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ABSTRACT

We derive a Fisher matrix for the parameters characterising a population of
gravitational-wave events. This provides a guide to the precision with which population
parameters can be estimated with multiple observations, which becomes increasingly
accurate as the number of events and the signal-to-noise ratio of the sampled events in-
creases. The formalism takes into account individual event measurement uncertainties
and selection effects, and can be applied to arbitrary population models. We illustrate
the framework with two examples: an analytical calculation of the Fisher matrix for
the mean and variance of a Gaussian model describing a population affected by selec-
tion effects, and an estimation of the precision with which the slope of a power law
distribution of supermassive black-hole masses can be measured using extreme-mass-
ratio inspiral observations. We compare the Fisher predictions to results from Monte

Carlo analyses, finding very good agreement.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Population analyses aim at inferring the parameters that
describe the distribution of the properties of a set of ob-
served events drawn from a common population. In the con-
text of gravitational-wave (GW) astrophysics, such analy-
ses have been carried out for the 90 coalescing compact-
object binaries that have so far been observed by ground-
based gravitational wave detectors, and reported in the third
gravitational wave transient catalogue, GWTC-3 (Abbott
et al. 2021b,c,d). Together with simulation-based studies
(Taylor & Gerosa 2018), these population analyses aimed
at understanding the astrophysical processes that lead to
the formation of the binaries (Abbott et al. 2019; Ro-
driguez et al. 2020), their evolution (Fishbach et al. 2021;
Mould et al. 2022) and at measuring the current parame-
ters describing their population (Vitale, Biscoveanu & Tal-
bot 2022). Furthermore, population analysis are also used
to constrain cosmic expansion history by estimating param-
eters like the Hubble constant (Mastrogiovanni et al. 2021;
Abbott et al. 2021a; Mancarella, Genoud-Prachex & Mag-
giore 2022; Mukherjee et al. 2022).

Given a set of observed events, the usual approach to
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estimate distribution parameters is to complete a Bayesian
hierarchical analysis using techniques such as Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC). While these are the most reliable
way to obtain posterior samples from actual data, they
are typically computationally expensive and so it can be-
come impractical to use these approaches to make forecasts
for future observations that include surveys over param-
eter space. However, such surveys are crucial for scoping
out the science cases of future detectors, such as the Ein-
stein Telescope (Punturo et al. 2010), Cosmic Explorer (Re-
itze et al. 2019) and the spaceborne LISA mission (Amaro-
Seoane et al. 2017), all of which are expected to detect thou-
sands of sources from multiple populations. For explorations
of this nature, one can trade off accuracy in the estimates of
parameter-measurement precision for computational speed
by using approximations that are valid in the limit of high
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). In the context of source param-
eters for individual signals, the Fisher matrix is commonly
used to cheaply assess the measurement precision of a pa-
rameter (Vallisneri 2008). Within the linear-signal approxi-
mation, valid for high SNR sources, the inverse of the Fisher
matrix is an approximation to the covariance matrix and
therefore the width of the likelihood function. Under the as-
sumption of flat priors, it also approximates the shape of the
Bayesian posterior probability distribution we would expect
to obtain in an MCMC analyses. For a parameter set X, the
Fisher matrix can be written in general terms as the expec-
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tation value over the data generating process of derivatives
of the log-likelihood p(d|\),

(1)

- 2% Inp(d|X)
(Tx)is = E [_M

While this provides a guide to measurement uncertainties
for individual events, the Fisher matrix does not directly
provide an indication of how well the properties of the pop-
ulation can be inferred when those events are subsequently
combined in a hierarchical model. In this paper we address
this shortcoming by deriving a Fisher Matrix for the popula-
tion parameters assuming Gaussian noise and using the like-
lihood for population inference in the presence of selection
effects from (Mandel, Farr & Gair 2019). The expression we
obtain is valid for high SNRs and small biases in the individ-
ual events’ parameters. We illustrate our formalism with two
examples. First, we consider a “Gaussian-Gaussian” case,
in which both noise and the data generation process are
normally distributed, and check our expressions against the
direct calculation of the Fisher matrix as an expectation
value over data realizations. We also perform MCMC anal-
yses with and without selection effects, as a cross-check to
verify our results. Secondly, we consider the more astrophys-
ically relevant case of a power-law distributed population
(while still assuming Gaussian noise) and again validate our
results against MCMC analyses with and without selection
effects. We generally find an excellent agreement between
the Fisher and MCMC estimates, while confirming results
in (Gair, Tang & Volonteri 2010) for the latter scenario.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we de-
scribe our population Fisher Matrix formalism, highlight-
ing the main assumptions and steps to obtain the result.
A derivation of corrections to this formula and their scal-
ings is found in Appendix B. In Section 3, we consider the
Gaussian population model, checking our formula against
a direct calculation of the Fisher Matrix and an MCMC
analysis. In section 4, we consider the case of inference
of a power-law massive black hole mass distribution us-
ing extreme-mass-ratio inspiral (EMRI) observations, once
again comparing the result against MCMC. Finally, in sec-
tion 5 we discuss our results and prospects for future work.
The framework we develop here could be applied in a wide
variety of contexts. The focus on gravitational wave detec-
tors and the choice of the examples provided here are driven
purely by the authors’ areas of expertise. The results can
be fully reproduced with codes made publicly available at
https://github.com/aantonelli94/PopFisher.

2 THE FISHER MATRIX FOR POPULATION
DISTRIBUTIONS

The standard model used to represent the data stream, d,
of a gravitational wave detector is as a linear combination of
a signal, h(f), dependent on some parameters §, and noise,
n, that is usually assumed to be a realisation of a station-
ary and Gaussian stochastic process described by a power
spectral density Si(f),

@ (HRf) = Su(NS(f = [ (2)

—

d = h(f) + n,

In this model the likelihood is
~ 1 ~ ~
paf)cexp |~ (- n@ja - n@)|

*a*(f)bvf)
where (a|b) = 4Re L Sh () df. (3)
To understand the precision with which gravitational wave
observations can determine the parameters of a source, it is
common to compute the Fisher information matrix, defined
by

(4)

| dlnp(d|d) dlnp(d|d)
(F")”_E[ o0 00 '

where the expectation value is taken over realizations of the
data drawn from the data generating process, d. For the
gravitational wave detector likelihood in Eq. (3), the Fisher
information matrix can be seen to reduce to
ch | oh

s = (5|5 ) )
where we are using the inner product introduced in Eq. (3).
The Fisher matrix provides a leading order approximation
to the shape of the likelihood and hence also the Bayesian
posterior when using priors that are approximately flat over
the support of the likelihood. It becomes an increasingly
good guide to the precision of parameter estimation as the
SNR with which the source is observed increases.

In population inference, we are no longer primarily in-
terested in the parameters of the individual events, but in
the parameters that characterise the population from which
the individual events are drawn. We assume that we have
some population model, p(éﬂX), that describes the probabil-

ity distribution of the parameters, 67, of individual events
drawn randomly from a population characterised by param-
eters, X. We want to infer the parameters of the population
by combining the information from many observed events.
For a given choice of population parameters, the distribution
of observed datasets is characterised by

_ pfull(d‘x)

p(d|X) m (6)

where pran(d|X) — j p(d|B)p(

—

1X) d6

—

Paoc(X) = deet(e*)p( %) dd

= —

Paec(0) = J  p(df)da. (7)

Here and elsewhere we will use lower-case p(x) to denote
probability density functions, which have units of 1/x, and
upper-case P(z) to denote cumulative density functions,
which are dimensionless. This expression accounts for the
fact that not all events that occur in the Universe are de-
tected. Detection is a property of the observed data, d, and
the last integral is over all data sets that would pass the
threshold to be counted as a detected event and hence in-
cluded in the population inference. The normalisation term,
Pdet(X), depends only on the population parameters and
represents the fraction of events in the Universe that are
detectable. We refer the reader to (Mandel, Farr & Gair
2019) for further details. This form of the likelihood assumes
that the number of events observed in a fixed time period
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does not convey any information about the population pa-
rameters. However, the precision with which the population
parameters are estimated asymptotically is independent of
that assumption. This is discussed in more detail in Ap-
pendix A.

Equation (1) is the equivalent of Eq. (4) for this popu-
lation likelihood, and so it should give a guide to the preci-
sion with which the population parameters can be measured.
Note that the two forms of the expression are slightly differ-
ent, but it is straightforward to show that the two results are
equivalent by integrating by parts and using conservation of
probability. This will be a good guide for a “high signal-to-
noise ratio”, which for populations means a large number of
observed events. The fact that Eq. (1) is a good approxima-
tion to the precision of population inference can be seen as
follows. In a general population inference problem, we have
observed a set of events, indexed by ¢, with corresponding
datasets {d;}. The posterior distribution on the population
parameters from this set of events can be found from Bayes’
theorem and takes the form

P {di)oer(N) | [ pleil) ®)

-

where n is the total number of events observed, 7()) is the
prior on the population parameters and p(dl|X) is the like-
lihood of the population parameters X for dataset d;. The
log-posterior is

In p(X| {d,; })ocInm(X) + i In p(dy| X). (9)

The latter quantity is a sum of independent random vari-
ables (assuming that all observations are independent). In
the limit that n — o0 we can use the central limit theorem
to deduce

% Zn] lnp(di\X) ~N (M(X|Xt), 02(X|Xt)> (10)

n

where
(%) = E[mp@)|, o*(XI%) = E[(np(@lX) - )’
(11)

and the expectation value is taken over the data generating
process, which we assume to be consistent with the like-
lihood we are using, evaluated for the true values of the
population parameters Xe. Since

o f o1 ap(d]X)
; = | p(d]A —————-""dd
N p(d| t)p(dw %
O _ (@) 44 _ 0 o
o
= an=0 (12)

we deduce that the population likelihood is peaked at the
true parameters asymptotically (this is not true on aver-
age for a finite number of observations, as discussed in Ap-
pendix B). Note that this happens by virtue of the assumed
consistency between the likelihood and the data-generating
process, and would not be the case if the likelihood was
only an approximation to the true population. As n — o

-

the log-posterior converges to the function nu(A), and so
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the posterior becomes increasingly concentrated around Xe.
Expanding the function p(A|A;) near \; we have

uAI%) = (Kl

1 d2,u . . ; ;
+§ (d)\id)\j)Xt A =AY = M)+ (13)

We deduce that the asymptotic covariance matrix is F;l /n,
where

d*u o Inp(d|X)
(Fx)is = = (d)\idAj)xt - [_am‘am‘ - 19

In the last equality, we use Eq. (12). This justifies the use of
Eq. (1) to characterise the precision of parameter estimation
in the limit n — oo. It becomes increasingly reliable as n —

00, as corrections to this formula scale like n~2 relative to
leading order. This is justified in more detail in Appendix B.

This result can be evaluated at various levels of ap-
proximation. The full asymptotic posterior is described by
the function p(X|X¢), which can be evaluated through Monte
Carlo integration. This is computationally expensive as it re-
quires evaluation over different choices of X and X¢. The next
level of approximation is to evaluate Eq. (1) directly. This
makes a linear signal approximation in the population pa-
rameters, but no approximation to the evaluation of p(d|X).
This is less complex because evaluation is only needed in the
vicinity of Xe. A final level of approximation is to simplify
p(d|X) by using the linear signal approximation for the in-
dividual event parameters as well. This is the approach we
will now describe.

We consider a single observation of a source with pa-
rameters 0o, and data d = h(f)+n. Taking the expectation
value over the true data distribution then reduces to taking
the expectation value over the distribution of the noise n
and the distribution of the parameters 6y, which is p(fo|X;).
Under the linear signal approximation we expand

~ ~ . oh
h(0) = h(h) + =

Ab (15)

where Af® = 6" — ). The gravitational wave likelihood can
then be written

) exp | -5~ n(d)ja - n(d)|

~ exp [—% (nln) + N;AG' — %(FG)UAGZAW]

Jh
00

where N; = <

n) (16)

and (T'p);; is the single source Fisher matrix defined in
Eq. (5). This is to be evaluated at 6y and therefore has a
dependence on those parameters. We similarly expand the
source prior term

I p(d1%) = In p(Go|X) + P,AG" — %HijAHiAHj b

I 5 .
where P; = M7 Hi; = _M

06° 001007’
in which the derivatives are evaluated at the parameter space
point 6. Substituting the preceding two expressions into
Eq. 7 and integrating over 6, which is equivalent to integrat-

(17)
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ing over Af in the linear signal approximation, we obtain

A M JdAg (G| X)

pUd}N) )

exp {fi(rij + Hij) (A0 — AbLe) (AG — A6))

l(m- + P) (T + H)jj (N + Pj)}

+2
_ (amy¥/2200Y) expl—(njn),2]
Pact(N)+/det(T + H)

<oxp | (N PO+ H)H N, + )|
(1)

where we have written
AbLe = (T + H) ' (Ng + Pr).

This is the point at which the likelihood is maximized and
hence is the “best-fit” point in parameter space. We can now
evaluate the population Fisher matrix using the expression

_ [ &Pnp(d|X) ~
)y - | (M  pldRad

0% 1n (d|a oo = .
-| f( Fapd) )> p(Gs 32 p(nlfo)Andd.
Xt

(19)

In the above the integral over the noise distribution is condi-
tioned on 0 because of selection effects. This integral is over
all noise realisations that ensure d = h(go) + n is above the
detection threshold. Substituting Eq. (18) into the above we
obtain a sequence of terms. To simplify these we carry out
the integral over the noise, n. The only terms in Eq. (18)
that depend on n are N; and the prefactor exp[—(n|n)/2].
The latter enters Inp additively and has no dependence on
the population parameters, so it does not contribute to the
final result. The former term also has no explicit dependence
on the population parameters, but it appears multiplied by
terms that do. There are thus three distinct types of term
that appear in the argument of the integral - terms that have
no explicit dependence on n, terms that are linear in N; and
terms that are quadratic in N;. We define these integrals as
follows

Pact (Gy) = J p(nldy)dn
6Pdct(§0)

Dizj(n aei)p(n)dnf w0

o [ () (o

Using these expressions to carry out the integrals over n, we
obtain the final result

(Tx)ij = (T1)ij + (Tr)ig + (Trn)sy + (Crv)ig + (Tv)ig,

(21)

with
()i = Jaz e g;‘f(\;)(fdet( ) i;jiitt((?))P(§0|X)d507
T ijt(gi)))p@' X)adh,
(Trn)e; = 1 (3)\?(;\1 [(T + H) | D p(6 i)\))d o,
(Trv)ij = — f #;M [Pu(T + H)i'| D iet ‘(;)) dfo,
00 = = [ syeags Lt + 1) ),

This is an approximate expression for the population Fisher
matrix which can be used to estimate the precision with
which observations will be able to determine the popula-
tion parameters. In deriving the above expressions we have
made use of the standard form of the likelihood for the grav-
itational wave detection problem, which permits some sim-
plifications. In Appendix C we describe how the result is
changed for a generic likelihood, p(d|6o).

We note that, when measurement errors for the source
parameters are small, only the first of these terms is re-
quired. This limit corresponds to I' — o0, so that '+ H ~ T
and (T + H)™' — 0. In this limit it is clear that (T'm)sj,
(T'1v)i; and (I'v)i; immediately vanish. The matrix (I'mr)q;
also vanishes because I' does not depend on the popula-
tion parameters A. Therefore we expect (Fl)ij to dominate
and provide a good approximation to the population Fisher
matrix. This will be true whenever individual measurement
errors are small relative to the scale over which the popula-
tion parameters change the source parameter distribution.
The approximation holds in the three examples we describe
below, but this will not always be the case.

2.1 Validity of approximations

To derive the population Fisher matrix we have made two
approximations. Firstly, we have used expression (14) to de-
fine the population Fisher matrix. Corrections to this ex-
pression are derived in Appendix B and are shown to scale
with inverse powers of the number of observed events, n.
This assumption will therefore always be valid once we have
made sufficiently many observations, and this is the limit
in which we want to use this result. The second approxi-
mation was to use the linear signal approximation to rep-
resent the posteriors for individual events in Eq. (16) and
Eq. (17). This approximation will not necessarily be valid in
all circumstances, or across the whole of parameter space.
In (Vallisneri 2008) a criterion is provided for the validity of

the individual event Fisher matrix at 50
1 - o
5 (AhLSA(AQ)‘AhLSA(AQ)) «1
VAO1, : T A0 A0 =1
. oh L .
where Ahsa(A6) = A8}, 5% - [ (o + Ab1,) — h(eo)] .
(22)

If this criterion holds throughout the parameter space of
observed events, then the approximations used to derive the
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population Fisher matrix will definitely be valid. However,
this condition is more stringent than is strictly required since
the population Fisher matrix is determined by derivatives
with respect to the population parameters of the average of
the individual event Fisher matrix over the parameter space.

An alternative criterion can be obtained by identifying
the next higher order terms in Eq. (16) and Eq. (17). These
contribute a multiplicative correction to the integral (18) of
the form

exp [(AW + Tijn) AO'AG AG* + Ni]-AGiAGJ} ,

Aot 0*h | oh
k=5 \ 961064 | 00k

). (23)

where

1% Inp(6]X)
6 007063 06"

2
Nij = (76 h -
00007
Approximating the exponential as exp(z) ~ 1 + z, these
terms contribute additively to the integral over A# an
amount 61. The contribution to In p(d|X) is then an additive
In(1 + 61/1v) ~ 61/Iy, where Iy is the value of the leading

order integral. We deduce that the next order correction to
the population Fisher matrix is

o= (“WI)) p(Bol)p(mlfo) iy,

Tijk =

ONiON
ol i -1 i J k
o= (Aije + Tije) <3A9bf(r +H)j + AebfAebfAebf)

+ Nig (A0he20% + (T + H) ) . (24)

This expression can be simplified further, but as we will not
use it elsewhere in this paper we will leave it in this form,
but we will make a few observations

e This expression can be used to assess the validity of the
approximations used to build the population Fisher matrix.
If the predicted errors computed including this correction
are similar to those computed without then we can trust
the population Fisher matrix.

e The correction depends on derivatives with respect to
the population parameters. If higher order corrections are
only significant for parameters that are weakly coupled to
those described by the population model, then this correc-
tion is still likely to be small, and the predictions of the
population Fisher matrix are likely to be trustworthy.

e In the examples discussed later, the dominant contri-
bution to the Fisher matrix comes from I'r, which is inde-
pendent of the individual event uncertainties. Thus, even if
T'vr is of comparable size to ['y, it might still be negligible
relative to I't. In that case, I't can continue to be used to
estimate the population parameter uncertainties.

e In general, the Fisher Matrix approximation will be bet-
ter for events of higher SNR, and so the population Fisher
matrix will tend to be a better approximation if we use a
higher threshold for including events in the analysis. By ad-
justing the detection threshold to be high enough that the
individual events are well characterised by the Fisher ma-
trix, we will be able to obtain a reliable estimate from the
population Fisher matrix for any analysis. This will pro-
vide a conservative estimate to the precision that could be
achieved using all events.
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In summary, when using the population Fisher matrix to
scope out the potential of future GW observations, it is im-
portant to monitor the validity of the approximations by
using Eq. (24. In some contexts the individual event Fisher
matrix will be valid throughout the parameter space of ob-
servable events and so the full population Fisher matrix can
be used directly. For example, in the context of extreme-
mass-ratio inspirals, on which the GW-like example in sec-
tion 4.1 is based, it is expected that a signal-to-noise ratio
of at least 20 will be required for the confident detection of
an event in the data (Babak et al. 2017), and so the Fisher
matrix is likely to be a good approximation for all observed
events. In other contexts the individual event Fisher ma-
trix might be a poor approximation for some parameters,
but if it is valid for the parameters for which the popula-
tion model has been written down, and these are weakly
correlated with the other parameters, then the population
Fisher matrix is still likely to provide a good estimate of
measurement precision. There will be situations in which
the approximation will not be valid, but even there the pop-
ulation Fisher matrix might be accurate if it is dominated
by the measurement-error independent part, I'r. In any sce-
nario, it can be used to obtain a conservative estimate of
accuracy by raising the detection threshold sufficiently. IT
will thus always provide a valuable tool for quickly scoping
out the potential of future observations without the need for
expensive simulations.

3 ILLUSTRATION I: A GAUSSIAN-GAUSSIAN
MODEL

We will now consider several examples, which will demon-
strate that the population Fisher matrix works and show
how to compute it in practice. The first application of Eq.
(21) we will consider is to a “Gaussian-Gaussian” model in
which both observations and noise are normally distributed.
We simplify the setting by assuming a waveform dependent
on a single parameter 6. The distribution of the parameter
is

p(O1X) = N(p, %) =

1 0 — p)?

/7271_22 exp [_( 22/;) :| ? (25)
with population parameters (henceforth, hyperparameters)
X = {1, £%}. Noise is also a Gaussian with zero mean and
variance o. Since the data stream is a sum of Gaussians, it
is modelled by N (p, o’ + 22), with mean and variance given
by the sums of individual means and variances,

1 _ (d—p?
(o2 x2) ¢ [ 2002 + 22)] - (26)

p(d|X) =

Given the implicit simple choice for the signals, the Fisher
matrix of source parameters reduces to

oh|oh 1 [en]> 1
F@‘(%@)‘ﬁ% =7 (27)
while from Eq. (25) we have that P and H in (17) are
p-O0—m q om— L. (28)

32 32
The example reported in this section does not have an imme-
diate analogy in GW astrophysics, but it can be thought of
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as a more general application of the population Fisher ma-
trix. The advantage of choosing such a simple setting is that
the matrix entries can be directly integrated as expectation
values over data realizations. In the presence of selection
effects, the integrals to be solved are

B o2 p(d|0, X)
(Ta)i =E ( ONION " < Pdct(x) )])

_ (7@ p(d|X) \ | p(dlX)
_ Lm s n( ) )} Ydd. (29)

Pdet ()\) Pdet ()\)

We only select realizations of the data d > din that are
above a certain threshold. The predictions for the various
components of the population Fisher matrix are’

() % In Paer(V) 1
A pp (9,&2 (0_2 + 22)7
0 In Pact(X) 1 p(dw|N)
TN sz =
p ouox? (0 +3%) Py(N)
02 In Paci (X) 1
(F>\)2222 = (622)2 2(0_2 + 22)2

(din — 1) p(din]X)

(02 +22)2 Py (X)
where we have used Egs.(26), (29), the fact that the integral
is normalized through

Paet(X) = F p(d|X)dd = %erfc ((d““_“)> . (31)

dun 2(0? +X2)

: (30)

and the definition

p(den|X) = M] . (32)

- exp|—
oo 1 x2) [ 2(02 + 32)
Finally, from Eq. (31) it follows that

O Inpaee(A) _ <dth — u) pldwl)  p(din|))?
(Op)? o2 4+ 32 pdet()\) Pdct(A)?
0° In paet (/\ dth|)\ (den — _ 1
ouox2  pace(N) [2(02 + 22 2(c02 + 22)
dth|)\ din —
2pdet o2 + 22
*Inpact(A) _ dth|>\ (dn — _ 3(den — )
(032)? pact(A) [4(o2 + 22 4(0? + 12)2
(dth|>\) di, — 2 (33)
 Apaec(N)2 \o? + 22 '

3.1 Solution from the population Fisher matrix

While in this simple setting the direct evaluation of the
Fisher Matrix as expectation value is much simpler, we wish
to now evaluate it using Eq. (21) as an important sanity
check of that general formula. For (I'y),,, we notice that the

L For the last integral, it is useful to notice that
0 . den | X
| @ wp(aidd = % + 22 |1+ (don - m’“"ﬁ] ,
deny Paet(N)
which follows from (d — p)p(d|X) = —(c2 + £2)dp(d|X)/0d, inte-
grating by parts, and using Eq.(31).

(Tr)pp, (T'1r1)pp and (Trv) gy vanish. The second and third
terms vanish because I'+ H does not depend on p, while the
fourth term vanishes because P is only linear in y and two
derivatives with respect to it are needed for (I'y) .. The only
terms contributing are therefore (I't),, and (I'v)uu, which
leads to

02 In(p(0|X)/Pact (X) Paer(

0) -
(FA = o2 Pdet(X)p(e‘A)de
L[ e 17 Paee(0)
- f oy [P+ H) 7] e ol
_0%In Piey(N) 1
N op? (02 + 32)’ (34)

where we have used P, I" and H given in Egs. (25), (27) and
(28), as well as the normalisation

Pdet (9)
Pdet(>\)

The result matches the prediction of Eq.(30) as expected.
In the case of (I'x),xn2, the second and third terms,
(FH)sz and (FIH)Mgz, vanish for the same reason as above,

but now the fourth term (FIV),m? does contribute. Overall
we have that

p(6|X)d6 = 1. (35)

B O In(p(6|X)/Pact (X) Pacr(6) Y
() 2 = f s A
0? 1 Paet(0)
% _[pr+H D X
opox? [ ] lPdct()\) PO
1 02 Paes

s [P+ )] Pdetg; (01%)do

0% In Pyer(X) J (0 —p) Pacs(8) o5
= + —p(0|\)do
FRE T P A)p( 1A)

St 5 Bl

B a(e? +25%) 1 .
$4(02 + 12)2 Pdet(x) J(@ 1) Paet (0)p(0]\)d6

where we have used the definition of D; in Eq. (20) and (35).
We also notice that, from the definition

00
Pyet (0) = f p(d|0)dd (36)
dth
@© 1 (d—9)2] 1 (dth—ﬂ)
= exp | ———2 | dd = =erfc ,
dy V20?2 P [ 202 2 V202

it follows that

ol [* @0 apg)aa

din g

\/ﬁ exp[_%]zpuml@), (37)

which can be rearranged to give

J(é’ - u)ap%(e)p(omde (38)
= 22% fp(dml9)p(9|X)d9
e dp(dnlX) 32 B
== o T (02 4+ 22) (den — p)p(den|N).
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From Eq. (31) it also follows that 0Paci(X)/0p = p(din|X).
Using this constraint, and the fact that

op(dw|X) [ @ -
T J %[Pdet(0)p(6|/\)]d9
1

= 5 [ O - WP @pERdw, (39

we immediately get

[0~ W Pas(OEIRdo = *panl),  (a0)
and, together with (35) and (38), that
% 1In Paer(N) 1 (dth|)\)
(M) = opoX? (02 +X2) Pdet()‘) =

This agrees with Eq. (30) as expected.
Finally, we consider the case of (I'y)x252, in which no
term in (21) vanishes. The first term can be rearranged to
‘o2
give

?InPacc(X) 1

(T1)sese = “exr ot (43)
1 2 Pdct(e)
s | (0= 1) OGS p(0|X)do
_PWPu) 1 (do—p) p(dulX)

(0%:2)2 254 T 22(02 + X2) Py ()

Using Eq. (35), the second term (I'i1)s252 is easily found to
be

o? (0% +2%?)
254 (02 + 32)2°
The third term (I'rir)s2s2 contains D;; from Eq.(20), which
can be rearranged to give

Tu)ses: = (44)

1 *© 2 [ (d - 9)2]
Dog = —— d—0)"exp|——="|dd
%" Vanos Jdth( ) e 20°
(dth - 0) (dth - 0)2 1 dth —0
= — ——erf .
V2ro? P 202 * 252 ¢ 202
The complementary error function can be replaced by
Pyt (0) using (36). With this in mind, we have

ot p(din|X) o?
(Trr)s2x2 = m(dth — 1) Pdet(x) (02 + 22)3°
(45)
The results follows from rearranging Eqgs. (37) and (32) into

J(dth —0) exp [— (dt;;M)Z] g:(i'é?) do

_ 3\/*{&0 (din0) (9|)\) do
adth Pdet()\)

_ o2\ 2r (d“,|)\)
= T ) (G IE Pio(N)

2 The integral over  can be evaluated by parts to obtain
Pyot (6 din — )4 p(den| X
I(e 'u)z det (6) (0|)\)d9 =24 ( cl; H)2 p( thlﬂ)’
Pdet ()‘) (U +3 ) Pdet()‘)
using (31) and (40) with vanishing boundary terms.

(42)
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Figure 1. Normally-distributed data with (red) and without
(black) selection effects.

The fourth term (I'rv)s2s2 is found using (40), and reads

. 0? 1 Puet (0)
(P J Gy [P0 )] Do 2SO0

. 20°%? B p(din|X)

T (0222 (dn l‘) Pdeti(A) (46)

Finally, the final term (I'v)y2x2 is found through (42) to be

(PV)gess = — f (9272)2 [P(r + H) ™ i:iéﬁ) p(0]%)d0
_ 0? (0" +30°%% 4+ 35%)
Tt (o2 :2)3
5 o p(da]Y)
[1 RS (=40 Paet(X) 7

Adding up (43) to (47), we find

0% In Pact (X) 1
(0%2)2 2(c2 + 12)2

(din — 1) p(den|X)
(02 +32)? Pi(N)’
(48)

I's252 =

which matches (30) as expected. This concludes the analytic
check. Equation (21) can be used to reproduce the predic-
tions (30) obtained from the more general definition of the
Fisher matrix as an expectation value over data realizations.

3.2 MCMC analysis

The Fisher predictions for the Gaussian-Gaussian model can
be compared with MCMC simulations as a further check
of the formalism. While this example is arguably textbook
material, see for instance Sec. (6) in (Vitale et al. 2020),
we report a few details below for completeness. The re-
sults of the present section can be fully reproduced with the
codes accompanying the present paper. We simulate syn-
thetic data including Niot = 10° observations from the ob-
servation model (26), choosing true mean p¢ = 0.5, true
variance X7 = 1.0 and noise variance o = 0.1. The latter
two indicate that each event is taken with a high SNR. We
then apply an arbitrary cutoff, imposing that only positive
data are observed. That is, din = 0, resulting in around
Nget ~ 70000 detected events. Figure 1 shows the total
(black) and detected (red) populations under our specified
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Figure 2. Fisher and MCMC predictions for the toy Gaussian
case with (red) and without (black) selection effects.

assumptions. We perform the MCMC analyses in both cases
in which we do and do not have selection effects using emcee
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). As log-likelihood, we take the
sum of individual log-likelihoods,

N
logp(d|]A) = —Nlogpaet(A) + Y. logp(di|A),  (49)

where N = Nio: in the case in which we do not include
selection effects, and N = Nget in the case in which we do.
We choose flat hyperpriors over a very broad range that
includes the true values. The selection function is defined
and integrated as in Eq. (31), and is nontrivial only in the
latter case. The MCMC posteriors for 1 and 32, in both the
cases considered, can be found in Fig. 2.

We can then compare the predictions from the popula-
tion Fisher matrix with what we obtain numerically. To this
end, we invert the matrix

s = (£ pe ) (50)

F/,LEQ FEZ »2

with entries given in Eq. (30) and below. The errors are
normalized by the number of events,

Ap = /T3 )un/N, A% = /(T )s2s2/N.

In Fig. 2, the Fisher predictions are shown (in black) to
reproduce the widths from the MCMC runs.

The same widths can be well approximated by the in-

verse of the matrix
(T'1) yx2 > (51)

o (FI)ML
(Tx)ij = ((FI)NEZ (T1)s252,

in which only the first terms in Eq. (21) are retained. The
predictions are shown in red in Fig. 2, and they overlap well
with the full Fisher matrix predictions. As discussed earlier,
this corresponds to taking the limit of Eq. (50) in which o =
0, i.e., the parameters of the individual events are measured
perfectly. The reason that this is a good approximation here
is because we have chosen 0.1 = 0 « ¥ = 1 for this example.
We would expect the other terms contributing to Eq. (21)
to become increasingly important as the measurement errors
become larger. If we consider for simplicity the case without
selection effects we see that the ratio of the uncertainties in
the population parameters computed using only I't to that
computed using the full Fisher matrix, Eq. (50), are

Apr 1 AL} 1
Appan 14 02/%2 AXZy 1+ (02/22)%

(52)

For 02 « %2 these ratios are approximately 1, as expected,
but as 0%/3%? — o0 both ratios tend to 0, implying that T
would significantly over-estimate the precision with which
the population parameters can be determined. So, it is not
always possible to use I'1 to estimate the population param-
eter uncertainties. However, in many applications individual
events are constrained to a small region of the much larger
parameter space of the population, and so Eq. (51) will often
be a good approximation to the full Fisher matrix. This in-
cludes the GW-like illustrations we will consider in the next
section.

4 ILLUSTRATION II: AN EXAMPLE FROM
GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE ASTROPHYSICS

The spaceborne LISA mission is expected to detect ex-
treme mass ratio inspirals (EMRIs), namely binary systems
in which one compact object, typically a stellar remnant,
has a mass that is much smaller than the companion, typ-
ically a supermassive black hole (SMBH) in the centre of
a galaxy (Amaro-Seoane et al. 2007; Barack 2009; Babak
et al. 2017). Inference of the parameters that characterise
EMRI systems is expected to provide accurate constraints
on the theory of gravity (Gair et al. 2013), as well as an
insight into the astrophysical population of and stellar envi-
ronments surrounding SMBHs (Barausse, Cardoso & Pani
2014). LISA might also detect a foreground generated by in-
dividually unresolved EMRIs, which would porvide informa-
tion about the properties of the population of these systems
(Gair et al. 2011; Gair, Tang & Volonteri 2010; Sesana et al.
2011; Bonetti & Sesana 2020). The use of LISA observations
of EMRISs to provide measurements of the BH mass function
in the range probed by LISA has previously been investi-
gated in (Gair, Tang & Volonteri 2010), henceforth “GTV”.
GTV assumed that the mass function was described by a
power law p(0|A\) = p(M|\)ocM*™!, with a true value that
is close to flat in the log of the masses, i.e., @ ~ 0. GTV
explored the ability of LISA to constrain the parameters of
this mass function, using MCMC techniques to carry out
hierarchical analyses on an extensive set of populations of
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simulated events. They found that with 10(1000) events, the
spectral index « could be constrained at a level of precision
Aa = 0.3(0.03). Here, we will use the population Fisher Ma-
trix formalism described above to predict the precision with
which a set of EMRI observations might be able to constrain
a power-law mass function. We do not expect to get exactly
the same answer here, as the two analyses make a few dif-
ferent simplifying assumptions. In GTV the raw data was
taken to be counts of events in a binned analysis, provided
by point estimates of the parameters. Selection effects were
included in the rate of events in each bin, by accounting for
the length of time a source with the given parameters would
be observable. This ignores the fact that the time remain-
ing to plunge is constrained by the gravitational wave data.
In this analysis we again approximate the observation pro-
cess, assuming that the data can be reduced to a measure-
ment of a single parameter, but we handle selection effects
more carefully. GTV’s results was computed ignoring mea-
surement uncertainties in the model used in the analysis,
although they did demonstrate consistency between results
obtained on simulated data with and without measurement
uncertainties. Here we will include measurement uncertain-
ties, but we will approximate these as Gaussian. We will see
that despite these differences in assumptions, the popula-
tion Fisher matrix is able to predict qualitatively the results
observed in GTV without the need for costly computational
sampling of many posterior distributions. For a more direct
comparison with numerical results we also perform our own
MCMC analysis, under identical assumptions to those used
to compute the population Fisher matrix, and find very good
agreement. All the results in this section can be reproduced
with the codes made available with this publication.

4.1 Simple scenario: mass measurement only

In the first scenario we consider we will assume that events in
the population are characterised by a single parameter, the
mass, which we measure with our detector with a Gaussian
uncertainty that has a fixed variance, independent of the
parameters of the source. We note that this choice of a con-
stant variance is made for convenience, but is not required by
the formalism. If errors vary form event to event, these are
characterised by a o dependence of I', which just changes
the integrands of the various components of the population
Fisher matrix. Due to the integration over 50, the population
Fisher matrix effectively depends on the average measure-
ment precision over the population. In the final example,
described in section 4.2, we will consider a case in which the
errors vary from event to event. We draw N = 100 masses
from a power law distribution,

o
Mg — M2

min

p(M]a) = Mo (53)
with maximal and minimal observable masses Mmin =
104M@ and Mmax = 1O7M@ and a true value for the spec-
tral index that is exactly flat in the log of the masses,
a = 0. The observed data is assumed to be a point es-
timate of the log of the mass, which is equal to the true
value plus a normally-distributed uncertainty that has a
variance o = 0.1. An arbitrary hard cutoff d, correspond-
ing to masses M ~ 5 X 105M@ is imposed, and only events
with observed values above this threshold are included in
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the analysis. This introduces a large selection effect, and
leads to only Naget = 39 of the original 100 sources being
observed. The true (underlying) and observed populations
of events are represented in the top panel of Fig.4.

The Fisher-matrix prediction can again be obtained
from Eq. (21), this time with 6 = M and A\ = «. For
sufficiently simple models, the integrals are analytically
tractable. With the power-law distribution considered here,
and in the presence of selection effects, this is already not
possible. Because of this, we obtain the Fisher prediction
in a semi-analytical fashion by solving the integrals with
Monte-Carlo methods, i.e., by generating a sufficiently large
set of Ng samples, {M;}, from a distribution p(M|«a), we can
approximate the integral of an arbitrary function X (M) via

JX(M)p(M|a)dM ~ NLSZX(Mi). (54)

In this case we can draw samples from the distribution (53)
directly using the method of inversion. The various terms
entering the arguments of Eq. (21) — D;, D;j;, P; and H;j
— can be computed analytically. A Mathematica notebook
that solves for the arguments of the Fisher-matrix integrals
can be found in the accompanying codes. Following this
procedure, we find that the Fisher matrix predicts an er-
ror Aa = 4/(NaetI'a)~! &~ 0.19. When rescaled to 10 ob-
servations by multiplying by 1/39/10, the inferred error is
Aa ~ 0.37, which is in good agreement with what was ob-
tained in GTV, despite the differences in the assumptions
used in each case.

As in the Gaussian-Gaussian example, we find that the
dominant contribution comes from the first term of the
Fisher matrix, I'1. In this example this term can be directly
computed

1 MG e M2 (In Mipax — In Mipin)?
To ~ Niot <—2 — = ) .
@ (M&ax — M2, )2
(55)
As argued above, the dominance of this term is driven by the
assumed precision of measurement on the individual events.
If the noise in the individual measurements, o, is increased,
the other terms make a larger contribution, although always
a sub-dominant contribution for the range of values we have
tried. This is illustrated in Figure 3, which shows how the
error in the prediction for the precision on the slope from
using only the first term of the Fisher matrix varies with
o. Even for o = 1, the fractional error from this approxi-
mation is only 0.014. This fact suggests that, when individ-
ual events are expected to be characterised with a precision
better than the typical lengthscale over which the popula-
tion prior varies, keeping only the first term in the sum will
provide a good estimate for the expected precision of popu-
lation inference, regardless of the population model chosen.
This observation and the fact that the first term is typically
relatively easy to evaluate, could help to reduce the complex-
ity of using our formalism. One obvious application would
be to forecast studies for future detectors, where this for-
malism for the precision of population inference can nicely
complement estimates for the precision of individual event
parameter inference, estimated with state-of-the-art Fisher
codes (Borhanian 2021; Harms et al. 2022).
We validate the Fisher predictions with an MCMC anal-
ysis for the same data set. The MCMC setup is similar to
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Figure 3. Fractional error in the estimate of the precision on the population slope, «, obtained from using only the first term in the
Fisher matrix, I'1, instead of the full Fisher matrix, as a function of the assumed uncertainty on the measurement of individual event

parameters, o.

the one used in the first illustrative example. The likelihood
is modified, and the selection function is no longer known
analytically, but is approximated by a Monte Carlo inte-
gral, paet (@) = (1/Ng) Y erfe[(din — M;) /v/202] /2, with {M;}
drawn from the power law distribution p(M|a). The poste-
rior, KDE and 20 percentile for the estimate of o are shown
in the bottom panel of Fig.(4). These are compared with the
Fisher predictions above, and once again show very good
agreement. We have also repeated the calculation in the ab-
sence of selection effects, dyn — —o0, and find a similar level
of agreement between the Fisher predictions and the MCMC
analysis.

We expect that the accuracy of the population Fisher
matrix prediction should improve as the number of obser-
vations included in the analysis, Niot, increases. We assess
this by comparing the result of MCMC analyses of data sets
with increasing numbers of observations to the population
Fisher matrix. We do this first for the case without selection
effects, so that we can make use of the analytical prediction
given above. These results are shown in Fig. 5 as Niot is var-
ied from 2 to 30 events. For each Niot, we repeat the MCMC
analysis several times to allow us to estimate the variance
in the posterior width between different runs. This variance
is larger when there are fewer events, as expected, and so
more MCMC analyses were performed for lower Niot’s to en-
sure the variance was accurately characterised. We find that
for Nioy R 10 the (simplified) Fisher widths agree well with
the numerical simulations. For Niot < 10, the differences
are progressively more pronounced, but the variance in the
MCMC widths also increases, and the Fisher matrix pre-
diction is usually within the range spanned by the MCMC
runs. The agreement becomes worse for very small numbers

of observations, consistent with the expectation that this is
an approximation valid in the limit of large Niot. Finally,
we check whether a similar level of agreement is seen in the
case when the observations are subject to selection effects.
For this, we obtain the population Fisher matrix prediction
(dashed orange line) by rescaling the A« prediction in Fig.
4 by a factor Nd:zlt/Q. These results are also shown in Fig. 4.
We see a similar trend — the population Fisher matrix is
very accurate for Niot > 10, but the accuracy diminishes for
very small numbers of observations, as expected.

4.2 More realistic scenario: SNR distribution in
the population

As a final example we will now make the previous scenario
slightly more realistic by adding an additional property to
each source, the signal-to-noise ratio. This example demon-
strates how to compute the population Fisher matrix in a
more realistic setting in which the measurement uncertain-
ties depend on the source parameters, and with a more re-
alistic model of selection effects.

For this example we assume that individual events are
characterised by two parameters — a mass, M, drawn from
the same power law population used in the previous exam-
ple, and a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), p. We assume that
p scales with the inverse of distance and that distances are
uniform in Euclidean volume, so we have p(p)ocp™*. We ad-
ditionally assume that the SNR of a source at a particular
distance is proportional to the mass. These assumptions are

© 2021 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1-?7
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Figure 4. Top panel: distribution of masses for the underlying true population of Sec. 4 (red) and for the observed population (dark
gray). The true population is composed of N = 100 events drawn from a power-law model that is flat in the logarithm of the masses.
The threshold has been arbitrarily set at ~ 5 x 105M@, leading to 39 events actually being observed. Bottom panel: MCMC posterior
distribution for the spectral index describing the mass distribution. The histogram and KDE are compared against the Fisher estimate
obtained as described in the text, demonstrating very good agreement between the two.
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Figure 5. Fisher predictions for the width of the spectral index
« as a function of the number of observed events N, compared
to the range of measured uncertainties obtained over a set of
MCMC runs (red and black points with error bars). The Fisher
matrix prediction is approximated with Eq. (55). The agreement
between the Fisher matrix predictions and the MCMC results is
very good, especially if the number of events is increased beyond
N ~ 10

encoded in the SNR distribution

3
(M M
P(p < P) = 1 (dmaxp) P> dmax (56)
0 otherwise

The parameter dmax represents a maximum distance for
sources in the population and sets a lower limit on the SNR,
distribution which avoids divergences. In practice we choose

© 2021 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1-?7

dmax » Mmax/ptn, where pen is the SNR threshold for de-
tection, so that the exact choice of dmax does not influence
parameter estimation. We note that the assumption that the
SNR distribution is biased toward higher values for higher
mass systems is not a particularly good model for EMRIs.
It would be more appropriate for massive black hole binary
systems, but even then the shape of the LISA sensitivity
curve is such that this would only apply in a certain range of
masses. We choose to make this assumption since we want to
demonstrate that the population Fisher matrix works even
when there are more complicated interactions between the
source parameters, including parameters whose distribution
is independent of the population parameters.

We assume that a GW observation consists of a noisy
measurement, p, of p, and a noisy measurement, pM ,of pM,
so that the GW likelihood is

—

p(d = (5, pD)|G) = @ o]

e _
2W0 0 M [ 202

M — pM)?
« exp [_@202/3)]
M

(57)

We fix 0, = 1, which follows from the definition of p. We
assume that selection is based on p only, with events with
p > ptn being deemed detectable. We use pin = 10 in this
example. With this likelihood, the individual source Fisher
matrix is

1+ M?/o3; pM/o3; >
I = . 58
! ( pM/o%r  p*loy (58)
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We see that the measurement uncertainties vary from event
to event, with uncertainties in mass scaling like 1/p, as de-
sired ?

We simulate observations of a population of events with
true slope a = 0 and Nops = 499 observed events, by draw-
ing 500/ Pyaet(cr) ~ 28370 trial systems from the underly-
ing population. We analyse these events using MCMC and
compare to the predictions of the population Fisher ma-
trix. Details of how the latter is calculated can be found
in Appendix D. For this example, in the limit ops — O,
the matrices I'x for X = II, ---, V do not vanish, because
we have fixed o, = 1. However, for a reasonable choice of
om = 10Mg, we find that the contributions from these ma-
trices are again sub-dominant to the contribution from Iy,
making only a ~ 5% change to the prediction for the uncer-
tainty on «. This is true for a wide range of choices of onr
up to at least 10*Mg. A comparison of the MCMC results
and the population Fisher matrix prediction is shown in Fig-
ure 6, demonstrating once again very precise agreement.

This example has demonstrated that the population
Fisher matrix gives accurate predictions even when using
a more complicated model that includes non-trivial selec-
tion effects and hetero-scedastic measurement errors. This
model is a more realistic representation to a GW observa-
tion scenario, but the result cannot be directly compared to
the results presented in GTV, because the assumed SNR dis-
tribution is different. Here we have assumed that sources are
distributed uniformly in Euclidean space, following an p~*
distribution, with SNRs additionally increased in proportion
to M. In GTV, sources were distributed based on a compu-
tation of SNR that included the impact of other parameters,
in particular time to coalescence. Nearby sources generate
enough SNR that they can be observed several years be-
fore merger, which enhances the rate of nearby events and
partially compensates for the fact that there are a larger
number of systems further away. For this reason, the fact
that we find a distribution that is approximately a factor of
3 broader than GTV is not a cause of concern. Indeed, it is
remarkable that the agreement was so close for the simpler
example considered in section 4.1.

We conclude this section by using the population Fisher
matrix to explore the impact of the detection threshold, ptn,
on the precision of inference of the population parameters
for this simple model. There are two effects of changing the
threshold. One effect is that the population Fisher matrix
changes. This represents the average uncertainty over de-
tected events and so the elements of I'y tend to become
smaller as the threshold is decreased, corresponding to a
worse constraint per event. This is because lower SNR events
tend to provide less precise parameter estimates. The sec-
ond effect is that the detection probability, Pyet (X = {a}),

3 We could have achieved the same result by assuming that the
GW data comprises a measurement of p and of M, with inde-
pendent Gaussian errors with variances o, = 1 and oas/p re-
spectively. However, this model can not be put into the standard
GW likelihood form, Eq. (3), which assumes the noise variances
are parameter independent. This alternative form of the model
can be analysed using the generalised formalism described in Ap-
pendix C, but we wanted the model to be of the standard GW
form. The analysed model is equivalent to setting h = (p, pM)
and Sp(f) = (Jg,alzw) in Eq. (3).

changes, increasing as pgn decreases. It is therefore useful to
consider the quantity T'52/+/Paet (@), where T'52 is the diag-
onal element of the inverse of the population Fisher matrix.
This quantity is a measure of the precision on « that could
be obtained in a fixed amount of observation time. We show
this quantity, relative to its value for the reference threshold,
ptn = 10, in Figure 7. We see that the precision improves
as the threshold is lowered, indicating that the increase in
the number of events outweighs the decrease in the average
precision per event. In practice there will be some limit to
how much we can lower the threshold, beyond which we can
no longer confidently identify events, or run into limitations
on computational power, but within those constraints these
results suggest we should lower the threshold as much as
possible. In general it is at low thresholds that the approx-
imation that the individual events can be well represented
by the Fisher matrix will become less valid. This is not fully
captured here because of the simplified assumption of the
Gaussian likelihood. Moreover, a lot of the trend is captured
by I't, which is independent of that approximation. The yel-
low line in Figure 7 shows the precision estimated from I'
alone, again expressed relative to the value estimated from
the full Fisher matrix with pi, = 10. We see that the trend
is similar. There is a slightly bigger difference between the
full and approximate Fisher matrices for the lowest values of
Peh, but for all thresholds considered the approximate Fisher
matrix gives a good indication of the achievable precision.

The trend in Figure 7 is specific to the simple model
considered here and the behaviour will be different in other
contexts. However, this exercise illustrates the usefulness of
using the population Fisher matrix to quickly assess the im-
pact of different assumptions on the accuracy of inference.
We note, however, that when using it to assess the contri-
bution from low-SNR events it is important to check the
accuracy of the approximation in that regime, as discussed
in Section 2.1, to ensure that the conclusions are robust.

5 CONCLUSIONS

The Fisher information matrix is a valuable tool for esti-
mating the precision attainable in parameter inference, es-
pecially in contexts where the cost of doing full posterior
estimation via Bayesian sampling is highly expensive (Val-
lisneri 2008). The Fisher matrix has been widely used in GW
analyses to make forecasts for the precision with which the
source parameters describing individual GW signals can be
estimated by current and future detectors. In this paper we
have extended the Fisher matrix concept to the estimation
of the parameters characterising the population from which
a set of observed sources is drawn. Our result was derived
from Eq. (1), which is the most general definition for the
population Fisher matrix. We obtained Eq. (21), which is
valid under the assumption that individual events are ob-
served with high enough signal-to-noise ratio that the mea-
surement uncertainties can be well approximated by the lin-
ear signal approximation. We also identified the part of pop-
ulation Fisher matrix that is independent of measurement
uncertainties, given by I't, which is even simpler to evalu-
ate and provides a good approximation when the individual
event measurement uncertainties are much smaller than the
scale on which the population varies. We have tested this

© 2021 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1-??
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Figure 6. As Figure 4 but for the slightly more realistic GW-like population model. Top panel: distribution of masses for the underlying
true population of Sec. 4 (red) and for the observed population (dark gray). Bottom panel: MCMC posterior distribution for the spectral
index describing the mass distribution. The histogram and KDE are compared against the Fisher estimate obtained as described in the

text.
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Figure 7. Precision of measurement of the slope of the black hole
population distribution obtained in a fixed observation time, as
a function of the threshold needed for detection, p¢,. The blue
curve shows results using the full population Fisher matrix, while
the yellow curve shows results based on I't only. Both curves are
expressed as ratios relative to the precision estimated from the
full Fisher matrix with p¢, = 10.

result both analytically and against numerical Monte-Carlo
results for a reference Gaussian model (Sec. 3) and for a more
GW-like scenario (Sec. 4), in which we are use GW events
to estimate the slope of a power-law population. We find
that Eq. (21) is generally in very good agreement with the
numerical results, for a sufficiently large number of observa-
tions. In this case sufficiently large was only O(10). Results
for the power-law population case can be compared to pre-

© 2021 RAS, MNRAS 000, 1-?7

vious results in the literature (Gair, Tang & Volonteri 2010),
and are found to be in very good agreement, despite very
different assumptions. We conclude that we can reproduce
the results of extensive sets of computationally expensive
MCMC simulations much more cheaply, while also correctly
including selection effects. In addition, we found that in the
GW-like example the measurement-error-independent part
of the population Fisher matrix, (I'1);; in Eq. (21), is suffi-
cient to accurately reproduce the precision estimated from
the full Fisher matrix. This is because the noise-induced un-
certainty in the parameter measurements of each individual
event, o, is sufficiently smaller than the scale on which the
population model varies, that measurement errors are essen-
tially ignorable. This result could be useful to further reduce
the computational cost of computing the population Fisher
matrix in other contexts.

We note that these results are based on the approxi-
mation that individual event measurements are well repre-
sented by the individual event Fisher matrix. There will be
contexts in which this is not true, but measurement uncer-
tainties are important so I't is not dominant. We provided
a criterion in Section 2.1 that can be used to evaluate the
validity of the approximation. When the approximation is
not valid, Eq. (21) should still provide a rough estimate of
the precision of inference, or the threshold can be increased
such that the approximations are valid and a conservative
estimate of precision obtained in this way.

The results presented in this paper represent the
first attempt at describing population inference within a
Fisher formalism for generic population models, and with
a likelihood that takes into account selection effects in
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the way of (Mandel, Farr & Gair 2019). The formalism
developed here can be used to obtain forecasts for the
precision of population analyses with future ground-based
and spaceborne detectors, which are expected to detect
many thousands (or even millions) of signals. Obtaining
such population inference forecasts in specific contexts
of relevance to current and future observations is one
possible future direction for the present project. Finally,
it would be interesting to generalize the results of (Cutler
& Vallisneri 2007) and (Antonelli, Burke & Gair 2021)
to assess inference biases on population parameters from
waveform modelling errors or confusion noise.
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APPENDIX A: DEALING WITH RATES

The likelihood in Eq. (6) assumes that the number of events
that are detected conveys no information about the popula-
tion. Relaxing this assumption the joint likelihood takes the
alternative form

p({di}|X, R)

ﬁpfun(diX)] R" exp[—RPact(V)], (A1)

in which R is the rate of events occurring in the Universe
over the total time data has been collected, and all other
terms are as before. The derivation of this expression can
be found in (Mandel, Farr & Gair 2019). Imposing an (im-
proper) scale-invariant prior on the total rate, p(R)oxl/R,
and marginalising over R we obtain the form of the joint
likelihood used in Eq. (6) and (8).
We denote the rate-dependent terms by

Prate(n|R, X) = R™ exp[—RPact(N)]. (A2)
The contribution of these terms to the joint log-likelihood is

In prate(n|R, X) = nln R — RPae(X), (A3)

-

which is maximized when R = n/Pget(\). Expanding about
this maximum-likelihood point we can write R = n/Pgyet+0R
and obtain

-

In prate(n|R, X) = nlnn — nln Paet(X) + nln(1 + 6 RPact/n)
—n — 0RPac
SR*PZ, N

= (nlnn —n) —nln Paet(N) — o™

(A4)

-

The second term here, —nln Paet(N), is what is needed
to change pfun(di\X) into p(d1|X) in the product term in
Eq. (A1), reducing that to the form analysed in the main
body of the paper. We deduce that the asymptotic Fisher
matrix for the joint estimation of R and X is block diagonal

([ Tx O
o (B0 )
with the shape parameter block, I'y, as before and the rate
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precision given by the inverse of I'r = P2, /2n, where this
result can be obtained directly from the coefficient of §R? in
equation (A4). We conclude that the precision with which
the shape parameters can be determined does not depend on
which particular form of the likelihood is being used. This
makes sense since we know that the two forms are equiv-
alent for a particular choice of rate prior, and we expect
results to be asymptotically independent of the initial prior
choice. We note also that the precision with which the rate
of observed events, RP4jet, can be measured is \/ﬁ, consis-
tent with the expected uncertainty in the estimation of the
rate of a Poisson process.

To conclude this section, we note that in the above we
have been assuming that the rate parameter R is an addi-
tional parameter of the model, separate to the parameters
X that characterise the shape of the population distribu-
tion. If instead both R and X are functions of another set of
population parameters, fi, we can use the linear signal ap-
proximation to change variables and obtain the usual result
that the Fisher matrix for the i parameters is

OR (9R
6,u (9

X" OXb
6 6u

(T)ea = (Tx)ab (A6)
In this case, the result is different to what would be ob-
tained by transforming the Fisher matrix that ignores the
rate, which would be the first term only. This reflects the
fact that if R also depends on i, the measurement of R pro-
vides additional information that can help to improve the

estimation of the [ parameters.

APPENDIX B: THE ASYMPTOTIC
BEHAVIOUR OF THE FISHER MATRIX

In this section we will rederive the expression for the Fisher
matrix given in the main body of the paper by directly ex-
panding the posterior distribution. In doing so we will de-
rive the form and scaling of the leading corrections to the
Fisher matrix approximation. We will proceed by computing
the posterior mode, mean and variance in the limit n » 1.
These are all random variables, since they depend on the
particular realisation of the data that is being analysed, and
so we can characterise them by their expectation value and
variance. We will show how to compute the first two terms
in a large-n expansion of both the mean and variance for all
three posterior summary statistics, and give the result ex-
plicitly for the posterior mode. We note that similar results
for corrections to the individual event Fisher matrix were
given in (Vallisneri 2008), but those relied on the assump-
tion of a Gaussian likelihood which permits simplifications.
The expansion presented here is valid for any population-
level likelihood, p(d|X). We write

i(n, {di}, X) =

ffZlnpd 1X). (B1)

such that the posterior q‘istribution is proporﬁional to
exp[—np(n, {d:}, A) + Inw(X)]. We use B(n, {d;}, \¢) to de-
note the solution to

Ui + U + =0

(Vij + ij)ﬂ’ (BZ)
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where

) o)
Ry’ [X¢
V“—( o ) 1 (321n7r)
C\onioN ) 57 ~ n \OXiON

The quantity fi, and its derivatives, are averages of a s
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(B3)

et of

independent identically distributed (IID) random variables
and so have predictable scalings. The expectation value is
O(1), covariances are O(1/n), three and four point functions
are O(1/n?), and so on. In this case E|[U] = 0, as shown
in Eq. (12) in the main body of the paper. This facilitates

obtaining a solution for E perturbatively

g:g%Jr/iJr _‘%+~
where _’% = (E[V])*lU
Bi= BV (V- B[V, + U]
7y = EIVD) 7 [(V - E[VDA + V7, |

in which 8 ~ n=k.

The pBi’s are random variables, but we can com
their means

-

2]3y -0
E[61] = EIVD [EIVDR' S5 + Uj]
E |85 | = EIVDS VDG EIV]L S,
Tk = E[(Vij — E[Vis])Us]
— L @@pai)ag
tiim = E[(Vij — E[Vi;]) (Vie — E[Viu])Unn]
= o | Lo @@L @ palRag
— E[Vi]ZKim — E[Vi|SHm

where we are using the notation [ ;(d) to denote the de

pute

(B5)

riva-

tive 0In p(d|X)/dX? evaluated at X = X;. Additional indices

after the comma indicate further partial derivatives as u

The fact that the first expectation value vanishes is why we

sual.

have continued the expansion to three terms, allowing us to
obtain the first two terms in an expansion of the mean.

We can also compute their covariances, using the usual
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notation cov(a’, ') = E[(a’ — E[a']) (¥’ — E[p7])].
(E[V]) E[V]);, =7

cov(8}, 5}) = (E[V] )i
B[V EV);
] )

cov(By, 51)
COV(ﬁ{‘, ﬁ{)

(E[V])i Sk
CEV]) 5, BV g Shipgme
(E[V])im S E

EVDir EV]irm
— (E[V])u

cov(8y, 8)) = B[V (EV]);q (BIV]im
X [(E[V])np Simong + UnShy + szzkmq]
»oV = E[UU;]

jl p(d|X)dd

Son = lE[ — E[Vi;])UxU1]
= le] )N ok(d) i (d) (d|Xt)dd
— E[Vi]5%”
— E[Vij])(Vii — E[Vit]) U Un]

ki = E[(Vi

n(n—1)

= TUl,ij(d)l,kl(d) p(d|X;)dd
x fl,m(d)z,n(d) p(d|X;)dd
+ fz,,-]- (d)l,n(d) p(d|3)dd
x fz,kl(d)z,n(d) p(d|X;)dd

+m<—>n]

o [ @@L (@ (@ plRad

— E[Vi;1Zkimn — E[Vi]Eijma
— E[Vy]E[Vi] S0 (B6)
All four of these terms are needed to obtain the first two

terms in the covariance of /6_" . We need only retain terms of

O(1/n?) in the final expression, which means the last term

Z};k‘/fﬁfl can be ignored and n(n — 1)/n* replaced by n™2.

The final result, keeping the first two orders is
cov (Bi,6j> = cov (,B%,,BJ%) + cov (B%,ﬁ{)
+ cov ( %,ﬂi) + cov (5;,6{)
+cov(ﬂ%,ﬂé)+cov( é,ﬂ%) (B7)

The posterior mode is at X = Xt + §+ 5. The random
variable § obeys the equation

0=0"Vij + = (63 +67)(B" + 6" YWk + ViTo
+§(ﬂ] +6)(B" + 6" )W
3
Wijk = (m)u

. 1 Alnrw
Wige == <am‘amv)xt ' (B8)

We can find a perturbative solution as we did for E

°'u

g 3 + -
where 0% = % (IE[V]);]1 E[ijz]ﬂliﬁll
5y = (ELV); [B] BEW ] + 5] 6 E[Wy]

+ (Vi — E[Vii]) 0F

1
#5(Wo ~ EIV83 8 | (B9)
The means and relevant covariances are

E[6i] = 5 BIVDS Bl cov (95,6
E |8} | = EIVD);! [EWju] cov (8].5)
+ E[Wju] cov (85, 41)

(EIVD), EWaa] (V)" (EIV]) 4 SHEY
+5 BIVDGL VD S
EIVDL! EIVD;! €V, EV]),)

jl ny

E[kan]E[Wlm]EUUUU

TYTrs

DO =

cov (6%,6{) =
(E[V]),, (E[V]),,
— E[61]E[61]

(E[VDa EIVD);, E[V]), (E[V]),,,

lg

N

cov (5%, ﬂ%) =
[WklM] pq[iU
E[VD EVD, (EV]),., EV];,!

E[Win] (EIVD, SV + U7 siY)
—E[81]E[4]]

N =

cov (51, 6{) =

cov (8.8 ) = (EIVD (BIV]),) [EWin] (E[V]);,

q

(VDL EVI,E Sy +uzshy)
b B Wi E[ Wy (BIV]), (B[V]);.

lg ma

(EIV]D),. (BIVDZ, Shaun

(E[VD, EVD,, E[V]),.

+ lq ys

N | —

E[Waay]Skirsp

+5 (BIVD)y,, (E[V])g Ekimnpg | (B10)

in
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where
Zg/k[{'rg = E[ igk — E[lek])UlU"L]
= —f ik (@) () () p(d]X)dd
- E[Wijkal‘{f
»iiY = E[U;U;Ux]
1 -
= 5 | Li(d)Li(d)Lk(d) p(d|re)dd
SUYUY = E[U,U;UGUL
-1 -
=D [t @ paiiaa
Jl & (d)( dp\t)
1 -
T j DL (A)Lx(d)L,i(d) p(d|X)dd
Stk = E[(Vij — E[Vi;])UxUiUn]
= "_1“1 ) p(d|X.)dd
J L)l (d) p(d]3)dd
+kol+ko m]
1 -
+— J1,1-]-(d)l,k(d)l,l(d)z,m(d) p(d|X.)dd
— E[Vi;]Skim
EYJ"%Z =E[(Wijkx — E[Wii])UiUnUn]
n(n —1)

A [fl,ijk(d)l,l(d)p(dlxt)dd
[t @@ plalfaa

+l<—>m+l<—>n]

+ o [ Lo @@L (@) (@) pllR)ad
— E[W;j ]Sy (B11)

From these we can construct the leading order covariances
cov (Bi, (5j) = cov (ﬁi,cﬂ) + cov (ﬂi, 6{) + cov (ﬂi,dé)
2 2 5

cov (61,5j) = cov (6{,5{) .

Putting these together we can obtain the mean and covari-
ance of the posterior mode, A\ — \; = 8* + §°, expressed as
a deviation from the true population parameters.

E[\' = \] =E['] + E[0']
cov (5\2 — AN — )\{) = cov (Bi7ﬂj) + cov (5i76j)

+ cov (ﬁi, 6j> + cov (ﬂj, 6’) .
(B13)

(B12)

We now turn our attention to the posterior mean and vari-
ance. These are averages over the posterior. The definition
of B was motivated to ensure the leading terms of the log-
posterior can be written as a quadratic in X— ﬁ Xe. Denoting
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B =X+ E, averages of a function f(X) over the posterior
then take the form

¢y = HNgR)exp[-5 (0 = BYV:y + V(N — B)] X
§9(X) exp [—5 (N = B)(Vi; + V;I)(M — Bi)] dX
Ing(R) = —E Wik (A =AY = M) = A1)
= 3 Xk (A = XY = A)OF — AHA =)
ot
Xzt = (6)\6)\6/\6)\) (B14)

There are further corrections in g(X) from higher derivates
in the expansion, and from the prior terms, W, X[, etc.
However, the contributions from the included terms can be
seen to be 1/n down relative to the leading terms in the

integral, and these other corrections are at least 1 /n% down
from leading and are hence sub-dominant.

Integrals of these form are standard and we will make
use of the following results

Io(T) :Jexp [%xTrlx] dx = (2m) ¥ /T (B15)
I;(T) = me] exp [—%xTr‘lx] dx

= (2m) > /T[Ty, (B16)

Liju(T) = f:rixjxka:l exp [—%XTI‘AX] dx
N
= (27r) 2 4/ ‘F| (Pijrkl + Tl + I‘“ij) (Bl?)
1 _
Lijkimn () = inijkxlxmxn exp [—ixTF lx] dx

= (ZW)%\/E(FUFMan + i lemlin
+ T Tenlim + Tieljilmn + Tkl jmDin
+ Likljnlim + Tul' ik limn + TialjmTen
+Taljnlem + Dim Dkl + D Djilien
+ LimDinlrt + DinDjilim + Tinljilem
+Tn T m k) (B18)

where |I'| denotes the determinant of I'. We will also use the
notation I;;(T") = I;(T")/Io(T) and similarly for other terms.
In this case, the covariance matrix I' = (V+ V™)™ /n. Every
additional factor of I" therefore introduces an extra negative
power of n. This allows us to identify the dominant terms.
To evaluate the above expressions we need to be able to
compute I', which can be done perturbatively by noting

nD(E[V] + (V —E[V]) + V™) = (B19)
from which
%(F0+F1 +T1+-)
Lo = (E[V])) ™
Ly = —EV)~ (V-E[V))
Iy = —(E[V])™ 1[ L (V- E[V])+V"]. (B20)
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To obtain the posterior mean, we first compute

@ = [ 03

eXp 77()\’ I
= Ip() — gwijk [ﬁ%k(r) + B I (T) + ﬁ’lij(F)]

BY)(Viy + V(¥ = B) | X

. . 2
nWijkﬁzﬁjﬁkfo(P) + %Wijkvvlmn—[ijklmn(r)
n XijLijr (T). (B21)

24

Using similar notation to before we can write

(@)= 1o(D) (1495 +91+--)
= —%E[Wijk] (5% To)jk + 5]% (Co)is + B3 (FO)ij)
- %E[Wijk]ﬁgﬁgﬂz
g1 = —5 (Wi — E[Wise])
x (5% (To)jx + 52 (To)kt + B3 (Fo)ij))
~ SEMWisn] (B3 (Ty)oe + B (T
+B1(To) sk + B (To)w + B (FO)z‘j)
— & Wik — E[Wi))83 ) 53

n

— ZE[Wii] (8168} + 8L 818} + 1) 81)

9

N|=

1 1
+ 7E[W'L]k] [Wlmn]n zgklmn(FO)

1 ~
— 54 7 ElXisu]Lijut (To) (B22)

Now we compute the posterior mean, expressed as a
distance from the true population parameters

N =X =N =)y =B+ (N = B)

=6+, >[ EWja (L) + 367 8" La(D))

— & Xim (BTt (1) + 558" i (T)
2

n
36 nglenp (3ﬁ ]zklmnp(r)

+ 37 B B' Livminp (T) + 38° 8% B™ Lty (T)
+357 5’“515"15"1@@)) 1. (B23)

We note that the leading order correction in the bracketed
term is 1/n. To obtain the posterior mean to the same order
as 8 we therefore only need to retain terms up to g 1 in {(g).

Specifically we can write

5\1'—/\;':5\%+?\§+5\%+-~

-5
Bt = LW (3T (T0) + 395 (o)
%y = 8+ (B - 0¥ E[ngz])>

. (% isni(To) + 361 B ( )
- éE[WJ‘M] <f ((Fo)ij(p% r

+(F0)il(l—%)]‘k)
3(B18Y + B B1) (Do)
+35£ 52 (F% )zl)

Yt + (To)ie (T 1)

1
2

- éE[ Jklm] (61 —Likim + 6 5 B (FO)ZW)

1 .~
+ %E[ijl]E[WmnP] (Eﬁ% Iiklmnp(ro)

+ B4 85 B Timnp (To) + 384 B5 BT Titnp(To)
2 2 2 5 2 2
308} B B BT B (To)w)  (B24)
Finally, we consider the posterior covariance
Lij =((' = XYV =N))
— (N = BYW - B)
+ (B =AWV =B +ioj
+ (B = \) (B = N). (B25)
The term on the first line has a leading order dependence of

1/n, plus corrections of 1 /n% The terms on the second and
third lines are O(1/n?) and so are sub-dominant. We deduce

Ii;(T) — %Wklm (35 Lijim(T) + ﬁkﬁlﬁmlij(r))]
(B26)

A 1

T = —
R [

and expand

Pij = (T1)i +

/N
>
e
—
.
<.
Il

(r3), -5 o,

— é]E[Wklm] (2/82 zglm(FO) + ﬁ /8 51 (FO)’LJ>
(B27)

Using the preceding expressions, we could now compute the
mean and variance of the posterior mean and covariance as
we did for the shift in the posterior mode. However, this
calculation is very similar to the calculations carried out
above and is tedious so we leave it out. Instead we note a
number of features.

e The leading order posterior covariance is constant and
equal to (E[V])™!/n, which is the expression we used to
derive the population Fisher matrix in the body of the paper.
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e The leading order difference between either the poste-
rior mode or mean and the true parameter value has expec-
tation value that scales like 1/n and variance that also scales
like 1/n. Thus, the posterior bias is noise dominated, i.e.,
fluctuations due to the particular random realisation of the
population that was observed dominate over the fixed bias.
If multiple sets of observations of n events were repeated and
averaged, then this bias would eventually be significant. In
practice we would never do this since it weakens the preci-
sion of inference. This means that computing corrections to
the posterior mean is unnecessary.

e Similarly, the expectation value of (f%) is zero, so

1,

the leading order correction to the expected zlalue of the
posterior covariance scales like n~2, while the variance in
the posterior covariance scales like n™2. So, fluctuations in
the posterior covariance due to randomness in the observed
population are larger than the size of corrections from the
finite number of observations.

APPENDIX C: GENERALISATION TO OTHER
LIKELIHOODS

Expression 21 was derived for the GW likelihood defined by
Eq. (3), but it can be extended to more general likelihoods,
p(d|f). The likelihood enters the result through the defini-
tions of I'; N;, D; and D;;. For a more general likelihood we
have

0% Inp(d|f)

T =~ g0
~ dlnp(d]d)
Ni= ——= (C1)

where derivatives are evaluated at 50. In the gravitational
wave case these become
*h
007007

oh| ch o
o*h
aeiaef) ' (€2)

N; = (d — h(o)

Dropping the second term in the expressions for I' on the
grounds that it is smaller by a factor of p~! than the first,
we recover the expressions used in the earlier derivation. In
particular, we note that with this simplification I';; does
not depend on d and hence we can take the terms that
depend on I' outside of the integral over data, simplifying
the final form of the population Fisher matrix. For a more
general likelihood we can not assume this is the case, but
have T';;(d, f) and Ni(d, o). The first contributions to the
population likelihood, I'1 takes the same form as before, but
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the other contributions are modified to

0% In det (T + 0 Indet(I' + H)
(T = f j amam

p(d|fy) 20l

1 0* _
(Trr)sy = —3 J NN [(T+ H)' | Ne N

(Trv)i; = *JJa)\?W [Pk(r + H);ll] N

Pdet
Iy)is = — o o P, (T + H);'P,
( V)U - 75 ONiONI [ k( + )kl l]

9o|>\)

Pdet

22007 ddddy,

X p(d|0 ) dddb,

where the integrals over d are over detectable data sets. A
further simplification can be obtained if we assume that the
variance of I';; over realisations of the data, p(d|fp), is small.
This allows us to use the fact that the expectation value of
any function, f(X,Y), of two random variables X and Y,
can be expanded

o2 f )
0X? J (5(x),E(v))

BL(X,Y)] = f(BLX]E[Y]) + g Var(x)
o f )
0XY ) (a(x),50v))

1 *f

+ Cov(X,Y) (

> e
(E(X),E(Y)
(C3)

Ignoring all but the leading term allows us to replace I' by
its expectation value. With this additional assumption, the
population Fisher matrix for the general case takes the sane
form as before, with the substitutions I';; — f‘i]-, D; — D,
and D;; — D»L'j, where

—

[ 91np(d|d) o1 p(d|6)
20° 007

[ Pmpad]

,J Bn p(d|fy)dd

~ ([empa OPact(0)
Di _J 267 } (dlfo)dd = =75

} p(d|fy)dd

(C4)

APPENDIX D: CALCULATION OF THE
FISHER MATRIX FOR THE POWER-LAW
POPULATION WITH SNR DISTRIBUTION

Here we provide a guide to computing the Fisher matrix for
the more realistic GW-like example described in Section 4.2.
The source parameters are g = (p, M) and the population
parameter is X = (a).
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The full population model is

so 3MP 1 aMo!
p( |>\) = d3 7Ma — M«
max max min
30 1

M2+a (Dl)

B d?nax(Mt%aX - le’iin) p4
from which we can deduce

,% 0
Hij = 6) (2+a) . (Dz)

M2

The single event Fisher matrix, ', was given in Eq. (58).

The detection probability is

o 1 (pth - P)
Paet(0) = —erfc | —~——~—4| . D3
o () = ente| 2~ (D3)
The determinant of I + H is

rho® 4 2+a) 42+4a) (2+0a)

det(I + H) = - -

M =" 3, P e T e T,
(D4)
which has first derivative
1 1 4

et + H) = -1 4 L (D5)

o T M2 62, pPM?

and the second derivative vanishes. The integrals required
for the matrices I'yrr, I'rv and T'y all take the form

B 0° Ax p(fole) -
Ix=- oa? (det(F + H)) Pdet(OZ)doo7 (b9)
where
L(p®  (2+a)\ (pm—p) (pm — p)°
P _\Pth — P)
nr =g (012»1 + Ve o €xp D)
2
P (2+a)  (2+a)
+ (012\4 2012\4 * 2M?2 Pact(60)
(6+a)p 42+a)) 1 (pen — p)*
Ay = — _
" < A VER NG T 2
Ao = 8 82+ 42+ 2a+a)’
v o p?M? o p>M?
(2+a)?  (2+a2 -
ot ggr ) P (6o)- (D7)

These terms have first derivatives
A - L= p)°
OArr _ (pin=p) [_(Pt} p) ]

do \2mM? 2

+ % (U%{ + #) Pact (60) (D8)
A (s &) e[
a;.; _ ((2 A;Qa) (6(%04) _ p;l;;Q) Pa(@) (DY)

and all second derivatives vanish except

FPAv (4 1
o2 p2 M2

1 -
— + — | Paet(60)- D10
e + 012\/1 ) d t( 0) ( )
These expressions allow all of the integrands that determine
the different parts of the population Fisher matrix to be
valuated. The final stage of computing the Fisher matrix is
to carry out the integrals over the population distribution

p(o|X). This must be done numerically, but it is facilitated
by doing a coordinate transformation

= M* — Mg

U(eo) = m (Dll)
3
w(B) = 1— (de) , (D12)

which reduces the population integral
f (@ N)dby — J dudo, (D13)

Further computational efficiencies can be obtained by re-
stricting the range of u considered for each v so that only
SNRs p > pn — 5 are included. Codes to compute the
Fisher matrix using this procedure are available at https:
//github.com/aantonelli94/PopFisher.
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