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We are now routinely detecting gravitational waves (GW) emitted by merging black holes and neutron stars. Those are the after-
lives of massive stars that formed all across the Universe - at different cosmic times and with different metallicities (abundances of
elements heavier than helium).
Birth metallicity plays an important role in the evolution of massive stars. Consequently, the population properties of mergers are
sensitive to the metallicity dependent cosmic star formation history (fSFR(Z,z)). In particular, within the isolated formation scenarios
(the focus of this paper), a strong low metallicity preference of the formation of mergers involving black holes was found. The origin
of this dependence and its consequences are discussed. Most importantly, uncertainty in the fSFR(Z,z) (substantial even at low red-
shifts, especially at low metallicity) cannot be ignored in the models. This poses a significant challenge for the interpretation of the
observed GW source population properties. Possible paths for improvements and the role of future GW detectors are considered.
Recent efforts to determine fSFR(Z,z) and the factors that dominate its uncertainty are summarized. Many of those factors are re-
lated to the properties of galaxies that are faint and distant and therefore difficult to observe. The fact that they leave imprint on
the properties of mergers as a function of cosmic time makes future GW observations a promising (and complementary to electro-
magnetic observations) tool to study chemical evolution of galaxies.

1 From massive stars to gravitational-wave sources

Massive stars evolve into black holes (BH) and neutron stars (NS) within just a few to few tens of Myrs
[1, 2]. As such, BH/NS progenitors are only found in regions that are currently star forming and can be
used as star formation rate tracers [3, 4]. In contrast, the compact objects resulting from their evolution
gradually populate galaxies, reflecting their integrated (massive) star formation history. Even though
massive stars rarely evolve without any companion stars(s) [7, 8, 9], only a small fraction of stellar BHs
and NSs form binaries (either BH+BH, BH+NS or NS+NS systems, referred to as double compact ob-
jects - DCO further in this paper). Mergers of such binaries are the main astrophysical source of gravi-
tational waves (GW) that can be observed with current detectors. In fact, all of the astrophysical GW
signals detected to date were interpreted as coming from DCO mergers [10, 5]. DCO can form as a di-
rect product of evolution of a stellar binary/higher-order multiple or when BHs and/or NSs encounter
each other and form a bound system due to dynamical interactions. The latter can happen at a non-
negligible rate only in densely populated stellar regions – such as nuclear/globular clusters. Only DCOs
that merge within a time shorter than the age of the Universe (τ0 ∼14 Gyr) are potentially observable
with ground-based detectors. Regardless of the formation path, such binaries may form with a wide range
of delay times (i.e. the time between the formation of the progenitor stars and the merger; [11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16, 17]). The important consequence of this fact is that the observed population of DCO merg-
ers, even the local events, contains a mixture of systems formed throughout the entire cosmic history
(see Figure 1). As discussed in the next section, the contents of this mixture are set by both the evolu-
tion that leads to the formation of DCO mergers and the (metallicity-dependent) cosmic star formation
history.

1.1 Population modelling: the need for metallicity-dependent cosmic star formation his-
tory

Modelling the population of DCO mergers that may exist in the real Universe consists of two main, in-
dependent steps (see Figure 2). First, one has to describe how many stars in the considered environment
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1.1 Population modelling: the need for metallicity-dependent cosmic star formation history

Figure 1: Black hole/neutron star
mergers observed with GW originate
from massive stars that formed at
different cosmic times, in different
environments and with different
metallicities. Even the locally ob-
served population (probed with
current detectors) may contain
systems whose progenitors formed
very early in the cosmic history.
The approximate range of cosmic
times/redshifts spanned by current
GW detections [5] and the reach of
the optimistic network of future GW
detectors considered in [6] (see Table
3 therein) for NS+NS and BH+BH
mergers are indicated at the bottom.

form at different times and what are their birth metallicities. This provides initial conditions for the sec-
ond part of the population modelling, which describes the evolution of those stars. In this step one has
to account for any potential interactions with other stars/compact objects (e.g. mass transfer phases in
binaries/multiples and any relevant dynamical effects) and the surrounding medium (e.g. when the evo-
lution takes place in a dense AGN disk). The combination of those two parts allows one to obtain the
model population of GW sources, describing the rate and properties of DCO mergers as a function of
time/redshift.
Different merger formation channels (i.e. different ways to answer the question: how to bring two BH/NS
sufficiently close together so that they merge within a time shorter than the Hubble time) were proposed
in the literature (see e.g. [18] for an overview). Various groups often describe the formation of DCO merg-
ers focusing on a particular class of formation channels (e.g. considering only isolated stellar binaries,
where interactions with other stars/compact objects/their environment can be neglected; but see [19]).
Many formation paths may contribute to the observed population. In particular, in the case of BH-BH
mergers comparable local merger rate densities were reported for different formation channels (see e.g.
the recent compilation by [20]). To consistently model the population of DCO mergers combining contri-
butions from different formation scenarios it is necessary to know how the cosmic star formation is dis-
tributed between the different environments. The focus of this review is on the DCO mergers formed in
environments in which the star formation follows the overall cosmic star formation history. This may not
be the case for globular/nuclear clusters and AGN disks (see Section 2.3).
Each of the proposed formation channels allows one to predict distributions of various properties (e.g.
masses) of DCO mergers produced from a coeval, homogeneous population of progenitor stars. One of
the characteristics obtained is the distribution of delay times. Note that even if the predicted delay-time
distribution strongly favors short merger times (as commonly found in the isolated binary evolution chan-
nels, e.g. [12]), it does not imply that the fraction of local mergers originating from the early Universe
is negligible. Firstly, their contribution to the observed population is amplified by the cosmic star for-
mation history: the star formation rate density used to be higher in the past (>10 times higher 10 Gyrs
ago than at present [3, 21, 22]). Therefore, also BH and NS were forming at a higher rate. Secondly, the
abundance of elements heavier than helium (metallicity) with which the stars are forming changes over
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1.2 Birth metallicity and the evolution of massive stars

Figure 2: Key parts of the modelling of the population of DCO mergers. Metallicity dependent cosmic star formation his-
tory (left) needs to be combined with a model describing evolution of massive stars/binaries/triples etc. to estimate the
size and properties of the population of merging BH/NS binaries that can be compared with GW observations. Note that
the formation of stars in some specific environments relevant for the formation of DCO mergers (e.g. globular clusters)
may not follow the overall star formation history of the Universe. To model the population of DCO mergers formed in such
environments, metallicity-dependent star formation history appropriate for those systems needs to be considered.

time, shifting towards higher values as the next generations of stars evolve and pollute the surrounding
medium with enriched material [23, 24, 25]. This is important, because stellar evolution (and the out-
come of this evolution) is a metallicity dependent process (see Section 1.2). As a consequence, the effi-
ciency of formation of merging DCO (i.e. the number of systems formed per unit of star formation) and
the properties of mergers also depend on metallicity [26, 27, 28, 14, 29, 30, 31, 32, 15, 33, 34]. There-
fore, the modelling (and interpretation) of the properties of the population of any stellar-evolution re-
lated transients, in particular GW sources, requires the knowledge of not only the total star formation
rate density (SFRD), but also its metallicity distribution - i.e. the metallicity dependent cosmic star for-
mation history ([35]; see the left part in Figure 2).

1.2 Birth metallicity and the evolution of massive stars

1.2.1 Note on the definitions of metallicity

The term ‘metallicity‘ is generally understood as a measure of the abundance of metals (elements heav-
ier than helium) in a certain object or system. However, different definitions are used in the literature.
In theoretical studies metallicity is typically defined as a fraction of total baryonic mass contained in
metals: Z = Mmetals/Mbaryons. Observationally, it is often more convenient to express this quantity in
terms of relative abundances of particular elements. The most commonly used measures rely on the oxy-
gen to hydrogen abundance ratio: ZO/H = 12+log10(O/H) = 12+log10(nO/nH), or iron to hydrogen abun-
dance ratio relative to solar: [Fe/H] = log10(nFe/nH)−log10(nFe�/nH�). In those expressions, ni stands for
the number density of either oxygen, iron or hydrogen as indicated by the index and the symbol � refers
to the reference solar values. It is often assumed that the other elements scale linearly with the ones
measured maintaining the solar abundance ratios (e.g. log10(Z/Z�) = log10(nO/nH) − log10(nO�/nH�)).
However, in some environments (such as young, highly star forming galaxies; see Section 3.1.1) this is
generally not the case and non-solar composition with α-enhanced ratios (e.g. [O/Fe] = log10(nO/nFe) −
log10(nO�/nFe�) >0) is often found.
Whenever it is relevant to refer to a particular definition of metallicity, it is explicitly mentioned in the
text. If specific choice of solar metallicity is needed, the values reported by [36] are used (i.e. solar metal
mass fraction Z�=0.017 and solar oxygen abundance ZO/H�=12 + log10(nO�/nH�)=8.83).

1.2.2 Single stars

Birth metallicity is one of the most important properties that determine the evolution and fate of a mas-
sive star [37, 1, 38, 39]. The most striking example of its impact on evolution of single stars is related to
the amount of mass lost in stellar winds [40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45]. Winds of hot, massive stars are driven
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by the radiation pressure on metal lines and are primarily sensitive to the abundance of iron (which eas-
ily dominates the atmospheric opacity due to its complex atomic structure, e.g. [46, 47]). Mass loss is
thus much more severe at solar-like metallicity than in low metallicity (iron-poor) environments. This af-
fects the mass of the star and the final remnant, leading to a metallicity-dependent maximum BH mass
that can result from single star evolution (limited to only ∼ 20 M� at solar metallicity, e.g. [37, 48, 49,
50, 51] as also reflected in the masses of BHs in nearby X-ray binaries [52]). Finally, reduced wind mass
loss at low metallicity helps to retain angular momentum within the star that is born rapidly spinning,
possibly allowing for the formation of a rapidly spinning NS/BH [53] and chemically homogeneous evolu-
tion of the progenitor star [54, 55].

1.2.3 Stellar binaries and higher-order multiples

Additional metallicity-dependent effects can non-straightforwardly affect the evolution of stars in bina-
ries/multiples. Mass and angular momentum escaping the system due to stellar winds affects the orbital
separation (typically widening the orbit [56], i.e. leading to wider binaries at higher metallicity). Fur-
thermore, evolution of stellar radii, in particular the degree of post-main sequence radial expansion de-
pends on metallicity [57, 58]. This affects when/if the evolving star overfills its Roche lobe (and starts
transferring mass to its companion) and therefore affects the nature and outcome of stellar interactions,
as well as the observed characteristics of the system (e.g. [59, 1, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65]). Both winds and
binary interactions can affect the mass and structure of stellar envelope and the final core [66, 67, 68] in
a way that depends on metallicity [65, 69]. Stars stripped of their envelopes eject less mass from the sys-
tem during the core-collapse/supernova and potentially lead to the formation of NS/BH with small ve-
locities (so-called natal kicks, [70]). This increases the chances that the binary/multiple remains bound
after the formation of the compact object. Mass loss (and possibly natal kick) can be reduced for BH
progenitors with sufficiently massive cores that can develop in low metallicity stars [71, 48, 51, 72]. Such
progenitors are predicted to lead to weak supernovae (with significant fallback accretion onto the newly
born compact object, reducing the kick and ejecta) or, in case of the most massive progenitors - collapse
to BH directly with no/negligible kick and mass ejection [73, 74]. This supports the formation of bina-
ries with (massive) BH at low metallicity [26, 75]. Finally, the fraction of stars that are born in close bi-
naries/multiples may itself depend on metallicity. Some evidence of such dependence has been reported
for lower mass stars (i.e. white dwarf progenitors) suggesting higher fraction of multiples at lower metal-
licity [76]. A fixed fraction is typically assumed when modelling the population of massive stars in bina-
ries (but note that this fraction is already very high, with typical assumptions ranging between 0.7–1).

1.2.4 Stars in dense environments

Through its impact on the masses and birth velocities of compact objects, birth metallicity may have an
indirect effect on the evolution of stars in dense environments (open / globular/ nuclear clusters, AGN
disks). More massive stars/compact objects (originating from low metallicity progenitors) are more likely
to sink deeper in the potential well of their host system, occupying the regions where dynamical encoun-
ters can happen frequently (e.g. [77]). By receiving weak/no natal kick, they can preferentially remain
within those regions. The above effects lead to relatively low expected contribution of formation chan-
nels involving dynamical effects in dense environments to the formation of DCO mergers involving NS
(e.g. [78, 79, 80]).

2 The sensitivity of GW sources to metallicity-dependent cosmic star for-
mation history

There is now a substantial body of literature showing that different assumptions about the metallicity-
dependent cosmic star formation history (called fSFR(Z,z) in the reminder of this paper) can significantly
affect the modelled properties of the population of DCO mergers (e.g. [32, 81, 82, 83, 33, 34]). The choice
of the fSFR(Z,z) affects nearly all observable properties of the population of DCO mergers: their merger
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2.1 DCO mergers formed in isolated binary evolution

rate density, the relative rate of different types of mergers (e.g. the expected ratio of the rate of NS+NS
to BH+BH mergers) and their mass distribution. Somewhat less clear is the potential effect of the as-
sumed fSFR(Z,z) on the (effective) spin distribution of DCO mergers (as could be expected if, for instance,
the spin magnitude would strongly depend on the mass – and hence indirectly on metallicity – of the
progenitor star). Furthermore, fSFR(Z,z) affects the evolution of merger properties as a function of time/redshift.
While the most distant event observed with the current network of detectors comes from redshift∼0.8
[84, 5], future generation of GW detectors will allow to map the properties of DCO mergers up to high
redshifts (beyond redshift>10 for BH+BH mergers [85, 86, 87, 6]). Modelling and understanding those
redshift trends is thus particularly interesting in the context of future detectors.
So far, the impact of fSFR(Z,z) on the population properties of GW sources has been mostly discussed for
DCO mergers formed through isolated binary evolution and that is necessarily the focus of this review. I
briefly comment on other DCO merger formation channels in Section 2.3.

2.1 DCO mergers formed in isolated binary evolution

Merging DCO formed in the most common variations of the isolated channel originate from progenitor
binaries sufficiently wide to avoid premature merger (when the progenitor stars evolve and expand) but
sufficiently narrow to ensue interaction(s) through mass transfer phase(s). Mass transfer (either stable or
unstable - leading to a common envelope evolution [88, 89]) is key to shrinking the orbit to the separa-
tion required for the DCO to merge within the Hubble time [90, 91, 28, 12, 92, 14, 30, 93, 31, 93, 94, 95].
Under special circumstances (in particular low metallicity and high masses of the progenitors), stars may
evolve chemically homogeneously and avoid strong radial expansion, allowing to produce merging DCO
from initially narrow binaries [96, 97, 98, 99]. Models of the populations of DCO mergers originating
from isolated binaries are long known to suffer from large uncertainties due to poorly understood phases
of evolution of massive stars in binaries (in particular binary interactions; see [20] and references therein
for recent examples). More recently, it became apparent that the assumptions about the fSFR(Z,z) can
lead to comparable uncertainty in the model predictions (e.g. [32, 81, 82, 100, 33, 101, 83, 34]). Inter-
estingly, fSFR(Z,z) is found to have the strongest effect on the properties of the population of BH+BH
mergers. The effect is weaker in case of BH+NS mergers and the properties of NS+NS mergers appear
to be relatively mildly affected by fSFR(Z,z) (when compared to the impact of different assumptions about
the binary evolution, e.g. [32, 33, 34]). To understand this behaviour, it is instructive to look at the effi-
ciency of formation of various types of DCO mergers as a function of metallicity. Such dependence can
be inferred theoretically with binary population synthesis simulations.

Figure 3: Sketch illustrating the commonly found
dependence of the efficiency of formation of merg-
ing DCO (black - BH+BH, green - BH+NS, purple
- NS+NS) as a function of metallicity (see Section
2.1.1). Note the strong decrease in the number of
merging DCO containing BH formed per unit of stellar
mass above a certain metallicity. The exact character-
istics of this dependence are sensitive to the detailed
description of the evolution of massive stars in binaries
(see Section 2.1.2).
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2.1 DCO mergers formed in isolated binary evolution

Note that how exactly the efficiency of formation of DCO mergers varies with metallicity depends on
the binary population synthesis model (i.e. the particular set of assumptions used in the simulations to
parameterize the physics of binary interactions, stellar winds, core collapse physics and initial binary
parameters; see Section 2.1.2. ). Nonetheless, the relation shows some characteristic features that are
present across most of the population synthesis models considered in the literature. The simplified ver-
sion of this dependence, which captures those common features, is illustrated in Figure 3 and is discussed
in Section 2.1.1.

2.1.1 The ‘typical’ dependence on metallicity

The most striking feature shown in Figure 3 is the strong decrease (even by a few orders of magnitude)
in the number of merging BH+BH binaries produced per unit of mass formed in stars that appears above
a certain metallicity. In other words, BH+BH mergers are thought to form much more efficiently at low
metallicity than in solar-like metallicity environments (as indicated already in e.g. [26, 75]). Compared
to the BH+BH dependence, the formation efficiency of merging NS+NS barely depends on metallicity.
The corresponding relation for merging BH+NS systems shows a similar decrease in the efficiency of for-
mation towards high metallicities as in case of BH+BH binaries, albeit weaker. All relations flatten at
low metallicity.
Those trends are the result of many complex processes involved in binary/stellar evolution acting to-
gether [29, 32, 33, 34]. However, qualitatively they can be understood by considering the effects that are
the most straightforwardly linked to metallicity (see Section 1.2). Weaker stellar winds at lower metal-
licities lead to tighter binaries with more massive compact objects. Under the typical assumptions, more
massive BHs receive smaller natal kicks, which increases the fraction of binaries that remain bound after
the supernova. Below a certain metallicity, BH formation with no natal kick and mass ejection becomes
common in most models. Finally, metallicity dependence of the radial expansion causes more stars to
engage in mass transfer early in their evolution (before they reach the giant phase) at high metallici-
ties. Such interactions are thought to be more likely to lead to binary merger before a DCO is formed.
All of these effects support the formation of merging DCO containing a BH at low metallicity. NS orig-
inate from stars with masses within a much narrower range than BH (their evolution is more alike) and
are limited to relatively low mass progenitors (with initial masses ∼10 M� in merging NS+NS, e.g. [102,
103, 104]). The impact of winds on the evolution of such stars is much weaker, which is reflected in the
relatively weak metallicity dependence of the efficiency of formation of NS+NS mergers.

2.1.2 The impact of evolutionary assumptions on the DCO merger formation efficiency

While the qualitative behaviour of the DCO formation efficiency as a function of metallicity discussed in
Section 2.1.1 is found across many variations of input assumptions describing the evolution of massive
stars in binaries, the exact characteristics of this dependence differ (see examples in e.g. [32, 33, 34]).
Note that the apparent consensus about the very strong low metallicity preference of BH+BH and metal-
licity insensitivity of NS+NS mergers might (to some extent) result from similar assumptions used by
different groups. The huge parameter space involved in the simulations makes it difficult to fully assess
the robustness of those trends. Most of the current predictions rely on results obtained with rapid codes,
utilizing simplified prescriptions to describe complex phases of stellar/binary evolution ( notable excep-
tions capturing stellar evolution and the physics of binary interactions in more detail while still allowing
to model representative binary/transient populations include BPASS [61, 105] and the recently released
POSYDON [106] codes). Calculations performed with detailed codes indicate that some relevant effects
may be missed by those approximate recipes (for instance, important differences were found in the evo-
lution of stars stripped of their envelopes by binary interactions [63], mass transfer stability and common
envelope ejection criteria [107, 108, 109]). Furthermore, even the rapid population synthesis studies typi-
cally explore models varying only one major parameter at a time.
Strikingly, the explored evolutionary assumptions mostly affect the shape of the high metallicity part
of the relation and the location and steepness of the drop, while the low metallicity part remains rel-
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2.1 DCO mergers formed in isolated binary evolution

atively flat and featureless. This reflects the fact that within the current models, there are no strongly
metallicity-dependent processes that become efficient at very low metallicities (where the impact of winds
is negligible and the contribution of BH formed in direct collapse to the population of DCO mergers sat-
urates). However, the value at which the relation flattens is model dependent (especially for NS+NS
mergers). This value can be easily influenced, for instance, by varying assumptions that affect the effi-
ciency of the orbital tightening during the late mass transfer phase(s). Note that while the fact that the
winds of massive stars depend on metallicity is well established, the exact relation is uncertain. Given
the arguments quoted in Section 2.1.1, one can expect that the assumed relation affects the steepness
and location of the drop in the efficiency of formation of DCO with BH (e.g. if the winds become weaker
at higher metallicity, the characteristic drop also shifts to the higher metallicity). Such behaviour is in-
deed observed in [34] (compare their model S and T). The magnitude of the drop can be reduced, for in-
stance, if the BH natal kick is less tightly related to progenitor mass (and so metallicity) than typically
assumed. Finally, detailed stellar evolution models repeatedly show that the envelope binding energy
and mass transfer stability (properties that are crucial for the description of binary interactions) non-
trivially depend on the structure of the star and its envelope properties (e.g. [110, 111, 112, 107, 109]).
In combination with metallicity-dependent evolution of stellar radii and the so far poorly explored im-
pact of metallicity on stable mass-transfer evolution [63, 65], this may induce additional metallicity ef-
fects on the formation efficiency that are not fully accounted for in current population synthesis simula-
tions.
Note that (some degree of) low metallicity preference for BH+BH merger formation can be expected to
hold in different variations of isolated binary/stellar multiple evolution (also those that are not explicitly
accounted for in the studies discussing the DCO formation efficiency referenced throughout this section),
since all of them are affected by the main factors discussed in Section 2.1.1 (i.e. stellar winds, supernovae
kick/ejecta). Additionally, so-called chemically homogeneous evolution of isolated binaries (usually con-
sidered a separate BH+BH merger formation channel [96, 97, 98, 99]) is expected to operate exclusively
at low metallicity and only for relatively massive BH progenitors. However, metallicity dependence of
dynamically formed DCO mergers may significantly deviate from the trends discussed in this Section
(see Section 2.3).

2.1.3 The effect of the metallicity-dependent cosmic star formation history on the population properties

It is worth highlighting a few consequences of the metallicity dependence of DCO mergers discussed in
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2. First, the quantitative effect of the assumed fSFR(Z,z) on the population proper-
ties depends on the adopted evolution/DCO formation model: if the model leads to weak metallicity de-
pendence (of BH/NS mass, formation efficiency), the assumed birth metallicity distribution of stars has
relatively small impact on the population properties (compared to evolutionary assumptions). This ap-
pears to be the case for the current NS+NS merger formation models. Note that the uncertainty in the
total SFRD (which is substantial at high redshifts, see e.g. section 6.1 in [22]) can still add non-negligible
uncertainty to the predicted population properties of those systems (especially if redshift trends are con-
sidered). On the other hand, the strong low metallicity preference of BH+BH mergers suggested by cur-
rent models leads to the conclusion that their population is relatively insensitive to many assumptions
about the evolution of massive stars [33, 34]. This is true for a range of assumptions used in current mod-
els that mostly affect the evolution at high metallicity (but see the caveats discussed in Section 2.1.2),
where the formation efficiency of BH+BH mergers is order(s) of magnitude lower. In such cases, their
population properties are shaped by the low metallicity part of the cosmic star formation history (SFH,
see Section 2.2).
Qualitatively, one can expect that assuming a fSFR(Z,z) with a higher fraction of recent low metallicity
star formation leads to a DCO merger mass distribution containing a higher fraction of massive events.
Such a fSFR(Z,z) also leads to a higher local rate of BH+BH and (with a smaller increase) BH+NS merg-
ers, affecting the relative ratio of rates of different systems. Note that such behaviour still leaves multi-
ple routes for the interpretation of the observed population of GW sources. In principle, a higher than
expected fraction of massive BHs among the observed events can be attributed to (i) a higher fraction of
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2.2 Consequences of the low metallicity preference of BH+BH merger progenitors

star formation happening at low metallicity, (ii) weaker stellar winds of massive stars, (iii) a higher frac-
tion of BH mergers forming with long delay times or (iv) sequential BH mergers in dense environments
(to list a few possibilities). Identifying ways to break such degeneracies is one of the major challenges in
GW astrophysics.

2.2 Consequences of the low metallicity preference of BH+BH merger progenitors

To illustrate the consequences of the strong metallicity dependence of BH+BH mergers I consider a sim-
ple example: a single model of binary evolution is combined with two very different literature assump-
tions about fSFR(Z,z) in order to compare the resulting properties of the population of BH+BH mergers
(merger rate density - Figure 4 and mass distribution - Figure 5). All figures show the intrinsic proper-
ties of the population (i.e. not taking into account the sensitivity of GW detectors which is needed to
model the mock ‘observed’ population). All models and tools used in this Section are publicly available
and are described in detail in the following references: Broekgaarden et al. (2021) [34, 113] - isolated
binary population synthesis model (model A/fiducial), showing the typical metallicity dependence de-
scribed in Section 2.1.1, Belczynski et al. (2016) [12] - fSFR(Z,z) with a significant fraction of star forma-
tion at low metallicity even at low redshifts, Neijssel et al. (2019) [81] - their ‘preferred’ fSFR(Z,z) model,
characterised by a negligible amount of recent low metallicity star formation. The low metallicity cosmic
SFH (here chosen as the SFRD happening below 1/5 solar metallicity) resulting from the two fSFR(Z,z)
assumptions are contrasted in the bottom panel of Figure 4. The adopted 1/5 solar metallicity thresh-
old was chosen to select the star formation happening at metallicities below the abrupt drop seen in the
metallicity dependence of the formation efficiency of BH+BH mergers for the evolutionary model consid-
ered in this example. Therefore, it allows to zoom into the SFH at metallicities that dominate the for-
mation of merging BH+BH (the location of this drop, defining the low metallicity regime of BH+BH
merger formation is model dependent; see also Section 5 in [22] for further discussion of the low metal-
licity SFH threshold).

Figure 4: Top: The BH+BH merger rate density as
a function of lookback time/redshift shown for one
example population synthesis model (fiducial from
Broekgaarden et al. 2022) and two (very) different
models of metallicity-dependent cosmic SFH used in
the literature (solid red - as used in Belczynski et al.
2016, dashed brown - ‘preferred’ model from Neijssel et
al. 2019; see bottom panel). The hatched region indi-
cates current GW-based constraints ([114], accounting
for the rate evolution with redshift).
Bottom: The star formation rate density (SFRD) that
falls below 1/5 solar metallicity for the two models of
the metallicity-dependent cosmic SFH used in the top
panel.

The considered example highlights the importance of the assumed fSFR(Z,z) for the interpretation of the
observed properties of BH+BH mergers:

• fSFR(Z,z) strongly affects both the shape and the normalization of the BH+BH merger rate density
- neither can be straightforwardly linked to assumptions about the evolution/BH+BH formation.
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2.2 Consequences of the low metallicity preference of BH+BH merger progenitors

Figure 5: Local BH+BH merger rate density split in
bins of primary (more massive) BH mass MBH1 in the
merging systems for the same population synthesis
model and two (very) different models of metallicity-
dependent cosmic SFH as used in Figure 4. Distri-
butions were normalized by the peak rate value to
facilitate comparison. Filled parts of the distributions
correspond to local BH+BH mergers that originate
from progenitors formed less than 10 Gyr ago (at red-
shift <2). If the low metallicity SFR is limited to very
high redshifts (model with hatched area and dashed
line), the vast majority of the predicted local BH+BH
mergers (and nearly all massive BH >30 M�) originate
from stars formed more than 10 Gyr ago (i.e. beyond
the peak of the cosmic SFH).

Depending on the assumed fSFR(Z,z) one can reach different conclusions about the binary evolution
when the modelled rate is compared with GW observations (see the top panel in Figure 4). Sim-
ilarly, not taking into account the differences in the assumed fSFR(Z,z) can lead to erroneous con-
clusions when the population models delivered by different groups are compared. See Section 4 for
further discussion.

• The modelled redshift dependence is shaped by the assumed low metallicity cosmic SFH (compare
the top and bottom panels of Figure 4). This indicates the possibility to probe the metallicity-dependent
cosmic SFH with GW observations (see Section 2.4).

• fSFR(Z,z) affects mostly the high mass end of the GW-observed BH mass distribution (see Figure
5). Note that BH mergers formed dynamically are also expected to affect primarily this part of the
mass distribution. This again adds to challenges in the interpretation of GW observations.

• Depending on the assumed fSFR(Z,z), one can reach drastically different conclusions about the ori-
gin of the locally observed population. Assuming a fSFR(Z,z) with a negligible amount of recent low
metallicity star formation leads to an expectation that the vast majority of local BH+BH merg-
ers (and nearly all massive events) come from progenitor stars formed in the early Universe (com-
pare thick and thin lines in Figure 5, the latter selecting only local mergers formed less than 10 Gyr
ago). Consequently, in this case the host galaxies of BH+BH mergers could show very different prop-
erties than the galaxies in which their progenitors formed. This is particularly important when rank-
ing the galaxies during searches for potential electromagnetic counterparts to GW events (see Sec-
tion 2.2.1)

2.2.1 Impact on merger host galaxy properties

Galaxies evolve due to their own star formation, gas inflows/outflows, mergers and other interactions
with nearby galaxies. In the considered example (Figure 5), if fSFR(Z,z) with low metallicity star forma-
tion concentrated at high redshifts is assumed, a significant fraction of the local BH+BH merger progen-
itors forms in young, active galaxies >10 Gyr ago. Their mergers can generally be expected to happen
in evolved, massive hosts with little ongoing star formation. Conversely, in case of fSFR(Z,z) allowing for
a high level of low metallicity star formation even at low redshifts, more mergers would be expected in
galaxies that are currently producing metal poor stars (relatively low mass and highly star forming).
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2.3 DCO mergers formed in other formation channels

To date, the properties of merger host galaxies were studied predominantly with the use of large-scale
cosmological simulations (e.g. [115, 116, 117, 118]). Simulations allow to directly connect the progeni-
tor formation galaxy with the merger host, accounting for the star formation and merger history of the
galaxy that happened in the meantime. This is generally not possible in the observation-based approach.
However, while such simulations provide valuable insights, they do not show as much variation in the
metallicity-dependent cosmic star formation history as spanned by the observation-based estimates and
struggle to resolve low mass galaxies (see Section 3). Based solely on their results one may thus underes-
timate the uncertainty and the range of likely merger host properties. Future studies should address this
question and discuss its importance for the searches for electromagnetic counterparts to GW events. Im-
portant steps in this direction were recently taken by [119, 100] (combining observation-based fSFR(Z,z)
with crude star formation histories of typical star forming galaxies at different redshifts) and [120] (propos-
ing a method to combine observation based fSFR(Z,z) with merger trees from cosmological simulations).

2.3 DCO mergers formed in other formation channels

To self-consistently model the contribution of all of the proposed DCO merger formation scenarios to the
final population, one also needs to know what fraction of the total metallicity-dependent cosmic star for-
mation history is used to form stars in different environments: i.e. the galactic field (where dynamical in-
teractions are negligible and binary/stellar multiples evolve undisturbed) and dense environments such
as young/open/globular clusters, nuclear clusters (the latter potentially also affected by the presence
of AGN disk at some point during its life, which may enhance BH+BH merger production, e.g. [121,
122, 123]). Furthermore, one needs to know the distribution of initial parameters of clusters (such as
mass, density - which affect the subsequent evolution of the system) and has to be able to specify what
fraction of stars forming in dense environments dissolves into field before any dynamical effects can af-
fect their evolution. The history of the formation of globular/nuclear clusters is debated, with different
scenarios proposed in the literature [124, 125, 126, 127, 128]. Observations of local globular clusters re-
veal that their stellar populations are old and metal-poor, suggesting that their star formation was com-
pleted at high redshift [129]. In that sense, even if globular clusters were to dominate the production of
BH+BH mergers, one would still expect some connection between the formation of those mergers and
the low metallicity cosmic star formation history. This link is less clear in case of nuclear clusters, which
may form from dissolving globular clusters, stars accreted from infalling galaxies, in-situ star formation
or some combination of those [130]. On the other hand, star formation in young stellar clusters is ex-
pected to follow the cosmic SFH. Recent studies suggest that the fraction of the total star formation
happening in such environments amounts to ∼10% (but much higher values are also quoted in the lit-
erature - see [19] and references therein). Interestingly, [131] show that the metallicity dependence of the
dynamically assembled BH+BH mergers in young star clusters can be significantly flatter than in the
field. However, a significant fraction of merging BH+BH formed in such (relatively sparse) clusters may
originate from effectively isolated binaries. Depending on their relative contribution (which likely varies
with the cluster properties [132]), the overall BH+BH merger formation efficiency in young clusters may
still show a prominent decrease towards high metallicity. Overall, the (redshift-dependent) properties of
the DCO merger population predicted by the cluster scenarios strongly depend on the assumed cosmic
history of formation of those stellar systems [133, 19].

2.4 Gravitational waves as a tool to study chemical evolution of galaxies

The fact that the population properties of DCO mergers depend on fSFR(Z,z) can in principle be used to
learn about the chemical evolution of galaxies. Different types of DCO mergers appear to be sensitive
to different parts of fSFR(Z,z): NS+NS mergers might better probe the total SFRD, while BH+BH the
SFRD happening at low metallicity. The predicted strong low metallicity preference of BH+BH merg-
ers is particularly interesting in this context. If correct, it can help to understand the properties of those
galaxies that are the most difficult to constrain with electromagnetic observations (faint, high-redshift
objects; see also [134, 135]). Future GW detectors will map the properties of BH+BH mergers as a func-
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tion of redshift [85, 86, 87], potentially allowing to constrain the overall low metallicity cosmic SFH (see
the example shown in Section 2.2). This in turn can be linked, for instance, to the slope of the faint end
of the galaxy luminosity/mass function or properties of starburst galaxies (both strongly affect rate at
which the low metallicity SFRD increases with redshift and its peak location, see [22]). It is an interest-
ing possibility to consider in future studies exploring the science capabilities of the third generation GW
detectors.
Furthermore, to model the populations of GW sources, it is necessary to account for stars forming in en-
vironments significantly different from the current Milky Way, in which the stellar initial mass function
(IMF) may be different [136]. When the IMF and the star formation rate are varied consistently, the
overall effect on the formation of BH progenitors is negligible (but it may still leave imprints on the ob-
served mass distribution of BH mergers; [137]). However, IMF variations may noticeably affect the for-
mation of intermediate mass white dwarf/NS progenitors [137] - the proposed space-based GW detec-
tors will be sensitive to close binaries with such compact objects in the nearby Universe [138]. Given the
large uncertainties involved in the models of DCO merger formation and the IMF variations, it is diffi-
cult to speculate whether such IMF-related effects could be observed with future GW detectors.
Finally, future GW observations can potentially be used to study the cosmic history of globular/nuclear
cluster formation [133].
The feasibility of many of the science goals of future ground-based GW detectors heavily depends on
our ability to distinguish sub-populations of DCO mergers formed in different channels [139] (especially
for BH+BH mergers, for which the contribution of different channels may be comparable and strongly
vary with redshift). In particular, understanding of the redshift trends (e.g. the location of any potential
peaks/features in the redshift-dependent BH+BH merger rate/mass distribution) of the DCO merger
properties expected from different channels appears crucial for the science goals proposed in this section.
Currently, the metallicity dependence of the formation of DCO mergers (underlying some of those goals)
is subject to uncertainties in stellar evolution models and lacks direct observational constraints - espe-
cially at low metallicity. In turn, a great wealth of observational information about the properties of star
forming galaxies already provides vital clues about the fSFR(Z,z) (see Section 3). Obtaining fSFR(Z,z)
with well understood uncertainties in combination with improving constraints on the population prop-
erties of GW sources would yield valuable constraints on the evolutionary models and DCO merger for-
mation scenarios.

3 Metallicity dependent cosmic star formation history: where we stand

Given the apparent sensitivity of DCO (especially BH+BH) merger properties to metallicity, ignoring
the uncertainty associated with fSFR(Z,z) in the calculations of the properties of the population of GW
sources and in the subsequent comparison with GW observations may lead to erroneous conclusions.
It is thus crucial to establish the reasonable extremes of fSFR(Z,z), especially of its low metallicity part.
The related challenges and current efforts are summarized in Section 3.1. Section 3.2 offers a brief com-
parison of different fSFR(Z,z) used in the literature.

3.1 Understanding the uncertainty

There is no single, simple measurement providing constraints on the number and metallicity of stars form-
ing across the entire Universe - fSFR(Z,z) needs to be inferred indirectly. This requires combining many
pieces of information, all of which come with associated uncertainties and biases (see Section 2 in [35]).
Careful determination of the overall uncertainty is a challenge in itself.
To estimate the fSFR(Z,z), it is necessary to know the time evolution of the composition of matter that
remains within galaxies and becomes available as the star forming material - i.e. one needs to under-
stand the chemical evolution of galaxies. Individual galaxies show a great variety of chemical and star
formation histories, depending, for instance, on their mass, environment in which they reside and merger
history. However, when a representative population is considered, the average properties of star forming
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3.1 Understanding the uncertainty

Figure 6: Low metallicity part of
the cosmic SFH (SFRD happen-
ing below 1/5 solar metallicity at
different times/redshifts) based on
a variety of methods: cosmologi-
cal simulations of galaxy evolution
(EAGLE [140] and Illustris-TNG
[141, 142]), analytical prescriptions
([143] with birth metallicity distri-
bution of stars normalized to the
total SFRD as found by either [3]
or [144]; [12, 145]), fit of the popu-
lation synthesis model to GW-based
constraints [81] and the observation-
based estimates [22]. The gray
range spans between the estimates
from [22], while the thin gray lines
show particular variations of their
observation-based model (those esti-
mates use ZO/H based metallicity).
See Section 3.2.

galaxies (their masses, star formation rates and metallicities) appear to be linked through relatively tight
and simple relations [146, 147, 148]. Those empirical relations can be used to obtain a observation-based
estimate of fSFR(Z,z) without the need for a detailed description of the evolution of individual galax-
ies [35, 100, 22]. However, differences in the methods used to estimate the galaxy properties lead to a
great variety of empirically derived relations. This is particularly striking in case of metallicity deriva-
tions [149, 25, 150]. It is often not possible to determine which (if any) of the applied techniques leads to
the correct estimate. Furthermore, observational results are increasingly uncertain/incomplete with in-
creasing redshift and decreasing galaxy luminosity, in which regimes one has to rely on extrapolations.
Both factors introduce considerable uncertainty in the observation-based fSFR(Z,z) derivation [22]. Note
that the star formation at low metallicity is thought to happen primarily in young (high-redshift) and
low mass (faint) galaxies - i.e. exactly in those objects that are the most difficult to observe and whose
properties are the most uncertain. Not surprisingly, there is a wide range of observationally-allowed es-
timates of the SFRD happening at low metallicity even at low redshifts (see [22] and the gray band in
Figure 6). Finally, some factors that are typically not accounted for in the SFR derivation (for instance,
the presence of interacting binaries [151], stellar initial mass function variations [137] - both affecting the
interpretation of galaxy spectra, e.g. [4]) introduce additional (systematic) uncertainty to fSFR(Z,z) that
needs to be better quantified in the future.
Alternative method to construct fSFR(Z,z) relies on the results of cosmological simulations/models of
galaxy formation and evolution. Cosmological simulations follow the formation of structures in a repre-
sentative volume of a virtual universe calibrated to satisfy various observational constraints [152, 153,
140, 141, 154]. As such, they provide a particular realization of the galaxy population that may exist
in the real Universe. Note that the differences between the results of current simulations do not cover
the variety of observationally allowed fSFR(Z,z) [142]. However, it is important to realize that in princi-
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3.1 Understanding the uncertainty

ple they have the flexibility to do so by varying parameters of simplified prescriptions used to describe
processes that are not resolved (e.g. star formation, metal enrichment due to stellar winds and different
types of supernovae, energy and momentum injected into the interstellar medium through outflows and
radiation related to the supernovae and AGN activity [155] - all of those shape the chemical evolution of
individual galaxies). Ultimately, both simulations and observations should provide a consistent answer.

3.1.1 Major issues

There are many factors that limit our ability to accurately (either theoretically or observationally) de-
termine the fSFR(Z,z) [35, 137, 22] and it is impossible to review all of them here. Instead, I present a
(necessarily biased) selection of the related major open problems:

• What is the metallicity evolution (especially at high redshift)?
The metallicity of star forming material can be inferred primarily from (i) spectra of massive stars,
(ii) the part of the galaxy spectrum that is affected by massive star emission or (iii) emission of HII
regions ionised by massive stars (see [25, 156] for recent reviews of the methods). Option (i) is only
accessible in the nearby Universe. Option (ii) is mostly limited to redshift∼3 galaxies for which the
(redshifted) rest-frame UV part of the spectrum can be studied with optical instruments. The high
spectral resolution and signal required for a meaningful measurement makes it challenging to apply
this technique on representative samples of objects (but see [157]). Option (iii), which is the most
common technique, relies on rest-frame optical emission lines, which in turn are no longer accessible
to optical instruments for galaxies with redshifts above z∼3 (but note that they will be accessible to
JWST [158]). This means that at present, star-forming metallicities are essentially unconstrained at
redshifts >3.
Furthermore, only metallicity estimates obtained with (iii) are currently available for large galaxy
samples across redshifts. However, recent studies show that important adjustments to applied metal-
licity calibrations are necessary when galaxies at different redshifts are considered, questioning the
overall metallicity evolution resulting from earlier studies (which likely overestimate the rate of that
evolution - milder evolution is also expected from theoretical models/simulations).
This issue is one of the biggest sources of uncertainty for fSFR(Z,z) (see e.g. [100, 22]).

• How to constrain the abundance of iron in the star forming material?
The evolution of massive stars (and of the related GW source progenitors) is particularly sensitive
to the abundance of one particular element - iron (see Section 1.2). However, the most common ob-
servational metallicity estimates characterizing the star-forming material (i.e. option (iii) mentioned
above) rely on the measurements of the oxygen abundance (ZO/H). Those two elements are released
to the interstellar medium of galaxies by different sources and evolve on different timescales: oxygen
is primarily released by core-collapse supernovae within a few 10 Myr after the star formation, while
iron is abundantly released by type Ia supernovae with significant delay (∼1 Gyr) with respect to
star formation [159, 24]. Therefore, oxygen-based metallicity is a very bad proxy for iron abundance
already at redshift<2. It is not straightforward to translate one metallicity measure to the other.
Currently, the two are simultaneously estimated (for star forming material) only for a limited sam-
ple of galaxies at high redshift [160, 161, 157]. Those galaxies reveal a significantly higher oxygen
enhancement relative to iron than expected in the nearby Universe. Consequently, current observation-
based fSFR(Z,z) models (that to large extent rely on oxygen-based metallicity estimates) only pro-
vide a lower limit on the amount of the low (iron-based) metallicity star formation at high redshift.
This is a important caveat that should be kept in mind when those results are applied to model the
populations of GW sources (and other transients related to massive stars).

• What is the contribution of low mass galaxies to the total SFRD (and to low metallicity star forma-
tion)?
The properties of low mass galaxies (with stellar mass <108 M�) are poorly constrained, as such
objects typically fall below the sensitivity/completeness limits of galaxy surveys (especially at higher
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3.2 Variety of assumptions

redshifts; see Section 2 in [35] and references therein). Note that also cosmological simulations typ-
ically lack resolution to robustly describe the population of such low mass galaxies. Galaxy lumi-
nosity/mass function determinations hint at the potential strong redshift evolution of the faint/low
mass slope (suggesting that the number and/or star formation rate of such galaxies increases with
redshift). If such a trend is correct, those galaxies can dominate the total star formation rate bud-
get and determine the shape of fSFR(Z,z) at redshifts>4, shifting the peak of the birth metallicity
distribution of stars to very low values [35, 22]. Poorly constrained properties of the low mass galax-
ies are also one of the main sources of uncertainty of the fSFR(Z,z) (especially its low metallicity
part) in the local Universe. Constraining their contribution is thus particularly important in the
context of GW astrophysics.

• What is the contribution of starbursts (galaxies with abnormally high star formation) to the low
metallicity star formation?
Recent studies report a significantly higher fraction of starburst galaxies among the star forming
population than previously found [162, 163, 164]. Furthermore, their prevalence seems to increase
towards low galaxy masses and high redshifts. There is limited direct information about the metal-
licity of those galaxies. However, given that the star formation rate and metallicity of star forming
galaxies appears to be anti-correlated, one may expect that starbursts (significantly) contribute to
star formation at relatively low metallicity (see [22] and references therein). Note that galaxies with
such properties are lacking in the current cosmological simulations [165, 166, 164]. This should be
kept in mind when their results are applied to model fSFR(Z,z) and used to characterize the popula-
tions of GW sources.

3.1.2 Notes on a realistic fSFR(Z,z) model

While the exact characteristics of the fSFR(Z,z) are uncertain, both observation-based and cosmological
simulation-based approaches lead to fSFR(Z,z) estimates that show some general features that any re-
alistic model should reproduce (see Section 4 in [35] for more details). Some of the simplified analyti-
cal fSFR(Z,z) prescriptions used in the literature fail to match those characteristics. Most importantly,
birth metallicity distribution of stars at any given redshift is not symmetric, but shows an extended low
metallicity tail1 (even at low redshifts, there is some level of very low metallicity star formation - rele-
vant for BH+BH/BH+NS mergers; e.g. [35, 100, 137, 22, 83, 142] ). Note that the empirical metallicity
measures (in particular ZO/H used as a metallicity proxy in the observationa-based fSFR(Z,z) estimates)
use logarithmic scales. In this view, the parametrisation proposed by [143] is a more appropriate choice
than a log-normal distribution (used e.g. in [12, 145, 170], and the preferred model from [81]). Further-
more, such simplified prescriptions are often constructed assuming that the total SFRD (fSFR(Z,z) in-
tegrated over metallicity at each redshift) and the metallicity distribution are independent, and often
consider variations combining the same birth metallicity distribution of stars with different total SFRD
determinations (e.g. [81, 82, 145, 34]). However, not all such variations are realistic. Uncertainties in
the total SFRD stem primarily from difficulties with constraining the contribution of particular types of
galaxies (e.g. massive, highly star forming galaxies that are severely obscured by dust or faint, low mass
objects). Given the fact that the properties of galaxies are correlated, those objects contribute to star
formation only in a particular range of metallicities.

3.2 Variety of assumptions

Various methods (based on observations, simulations, analytic prescriptions or on some combination of
those approaches) were used to establish fSFR(Z,z) and applied in the literature to estimate the prop-

1To first order, the existence of this asymmetry can be understood in light of the typical properties of star forming galaxies: for any given
mass and redshift galaxies that are younger (i.e. their interstellar is still relatively metal-poor) or rejuvenated by (typically more metal-poor)
gas accretion that can fuel further star formation typically have higher SFR (which is observationally manifested as the ”fundamental metallicity
relation”, also expected in the models/cosmological simulations e.g. [148, 167, 168, 169]). The asymmetry is further strengthened by the (ob-
served) flattening of the mass-metallicity relation at high masses (metallicities) and at high redshifts - by the increasing contribution of low mass
galaxies to the total SFRD budget. See Section 3 in [22] for further discussion and references.
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erties of GW sources. Figure 6 shows an incomplete comparison of those assumptions. Specifically, it
shows the amount of star formation happening at low metallicity (below 1/5 solar metallicity - the cho-
sen metallicity threshold is arbitrary) as a function of time/redshift. Note that the presented fSFR(Z,z)
also significantly differ in shape and in the total SFRD as a function of redshift - such differences are
not captured in the simple comparison presented in Figure 6 (in particular, the fact that the predicted
amount of star formation happening at low metallicity is reasonable does not imply that the overall fSFR(Z,z)
is correct - see Section 3.1.2). Overall, those estimates differ by orders of magnitude (at any redshift),
have a variety of slopes and peak locations. In-depth comparison of the different assumptions is beyond
the scope of this paper (but see Section 6.3 in [35] for a detailed discussion of some of those models).
The most extreme assumption shown in Figure 6, clearly standing out from all the other estimates, is
the ’preferred’ model from [81]. Interestingly, it assumes an analytical form for the fSFR(Z,z) with pa-
rameters chosen in a way that allows to satisfy GW-based constraints (reported after the first two LIGO/Virgo
observing runs [171]) with their fiducial population synthesis model (not surprisingly, this fSFR(Z,z) al-
lows to match the GW-based constraints shown in Figure 4). The fact that this fSFR(Z,z) model predicts
negligible low metallicity SFR below redshift <2, in tension with observation-based estimates (which
likely underestimate this quantity - see Section 3.1.1), might already signal that the adopted evolution-
ary assumptions overestimate the formation efficiency of BH+BH mergers (see also [108]).

4 Interpretation challenge and the role of future detectors

A great variety of assumptions about both the evolution leading to the formation of DCO mergers and
fSFR(Z,z) is currently used in the literature. The example considered in Section 2.2 demonstrates that if
the low metallicity part of the cosmic SFH is very uncertain, this by itself adds significant uncertainty to
the population properties of BH+BH mergers. In particular, if both of the compared fSFR(Z,z) are real-
istic, one cannot judge the correctness of the assumed evolutionary model. Furthermore, it shows that
unrealistic fSFR(Z,z) model can easily lead to erroneous conclusions. This poses a serious problem for the
interpretation of GW observations, further complicated by the unknown contribution of DCO mergers
formed in non-isolated channels. In order to alleviate those issues, future studies should aim to:
(i) explore ways to obtain tighter constraints on the key components of the population modelling, espe-
cially in the low metallicity regime. It is important to maintain the dialogue between the fields of GW
astrophysics and galaxy chemical evolution to make further progress in constraining fSFR(Z,z).
(ii) take fSFR(Z,z) uncertainty into account during the comparison with observations. Relying on one
particular fSFR(Z,z) model can drastically bias the results. Considering a number of fSFR(Z,z) spanning
the observationally-allowed range in combination with evolutionary models would allow for a more fair
comparison with the GW-based constraints. Furthermore, releasing the evolutionary models (before com-
bining them with fSFR(Z,z)) would allow one to bring the results to a common baseline and compare or
combine with the updated fSFR(Z,z).
(iii) identify ways to break degeneracies between the fSFR(Z,z) and metallicity-dependent stellar evolu-
tion related assumptions in the GW-observable properties of the population of DCO mergers.
One way to move forward with (iii) is to consider all GW-based constraints (merger rate density, mass/mass
ratio/spin distributions, stochastic GW background from unresolved mergers) simultaneously when com-
paring the models with observations. Stochastic GW background is rarely discussed in this context, with
notable exceptions of [172, 173]. For current GW detectors, this signal is dominated by DCO, in particu-
lar BH+BH mergers [174]. It provides a limit on the net rate of those mergers across all redshifts, allow-
ing to peek into the early cosmic history before the era of third generation GW detectors. When com-
bined with information from direct detections (currently limited to redshifts <1), it provides stronger
constraints on the BH+BH merger rate as a function of redshift [172, 174].
Spin distribution is currently mostly discussed as a potential method to distinguish between the forma-
tion channels (e.g. [5]). However, in case of isolated binary evolution it may also depend on metallic-
ity and delay time [175] and therefore probe fSFR(Z,z). While the current GW-based limits on spins and
stochastic GW background are not particularly constraining, they will continue to improve and it is im-
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Figure 7: Ratio of the merger rate of different DCO (see
legend) as a function of lookback time/redshift for the same
population synthesis model and two (very) different models
of metallicity-dependent cosmic SFH as used in Figure 4.
The vertical dashed line indicates the expected reach of the
proposed third generation GW detectors for NS+NS mergers
[6] (see text; more massive BH+NS and BH+BH systems will
be seen to further redshifts).

portant to prepare the models for their interpretation.
With the improving sensitivity of current and future detectors it will become possible to observe DCO
mergers happening at higher redshifts [85, 86, 87]. [6] estimate the reach (here defined as redshift zr up
to which at least half of the mergers of a given type would be detected with signal to noise ratio >10)
of the combined network of advanced detectors that could be operational in the next 5-10 years (see Ta-
ble 3 therein) to be zr=0.11 and zr=0.6 for NS+NS and BH+BH mergers respectively. In turn, the most
optimistic configuration of three next generation GW detectors considered in their study yields zr ∼2
for NS+NS and zr >40 for BH+BH mergers. This would allow to fully map the redshift evolution of
BH+BH merger population properties and probe the properties of the NS+NS mergers in the bulk of
the cosmic SFH. Some diagnostics that take advantage of this fact to disentangle the effects of fSFR(Z,z)
and evolution/DCO formation scenarios are discussed below. While individually each of them is affected
by both factors, when considered jointly they can help to break the degeneracies.
(i) Individual merger rates as a function of redshift: rate evolution may be compared with the total cos-
mic SFH (i.e. fSFR(Z,z) integrated over all metallicities, which is better constrained than the fSFR(Z,z))
to gain insights about the joint effect of metallicity dependence of the DCO formation and merger delay
time distribution, e.g.[17]. BH+BH merger rate peak location alone may help to discriminate between
extreme fSFR(Z,z) models (see Figure 4).
(ii) Redshift evolution of the merger rate ratios of different DCO mergers: the fact that the formation
of NS+NS, NS+BH and BH+BH mergers likely shows different metallicity dependence makes the red-
shift evolution of the ratio of their merger rates particularly sensitive to fSFR(Z,z). This is illustrated
in Figure 7 for the same example models as considered in Section 2.2. While the redshift evolution of
BH+BH mergers may be severely impacted by the contribution of different formation channels, this is
less likely for mergers containing NS (e.g. [78, 79, 80]). The evolution of the relative rate of NS+NS and
NS+BH mergers is thus a promising tool that can help to disentangle the effects of stellar evolution and
fSFR(Z,z).
(iii) features in the BH mass distribution: given the fact that the mass distribution of compact objects
formed in stellar evolution depends on metallicity, different features/peaks in the BH mass distribution
evolve with redshift in a way that depends on fSFR(Z,z).
Particular example is the predicted pileup in the BH mass distribution related to (pulsational) pair-instability
supernovae (e.g. [176, 177]). Its location is relatively insensitive to metallicity [178]. At the same time,
only BH formed from sufficiently metal poor progenitors can contribute to it. Once identified in the GW-
observed mass distribution, the redshift evolution of this feature is thus a promising probe of fSFR(Z,z).
Similarly, one could use any potential feature in the spin distribution that can be related to metallicity
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as a fSFR(Z,z) diagnostic. Conversely, features that are not sensitive to metallicity will only depend on
the evolution/DCO formation and the total cosmic SFH.
Certain model assumptions (either about fSFR(Z,z) or DCO formation) may strongly affect the proper-
ties of the DCO merger population only at high redshifts > 2 and beyond. It is important to address the
question to what extent the uncertainties associated with the future GW observations (due to sensitivity
limitations and the necessity to deal with overlapping GW events, e.g. [179]) at those redshifts will allow
to discriminate such models (see e.g. [180, 181, 182] for the recent discussion).

5 Conclusions

The metallicity dependent cosmic star formation history is an equally important ingredient of the mod-
elling of the populations of GW sources as the description of the evolution leading to the formation of
merging systems:

• Depending on the assumed fSFR(Z,z) one can obtain significantly different properties (merger rate,
relative rates of different types of DCO mergers, masses) of the model population as a function of
redshift.

• Different combinations of assumptions about the evolution leading to the formation of DCO merg-
ers and about the fSFR(Z,z) can lead to very similar properties of the model population of mergers
in the redshift range probed by current GW detectors, hindering the meaningful interpretation of
those observations.

• Especially the low metallicity part of fSFR(Z,z) is currently poorly constrained even at low redshifts
(see Sections 3.1 and 3.1.1). This by itself can add significant uncertainty to the modelled proper-
ties of DCO mergers involving BH (also in the models predicting short merger times), whose forma-
tion efficiency strongly favors low metallicity according to current models (see Section 2.2).

Even though the importance of the fSFR(Z,z) assumption is now well established in the literature, the as-
sociated uncertainty is rarely discussed. Ignoring this uncertainty in the comparison of the model predic-
tions with observations can lead to erroneous or overstated conclusions.
One of the biggest challenges during the interpretation of the observed properties of the populations of
GW sources is the presence of degeneracies in the model predictions. Future generations of GW detec-
tors will constrain the properties of GW sources as a function of redshift. This will provide additional
information which can be used to disentangle the effects of evolution/different formation scenarios and
fSFR(Z,z) on the properties of DCO mergers and break such degeneracies (see Section 4). To prepare for
this opportunity, future studies should aim to:

• explore the redshift dependent DCO merger rate, mass (ratio) and spin distributions for different
formation channels and consider a range of metallicity-dependent star/cluster formation histories
allowing to discuss the uncertainties related to this part of the modelling.

• consider all GW-observable quantities related to DCO merger population simultaneously.

However, if both the fSFR(Z,z) and the evolutionary part of the modelling remain poorly constrained,
this may still challenge the meaningful interpretation of even those future GW observations. Studies
modelling the formation of DCO mergers should aim to:

• Better quantify model uncertainties and, where possible, establish realistic ranges of assumptions
about the major parameters.

• Indicate which part(s) of the parameter space cannot be explained with a given model

• Verify and update the simplified prescriptions implemented in rapid codes (used to model DCO
merger populations) with detailed evolutionary models across metallicities.
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Given the huge parameter space involved and the fact that such models often combine input from vari-
ous sub-fields of astrophysics (with all their related uncertainties and limitations), the first is easier said
than done. In this view, quantifying what a given model cannot predict seems equally (if not more) im-
portant as demonstrating that a particular combination of assumptions can match the observed popu-
lation properties. The last point is crucial to better understand the robustness of the currently found
metallicity (in)sensitivity of the efficiency of formation of (NS+NS) BH+BH mergers. Recent detailed
calculations already show that some relevant metallicity-dependent effects may be missing in the rapid
codes (see Section 2.1.2).
Finally, a few points related to the modelling of the metallicity-dependent cosmic star formation history
are worth emphasizing:

• Despite the difficulties with constraining the fSFR(Z,z), at least some of its general properties are
already well understood (see Section 3.1) - any reasonable fSFR(Z,z) prescription should aim to re-
produce those characteristics.

• Current and future facilities and surveys targeting galaxies at redshifts >2 and aiming to consid-
erably increase the sample of galaxies with metallicity measurements (e.g. [183, 158]) will allow to
improve the overall constraints on this quantity.

• As long as metallicity estimates for representative sample of galaxies are limited to oxygen abun-
dance tracers, a source of fSFR(Z,z) uncertainty that is particularly important for studies modelling
the populations of objects related to massive stars - i.e. uncertain iron abundance - will remain.
Constraints on the multi-element abundances (including both oxygen and iron) in star forming ma-
terial are currently limited. Expanding in this direction appears crucial in the context of GW astro-
physics.

• Galaxies shaping the low metallicity tail of fSFR(Z,z) (likely to be faint and high redshift) will al-
ways pose a challenge to electromagnetic observations. The apparent sensitivity of BH+BH merger
properties to low metallicity SFH offers an exciting possibility of constraining the properties of such
galaxies with future GW observations.

It is important to note that currently there is very limited direct observational information that can be
used to constrain the models of evolution of massive stars at metallicities lower than those of the nearby
Small and Large Magellanic Clouds. At the same time, various energetic transients linked to massive
star/binary progenitors (e.g. long gamma ray bursts [184, 185], hydrogen-deficient superluminous su-
pernovae [186], ultraluminous X-ray sources [187]) are preferentially found in metal-poor environments.
While the strong low metallicity preference found theoretically for BH+BH mergers should be verified in
future studies (incorporating results of detailed models), it is not an isolated clue of the importance of
metal-poor regime for massive star evolution.
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Apellániz, O. H. Ramı́rez-Agudelo, W. D. Taylor, N. R. Walborn, J. S. Clark, P. A. Crowther,
A. Herrero, M. Gieles, N. Langer, D. J. Lennon, J. S. Vink, Astron. Astrophys. 2013, 550 A107.

[9] M. Moe, R. Di Stefano, Astrophys. J., Suppl. Ser. 2017, 230, 2 15.

[10] R. Abbott, T. D. Abbott, S. Abraham, F. Acernese, K. Ackley, A. Adams, C. Adams, R. X. Ad-
hikari, V. B. Adya, C. Affeldt, M. Agathos, K. Agatsuma, N. Aggarwal, O. D. Aguiar, L. Aiello,
A. Ain, P. Ajith, S. Akcay, G. Allen, A. Allocca, P. A. Altin, A. Amato, S. Anand, A. Ananyeva,
S. B. Anderson, W. G. Anderson, S. V. Angelova, S. Ansoldi, J. M. Antelis, S. Antier et al., Physi-
cal Review X 2021, 11, 2 021053.

[11] N. Mennekens, D. Vanbeveren, Astron. Astrophys. 2016, 589 A64.

[12] K. Belczynski, D. E. Holz, T. Bulik, R. O’Shaughnessy, Nature 2016, 534, 7608 512.

[13] V. M. Lipunov, V. Kornilov, E. Gorbovskoy, N. Tiurina, P. Balanutsa, A. Kuznetsov, New Astron-
omy 2017, 51 122.
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Yoon, (Preprint) arXiv:2204.00025 2022.

[70] H.-T. Janka, Astrophys. J. 2017, 837, 1 84.

[71] H. T. Janka, E. Mueller, Astron. Astrophys. 1994, 290 496.

[72] C. Chan, B. Müller, A. Heger, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 2020, 495, 4 3751.

[73] C. L. Fryer, Astrophys. J. 1999, 522, 1 413.

[74] S. J. Smartt, Annu. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 2009, 47, 1 63.

[75] M. Mapelli, E. Ripamonti, L. Zampieri, M. Colpi, A. Bressan, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 2010,
408, 1 234.

21



REFERENCES

[76] M. Moe, K. M. Kratter, C. Badenes, Astrophys. J. 2019, 875, 1 61.

[77] S. F. Portegies Zwart, S. L. W. McMillan, M. Gieles, Annu. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 2010, 48 431.

[78] K. Belczynski, A. Askar, M. Arca-Sedda, M. Chruslinska, M. Donnari, M. Giersz, M. Benacquista,
R. Spurzem, D. Jin, G. Wiktorowicz, D. Belloni, Astron. Astrophys. 2018, 615 A91.

[79] M. Zevin, K. Kremer, D. M. Siegel, S. Coughlin, B. T. H. Tsang, C. P. L. Berry, V. Kalogera, As-
trophys. J. 2019, 886, 1 4.

[80] C. S. Ye, W.-f. Fong, K. Kremer, C. L. Rodriguez, S. Chatterjee, G. Fragione, F. A. Rasio, Astro-
phys. J., Lett. 2020, 888, 1 L10.
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