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ABSTRACT
The environment surrounding supermassive black holes (SMBHs) in galactic nuclei (GNs) is expected to harbour stellar-mass
binary black hole (BBH) populations. These binaries were suggested to form a hierarchical triple system with the SMBH,
and gravitational perturbations from the SMBH can enhance the mergers of BBHs through Lidov-Kozai (LK) oscillations.
Previous studies determined the expected binary parameter distribution for this merger channel in single GNs. Here we account
for the different spatial distribution and mass distribution models of BBHs around SMBHs and perform direct high-precision
regularized N-body simulations, including Post-Newtonian (PN) terms up to order PN2.5, to model merging BBH populations
in single GNs. We use a full inspiral-merger-ringdown waveform model of BBHs with nonzero eccentricities and take into
account the observational selection effect to determine the parameter distributions of LK-induced BBHs detected with a single
advanced gravitational-wave (GW) detector from all GNs in the Universe. We find that the detected mergers’ total binary mass
distribution is tilted towards lower masses, and the mass ratio distribution is roughly uniform. The redshift distribution peaks
between ∼ 0.15 − 0.55, and the vast majority of binaries merge within redshift ∼ 1.1. The fraction of binaries entering the
LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA band with residual eccentricities > 0.1 is below ∼ 10%. We identify a negative correlation between
residual eccentricity and mass parameters and a negative correlation between residual eccentricity and source distance. Our
results for the parameter distributions and correlations among binary parameters may make it possible to disentangle this merger
channel from other BBH merger channels statistically.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The recent detection of GWs from merging stellar-mass BBHs
and neutron star binaries by the Advanced Laser Interferometer
Gravitational-Wave Observatory1 (aLIGO; Aasi et al. 2015) and Ad-
vanced VIRGO2 (AdV; Acernese et al. 2015) has opened the field of
GW astronomy (Abbott et al. 2016, 2017). To date, nearly 100 BBH
mergers have been detected with the aLIGO-AdV-KAGRA3 (Kagra
Collaboration et al. 2019) detector network (Abbott et al. 2019a,
2021a; The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2021a), and sev-
eral additional BBHmergers were identified in the publicly available
data (Venumadhav et al. 2019, 2020; Zackay et al. 2019a,b; Nitz et al.
2021). Based on the detected BBHs, the BBH merger rate density
was observationally constrained by the LIGO–Virgo–KAGRA Col-
laboration to the range 17.9−44Gpc−3yr−1 at a fiducial redshift (The
LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2021b). With ongoing improve-
ments to the operating advanced GW detectors and by expanding the
system to five stations with the involvement of LIGO India4 (Unnikr-
ishnan 2013), the number of GW detections is expected to grow at

★ E-mail: laszlo.gondan@ttk.elte.hu
1 http://www.ligo.caltech.edu/
2 http://www.ego-gw.it/
3 https://gwcenter.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/en/
4 http://www.gw.iucaa.in/ligo-india/

an unprecedented rate in the upcoming years (e.g. Abbott et al. 2018;
Baibhav et al. 2019).
Various formation scenarios have been proposed to constrain the

possible astrophysical origin of the detected BBH mergers (e.g.
Abbott et al. 2019b; Barack et al. 2019; Abbott et al. 2021b, and
references therein). In most isolated binary channels, the resulting
merging BBHs are circular within measurement errors within the
sensitive frequency band of advanced GW detectors. However, sev-
eralmerger channels involving dynamical environmentsmay result in
BBH merger events with non-negligible eccentricity when reaching
the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band, thereby distinguishing themselves
from other astrophysical merger channels. So far, some potential
candidates have been proposed to have a dynamical origin (Romero-
Shaw et al. 2020, 2021; Gayathri et al. 2022; Romero-Shaw et al.
2022), but no compelling evidence has yet been found for non-zero
eccentricity (Abbott et al. 2019c; Wu et al. 2020).
The avenues to produce eccentric BBH mergers through dynami-

cal interactions include different formation scenarios and host envi-
ronments. In the late-inspiral phase, the highest eccentricities are
expected following strong gravitational scatterings in GNs (e.g.
O’Leary et al. 2009; Kocsis & Levin 2012; Hong & Lee 2015;
Gondán et al. 2018b; Gondán & Kocsis 2021). This effect may also
lead to systems with significantly nonzero eccentricity in globu-
lar clusters (e.g. Samsing et al. 2014; Samsing & Ramirez-Ruiz
2017; Rodriguez et al. 2018a,b; Samsing 2018; Samsing et al. 2018;
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Zevin et al. 2019; Samsing et al. 2020) and the gas disks of ac-
tive galactic nuclei (Tagawa et al. 2021; Samsing et al. 2022). In
hierarchical triples, the LK oscillation (Kozai 1962; Lidov 1962; Li-
dov & Ziglin 1976) may also lead to eccentric BBH mergers in the
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band, where the tertiary companion may be a
stellar-mass object in the galactic field (e.g. Antonini et al. 2017; Liu
& Lai 2017; Silsbee & Tremaine 2017; Liu & Lai 2018; Rodriguez
&Antonini 2018; Fragione &Kocsis 2020; Liu et al. 2020; Michaely
& Perets 2020), in globular clusters (e.g. Wen 2003; Aarseth 2012;
Antonini et al. 2014, 2016; Breivik et al. 2016; Martinez et al. 2020),
or in young massive and open star clusters (Kimpson et al. 2016;
Trani et al. 2022). The tertiary can also be an intermediate-mass BH
in globular clusters (Fragione & Bromberg 2019) or an SMBH in
GNs (e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang et al.
2018; Randall & Xianyu 2018a,b; Fragione et al. 2019a; Zhang et al.
2019; Arca Sedda 2020). Eccentric BBH mergers are also produced
in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band in quadruples (Fragione & Kocsis
2019; Liu & Lai 2019; Hamers & Safarzadeh 2020; Hamers et al.
2021) and in triples in the vicinity of an SMBH (Fragione et al.
2019b; Arca Sedda et al. 2021).
Recent studies have shown that eccentricity can be measured for

stellar-mass BBH mergers at the 10Hz frequency band of advanced
GW detectors for 𝑒 & 0.02 − 0.1 (Brown & Zimmerman 2010;
Huerta et al. 2017, 2018; Gondán et al. 2018a; Lower et al. 2018;
Gondán & Kocsis 2019; Romero-Shaw et al. 2019; Lenon et al.
2020; Wu et al. 2020). Together with other suggested parameters
such as spins and mass-dependent parameters, their distributions,
and correlations among them may be used to uniquely or statistically
disentangle among different BBHmerger channels (e.g. Barack et al.
2019; Gerosa & Fishbach 2021; Gondán & Kocsis 2021; Spera et al.
2022, and references therein). Note that the formation environment
may also be constrained with advanced GW detectors by identifying
variations in the measured GW signal due to Doppler effects related
to a possible movement of the BBH’s centre of mass (Inayoshi et al.
2017; Meiron et al. 2017; Chamberlain et al. 2019) or by measuring
the magnification and time delay of secondary GW signals (Kocsis
2013; Gondán & Kocsis 2022).
In this study, we focus on the distributions of measurable binary

parameters for BBHs merging in GNs due to the LK mechanism.
In this merger channel, BBHs undergo large-amplitude eccentricity
and inclination oscillations due to the LKmechanism in the presence
of an SMBH (e.g. Antonini & Rasio 2016; Leigh et al. 2016), and
GW emission drives the binaries to merge if their eccentricities reach
sufficiently high values.5 This effect accelerates the merger times of
BBHs, leading to enhanced merger rate densities, which are compet-
itive with other proposed merger channels (Mandel & Broekgaarden
2022). This merger channel was first investigated in the pioneering
work by Antonini & Perets (2012) for a Milky Way-size nucleus.
They predicted merger rates together with the total fraction of BBHs
(and binary neutron stars) merging due to LK resonances and also
investigated the distribution of eccentricity when BBHs enter the
10Hz frequency band of aLIGO. Subsequent studies have refined the
merger rate estimates, predicted merger rate density estimates, and
determined the distributions of several orbital and mass-dependent
parameters in single GNs, taking into account variations in the un-
derlying BBH and stellar population models, GN models accounting
for spherical and non-spherical nuclear star clusters, torques from the
stellar cluster, and variant integration techniques of the equations of
motion (e.g. VanLandingham et al. 2016; Petrovich&Antonini 2017;

5 See Naoz 2016 for a review of the LK mechanism.

Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Randall & Xianyu 2018a,b;
Fragione et al. 2019a; Takátsy et al. 2019; Zhang et al. 2019; Arca
Sedda 2020; Bub & Petrovich 2020; Yu et al. 2020).
We extend previous analyses to predict the distributions of binary

parameters as observed by an advanced GW detector at design sen-
sitivity. In our investigations, we account for the different spatial dis-
tribution and mass distribution models of BBH populations around
SMBHs and take into consideration the observational selection effect.
We determine the distribution of eccentricity at 10Hz, the distribu-
tions of mass-dependent parameters (e.g. total mass, chirp mass, and
mass ratio), and the redshift distribution for aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA
detections. Finally, we identify possible correlations among various
binary parameters using their observable distributions. The mea-
sured correlations and characteristics of parameter distributions may
be useful to statistically disentangle this merger channel from other
compact object merger channels.
To examine the distributions of binary parameters, we generate

mock Monte Carlo (MC) catalogues of LK-induced BBHs as ob-
served by aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA. For this purpose, we first generate
mock MC samples of LK-induced BBH merger populations in sin-
gle GNs using high-precision, fully regularized N-body simulations,
including PN terms up to order PN2.5. We use a full inspiral-merger-
ringdown waveform model of BBHs with nonzero eccentricities to
calculate the signal–to–noise ratio (SNR) values, taking into account
the source direction, inclination, and polarization angles. We gener-
ate mock samples of GNs with the observed distribution of SMBHs
in the detection volume, then sample LK-induced BBH mergers for
each GN host from the corresponding redshift-dependent merger rate
distribution, and finally discard the sources that do not reach the SNR
limit of detection.
The paper is organized as follows. We summarize the charac-

teristics of GN hosts relevant to generating mock MC samples of
GNs in Section 2. Similarly, we summarize the main quantities of
BBH populations in GNs relevant to generating mock MC samples
of LK-induced BBH mergers in single GNs in Section 3. We give
an overview of the relevant timescales related to the dynamical pro-
cesses governing the evolution of binaries around SMBHs in Section
4. We introduce the methods we applied in the performed MC sim-
ulations to generate mock samples of LK-induced BBH mergers in
single GN hosts in Section 5. We describe the setup of MC simu-
lations resulting in mock catalogues of LK-induced BBH mergers
detectable by an advanced GW detector in Section 6. We present our
main results in Section 7. Finally, we summarize the results of the
paper and conclude in Section 8.
We use geometric units (𝐺 = 1 = 𝑐) throughout the paper, where

mass 𝑀 and distance 𝑟 have units of time: 𝐺𝑀/𝑐3 and 𝑟/𝑐.

2 GALACTIC NUCLEI

We start by briefly summarizing the characteristics of GN hosts
relevant in generating mock MC samples of GNs and LK-induced
BBH mergers in single GN hosts.

2.1 Galactic nucleus

GNs are dense and massive assemblies of stars and compact objects
gravitationally bound to a central SMBH and are found at the centres
of most galaxies (e.g. Neumayer et al. 2020). The orbital evolution
of the components of stellar populations is dominated by the SMBH
within the GN’s radius of influence, which is commonly defined in

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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the literature as

𝑟max =
𝑀SMBH
𝜎2∗

(1)

(Peebles 1972). Here, 𝑀SMBH is the mass of the SMBH, and 𝜎∗
is the velocity dispersion of the underlying stellar populations in
the nucleus near the SMBH. In order to estimate 𝑟max, we use the
𝑀SMBH − 𝜎∗ fit of Kormendy & Ho (2013),

𝑀SMBH ' 3.097 × 108M�

(
𝜎∗

200 km s−1

)4.384
. (2)

Note that the radius of influencemay be defined alternatively as the
distance from the central SMBH at which the enclosed mass in stars
equals twice 𝑀SMBH (Merritt 2004). We investigate in Section 7.1
how this choice for 𝑟max influences the distributions of measurable
binary parameters for detections with single advanced GW detectors.

2.2 Spatial distribution of galactic nuclei

The astrophysical reach of advanced GW detectors at design sen-
sitivity ranges between ∼ 4.1 − 5.5Gpc in comoving distances for
quasi-circular non-spinning BBHs6, and it is expected to be some-
what larger for initially highly eccentric BBHs with low orbital sep-
arations (e.g. East et al. 2013). This detection ranges significantly
exceeds the largest scale of inhomogeneity in the mass distribution
of the Universe, which arises from cosmic voids (Gregory & Thomp-
son 1978) of maximum radii in the range of 20− 100 ℎ−1Mpc (Mao
et al. 2017) with Hubble parameter ℎ = 𝐻0/100. Accordingly, we
assume that anisotropies and inhomogeneities average out over the
corresponding detection volumes and thereby consider a homoge-
neous and isotropic spatial distribution of GN hosts in comoving
coordinates. To obtain the radial distribution of GNs in terms of the
luminosity distances 𝐷L instead of the comoving distance, we adopt
a spatially-flat ΛCDM cosmology model with parameters given in
Planck Collaboration et al. (2020) and follow the methodology in-
troduced in Gondán & Kocsis (2021).

2.3 Mass range of supermassive black holes

Recent observations showed evidence for SMBHs with masses down
to ∼ 5 × 104M� (Baldassare et al. 2015), while the highest SMBH
mass ever reported is ∼ 6.6 × 1010M� (Shemmer et al. 2004). As
SMBH mass distribution estimates7 can be generally extended to
masses as low as of order ∼ 105M� (Barth et al. 2005; Greene & Ho
2006), we set the lower bound of the SMBHmass range of interest to
be 105M� . Regarding the upper bound, the differential merger rate
of LK-induced BBHs in the local Universe 𝑑ΓlocUniv/𝑑𝑀SMBH was

6 We used the luminosity distance - redshift relation (Hogg 1999) and the
adopted spatially-flat ΛCDM cosmology model to set a relation between
redshift 𝑧 and luminosity distance 𝐷L and thereby calculate the comoving
distance𝐷C as𝐷C = 𝐷L/(1+ 𝑧) (Hogg 1999). In the case of a single aLIGO
detector, the maximum redshift of detection is 𝑧 ∼ 2 (Hall & Evans 2019),
which translates into a luminosity distance of ∼ 16Gpc and a comoving
distance of ∼ 5.5Gpc. The maximum luminosity distance of detection for
KAGRA and AdV are ∼ 9.3Gpc (Michimura et al. 2020) and ∼ 9.7Gpc
(Abbott et al. 2020), respectively, which correspond to comoving distances
of ∼ 4.1Gpc and ∼ 4.2Gpc, respectively.
7 Shankar et al. (2004) and recent SMBH mass distribution estimates in the
literature (e.g. Graham et al. 2007; Shankar et al. 2009; Shankar 2013; Ueda
et al. 2014; Sĳacki et al. 2015; Thanjavur et al. 2016) which are consistent
with it within uncertainties.

investigated up to 𝑀SMBH = 109M� (Fragione et al. 2019a), so we
set the upper bound accordingly.8

2.4 Mass distribution of supermassive black holes

Numerical simulations (e.g. Sĳacki et al. 2015) pointed out that
the SMBH mass distribution weakly evolves out to 𝑧 ' 2 over the
SMBH mass range 𝑀SMBH ∈

[
105M� , 109M�

]
. Since the major-

ity of BBHs in the LK channel in GNs are expected to enter the
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band with negligible eccentricities (e.g. An-
tonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Randall & Xianyu 2018a;
Fragione et al. 2019a; Zhang et al. 2019; Arca Sedda 2020), they may
be detected by single advanced GW detectors at design sensitivity
to a maximum redshift of 𝑧 ' 2 (Hall & Evans 2019). Note that due
to the strong dependence of the maximum distance of detection on
binary parameters, the vast majority of sources are expected to be de-
tected well below 𝑧 ∼ 2 that we check in Section 7.1.9 Consequently,
we neglect the redshift dependence of the SMBH mass distribution
in our further investigations.
Note that we sample SMBH masses from the SMBH mass range

of interest with equal probability when generating mock MC sam-
ples of GN hosts as the target sample size per GN based on
𝑑ΓlocUniv/𝑑𝑀SMBH that already accounts for the SMBH mass dis-
tribution (e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang
et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a).

2.5 Relaxed stellar populations around supermassive black
holes

GNs are assumed to be relaxed systems of spherically symmetric,
multi-mass, stellar populations gravitationally bound to a central
SMBH. Studies showed that stellar objects undergo dynamical mass
segregation and form an approximately power-law number density
profile, 𝑛(𝑟, 𝑚) ∝ 𝑟−𝛼(𝑚) within the SMBH’s radius of influence
(e.g. Bahcall & Wolf 1977; Amaro-Seoane et al. 2004; Baumgardt
et al. 2004; Freitag et al. 2006; Hopman & Alexander 2006; Alexan-
der & Hopman 2009; Keshet et al. 2009; O’Leary et al. 2009; Preto
& Amaro-Seoane 2010; Aharon & Perets 2016; Alexander 2017;
Vasiliev 2017; Baumgardt et al. 2018; Fragione & Sari 2018; Pana-
marev et al. 2019; Emami & Loeb 2020). Observations of the stellar
distribution in our Galactic Centre of old main-sequence stars justi-
fied the existence of a cusp with a slope consistent within uncertain-
ties with theoretical expectations (e.g. Schödel et al. 2007; Trippe
et al. 2008; Gillessen et al. 2009; Yusef-Zadeh et al. 2012; Feldmeier
et al. 2014; Gallego-Cano et al. 2018; Schödel et al. 2018).
Recent studies have shown that heavy objects may form a disk-like

structure within GNs due to vector resonant relaxation (Szölgyén
& Kocsis 2018; Gruzinov et al. 2020; Máthé et al. 2022). Such
distribution was observed for young massive stars within the centre
of the Milky Way (e.g. Paumard et al. 2006; Bartko et al. 2009; Do
et al. 2013; Yelda et al. 2014) and other galaxies (e.g. Seth et al. 2008;
Lockhart et al. 2018). Since the number density profiles of objects in
disks have been uncertain, we follow previous studies (e.g. Antonini
& Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Fragione et al.
2019a) and restrict our investigations to spherically symmetric stellar

8 Note that the differential merger rate was investigated for SMBH masses
down to 104M� (Hamers et al. 2018).
9 For instance, see the results of Gondán & Kocsis (2021) for the character-
istics of the redshift distribution for the GW capture channel in GNs.
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populations and BBH populations in the central regions of GNs with
an SMBH in their centre in this study.
The equilibrium state in GNs is reached within a fewGyr in stellar

populations around SMBHswith either massive components or com-
ponents in the outer regions of the GN (Mastrobuono-Battisti et al.
2014; Panamarev et al. 2019; Emami & Loeb 2020). Specifically
for our Galactic Centre, the spatial distribution of BHs can be char-
acterized by the predicted power-law density profile after ∼ 5Gyr
(𝑧 ∼ 1.2) and a quasi-steady state is established for the outer regions
after ∼ 3Gyr (𝑧 ∼ 2.2) (Panamarev et al. 2019).10 Note that the
majority of LK-induced BBHs are expected to merge relatively far
from the SMBH (e.g. Hamers et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a).
Furthermore, the vast majority of these binaries are thought to be
detected well below 𝑧 ∼ 2 with single advanced GW detectors at
design sensitivity owing to the difference in detection distances for
binaries with variant parameters that we also check in Section 7.1.
Considering these arguments, we conclude that the assumption of
an equilibrium state for stellar populations and the BBH population
in GNs at relatively high redshift close to the astrophysical reach of
advanced GW detectors may have a negligible effect on the param-
eter distributions of detectable systems. As a consequence of these
arguments, we assume relaxed stellar populations and BBH popula-
tions around SMBHs and parameterize the components of the stellar
populations as prescribed in Gondán & Kocsis (2021).

3 BINARY BLACK HOLE POPULATIONS AROUND
SUPERMASSIVE BLACK HOLES

In this section, we summarize the quantities of BBH populations in
the central regions of GNs relevant to generating mock MC samples
of LK-induced BBH mergers in single GN hosts.
We start by introducing the notations we use to describe BBHs

around SMBHs. We assume an inner binary orbiting an SMBH of
mass 𝑀SMBH with the outer semi-major axis and eccentricity 𝑎out
and 𝑒out, respectively. The component masses of the inner binary
are denoted by 𝑚𝐴 and 𝑚𝐵 , where 𝑚𝐵 6 𝑚𝐴, the total mass of
the binary by 𝑀tot = 𝑚𝐴 + 𝑚𝐵 , and the mass ratio by 𝑞 = 𝑚𝐵/𝑚𝐴.
The symmetric mass ratio and reduced mass satisfy [ = 𝑞/(1 + 𝑞)2
and ` = [𝑀tot, respectively, and the chirp mass is calculated as
M = `3/5𝑀2/5tot . Finally, the inner semi-major axis and eccentricity
are respectively denoted by 𝑒in and 𝑎in, and 𝑖 defines the mutual
inclination between the inner and outer orbit.

3.1 Outer eccentricity and semi-major axis

Following previous studies (e.g. Petrovich & Antonini 2017; Hamers
et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a; Zhang et al.
2019; Arca Sedda 2020; Bub & Petrovich 2020), we draw 𝑒out from
a thermal distribution (Jeans 1919), i.e. 𝑓 (𝑒out) ∝ 𝑒out. Note, how-
ever, that observations of young stars in the Galactic Centre indicate
a much steeper profile, 𝑓 (𝑒out) ∝ 𝑒2.6out (Gillessen et al. 2009). There-
fore, we run additional MC simulations with 𝑓 (𝑒out) ∝ 𝑒2.6out to assess
the impact of 𝑓 (𝑒out) on the distributions of measurable binary pa-
rameters for detections in Section 7.1.
Similar to the stellar population around SMBHs in relaxed GNs

10 We use the inverse cosmic time - redshift relation (Hogg 1999) and the
adopted spatially-flat ΛCDM cosmology model to associate redshift values
to cosmic times.

(Section 2.5), the BBH population is also expected to form an ap-
proximately power-law density cusp 𝑛(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−𝛼(𝑚) within 𝑟max
due to dynamical mass segregation, where lighter and heavier ob-
jects respectively develop shallower and steeper cusps. We adopt the
parametrization 𝛼(𝑚) = 3/2 + 𝑝(𝑚) presented in O’Leary et al.
(2009), where 𝑝(𝑚) = 𝑝0𝑚/max(𝑚) with 𝑝0 ' 0.5 − 0.6, and we
set 𝑝0 = 0.5 in our investigations assuming standard mass segrega-
tion.11 For spherically symmetricGNs, the 3Dnumber density profile
of mass 𝑚 objects 𝑛(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−𝛼(𝑚) can be translated into a distribu-
tion of outer semi-major axis as 𝑓 (𝑎out) ∝ 𝑎

2−𝛼(𝑚)
out ∝ 𝑎

1/2−𝑝 (𝑚)
out

(Schödel et al. 2003). For possible comparison with the results of
previous studies on the distributions of binary parameters (Antonini
& Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Fragione et al.
2019a), we also consider cusp models with 𝑛(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−2 and ∝ 𝑟−3,
where the corresponding 𝑎out distributions are 𝑓 (𝑎out) ∝ 𝑎0out and
∝ 𝑎1out, respectively. We keep the 𝛼 = 3 case to investigate the impact
of extreme mass segregation (Keshet et al. 2009) on the distributions
of binary parameters. We sample 𝑎out values from the 𝑓 (𝑎out) dis-
tribution between 10AU and 𝑟max. Recent studies found that 𝑎out
yields a steep distribution with a cut-off below a few tens of AU
depending on 𝑀SMBH and assumptions on the parameter distribu-
tions of the BBH population (e.g. Hoang et al. 2018; Fragione et al.
2019a), which motivated our choice for the lower bound. The upper
bound corresponds to the radius out to which the SMBH dominates
the orbital evolution of stellar objects (Section 2).

3.2 Inner eccentricity and semi-major axis

𝑒in is sampled from a uniform distribution. This choice is motivated
by observations (Raghavan et al. 2010) and that dynamical encoun-
ters may fail to thermalize the eccentricity distribution of the inner
binary even in dense star clusters within the star cluster’s lifetime
(Geller et al. 2019).
According to Öpik’s law (Öpik 1924) and observations of massive

stellar binaries in our Galactic Centre (Sana et al. 2012), we sample
𝑎in from a log-uniform distribution, i.e. 𝑓 (𝑎in) ∝ 𝑎−1in . Following
Hoang et al. (2018), we consider 𝑎in between 0.1AU− 50AU. Here,
the lower bound is chosen such as to avoid common-envelope and
mass transfer phases between stars before supernovae take place
in which the orbital separation of surviving binaries significantly
shrinks (e.g. Dominik et al. 2012; Eldridge&Stanway 2016;Woosley
2017). Regarding the upper limit, results of studies on the parameter
distributions of BBHs forming in the LK channel in GNs pointed out
that 𝑎in yields a steep distribution with a cut-off beyond a few tens of
AU depending on the SMBHmass and assumptions on the parameter
distributions of BBH populations (e.g. Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang
et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a; Arca Sedda 2020). Thus, 50AU is
a reasonable upper limit for 𝑎in.

3.3 Inclination and relevant angles

Following previous studies (e.g. Antonini& Perets 2012; Petrovich&
Antonini 2017; Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Fragione et al.
2019a; Zhang et al. 2019; Arca Sedda 2020; Bub & Petrovich 2020),
we draw cos 𝑖 from a uniform distribution between [−1, 1]. The other
relevant angles, such as nodes and mean anomalies, together with

11 Note that the 3D number density profile could be steeper due to star
formation (Aharon&Perets 2016), binary star disruption by the SMBH’s tidal
field (Fragione & Sari 2018), or when the heavy objects are rare (Alexander
& Hopman 2009).

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)



Characterizing LK-induced BBH Mergers L5

the arguments of pericentre, are drawn from a uniform distribution
between [0, 2𝜋].

3.4 Black hole masses

The lower bound of the BH mass range of interest is set to be
𝑚min = 5M� , which is supported by recent GW observations (e.g.
Abbott et al. 2019b, 2021b; The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al.
2021b), and results of X-ray observations (Bailyn et al. 1998; Özel
et al. 2010; Farr et al. 2011) and population synthesis studies (e.g. Bel-
czynski et al. 2012, 2016a). Both pair-instability supernova and pair-
instability pulsation may limit the maximum BH mass to ∼ 50M�
in the stellar-mass range (& 130M� in the intermediate-mass range;
see e.g. Belczynski et al. 2016a; Fishbach & Holz 2017; Marchant
et al. 2019; Farmer et al. 2019; Woosley 2019), so we set the upper
bound of the BH mass range of interest to be 𝑚max = 50M� .12
The mass distribution of BHs in BBHs around SMBHs is still not

well understood. Therefore, we follow previous studies (e.g. Hoang
et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a) and consider a power-law multi-
mass distribution 𝑓 (𝑚) ∝ 𝑚−𝛽 with 𝛽 ∈ {1, 2, 3}. This model is also
motivated by the recently inferred parameters of themass distribution
for the observed BBH population (Abbott et al. 2019b, 2021b; The
LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2021b).

4 TIMESCALES IN GALACTIC NUCLEI

In the dense stellar environment of a GN, various dynamical pro-
cesses are relevant to the evolution of binaries near the centre, and
even otherwise rare dynamical processes can take place and affect
the evolution of binaries. This section gives a concise overview of the
timescales associated with such processes and relevant to our further
investigation.13
The timescales of interest are as follows.

• Regarding the systems investigated in this study, the LK
timescale is associated with the secular evolution of binaries due
to the perturbations by a central SMBH. It can be written at the
quadrupole level of approximation in terms of the inner and outer
orbital parameters and masses of the BBH and SMBH as

𝑡LK =
8
15𝜋

𝑀tot + 𝑀SMBH
𝑀SMBH

𝑃2out
𝑃in

(
1 − 𝑒2out

)3/2
(3)

(Antognini 2015), where 𝑃in and 𝑃out are the periods of the inner
and outer orbits, respectively.

• General relativistic (GR) precession (e.g.Weinberg 1972) in the
inner binary is the most relevant effect that can potentially suppress
the LK mechanism (Lithwick & Naoz 2011). The timescale of this
effect can be written in terms of the parameters of the inner binary
as

𝑡GR,inner =
2𝜋𝑎5/2in (1 − 𝑒2in)

3𝑀3/2tot
. (4)

12 BHs with masses above ∼ 50M� may form under special circumstances
from metal-poor (Woosley 2017; Giacobbo et al. 2018; Mapelli et al. 2020),
intermediate-metallicity (Limongi & Chieffi 2018), and high-metallicity stars
(Belczynski et al. 2020) such as bymultiple generations ofmergers (e.g.Miller
& Lauburg 2009; Fishbach et al. 2017;McKernan et al. 2018; Rodriguez et al.
2018b; Gerosa & Berti 2019).
13 Note that similar timescale calculations can be found in recent studies
(e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018), and we refer the reader to
Merritt (2013) for a general overview of galactic nuclei dynamics.

Note that relativistic precession in the outer orbit is typically negli-
gible for the investigated triple systems of this study.

• Binaries may evaporate due to dynamical interactions with field
stars and other compact objects in the dense environment of a GN;
see e.g. Leigh et al. (2018) for detailed investigations. The typical
timescale of this process is given by

𝑡evap =

√
3𝜎(𝑟)𝑀tot

32
√
𝜋𝑎in𝑛dens,tot (𝑟)𝑚∗ (𝑟)lnΛ

(5)

(Binney & Tremaine 1987), where the 1D velocity dispersion 𝜎(𝑟) is
determined using the Jeans equation as in Antonini & Perets (2012),
and lnΛ is the Coulomb logarithm. The combined number density
and the average mass for the mixture of relaxed stellar populations
are respectively 𝑛dens,tot (𝑟) and 𝑚∗ (𝑟), and these quantities are cal-
culated as in Gondán et al. (2018b).

• The timescale at which stellar populations in a GN approach a
steady state with no memory of the initial conditions is the two-body
relaxation timescale, which is given by

𝑡rlx =
0.34𝜎3 (𝑟)

𝑛dens,tot (𝑟) 𝑚2∗ (𝑟)lnΛ
(6)

(Spitzer 1987), where the secondmoment of themass function for the
mixture of relaxed stellar populations 𝑚2∗ is computed as prescribed
in Gondán et al. (2018b).

• Vector resonant relaxation (VRR; Rauch & Tremaine 1996)
randomizes non-coherently the direction of the external orbital plane
that can possibly produce variations in the mutual inclination of the
binary orbit with respect to its orbit around the SMBH. This effect
can bring a low-inclination binary into an active LK regime in which
binaries can merge via LK oscillations (Hamers et al. 2018). The
VRR timescale can be given as

𝑡VRR =
𝑃out
2

𝑀SMBH

𝑚∗
√︁
𝑁tot (< 𝑟)

(7)

(Hamers et al. 2018). Here, 𝑁tot (< 𝑟) is the enclosed number of the
mixture of stellar populations within radius 𝑟 and is computed as

𝑁tot (< 𝑟) =
∫ 𝑟

0
4𝑙𝜋2𝑛dens,tot (𝑙)𝑑𝑙 , (8)

where 𝑙 also accounts for the radial distance from the central SMBH.
Besides VRR, scalar resonant relaxation (Rauch & Tremaine 1996)
and two-body relaxation can also occur, changing the outer eccen-
tricity and all outer orbital elements, respectively, but on timescales
much larger than 𝑡VRR (e.g. Kocsis & Tremaine 2011; Hamers et al.
2018). Accordingly, we can safely neglect these effects besides VRR
when selecting the systems in which the BBH merges due to LK
oscillations (Section 5.2).

• The merger timescale of an isolated binary with component
masses and orbital parameters {𝑚𝐴, 𝑚𝐵 , 𝑎, 𝑒} can be given as

𝑡merg =
5 𝑎4

256𝑚𝐴𝑚𝐵 (𝑚𝐴 + 𝑚𝐵)

(
1 − 𝑒2

)7/2(
1 + 7324 𝑒2 +

37
96 𝑒
4
) (9)

(Peters 1964). We use 𝑡merg to estimate the GW-driven infall of the
inner binary into the SMBH. Regarding the systems investigated in
this study, the merger timescale in terms of outer orbital parameters
and masses of the BBH and the SMBH is

𝑡merg,outer =
5 𝑎4out

256𝑀tot𝑀2SMBH

(
1 − 𝑒2out

)7/2(
1 + 7324 𝑒

2
out +

37
96 𝑒
4
out

) . (10)
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Note that the listed timescales can be used to pinpoint the region
inside the GN where BBHs may merge owing to the LK mechanism
(e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Petrovich & Antonini 2017; Hamers
et al. 2018).

5 GENERATION OF MOCK BINARY SAMPLES IN
SINGLE GALACTIC NUCLEI HOSTS

We introduce a set of criteria to identify triple systems that are likely
to produce BBHs merging due to the LK mechanism in Section 5.1.
In Section 5.2, we give an overview of the methodology that we use
in generating mock MC samples of LK-induced BBH merger popu-
lations in single GNs. Finally, we compare or results with previous
papers in Section 5.3.

5.1 Selection criteria

Following previous studies (e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers
et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a; Zhang et al.
2019; Arca Sedda 2020), we use a set of criteria (A-D) and consider
new ones (E-F) in order to select the triple systems fromMC samples
in which BBHs are likely to merge due to LK oscillations.

(A) The relative strengths of the octupole and quadrupole level of
approximations, i.e. the octupole parameter 𝜖 , should be below 0.1 in
order to ensure dynamical stability for a triple system (Naoz 2016),
otherwise, the system can turn from integrable to chaotic (Li et al.
2014) which potentially induce orbital flips and even direct collisions
(e.g. Katz et al. 2011; Lithwick & Naoz 2011). Thus, we require for
stable systems that

𝜖 ≡ 𝑎in
𝑎out

𝑒out

1 − 𝑒2out

|𝑚𝐴 − 𝑚𝐵 |
𝑀tot

< 0.1 . (11)

(B) An inner binary can be tidally disrupted by an SMBH if
it crosses the Roche limit of the SMBH at its orbital pericentre
distance (e.g. Hills 1988; Antonini & Perets 2012; Naoz & Silk
2014). Accordingly, we require the Hill stability criterion (Hill 1878)
when checking for stable systems, i.e.

𝑎out
𝑎in

>

(
3𝑀SMBH

𝑀tot

)1/3 1 + 𝑒in
1 − 𝑒out

. (12)

(C) LK cycles can be suppressed by relativistic precession in the
inner orbit if the LK timescale is much longer than the GR precession
timescale (Lithwick & Naoz 2011). In this case, the inner binary
evolves due to close encounters with field stars and compact objects
in the GN, and the inspiral is caused by GW emission (Naoz et al.
2013). To exclude such systems from the initial MC sample, we
conservatively set the condition

𝑡LK < 𝑡GR,inner . (13)

(D) An inner binary may evaporate due to close encounters with
other stellar objects, such as field stars and compact objects in the
dense environment of a GN. To take this effect into account, we
follow Hamers et al. (2018) and allow 10 LK cycles for a binary
before evaporation,

10 × 𝑡LK < 𝑡evap (𝑟) . (14)

Regarding the initial MC sample, we conservatively set 𝑟 := 𝑎out to
discard systems that are potentially evaporated by stellar objects.Note
that the number of LK cycles allowed before evaporation is somewhat
arbitrary. Therefore, we investigate its impact on the distributions of
measurable binary parameters for detections in Sections 7.1.

(E) We pointed out in Section 2.5 that GNs can be considered
relaxed within reach of advanced GW detectors. In this case, the
merger timescale of the inner binary into the SMBH due to GW
emission should be longer than the two-body relaxation timescale,
which we conservatively estimate by setting 𝑟 := 𝑎out. Accordingly,
we require that

𝑡merg,outer > 𝑡rlx (𝑎out) . (15)

(F) The impact of VRR on the dynamical behaviour of the system
is negligible when the adiabatic parameter R = 𝑡LK/𝑡VRR is neg-
ligible (R << 1), and it gradually increases with R. Based on the
results of Hamers et al. (2018), a significant eccentricity excitation
can occur even when R ' 0.1. Since we neglect VRR effects in our
investigations, we conservatively keep systems from the initial MC
sample that satisfy the condition

𝑡LK < 0.1 × 𝑡VRR . (16)

Note that the fraction of systems satisfying the conditions (A)-(F)
slightly increases for larger R limits.

5.2 Mock samples of binary black hole mergers in single
galactic nuclei

In this section, we describe how we obtain an MC sample of binaries
merging through the LK mechanism in a single GN host.
Wefirst choose the free parameters related to the SMBH {𝑀SMBH}

(Section 2.3) and the BBH population {𝛼, 𝛽} (Sections 3.1 and
3.4) from their appropriate domain. Then, we sample Ninit inner
and outer orbital parameters {𝑎out, 𝑒out, 𝑎in, 𝑒in}, component masses
{𝑚𝐴, 𝑚𝐵}, and relevant angles from their distributions introduced in
Section 3 to generate an initial MC sample of triple systems.
Next, using the criteria introduced in Section 5.1, we select the

systems in which BBHs can survive long enough around the SMBH
to merge due to LK oscillations. The introduced selection criteria
significantly alter the initial parameter distributions of BBHs related
to inner and outer orbital parameters and masses as the considered
criteria incorporate these parameters (Sections 4 and 5.1). Accord-
ingly, the distributions of relevant angles remain unchanged after
the selection process. We use the set of remaining triple systems to
initialize MC runs.
For the successfully selected triples, we use the ARCHAIN code

(Mikkola & Merritt 2006, 2008) to integrate the system of differ-
ential equations of motion of the three bodies. ARCHAIN is a fully
regularized code that includes PN corrections up to order PN2.5,
and is able to model the evolution of systems of arbitrary mass ra-
tios and eccentricities with high accuracy, even over long periods
of time.14 Note that ARCHAIN does not incorporate spin effects.
We, therefore, consider non-spinning BBHs in this study. During the
evolution of a triple system, we check for tidal disruption (Equation
12) and evaporation (Equation 13) using root findings within the
numerical integration of the ordinary differential equations (Hamers
et al. 2018) and stop the integration, whichever happens. Otherwise,
we integrate the system either until they merge or for a duration of
10Gyr, whichever is the shortest. We assume the merger of a BBH
if the Schwarzschild radii of the two BHs overlap directly.

14 Note thatARCHAIN has been updated in Arca-Sedda&Capuzzo-Dolcetta
(2019) most recently by taking into account both the gravitational field of
the galaxy and the dynamical friction effect and was utilized to investigate
the overall merger probability of BBHs around an SMBH (Arca-Sedda &
Gualandris 2018; Arca-Sedda & Capuzzo-Dolcetta 2019).
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For the merging BBH population, we use the peak GW frequency
defined by Wen (2003) as

𝑓GW =

√
𝑀tot
𝜋

(1 + 𝑒in)1.1954
(
𝑎in (1 − 𝑒2in)

)−3/2
(17)

to determine the residual eccentricity 𝑒10Hz with which binaries
enter the 10Hz frequency band of aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA (Abbott
et al. 2018) since eccentric binaries emit GWs with a broad fre-
quency spectrum. For binaries at redshift 𝑧, the GW frequency scales
as 𝑓GW → 𝑓GW/(1 + 𝑧), where 1/(1 + 𝑧) is the cosmological scale
factor. Taking into account the evolution of isolated binaries at red-
shift 𝑧, e.g. using the evolution equations of Peters (1964), one may
find numerically that more massive binaries with larger initial or-
bital separations at higher redshifts enter the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA
band with systematically lower residual eccentricities. Finally, the
output sample of Nmerg merging binaries contains the parameters
{𝑎out, 𝑒out, 𝑎in, 𝑒in, 𝑒10Hz, 𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑖}.
We used the output distributions to fix Ninit based on their con-

vergence and to validate the presented MC method as follows. First,
we verified the convergence of the binary parameter distributions as
a function of sample size by evaluating the Kolmogorov–Smirnov
test with respect to the final distributions and set Ninit accordingly.
Note that we selected a low Ninit value leading to convergence
due to the high computational cost of simulations. Furthermore,
we validated the presented MC method by comparing our results
with that presented in Fragione et al. (2019a) for the merger frac-
tion 𝑓merg = Nmerg/Ninit and the distributions of the parameters
{𝑎out, 𝑎in, 𝑖, 𝑀tot, 𝑒10Hz} since we used the same software package
for the evolution of triple systems. In the performed validation tests,
we set the free parameters {𝑀SMBH, 𝛽, 𝛼}, binary parameter dis-
tributions, selection criteria for triple systems, assumptions for the
stopping criteria, and the classification of outputs identical to that
presented in Fragione et al. (2019a).

5.3 Comparison with previous results

We developed an MC method in Section 5.2 to investigate the distri-
butions of key binary parameters including their orbital parameters,
mass-dependent parameters, and mutual inclination. There are some
previous studies that also investigated the distributions of several key
parameters (Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang
et al. 2018; Fragione et al. 2019a; Zhang et al. 2019). However, they
typically used different methods to solve the equations of motion,
applied somewhat different selection criteria, or considered different
initial parameter distributions for orbital parameters and component
masses. Consequently, only a qualitative comparison is possible with
those results, which we discuss in this section. Regarding previous
results, we set the free parameters {𝑀SMBH, 𝛽, 𝛼} according to pre-
vious studies for possible comparison and restrict our interest to those
results where the impact of VRR was excluded.
We start by comparing our results for the inclination distribu-

tion with Hamers et al. (2018); Hoang et al. (2018); Fragione et al.
(2019a). Consistent with these studies, most of the BBHs merge with
initial inclinations ∼ 90◦, and the obtained distribution is approxi-
mately symmetric to the peak.
We find that the 𝑎out distribution 𝑃(𝑎out) is shifted toward higher

and lower values compared to that in Hoang et al. (2018); Fragione
et al. (2019a) and Hamers et al. (2018), respectively. The former
mainly comes from the fact that we did not cut off the initial 𝑎out
distribution at 0.1pc (Section 3.1), and the latter mainly arises due to
the exclusion of binaries with R > 0.1 (Section 5.1). Note, further,
that 𝑃(𝑎out) yields a steep distribution with a cut-off well below 𝑟max

for all models considered in this study. Similarly, the 𝑎in distribution
𝑃(𝑎in) is also between those presented in Hamers et al. (2018) and
Fragione et al. (2019a). Furthermore, 𝑀SMBH (and 𝛼) significantly
affects both 𝑃(𝑎out) and 𝑃(𝑎in), resulting in lower semi-major axes
for more massive SMBHs (and steeper number density profiles).
However, these distributions are slightly shaped by 𝛽, and a steeper
BH mass function leads to somewhat lower semi-major axes. These
findings are consistent with that in Fragione et al. (2019a).
The obtained 𝑀tot distribution 𝑃(𝑀tot) is shifted toward lower

masses compared to those in Fragione et al. (2019a), mainly due to
the considered lower𝑚max limit (Section 3.4).Wefind that 𝑃(𝑀tot) is
mainly governed by 𝛽, does not depend significantly on 𝑀SMBH, and
is slightly shaped by 𝛼. Furthermore, a larger 𝛽 leads to lower binary
masses, while a lighter SMBH results in more massive binaries. The
obtained results and trends are in agreement with that presented in
Fragione et al. (2019a).
Consistent with Hamers et al. (2018), we find a roughly uniform

mass ratio distribution 𝑃(𝑞). Note that 𝑃(𝑞) is closer to a uniform
distribution for 𝛽 = 2, and it is slightly tilted toward lower and higher
values for 𝛽 = 1 and 𝛽 = 3, respectively. Furthermore, it is affected
somewhat by both 𝛼 and 𝑀SMBH.
Similar to the findings of Antonini & Perets (2012) and Fragione

et al. (2019a), the 𝑒10Hz distribution 𝑃(𝑒10Hz) has a double peak
at of order 𝑒10Hz ∼ 10−2 and at 𝑒10Hz ∼ 1. By tracking back the
evolution of systems with high eccentricities, we find consistent with
Antonini & Perets (2012) that the dynamics of these binaries are
dominated by GW radiation within one LK cycle. Furthermore, for
the representative case of a Milky Way - size nucleus with an SMBH
mass of ∼ 4× 106M� (Gillessen et al. 2017), ∼ 5− 17% of binaries
enter the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band with 𝑒10Hz > 0.1 depending on
both 𝛽 and 𝛼. This fraction is similar to that presented in Antonini
& Perets (2012) but much larger than that obtained in Hamers et al.
(2018). The latter may come from the fact that we get lower 𝑎in val-
ues than Hamers et al. (2018) as discussed above, which results in
larger residual eccentricities (Section 5.2). The presented fractions
are somewhat lower than those in Fragione et al. (2019a), which may
be explained by the facts that we get larger 𝑎in and lower 𝑀tot values
in our simulations, but 𝑓GW has a stronger dependence on 𝑎in (Equa-
tion 17). Finally, we find that the fraction of binaries entering the
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band mildly decreases with 𝑀SMBH, which is
consistent with the trend obtained in Zhang et al. (2019).

6 GENERATION OF MOCK BINARY CATALOGUES

We give an overview of the developed MC framework we use in
generating mock catalogues of LK-induced BBHmergers in the local
Universe in Sections 6.1. Then, we extend the introduced framework
to generate mock catalogues of merging binaries detectable by a
single GW detector in Section 6.2.

6.1 Mock catalogues of binary black hole mergers in the local
Universe

In this section, we discuss the generation of merging populations in
the local Universe.
We start by generating a mock MC sample of GNs. We first

draw 𝑁GN = 103 SMBH masses with equal probability between
[105M� , 109M�] (Section 2.3) and select the remaining free pa-
rameters 𝛽 and 𝛼 from their appropriate domain (Sections 3.1 and
3.4). We assume identical GNs in terms of 𝛽 and 𝛼 to generate
model-related catalogues.
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In order to accurately model the merging BBH population in the
local Universe, we generate a mock merger sample for each GN
host with fixed parameters {𝑀SMBH, 𝛽, 𝛼} in the mock GN sample
as prescribed in Section 5.2: (i) we sample Ninit inner and outer
orbital parameters, BH component masses, and relevant angles from
their specific distributions, (ii) select triple systems that are likely to
produce LK-induced BBH mergers, (iii) evolve the selected triples
with the ARCHAIN code in order to obtain a mock merger sample,
(iv) and determine 𝑒10Hz for the merging binaries. For each GN host,
the output parameters for the generated mock merger sample are
{𝑎out, 𝑒out, 𝑎in, 𝑒in, 𝑒10Hz, 𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑖}.
An estimate for the target sample size per GN is also necessary to

accurately model the merging BBH population in the local Universe.
Recent studies have pointed out that the differential merger rate of
LK-induced BBH (and other compact objects) mergers in GNs in the
local Universe 𝑑ΓlocUniv/𝑑𝑀SMBH decreases weakly with 𝑀SMBH
for SMBH masses above ∼ 105M� without VVR (Hamers et al.
2018; Fragione et al. 2019a). In this case, it can be parameterized
in terms of 𝑀SMBH as 𝑑ΓlocUniv/𝑑𝑀SMBH ∝ 𝑓merg𝑀

−1/4
SMBH (Fra-

gione et al. 2019a). The differential merger rate is shaped by various
SMBH mass distribution and stellar population-dependent quanti-
ties and dynamical processes15. However, its redshift dependence
can be neglected in further investigations as the redshift dependence
of the SMBH mass distribution is also negligible (Section 2.4) and
relaxed GNs can be assumed (Section 2.5). Note that 𝑓merg somewhat
depends on {𝑀SMBH, 𝛽, 𝛼}, but we conservatively neglect these de-
pendencies as they are not significant (Fragione et al. 2019a). Taking
it all together, we choose an MC sample size of a mock merger
sample in a single GN host N1GN by setting a fiducial MC sam-
ple size N1GN,fid for a fiducial GN host with 𝑀SMBH = 105M�
and then assigning N1GN to a GN of mass 𝑀SMBH according to
𝑑ΓlocUniv/𝑑𝑀SMBH as

N1GN =

{
N1GN,fid ×

(
105M�
𝑀SMBH

)1/4 }
. (18)

Here, the bracket { } denotes the floor function. Finally, we randomly
select N1GN merger events from each mock BBH merger sample in
order to construct the catalogue of LK-induced BBHs in the local
Universe. The selected binaries define the mock catalogue of BBH
mergers for a given (𝛽, 𝛼) model, and the catalogue contains the
parameters {𝑎out, 𝑒out, 𝑎in, 𝑒in, 𝑒10Hz, 𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑖}.
We fixed the {Ninit,N1GN,fid} pair in preliminaryMC runs such as

to ensure the convergence of binary parameter distributions as a func-
tion of sample size in the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. Accordingly,
the binary catalogue contains ∼ 5 − 7 × 104 BBH mergers depend-
ing on 𝛽 and 𝛼. Note that the generated catalogues contain enough
merger events to ensure the convergence of correlations among var-
ious source parameters; see Section 7.2 for details.

6.2 Mock catalogues of binary black hole mergers detectable by
a single GW detector

In this section, we introduce the MCmethod with which we generate
mock catalogues of LK-induced BBH mergers detectable by a single
GW detector.

15 Such quantities and dynamical processes include the galaxy density, the
fraction of galaxies containing an SMBH, the compact object supply rate, the
fraction of stars forming compact object binaries, and the fraction of BBH
mergers in simulations (e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018;
Fragione et al. 2019a).

We start by adopting a Cartesian coordinate system to the selected
L-shaped interferometer, as discussed in Gondán & Kocsis (2021),
in order to be able to assign sky positions to GNs in the detection
volume and to define angular momentum unit vectors to binaries
with respect to the interferometer.
Next, we generate a mockMC sample of GN hosts in the detection

volume. We first draw 𝑁GN = 104 SMBH masses with an equal
probability between [105M� , 109M�] (Section 2.3). Then, we as-
sign luminosity distances to each SMBH by sampling 𝐷L from the
detection range of the selected advanced GW detector (Section 2.2)
using the probability distribution function derived in Gondán&Koc-
sis (2021). Redshift values are also assigned to each SMBH by using
the inverse luminosity distance–redshift relation (Hogg 1999) and
the adopted spatially-flat ΛCDM cosmology model. Furthermore,
we generate an isotropic random sample of their sky position angles
\𝑁 and 𝜙𝑁 (Section 2.2) relative to the detector by drawing cos \𝑁
and 𝜙𝑁 from a uniform distribution between [−1, 1] and [0, 2𝜋], re-
spectively. Finally, we select 𝛽 and 𝛼 from their appropriate domain
(Sections 3.1 and 3.4) and assign them to each GN host to generate
model-related catalogues.
For each GN host in the mock GN sample, we generate a mock

MC sample of BBH mergers as prescribed in Section 5.2. In order to
accurately model the merging populations in the detection volume,
we combineN1GN (Equation 18) with the cosmological scale factor
1/(1 + 𝑧) to get the target number of sampled binaries per GN with
{𝑀SMBH, 𝑧} as

N1GN,z =
{
𝑁1GN,fid,z
1 + 𝑧

×
(
105M�
𝑀SMBH

)1/4 }
. (19)

Then, for each GN host, we randomly select N1GN,z merger events
from the mock BBHmerger sample, and assign the {𝑧, 𝐷L, \𝑁 , 𝜙𝑁 }
parameters of the GN host to the binaries in the sample. Besides
{\𝑁 , 𝜙𝑁 }, the angular momentum unit vector angles {\𝐿 , 𝜙𝐿} and
the polarization angle 𝜓 are also necessary to determine the SNR
through the antenna pattern functions 𝐹+ and 𝐹× of a GW detector.
Accordingly, for each selected binary, we extract {\𝐿 , 𝜙𝐿} from their
spatial coordinates before the merger, and we measure these angles
in the GW detector frame due to the consideration of spherically
symmetric GNs (Section 2.5). Furthermore, we assign a 𝜓 value to
each binary by randomly sampling it between [0, 2𝜋].16
In order to select the detectable binaries from the obtained

merger sample, we calculate the SNR values. To this end, we de-
termine the antenna pattern functions 𝐹+ and 𝐹× for binaries with
{\𝑁 , 𝜙𝑁 , \𝐿 , 𝜙𝐿 , 𝜓} and the selected L-shaped GW detector as
introduced in Thorne (1987). Furthermore, we use the waveform
generator described in East et al. (2013) to simulate full inspiral-
merger-ringdown waveforms of BBHs with nonzero eccentricities.
Note that the adopted waveform generator includes generic spin con-
figurations, but we simulate BBHs with zero spins as we neglect
spin effects in this study (Section 5.2). We start generating the ℎ+
and ℎ× waveform components when the peak GW frequency enters
the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band and extract the necessary parameters
from simulations to initialize the waveform generator accordingly.
The measured strain is given by ℎ = ℎ+𝐹+ + ℎ×𝐹×, and the SNR
using a perfectly matched filter is computed as

SNR =

(
4
∫ +∞

0

| ℎ̃( 𝑓 ) |2
𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 )

𝑑𝑓

)1/2
. (20)

16 Note that 𝜓 is practically unknown because the GW’s polarization it-
self is typically unknown (Thorne 1987). Therefore, we assume a uniform
distribution of 𝜓 between [0, 2 𝜋 ].
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Here, 𝑓 is the GW frequency in the observer frame, | ℎ̃( 𝑓 ) | is the am-
plitude of the eccentric waveform model in the frequency domain,
and 𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 ) is the one-sided power spectral density of an advanced
GWdetector at design sensitivity (Abbott et al. 2018). A simplifying,
while still satisfactorily accurate, detection criterion commonly used
in the astrophysical literature involves computing the SNR of events
and assuming detection if SNR > SNRlim = 8 for a single GW de-
tector (e.g. Abadie et al. 2010; O’Shaughnessy et al. 2010; Dominik
et al. 2015; Belczynski et al. 2016b). Thereby, we keep only those
binaries in the sample that satisfy the detection criterion. Finally,
the remaining set of binaries defines the mock catalog of detectable
BBH mergers for a given (𝛽, 𝛼) model, and the output parameters
are {𝑎out, 𝑒out, 𝑎in, 𝑒in, 𝑒10Hz, 𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑖, 𝑧, 𝐷L}.
Similar to the case of mock catalogues in the local Universe (Sec-

tion 6.1), we also fixed the {Ninit,N1GN,fid,z} pair in preliminaryMC
runs to ensure the convergence of final binary parameter distributions
as a function of sample size in the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. Ac-
cordingly, the mock binary catalogue contains ∼ 7 − 9 × 104 BBHs
depending on 𝛽 and 𝛼. Note that the generated mock catalogues con-
tain enoughmergers to ensure the convergence of correlations among
various source parameters (Section 7.2).

7 RESULTS

We present the distributions of orbital parameters and mass-
dependent parameters for binaries detectable by aLIGO in Section
7.1, and possible correlations among various source parameters for
aLIGO detections are investigated in Section 7.2.

7.1 Distributions of binary parameters for Advanced LIGO
detections

In this section, we present results for the parameter distributions of
LK-induced BBHs as seen by aLIGO, focusing on the parameter set
measurable by advanced GW detectors.
GWs of compact binaries encode masses, mass ratios, spins, and

luminosity distances (e.g. Cutler & Flanagan 1994; Poisson & Will
1995). Accordingly, we present results for the commonly investi-
gated mass-dependent parameters {𝑀tot, 𝑞,M} but neglect spins as
we consider non-spinning binaries in this study (Section 5.2). Fur-
thermore, we present results for redshift 𝑧 instead of 𝐷L in order
to present the cosmological distribution of LK-induced BBH merg-
ers. Besides the listed parameters, residual eccentricity at 10Hz (e.g.
Gondán et al. 2018a; Lower et al. 2018; Gondán & Kocsis 2019;
Romero-Shaw et al. 2019) and initial orbital parameters (Gondán
et al. 2018a; Gondán & Kocsis 2019), such as the initial dimen-
sionless pericenter distance and initial orbital eccentricity, can also
be extracted from the GWs of compact binaries. Consequently, we
present results for 𝑒10Hz. However, we neglect initial orbital pa-
rameters since an LK-induced binary decouples gradually from the
SMBH as GW radiation starts to dominate the dynamics over the
LK mechanism that prevents the unambiguous definition of initial
orbital parameters for the inspiral phase.
The distributions of considered parameters as seen by a single

aLIGO detector at design sensitivity are presented in Figure 1, and
the impact of observational bias on the parameter distributions are
illustrated in Figure 2. As seen, the results are significantly differ-
ent from the detector-independent merger rate density in the local
Universe.

• The 𝑀tot andM distributions 𝑃(𝑀tot) and 𝑃(M) (middle pan-
els in Figure 1) for the detectable binaries significantly depend on the

𝛽 𝛼 aLIGO det. AdV det. KAGRA det. local Univ.

1 𝛼(𝑚) 2.6% 2.8% 3.2% 6.7%
2 𝛼(𝑚) 4.3% 5.2% 4.8% 9.3%
3 𝛼(𝑚) 6.8% 7.4% 7.1% 12.3%
1 2 4.5% 6.1% 5.9% 11.3%
2 2 7.1% 8.3% 8.2% 16.3%
3 2 11.5% 12.1% 11.2% 19.7%
1 3 3.7% 6.2% 4.2% 8.8%
2 3 5.9% 7.0% 6.4% 13.3%
3 3 9.8% 10.5% 9.6% 17.1%

Table 1. The fraction of LK-induced BBH sources having residual eccentric-
ities 𝑒10Hz larger than 0.1 when their GW signals enter the 10Hz frequency
band of advanced GW detectors. Results are presented for BBHmergers with
S/N > 8 for detections with a single aLIGO (AdV, KAGRA) detector at
design sensitivity and for BBHmergers per unit volume in the local Universe.
Isotropic GNs with different BH mass functions (𝑚−𝛽) and 3D number den-
sity profiles (𝑟−𝛼) of the BBH population are considered as labelled in the
first two columns, and a BH mass range of [5M� , 50M� ] is assumed for the
BBH component masses.

𝛽 𝛼 aLIGO det. AdV det. KAGRA det. local Univ.

1 𝛼(𝑚) 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 1.9%
2 𝛼(𝑚) 1.7% 1.8% 1.6% 2.7%
3 𝛼(𝑚) 2.3% 2.4% 2.1% 3.3%
1 2 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.8%
2 2 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 1.7%
3 2 1.1% 1.2% 0.9% 2.6%
1 3 1.7% 2.1% 1.7% 3.0%
2 3 2.5% 3.1% 2.4% 4.6%
3 3 3.9% 4.3% 3.5% 6.0%

Table 2. Same as Table 1, but for the fraction of sources having 𝑒10Hz > 0.9.

slope of the BHmass function 𝛽 and are weakly affected by the slope
of the binary spatial distribution around the SMBH, 𝛼. These char-
acteristics arise from the fact that mass distributions of LK-induced
BBH mergers in single GNs are governed by 𝛽, do not depend sig-
nificantly on 𝑀SMBH, and are weakly sensitive to 𝛼 (Fragione et al.
2019a). Furthermore, a higher 𝛽 leads to systematically lowermasses.
Both the 𝑀tot and M distributions are widened and tilted toward
higher masses in comparison to the corresponding distributions of
mergers per unit volume in the local Universe (bottom panels in
Figure 2) since more massive binaries with higher mass ratios are
detected at larger distances (e.g. Hall & Evans 2019). For instance,
𝑃(𝑀tot) peaks at 𝑀tot ∼ {15M� , 18M� , 45M�} for 𝛽 = {3, 2, 1}
for mergers in the local Universe, respectively, while the correspond-
ing detected distributions peak at 𝑀tot ∼ {20M� , 40M� , 55M�},
respectively. The same trends characterise mass distributions in AdV
and KAGRA detections, but the observational selection effect has
less impact on them as both AdV and KAGRA have lower astrophys-
ical reach than aLIGO. Note that the same trends characterise the
distribution of reduced mass as well. As a consequence, we conclude
that LK-induced BBHmergers in GNs may be detected with roughly
medium masses.

• The mass ratio distribution 𝑃(𝑞) for detectable mergers (top
right panel in Figure 1) is roughly uniform, and it depends on 𝛽 but
is barely shaped by 𝛼. Note that 𝑃(𝑞) is closer to a uniform dis-
tribution for 𝛽 = 1, and it skews toward lower 𝑞 values and peaks
at 𝑞 ∼ 0.2 − 0.3 for 𝛽 = 2, 3. Similar to the case of 𝑃(𝑀tot) and
𝑃(M), these characteristics are also determined by the 𝛽 and 𝛼

dependence of mass distributions of LK-induced BBHs in single
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Figure 1. Distributions of binary parameters with S/N > 8 for detections with a single aLIGO detector at design sensitivity for LK-induced BBH mergers in
isotropic GNs assuming 5M� 6 𝑚 6 50M� for the BBH component masses: the 1 − CDF of 𝑒10Hz (row 1, left), mass ratio 𝑞 (row 1, right), total mass 𝑀tot
(row 2, left), chirp massM (row 2, right), and redshift 𝑧 (row 3). Results are presented for GN models with different BH mass functions (𝑚−𝛽) and 3D number
density profiles (𝑟−𝛼) of the BBH population as labelled in the top left panel.

GNs. Furthermore, observational bias generally skews 𝑃(𝑞) towards
a uniform distribution (top right panel in Figure 2), which mainly
arises from the fact that observational bias widens and skews toward
highermasses themass distributions ofmergers in the local Universe.
Thereby a larger fraction of detectable mergers possesses mid-range
𝑞 values. The same trends apply for 𝑃(𝑞) in AdV and KAGRA detec-
tions, but in these cases, 𝑝(𝑞) is less uniform since the observational
selection effect has less impact on the mass distribution.

• The eccentricity distribution at 10Hz, 𝑃(𝑒10Hz), as seen by
aLIGO (top left panel in Figure 1), depends on both 𝛽 and 𝛼 and
has a double peak at of order 10−3 − 10−2 and at 𝑒10Hz ∼ 1. For
systems with high eccentricities, the dynamics is dominated by GW
radiation within one LK cycle (Section 5.3). Moreover, 2.6 − 11.5%
of binaries have 𝑒10Hz > 0.1 depending on 𝛽 and 𝛼 (Table 1), and

< 3.9% of thempossess 𝑒10Hz > 0.9 (Table 2). Similarly, 2.8−12.1%
(< 4.3%) and 3.2 − 11.2% (< 3.5%) of detectable binaries have
𝑒10Hz > 0.1 (𝑒10Hz > 0.9) as seen byAdV andKAGRA, respectively
(Tables 1 and 2). For comparison, 6.7− 19.7% and < 6% of mergers
per unit volume in the local Universe enter the 10Hz frequency
band with 𝑒10Hz > 0.1 and 𝑒10Hz > 0.9, respectively. As seen,
𝑃(𝑒10Hz) is shifted toward lower eccentricities for detections with
advancedGWdetectors compared to the localUniverse (top left panel
in Figure 2), which can be qualitatively explained as follows. GR
precession in the inner binary, being the dominant process quenching
LK oscillations, preferentially selects more massive binaries with
larger orbital separations via the condition 𝑡LK < 𝑡GR,inner (Equation
13), which translates into 𝑀1/2tot 𝑎

−3/2
in < 𝑎

5/2
in 𝑀

−3/2
tot in terms of 𝑀tot
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Figure 2. The impact of observational bias on the distributions of binary parameters for various examples as in Figure 1 (labelled in the top left panel): the
1−CDF of 𝑒10Hz (row 1, left), mass ratio 𝑞 (row 1, right), total mass 𝑀tot (row 2, left), and chirp massM (row 2, right). Solid lines correspond to distributions
of detectable mergers, and dash-dotted lines correspond to mergers per unit volume in the local Universe.

and 𝑎in (Section 4). More massive binaries with higher mass ratios
(i) have larger relative weights in a detected sample compared to
that for the local Universe due to their larger detection distances, (ii)
possess lower residual eccentricities owing to their higher masses,
larger orbital separations, and higher redshifts (Section 5.2). The
combination of (i) and (ii) leads to an overabundance ofmoremassive
binaries with lower 𝑒10Hz in a detected sample compared to that for
the localUniverse, which shifts 𝑃(𝑒10Hz) toward lower eccentricities.
This also explains the trend that a systematically larger fraction of
binaries enter the 10Hz frequency band for higher 𝛽 values (Tables
1 and 2).

• We find that the 𝑧 distribution 𝑃(𝑧) (bottom panel in Figure 1)
is also sensitive to 𝛽 and does not depend significantly on 𝛼. As seen,
𝑃(𝑧) peaks at ∼ 0.25 − 0.28 at fixed 𝛽 = 3 depending on 𝛼, and the
peak positions expand out to 𝑧 ∼ 0.34 − 0.38 and 𝑧 ∼ 0.45 − 0.55
for 𝛽 = 2, 1, respectively. The reasons for these characteristics are
that larger 𝛽 values lead to systematically lighter binaries in single
GNs, which possess lower detection distances. However, 𝛼 barely
shapes the mass distributions in single GNs. Finally, we note that the
vast majority (95%) of binaries merge with 𝑧 . 1.1, which justifies
our assumptions on the redshift independence of the SMBH mass
function and the equilibrium state of GNs regarding the detectable
merger population (Section 2). We find the same characteristics for
𝑃(𝑧) in AdV (KAGRA) detections. In this case, the vast majority
(95%) binaries merge with 𝑧 . 0.8 (𝑧 . 0.78), and 𝑃(𝑧) peaks
between 𝑧 ∼ 0.2− 0.4 (𝑧 ∼ 0.15− 0.37), depending mainly on 𝛽 and
slightly on 𝛼.

Note that themild differences in results for aLIGO,AdV, andKAGRA

originate from their different design sensitivities, resulting in variant
detection distances in terms of binary parameters.
Additionally, we investigate how different choices for (a) the ra-

dius of influence (Section 2.1), (b) the outer eccentricity distribution
(Section 3.1), and (c) the condition for binary evaporation (Section
5.1) influence the distributions of binary parameters in detections.
(a) We define the radius of influence to be the distance from the
SMBH at which the enclosed mass of stars equals 2𝑀SMBH and
find it to be slightly lower than that obtained from Equations (1) and
(2).17 Since the 𝑎out distribution yields a steep distribution with a
cut-off well below 𝑟max in single GNs (Section 5.3), a slightly lower
𝑟max would have a negligible effect on the distributions of binary
parameters in detections. (b) We run additional MC simulations with
𝑓 (𝑒out) ∝ 𝑒2.6out for the models considered above, keeping all other
parameter distributions the same. We find that the change in 𝑓 (𝑒out)
mainly affects the 𝑒out distribution and leaves the distributions of
remaining orbital parameters {𝑎in, 𝑒in, 𝑒out} and measurable binary
parameters practically unchanged for the detectable binary samples.
(c) Finally, we assess how the number of LK cycles allowed before
evaporation influences the binary parameter distributions. As the pa-
rameter region producing LK-induced BBHs in a single GN does
not sensitive to the number of LK cycles allowed before evaporation
(Hamers et al. 2018), we repeat the simulations of this section but al-
low 1 and 100 LK cycles instead of 10 cycles (Equation 13). We find
that the distributions of orbital and measurable binary parameters

17 We parameterize the population of stars as in Gondán & Kocsis (2021).

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)



L12 L. Gondán

for the detectable sample slightly depend on the number of allowed
cycles.
As discussed above, mainly GR precession in the inner binary

shapes the relations between the parameters {𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑒10Hz} since it
preferentially selects more massive binaries with larger orbital sep-
arations that possess lower residual eccentricities when entering the
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band. Accordingly, a negative correlation can
be assumed between 𝑒10Hz and 𝑀tot, while the correlation between
𝑒10Hz and 𝑞 and between 𝑀tot and 𝑞 may significantly depend on the
actual choices for 𝛽 and 𝛼 due to the complex nature of selection cri-
teria (Section 5.2) and dynamical evolution of LK-induces systems
(Section 5.2) in terms of orbital and mass-dependent parameters.
Similarly, observational bias modifies relations between the param-
eters {𝑞, 𝑀tot, 𝐷L} as it preferentially selects more massive binaries
with higher mass ratios due to their larger detection distances, which
implies a positive correlation between each 2-combination of the pa-
rameter set in question. We systematically investigate possible corre-
lations among various binary parameters in Section 7.2 to determine
how detections with advanced GW detectors shape trends between
binary parameters.

7.2 Correlations among binary parameters

In this section, we investigate possible correlations among various
measurable parameters describingLK-inducedBBHmergers inGNs,
including (redshifted) mass-dependent parameters together with the
luminosity distance and residual eccentricity.
We use the Spearman correlation coefficient test (Spearman 1904)

to measure the strength and direction of the possible monotonic
association between binary parameters, as this test does not carry
any assumptions about the distribution of the data. Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient 𝑟S is computed, and its convergence is verified
as prescribed in Gondán & Kocsis (2021). Note that the correlation
between a binary parameter 𝑋 and the parameters 𝑞 and [ (𝐷L and 𝑧)
are the same because there is a one-to-one correspondence between
𝑞 and [ (𝐷L and 𝑧). Therefore, we present results only for 𝑞 (𝐷L).
Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients between various param-

eters for detections with a single aLIGO detector at design sensitivity.
We identify the following model-independent (i.e. 𝛽 and 𝛼 indepen-
dent) correlations.

• The total mass 𝑀tot and source distance 𝐷L are correlated
since the detection distance is larger for higher binary masses up
to 𝑀tot,z ∼ 160 − 170M� (Hall & Evans 2019). Similarly,M and `
are also correlatedwith𝐷L for the same reason, such as the redshifted
mass parameters.

• The MC analysis shows that residual eccentricity 𝑒10Hz and
total mass 𝑀tot are anti-correlated, which arises mainly from the
combination of two effects (Section 7.1): (i) massive binaries have
an overabundance in a detected sample compared to that for the local
Universe, (ii) massive binaries possess low residual eccentricities
owing to their high masses, large orbital separations, and high red-
shifts. We find the same trends for other mass-dependent parameters
such asM and ` and the corresponding redshifted masses.

• We also identify an anticorrelation between luminosity distance
𝐷L and residual eccentricity 𝑒10Hz, which originates directly from
the correlation between 𝐷L and 𝑀tot and the anticorrelation between
𝑀tot and 𝑒10Hz.

We find the samemodel-independent correlations for detections with
AdV and KAGRA.
As seen in Table 3, model-dependent correlations occur when 𝑟S

is computed between a binary parameter 𝑋 and 𝑞, and in these cases,

the parity of 𝑟S depends only on 𝛽. Furthermore, 𝑟S systematically
increases between 𝑞 and 𝑒10Hz with 𝛽, while it systematically de-
creases between 𝑞 and the other parameters for higher 𝛽 values. We
explain these findings based upon the characteristics of the 𝑀tot dis-
tributions obtained for aLIGO detections (Section 7.1) as follows.
Starting with 𝑟S between 𝑀tot and 𝑞, the 𝑀tot distribution is tilted
toward higher masses for lower 𝛽 values, as seen in Figure 1. Bina-
ries near the peak produce 𝑞 ∼ 1 values, while a larger fraction of
𝑞 . 1 values originate from binaries below the peak position leading
to the obtained positive correlation between 𝑀tot and 𝑞 for 𝛽 = 1.
As 𝛽 increases, the 𝑀tot distribution gradually tilts toward lower
masses providing a larger fraction of 𝑞 . 1 values above the peak
position, which leads to the anticorrelation between 𝑀tot and 𝑞 for
𝛽 = 3. Thereby, the acquired trend for 𝑟S between 𝑞 and 𝐷L (𝑞 and
𝑒10Hz) in terms of 𝛽 is straightforward since the positive (negative)
correlation between 𝑀tot and 𝐷L (𝑀tot and 𝑒10Hz) is altered by the
correlation between 𝑀tot and 𝑞. Moreover, the same trends apply to
other mass-dependent parameters such as M and ` and the corre-
sponding redshifted masses for the same reason. Finally, we note that
these trends are also obtained for detections with AdV and KAGRA.

8 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have extended previous studies to obtain the distri-
bution of physical parameters describing LK-induced BBH mergers
around SMBHs as seen by aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA at design sensitiv-
ity and to identify possible correlations among physical parameters
for the detectable binary population.
For this purpose, we used high-precision, fully regularized N-body

simulations, including PN terms up to order PN2.5, to generate MC
samples of LK-inducedBBHpopulations in isotropicGNs for various
BH mass function (𝑚−𝛽) and 3D number density distribution (𝑟−𝛼)
models of the BBH population. We generated mock catalogues of
GNs with the observed distribution of SMBHs within the astrophys-
ical reach of aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA and associated an MC sample
of LK-induced BBHs to each GN host. Waveforms were associated
with BBHs using a waveform generator dedicated to simulating full
inspiral-merger-ringdown waveforms of BBHs with nonzero eccen-
tricities. To select the binary subpopulation possibly detectable by
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA, we calculated the SNR value for each bi-
nary by utilizing the generated waveform and taking into account
the source direction, inclination, and polarization angles. Finally, we
used a rank correlation test to measure correlations among source
parameters for the detectable binaries.
Our main results for the detectable LK-induced BBH populations

merging in GNs can be summarized as follows.

• We find that ∼ 3 − 12% of binaries have residual eccentricity
𝑒10Hz beyond 0.1 when entering the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band and
. 4% of them have 𝑒10Hz > 0.9, depending significantly on both 𝛽
and 𝛼 and slightly on the selected advanced GW detector (Tables 1
and 2). Furthermore, we find that larger 𝛽 values result in systemati-
cally higher binary fractions. For comparison, ∼ 7 − 20% and . 6%
of mergers per unit volume in the local Universe enter the 10Hz
frequency band with 𝑒10Hz > 0.1 and 𝑒10Hz > 0.9, respectively
(Tables 1 and 2). Binary fractions in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band
are somewhat lower for the detected sample, which is mainly due to
the combination of observational bias and the quenching of the LK
mechanism by GR precession in the inner binary (Section 7.1). The
𝑒10Hz distribution of detectable mergers has a double peak, one at
of order ∼ 10−3 − 10−2 and one at 𝑒10Hz ∼ 1, where the peak at
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Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficients

𝛽 𝛼 𝑀tot − 𝑞 𝑀tot,z − 𝑞 𝑀tot − 𝐷L 𝑀tot,z − 𝐷L 𝑞 − 𝐷L 𝑒10Hz − 𝑀tot 𝑒10Hz − 𝑀tot,z 𝑒10Hz − 𝑞 𝑒10Hz − 𝐷L

1 𝛼(𝑚) 0.332 0.328 0.232 0.646 0.145 −0.270 −0.305 −0.132 −0.208
2 𝛼(𝑚) −0.029 0.019 0.380 0.683 0.066 −0.302 −0.326 −0.067 −0.230
3 𝛼(𝑚) −0.454 −0.409 0.552 0.734 −0.173 −0.307 −0.331 0.138 −0.254
1 2 0.246 0.228 0.240 0.662 0.131 −0.245 −0.276 −0.090 −0.192
2 2 −0.130 −0.076 0.412 0.686 0.036 −0.286 −0.307 −0.031 −0.222
3 2 −0.522 −0.460 0.577 0.743 −0.185 −0.300 −0.315 0.101 −0.242
1 3 0.231 0.209 0.253 0.675 0.117 −0.193 −0.225 −0.082 −0.166
2 3 −0.136 −0.106 0.439 0.697 0.019 −0.243 −0.268 −0.007 −0.209
3 3 −0.561 −0.479 0.592 0.755 −0.211 −0.277 −0.290 0.092 −0.228

Table 3. Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficients for GN models with different BH mass functions (𝑚−𝛽) and 3D number density profiles (𝑟−𝛼) of the BBH
population (cf. Figure 1) between the measurable parameters {𝑀tot , 𝑀tot,z, 𝑞, 𝐷L, 𝑒10Hz } for LK-induced BBH mergers with S/N > 8 for detections with a
single aLIGO detector at design sensitivity.

high eccentricities corresponds to binaries for which the dynamics
are dominated by GW radiation within one LK cycle (Section 7.1).

• Observational bias shifts the mass distributions toward higher
masses (Figure 2). These distributions are weakly sensitive to 𝛼 and
are mainly shaped by 𝛽, where larger 𝛽 values result in systematically
lighter BBH mergers (Figure 1). For instance, the 𝑀tot distributions
peak at𝑀tot ∼ {15M� , 18M� , 45M�} for 𝛽 = {3, 2, 1} for mergers
in the local Universe, respectively, while the corresponding distribu-
tions, as seen by aLIGO, peak at 𝑀tot ∼ {20M� , 40M� , 55M�},
respectively (Figure 2). The peaks are located at mildly lower 𝑀tot
values for detections with AdV and KAGRA due to the detectors’
lower astrophysical reach. The 𝛽 and 𝛼 dependent characteristics
of mass distributions originate from the fact that these distributions
in single GNs are governed by 𝛽, do not depend significantly on
𝑀SMBH, and are barely affected by 𝛼 (Section 7.1). Binaries typ-
ically merge with ∼ 1/2 × max(𝑀tot) for 𝛽 = 1 and for aLIGO
detections. The typical masses are even lower for detections with
AdV/KAGRA or larger 𝛽. Consequently, LK-induced BBH mergers
around SMBHs may be detected with roughly medium masses.

• 𝑃(𝑞) is roughly uniform, and it is closer to a uniform distribution
for 𝛽 = 1 (Figure 1). We find that 𝑃(𝑞) is tilted toward lower values
as 𝛽 increases and peaks at 𝑞 ∼ 0.2 − 0.3. Furthermore, 𝑃(𝑞) is
weakly sensitive to 𝛼. Finally, observational bias tilts 𝑃(𝑞) towards
a uniform distribution (Figure 2).

• We find that the redshift distribution 𝑃(𝑧) peaks between
𝑧 ∼ 0.15 − 0.55 depending mainly on the considered advanced GW
detector and 𝛽, and it is mildly affected by 𝛼 (Figure 1). Here, larger
𝛽 values lead to systematically lower peak positions as the fraction
of lighter binaries with lower detection distances increases with 𝛽.
Finally, we find that the vast majority of binaries merge with 𝑧 . 1.1
for detections with single advanced GW detectors (Section 7.1).

• We identified model-independent (i.e. 𝛽 and 𝛼 independent)
correlations between various source parameters as follows (Table 3).
First, we found a significant negative correlation between residual ec-
centricity 𝑒10Hz and the mass parameters {𝑀tot,M, `} together with
the corresponding redshifted masses. These findings arise mainly
from the combination of the observational selection effect and the
quenching of the LK mechanism by GR precession in the inner bi-
nary (Section 7.2). Furthermore, we found a significant positive cor-
relation between luminosity distance 𝐷L and the (redshifted) mass
parameters due to observational bias. Finally, a negative correlation
between luminosity distance 𝐷L and residual eccentricity 𝑒10Hz is a
direct consequence of the correlation between {𝑒10Hz, 𝐷L} and𝑀tot.

Weworked under the assumption that GNs in the detection volume
is (i) dynamically relaxed, (ii) spherically symmetric (non-rotating),

and (iii) host an SMBH in their centre. Note, however, that these
assumptions may be violated to some degree. (i) Nuclear star clus-
ters around SMBHs of mass𝑀SMBH . 107M� reach an equilibrium
distribution within a Hubble time (e.g. Merritt 2013; Bar-Or et al.
2013; Gondán et al. 2018b); otherwise, the 3D number density pro-
files of stellar populations are shallower than that in relaxed GNs
(e.g. Emami & Loeb 2020). Since we found in Section 7.1 that the
distributions of measurable binary parameters do not depend signif-
icantly on the 3D number density of the BBH population, we expect
similar distributions to those presented in Figure 1 when taking into
account dynamical relaxation. Accordingly, the directions of model-
independent correlations obtained in Section 7.2 are also expected
to remain unchanged when the dynamical relaxation of GNs is con-
sidered. (ii) A substantial fraction of GNs possesses non-spherical
(rotating) nuclear star clusters in their centre (e.g. Georgiev & Böker
2014; Chatzopoulos et al. 2015; Feldmeier-Krause et al. 2017) in
which 𝑃(𝑎out) and 𝑃(𝑎in) are expected to be shifted toward larger
and lower values, respectively, compared to spherical GNs, depend-
ing on the level of axisymmetry (Petrovich & Antonini 2017; Bub &
Petrovich 2020). Accordingly, larger 𝑎out values indicate lighter BBH
mergers in non-spherical GNs, as the gravitational pull of the SMBH
tends to break more massive binaries at smaller distances from the
SMBH (Section 5.1). Similarly, lower 𝑎in values also indicate lighter
BBH mergers mainly due to the selection effect of GR precession in
the inner orbit (Section 7.1). Furthermore, lighter BBHs and lower
orbital separations lead to larger 𝑒10Hz values in non-spherical GNs
(Section 5.2) than in spherical ones. Consequently, the consideration
of non-spherical GNs may shift the observable mass distributions
toward lower masses and the distributions of residual eccentricity
toward higher values in Figure 1. Finally, lighter BBHs imply lower
detection distances (Section 7.1), which shifts the redshift distribu-
tions in Figure 1 toward lower values. Moreover, the directions of
correlations between mass-dependent parameters and 𝐷L (𝑒10Hz)
remain unchanged when considering non-spherical GNs as the ob-
servational selection effect (formation mechanism) determines them.
Thereby, the direction of correlation between𝐷L and 𝑒10Hz also does
not change. (iii) The absence of an SMBH in the GN’s core has the
opposite effect on 𝑃(𝑎out) as the presence of rotation, i.e. it is shifted
toward lower values (e.g. Bub & Petrovich 2020). This implies more
massive BBH mergers and larger 𝑎∈ compared to those in spherical
GNs. Accordingly, the observable mass distributions in Figure 1 are
expected to be shifted toward larger masses, the 𝑒10Hz distributions
toward lower values, and the redshift distributions toward larger val-
ues. Finally, the directions of model-independent correlations are
expected to be unchanged, similar to the case of non-spherical GNs.
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In conclusion, our findings for the binary parameter distributions,
together with the redshift distribution and model-independent corre-
lations among binary parameters, may be useful to statistically dis-
entangle this merger channel from others in the BBH merger sample
detected by aLIGO-AdV-KAGRA. The identification of individual
BBH mergers in this formation channel may also be possible by de-
tecting the eccentricity oscillation with LISA in the local Universe
up to a few Mpc, with observation periods shorter than the mission
lifetime (Hoang et al. 2019; Randall & Xianyu 2019).
If detected, population properties of LK-induced BBHs merging

in GNs with an SMBH in their centre may serve to test theories
describing the formation and evolution of stellar binaries and the
dynamics of stellar populations in the central regions of GNs. Fur-
thermore, these triple systems are an outstanding probe of the BH
nature of compact objects and of strong-field physics (e.g. Cardoso
et al. 2021). Finally, we note that detections with LISA may be used
to probe the spin parameter of the SMBHs and the SMBH spin effects
(Fang et al. 2019; Fang & Huang 2020).
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