
Draft version January 18, 2023
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX63

Constraining the cosmic merger history of intermediate-mass black holes with gravitational wave
detectors

Giacomo Fragione1, 2 and Abraham Loeb3

1Center for Interdisciplinary Exploration & Research in Astrophysics (CIERA), Northwestern University, Evanston, IL 60208, USA
2Department of Physics & Astronomy, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL 60208, USA
3Astronomy Department, Harvard University, 60 Garden St., Cambridge, MA 02138, USA

ABSTRACT

Intermediate-mass black holes (IMBHs) have not been detected beyond any reasonable doubt through
either dynamical or accretion signatures. Gravitational waves (GWs) represent an unparalleled oppor-
tunity to survey the sky and detect mergers of IMBHs, making it possible for the first time to constrain
their formation, growth, and merger history across cosmic time. While the current network LIGO-
Virgo-KAGRA is significantly limited in detecting mergers of IMBH binaries, the next generation of
ground-based observatories and space-based missions promise to shed light on the IMBH population
through the detection of several events per year. Here, we asses this possibility by determining the op-
timal network of next-generation of GW observatories to reconstruct the IMBH merger history across
cosmic time. We show that Voyager, the Einstein Telescope, and Cosmic Explorer will be able to
constrain the distribution of the primary masses of merging IMBHs up to ∼ 103M� and with mass
ratio & 0.1, while LISA will complementary do so at higher mass and smaller mass ratios. Therefore,
a network of next-generation ground-based and space-based observatories will potentially reconstruct
the merger history of IMBHs. Moreover, IMBHs with masses . 5 × 103 M� could be observed in
multiband up to a redshift of z ≈ 4, ushering in a new of era GW astronomy.

1. INTRODUCTION

Intermediate-mass black holes (IMBHs) are the miss-
ing link between stellar-mass BHs, with masses .
100M�, and supermassive BHs, with masses & 105M�
(see Greene, Strader, & Ho 2020, for a review). While
there is plenty of evidence for the existence of the other
two subfamilies, IMBHs have not been confirmed be-
yond any reasonable doubt. Nevertheless, IMBHs could
play a fundamental role in the evolution of galaxies, as
they could be the seeds that later become supermas-
sive BHs through mergers and accretion (e.g., Madau
& Rees 2001; Silk 2017; Natarajan 2021), and they can
be source of tidal disruption events (e.g., Rosswog et al.
2009; MacLeod et al. 2016), ultra-luminous X-ray bina-
ries (e.g., Kaaret et al. 2017) and gravitational waves
(GWs; e.g., Mandel et al. 2008; Gair et al. 2011; Fra-
gione & Leigh 2018).

There exist three main formation channels for IMBHs.
Direct collapse of a gas cloud of pristine gas (Bromm
& Loeb 2003; Begelman et al. 2006) or the evolution
of massive Pop III stars (Madau & Rees 2001; Bromm
& Larson 2004) take place at high redshift, and might
form an IMBH of ∼ 104 − 105M� and ∼ 100M�, re-
spectively. Repeated mergers either of massive main-
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sequence stars, later collapsing to form a BH, (Porte-
gies Zwart & McMillan 2002; Gürkan et al. 2004; Giersz
et al. 2015; Di Carlo et al. 2021; González et al. 2021),
or of stellar-mass BHs (Miller & Hamilton 2002; An-
tonini et al. 2019; Fragione et al. 2022) could produce
IMBHs with masses in the range ∼ 102−104M�. Other
channels may possibly include super-Eddington accre-
tion onto stellar BHs embedded in the disks of active
galactic nuclei (e.g., Kocsis et al. 2011) and repeated
collisions of BHs with stars (e.g., Stone et al. 2017; Riz-
zuto et al. 2022; Rose et al. 2022).

Since we observe the two mass brackets of the BH pop-
ulation, IMBHs must have existed at some point across
cosmic time. Based on their phenomenology, there
are four main observational strategies to detect them.
Tracking the motion of stars and gas and constraining
accretion have been proven to be able to detect massive
candidates (∼ 104 − 105M�), but may suffer from sev-
eral systematics and are realistically limited to IMBHs
within ∼ 10 − 100 Mpc (e.g., Baldassare et al. 2015;
Chilingarian et al. 2018; Pechetti et al. 2022). Looking
for transient events, such as tidal disruption events (in
particular of white dwarfs), in the outskirts of a galaxy is
a promising method for moderately-massive candidates
out to redshift z . 1, as possibly already done in a
few instances (e.g., Lin et al. 2018; Peng et al. 2019;
Shen 2019). The most promising way to find IMBHs is
looking for GW events, where one of the components in
the merging binary is in the [102− 104]M� mass range.

ar
X

iv
:2

21
2.

04
05

6v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.H

E
] 

 1
4 

Ja
n 

20
23

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7330-027X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4330-287X
mailto: giacomo.fragione@northwestern.edu


2

While LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA could detect the merger of
IMBHs with masses ∼ 100M� out to z ∼ 1 (e.g., Ab-
bott et al. 2019), the upcoming space-based LISA and
ground-based Einstein Telescope (ET) and Cosmic Ex-
plorer (CE) offer an unparalleled opportunity of detect-
ing IMBHs up to z ∼ 10−100 (e.g., Amaro-Seoane et al.
2017; Jani et al. 2020).

Only a few studies in the literature have system-
atically computed the merger rate of IMBH binaries
in various astrophysical scenarios, and the characteris-
tics of the observable merging population for present
and upcoming observatories. Within the large uncer-
tainties of the astrophysical models, merger rates of
IMBHs are typically predicted to be in the broad range
∼ 10−3 − 10 Gpc−3 yr−1 in the local Universe, typically
with a peak in redshift from z ≈ 1 to z ≈ 5, implying
several detectable IMBH mergers per year with upcom-
ing GW observatories (e.g., Miller 2002; Mandel et al.
2008; Fragione et al. 2018a; Fragione & Leigh 2018; Fra-
gione et al. 2018b; Arca-Sedda & Gualandris 2018; An-
tonini et al. 2019; Arca-Sedda & Capuzzo-Dolcetta 2019;
Rasskazov et al. 2020; Arca Sedda et al. 2021; Di Matteo
et al. 2022; Fragione et al. 2022; Hijikawa et al. 2022).
Therefore, it is critical to answer the question whether,
given an observed population of merging IMBH binaries,
the detected systems tracks the properties of the under-
lying astrophysical population. To answer this question,
we assume a rather universal distribution of mergers of
IMBH binaries, and show that a combination of next-
generation ground-based and space-based observatories
could constrain the cosmic IMBH merger history.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
describe our model and how we sample a population of
merging IMBH binaries across redshift, primary masses,
and mass ratio. In Section 3, we determine the frac-
tion of observable events, and illustrate how the detected
population of merging IMBH binaries by ground-based
and space-based detectors can be used to map the prop-
erties of the underlying astrophysical population. Fi-
nally, in Section 4, we discuss the implications of our
results and draw our conclusions.

2. MERGING BINARIES

In what follows, we describe the details of the method
we use to sample a population of merging IMBH binaries
across redshift, primary masses, and mass ratios.

We assume that the volumetric merger rate of IMBHs
is described by a function

R(z,M1, q) = KN (µz, σz)M
−α
1 q−β , (1)

where K is a normalization constant (with the units of
Gpc−3 yr−1), N (µz, σz) is the redshift-dependent part
of the merger rate, which we model for simplicity as
a normal distribution with mean µz and standard de-
viation σz reminiscent of the trends found in literature
(e.g., Fragione et al. 2018a,b; Rasskazov et al. 2020; Fra-
gione 2022; Fragione et al. 2022; Hijikawa et al. 2022),

and α and β are the exponents of the primary mass
(M1, in units of Solar masses) and mass-ratio (q) distri-
butions, respectively, assumed to be described by power
laws. Therefore, the number of events per year, primary
mass, and mass ratio will simply be

d3Ṅ

dzdM1dq
=
R(z,M1, q)

1 + z

dVc
dz

=

=K
N (µz, σz)

1 + z

dVc
dz

M−α
1 q−β , (2)

where dVc/dz is the differential comoving volume; the
number of detectable events will be given by

d3Ṅdet

dzdM1dq
= Fdet(z,M1, q)

d3Ṅ

dzdM1dq
, (3)

where Fdet(z,M1, q) is the detector-dependent de-
tectability function, which encodes the ability of observ-
ing the merger of a binary with primary mass M1 and
mass ratio q at a redshift z. For simplicity, we model
this function as

Fdet(z,M1, q) = H (〈ρ(z,M1, q)〉 > ρthr) , (4)

where H is the Heaviside function, 〈ρ(z,M1, q)〉 is the
averaged (over sky locations) signal-to-noise (SNR) ra-
tio, and ρthr = 8 is the threshold SNR for a detection.

The average SNR of a merging system in a detector
frequency band is computed as

〈ρ(z,M1, q)〉 = 2C
√∫ fmax

fmin

|h̃(f)|2
Sn(f)

df , (5)

where C = 2/
√

5 and C = 2/5 for space-based and
ground-based detectors (obtained from averaging over
sky locations), respectively (Robson et al. 2019). In the
previous equation, fmin and fmax are the minimum and
maximum frequency of the binary in the dectector band,
respectively, Sn(f) is the noise power spectral density,

and |h̃(f)| is the frequency-domain waveform amplitude
for a face-on binary. We use pyCBC (Nitz et al. 2019)
with the IMRPhenomD approximant (Husa et al. 2016)
to compute the waveform of merging IMBH binaries (as-
suming non-spinning binaries). Note that the strength

of the GW signal is proportional to M5/6
c,z , where the

redshifted chirp mass is defined as

Mc,z = (1 + z)M1
q3/5

(1 + q)1/5
, (6)

and inversely proportional to the luminosity distance of
the event. In our calculations, we assume the standard
ΛCDM cosmology (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016).

3. THE DETECTABLE POPULATION
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Figure 1. Horizon distance (measured as the cosmological redshift for ΛCDM cosmology) at the minimum threshold (SNR of 8)

for IMBH binaries with different mass ratios. Top-left: LISA; top-right: Voyager; bottom-left: Einstein Telescope; bottom-right:

Cosmic Explorer.

In what follows, we present the results of our analysis
and discuss how the merging binary population detected
by a combination of ground-based and space-based ob-
servatories could constrain the underlying IMBH merger
history. For a given choice of {µz, σz, α, β}, we sam-
ple 105 events from Eq. 2 using our publicly-available
code imbhistory (Fragione 2023). The primary mass
is drawn in the range [102 − 105]M�, while the mass
ratio distribution in the range [0.01, 1]. Note that we
discard every system whose secondary is < 10M�.

We consider four different GW observatories, namely
LISA, Voyager (the upgraded detector of the current

LIGO facility), ET, and CE. We compute the power
spectral density of LISA as in Robson et al. (2019), of
Voyager as in LIGO Scientific Collaboration (2018), of
ET as in Punturo et al. (2010), and of CE as in Re-
itze et al. (2019). The space-based mission LISA has
a planned of TLISA = 5 yr. In this interval of time, a
binary will evolve towards a merger starting from the
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Figure 2. Detection fraction for IMBH binaries as a function of the primary mass and mass ratio. Top left: LISA; top right:

Voyager; bottom left: Einstein Telescope; bottom right: Cosmic Explorer.

frequency (see Eq. 24 in Robson et al. 2019)

fini = 1.2× 10−2 Hz (1 + z)−5/8

(
1 + q

q3

)1/8

×
(

m1

100M�

)−5/8(
TLISA
4 yr

)−3/8

. (7)

This frequency will typically be higher than the mini-
mum detectable frequency for LISA, nominally 10−5 Hz.
Therefore, fmin = fini in Eq. 5 for LISA. For ground-
based detectors, this frequency is always smaller than
the frequency at which Voyager, ET, and CE start op-
erating, 5 Hz, 1 Hz, and 5 Hz, respectively.

Figure 1 illustrates the horizon distance (measured as
the cosmological redshift for ΛCDM cosmology) at the
minimum threshold SNR (ρthr = 8) for IMBH bina-
ries with different mass ratios. Voyager, ET, and CE
are most sensitive to lower-mass binaries; their horizon

distances for equal-mass binaries of ∼ 100M� are of
about 7, 40, 30, respectively, which then decrease for
higher binary masses. Indeed, these observatories are
mostly sensitive to the merger and ringdown phases of
IMBH binaries, with possibly just a few inspiral cycles
within their sensitivity band. In contrast, LISA per-
forms poorly in detecting these low-mass binaries since
they only spend a small fraction of their early inspiral
in its detection band. However, LISA is able to detect
equal-mass IMBH binaries of ∼ 103M� up to a redshift
of ∼ 103, which typically spend several year in the LISA
frequency band before merging. For non-equal-mass bi-
naries, the horizon distance decrease at a given total
binary mass, as a consequence of the fact that the chirp
mass becomes smaller for smaller mass ratios (see Eq. 6).
While q = 0.5 does not affect significantly the horizon
distance of any of the observatories, we find that the
horizon distance decreases by about an order of mag-



Constraining the merger history of IMBHs 5

102 103 104 105

Primary mass (M�)

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2
P

D
F

LISA

Voyager

Einstein Tel

Cosm Expl

10−2 10−1 100

Mass ratio

10−1

100

101

P
D

F

LISA

Voyager

Einstein Tel

Cosm Expl

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Redshift

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

P
D

F

LISA

Voyager

Einstein Tel

Cosm Expl

Figure 3. Probability distribution function of primary mass

(top), mass ratio (center), and redshift (bottom) of merging
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nitude with respect to the case of equal-mass binaries
when q = 0.01.

Figure 2 illustrates the detection fraction, i.e. the
number of detectable binaries out of the total sampled
population as a function of the primary mass and mass
ratio for {µz, σz, α, β} = {2, 1, 1, 1}. For example, this
choice of parameters could represent the merger history
of IMBH binaries catalyzed from repeated mergers in
dense star clusters (e.g., Fragione et al. 2022). We find
that LISA can detect any merging system with primary
mass & 103M� for any mass ratio, while for primary
masses ∼ 103M� only when q > 0.1. At smaller masses,
LISA can only observe a few percent of the merging
IMBH binaries, as a result that only spend a small frac-
tion of their early inspiral in its detection band. Voyager
could find only about 10% of near equal-mass systems
with component masses in the range [100M�−400M�],
while it is not sensitive enough to observe the mergers
of ∼ 103M� IMBHs. Finally, ET and CE are able to
detect any binary with M1 < 103M� for q > 0.1, while
about 10% of the systems at smaller mass ratios or with
larger primary masses (up to about 2000M�).

To further break down the detection landscape of up-
coming ground-based and space-based detectors, we plot
in Figure 3 the probability distribution function of the
primary mass (top) of merging IMBH binaries. It is
clear that LISA does an exquisite job in reproducing the
shape of the distribution of primary masses of merging
binaries for M1 & 103M�. This is evidenced by the fact
that the detected population closely follows the true un-
derlying astrophysical one (black dotted line). At lower
masses, the systems observed by LISA do not reproduce
the characteristic slope of the primary mass distribu-
tion. As said, LISA can only detect a few percent of the
events in this part of the parameter space since these
binaries will only spend a few cycles in its detection
band, before exiting it on their way to a merger. The
characteristics of the astrophysical population of merg-
ing IMBH binaries at M1 < 103M� can be recovered
with a good approximation by using ground-spaced ob-
servatories. Voyager, ET, and CE are able to reproduce
the underlying distribution for primary masses up to
about 400M�, 2× 103M�, and 103M�, respectively.

In the central panel of Figure 3, we show the proba-
bility distribution function of the mass ratio of merging
binaries. Systems detected with LISA can essentially re-
produce very closely the underlying distribution of mass
ratios (black dotted line). Therefore, LISA is potentially
able to constrain the astrophysical population of merg-
ing IMBH binaries for M1 > 103M� and any mass ratio.
For what concerns ground-based instruments, Voyager is
the one that would perform the worst since it will be able
to find only near equal-mass binaries (q > 0.3). Instead,
ET and CE will be able to reproduce the distribution
of mass ratios in a larger part of the parameter space,
q & 0.05.

The bottom panel of Figure 3 reports the astrophys-
ical distribution of merger redshifts (black dotted line)
and the detected distributions by the various observa-
tories considered in this study. LISA, ET, and CE can
detect merging systems (in their relevant portion of the
M1-q plane) to reproduce the distribution of the merger
redshift, with a peak consistent with the characteristics
of the astrophysical population. However, Voyager is
not be able to reproduce it, being sensitive to merging
IMBH binaries at typically lower redshifts.

In Figure 4, we show the case of multi-band obser-
vation. Our criterion for a multi-band detection of a
single binary source is that both the observation of its
inspiral by LISA plus the observation of its final inspi-
ral or merger or ringdown by a ground-based detector
have 〈ρ(z,M1, q)〉 > 8. It is important to stress that
systematic multi-band observations of merging binaries
are essentially only possible for systems where one of the
components is & 100M�. These detections are partic-
ularly exciting since they can provide stronger tests of
general relativity and cosmology, and can allow tighter
constraints on the formation channels of IMBHs (Colpi
& Sesana 2017; Carson & Yagi 2020; Gupta et al. 2020;
Baker et al. 2022; Seymour et al. 2022). We find that
LISA + Voyager, LISA + ET, and LISA + CE can ob-
serve in multi-band binaries with masses up to 900M�,
4000M�, and 2000M�. Among the different possibili-
ties, LISA + ET is the optimal network since it offers
the smallest gap between the two frequency bands. How-
ever, the mass ratios of the binaries that can be observed
in multi-band is typically > 0.1. While their observed
redshift distributions are still a good representation of
the underlying population for LISA + ET and LISA +
CE, the detected distribution is still skewed to lower
redshifts for LISA + Voyager.

We repeat our analysis in the case where
{µz, σz, α, β} = {5, 1, 1, 1}. This choice of parame-
ters may be reminiscent of IMBH mergers from Pop
III stars (e.g., Hijikawa et al. 2022). Figure 5 shows
the probability distribution function of the primary
mass (top), mass ratio(center), and redshift (bottom) of
merging IMBH binaries detected by LISA, Voyager, ET,
and CE. We find that the general trends discussed for
the case of µz = 2 still hold. However, while the popu-
lation of binaries detected by LISA is not significantly
affected, the portion of the parameter space that can be
probed with ground-based instruments (and therefore in
multi-band, see Figure 6) is smaller owing to a relative
larger merger redshift. Importantly, the highest redshift
of a GW source with masses in the IMBH range could
test the ΛCDM paradigm (Koushiappas & Loeb 2017).

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The direct measurement of GWs is a powerful tool
for surveying the population of BHs across space and
time. This is particularly true for IMBHs, which still
lack a confirmed detection. However, astrophysical
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models predict merger rates of IMBHs of ∼ 10−3 −
10 Gpc−3 yr−1 in the local Universe, implying several
detectable IMBH mergers per year with next-generation
ground-based and space-based observatories.

In this paper, we have studied the prospects of using
a combination of ground-based (Voyager, Einstein Tele-
scope, Cosmic Explorer) and space-based (LISA) obser-
vatories to constrain the cosmic IMBH merger history.
We have considered two different scenarios, one repre-
sentative of IMBH mergers in dynamical environments
and one representative of IMBH mergers from Pop III
stars. We have found that the binary systems detected
by LISA map the underlying astrophysical population
for primary masses & 103M� and any mass ratio. For
primary mass . 103M� only for q > 0.05, ET and CE
are able to constrain the IMBH merger history, while
Voyager could find only about 10% of near equal-mass
systems with component masses of ∼ 100M�.

We have also discussed the possibility of multi-band
observations. We find that LISA + Voyager, LISA +
ET, and LISA + CE can observe in multi-band binaries
with masses up to 900M�, 4000M�, and 2000M�, with
LISA + ET being the best possible network since it of-
fers the smallest gap between the two frequency bands.
However, only binaries with mass ratios > 0.1 can be
detected in multi-band.

We note that we used IMRPhenomD as our approx-
imant for the wavefor, which only includes the domi-
nant harmonic (lGW,mGW) = (2, 2) of the GW signal.
However, higher harmonics beyond may contribute in a
non-negligible way to the overall SNR for IMBH bina-
ries, in particular for unequal mass-ratios (see e.g., Jani
et al. 2016, 2020). Nevertheless, current computations
of higher harmonics are limited in the parameter space
they explore, in particular for what concerns small mass
ratios. Therefore, we leave the calculation and inclusion
of these higher harmonics to a future work, and stress
that our results are a conservative estimation.

The dawn of the GW era of IMBH has just begun.
Once operating, next next-generation ground-based and
space-based detectors will detect several merging IMBH
binaries per year, finally unravelling the mysteries of the
most elusive BH population. This may also reveal the
growth history of the first quasars.
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