
dθ
dν
M
where n(M, z) is the halo mass function, DL is the luminosity distance, and (dl/dθ)2 dl/dν reflects the conversion from comoving volume to observed specific intensity volume defined in terms frequency, ν, and angular size, θ. We set the limits of mass integration to
be (Mmin , Mmax ) = (109 , 1013 ) M h−1 . In the absence
of anisotropies, and assuming linear biasing relation between the line intensity and dark matter fluctuations, the
clustering component is given by

of the three lowest moments of the power spectrum,
P` , smoothed on the scale of Rs = 8 h−1 Mpc with
a smoothing kernel W (Rs , k). Therefore, σ`2 (z) =
Σi ki2 ∆k/(2π)2 W 2 (Rs , ki )P` (ki , z), with ki being the
wavenumber in the ith k-bin of width ∆k, set to be the
fundamental mode of the survey, kf . The upper bound
of the sum is set to kmax = 0.3 Mpc−1 h.
Expected correlation between the GW signal and the
emission line signal – The relation between the number
density of GW sources and global SFR, stellar mass, and
metallicity in Eq. (7) can be described in matrix form as
1

N(z) = G(z)S(z),

(7)

where N(z) = [nBNS (z), nNSBH (z), nBBH (z)] refers to the
number density of GW sources of the three binary types,
and G is a matrix of the coefficients of the relation between the number densities of GW sources and the astrophysical properties of the galaxies, represented by S(z).
Similarly, given the dependence of line luminosity on
SFR, stellar mass, and metallicity in Eq. (3), the relation
between EM signal and these astrophysical properties can
be cast in matrix form as
E(z) = A(z)S(z),

(8)

where E(z) can be the intensity of the ELGs or RMS
fluctuation of the LIM signal for different lines, and A is
a matrix whose coefficients relate the observed strength
of the emission line signal with the global astrophysical
properties, represented by S. Since both GW sources and
their merger rate and the line emission depend physically
on the same astrophysical quantities, we can combine
Eqs. (7) and (8) as
N(z) =G(z)A−1 (z)E(z) ≡ K(z)E(z),

(9)

−1


2
clust
2
PLIM
(k, z) = I¯line
(z) bline
1 (z) P0 (k, z),

(5)

where bline
is the linear line bias (which is a normalized,
1
mass averaged, and luminosity weighted linear halo bias),
P0 is the linear matter power spectrum, and I¯line (z) is the
mean intensity of the line,
I¯line (z) =

Z

Lline (M, z)
n(M, z)
2 (z)
4πDL
M



dl
dθ

2

dl
.
dν

(6)

The observed clustering power of line fluctuations is
anisotropic due to redshift-space distortions [70, 71], and
the Alcock-Paczynski effect [72]. Furthermore, the power
spectrum receives additional contributions due to interloper lines, which fall in the same frequency band as the
signal of interest [73–75]. The explicit expressions of the
anisotropic clustering power, including line interlopers,
which we use in this work, can be found in Refs. [75, 76].
The overall amplitude of LIM signal is represented
by the root mean square (RMS) (σ` for ` = 0, 2, 4),

where, K(z) ≡ G(z)A (z) denotes the matrix whose
coefficients capture the connection between the GW
source properties and the emission line signal. In the
above equation, N(z) and E(z) can be measured from
GW and EM observations, respectively. Although the
connection matrices G and A are not well known, we
can infer the matrix K by combining the two independent
observations, without invoking any model. The redshift
uncertainties in the measurements of N(z) and E(z) set
the accuracy with which the redshift-dependence of K(z),
which carries information about the formation channels
of the binary compact objects, can be determined. The
redshift uncertainty of the EM measurement and the luminosity distance uncertainty in the GW signal can be
incorporated in the above equation with a window function, W(z, z 0 ) and D(DL , z), which modifies Eq. (9) to
N(z) ≡ D(DL , z)N(DL ) = K(z)W(z, z 0 )E(z 0 ).
1

Bold fonts denote matrices.

(10)
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In Fig. 2, we show the correlation between the GW
sources and the emission line signal, assuming SFR of
Behroozi, and a delay time distribution of the form
P (td ) ∝ t−κ
with two different values of the minimum
d
delay time parameter of tmin
= 0.5 Gyr and 2 Gyr (shown
d
in small- and large-size markers, respectively). The top
panel shows the correlation between NGW with the RMS
fluctuation of the LIM signal, while the bottom panel
shows the correlation with the mean intensity of ELGs.
The three curves from top to bottom in each panel, shown
by circles, crosses, and stars, correspond to Hα, [OIII],
and [OII] lines. This plot indicates that the trajectory
of the correlation between emission lines and GW shows
different behavior for different delay time scenarios. If
the delay time is small, then the GW sources will exhibit a longer correlation with the emission line signals
before turnover, in comparison to the case of a large delay time. Moreover, depending on whether the strength
of the emission lines signals strongly correlates at all redshifts, the correlation will show a positive helicity, in comparison to a negative helicity when the GW sources will
not follow the emission lines signal up to a high redshift.
It is noteworthy that GW sources of different masses
can exhibit slightly different dependence on the delay
time, hence a different dependence on the emission line.
−κ(M)
The probability distribution P (td , M) = td
with a
value of minimum delay time can have a mass dependence
tmin
d (M). Therefore, the mass dependence of the delay
time can also be captured using the method presented.
Fisher Forecasts – In this analysis, we only focus on
BBH sources detectable in cosmological distances from
the near-term GW detectors such as LIGO [1, 2], Virgo
[3, 4], and KAGRA [5–7] and what we can learn in synergy with the near-term LIM surveys such as SPHEREx
[22] and ELGs from DESI [23]. In future work, we will
show how this method will be useful for the CE [77] and
ET [78] to understand the formation channel of BNS,
NSBH, and for SMBHs from LISA[79], and investigate
the potential of other spectral emission lines.
We can write the Fisher information matrix in terms
of the parameters θ ∈ {tmin
d , κ} as


Dθα Dθβ
Dθβ Dθα
1 XXX
+
,
Fαβ =
2
C(zk , M∗ , Li ) C(zk , M∗ , Li )
z
Li

k

M∗

(11)
where the first summation is over different lines, the second summation is over the redshift zk , and the third summation is over different mass-bins of the chirp mass of the
GW sources M? . The terms Dθi ≡ ∂NGW (zk , M∗ )/∂θi
and C(zk , M∗ , Li ) = σp2 + σe2 + σr2 denote the covariance matrix, which we consider diagonal and consider three parts to it, namely σp2 = NGW which is
the Poisson error on the GW source number, σe2 =
2
(∂NGW /∂Li )2 σL
is the error in the GW numbers due
i
to change in the luminosity
of the ith emission

 line, and
2
2
2
2
σr = (∂NGW /∂z) (∂z/∂DL )2 |Θc σD
+
σ
z is the error
L

(a) Correlation between LIM signal and GW sources.

(b) Correlation between ELGs intensity and GW sources.

FIG. 2: The correlation between the RMS signal of LIM
and ELG intensity for Hα (in circle), [OIII] (in cross), and
[OII] (in star) and GW sources NGW is shown for two
different delay time distribution with tmin
= 0.5 Gyr (small
d
marker) and 2 Gyr (large marker) as a function of
cosmological redshift (shown by color bar).

in the redshift due to the error in the luminosity distance
2
measurement σD
for a fixed cosmological parameters deL
noted by Θc (set to Planck-2018 [80] values), and σz2 is the
redshift uncertainty in the EM sector. For LIM surveys,
the redshift uncertainty σz = (1 + z)/R is determined by
the resolution of the instrument denoted by R ≡ ν/∆ν
and σz = 0.001(1 + z) for DESI.
The major sources of uncertainty are from the luminosity distance and the Poisson error on the GW sources.
The additional uncertainty due to the stochasticity of
the delay time distribution specific to the sources is subdominant due to the all-sky averaging of the LIM signal and a large number of ELGs. The standard deviation (Cramer-Rao bound) on a parameter θα denoted
by Σα can be obtained by taking the square-root of
the α p
component of the inverse of the Fisher matrix
Σα = (F−1 )αα .
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FIG. 3: Fisher forecast for measuring the minimum delay
time tmin
= 0.5 Gyr and power-law index κ of the
d
probability distribution P (td ) = t−κ
using LVK and the
d
emission lines signal from LIM by combining Hα, [OIII], and
[OII] lines from SPHEREx (blue and red), and [OII] ELGs
from DESI (grey and yellow).

We consider a population of BBH sources with a
power-law mass distribution (m−2.35 ) for the heavier
object and m−1 for the lighter one. We estimate the
matched filtering signal to noise ratio (SNR), ρ, for a binary systems with detector-frame chirp mass Md at the
luminosity distance of DL , using the relation [81, 82]


M
ρ = ρ∗ Θ
M∗d

5/6 


∗
DL
,
DL

(12)

where Θ is the detector projection factor assumed to be
uniform between [0, 1]. The value of ρ∗ = 8 is set for
∗
the parameters M∗d and DL
according to Ref. [5] for the
LVK design sensitivity. The combined matched filtering
SNR for
Pthe network of detectors is obtained by using
ρ2det = i ρ2i , and we select samples with ρdet ≥ 10. We
draw posterior samples on the GW source parameters
by using the approximate form of the likelihood for the
chirp mass and mass-ratio given by [81, 82]. We estimate
the posterior distribution on the luminosity distance using a Gaussian approximation. Though the results from
individual events are likely to be non-Gaussian, the results after combining several events are not going to vary
significantly due to the approximation of the Gaussian
posterior by the central limit theorem. So, the Fisher
forecast presented in this paper will not be affected by
this assumption. The detection of the GW sources of
lighter mass sources situated at higher luminosity distances with ρdet ≥ 10 is rare. As a result, an appropriate selection function depending on the source properties

also needs to be taken into account. For LIM, we consider
the redshift range of zmax = 1.1 and zmin = {0.2, 0.5, 1.0}
for Hα, [OIII], and [OII] lines, which can be probed in
the lowest frequency band of SPHEREx with the spectral resolution of R = 41, and over two 100 deg2 fields
2
[22, 83]. The instrument noise PN (z) = Vvox σI,vox
depends on the voxel comoving volume Vvox and the voxel
intensity noise σIvox . Furthermore, we account for the
attenuation of signal due to Fourier spectral and angular point-spread functions, which render the instrument
noise scale-dependent (see Ref. [83] for further details).
We account for the contamination from both foreground
and background line interlopers as outlined in [76]. For
DESI, we consider the mean number density of the [OII]
emitters at 0.65 ≤ z ≤ 1.1 [23].
In Fig. 3, we show the 2D marginalized constraints on
the parameters tmin
= 0.5 Gyr and κ = 1 from a combinad
tion of GWs and LIM from SPHEREx and mean number
densities of ELGs from DESI using the Fisher formalism.
The plots indicate that we can measure delay time parameter and the fiducial model of the power-law index
of the probability distribution function with corresponding error-bars of Σtmin
= 0.12 (and 0.18) and Σκ ∼ 0.06
d
(and 0.095) for 5 years (and 2 years) of observation from
LVK in synergy with SPHEREx. Using DESI, the precision on the parameters degrades by about a factor of 3.5
due to the limited availability of ELGs at lower redshift,
and also for having only [OII] emission line signal. This
shows that a first precise measurement of the delay time
distribution will be possible in the near future from LVK.
Conclusions and future prospects – We proposed a
novel multi-messenger avenue to explore the formation
channel of compact objects by studying the correlation
between different emission line signals from ELGs or
LIM. We showed that the network of LVK detectors, in
conjunction with LIM signal of Hα, [OIII] lines measured
by SPHEREx or number count of ELGs detectable by
DESI, can constrain the minimum delay time value and
the power-law index of the probability distribution with
decent precision. The proposed method can equally be
applied to understand the dependence of the compact
objects on SFR and metallicity, not only for the stellarmass black holes, but also for the BNS, NSBH, and also
for SMBHs. The connection between BNS, NSBHs, and
SMBHs will be possible to explore from the next generation GW detectors such as CE, ET, and LISA in synergy
with the multi-line LIM signal and ELGs.
This is the first work showing the potential of this
multi-messenger technique to probe the delay time distribution of BBHs. There are several directions in which
this technique can be extended. This technique can further shed light on the formation channel of BBHs and
can also distinguish primordial black holes (PBHs) populations [41, 84–101]. Future work will explore the feasibility of distinguishing astrophysical BHs from PBHs by
this technique. Moreover, in this current work, we have
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assumed a fixed value of the cosmological parameters to
relate the observed GW sources with emission lines. Joint
estimation of the cosmological parameters and the delay
time parameter is also possible by this technique. In summary, the combined study of the emission lines and GW
sources can play a crucial role in exploring several new
territories in astrophysics and fundamental physics.
Acknowledgements – The authors are thankful to Maya
Fishbach for reviewing this manuscript and providing
useful inputs. The authors would like to thank Olivier
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