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ABSTRACT

Gravitational-wave observations have revealed sources whose unusual properties challenge our understanding of

compact-binary formation. Inferring the formation processes that are best able to reproduce such events may therefore

yield key astrophysical insights. A common approach is to count the fraction of synthetic events from a simulated

population that are consistent with some real event. Though appealing owing to its simplicity, this approach is flawed

because it neglects the full posterior information, depends on an ad-hoc region that defines consistency, and fails

for high signal-to-noise detections. We point out that a statistically consistent solution is to compute the posterior

odds between two simulated populations, which crucially is a relative measure, and show how to include the effect

of observational biases by conditioning on source detectability. Applying the approach to several gravitational-wave

events and simulated populations, we assess the degree to which we can conclude model preference not just between

distinct formation pathways but also between subpopulations within a given pathway.

Key words: gravitational waves – black hole mergers – methods: statistical

1 INTRODUCTION

In the first three observing runs (Abbott et al. 2019, 2021c,a,b)
of the LIGO (Aasi et al. 2015), Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015),
and KAGRA (Kagra Collaboration et al. 2019) gravitational-
wave (GW) interferometers there have been nearly 100 detec-
tion candidates of transient signals originating from stellar-
mass compact-object binaries. Despite the growing catalogue
of observations, there are still new events whose unusual or
unique properties make them especially interesting. For exam-
ple: GW200129 is a binary black hole (BH) merger whose rem-
nant is constrained to have a large gravitational kick (Varma
et al. 2022) and which may (or may not, Payne et al. 2022)
exhibit evidence for relativistic spin precession (Hannam et al.
2022); GW190521 consists of two BHs with particularly large
component masses (Abbott et al. 2020c) and features possible
signatures of orbital eccentricity (Romero-Shaw et al. 2020;
Gayathri et al. 2022); GW190412 confidently contains two
stellar-mass BHs but with clearly unequal masses (Abbott
et al. 2020b); and for GW190814 (Abbott et al. 2020d) the
lighter component is either an unusually heavy neutron star
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or light BH, making its formation with very unequal masses
difficult to explain.

The atypical properties of these events have important
implications for their progenitors, as astrophysical formation
environments must facilitate the production of such sources.
In the case of GW190521, for example, several possibilities
have been proposed to explain its formation (Abbott et al.
2020e; Romero-Shaw et al. 2020; Fishbach & Holz 2020; Nitz
& Capano 2021; Bustillo et al. 2021; Olsen et al. 2021; Estellés
et al. 2022; Gayathri et al. 2022; Gamba et al. 2023). This
event is particularly problematic because, while it confidently
has a large total mass, the short signal duration leads to
ambiguity in the nature of the source (Biscoveanu et al. 2021;
Romero-Shaw et al. 2023).

Given the vast array of possible – if not plausible – formation
scenarios, a suitable metric is needed to asses the relative
degree of consistency between GW measurements and different
models of formation. A common method of building such
models is to simulate a population of mergers. One may
therefore be interested in investigating whether or not such
simulations are capable of reproducing populations that are
consistent with a given GW event, and conversely whether
a given event is consistent with a synthetic population (see,
e.g., Gerosa et al. 2020b; Mapelli et al. 2021; Dall’Amico et al.
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2021; Tagawa et al. 2021; Zevin & Bavera 2022; Broekgaarden
et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2023).
But how does one consistently compare a distribution of

simulated sources with a single observed event?
A typical approach proceeds by (i) constructing a synthetic

population of mergers (e.g., through population synthesis sim-
ulations), (ii) defining a region in the parameter posterior of
a GW event of interest [e.g., 90% credible intervals (CIs) in
masses and spins], and (iii) counting the number of simulated
mergers inside this region. A high fraction of simulated sam-
ples lying inside the chosen region is taken as an indication
that the detected GW event is consistent with the simulated
formation scenario. Conversely, one could define the confi-
dence region in terms of the simulated mergers and count
the number of posterior samples from the event inside that
region.
However, this method is at best approximate because: for

simplicity, the confidence region is typically assembled heuris-
tically as the product of marginalized one-dimensional (1D)
CIs, and the result depends on the choice of quantile (e.g.,
90%); density gradients inside this region are neglected; pos-
terior support outside the region is neglected; the influence of
the original parameter estimation (PE) prior is not addressed;
and there is an ambiguity in which of the two comparisons to
make, as they do not agree.
These issues become especially clear in the limit of high

signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs). For a high-SNR detection the
posterior distribution is narrow and, therefore, the fraction
of simulated mergers inside any region of posterior support
will be arbitrarily close to zero, even if the posterior lies
entirely within the extremal simulated sources. Conversely,
since the posterior support is bounded well within the range of
simulated sources, the fraction of posterior samples inside any
given region of the simulated population will be arbitrarily
close to unity.
In this work we point out a statistically consistent alter-

native provided by working entirely within the framework of
Bayesian PE and model comparison. In short, the posterior
odds can be used when comparing the posterior of a GW event
with a model of formation, the latter acting as a Bayesian
prior. An important point is that one should not ask to what
extent a GW event matches a particular model of formation
in absolute terms, and should instead quantify how much
more or less likely one model is over another. The statistics
required to perform Bayesian PE and model comparison (and
hierarchical inference) have already been extensively reviewed
elsewhere (see, e.g., Thrane & Talbot 2019; Mandel et al. 2019;
Vitale et al. 2022). We summarize the salient details and point
out that the analysis required is simple and, in the context of
GW astronomy, readily performed with publicly available data
products combined with a predictive astrophysical model.

1.1 Practical summary

One first identifies a GW event of interest, perhaps because
it is an outlier with respect to other observations (Fishbach
et al. 2020; Essick et al. 2022; Romero-Shaw et al. 2022). Then,
irrespective of the remaining catalogue, we wish to compare
models of formation for this individual event.

Performing a comparison between astrophysical population
models – say, A and B – and deciding which is more consistent
with the observed GW event with parameters θ (e.g., masses,

spins, redshift, etc.) requires computing the likelihoods that
the GW data are drawn from those populations. The required
steps are:

(i) Simulate an astrophysical set of mergers from model A;
{θAj}NA

j=1.
(ii) Construct a probability density estimate of the simu-

lated merger source properties; π(θ|A).
(iii) Evaluate whether each simulated source is detectable

or not; {P (det|θAj)}NA
j=1.

(iv) Repeat steps (i)–(iii) for model B.
(v) Download the PE samples for the GW event of interest;

{θi}Ni=1. If not already known, construct a density estimate
for the uninformative PE prior; π(θ|U).

(vi) Compute the detectability-weighted Bayes factor

DA/B =
P (det|B)

P (det|A)
BA/B , (1)

where, by summing over simulated sources, the average detec-
tion probability for population A is

P (det|A) =
1

NA

NA∑
j=1

P (det|θAj) (2)

and, by summing over posterior samples for the real event,
the Bayes factor is

BA/B =

∑N
i=1 π(θi|A)/π(θi|U)∑N
i=1 π(θi|B)/π(θi|U)

. (3)

If DA/B > 1 (< 1) then, assuming equal prior odds, the
detected GW event is a posteriori more consistent with pop-
ulation A (B) – the key statement of interest. Since this
posterior odds (or Bayes factor) is inherently a relative mea-
sure, considering a single model is not possible; the absence
of a second astrophysical model implies a comparison to the
original PE prior.
In Sec. 2, we formally define the heuristic fraction used

previously and demonstrate why it is unsuitable. We sum-
marize Bayesian model comparison in the present context
of GW astronomy and derive the above quantities step by
step. In Sec. 3, we apply this formalism to several stellar-
mass mergers detected by LIGO/Virgo and assess to what
degree we can conclude that they are consistent with vari-
ous models of formation. We end on some final thoughts in
Sec. 4. Code to reproduce these results is publicly available
(github.com/mdmould/popodds; Mould 2023).

2 BAYESIAN MODEL COMPARISON

Using Bayes’ theorem, the measured properties of a GW event
are given by the posterior distribution

p(θ|d, U) =
L(d|θ)π(θ|U)

Z(d|U)
, (4)

where L(d|θ) is the likelihood that the vector of waveform
parameters θ (e.g., masses, spins, distance, sky position, etc.)
produce the GW data d, π(θ|U) represents our typically
uninformative prior belief on what the waveform parameters
could be, and

Z(d|U) =

∫
L(d|θ′)π(θ′|U)dθ′ (5)

https://github.com/mdmould/popodds
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is the marginal likelihood – or evidence – that normalizes the
posterior by ensuring

∫
p(θ|d, U)dθ ≡ 1 and represents the

probability that the chosen PE prior produces the observed
data.

We only explicitly condition prior-dependent terms on the
uninformative model U to represent their dependence on the
shape of the chosen prior distribution. The result also depends
on, e.g., the waveform model that in turn determines those
parameters θ under consideration. We omit these extra model
conditionals that we consider fixed to avoid unnecessarily
lengthy expressions.
Given such inference on the binary properties θ, the ques-

tion is whether the measurement p(θ|d, U) is consistent with
a particular model of binary formation. We describe such
approaches in the following sections.

2.1 Heuristic approximation

We begin with the heuristic fraction that is often used to assess
the consistency of GW events with populations models. It is
computed by counting the number of sources simulated from
some astrophysical model that lie inside a chosen region R of
the measured properties p(θ|d, U). Such simulations can be
phrased as a finite set of draws from an unknown underlying
astrophysical distribution π(θ|A) that describes the result of
the simulation. The fraction inside R is

fA(R) =
NA(R)

NA
≈

∫
R

π(θ|A)dθ =

∫
I(θ, R)π(θ|A)dθ , (6)

where NA is the total number of simulated sources, NA(R)
is the number of those sources that fall within the targeted
region R of the posterior, and I(θ, R) is an indicator function
equal to unity if θ ∈ R and zero otherwise. Large values of
fA(R) can be taken as an indication that the event posterior
is consistent with the simulated model, though the value
at which one may define significance is arbitrary. A similar
conclusion holds conversely for the fraction of GW posterior
samples lying inside a parameter region defined in terms
of the simulated sources; this fraction is not usually used
as population models are typically broader than GW event
posteriors, meaning the fraction will always be close to unity.
The region R is often constructed heuristically by joining

the 90% CIs of each ID marginalization of the posterior.
However, this choice is complicated by the addition of higher
dimensions and is not necessarily a good approximation of the
true full-dimensional 90% credible region. Additionally, as one
includes more parameters in the comparison while keeping
the simulation size fixed, the curse of dimensionality means
that fewer simulated sources will fall within the chosen region,
leading to the naive conclusion that the model is harder to
reconcile with the data.
We illustrate the setup of this heuristic fraction in Fig. 1.

We take different two-dimensional (2D) normal distributions
in (x, y) as both the posterior and simulated population model.
In red we highlight the heuristic region R assembled as the
product of the 1D 90% posterior CIs; note that this region
does not match the joint-dimensional 90% credible region of
the posterior. Sources simulated from the fiducial model are
plotted as blue markers, with those within the heuristic region
highlighted in bold. The heuristic fraction is found as the
fraction of the simulated points that lie inside the red square.
This computation neglects any posterior support outside the

Posterior

90% CI

Heuristic region

Model

Model samples

−4 −2 0 2 4

x

−4

−2

0

2

4

y
Figure 1. Illustration of the heuristic fraction. The posterior

from a single observation (solid black) and simulated fiducial model
(solid blue) are 2D normal distributions. In the lower left panel are
their 90% credible regions while the diagonal panels display their

1D marginals. The dashed lines are located at the boundaries of
the symmetric 90% CIs of the marginalized posteriors, while the

red region highlights the heuristic region assembled as the product

of the individual intervals. Blue points represent sources simulated
from the model, with those inside the red region being counted for

the heuristic fraction.

red region and also neglects variation of the posterior density
inside it. One can see that if the posterior were to become
more precise (due to, e.g., a higher SNR), the red region would
shrink and fewer simulated points lie inside it, even though
the posterior is fully enclosed within the simulated model.
Additionally, the heuristic fraction is an absolute measure for
a single model in that the influence of the original prior on the
posterior is not accounted for. As such, it is not clear when a
value of fA(R) should be considered significant.

2.2 Bayes factors

We now seek a statistically consistent alternative to the heuris-
tic fraction. Namely, one can perform Bayesian model selection
to find which models are preferred relative to others.
Starting from the GW event posterior in Eq. (4), we can

reconstruct the posterior that would have been inferred had
we imposed our informative astrophysical model A as a prior
by re-weighting the posterior that we do have. Since the
likelihood is unchanged, the new posterior may be written as

p(θ|d, A) = p(θ|d, U)
π(θ|A)

π(θ|U)

Z(d|U)

Z(d|A)
. (7)

Given samples from the original posterior p(θ|d, U), the new
posterior is constructed using those samples with weights
proportional to the prior ratio π(θ|A)/π(θ|U).
Since the posterior is normalized, integrating over θ and

rearranging yields the ratio of evidences – also called the
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Bayes factor – that quantifies the relative likelihood between
the two prior models:

BA/U =
Z(d|A)

Z(d|U)
=

∫
p(θ|d, U)

π(θ|A)

π(θ|U)
dθ . (8)

A value of BA/U > 1 (< 1) implies that the astrophysical
model is more (less) likely to produced the GW data d than
the original PE prior, with values further from unity indicat-
ing a stronger preference; a typical scale indicating a decisive
conclusion is | lnBA/U | ≳ 5 (Jeffreys 1939). One may notice
that this Bayes factor is proportional to the per-event term
entering the usual GW population likelihood (Thrane & Tal-
bot 2019; Mandel et al. 2019; Vitale et al. 2022), though here
we consider population models to be fixed. By reusing the
posterior inferred under the default uninformative prior in
this construction, we do not need to re-evaluate the compu-
tationally expensive likelihood L(d|θ) or perform new PE
runs.
We describe how to compute the Bayes factor in practice

in Appendix A and how to handle changes of variables in
Appendix B.

Unlike the heuristic fraction, the Bayes factor is an ex-
plicit comparative measure between two models – the orig-
inal uninformative prior, U , and the new informative one,
A. By comparison with Eq. (8), we see that the heuristic
fraction fA(R) in Eq. (6) has the form of a Bayes factor
with p(θ|d, U)/π(θ|U) replaced with the indicator function
I(θ, R). To be valid, this would require the posterior p(θ|d, U)
to have no support outside the region R and be equal to the
original prior π(θ|U) inside R. One case this holds is when the
posterior only recovers the prior and the region R is selected
as the entire prior volume – but this is clearly not true in
general. Equation (6) also has the form of an evidence as in
Eq. (5) with the likelihood L(d|θ) replaced with the indicator
function (also an invalid approximation). One could therefore
consider the relative fraction

FA/U (R) =
fA(R)

fU (R)
=

∫
I(θ, R)π(θ|A)dθ∫
I(θ, R)π(θ|U)dθ

, (9)

as this is a comparative measure that has a similar interpre-
tation to the Bayes factor with a natural scale: FA/U (R) > 1
(< 1) implies A is favoured (disfavoured) with respect to U
over the heuristically chosen region R. However, this relative
heuristic fraction still suffers from the other issues enumerated
in Sec. 2.1. We consider a simple example and compare the
heuristic fraction, the relative fraction, and the Bayes factor
in Appendix C.

2.3 Posterior odds

A comparison can be made between two different informative
models – say, A and B – from neither of which we have inferred
a posterior. The Bayes factor between A and B is just the
ratio of the two Bayes factors with respect to the original
uninformative prior U :

BA/B =
Z(d|A)

Z(d|B)
=

BA/U

BB/U

. (10)

Note, then, that while the Bayes factor between A and B does
not depend on the original prior, its computation requires
us to explicitly divide it out to compute BA/U and BB/U

using Eq. (8) because it is the only one for which we have

inferred a posterior. Equation (10) has the advantage of being
independent of the normalization of the original PE prior,
however, which only enters through Z(d|U). This fact is useful
when only the shape and not the normalization of π(θ|U) is
known. For example, in the context of GW astronomy one may
choose uniform priors in detector-frame component masses but
place limits (which may vary between events and waveform
models) on the chirp mass and mass ratio (Abbott et al. 2023),
resulting in a prior whose shape within the cut remains flat
but whose overall normalization is altered. This is irrelevant
for inference but crucial for comparisons.

Finally, we arrive at the metric we sought: when comparing
Bayesian models one may employ the posterior odds,

OA/B =
p(A|d)
p(B|d) =

π(A)

π(B)
BA/B , (11)

where π(A) represents our prior on the hypothesis that A is the
correct model generating GW events and the ratio π(A)/π(B)
is the prior odds, i.e., how much weight we a priori assign
to model A over B. In many situations we are unable to
reasonably estimate such priors and instead default to equal
prior odds, in which case OA/B = BA/B and the posterior
odds and Bayes factor coincide. In this case, comparing two
astrophysical models is typically more useful as the PE prior
may often be preferred owing to its broad shape, even though
it is not a realistic model of formation; this is where the prior
odds would downweight preference for the PE prior if it could
be reasonably chosen.
However, we stress that posterior measurements – in par-

ticular, the posterior odds – are the Bayesian metrics that
should be used in these circumstances. By defaulting to the
Bayes factor, we must be mindful of the implicit assumption
of equal prior odds and that an alternative conclusion may
be drawn if we impose different model priors.

2.4 Astrophysical populations and selection effects

So far we have not considered selection effects – the fact
that detected GW events are subject to observational biases.
This means that certain signals are more easily detected than
others, e.g., from sources which are closer to the detectors.
When considering an observed GW event, we know that this
source must belong to the observable population – not just
the intrinsic astrophysical population – and this knowledge
can be folded into the model comparison.

We seek a generalization to Eq. (11) for the posterior odds
OA/B that takes into account selection effects. As in Eqs. (8)
and (10), the central quantity we require is the evidence for an
astrophysical model A, but now conditioned on detectability
(det). Using Bayes’ theorem, we may write this as

Z(d|A,det) =
P (det|d)Z(d|A)

P (det|A)
; (12)

cf. Eq. (10) of Loredo (2004). The probability of successfully
detecting a signal in the data is P (det|d) = 1 for the detected
GW event under consideration, where we are making the
assumption of a deterministic detection threshold as a function
of the data. Given only the set of parameters θ, the source
detection probability is found by marginalizing over the data
distribution, i.e.,

P (det|θ) =
∫

P (det|d′)L(d′|θ)dd′ . (13)
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The prior-averaged detection probability

P (det|A) =

∫
P (det|θ)π(θ|A)dθ (14)

is the fraction of sources from the population A that is de-
tectable.

In Eq. (12), the numerator contains information about the
detected source, being that its terms depend on the data, while
the denominator accounts for the distribution of detectable
sources; all detections are detectable by definition, but not
all detectable sources end up being detected. Indeed, this
detectability-conditioned evidence accounts for the fact that
extending the model into unobservable regions of the parame-
ters space should not alter its consistency with an observed
event.
Putting the above pieces together yields

Z(d|A,det)

Z(d|U)
=

BA/U

P (det|A)
, (15)

which again matches the population-level likelihood but now
including selection effects (Thrane & Talbot 2019; Mandel
et al. 2019; Vitale et al. 2022). Note here that as we have
used P (det|d) = 1, d represents a particular realization of the
data rather than a variable. As such, the evidences in Eq. (15)
are evaluations of the marginal data likelihoods and are not
normalized distributions.
We again refer the reader to Appendix A which describes

how to compute the quantities in Eq. (15) in practice.
Similar to Sec. 2.3, we can compare two astrophysically-

informed models A and B, neither of which we have posteriors
for, with

DA/B =
Z(d|A,det)

Z(d|B,det)
=

P (det|B)

P (det|A)
BA/B . (16)

Under equal prior odds, this represents our a posteriori pref-
erence for model A over B in producing the data with a de-
tectable GW signal. Under unequal prior odds, DA/B should
be multiplied by the prior ratio, as in Eq. (11).

3 EXAMPLES IN GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE
ASTRONOMY

We now apply our model-comparison formalism to a few
example populations and GW events. We use public GW data
from O3 (Abbott et al. 2023), in particular the reanalysis of
Abbott et al. (2021a). We use posterior samples generated with
the IMRPhenomXPHM waveform model (Pratten et al. 2021)
that have been reweighted to a redshift prior corresponding
to a uniform source-frame volumetric merger rate.

3.1 Three-body interactions in young star clusters

Dall’Amico et al. (2021) explore the possibility of forming
stellar-mass binary BH mergers through three-body dynam-
ics and assess whether this formation channel can produce
mergers whose source properties are consistent with those of
GW190521. They performed 2× 105 direct N -body simula-
tions of binary–single interactions including post-Newtonian
terms up to the 2.5 order (Memmesheimer et al. 2004; Mikkola
& Merritt 2008) and a prescription for relativistic kicks (Healy
& Lousto 2018). The BH population is generated from the

simulations of young star clusters (YSCs) by Di Carlo et al.
(2019), including BHs in the pair-instability mass gap between
60–120 M⊙ (Woosley 2017) formed via stellar collisions.

The mergers resulting from these dynamical interactions
can occur through two main processes: flyby events or ex-
changes. In flybys, a tertiary perturber trades energy and
momentum with the original binary, leaving the system con-
figuration unchanged. In exchanges, one component of the
original binary is expelled and replaced by the perturber dur-
ing the interaction. We label the three possible scenarios as
primary–secondary (m1–m2), primary–tertiary (m1–m3), and
secondary–tertiary (m2–m3) mergers; i.e., the label indicates
the BH components of the final merger.

A small fraction (∼ 0.1%) of the YSC mergers contain
a BH remnant from a previous merger. We exclude these
sources since their low number would give unreliable statistical
estimates. This results in a total population of 7177 binaries.
We neglect the inclusion of BH spins of the YSC binaries.
Dall’Amico et al. (2021) investigated the effect of spins in post-
processing by assuming various Maxwellian distributions for
the spin magnitudes, while keeping their directions isotropic.
We reflect the uncertainty – due to our (lack of) understanding
of, e.g., core–envelope coupling, tides, and accretion (Qin et al.
2018; Fuller & Ma 2019; Steinle & Kesden 2021; Olejak &
Belczynski 2021; Shao & Li 2022; Zevin & Bavera 2022; Ma
& Fuller 2023) – in the astrophysical origin of spin (Callister
et al. 2022; Mould et al. 2022b; Tong et al. 2022; Périgois
et al. 2023) or lack thereof (Roulet et al. 2021; Galaudage
et al. 2021) by taking the astrophysical spin prior to match
the original PE prior (uniform up to maximum magnitudes
and isotropic in direction); see Appendix B.

In Fig. 2, we show the distributions of source-frame compo-
nent masses of mergers from the YSC simulations, classified
according to the type of dynamical interaction. Overplotted
is the GW190521 posterior. Simply by visual inspection it is
clear that mergers in which the lighter component of the orig-
inal binary is exchanged in the dynamical encounter (m1–m3)
reach higher masses. This YSC subpopulation is therefore
most likely to accommodate the high masses of an event like
GW190521 – m1 = 98+34

−22M⊙ and m2 = 57+27
−30M⊙ (medians

and symmetric 90% CIs) – compared to m1–m2 and m2–m3

binaries, as pointed out in by Dall’Amico et al. (2021). Flyby
encounters (m1–m2) produce binaries with the lowest total
masses and thus the lowest overlap with the mass posterior
of GW190521 because the tertiary masses in this model are
likely higher than the secondary masses (Dall’Amico et al.
2021).

We formalize these conclusions with the Bayes factors listed
in Table 1. Remembering that these are relative measures,
we quantify the likelihood that each dynamical encounter is
preferred as a model for GW190521 over the m1–m2 flyby
channel using Eqs. (10, 16); see also Eqs. (A5, A6). Indeed,
in support of the qualitative discussion above, we find that
dynamical exchanges in which the original primary forms a
merging binary with the interacting tertiary are favoured over
tertiary flybys with lnB = 2.8 – a moderately strong but
not decisive conclusion. Secondary–tertiary mergers are also
preferred over primary–secondary mergers but only with mild
evidence (lnB = 1.2). These results are in broad agreement
with Dall’Amico et al. (2021) (see their Table 2), but are now
consistent with the Bayesian PE framework.

We compute the detection-conditioned Bayes factors by
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Figure 2. Distributions of the source-frame parimary and sec-

ondary component masses of YSC mergers, classified by the
type of dynamical interaction: tertiary flyby (m1–m2, blue), orig-
inal secondary exchanged (m1–m3, orange), and original pri-

mary exchanged (m2–m3, green). Overplotted is the posterior
for GW190521 (purple). The panels on the diagonal present the
1D marginal distributions. The lower-left panel presents the joint

distribution of both masses; for the YSC simulations the contours
contain 99% of sources, while for GW190521 the shading represents
darker to lighter the 50%, 90%, and 99% credible regions.

Merger lnB lnD

m1–m2 0 0

m1–m3 2.8 2.1

m2–m3 1.2 1.1

Table 1. Astrophysical (B) and detection-conditioned (D) Bayes
factors comparing subpopulations of mergers within YSCs for

GW190521. Dynamical flybys are labelled m1–m2 and exchanges in

which the original binary BH secondary (primary) is replaced with
the tertiary BH is labelled m1–m3 (m2–m3). Values are quoted
relative to the m1–m2 sub-channel.

averaging over 105 draws from the priors (equal to the original
PE priors) assumed over the unmodelled parameters (spins,
redshifts, and other extrinsic parameters) for each simulated
merger, as in Appendix A2. The inclusion of selection effects
via Eq. (16) reduces the strength of model preference but
does not change the qualitative results (see Table 1); the
distribution of detectable m1–m3 (m1–m2) mergers is most
(least) favoured, but only with mild evidence since | lnD| ≲ 2
in all cases.

3.2 Hierarchical mergers

Hierarchical BH mergers (Gerosa & Fishbach 2021) – in which
at least one binary component is the remnant of a previous

merger (or multiple previous mergers) – may contribute to
the binary BH merger rate observed by LIGO/Virgo (Kimball
et al. 2021; Mould et al. 2022a; Wang et al. 2022; Li et al.
2023). This scenario crucially depends on the properties of the
environments in which so-called higher-generation binaries
may form (Mapelli et al. 2021) and in particular on their
escape speeds, as post-merger remnants receive GW recoils
(Fitchett 1983) that can eject them their hosts and prevent re-
peated mergers. If retained, hierarchical mergers result in BHs
with distinctively large masses and spins (Gerosa & Fishbach
2021). To a lesser degree, asymmetric masses form through
inter-generational pairings, though even cluster dynamics tend
to preferentially lead to nearly equal-mass systems (O’Leary
et al. 2016; Di Carlo et al. 2019, 2020; Antonini et al. 2023)
due to, e.g., mass segregation. The hierarchical merger sce-
nario has therefore been invoked as a possible origin for the
formations of GW190412 (Abbott et al. 2020b; Gerosa et al.
2020b; Rodriguez et al. 2020; Tagawa et al. 2021; Liu & Lai
2021) and GW190521 (Abbott et al. 2020e; Fragione et al.
2020; Dall’Amico et al. 2021; Kimball et al. 2021; Arca-Sedda
et al. 2021; Tagawa et al. 2021; Liu & Lai 2021).

Labelling BHs that formed as the endpoint of stellar evolu-
tion as “first-generation” (1G) BHs and the merger product
of two 1G BHs as a “second-generation” (2G) BH, we test
which merger generations are most consistent with the GW
events GW190412 and GW190521 using a simple model of
hierarchical BH formation (Gerosa & Mould 2023; Mould &
Gerosa 2023). In this model we define a “cluster” as a col-
lection of BHs that can each pair to form a merging binary
hosted in an environment with a common escape speed vesc.
We generate 103 distinct clusters whose escape speeds are
chosen uniform randomly between 0 km/s and 103 km/s, each
with an initial distribution of 104 1G BHs whose masses are
drawn from a powerlaw between 5M⊙ and 50M⊙ (reflect-
ing cutoffs due to pair-instability supernovae) with index −2
(roughly tracing the stellar initial mass function) and whose
spins have uniform magnitudes between 0 and 0.2 (assuming
low natal spins). One by one, BHs are drawn and paired with
a less massive binary partner, both with uniform probabilities.
Their spin directions are sampled isotropically. The properties
of the merger remnant – its mass, spin magnitude, and kick
magnitude – are then estimated (Gerosa & Kesden 2016). If
the kick exceeds the assigned escape speed of the host cluster
the remnant is ejected, but otherwise it is retained. The steps
above are then iterated to exhaustion of the available BHs
and this is repeated for all the clusters. Finally, the mergers
from all 103 clusters are concatenated to form one population
containing ∼ 7× 106 mergers.

This simple procedure is able to rapidly generate large pop-
ulations of hierarchical mergers. However, we note that the
various assumptions in our parametrization are not necessarily
realistic in an astrophysical setting. However, it is useful in
its computational efficiency and produces population distribu-
tions reflecting the key features of hierarchical BH formation,
serving as an illustrative example for this work.

Figure 3 displays the output of these simple simulations.
We split the full population into four distinct subsets: those
in which the merging binary contained two 1G BHs (1G+1G),
one 1G BH and one 2G BH (1G+2G), two 2G remnants
(2G+2G), and at least one component which has already un-
dergone more than one previous merger (>2G). We plot the
population distributions of the binary chirp mass Mc, mass
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Figure 3. Distributions of chirp mass Mc, mass ratio q, effective
aligned spin χeff , and averaged effective precessing spin ⟨χp⟩. Diag-

onal and lower panels present one- and 2D marginals, respectively.
The 2D shaded regions for GW190412 (brown) and GW190521
(purple) represent the 50%, 90%, and 99% credible regions, from

darker to lighter. The simulated hierarchical mergers are split into
subpopultions of binaries containing two 1G BHs (1G+1G, blue),
a 1G BH and a 1G+1G remnant (1G+2G, orange), two 2G BHs

(2G+2G, green), or at least one BH having undergone more than
one previous merger (>2G, red). Their 2D distributions are given

by contours containing 99% of sources.

ratio q, effective aligned spin χeff (Racine 2008), and aver-
aged effective precessing spin ⟨χp⟩ (Gerosa et al. 2021); the
first three are conserved quantities while ⟨χp⟩ varies over the
inspiral (but not over a spin-precession cycle) and is bounded
in [0, 2]. The effective spins in particular have been shown
to present features identifying hierarchical mergers (Mapelli
et al. 2021; Baibhav et al. 2021). Over plotted are the poste-
riors of these parameters for GW190412 and GW190521. The
higher-generation distributions unsurprisingly reach higher
masses and spins which can accommodate the heavy BHs and
possibility of tilted spins in GW190521 and non-zero χeff of
GW190412. The 1G+2G and >2G subpopulations overlap
most with the marginal mass-ratio distributions of GW190412
as 1G+1G and 2G+2G formations are more likely to pair
equal-mass BHs.
We again formalize these notions with the Bayes factors

from Eqs. (10, 16). In this case, since we have a large num-
ber (∼ 107) of total mergers, when computing the detection
fractions we assign a single value drawn from the PE prior
for the set of unmodelled parameters (redshift, inclination,
right ascension, declination, and polarization) to each merger,
rather than averaging over a set of Monte Carlo realizations.
We compute astrophysical and detection-conditioned Bayes
factors with respect to the 1G+1G subpopulation and report
the results in Table 2.
For GW190412, 1G+2G formation is favoured with re-

GW190412 GW190521

Generation lnB lnD lnB lnD

1G+1G 0 0 0 0

1G+2G 3.2 2.3 94 93

2G+2G 1.2 −0.1 98 97

>2G 1.7 −0.7 102 100

Table 2. Intrinsic (B) and detectability-conditioned (D) Bayes
factors for higher-generation over 1G origins for GW190412 and
GW190521.

spect to other hierarchical mergers, with moderate evidence
(lnB = 3.2) over first-generation binaries and milder evidence
with respect to higher generations. Owing to the confidently
unequal masses (q = 0.28+0.09

−0.07) of GW190412, any popu-
lation that pairs unequal-mass BHs while allowing for its
positively aligned spin (χeff = 0.25+0.10

−0.10) and precise chirp
mass (Mc = 13.3+0.5

−0.4M⊙) will be preferred. In particular,
the mass-ratio distributions of 1G+2G and >2G binaries are
flatter compared to equal-generation pairings, while 1G+2G
binaries are more densely located in the region of GW190412’s
chirp mass (see Fig. 3). The detectable populations of 2G+2G
and >2G binaries become disfavoured with respect to 1G+1G
binaries in describing GW190412 with | lnD| ≲ 1, while the
1G+2G subpopulation remains favoured, though more weakly.

In the case of GW190521, we note that 1G+1G binaries
often do not overlap with the GW posterior due to the maxi-
mum 1G mass mmax = 50M⊙. This means that, in computing
the Bayes factors in Eqs. (A5, A6), the result becomes sen-
sitive to the number of posterior samples used due to low
effective counts; increasing the posterior sample size likely
increases the denominator of Eq. (A1) without increasing the
numerator. We use all the samples available in the public
data (∼ 2× 105 for GW190412 and ∼ 2× 104 for GW190521),
which implies that the Bayes factors for GW190521 in Table 2
represent lower limits. The result, however, is clear: in our
simplified model of hierarchical mergers with our selected
parametrization, GW190521 is confidently favoured to con-
tain a higher-generation BH over our assumed 1G population,
with lnB ≈ 100. In fact, the subpopulation of binaries in
which at least one BH has undergone more than one merger
(>2G) is most favoured, confidently (lnB > 5) over 1G+2G
binaries but less so (lnB < 5) over 2G+2G binaries. This
conclusion, or its strength, would change if, e.g., we increased
the maximum allowed mass of 1G BHs in our parametrization.
Including selection effects, we find these results are almost
unchanged for the detectable hierarchical-merger distributions
(see Table 2).

Furthermore, we compute the Bayes factors for the popu-
lations of both intrinsic and detectable mergers within each
cluster – i.e., as a function of the host escape speed vvesc –
over the binary merger generations. The results are shown
in Fig. 4. We first note that the noise is due to the fact that
each cluster produces a number of mergers that is at most
one less than the initial number (104) of 1G BHs and reflects
the statistical uncertainty in the Monte Carlo approximation.
At low escape speeds there are not many – if any – higher-
generation mergers, implying the approximated Bayes factors
(see Appendix A) cannot be trusted there.



8 M. Mould et al.

−4

−2

0

2

4

ln
B

GW190412

1G+1G
1G+2G
2G+2G
>2G 0

10

20

30

40
GW190521

0 250 500 750 1000

vesc [km/s]

−4

−2

0

2

4

ln
D

0 250 500 750 1000

vesc [km/s]

0

10

20

30

40

Figure 4. Intrinsic (B, top row) and detectability-conditioned
(D, bottom row) Bayes factors for higher-generation origins of
GW190412 (left column) and GW190521 (right column) as a func-

tion of the host cluster escape speed vvesc. The Bayes factors for
binaries with one 1G and one 2G BH (1G+2G, orange), two 2G
BHs (2G+2G, green), and at least one BH of even higher genera-

tion (>2G, red) are given with respect to 1G+1G binaries (blue).
Shaded lines represent the Monte Carlo estimation while solid lines
give a moving average. The horizontal dotted black lines mark the
boundaries of equal preference.

For GW190412, >2G binaries become disfavoured relative
to other higher-generation populations at larger escape speeds
because such clusters more efficiently retain larger masses
that are inconsistent with those of the observed event; for
this same reason, in the case of GW190521 the astrophysical
and detectable >2G Bayes factors increase on average with
larger cluster escape speeds. The astrophysical (detectable)
>2G subpopulation remains favoured (becomes disfavoured)
over the 1G+1G subpopulation for increasing vvesc, while
the Bayes factors for 1G+2G and 2G+2G across all clusters
are consistent with the overall population in Table 2. On
the other hand, for GW190521 the per-cluster preference for
higher-generation binaries is reduced compared to the overall
population, but there is still a decisive conclusion against
first-generation binaries. We reiterate that this conclusion
depends on our choice of parametrization.

4 CONCLUSIONS

Even as the number of detected GW events grows into the
triple digits, there are individual detections which are inter-
esting on their own merit. They may have unusual source
properties that make them outliers with respect to the rest of
the inferred population. For these detections we may wish to
individually assess the degree to which they are reproducible
by a given formation scenario. Some previous analyses have
employed the heuristic fraction of synthetic mergers from a
simulated population that lie within a chosen volume of the

measured parameters of a real GW event. This metric is un-
suitable as it does not account for the full Bayesian posterior
and prior information in the original PE, it depends on a
heuristically constructed confidence region, and it fails in the
limit of precise measurements (Sec. 2.1).

We point out that a statistically consistent replacement is
given by the posterior odds (Secs. 2.2 and 2.3), with a tractable
computation in practice (Appendix A). We also show how
the influence of selection biases can be accommodated in this
statistical framework (Sec. 2.4), consistent with the usual
hierarchical GW population likelihood. In fact, rather than
starting from a single GW event and working up, one can
similarly derive Eqs. (15, 16) starting from the full population
likelihood and working down by considering the limiting case
of a single observation and fixed population models.

Crucially, the posterior odds is a relative or comparative
measure; one can only test whether a particular astrophysi-
cal model is more likely to produce mergers consistent with
a given GW event compared to another, but not whether
the model is good in absolute terms – a natural outcome of
working within the Bayesian framework. We used this fact
to assess the degree to which selected GW observations are
better explained by various simulated formation pathways rel-
ative to one another (Sec. 3). In particular, we demonstrated
comparisons between subpopulations (e.g., first-generation
against second-generation mergers) within a particular forma-
tion environment (e.g., dynamical clusters).

As mentioned in Sec. 1.1, the calculation we presented is
actually a two-step procedure, the second of which we derived
in this work: first, one selects an event of interest, then re-
analyses it in the context of competing population models
to deduce which better describes the data. We neglected a
quantitative inclusion of the first step as we were interested
in the information provided by a single event irrespective of
other events in the combined observational catalogue. One
can account for the information provided by the remaining
catalogue, assuming that the single-event selection is equally
probable among all events, with population-informed priors
(Moore & Gerosa 2021). Otherwise, the selection of that event
must be accounted for to avoid biases, akin to those due to
search sensitivity which results in the additional detection-
probability factors in Eq. (12). To take this approach, one
can follow Essick et al. (2022) who derive the population-level
likelihood for a catalogue of detections but marginalise over
a single event that may be an outlier while self-consistently
accounting for the very selection of that event. The problem
tackled here is the converse: one analyses a single interesting
event while marginalising over the remaining catalogue, ac-
counting for the same selection effect just mentioned; cf. their
Eqs. (7) and (10). Defining an event as interesting may depend
on the remaining catalogue – e.g., it is clearly separated in
parameter space from all others – or on astrophysical prior
knowledge – e.g., it lies in a predefined data-independent mass
gap.

This framework can be used not just when selecting a
single event from a larger catalogue of observations, but also
when there is only a single observation available in the first
place. This may be the case for LISA (Amaro-Seoane et al.
2017), where the most pessimistic forecasts predict just ∼
O(1) massive BH merger and extreme mass-ratio inspiral
observations annually (Amaro-Seoane et al. 2023). The degree
to which we can conclude model preference in the presence of
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observational biases in this scenario of limited available data
will therefore be an interesting topic for future work.
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APPENDIX A: PRACTICAL COMPUTATION

A1 Bayes factor

The integral in the Bayes factor of Eq. (8) can be computed
as a Monte Carlo summation in two ways that are equivalent
(modulo numerical issues – see below), unlike for the heuristic
fraction:

BA/U ≈ 1

N

N∑
i=1

π(θi|A)

π(θi|U)
≈ 1

NA

NA∑
j=1

p(θAj |d, U)

π(θAj |U)
. (A1)

The first expression can be computed if one has posterior
samples {θi}Ni=1 ∼ p(θ|d, U) for a given GW event and can
evaluate the population density π(θ|A). The second expres-
sion can be computed if one can evaluate the posterior den-
sity p(θ|d, U) of the GW event and has synthetic sources
{θAj}NA

j=1 ∼ π(θ|A) simulated from an astrophysical popu-
lation. In either case we must be able to evaluate the prior
density π(θ|U) from the original PE.

Besides this, the better expression to compute is the one in
which the additional uncertainty introduced by the integral
approximation is lower. This depends on the variances of the
GW posterior and simulated population, and on the number of
samples over which the summation is taken (Talbot & Golomb
2023). If one already has an explicit form for π(θ|A) given by,
e.g., a parametrized model, the first expression of Eq. (A1)
should be used. Otherwise, one should use the first expression
of Eq. (A1) if the error on the GW event posterior p(θ|d, U) is
smaller than the range of the astrophysical population π(θ|A),
and vice versa. The former is most often true in the case of
GW data and as such is our default choice (e.g., a single
binary mass measurement is more narrow than the entire
range of astrophysical masses, though this is not necessarily
true for parameters that are typically not well measured such
as BH spins).
It may be the case that we do not have access to a closed-

form expression for the uninformative PE prior π(θ|U) but do
have samples drawn from it – in this case a density estimator
is required. If building an informative prior from astrophysical
simulations, we also need to construct an estimator for π(θ|A)
from the finite set of simulated sources. For the examples
following in Sec. 3 we use Gaussian kernel density estimates
(KDEs) (Scott 2015; Virtanen et al. 2020); for more complex
or higher-dimensional distributions other density estimation
techniques may be more accurate, e.g., normalizing flows
(Kobyzev et al. 2019; Papamakarios et al. 2019). On the other
hand, if a continuous representation of the posterior density
p(θ|d, U) is already available (e.g., through neural posterior
estimation as in Green & Gair 2021; Dax et al. 2021), the
discrete simulated sources can be used directly.

It should be noted, however, that the expression on the right
of Eq. (A1) has a numerical divergence if π(θ|A) has support
beyond the support of π(θ|U) – i.e., there may be simulated
sources θAj for which π(θAj |U) = 0, whereas the equivalent
integrand L(d|θAj)/Z(d|U) is perfectly well defined. This
does not occur in the left-hand expression, for which we are
guaranteed that π(θi|U) > 0 by definition.
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A2 Detectable fractions

We also need to compute the detectable fractions in Eq. (16).
In principle these quantities must be estimated by inject-
ing signals with source properties θ into the full detection
pipeline, with p(det|θ) = 1 (0) for signals which are (not)
recovered. However, this presents prohibitive computational
expense when required for large populations. Additionally, the
detection probability depends on all the source properties –
both intrinsic and extrinsic – but we might only be interested
in modelling the population of the former, or even just a
subset of them. Each source must be assigned single values for
the unmodelled parameters – which increases the uncertainty
in the population-averaged detectability – or these parameters
must be manually marginalized over – a procedure which must
be done numerically and increases the computational burden.
In practice, a source is often approximated as detectable

if its SNR is above a chosen threshold value. And recent ap-
proaches have utilized machine learning to enable efficient
evaluations of source detectability (Gerosa et al. 2020a; Wong
et al. 2020; Talbot & Thrane 2022; Chapman-Bird et al. 2023).
The process of generating a waveform, projecting the signal
into the detector frame, computing the detection statistic
(e.g., SNR), and evaluating the detectability can be reduced
to the evaluation of a neural network trained on sources al-
ready assessed in the full detection pipeline. In particular,
such approximants can process large batches of inputs very
efficiently. They are therefore well suited for averaging detec-
tion probabilities over large populations of simulated sources
and, furthermore, for handling unmodelled parameters that
require an additional averaging step, as mentioned above. We
therefore choose to use the neural network implementation of
Gerosa et al. (2020a), assuming a three-detector LIGO/Virgo
network with sensitivities corresponding to the third observ-
ing run (O3) and a network SNR threshold of 12 (Abbott
et al. 2020a). For each binary, the network takes as input (θ)
the detector-frame component masses, spin vectors, redshift,
orbital inclination, right ascension, declination, and GW po-
larization, and outputs the classification p(det|θ) = 1 (0) for
sources which are (not) detectable.
When the detection probabilities of each simulated binary

are estimated directly, whether in this way or with a different
pipeline, the detection fractions required in Eq. (16) can then
be computed as expectation values over the population. For
our set of simulated mergers {θAj}NA

j=1 ∼ π(θ|A), Eq. (14) can
be approximated with

P (det|A) ≈ 1

NA

NA∑
j=1

P (det|θAj) . (A2)

A3 Numerical implementation

Putting everything together to compare the GW event pos-
terior {θi}Ni=1 ∼ p(θ|d, U) to two astrophysical simulations
{θAj}NA

j=1 ∼ π(θ|A) and {θBk}NB
k=1 ∼ π(θ|B), we get for the

Bayes factor between the intrinsic populations

BA/B ≈
∑N

i=1 π(θi|A)/π(θi|U)∑N
n=1 π(θi|B)/π(θi|U)

, (A3)

and between the detectable populations

DA/B ≈
NA

∑NB
k=1 P (det|θBk)

NB

∑NA
j=1 P (det|θAj)

BA/B . (A4)

It may be more numerically stable to evaluate the log-
arithms of the probability densities in Eq. (A3) and then
compute the logarithms of the integrals using a log-sum-exp
implementation (our default). The Bayes factors between the
two populations are then given by

lnBA/B ≈ ln
∑N

i=1 exp[lnπ(θi|A)− lnπ(θi|U)]

− ln
∑N

i=1 exp[lnπ(θi|B)− lnπ(θi|U)] , (A5)

lnDA/B = lnBA/B − lnP (det|A) + lnP (det|B) . (A6)

APPENDIX B: MISSING AND TRANSFORMED
PARAMETERS

In many situations, the new prior may model a subset or
transformed versions of the original parameters, or both. An
example from GW astronomy is that, while θ contains the
detector-frame binary masses, component spins, luminosity
distance, and sky location, etc., a model of compact-binary
formation (such as a population-synthesis simulation) may
only model source-frame masses and redshift, without mod-
elling the other extrinsic parameters or perhaps the spins.
These differences enter the calculation of the Bayes factor.

B1 Missing parameters

Suppose that the astrophysical prior only models a subset
ϕ (e.g., intrinsic binary parameters) of the parameters θ =
(ϕ,ψ), where ψ are the unmodeled parameters (e.g., extrinsic
binary parameters). One cannot simply replace θ with ϕ in
the integral of Eq. (8). Since ϕ and ψ are independent of each
other in our astrophysical prior and if we take equal priors
π(ψ|A) = π(ψ|U) (as is usual in population inference; Vitale
et al. 2022), then

BA/U =

∫
π(ϕ|A)

∫
p(ϕ,ψ|d, U)

π(ϕ|ψ, U)
dψ dϕ . (B1)

Only if the original PE prior over ϕ is independent of ψ, i.e.,
π(ϕ|ψ, U) = π(ϕ|U), may we compute the Bayes factor by
replacing θ with ϕ; this may be true in some cases but is not in
general. For example, consider a model of source-frame binary
masses when the original prior was placed over detector-frame
masses; here, one must account for the redshift dependence.

B2 Transformed parameters

When dealing with a such transformation θ̃ = θ̃(θ) (e.g.,
source-frame masses and redshift) of the original parameters θ
(e.g., detector-frame masses and luminosity distance), one can
either convert the original posterior p(θ|d, U) and prior π(θ|U)
to distributions over the new prior parameters θ̃, or convert
the new prior π(θ̃|A) in terms of the original parameters
θ. The corresponding transformation of the distributions is
p(θ̃) = p(θ)|dθ/dθ̃|, where the scaling is given by the Jacobian
determinant of the inverse transformation. In fact, either
parametrization is equivalent because∫

p(θ|d, U)
π(θ|A)

π(θ|U)
dθ =

∫
p(θ̃|d, U)

π(θ̃|A)

π(θ̃|U)
dθ̃ . (B2)

Given the original posterior samples θ ∼ p(θ|d, U), one
can readily construct the transformed posterior samples as
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θ̃(θ) ∼ p(θ̃|d, U). The Bayes factor from Eq. (8) may be
written as

BA/U =

∫
p(θ|d, U)

π
(
θ̃(θ)|A

)
π(θ|U)

∣∣∣∣dθ̃dθ
∣∣∣∣ dθ (B3)

=

∫
p(θ̃|d, U)

π(θ̃|A)

π
(
θ(θ̃)|U

) ∣∣∣∣dθ̃dθ
∣∣∣∣ dθ̃ , (B4)

where we have written the first expression in terms of the
original parameters θ but kept the new prior model A in
terms of its parameters θ̃, and we have written the second
expression in terms of the transformed parameters θ̃ but kept
the original prior U in terms of its parameters θ.

As a concrete (and rather common – see, e.g., Abbott et al.
2019, 2021c,a,b) example, consider setting a prior over the
redshifted component masses m1z = (1+z)m1 and m2z = (1+
z)m2 of a GW event as observed in the detector frame and then
modelling the source-frame masses m1 ≥ m2 in the population
without modelling the redshift z. As usual, we assume priors
over the remaining binary parameters that are independent
of masses and redshift, such that the corresponding terms
in the Bayes factor cancel, as in Eq. (B1). The Jacobian for
the transformation (m1z,m2z, z) 7→ (m1,m2, z) is (1+ z)2. In
this example, we would therefore have that

BA/U =

∫
dm1zdm2zdz (1 + z)2 p(m1z,m2z, z|d, U)

×
π
(
m1z/(1 + z),m2z/(1 + z)

∣∣A)
π(m1z,m2z|U)

=

∫
dm1dm2dz (1 + z)2 p(m1,m2, z|d, U)

× π(m1,m2|A)

π
(
m1(1 + z),m2(1 + z)

∣∣U) , (B5)

where one should note the assumed cancellation
π(z|A)/π(z|U) = 1. To reiterate, this is only valid be-
cause we have accounted for the transformation of variables.

APPENDIX C: SIMPLE EXAMPLE

C1 Bayes factor

We now consider an illustrative univariate example in which
a uniform prior (U) on a parameter x between a = 0 and
b = 100 results in a Gaussian posterior at x̂ = 50 with
standard deviation σ̂ = 5. We take normal distributions with
means µ and standard deviations σ as alternative priors (A)
and compute the Bayes factor over the uniform prior. In this
simplified case, the Bayes factor has the closed form

BA/U =
b− a√

2π(σ̂2 + σ2)
exp

(
−1

2

(x̂− µ)2

σ̂2 + σ2

)
. (C1)

In Fig. C1 we show the prior, posterior, and a few examples
of the fiducial model in the top panel. The Bayes factor
is plotted as a function of µ and σ in the bottom panel.
Priors which assign more support further from the bulk of the
posterior are disfavoured with respect to the original flat prior,
meaning BA/U < 1. In the limit of broad models as σ → ∞,
the Gaussian priors become disfavoured since their densities
are always lower than that of the flat prior. Models become
favoured if well localized and centred on the posterior. The
changeover occurs at BA/U = 1; this boundary (see below)
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Figure C1. Bayes factors BA/U in a simple example with a
univariate parameter x (Sec. C). In the top panel we display the
fiducial posterior for x (solid black curve), the assumed uniform

prior from which this posterior was inferred (dashed black line),
and several example Gaussians which act as alternative priors (blue
curves). In red is the delta distribution corresponding to the model

with the maximum Bayes factor. In the bottom panel we display the
Bayes factor as a function of the mean and standard deviation of
the Gaussian prior, with white marks denoting the equal preference

BA/U = 1 boundary inside which the alternative prior is favoured.

is marked in white in Fig. C1, inside (outside) which the
Gaussian prior is favoured (disfavoured) over the flat prior.
The maximum Bayes factor occurs for a delta distribution
placed at the peak of the posterior (Payne & Thrane 2023),
i.e, for µ = µ̂ and σ = 0, as indicated in red.

According to Eq. (C1), the BA/U = 1 boundary is given by

µ = x̂±
√

2(σ̂2 + σ2) ln
b− a√

2π(σ̂2 + σ2)
(C2)

and is marked in white in Fig. C1. The largest value of σ with
BA/U = 1 occurs when σ =

√
(b− a)2/(2π)− σ̂2 ≈ 40 and

µ = x̂ = 50, while the largest and smallest values of µ with
BA/U = 1 occur when σ =

√
(b− a)2/(2πe)− σ̂2 ≈ 24 and

µ = x̂± (b− a)/
√
2πe ≈ 50± 24. The BA/U = 1 turning point

at σ = 0 gives µ ≈ 40, 60. The maximum Bayes factor model,
indicated in red, is a delta distribution at x = x̂ (Payne &
Thrane 2023) with maxBA/U = (b− a)/(

√
2πσ̂) ≈ 8.

Note that, though our assumed posterior has support out-
side the prior range (which in reality is impossible), the
prior boundaries are ten standard deviations away from
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Figure C2. Relative heuristic fractions FA/U (R) in a simple

example for a univariate parameter x, to be compared against the
Bayes factor BA/U in Fig. C1. We assume a Gaussian posterior
with mean x̂ = 50 and standard deviation σ̂ = 5, and uniform prior

between a = 0 and b = 100. We consider alternative Gaussian priors
with means µ and standard deviations σ and mark in white the
equal preference FA/U (R) = 1 boundary inside which the Gaussian

prior is favoured. The region R is chosen to be the q = 79%
symmetric CI of the posterior.

the posterior median such that the effect is negligible. If
instead we truncate the posterior on [a, b], the expression
for the Bayes factor that generalizes Eq. (C1) has an ex-
tra factor [erf( b−ν√

2τ
)− erf(a−ν√

2τ
)]/[erf( b−x̂√

2σ̂
)− erf( a−x̂√

2σ̂
)], where

ν = (µσ̂2 + x̂σ2)/(σ̂2 + σ2), and τ = σ̂σ/
√
σ̂2 + σ2. If the

Gaussian priors were also truncated on [a, b] then we would
have BA/U → 1 as σ → ∞.

C2 Comparison to heuristic fraction

In Fig. C2 we show the relative heuristic fraction FA/U (R)
from Eq. (9) for the same univariate example. We choose
the region R to be the symmetric 79% (q = 0.79) credible
interval of the posterior; this value was chosen as it results
in maxFA/U (R) ≈ maxBA/U for this specific example. The
heuristic fraction can be expressed entirely in terms of error
functions; from Eq. (6) we have that the fraction of prior
samples from π(x|A) inside the posterior region R is

fA(R) =
1

2

[
erf

(
x̂− µ+

√
2σ̂ erf−1(q)√
2σ

)
+erf

(
µ− x̂+

√
2σ̂ erf−1(q)√
2σ

)]
. (C3)

A similar calculation for the flat prior π(x|U) therefore yields
for the relative fraction in Eq. (9)

FA/U (R) =
(b− a)fA(R)

2
√
2σ̂ erf−1(q)

. (C4)

The relative fraction saturates much earlier for narrow mod-
els, i.e., σ ≈ 0, compared to the Bayes factor, for which
there is a unique maximum. There is a sharp transition from
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Figure C3. Heuristic fractions in the simple univariate Gaussian

example, to be compared against the Bayes factor BA/U in Fig. C1.
The left (right) column shows the fraction fA(R) (fd,U (R)) of

model (posterior) samples inside the q symmetric CI of the posterior

(model). The quantile q = 50%, 90%, 99% is increased down the rows.
White lines indicate the arbitrarily chosen fA(R), fd,U (R) = 1/2

boundaries.

FA/U (R) = 0 to FA/U (R) = maxFA/U (R) at σ = 0 because
the gradient of the posterior density is neglected in the heuris-
tic computation; the model lies entirely within the posterior
region R once µ is within the symmetric interval defined by
q. The contours of constant FA/U (R) also do not capture the
full behaviour of the BA/U contours, in particular for small σ.
Otherwise, FA/U (R) represents a reasonable approximation of
BA/U in this simple example but, most importantly, the quan-
tile q was hand picked to result in relative fractions similar
to the Bayes factor. If one were to select a different quantile,
e.g., the arbitrary choice of 90%, the resulting distribution of
relative heuristic fractions in Fig. C2 would be altered and,
in particular, less similar to the Bayes factors in Fig. C1.
In Fig. C3 we show the values of the heuristic confidence

fractions fA(R) – which counts the fraction of model A sam-
ples inside a region R of the posterior – and fd,U (R) – which
counts the fraction of posterior samples inside a chosen region
of the model prior. We again take the regions R as symmetric
CIs. We display the fractions as functions of both µ and σ and
R by selecting the q = 50%, 90%, 99% symmetric intervals.
The expression for fd,U (R) is found by interchange of x̂ and
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σ̂ with µ, and σ, respectively, in Eq. (C3). Figure C3 shows
that these two fractions are indeed different. While fA(R) is
maximized for narrow models (σ → 0), fd,U (R) is maximized
for broad models (σ → ∞). In the former case, narrow alter-
native priors π(x|A) place more (less) density inside R if the
mean µ is inside (outside) this region. On the other hand, in
this case broadening π(x|A) places more density outside R
and thus fA(R) → 0 as σ → ∞. In the latter case, broadening
the prior encapsulates more of the posterior support and thus
fd,U (R) → 1 as σ → ∞. The two disparate fractions agree
only when there is no overlap between the alternative prior
and the posterior, as seen in the top left and right corners
of the panels in Fig. C3. The heuristic fraction fA(R) repre-
sents the Bayes factor much worse than the relative fraction
FA/U (R), in particular in the contours of constant fA(R).
This also highlights the dependence on the arbitrary choice
of R through q, which changes the variation of the heuristic
fractions over the parameters µ and σ. As q → 1, we find
fA(R), fd,U (R) → 1 since in the present example the posterior
and priors have unbounded supports.
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