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Abstract. The detection of a sub-solar mass black hole could yield dramatic new insights
into the nature of dark matter and early-Universe physics, as such objects lack a traditional
astrophysical formation mechanism. Gravitational waves allow for the direct measurement of
compact object masses during binary mergers, and we expect the gravitational-wave signal
from a low-mass coalescence to remain within the LIGO frequency band for thousands of
seconds. However, it is unclear whether one can confidently measure the properties of a sub-
solar mass compact object and distinguish between a sub-solar mass black hole or other exotic
objects. To this end, we perform Bayesian parameter estimation on simulated gravitational-
wave signals from sub-solar mass black hole mergers to explore the measurability of their
source properties. We find that the LIGO/Virgo detectors during the O4 observing run would
be able to confidently identify sub-solar component masses at the threshold of detectability;
these events would also be well-localized on the sky and may reveal some information on their
binary spin geometry. Further, next-generation detectors such as Cosmic Explorer and the
Einstein Telescope will allow for precision measurement of the properties of sub-solar mass
mergers and tighter constraints on their compact-object nature.
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1 Introduction

If some fraction of dark matter is composed of black holes, or gravitationally collapses to
form black holes, gravitational waves (GWs) may offer the opportunity to directly probe
the nature of dark matter. Recent work has proposed that previous GW signals consistent
with stellar-mass black holes can be sourced from black holes with a primordial origin [1–
4], however, there is currently no preference for those formation models over astrophysical
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channels [2, 3, 5–11]. For current- and next-generation ground-based gravitational-wave
detectors like Advanced LIGO [12], Advanced Virgo [13], KAGRA [14], Cosmic Explorer [15],
and the Einstein Telescope [16], cleaner targets for dark matter searches may be compact
object mergers involving a black hole with mass ≲ 1M⊙. The signals emitted by these events
lie firmly in the frequency range accessible to ground-based detectors and are immediately
distinguished from traditional astrophysical formation channels by their mass alone1. While
microlensing surveys have placed constraints on the fraction of dark matter composed by
O(1 M⊙) black holes, the constraints may depend on the assumed mass distribution of the
objects as well as the distribution of mass in the halo of the Milky Way [18]. Thus, it
remains possible for some dark matter to be found in sub-solar mass black holes. There are
two categories of hypothesized sub-solar mass black holes: primordial black holes and dark
matter black holes.

Primordial black holes (PBHs) could have formed from the gravitational collapse of over-
densities in the early Universe [19, 20]. Such objects have been proposed as a population of
cold, collisionless dark matter [21]. The existence and mass distribution of primordial black
holes depends strongly on their formation mechanism and underlying density power spectrum.
Based on horizon scale considerations, PBHs with a sharply peaked mass distribution near
O(1M⊙) could have formed during the radiation-dominated era near the quark-hadron phase
transition; the abundance of PBH masses may depend on the background cosmology [22–
24], equation of state of the early Universe [25], and the (non-)Gaussianity of the density
fluctuations [26–28] (for a review of PBH formation in the radiation-dominated era, see [18]).
PBH formation could have been driven by other physics during or beyond the radiation-
dominated era (for a review of such scenarios, see [21]). Fluctuations generated by inflation
could seed primordial black holes [29–33], which would be directly sensitive to the dynamics
of inflation. Other structures, like cosmic loops [34], bubbles of broken symmetry [35], and
domain walls [36] could also collide or collapse to form primordial black holes. Additionally,
the spectrum of PBH masses would be sensitive to accretion physics [18], and their formation
into binaries depends on their clustering dynamics [37–42] and their merger rate which are
theoretically uncertain [4, 43].

Alternatively, black holes could form directly from the collapse of particle dark matter in
certain dissipative dark matter models [44–52]. The precise mass distribution of such “dark
matter black holes” (DBHs) is strongly dependent on the microphysical details of the dark
matter particles such as the possible dark matter species, their masses, and interaction cross
sections. The merger rate of DBHs would also depend on the larger-scale dynamics of dark
matter halos. Both the microphysical details and galactic-scale dynamics of dark matter are
open questions [53]. Ref. [45] studied a set of atomic dark matter scenarios that lower the
Chandrasekhar mass with a heavier dark-proton analog, forming black holes ≲ 1M⊙. There,
the dark matter microphysics is encoded in the dark matter cooling rates, and halo dynamics
are encoded in the fraction of dark matter available to dynamically cool.

Thus, the discovery of a sub-solar mass black hole would probe the nature of dark
matter and provide critical constraints on a rich theoretical landscape of physics in the early-
and modern-Universe. If such objects can form binaries and merge in the Hubble time,
gravitational waves are the most promising method of detection. Even the non-detection
of sub-solar mass compact objects is already providing unique constraints on the parameter
space of dark matter [54–57]. However, fully realizing this promise hinges on positively

1As their mass lies below the Chandrasekhar limit of ∼1.4 M⊙ [17].
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identifying a compact object involved in a merger as (1) ≲ 1 M⊙ in mass and (2) a black
hole. This first question has previously been studied for astrophysical, super-solar mass
black holes in next-generation detectors [58, for example] as well as sub-solar mass neutron
stars [59]. Given a gravitational wave signal from the coalescence of compact objects, the
identification of a sub-solar mass black hole could be complicated by “mimickers” such as
sub-solar mass neutron stars or boson stars [60]. While such objects themselves would be
astrophysically exotic [61–63] and potentially sourced from dark matter [64], it is not yet clear
how well current methods of gravitational-wave data analysis will distinguish between sub-
solar mass black holes and these alternatives. For example, when analyzing a low-significance
sub-solar mass trigger, Ref. [65] could not exclude a neutron star origin for the sub-solar mass
object.2

In this work, we estimate parameters for a set of simulated signals from sub-solar mass
black hole mergers in current- and next-generation gravitational wave detectors to understand
the feasibility of identifying sub-solar mass black holes with gravitational-wave signals across
a range of binary black hole parameters. First, we inspect the constraints we can achieve on
the component black hole masses, to determine if we can confidently identify that a compact
object is sub-solar mass in nature at all. Then, we inspect two additional parameter sets for
these signals– the spins of the compact objects and the sky location of the binary– both of
which may rule out neutron stars in such signals. We conclude with a discussion of our main
findings.

2 Methods

2.1 Gravitational-Wave Parameter Estimation

To measure the source properties of gravitational-wave signals, we perform Bayesian param-
eter estimation. Bayes’ Theorem states that

p(θ|d) = L(d|θ)π(θ)
Z(d)

(2.1)

where p(θ|d) is the posterior probability that the data d contains a signal described by source
parameters θ, L is the likelihood of observing the signal given some source parameters, π(θ) is
the prior probability of θ, and Z is a normalization commonly referred to as the evidence. In
the case of gravitational-wave parameter estimation for emission from a quasi-circular black
hole binary, θ includes 8 intrinsic parameters of the component black holes (their masses and
spin vectors) and 7 extrinsic parameters of the binary (including its luminosity distance and
location on the sky), for 15 parameters total. We use the Whittle likelihood approximation in
the frequency domain for the residual of the data minus the astrophysical signal3. Here, the
goal of our analysis will be to compute the posterior probability of θ for a series of simulated
signals. In this work, we use the nested sampling algorithm [68, 69] implemented by dynesty

[70] to estimate p(θ|d).
As the nested sampling algorithm iterates, we must evaluate L(d|θ) which requires

evaluating the waveform model at some proposal θ. Signals from merging binaries with

2See Ref. [66] for an analysis focusing on distinguishing light super-solar mass black holes from neutron
stars.

3In other words, we treat the noise as stationary and Gaussian-distributed. Note this may not necessarily
be true in next-generation detectors which will have many overlapping signals, but in principle, our results
hold as e.g. one could subtract out this astrophysical “noise” [67].
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m̃1 [M⊙] m̃2 [M⊙] q O4 SNRs 3G SNRs Redshift m1 [M⊙] m2 [M⊙]

0.5 0.5 1.00 10.0 314.7 0.009 0.495 0.495
29.8 934.1 0.028 0.486 0.486

0.9 0.9 1.00 7.5 235.5 0.028 0.875 0.875
16.0 502.4 0.059 0.850 0.850

0.9 0.5 0.56 12.5 392.0 0.009 0.891 0.495
37.1 1163.4 0.028 0.875 0.486

1.4 0.5 0.36 21.2 665.5 0.009 1.387 0.495
42.4 1331.6 0.019 1.374 0.491

1.0 0.1 0.10 14.3 447.5 0.009 0.991 0.099
1.4 0.1 0.07 13.7 429.0 0.009 1.387 0.099

Table 1. Detector-frame component masses m̃1, m̃2 and the mass ratio q of the simulated signals
studied in this work. At each row (m̃1, m̃2) listed here, we simulated a signal for each of a1 chosen
from {0.6, 0.8, 0.9} and the tilt angle θ1 chosen as 0 (no precession) or π/2 (precessing). For each set
of intrinsic parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1), we simulate a source in an O4 and 3G detector network with
each of the SNRs shown by varying the distance. We include representative redshifts and source-frame
component masses m1,m2 for each combination of detector-frame masses and SNR; the redshifts may
change by as much ±0.001 to keep the SNR constant as the spin magnitude and tilt are varied.

relatively low total mass or mass ratio will be relatively long; for the component masses listed
in Table 1, signals will be O(103) seconds in length compared to O(102) seconds for the larger
total mass, near equal-mass binary neutron star GW170817 [71]. This dramatically increases
the number of frequencies at which we need to evaluate proposal waveforms for a given θ, in
evaluating L, which is computationally expensive. Instead, we use a “heterodyned” likelihood
[72], an approximation also known as “relative binning” [73, 74], which well-approximates
L at far fewer frequencies by expanding it around its value at some fiducial parameters.
For simulated signals, we choose these parameters to be the true source parameters. We also
forego effects due to the rotation of the Earth, which would cause the antenna pattern to vary
in time and increase the computational expense of L. We carry out parameter estimation
using bilby [75, 76] which implements a heterodyned likelihood as in Ref. [77]; for details
on the heterodyned likelihood, our priors, and sampler settings, see Appendix A.

2.2 Simulated Signals

We consider a set of simulated gravitational-wave signals from binary black hole mergers
involving both sub-solar and super-solar mass components. In Table 1, we show the pairs of
detector-frame component masses (m̃1, m̃2) of the signals studied in this work; here, m̃1 ≥ m̃2.
For each of these pairs, we consider mergers where the more massive component has a di-
mensionless spin magnitude a1 of 0.6, 0.8, and 0.9. These spins are chosen to be greater
than the observed maximum spin for a neutron star of aNS = 0.4 [78]. The spin of the less
massive component, a2, is always chosen as zero. At each of these masses and spins, we
also consider different orientations of the spin vector of the more massive component, S⃗1,
characterized by the “tilt” zenith angle θ1 between S⃗1 and the orbital angular momentum
L⃗. When the black hole spins are misaligned with L⃗ (e.g. θ1 > 0), all angular momenta in
the system precess, driven by inertial frame dragging [79]. Here, we consider each of two
cases, θ1 = 0 and θ1 = π/2. For each set of intrinsic parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1), we vary
the luminosity distance of the source, dL, to achieve one of the network signal-to-noise ra-
tios (SNRs) listed for each (m̃1, m̃2) in Table 1. We also note that the black hole masses
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in the detector frame are larger than the source-frame component masses m1,m2 due to
cosmological redshift by at most 6%. This results in a total of 60 different sources. Our
nearest source is at dL = 42 Mpc (a redshift z ∼ 0.009 assuming the Planck15 cosmology
[80]), and our furthest is at dL = 270.7 Mpc (z ∼ 0.059). Additional source parameters
are listed in Table 3. We simulate each signal in a current-generation network of LIGO-
Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo at design sensitivities for their fourth observing run
(O4)4, and a next-generation (XG) network of one Cosmic Explorer at the current site of
LIGO-Hanford and the Einstein Telescope at the site of Virgo5. We use zero-noise realiza-
tions of the detector sensitivities; posteriors estimated in zero-noise will be equivalent to
the average posterior estimated in many Gaussian-noise realizations [83–86]. For all signals
considered, we model the gravitational waveform with the phenomenological spin-precessing
frequency-domain model IMRPhenomXP [87]. We forego higher-order gravitational-wave modes
in our analysis for computational expediency, which are expected to be measurable during
the merger and ringdown of systems with large total mass or extreme mass ratios.6 Thus,
our constraints without higher-order modes are conservative upper limits. Our choices of
component masses complement the parameter space studied by recent LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA
(LVK) sub-solar mass compact object searches as well as that of Ref. [55]. The most recent
LVK search considered source-frame masses m1 ∈ [0.2, 10] M⊙ and m2 ∈ [0.2, 1] M⊙ [54];
Ref. [55] considered detector-frame masses m̃1 ∈ [0.1, 100] M⊙ plus m̃2 ∈ [0.01, 1] M⊙ for
m̃1 > 20 M⊙ and m̃2 ∈ [0.1, 1] M⊙ for m̃1 < 20 M⊙. As IMRPhenomXP is only valid for mass
ratios q = m2/m1 > 1/20 [89, 90], we choose our minimum m̃2 = 0.1 M⊙ consistent with
Ref. [55] and below the LVK search boundary.

3 Results

3.1 Component masses

3.1.1 Current-generation Detectors

Our aim is to determine when we can identify that one or both of the component compact
objects has mass < 1 M⊙. In general, one expects the estimation of mass parameters to get
better and better as the total mass of a binary decreases and the number of inspiral cycles
increase; this is why the chirp mass of binary neutron stars is measured much more precisely
than that of binary black holes [91–93] (See also Tab. IV of Ref. [94]). In Figure 1, we
show marginal posteriors on the source-frame mass m1 for the simulated signals described in
Section 2.2, sorted by mass ratio and whether or not the system is precessing. Posteriors are
also colored by network SNR; as expected, as SNR goes from lower values (cooler tones) to
higher values (warmer tones), the width of the posteriors decreases. In all cases, we recover
the simulated value (thin black lines) and do so more confidently with decreasing q. This
is simply due to the greater distinguishability between m1 and m2 at lower mass ratios.
We achieve the best measurement of m1 for the precessing, q = 0.07 source with a1 = 0.9
with a 90% credible interval of 1.7 × 10−2 M⊙. The worst measurement occurs with the
q = 1, a1 = 0.9, non-precessing source with an SNR of 7.5, with a 90% credible interval of
0.84 M⊙. In general, the network SNR drives the measurement of m1, over a1, however, we

4Using sensitivity curves from [81].
5Using sensitivity curves from [82].
6We note that [88] recently showed that higher-order modes can improve the measurement of distance and

inclination angle for binary neutron star mergers, comparable to the sub-solar mass black hole mergers studied
in this work.
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Figure 1. Marginal posterior distributions on the source-frame mass of the heavier black hole, m1

for the simulated signals injected into an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-
Livingston, and Virgo. Results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those
for precessing sources (θ1 = π/2) on the right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the
signal. The linestyle of the posterior reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive
black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted), 0.8 (dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing
mass ratio of the source, from top to bottom. Thin black lines rising from the m1-axis indicate the
true value of m1, and a grey line is included at the fiducial mass scale of 1 M⊙. We note that these
posteriors are not normalized so that they may be visualized together.

do observe that the width of the credible interval weakly depends on a1 at the ∼10% level
for non-precessing sources. In the most extreme example, the 90% credible interval for the
non-precessing q = 1 source at an SNR of 7.5 decreases from 0.84 M⊙ to 0.73 M⊙ as a1
decreases from 0.9 to 0.6 (whereas for the precessing system with the same mass parameters,
the credible interval only shrinks from 0.68 M⊙ to 0.61 M⊙).

We can also quantify the “efficiency” of measuring m1, which we evaluate with the
ratio between the width of the 90% credible interval and the SNR; we call this ratio α. As
for the width of the credible interval, we find that this ratio typically changes at most at
the ∼10% level as we vary a1 and keep SNR the same. It varies noticeably as the SNR
changes, indicating a nonlinear improvement in our measurement of m1 at increasing SNR.
For example, for non-precessing, q = 0.36 sources, α improves from ∼1.5 × 10−2 M⊙ to
∼1.8× 10−3 M⊙ as the SNR roughly doubles from 21.2 to 42.4.
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Figure 2. Marginal posterior distributions on the source-frame mass of the lighter black hole, m2

for the simulated signals injected into an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-
Livingston, and Virgo. Results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those
for precessing (θ1 = π/2) on the right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the signal in
an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo. The linestyle of the
posterior reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted),
0.8 (dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source, from top
to bottom. Thin black lines rising from the m2-axis indicate the true value of m2, and a grey line is
included at the fiducial mass scale of 1 M⊙. We note that these posteriors are not normalized so that
they may be visualized together. We observe that m2 ≥ 1 M⊙ is excluded for every simulated signal.

Comparing each posterior to the vertical grey line at 1M⊙, we are not able to confidently
exclude m1 ≥ 1 M⊙ for sources with m1 < 1 M⊙ (bottom three rows). Among sources with
q = 0.56, the weakest exclusion of a super-solar mass object occurs for the non-precessing
source with a1 = 0.9, at an SNR of 12.5, where 1 M⊙ occurs at the 60.9% percentile of the
marginal posterior distribution. At q = 1, with m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙ this exclusion is weaker,
with 1 M⊙ occurring between the 23.3% (a1 = 0.9, non-precessing source with an SNR of
7.5) and 47.0% (a1 = 0.9, precessing source with an SNR of 16) percentiles.

Turning to Figure 2, we show marginal posteriors on the source-frame mass m2. This
figure is organized in the same manner as Figure 1. The relationships between the width of
the credible intervals, q, and SNR are qualitatively much the same as in m1. However, these
posteriors are noticeably more narrow than those for m1 (so much so that for the lowest mass
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ratios, we provide insets to resolve detail in the histograms). In particular, our best (worst)
measurement occurs for the precessing (non-precessing) source with q = 0.07, a1 = 0.8 (q = 1,
m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.8, and network SNR of 7.5), achieving a 90% credible interval of
9.1 × 10−4 M⊙ (0.36 M⊙). This improvement follows from the definition of the mass ratio;
since q is linear in m2 but ∝ 1/m1, at low mass ratios q is more sensitive to m2 than m1.
Importantly, we observe that every posterior excludes m2 ≥ 1 M⊙. We also stress that the
hard edge observed towards 1 M⊙ in the q = 1 results are the posteriors railing on the prior
constraint that m1 ≥ m2. So, at least for systems equivalent to the injections studied in this
work, we could confidently report the discovery of a sub-solar mass compact object at SNRs
as low as 7.5. For completeness, we show marginal posteriors on the source-frame chirp mass
M and mass ratio q in the O4 network in Appendix B.

3.1.2 Next-generation Detectors
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Figure 3. Marginal posterior distributions on the source-frame mass of the heavier black hole, m1 for
the simulated signals injected into a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope. Results
for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those for precessing sources (θ1 = π/2)
on the right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the signal. The linestyle of the
posterior reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted),
0.8 (dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source, from top
to bottom. Thin black lines rising from the m1-axis indicate the true value of m1, and a grey line is
included at the fiducial mass scale of 1 M⊙. We note that these posteriors are not normalized so that
they may be visualized together.
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Figure 4. Marginal posterior distributions on the source-frame mass of the lighter black hole, m2 for
the simulated signals injected into a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope. Results
for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those for precessing (θ1 = π/2) on the
right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the signal. The linestyle of the posterior
reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted), 0.8
(dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source, from top to
bottom. Thin black lines rising from the m2-axis indicate the true value of m2, and a grey line is
included at the fiducial mass scale of 1 M⊙. We note that these posteriors are not normalized so that
they may be visualized together.

In Figures 3 and 4, we show marginal posteriors on the source-frame component masses
m1 and m2, respectively, for signals simulated in the XG network of one Cosmic Explorer and
Einstein Telescope. These figures are organized in the same manner as Figures 1 and 2 in
the previous subsection. For the more massive component, m1, we correctly characterize the
compact object as solar, sub-, or super-solar in mass for all the signals studied here, except
in the case of non-precessing sources with detector-frame masses m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙. There,
1 M⊙ occurs at worst at the ≳ 99.9% percentile, for the a1 = 0.9 source.

For the less massive component, m2, we correctly characterize the compact object as
sub-solar in nature in all cases, like in current-generation detectors. Except for signals with
q = 1, we are also able to constrain both m1 and m2 away from the prior, in particular,
without observing any railing on the mass ratio prior. Again, we stress that the hard edge
on the q = 1 posteriors is a result of the definition m1 ≥ m2. We achieve our best (worst)
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measurement of m1 for the precessing (non-precessing) source with q = 0.07, a1 = 0.8, and
a network SNR of 476.0 (q = 1, m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.9, and SNR of 235.5), that
has a 90% credible of 3.5 × 10−4 M⊙ (0.11 M⊙). For m2, we achieve our best and worst
measurements with the same sources which have credible intervals of 1.7×10−5 M⊙ (q = 0.07,
a1 = 0.8, and SNR of 476.0) and 0.10 M⊙ (q = 1, m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.9, and SNR of
235.5), respectively. This improvement may be driven by the same nonlinear improvement
in the measurement efficiency α seen in O4 detectors, which continues in the XG network.
Previously, we saw that for the non-precessing, q = 0.36 source, α for m1 is quartered as the
SNR doubles; for the same source in a XG network, α decreases from ∼1.7 × 10−5 M⊙ to
∼5.8× 10−6 M⊙ as the SNR increases from ∼666 to ∼1333. We see a similar pattern in the
measurement efficiency ofm2. Overall, we observe an order-of-magnitude improvement in our
ability to measure the component masses in XG detectors compared to the O4 network. We
show marginal posteriors on the source-frame chirp mass and mass ratio in the XG network
in Appendix B.

3.2 Spins

3.2.1 Effective Spins in Current-generation Detectors

Non-precessing Precessing

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
χeff

−0.2 −0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2
χeff

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

q

Prior

a1 = 0.60

a1 = 0.80

a1 = 0.90

Figure 5. Prior distribution π(χeff) (top row) and marginal posterior distributions on the effective
spin χeff for the quietest signals for a given set of intrinsic parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1), injected into
an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo (remaining rows).
These are sorted, from top to bottom, by increasing dimensionless spin magnitude on the heavier
black hole, a1. We color the posterior distributions by the true mass ratio of the source. In the
left column, we show results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources, where the truth is indicated with
a dashed line colored according to the true q. In the right column, we show results for precessing
(θ1 = π/2) sources, where the truth is indicated with a dashed black line. We also include two critical
values of χeff above which a2 is inconsistent with a neutron star spin, as derived in Appendix C. These
constraints are constructed assuming the spins are aligned (solid grey) and anti-aligned (dashed grey).
We observe that χeff is best constrained for non-precessing systems, and at lower mass ratios.
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The spin of a compact object may distinguish it from a neutron star. The maximum
observed neutron star spin is that of a pulsar in a binary, with aNS = 0.4 [78]. Whether this
value is the theoretical maximal neutron star spin depends on the unknown nuclear equation
of state; however, we adopt it as a fiducial value, above which a compact object is inconsistent
with a neutron star description. Even at SNRs as high as ∼40, we do not expect to measure
the component spin magnitudes or spin tilt angles well on their own [92, 95, 96]. However,
the leading-order contributions of spins to the gravitational inspiral are measurable and can
be parameterized with the effective spin χeff and effective spin precession χp.

The effective spin is the mass-weighted projection of the component black hole spins
along the orbital angular momentum of the system [97–99],

χeff =
m1a1 cos θ1 +m2a2 cos θ2

m1 +m2
=
a1 cos θ1 + qa2 cos θ2

1 + q
. (3.1)

The effective spin χeff is usually measured better than either component spins, even
though it is known to be partially degenerate with the mass ratio for inspiral-dominated (i.e.
low mass) systems [100, 101]. When χeff is zero, the black holes may be non-spinning, or
spinning entirely in the plane of the orbit. When χeff is +1 (-1), the black holes are spinning
parallel to and in the direction of (opposite the direction of) the orbital angular momentum.
In Figure 5, we show marginal posteriors on χeff for a subset of our runs, sorted by a1 and
colored by the mass ratio. On the left, we show results for non-precessing signals, and on the
right, results for precessing signals. For clarity, we only include the quieter signals at each pair
of masses shown in Table 1. The marginal posteriors on χeff look nearly identical at different
SNRs with all else held equal (see Appendix E for the marginal posteriors for the louder
events). Instead, the mass ratio drives the measurement of spin parameters as observed in
e.g. [95]. For non-precessing signals, we confidently recover χeff at all mass ratios and values of
a1. We find our best result for the source with q = 0.07, a1 = 0.6, with a 90% credible interval
of 0.029, and the worst result for the source with q = 1, m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.9 with a
credible interval of 0.72. For precessing signals, we find that χeff = 0 is confidently recovered
for all sources, with a better measurement of χeff at lower q. Quantitatively, the posterior
distributions for precessing sources are comparable to their non-precessing counterparts; our
best (worst) recovery of χeff occurs for the precessing source with q = 0.07, a1 = 0.8 (q = 1,
m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.9), yielding a credible interval of 0.025 (0.18).

We also observe that, for some precessing sources with lower spin, we would preferen-
tially report the incorrect χeff . In particular, the marginal posterior on χeff for the precessing,
q = 0.56 (green-blue color) signal at all spin magnitudes is consistent with zero, but peaks
away from zero. Worse, at a1 = 0.6, the q = 0.1 signal exhibits bimodality and the q = 0.07
result is inconsistent with χeff = 0. However, these features are the result of posterior sup-
port for q slightly away from its true value, combined with large uncertainties in the spin
magnitudes and tilts. We detail this behavior in Appendix D.

Although it would be easier to directly measure the spin magnitudes as consistent or
inconsistent with the maximal neutron star spin, we can indirectly constrain a2 through χeff if
we assume some prior knowledge of the geometry of the system (a2 being the spin of the sub-
solar mass object in all of our simulated signals). In Appendix C we find critical values of χeff

for which a2 > aNS, assuming that we know the alignment of the black hole spins. We include
these constraints as grey lines in both columns of Figure 5. These constraints are constructed
with conservative assumptions on the tilts of the black holes, the spin of the more massive
black hole, and the mass ratio of the system. In particular, if |χeff | is larger than the spin-
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Figure 6. In the top row, we show the prior distribution π(χp) (black) and conditional priors π(χp|q)
from [102] at the mass ratios listed in Table 1. In the remaining rows, we show marginal posterior
distributions on χp for the quietest signals for a given set of intrinsic parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1),
injected into an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo. These
are sorted, from top to bottom, by increasing dimensionless spin magnitude on the heavier black hole,
a1. We color the posterior distributions by the true mass ratio of the source. In the left column,
we show results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources, and in the right column, we show results for
precessing (θ1 = π/2) sources. The truth is indicated with a dashed black line. We observe that χp

is best constrained for precessing systems, and at lower mass ratios.

aligned constraint (solid grey), then the spin of the lighter object (which is a sub-solar mass
black hole in all of our simulated sources) must be larger than the maximal neutron star spin.
For non-precessing signals, we can exclude |χeff | below both constraints at the very lowest
mass ratios. Otherwise, we would need to infer that the spins are anti-aligned to exclude
spins consistent with a neutron star. For precessing signals, our inference of χeff provides
no constraint on a2. This is due to the lossy nature of the χeff parameterization, as we are
trying to recover zero which is degenerate with precessing signals (as we have simulated) as
well as systems without any spin. Since the tilt angles are not well measured, it is difficult to
break this degeneracy. These constraints may be relevant depending on the binary formation
mechanism of sub-solar mass black holes and their associated spin distributions.

The effective spin precession is the average magnitude of the leading-order contribution
to the precession of the orbital angular momentum of the binary, and can be expressed to
leading order as [103],

χp = max

(
a1 sin θ1, q

4q + 3

4 + 3q
a2 sin θ2

)
. (3.2)

While this quantity does not capture all of the relativistic dynamics of precessing binaries
(see e.g. [104]), it best captures precession in systems like those we have simulated, where a
single component drives the orbital precession [103]. In Figure 6, we plot marginal posteriors
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on χp for the same subset of runs shown in Figure 5, organized in the same manner. We also
include the prior π(χp) and conditional priors π(χp|q), derived in [102].

First, we note that we make a weak (though incorrect) measurement of χp for non-
precessing systems at the most extreme mass ratio we studied, q = 0.07. For each non-
precessing q = 0.07 source we recovered a posterior without the same “tail” shown in the
priors on χp in Figure 6. Further, for these sources, the 90% credible interval on the mass
ratio is ∼0.01, with the true value at the ∼65% percentile; i.e. most of the marginal posterior
in q is in smaller mass ratios. Referring to the conditional priors π(χp|q), we see that lower
q tends to increase support near χp of zero, but instead, we measure χp ∼ 0.1. Thus, the
uncertainty on our estimate of q for these sources cannot explain the bias on our measurement
of χp. For these systems, we may instead be dominated by the uncertainty in the tilt angle,
and explaining some of the observed spin in the system with slightly misaligned compact
object spins. For the remaining simulated signals, we can easily compare the posteriors on
χp to π(χp) and π(χp|q), and we find that that we only measure χp for precessing systems
at the lowest mass ratios and the highest (a1 = 0.8, 0.9) spins. This can be explained by
remembering that slice of the binary parameter space is where precession will modify the
inspiral of the binary the most.

3.2.2 Component Spin Magnitudes and Tilts in Next-generation Detectors

Non-precessing Precessing
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a1
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a1 = 0.80
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Figure 7. Marginal posterior distributions on the dimensionless spin magnitude of the heavier black
hole a1, for the quietest signals for a given set of intrinsic parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1), injected into
a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope. These are sorted, from top to bottom,
by increasing values of a1. We color the posterior distributions by the true mass ratio of the source.
In the left column, we show results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources, and in the right column, we
show results for precessing (θ1 = π/2) sources. The truth is indicated with a dashed black line. For
reference, we include a solid grey line at the maximal neutron star spin, aNS = 0.4. We observe that
a1 is measured away from these limits for non-precessing systems and at lower mass ratios.

In the previous section, we showed that effective spins may be measurable and provide
some constraints on the nature of sub-solar mass compact objects in O4 gravitational-wave
detectors. Unfortunately, individual spins cannot be well-constrained at low SNRs. Of the
simulated signals studied in this work, the lowest network SNR achieved in the XG network
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Figure 8. Marginal posterior distributions on the tilt angle between the spin vector of the heavier
black hole and the orbital angular momentum, θ1, for the quietest signals for a given set of intrinsic
parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1), injected into a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope.
In the top row, we show the prior π(θ1). For brevity, we only include results for sources with q = 0.10
(middle row) and q = 1.0 (bottom row). In the left column, we show results for non-precessing
(θ1 = 0) sources, and in the right column, we show results for precessing (θ1 = π/2) sources. The
truth is indicated with a dashed black line. We color the posterior distributions by the network SNR,
and their linestyles reflect the true spin magnitude of the heavier black hole, a1. We observe that θ1
is well-measured for non-precessing systems, and at low mass ratios. In addition, we note that the
lack of posterior support at θ1 = π/2 for precessing, q = 0.1 signals likely reflect heterodyning or
waveform accuracy issues at large SNRs.

is 236.6. These signals are orders of magnitude louder than any gravitational-wave event
observed to date and enable us to directly measure the magnitude and angles of binary black
hole spin vectors.

In Figure 7, we show marginal posteriors on the spin magnitude of the more massive
component, a1, for a subset of our signals injected into XG detectors, showing results only for
the quieter signals. The posteriors are colored by the mass ratio of the source, and organized
by the true value of a1, increasing from top to bottom. In all cases, we make a measurement
consistent with the true value of a1. Comparing to the maximal neutron star spin aNS = 0.4
(solid grey line), we observe that the best exclusion of such spins occurs for non-precessing
systems. In addition, the constraints on a1 improve with increasing mass ratio. Among non-
precessing systems, we measure a1 the best (worst) for the source with q = 0.07, a1 = 0.9
(q = 1, m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.6), which yields a 90% credible interval of 7.7 × 10−3

(0.28). Among precessing systems, we similarly measure a1 the best (worst) for the q = 0.07,
a1 = 0.8 (q = 1, m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.8) source, which yields a 90% credible interval
of 8.2× 10−4 (0.78). For systems approaching equal masses, we may not be able to exclude
a1 consistent with a neutron star if the system is highly precessing with a fully in-plane spin.

In Figure 8, we show marginal posteriors on θ1 for simulated signals with mass ratios
q = 0.1 and q = 1 (only the m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙ runs, for clarity); posteriors at all q can be
found in Appendix E. These are colored by network SNR, with a linestyle denoting the value
of a1 for each system. Our analysis employed isotropic priors on θ1, shown in the top rows
of both Figure 8. Comparing the marginal posteriors shown to the priors on θ1, we find that
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we can make a measurement of the tilt angle for non-precessing systems, and for precessing
systems up until q = 1 (for those systems, we make a measurement that excludes a totally
aligned or anti-aligned spin with respect to the orbital angular momentum). For example, for
the non-precessing, q = 0.1, a1 = 0.9 source, we find a 90% credible interval of 0.01 radians,
and for the non-precessing q = 1, m̃1 = m̃2 = 0.9 M⊙, a1 = 0.9 source with network SNR of
7.5, we find a credible interval of 0.26 radians. For our precessing sources, the measurement
of θ1 improves at q = 0.10 while dramatically broadening at q = 1.00; for example, the signal
with q = 0.1, a1 = 0.9 yields a credible interval of 5.7 × 10−3 radians versus an interval of
0.86 radians for the q = 1, a1 = 0.9 source with network SNR of 7.5. Finally, we note a
peculiarity in the posteriors on θ1 at q = 0.01; there, the true value is explicitly excluded,
with the distribution peaking to either side of π/2. This is a non-physical effect reflecting
a breakdown in the numerical approximation to the prior on the spin components aligned
with the orbital angular momentum. In Appendix F we demonstrate this prior effect by
re-analyzing one simulated signal in the XG network with uniform priors on the tilt angles
and magnitudes. Sampling directly in the spin magnitudes and tilts, we recover a posterior
with a similar width as shown in Figure 8 which peaks at the true θ1.

While there is no direct constraint on the value of θ1 for a sub-solar mass black hole
mimicker, better measurement of θ1 improves our measurement of effective spin parameters
like χeff and χp, which can indirectly constrain the nature of a compact object as discussed
for signals in current-generation detectors. In Appendix G, we observe a correlation between
χp and the inclination angle of the system relative to the line of sight which also improves
our measurement of binary spin physics.

3.3 Sky Localization

Binary neutron star mergers and some neutron star-black hole mergers can produce an elec-
tromagnetic (EM) signal counterpart to gravitational-wave emission [110]. While the lack of
an EM-counterpart does not strictly rule out a neutron star component, it can reduce the
allowed binary parameter space. In particular, a neutron star in a low-mass ratio merger is
expected to be tidally disrupted [111], and we expect to measure q particularly well for the
low-mass ratio systems in this work (c.f. Section 3.1). So, if a source is well-localized and
no counterpart is observed, a gravitational wave event may become easier to explain with a
sub-solar mass black hole component.

In Figure 9, we show the area on the sky to which each of our simulated signals can
be localized as a function of their network SNRs. This localization area is the solid angle
subtended by the 90% confidence contour on the marginal joint posterior for the right ascen-
sion and declination, computed using ligo.skymap [112]. For comparison, we include two
reference scales: the area enclosed by the 90% confidence contour for the binary neutron
star merger GW170817 [113] at a network SNR of ∼32 (blue star), and the field of view
of current- and next-generation optical, infrared, and microwave telescopes that could con-
tribute to the electromagnetic follow-up of a sub-solar mass compact object merger (grey,
various linestyles). We find that sub-solar mass compact object mergers achieve a higher
sky localization “efficiency” than GW170817, in the sense that at a similar network SNR it
is possible to localize these sub-solar mass mergers to a region on the sky that is an order
of magnitude smaller (similar to the measurement efficiency α introduced in Section 3.1).
This follows from the fact that longer-duration signals are easier to localize and that all of
our simulated systems (with either a lower total mass or mass ratio) will merge much more
slowly than a binary neutron star merger like GW170817. In addition, we observe that the
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Figure 9. Localization areas i.e. 90% confidence regions as a function of network SNR for all
simulated signals studied in this work. Signals injected into an O4-design sensitivity network of
LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo are shown in purple. Those injected into a network
of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope are shown in gold. Grey lines indicate the field of
view for electromagnetic follow-up observatories, including the Zwicky Transient Facility [105, ZTF;
dash-dot-dotted], Vera C. Rubin Observatory [106, dotted], next-generation Very Large Array [107,
ngVLA; dash-dotted], Dark Energy Camera [108, DECam; wide-spaced dots], and the Thirty Meter
Telescope [109, TMT; dashed]

localization for every event, except those at the edge of detectability (at O4 network SNRs of
7.5), is within the field of view for at least one telescope, and most are within the field of view
for multiple. In both scenarios (O4 and XG), we see that a compact object merger involv-
ing a sub-solar mass component will be very well-localized compared to our electromagnetic
follow-up capabilities, reducing the chance of missing an associated electromagnetic counter-
part if something other than black holes is involved in the merger. We also note that our
analysis did not include higher-order effects like the time-evolution of the detector antenna
pattern due to the rotation of the Earth or the finite size of the detector relative to the wave;
however, we expect these to further improve the localization of long-duration signals [114].

4 Discussion

Here, we have studied the measurability of the masses, spins, and sky location for a set of
spinning, precessing and non-precessing, quasi-circular binary black hole mergers involving
at least one sub-solar mass component. Using a spin-precessing waveform and heterodyned
likelihood, we performed parameter estimation on these signals injected into a network of
LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo at O4-design sensitivity, and a network of next-
generation detectors, Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope.

We found that the long duration (∼1000’s of seconds) of these signals engendered precise
measurement of the black hole masses. We confidently identify a sub-solar mass compact

– 16 –



object in all of the signals we studied, at current design sensitivities, down to network signal-
to-noise ratios at the threshold of detectability. In particular, we confidently excluded the
least massive component as being ≥ 1 M⊙ in mass even for an equal-mass 0.9-0.9M⊙ merger
with an SNR of 7.5, corresponding to a luminosity distance of ∼125 Mpc, or roughly three
times the distance of the binary neutron star merger GW170817. We observed that the SNR
drives the measurement of the component masses over the spins, and noted an increasing,
nonlinear relationship between the width of the 90% credible interval on m1 or m2 and the
SNR. Driven by this improvement in measurement efficiency at high SNRs, we found that
next-generation detectors will enable exquisite measurements of the source-frame component
masses towards the 10−5 M⊙ level, enabling confident measurement of the compact objects
we studied as super-, sub-, or solar in mass.

We then looked at the spins. In current generation detectors, we do not expect SNRs
high enough to often confidently measure the component spin magnitudes nor their tilt angles
with respect to the orbital angular moment. However, we found that the leading-order
effective spin parameters χeff and χp can be well-measured for non-precessing and precessing
sources, respectively, in the O4 network. With strong assumptions on the binary geometry,
we found that for non-precessing signals with the lowest mass ratios (q = 0.07, 0.10), we could
use χeff to confidently exclude spins consistent with the fastest spinning neutron stars. In
next-generation detectors, signals will be orders-of-magnitude louder at or beyond distances
comparable to GW170817. This enabled us to directly measure the spin magnitude and tilt
of the heavier component, and exclude spins consistent with theoretical maximal neutron
star spins for non-precessing systems, and precessing systems at low mass ratios.

Binary neutron star and neutron star-black hole mergers may produce an electromag-
netic counterpart; if none is found, especially at low mass ratios, that may rule out a neutron
star component in a binary merger. Again enabled by the long duration of these signals, we
found that nearly all of the sub-solar mass sources we studied in the three-detector, O4-design
sensitivity network would be localized within the field of view of at least one current- or next-
generation electromagnetic follow-up instrument. We noted that many of these sources are
more “efficiently” localized than GW170817, achieving smaller 90% confidence regions on the
sky at similar SNRs. All of the sources in the two-detector, next-generation gravitational
wave network were localized within the field of view of four current- and next-generation
electromagnetic follow-up instruments.

At least among the sources studied here, current-gravitational wave detectors would be
able to confidently report the discovery of a sub-solar mass component of a compact object
merger plus some measurement of the binary spin geometry and sky location, enabling unique
constraints on the properties of dark matter and the physics of the early Universe. However,
the “smoking gun” that characterizes a compact object is tidal deformability, which measures
how the material of a compact object responds to the gravitational field of its companion.
At present, there are no waveform models including tidal deformability that are calibrated
for the low mass ratios, or small component masses studied in this work. Recently, [115]
performed the first-ever numerical relativity simulation of a neutron star-sub-solar mass black
hole merger. They found significant dephasing between the waveform predicted by numerical
relativity and phenomenological or surrogate waveform predictions for the same merger. Once
waveform models involving tides are developed for sub-solar mass compact object mergers,
future work like ours could explore the measurability of those tides.
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A Parameter Estimation

A.1 Waveform Model and Heterodyned Likelihood

We use the Whittle likelihood approximation in the frequency domain for the residual noise
[127],

L(d|θ) =
∏
i,j

1

2πSij
exp

(
− 4

T

|dij − h(θ)ij |2
Sij

)
. (A.1)

where the products run over the gravitational wave detectors in a network and the frequency
bins of the data, dij is the data, h(θ)ij is the strain of the astrophysical signal, Sij is the
power spectral density, and T is the duration of the data. We inject simulated signals
into zero noise realizations of the detectors, so the power spectral densities are (theoretical)
design sensitivity curves. The strain is evaluated with the frequency-domain waveform model
IMRPhenomXP which includes spin precession effects [87]. We choose a similar description of
spin-precession as used in IMRPhenomPv2 [128] by choosing the flag PhenomXPrecVersion =

104 (see Table III, Appendix F of [87]).
In practice, taking the log-likelihood is commonly expressed in terms of a complex-

valued inner product between the data and the waveform strain, weighted by the power
spectral density (see Appendix B of [129]). Evaluating this inner product over O(106) (as we
have for signals O(103) seconds in duration) is computationally expensive. A heterodyned
likelihood [72] (an approximation also known as relative binning [73]) approximates Equa-
tion A.1 by expanding the inner product between the data and the strain about its value
at some fiducial values of θ, at a few frequencies whose spacing is chosen to minimize the
change in waveform phase between frequencies. The bilby implementation of a heterodyned
likelihood is described in Ref. [77]. Following the description of [73], the heterodyned likeli-
hood relies on hyperparameters ϵ and χ which control the tolerance for this inter-frequency
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dephasing (see Equations 9 and 10 of [73]). In this work, we choose ϵ = 0.025 and χ = 1,
which translates to an evaluation of the likelihood at only 1242 frequencies. For each sim-
ulated signal we study, we choose the fiducial values to be the true values chosen for each
source.

A.2 Priors

Binary black hole parameter definitions follow those of Table E1 in [76]. Conceptually, we
adopt the following priors:

• Component masses: We adopt uniform priors on the detector-frame masses m̃1, m̃2;
under these assumptions, we sample in the mass ratio q and detector-frame chirp mass
M̃ as these control the leading-order contributions to the gravitational wave strain.
We additionally constrain these priors by requiring m̃1, m̃2 ≤ 2 M⊙ in all analyses. In
principle, this allows us to recover super-solar component masses while reducing the
volume of the parameter space the sampling procedure may explore.

• Luminosity distance: Uniform prior on the coalescence time in the source frame and
the enclosed comoving volume, assuming the Planck15 cosmology [80].

• Spins: We assume isotropic priors on the spin vectors of the component black holes,
parameterized in terms of the components of the spins aligned with the orbital angular
momentum L⃗, χ1,2, the components pointing in the orbital plane χ⊥

1,2, the azimuthal

angle (taking L⃗ to point along the z-direction) between the spins, ϕ12, and the azimuthal
angle between L⃗ and the total angular momentum.

• Sky location and orientation: We assume isotropic priors for the orientation and lo-
cation of the binary on the sky, parameterized by the time of coalescence, azimuth,
and zenith as defined at LIGO-Hanford. Since the time at a given detector is what is
measured in practice, this parameterization is more efficient to sample in than directly
sampling in the right ascension, declination, and time of coalescence as measured at
the center of the Earth.

In all of our analyses, we choose priors that encompass the resultant posteriors.

A.3 Nested Sampling in bilby

The strategy of nested sampling is to estimate the Bayesian evidence Z as the integral of the
likelihood surface over the prior mass X,

Z =

∫ 1

0
L(X)dX ≈

∑
i

wiLi (A.2)

where i enumerates likelihood contours of value Li and the weights wi are the the prior
mass enclosed by those contours. The likelihood contours are chosen to enclose increasingly
narrow regions of the total prior mass; this sorting allows us to estimate Z without explicitly
referring to the complicated, high-dimensional geometry of the likelihood surface [69]. While
evaluating the likelihood is a well-defined computation using Equation A.1 and given a model
of the gravitational waveform, determining the prior mass enclosed by some likelihood iso-
contour is non-trivial. We can estimate wi with uncertainty e.g. with Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) chains sampling within some bounds of the prior mass. Here, we use the
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nested sampling algorithm implemented by dynesty [70] and employ Differential Evolution-
MCMC (DE-MC), as implemented in bilby, to estimate wi [130]. In Table 2, we record
the sampler settings provided to bilby when we conduct parameter estimation with nested
sampling for our simulated signals.

Sampler Argument Value

nlive 500
walks 100
naccept 60
sample ‘acceptance-walk’

proposals [‘diff’]

bound ‘live’

Table 2. Sampler arguments used in our analysis of simulated signals as defined for the bilby

implementation of dynesty and Differential Evolution-MCMC. We note that a few runs use nlive =

2000 to achieve convergence.

Parameter Units Value

Intrinsic Parameters

m1,m2 M⊙ See Table 1
a1, a2 – a1 is one of {0.6, 0.8, 0.9}

a2 = 0
θ1, θ2 radians θ1 is one of {0, π/2}

θ2 = 0
ϕ12 radians 1.7
ϕjl radians 0.3

Extrinsic Parameters

dL Mpc Changed to achieve the SNRs in Table 1.
θJN radians 0.4

Right ascension radians 1.375
Declination radians -1.2108

ψ radians 2.659
tc GPS Time 1126259642.413
ϕc seconds 1.3

Table 3. Complete set of binary black hole source parameters for the simulated signals studied in
this work, including the intrinsic parameters of the black holes and the extrinsic parameters of the
binary’s location and orientation. Parameters of the angular momenta are evaluated at a reference
frequency of 20 Hz. Parameter definitions follow Table E1 of [76].

– 20 –



B Marginal Posteriors on Chirp Mass and Mass Ratio
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Figure 10. Marginal posterior distributions on the source-frame chirp mass M for the simulated
signals injected into an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo.
Results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those for precessing sources
(θ1 = π/2) on the right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the signal. The linestyle
of the posterior reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6
(dotted), 0.8 (dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source,
from top to bottom. Thin black lines rising from the M-axis indicate the true value of M, and a grey
line is included at the fiducial mass scale of 1 M⊙. We note that these posteriors are not normalized
so that they may be visualized together.
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Figure 11. Marginal posterior distributions on the mass ratio q for the simulated signals injected
into an O4-design sensitivity network of LIGO-Hanford, LIGO-Livingston, and Virgo. Results for
non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those for precessing sources (θ1 = π/2)
on the right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the signal. The linestyle of the
posterior reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted),
0.8 (dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source, from top
to bottom. Dashed black lines indicate the true value of q. We note that these posteriors are not
normalized so that they may be visualized together.
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Figure 12. Marginal posterior distributions on the source-frame chirp mass M for the simulated
signals injected into a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope. Results for non-
precessing (θ1 = 0) sources are shown on the left and those for precessing sources (θ1 = π/2) on the
right. The posteriors are colored by the network SNR of the signal. The linestyle of the posterior
reflects the dimensionless spin magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted), 0.8
(dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source, from top to
bottom. Thin black lines rising from the M-axis indicate the true value of M, and a grey line is
included at the fiducial mass scale of 1 M⊙. We note that these posteriors are not normalized so that
they may be visualized together.
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Figure 13. Marginal posterior distributions on the mass ratio q for the simulated signals injected into
a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope. Results for non-precessing (θ1 = 0) sources
are shown on the left and those for precessing sources (θ1 = π/2) on the right. The posteriors are
colored by the network SNR of the signal. The linestyle of the posterior reflects the dimensionless spin
magnitude of the more massive black hole, a1 = 0.6 (dotted), 0.8 (dashed), or 0.9 (solid). Posteriors
are organized by increasing mass ratio of the source, from top to bottom. Dashed black lines indicate
the true value of q. We note that these posteriors are not normalized so that they may be visualized
together.
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Figure 14. Marginal posteriors on the source-frame chirp mass M, luminosity distance dL, incli-
nation angle relative to the line of sight θJN , and effective spin precession χp for the non-precessing
simulated signal with q = 0.36, a1 = 0.9, and a network SNR of 665.5 in the XG network. True values
are shown with black lines. We observe that the chirp mass is underestimated due to an overestimated
distance, driven by correlations between dL, θJN , and χp.

In Figures 10 and 11 we plot marginal posteriors on the source-frame chirp mass M
and mass ratio q, respectively, for the signals simulated in the O4-design sensitivity network.
In Figures 12 and 13 we similarly plot marginal posteriors on M and q for signals simulated
in the XG network. All of these figures are organized in the same manner as the plots of
the marginal posteriors on the source-frame component masses in Section 3.1. We note that
in Figure 12 the marginal posteriors on M for the louder set of non-precessing q = 0.56
signals plus all non-precessing, q = 0.36 signals do not recover the true values of the chirp
mass, peaking away from these value by ≲ 10−2 M⊙. We emphasize that this is an artifact
of marginalizing a 15-dimensional posterior distribution, and not a meaningful bias, as the
value of the log-likelihood at the true parameters versus the parameters with highest posterior
probability differs by roughly unity. The apparent offset in the source-frame masses is due
to the fact that the luminosity distance posterior (needed to convert detector-frame mass
to source-frame mass) only includes the true value at the edge of its tail, see Figure 14.
In turn, the exact shape of the distance posterior is driven by the interplay between the
correlation of some of the binary parameters (specifically: distance, inclination angle and χp,
see Appendix G below) and their non-trivial priors. As shown in Figure 6, for a system with
small mass ratio, the χp prior is rather peaked away from zero, but due to correlations, that
pushes θJN to smaller values, which in turn moves the distance to higher values.
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C Effective Spin Constraints on Spin Magnitude

C.1 Spin-aligned Systems

If we make assumptions about the spin geometry of the binary black hole system, we can
constrain the spin of the lighter object a2 under the most conservative assumptions about
the spin of the heavier object, a1. First, we consider two black hole spins both aligned
with the orbital angular momentum, or both in the opposite direction of the orbital angular
momentum; here, we refer to both cases as “spin-aligned”. In these cases,

|χeff | =
a1 + qa2
1 + q

. (C.1)

Rearranging in terms of a2,

a2 =
|χeff |(1 + q)− a1

q
, (C.2)

and notice that a1 ≤ 1, so,

a2 ≥
|χeff |(1 + q)− 1

q
. (C.3)

Therefore, a2 > aNS when the right-hand side of Equation C.3 is greater than aNS. This is
fulfilled for

|χeff | >
aNSq + 1

1 + q
(C.4)

which we recognize as |χeff | for spin-aligned black holes with a1 = 1, a2 = aNS. For aNS = 0.4
[78], this critical value of χeff is maximized at q = 1 and we find that χeff,crit = 0.7. So, for
spin-aligned systems, |χeff | > 0.7 implies that a2 must be larger than the maximal neutron
star spin, assuming the spins are aligned.

C.2 Spin anti-aligned Systems

We can construct a similar constraint in systems where one black hole spin is aligned with
the orbital angular momentum and one points in the opposite direction. Here, we take the
more massive object to spin in the direction of the angular momentum and the less massive
object to spin opposite it (the constraint we construct turns out to be the same if these are
switched). Then,

χeff =
a1 − qa2
1 + q

, (C.5)

and so,

a2 =
a1 − χeff(1 + q)

q
≥ −χeff(1 + q)

q
(C.6)

as a1 ≥ 0. Notice, for a1 = 0 and with the spin of the lighter object pointing opposite the
orbital angular momentum, χeff < 0. Thus,

a2 ≥
|χeff |(1 + q)

q
, (C.7)

and similar to our analysis for spin-aligned systems, we that a2 > aNS when

|χeff | ≥
aNSq

1 + q
(C.8)

which we recognize as the value of |χeff | for a1 = 0, a2 = aNS. This critical value of |χeff | is
maximized for q = 1, yielding χeff,crit = 0.2. Again, above this threshold, a2 must be larger
than the maximal neutron star spin, assuming the spins are anti-aligned.
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Figure 15. Marginal posterior distributions on mass ratio q and effective spin χeff for two precessing
signals (with a1 = 0.6) in the O4 detector network that do not peak at the true value of χeff , driven
by the q − χeff correlation. True values are shown with black lines, and the distributions are colored
by the mass ratio with q = 0.10 (left, lime) and q = 0.56 (right, green-blue), matching the colors of
Figure 5. The q = 0.10 run has a network SNR of 14.3, and the q = 0.56 run has an SNR of 12.5.

D Features in Correlated Mass Ratio-Effective Spin Posteriors

In Figure 15, we show marginal posteriors for two precessing simulated signals with a1 = 0.6 in
the O4 detector network; the runs shown are at the lower SNRs listed in Table 1. The source
with q = 0.10, which has a network SNR of 14.3 (left panel, lime color) shows bimodality in
the posterior distribution for χeff driven by posterior support for q away from the true value,
shown in black. As q and χeff are correlated, a small change in q drives samples to a new
iso-likelihood ridge in the space of q−χeff , introducing a new mode at larger χeff . In the 2D
marginal q−χeff posterior for this source, the lower probability mode coincides with the true
value. It does not dominate the posterior because the likelihood is especially “peaky” and,
in a sense, “underresolved”. As q decreases, the length of the signal increases, and so even
relatively minor deviations in the source parameters will result in a large mismatch between
a proposal for the signal and the data; thus, the likelihood peaks around an especially narrow
range of source parameters. Using dynesty, the number of nested sampling live points Nlive

can be heuristically related to our resolution of the total prior volume. If we have too few
live points, it is less likely to initially place them within the narrow width of the maximum
likelihood peak. The analysis for the precessing q = 0.10, a1 = 0.6 source in the O4 network
employed Nlive = 2000. Using fewer live points, the true value lay at the edge of the 1σ level
of the marginal posterior on q, and with increasing Nlive we observe a (still subdominant)
mode emerge centered on the true source parameters. It is likely that increasing Nlive further
would allow us to fully resolve a unimodal posterior centered on the true q and χeff , although
this becomes increasingly computationally expensive.

The source with q = 0.56, with a network SNR of 12.5 (right panel of Figure 15, green-
blue color) underestimates χeff , below the true value of zero. However, inspecting the joint
posterior on q − χeff we see that the true value lies along a ridge of similar probability,
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making it (roughly) equally as likely for χeff to be slightly negative, and with slightly larger
q. Without better measurement of the spin magnitudes and tilts, a larger range of χeff is
allowed. Since the marginal posterior on q shows additional support at larger values, we
underestimate χeff .

E Additional Marginal Posteriors on Spin Geometry

Non-precessing Precessing
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Figure 16. Marginal posterior distributions on χeff for the louder simulated signals in the O4 detector
network. This figure is organized in the same manner as Figure 5, with the marginal posteriors colored
by the true mass ratio q and organized from top to bottom by the true value of a1, with the prior
on χeff shown at the top. Non-precessing signals are on the left, with the true value of χeff shown
with a dashed line colored by the true q. Precessing signals are shown on the left where the truth
is shown with a dashed black line. We also include the two critical values of χeff above which a2
is inconsistent with neutron star spin derived in Appendix C, assuming that spins are aligned (solid
grey) or anti-aligned (dashed grey). Note that there are no signals with q ≤ 0.1 in this plot as those
sources were only simulated with one SNR (see Table 1).
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Figure 17. Marginal posterior distributions on the tilt angle between the spin vector of the heavier
black hole and the orbital angular momentum, θ1, for the quietest signals for a given set of intrinsic
parameters (m̃1, m̃2, a1, θ1), injected into a network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope.
In the top row, we show the prior on π(θ1). The truth is indicated with a dashed black line. We color
the posterior distributions by the network SNR, and their linestyles reflect the true spin magnitude
of the heavier black hole, a1. We observe that θ1 is well-measured for non-precessing systems, and at
low mass ratios. As noted in Section 3.2.2, the lack of posterior support at θ1 = π/2 for precessing
signals reflects the aligned-spin prior effect investigated in Appendix F.

F Biased Tilt Posteriors at High Signal-to-Noise Ratios

Assuming isotropic priors on the spin magnitudes and tilt angles, the prior on the aligned
components of the spins π(χi) formally diverges to infinity at χi = 0, i.e. θi = π/2 (see equa-
tion A7 of Ref. [131]). Nested sampling in dynesty takes place in a unit hypercube, requiring
the inverse of the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the prior; however, the CDF of
π(χi) is not analytically invertible. Instead, bilby constructs a numerical approximant to
the CDF which insufficiently resolves the divergence at χi = 0 in π(χi) for very high SNR
signals, resulting in little to no posterior support at θi = π/2 as observed in Figures 8 and
17.
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Figure 18. Marginal posterior on θ1 from two analyses of the simulated source with q = 0.10,
a1 = 0.9, and θ1 = π/2 (dashed black line) injected into the XG network with an SNR of 490.3. Here,
we repeat the posterior shown in Figure 8 (solid line) and compare it to the posterior generated when
adopting uniform priors on the spin magnitudes ai and tilt angles θi (dash-dotted line). The uniform
prior on θ1 is shown in the black solid line. We observe that sampling in the spin magnitudes and tilts
directly recovers a posterior of similar width as the posterior recovered when sampling in the aligned
(χi) and in-plane spins (χ⊥

i ), and it also recovers the true value of θ1.

To verify that this bias in θ1 is indeed a prior effect, we sample directly in the spin
magnitudes and tilts to re-analyze the simulated signal with q = 0.10, a1 = 0.9, and θ1 = π/2
in the XG network of Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope, with a network SNR of
490.3. In Figure 18 we compare the marginal posteriors on θ1 recovered by sampling in the
aligned- and in-plane (χ⊥

i ) spin components with isotropic priors (solid line) and in the spin
magnitudes ai and tilt angles θi with uniform priors (dash-dotted line). We note that, in the
range of θ1 considered very near π/2, this is nearly equivalent to an isotropic (sine) prior on
θ1. The posterior generated by sampling in χi, χ

⊥
i is repeated from the inset panel in the

second row, right column of Figure 8. Here, we see that the posterior generated by sampling
in ai, θi is of a similar width as the original result; sampling in χi, χ

⊥
i we found a 90%

credible interval on θ1 of 3.3 × 10−3 radians versus a credible interval of 2.2 × 10−3 radians
when sampling in the spin magnitude and tilt directly. Importantly, we also successfully
recover the true value of θ1 when using uniform priors on ai, θi, indicating that the bias in
θ1 we observed in Figure 8 is a prior effect.

G Correlation Between Spin Precession and Binary Geometry

At the three lowest mass ratios of the simulated precessing signals considered in this work,
q = 0.07, 0.10, 0.36, we observed a correlation between the effective spin precession χp and

the zenith angles of the orbital angular momentum L⃗ and total angular momentum J⃗ . To our
knowledge, this correlation has not been previously reported. In Figure 19 we show marginal
posteriors on χp, θJN (zenith angle between J⃗ and the line of sight N̂), θJL (zenith angle

between J⃗ and L⃗), and ι (zenith angle between L⃗ and N̂) for the precessing source with
q = 0.36 and a1 = 0.9 in the O4-design sensitivity network, which had a network SNR of
21.2. We compute θJL (also referred to as the opening angle, β) at a reference frequency of 20
Hz using pesummary.gw.conversions.spins.opening angle(), which in turn implements
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Figure 19. Marginal posteriors on the effective spin precession χp and the zenith angles θJN (between
the total angular momentum and line of sight), θJL (between the total and orbital angular momenta),
and ι (between the orbital angular momentum and line of sight), from our analysis of the simulated
q = 0.36, a1 = 0.9 precessing signal in the O4-design sensitivity network. True values are shown in
black lines.

methods from LALSimulation. Along the bottom row, we see linear correlations between χp

and each of these angles.

Heuristically, this correlation can be understood as follows: consider a gravitational-
wave signal consistent with precession. This necessarily implies a non-zero angle θJL between
L⃗ and J⃗ . If we infer θ1 ̸= 0, we can explain larger (smaller) values of this angle with larger
(smaller) values of a1 which pushes J⃗ into (away from) the orbital plane and away from
(towards) L⃗. Note that in all of the signals we simulated with a1 > 0, a2 = 0, we have
χp = a1 sin θ1 (c.f. Equation 3.2).7 So, larger χp necessitates larger θJL, and thus these
quantities are positively correlated. Alternatively, if we are uncertain of the degree to which
we observe precession in a gravitational wave signal, we can fix all of the geometry of our
system except for θJL and θJN , in particular fixing the component black hole spins and ι.
As L⃗ precesses about J⃗ , if we enlarge the cone of precession by increasing θJL then we must
bring this cone closer to the line of sight by decreasing θJN to keep ι constant. In this way,
θJN and θJL are negatively linearly correlated.

Combined, we have a negative linear correlation between χp and θJN . Similar heuristic
arguments can explain the observed correlations with ι. In detail, this effect is likely because
precession for these systems is in the “tropical region” noted by [79], where the plane of the
orbit can wobble so violently that both the top and bottom are observed along the line of
sight in the course of precession. This injects additional information on the binary geometry
of the system into the gravitational wave signal, which has previously been observed to reduce
uncertainty in the measurement of θJN (see e.g. Figure 4 of [95] or Figure 20 of [93]).

7Alternatively, we could increase θ1 if we infer non-zero spin a1 to achieve the same effect, although the
change in χp with respect to θ1 is much smaller near the true value of θ1 = π/2 when χp ∝ sin θ1.
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