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ABSTRACT

The spins of binary black holes (BBHs) measured from gravitational waves carry notable information

of the formation pathways. Here we propose a quantity “dimensionless net spin” (χN), which is

related to the sum of angular momentum of component black holes in the system, to provide a novel

perspective to study the origin(s) of BBHs. By performing hierarchical Bayesian inference on χN,

we find strong evidence that the marginal distribution of this quantity can be better fitted by two

Gaussian components rather than one: there is a narrow peak at χN ∼ 0.15 and another extended

peak at χN ∼ 0.47. We also find that the rapidly spinning systems likely dominate the high-mass end

of the population and they evolve with redshift much quicker. These findings bring new challenges to

the field binary scenario, and suggest that dynamical process should plays a key role in forming high

total mass BBHs.

1. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational wave has become one of the most important messenger for studying the compact object in the Universe.

More than 90 binary black hole (BBH) candidates have been released with the current catalogs of compact binary

coalescences (GWTC-3) (Abbott et al. 2023a), and this number is expected to increase several-fold after the 4th

observing run (O4) of the LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA detector network (Abbott et al. 2020). The origins of these BBHs,

however, remains a mystery.

Researches on the observed events have revealed some broad features for the distribution of their measured properties,

such as the BBH mass distribution has substructure beyond a smooth truncated power law (Wang et al. 2021; Tiwari

& Fairhurst 2021; Li et al. 2021; Veske et al. 2021; Edelman et al. 2022), the observed black hole spins are small

(Wysocki et al. 2019; Roulet & Zaldarriaga 2019; Miller et al. 2020; Garćıa-Bellido et al. 2021; Biscoveanu et al. 2021)

with some of their tilts misaligned to the orbital angular momentum (Talbot & Thrane 2017; Abbott et al. 2019a,

2023b; Li et al. 2024), the mass-ratio distribution evolves with the primary mass (Li et al. 2022), and the merger rate

evolution remains consistent with the star formation rate(Abbott et al. 2023b). Some other topics, like the existence

of non-spinning sub-populations (Roulet et al. 2021; Galaudage et al. 2021; Callister et al. 2022; Tong et al. 2022;

Abbott et al. 2023b) and the exact distribution shape for the tilt angle of component BHs remain subjects of ongoing

debate (Vitale et al. 2022).

The statistics on the spins of BBHs plays an key role in identifying the formation pathways. Being the best

measured spin parameter, the effective inspiral spin χeff (Ajith et al. 2011; Santamaŕıa et al. 2010), which quantifies

the mass-weighted average of the two component spins projected parallel to the binary’s orbital angular momentum,

is widely studied among literature. Callister et al. (2021) found an anti-correlation between χeff and mass ratio (q).
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Safarzadeh et al. (2020) examined whether the effective spin distribution correlates with various mass parameters of

the binary. Biscoveanu et al. (2022) proposed that the χeff distribution likely broadens with redshift. Yet these works

have provided important clues, other spin parameters may carry additional useful information that can be extracted

from current observations. Unfortunately, the effective precession spin χp, which describes the mass-weighted in-plane

spin component that contributes to spin precession (Hannam et al. 2014; Schmidt et al. 2015), is poorly measured for

most events (Abbott et al. 2023a, 2024, 2021a, 2019b). Nevertheless, the ability to measure individual spins with the

LIGO and Virgo detectors has also been limited (Biscoveanu et al. 2021). As shown in Biscoveanu et al. (2021), for

systems with mass ratios close to unity, the mass-sorted parameter estimation method (which is the method adopted

to generate the publicity available posterior samples for hierarchical analysis) may yield misleading results, while for

systems with significantly asymmetric mass ratios, only the spin for the primary BH can be well constrained. The

choice of priors (e.g., some astrophysical priors motivated by simulations of stellar evolution (Mandel & Fragos 2020;

Mandel & Smith 2021; Qin et al. 2022b)) also has great impact on the inference on individual spins. Additional

works focusing on spin quantities other than χeff and individual spins may bring new opportunities to understand the

formation of BBHs.

In our previous work, we found that the population of component BHs can be explained by the mixture of two

sub-populations that have distinct mass and spin distributions, with one consist with the field binary scenario and the

other consist with the dynamical formation scenario including different generations of mergers (Wang et al. 2022). Li

et al. (2023) further found a sub-population of higher-generation BHs using an semi-parametric methods. While these

works focused on the properties of individual BHs, in this work we investigate the properties describing the whole

BBH system: total mass, redshift, and the “dimensionless net spin” (χN) which we will define in Sec.2. We build

simple models that can describe the net spin, and search for sub-populations in the joint (Mtot, q, χN, z) distribution.

The rest of the paper is arrange as follows: in Sec.2 we propose the definition for the dimensionless net spin, and

demonstrate the posterior distributions of χN inferred from 69 high significance events; in Sec.3 we introduce the

details of hierarchical Bayesian inference; The analysis focusing on the marginal distribution of χN is carried out in

Sec.4, and we study the mass dependency and redshift evolution of χN in Sec.5. We summarize the paper and give

some discussions in Sec.6.

2. DIMENSIONLESS NET SPIN FROM COMPONENT BLACK HOLES

For a binary black hole system, the total angular momentum can be expressed as J = Jorbit+J1+J2, in which Jorbit

is the orbital angular momentum, J1 and J2 are the angular momentum for the primary and secondary black hole

respectively. In this work, we focus on the net angular momentum from the two individual black holes: JN = J1 +J2.

This quantity is relevant to the spins and masses of the BHs.

The dimensionless component spin parameter for an individual BH with mass m is defined as Abbott et al. (2023a)

χi =
|Ji| c
Gm2

, (1)

where Ji is the spin angular momentum, and Gm2/c is the maximum angular momentum allowed by the third law of

black hole mechanics. Analogy with this definition, here we define the dimensionless net spin as

χN =
|J1 + J2| c
G(m2

1 +m2
2)
, (2)

Note that the value of χN will always in the range of (0,1). The dimensionless net spin contains information from

component masses (or mass ratio) as well as the individual spin magnitudes and directions. In particular, when

considering two component BHs with identical masses and maximum spin magnitudes, we get χN = 1 if their spins are

aligned; if they have opposite spin direction, χN = 0. We use the “C01:Mixed” parameter estimation result released

by Abbott et al. (2023a) to calculate the posterior distribution of χN = 1 for each event. Giving a posterior sample

(m1,m2, s1x, s1y, s1z, s2x, s2y, s2z), the net spin at a giving direction k is

Jk =
G

c
(s1km

2
1 + s2km

2
2)L̂k, (3)

where L̂k is the unit vector in the k direction. According to Eq. (2), χN can be calculated as

χN =
c
√∑

k J
2
k

G(m2
1 +m2

2)
. (4)
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Figure 1. Marginal prior distribution (blue) for χN in the parameter estimation and the converted posterior distributions
(grey) of each events.

In Fig.1 we present in grey the histograms for the converted χN samples from each of the 69 events included in this work,

and the details of the constraints are also listed in Tab.B.1 of Appendix.B. Note that while the χN posterior samples

are calculated from the projections of individual spin (sik), in general the individual spins are not well constrained and

there are degeneracies among them in the parameter estimation (Biscoveanu et al. 2021). As shown in Fig.B.1, for a

binary with identical χN and nearly equal component masses, different combinations of individual spin projections can

produce GW with similar inspiral signals. Whether a binary has one BH with negligible spin, as a result of efficient

transportation of angular momentum in stellar evolution scenario, is of particular interest in many studies (Kushnir

et al. 2016; Hotokezaka & Piran 2017; Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2020). For each event, we estimate the probability

that its χN exceed the maximum value under the assumption that the primary or the secondary black hole has zero

spin (see Appendix.B for more details). We find that up to ∼ 40% of the events are more likely (with a probability

> 50%) to have χN larger than the maximum value if only the secondary BH is allowed to spin, and ∼ 10% of the

events have probability of > 10% that their χN larger than the case in which only the primary BH is allowed to spin.

We derive the prior distribution of χN implemented in the parameter estimation in order to compare with the

posteriors. With the default prior as introduced in Abbott et al. (2023a), we randomly generate 107 prior samples.

Then we convert the sampled parameters to χN samples, and the resulting χN distribution is the marginal prior

distribution, P (χN). In Fig.1 we present the marginal prior in blue. When constructing a mass-correlated population

model, we also need to obtain the conditional prior distribution, P (χN|q). Similar to the marginal distribution, we use

simulations to obtain the prior for any giving mass ratio.

Different models for the formation pathways would have diverse predictions for χN. For demonstration, we adopt the

simulation results released by (Zevin et al. 2021) and show the corresponding marginal χN distributions in Fig.A.1. The

simulation contains results for five independent formation channels: the common envelope evolution (CEE), chemically

homogeneous evolution (CHE), stable mass transfer (SMT), the dynamical processes in globular clusters (GC) and in

neuclear star clusters (NSC). For comparison, the predicted χeff distributions and χp distributions are also shown. The

χN reflects the relative magnitude of the net angular momentum at its maximum direction, and the characteristics of

different channels could be better distinguished by analysing both the observed χN and χeff distributions.

3. HIERARCHICAL BAYESIAN INFERENCE

We perform hierarchical Bayesian inference to constrain our model parameters. By choosing a uniform-in-log prior

for the total merger rate, the likelihood under hyper-parameters Λ can be written as (Thrane & Talbot 2019)

L(d⃗ | Λ) ∝
Nobs∏
i

1

niη(Λ)

ni∑
k

p(θki | Λ)

p(θki | ∅)
, (5)

where η(Λ) is the detection efficiency, following the procedures described in Abbott et al. (2023b), we use the injection

campaign released in Abbott et al. (2023b) to estimated this quantity. The ni posterior samples for the i-th event
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and the default prior π(θk | ∅) are obtained from the released data accompanying with Abbott et al. (2023a, 2024,

2021a, 2019b). The estimation of likelihood is approximated with Monte Carlo summations over samples, which will

bring statistical error. Therefore, we follow Abbott et al. (2023b) and constrain the prior of hyperparameter to ensure

Neff,i > Nobs, where Neff,i is the effective numbers of samples for i-th event. We use the same criteria that define the

detectable events as Abbott et al. (2023b), i.e., FAR < 1/yr, and 69 BBH events passed the threshold cut. We use the

python package Bilby (Ashton et al. 2019a) and the Nessai sampler (Williams et al. 2021) to obtain the Bayesian

evidence and posteriors of the hyper-parameters for each model.

4. THE MARGINAL DISTRIBUTION OF χN: ONE COMPONENT VERSUS TWO

We first consider the marginal distribution of χN. In this case, the selection bias is neglected since it is mainly induced

by the masses of BBHs. We will further compare the results obtained in this section with those in the following section

which includes the joint distributions and selection effects.

Our analysis starts with describing the marginal distribution with a single truncated Gaussian distribution,

G(χN|µ, σ)

G(χN|µχ, σχ) =

{
N (χN|µχ, σχ) 0 < χN < 1,

0 otherwise.
(6)

Note that N (χN|µχ, σχ) is normalized in the interval (0, 1), and Eq. (6) is labelled with model “M1” in the following

context. We also introduce a model consists of two truncated Gaussians for χN:

P (χN) = (1− ξ)G(χN|µχ,I, σχ,I) + ξG(χN|µχ,II, σχ,II) (7)

where the parameter ξ controls the fraction of the second Gaussian component, and the model is labelled with “M2”.

In order to avoid degeneracy in the inference, we set additional constraint that µχ,II − µχ,I > 0 in the hierarchical

inference. In Table 1 we list the priors and posteriors for the hyper-parameters in both models. The full corner plot

for the inference are demonstrated in Fig.A.2 and Fig.A.3 of Appendix.A. When inferring the marginal distribution

of χN with model M1, we obtain a distribution with mean ∼ 0.29 and standard deviation ∼ 0.1. However, the Bayes

factor of model M2 compared to M1 is 22, suggesting a strong preference of two components against one by the data.

The inferred results for model M2 reveal two distinct Gaussian components: one peaks at 0.22+0.03
−0.02 and has a narrow

width of 0.03+0.02
−0.01, another peaks at 0.55

+0.26
−0.20 and could be possibly much more extended (σII ∼ 0.15).

Although the constraint for the second component is weak with current observations when only considering the

one-dimensional data of χN, the above analysis indicates that the marginal χN distribution have structures beyond a

single Gaussian.

5. THE MASS DEPENDENCY AND REDSHIFT EVOLUTION

We take a further step to study if there is mass dependency or redshift evolution behind the two components

identified above. Our model is designed base on the possibility that the over-all BBH population could be the result of

superposition of multiple populations formed via independent channels. The model consists of sub-populations labeled

with “I” and “II” respectively. Each of them has its own χN distribution described by truncated Gaussian G(χN|µi, σi)

(where i ∈ {I, II}). According to the chain rule, the joint likelihood for a system with parameter (Mtot, q, χN, z) is

written as :

P (Mtot, q, χN, z) = P (Mtot, q)Γ(z|Mtot) {[1− ξ(Mtot, z)]G(χN|µI, σI) + ξ(Mtot, z)G(χN|µII, σII)} , (8)

where P (Mtot, q) is the over-all joint distribution for the total mass and mass ratio marginalized over other pa-

rameters, Γ(z|Mtot) is the over-all redshift distribution conditioned on Mtot. These distributions include contribu-

tions from both sub-populations. ξ(Mtot, z) is the fraction (branch ratio) of the “II” sub-population given Mtot

and z. Assuming the merger rate of the two sub-populations evolve with redshift as Ri = R0,i(1 + z)γi , and let

F0(Mtot) = R0,II(Mtot)/[R0,I(Mtot) +R0,II(Mtot)], the redshift distribution Γ(z|Mtot) can be written as:

Γ(z|Mtot) ∝ [(1−F0)(1 + z)γI + F0(1 + z)γII ]
dVc

dz

1

1 + z
. (9)

The branch ratio ξ(Mtot, z) satisfies:

ξ(Mtot, z) =
F0(1 + z)γII

(1−F0)(1 + z)γI + F0(1 + z)γII
. (10)
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Figure 2. The evolution of branch ratio (F0) in the local Universe (z = 0) across total mass for the large χN component. The
grey area is the 90% region for the prior used in the inference, and the blue dashed lines show the 68% posterior credible region.

We employ the Power-law+Peak model as introduced in Talbot & Thrane (2018) and Abbott et al. (2021b) for the

total mass and a Power-law distribution for the mass ratio. To investigate the dependency between F0 and Mtot, we

introduce a modified logistic function:

F0(Mtot) = fL +
fH − fL

1 + exp[−k(Mtot −mref)]
, (11)

in which the value of F0 changes from fL at low-mass edge to fH at high-mass edge. The fraction reach F0 = (fH−fL)/2

at a reference mass mref , and k controls the rapidness of the evolution. The model described in this section is label

as the “JOINT” model, the analytical functions used in the model, their parameters and the corresponding priors are

summarized in Tab. 1.

The full corner plot for the parameters in the JOINT model obtained from the hierarchical inference is shown in

Fig.A.4. The shape of astrophysical distributions for Mtot recovered from the posteriors of hyper-parameters are very

similar to that of the primary mass distribution in Abbott et al. (2023b), with approximately doubled mmin, mmax,

and µm. This result can be understood because the binaries tend to pair with symmetric masses (β ∼ 2 as inferred).

Comparing with the results for Model M2 in Sec.4, the JOINT model also reveals two distinct χN distributions. The

constraint on σχ,II benefits from the relations of BBH parameters embedded in the JOINT model and is consistent

with the peak of the corresponding posterior for Model M2.

For the mass dependence of F0, there is a clear hint in the posterior distributions: the distribution of fL rails against

fL = 0, which reflects the small χN sub-population may dominant the low-mass edge; though fH is not well-constrained,

its posterior disfavor the region of fH < 0.2, and we find that fH > fL at 96.8% credibility. For a better demonstration,

we show the evolution of F0 on different total masses in Fig.2. The upper left prior region (representing the fraction

of high χN component > 0.2 at low total mass end) is excluded by the posterior. In addition, we find that the fraction

increase rapidly at 80− 100M⊙.

Besides the mass evolution of F0, we also find distinct redshift evolutions for the two sub-populations. The small

χN BBHs evolve much slower than the large χN ones, with γII > γI at 92.2% credibility.

To avoid model misspecification (Romero-Shaw et al. 2022), we perform posterior predicted checks following the

procedures described in Abbott et al. (2021b). As shown in Fig. A.5, the observed data well-match the prediction of

the JOINT model.

The above results suggest we are more likely to observe high χN BBHs with high masses and high redshifts. In

Fig.3 we show the inferred over-all χN distribution (contributed by both sub-populations) at different total masses and

redshifts. These trend, if true, can be validated by comparing the net spins of the smallest and nearest BBHs with the

heaviest and furthest ones in future LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA observations.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
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Table 1. Summary of BBH parameters, the hyper-parameters as well as their priors in the JOINT population model.

property
BBH parameter & hyper-parameter &

prior
distribution definition

mass

Mtot

α
U(-2,8)

PowerlawPeak

Powerlaw index for the total mass distribution

mmin U(4,20)
minimum total mass

mmax U(80,200)
maximum total mass

δm U(0,20)
the length of mass distribution before it declines

µm U(40,120)
mean of the Gaussian peak

σm
U(2,20)

standard deviation the Gaussian peak

rpeak U(0,1)
fraction of systems in the Gaussian peak

q β
U(0,8)

Powerlaw Powerlaw index for the mass ratio distribution

spin
χN

µχ,I U(0,1)

truncated Gaussians

mean of the first truncated Gaussian

σχ,I U(0.001, 0.1)
standard deviation of the first truncated Gaussian component

µχ,II U(0, 1)
mean of the second truncated Gaussian

σχ,II U(0.01, 1)
standard deviation of the second truncated Gaussian component

redshift
z

γI
U(-4,8)

merger rate ∝ (1 + z)γi

Powerlaw index for the merger rate evolution of the first component

γII
U(-4, 8)

Powerlaw index for the merger rate evolution of the second component

F0(Mtot)
−

fL U(0,1)

Eq. (11)

fraction of the second component at low-mass edge in the local Universe

fH U(0,1)
fraction of the second component at high-mass edge in the local Universe

mref U(10, 150)
the location of the reference mass at which F0 = (fH − fL)/2

k
U(0.03, 0.5)

rapidness of the evolution

Note. For the marginal distribution models in Sec.4, the hyper-parameters in model M2 have identical priors as the relevant
ones in the table, and the prior for ξ is U(0, 1); in model M1, the priors for µχ and σχ are U(0, 1) and U(0.001, 1), respectively.

While previous works mainly focused on the χeff or individual spins, in this paper we define and study the dimen-

sionless net spin of BBHs. By defining such a quantity, we can study the system’s spin not only restricted in the

direction aligned with the orbital angular momentum, while avoid the uncertainties and potential degeneracy in the

measurement of individual spins. It also allow us to release some assumptions in the modelling (such as whether the

spin magnitude or tilted angle for two component black holes follow the same distribution). We find that the over-all

distribution of χN can be better described by two truncated Gaussian components rather than one component. As-
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Figure 3. The over-all χN posterior distributions conditioned on different total masses and redshifts. The shaded areas are the
68% credible regions, and the solid lines are the medians of the posterior probability density function.

suming these two components represent two sub-population of black holes, their mixing fraction varies with the total

mass of the system, and they follows different merger rate evolution across redshift.

The measured χN for GW events and the constraints on their population properties bring new insight into distin-

guishing the formation channel of BBHs. Isolated binary stars are one of the most promising origins of gravitational

wave sources. Recent studies suggest that the residual angular momentum in BBHs is mainly provided by the tidal

interaction of the first-born black hole (generally considered to be the primary BH in BBH) with the progenitor star

of the second-born black hole (Kushnir et al. 2016; Hotokezaka & Piran 2017; Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2020). As

shown in Sec.2, on event level, the net angular momentum of some events are more likely to exceed the maximum value

that can be provided by the lighter black hole (see also the discussion in Qin et al. (2022a) using the measurements

of χeff ); on population level, our constraints on the distribution of high χN components indicate about half of the

black holes in this subclass exceed this limit. The process of binary evolution involves the transfer of mass and angular

momentum, and for systems that undergo only stable mass transfer (the SMT channel), a notable fraction of systems

may experience mass ratio reversal (MRR), leading to the formation of a spinning primary black hole and thereby

allowing the system to have a larger net angular momentum (Mould et al. 2022). However, simulations also show

that the fraction of systems with non-negligible spin decreases rapidly with the chirp mass (Broekgaarden et al. 2022),

regardless of whether the system undergo MRR. This contradicts our finding that the proportion of systems with large

χN increases with total mass. Additionally, the trend of the redshift evolution for different BBH total mass is distinct

from that found in BBH merger from isolated binary evolution. As shown in van Son et al. (2022), BBHs with small

primary masses (and hence small total mass due to the preference for equal mass in GW observation) merge at higher

redshifts than those with high primary masses.

Several studies suggested isolated Pop III binaries can contribute to heavy BBHs with χeff ≳ 0.4 due to spin up in

SMT (see Tanikawa (2024) and the references therein). While in this work the high χN component peaks at > 0.4,

Safarzadeh et al. (2020) shown that the χeff distribution peaks at much smaller values (< 0.25) even accounting for the

peak may increase with primary mass. This disfavor the case in which the net spin of high-mass systems preferentially

aligned with the orbital angular momentum, which is a signature of binary interaction. The pop III or low-metallicity

stars, however, could still produce fast spinning individual black holes. The stellar winds in these stars are weaker

and thus less efficient to remove the angular momentum stored in the stellar envelope (Biscoveanu et al. 2022). The

infall of the envelope can lead to a heavy black hole (Vink et al. 2021; Winch et al. 2024) with large natal spin.
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To form the observed BBHs, these remnants should assemble through additional dynamical process. The dynamical

process itself can lead to BBHs with high total mass and χN through hierarchical merger: by inhering the orbital

angular momentum of previous mergers, the second and higher generation BH can significantly increase their spins.

Different from binary evolution, this lead to a broadening in χeff distribution and a peak > 0.4 in χN distribution

(see Fig.A.1). These phenomena are revealed by Biscoveanu et al. (2022) and this work. Besides, Ye & Fishbach

(2024) pointed out the merger rate for BBHs having primary mass > 40M⊙ in dense star clusters increases much

faster than those with small primary masses due to mass segregation in dense star clusters and the early formation of

massive BHs, which is consistent with the trend we found. Nevertheless, the (pulsational) pair instability supernovae

((P)PISNe) forbid the formation of BHs with mass ranging from several tens to ∼ 130 times the solar mass. Though

the lower edge of this “PI mass gap” is still uncertain (Farmer et al. 2019; Winch et al. 2024), the rapidly increase of

F0 within Mtot ∼ 80− 100M⊙ as shown in Fig.2 consists with the case in which the gap starts at ∼ 40− 50M⊙ and

the hierarchical merger mainly contributes to the sources with high masses and high χN.

In conclusion, the χN distribution and it’s relation with the total mass and redshift of GW events bring several

new challenges to the binary evolution senarios. No matter whether the Pop III/low-metallicity star or hierarchical

merger is responsible for the high χN component, our results suggest the dynamical process should plays a key role in

forming high total mass BBHs. The upcoming O4 data of Advanced LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA will reveal clearer mass

dependency and redshift evolution of χN, and details in the formation of binary black holes could be better studied.
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Figure A.1. Theoretical prediction of χN (left), χeff (middle) and χp (right) distributions for five different channels: the
common envelope evolution (CEE), chemically homogeneous evolution (CHE), stable mass transfer (SMT), the dynamical
capture in globular clusters (GC) as weill as in neuclear star clusters (NSC). The simulated data are taken from (Zevin et al.
2021), and we use the subset of data with common envelop efficiency α = 1 and BH natal spin of 0.1.
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APPENDIX

A. SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES
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Figure B.1. Two gravitational waveforms for two 30− 30M⊙ BBHs with χN = 0.15 but having different spin projections. The
results are generated using the “IMRPhenomXPHM” model in PyCBC (Biwer et al. 2019).

B. ESTIMATE THE FRACTION OF SYSTEMS DISFAVOR ZERO INDIVIDUAL SPIN

For two merging black holes with mass ratio close to unity, different combinations of their spin projections are

equivalent to each other in producing GW signals as long as they constitute the same χeff and χp. In the case of

q = 1, this also means they should have identical χN. In Fig.B.1, we demonstrate two overlapping waveforms from the

merger of two 30− 30M⊙ BBHs with χN = 0.15 but different individual spin projections.

In a BBH system, accroding to Eq. (3)-(4), the maximum χN available when only one BH is spinning are χN,max2 =

q2/(1 + q2) and χN,max1 = 1/(1 + q2) for the cases of zero-spin primary and zero-spin secondary, respectively. For

a giving observed event, we count the fraction of posterior samples with χN > χN,maxi to estimate the probability

that the data disfavors the cases with one zero-spin BH, and the results are listed in the last two columns of Tab.B.1.

We find that 29 of 69 events have > 50% probability for χN > χN,max2, and 8 of 69 events have > 10% probability

for χN > χN,max1. Note that these are only rough estimations for events with mass ratio significantly deviates from

unity. We have verified with a more precise analysis considering the combination of both χeff and χp, and find that

the numbers for χN > χN,max2 reduced to 13 and remains the same for χN > χN,max1, so the conclusion that “the net

spin of some events are more likely to exceed the maximum value that can be provided by the lighter black hole” still

holds.

Table B.1. The total mass and dimensionless net spin for events in-
cluded in this work

Event Total mass χN P (χN > χN,max1) P (χN > χN,max2)

GW150914 095045 64.53+3.72
−3.16 0.28+0.30

−0.20 0.03 0.24

GW151012 095443 38.78+10.30
−4.74 0.32+0.37

−0.24 0.03 0.59

GW151226 033853 21.68+8.29
−1.59 0.46+0.41

−0.27 0.03 0.75

GW170104 101158 49.65+4.74
−3.63 0.26+0.32

−0.19 0.01 0.33

GW170608 020116 18.55+2.03
−0.63 0.21+0.30

−0.16 0.01 0.28

GW170729 185629 84.47+15.03
−10.86 0.47+0.30

−0.37 0.09 0.82

GW170809 082821 58.52+5.28
−3.89 0.27+0.36

−0.20 0.02 0.36

GW170814 103043 55.97+3.45
−2.95 0.29+0.32

−0.22 0.05 0.31

Continued on next page
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Table B.1 – continued

Event Total mass χN P (χN > χN,max1) P (χN > χN,max2)

GW170818 022509 62.52+5.32
−4.58 0.37+0.33

−0.27 0.09 0.45

GW170823 131358 67.03+10.34
−7.22 0.31+0.35

−0.23 0.05 0.39

GW190408 181802 43.37+4.21
−3.02 0.23+0.31

−0.18 0.01 0.26

GW190412 053044 36.78+4.69
−4.43 0.29+0.19

−0.17 0.00 0.89

GW190413 134308 58.05+10.56
−7.81 0.32+0.38

−0.24 0.05 0.44

GW190421 213856 81.30+16.87
−11.92 0.45+0.38

−0.34 0.07 0.67

GW190503 185404 73.67+13.19
−9.61 0.33+0.36

−0.24 0.06 0.41

GW190512 180714 69.46+10.06
−8.56 0.31+0.37

−0.24 0.03 0.46

GW190513 205428 35.80+4.09
−3.46 0.18+0.33

−0.14 0.01 0.36

GW190517 055101 54.44+9.32
−6.72 0.34+0.38

−0.26 0.03 0.66

GW190519 153544 64.15+9.94
−9.78 0.72+0.17

−0.22 0.42 0.99

GW190521 030229 105.67+14.38
−13.94 0.49+0.23

−0.26 0.09 0.88

GW190521 074359 153.21+42.19
−16.17 0.52+0.37

−0.40 0.11 0.75

GW190527 092055 76.34+7.00
−5.85 0.23+0.29

−0.17 0.01 0.21

GW190602 175927 58.10+18.14
−8.79 0.30+0.41

−0.23 0.03 0.49

GW190620 030421 115.73+19.29
−14.93 0.37+0.39

−0.27 0.06 0.61

GW190630 185205 92.74+18.53
−13.16 0.54+0.28

−0.30 0.12 0.86

GW190701 203306 59.42+4.73
−4.77 0.23+0.25

−0.15 0.00 0.27

GW190706 222641 94.33+11.96
−9.54 0.33+0.35

−0.24 0.06 0.43

GW190707 093326 112.64+27.36
−16.77 0.52+0.29

−0.35 0.09 0.88

GW190708 232457 20.06+1.68
−1.20 0.18+0.28

−0.14 0.00 0.21

GW190720 000836 31.46+2.85
−2.15 0.19+0.32

−0.14 0.01 0.33

GW190727 060333 57.36+38.27
−11.84 0.48+0.37

−0.35 0.07 0.77

GW190728 064510 21.84+3.77
−2.02 0.30+0.30

−0.16 0.01 0.63

GW190803 022701 18.31+7.57
−1.86 0.30+0.42

−0.23 0.03 0.56

GW190828 063405 68.82+10.18
−7.76 0.36+0.35

−0.26 0.08 0.45

GW190828 065509 20.71+4.23
−1.40 0.26+0.32

−0.15 0.00 0.43

GW190910 112807 70.68+16.33
−11.42 0.30+0.37

−0.23 0.05 0.43

GW190915 235702 65.06+11.95
−8.23 0.31+0.37

−0.23 0.04 0.41

GW190924 021846 76.69+19.50
−13.79 0.58+0.26

−0.38 0.25 0.83

GW190925 232845 57.23+7.93
−4.35 0.31+0.31

−0.21 0.05 0.31

GW190929 012149 34.28+5.13
−4.28 0.23+0.34

−0.17 0.00 0.60

GW190930 133541 78.04+9.27
−9.11 0.24+0.32

−0.18 0.02 0.23

GW191105 143521 57.23+7.07
−5.33 0.38+0.33

−0.28 0.07 0.51

GW191109 010717 13.93+2.85
−0.90 0.18+0.37

−0.14 0.00 0.35

GW191127 050227 36.73+3.56
−2.77 0.27+0.33

−0.20 0.02 0.34

GW191129 134029 93.40+22.90
−15.02 0.29+0.45

−0.24 0.01 0.72

GW191204 171526 21.16+5.91
−1.99 0.33+0.34

−0.21 0.01 0.67

GW191215 223052 19.97+3.71
−1.76 0.36+0.31

−0.18 0.02 0.57

GW191216 213338 18.48+2.08
−1.27 0.19+0.33

−0.15 0.01 0.23

GW191222 033537 111.56+20.25
−15.55 0.60+0.23

−0.37 0.32 0.82

GW191230 180458 79.55+38.69
−22.02 0.52+0.38

−0.40 0.08 0.82

GW200112 155838 17.55+2.41
−1.16 0.20+0.26

−0.14 0.00 0.34

GW200128 022011 20.22+1.70
−0.96 0.29+0.28

−0.13 0.01 0.43

GW200129 065458 43.36+5.33
−4.29 0.34+0.36

−0.26 0.04 0.45

GW200202 154313 19.81+2.69
−0.94 0.20+0.24

−0.11 0.00 0.32

GW200208 130117 79.09+16.04
−10.55 0.28+0.33

−0.21 0.03 0.31

Continued on next page
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Table B.1 – continued

Event Total mass χN P (χN > χN,max1) P (χN > χN,max2)

GW200209 085452 85.73+18.63
−11.96 0.37+0.38

−0.28 0.10 0.50

GW200219 094415 63.88+5.74
−4.60 0.24+0.29

−0.18 0.01 0.22

GW200224 222234 74.81+17.07
−12.21 0.41+0.34

−0.29 0.13 0.53

GW200225 060421 63.39+4.35
−3.57 0.32+0.49

−0.21 0.08 0.38

GW200302 015811 17.58+1.78
−0.67 0.18+0.29

−0.14 0.01 0.23

GW200311 115853 65.39+7.81
−6.84 0.28+0.34

−0.21 0.03 0.38

GW200316 215756 62.65+13.89
−9.41 0.39+0.37

−0.28 0.11 0.51

GW190413 052954 81.43+20.20
−14.00 0.39+0.40

−0.29 0.06 0.66

GW190719 215514 65.01+12.58
−8.22 0.35+0.35

−0.26 0.07 0.46

GW190725 174728 72.21+7.17
−5.10 0.31+0.31

−0.21 0.04 0.32

GW190731 140936 33.48+3.63
−2.98 0.41+0.30

−0.29 0.06 0.58

GW190805 211137 57.82+9.56
−6.85 0.30+0.39

−0.23 0.02 0.60

GW191103 012549 61.90+5.30
−4.24 0.28+0.34

−0.21 0.03 0.29

GW200216 220804 21.16+7.19
−1.95 0.27+0.30

−0.17 0.00 0.48
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