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Stellar evolution theories predict a gap in the black hole birth mass spectrum as the result of
pair instability processes in the cores of massive stars. This gap, however, is not seen in the binary
black hole masses inferred from gravitational wave data. One explanation is that black holes form
dynamically in dense star clusters where smaller black holes merge to form more massive black
holes, populating the mass gap. We show that this model predicts a distribution of the effective
and precessing spin parameters, χeff and χp, within the mass gap that is insensitive to assumptions
about black hole natal spins. We analyze the distribution of χeff as a function of primary mass for
the black hole binaries in the third gravitational wave transient catalog. We infer the presence of
a high-mass population of black holes that is consistent with hierarchical formation in dense star
clusters. This population becomes dominant above 44+6

−4M⊙, which we interpret as the lower edge
of the pair-instability mass gap. Upcoming data will enable us to tightly constrain the hierarchical
formation hypothesis and refine our understanding of binary black hole formation.

Introduction. Observations of gravitational waves (GWs)
from binary black hole (BH) mergers provides an un-
precedented window into the astrophysics of massive
stars [1–7]. However, our ability to learn from these
detections is hindered by uncertainties in the theory of
massive binary star evolution and BH formation, and the
dependence of model results on initial conditions and pa-
rameters [e.g., 8–11]. One of these uncertainties is the
location (and presence) of a mass gap in the BH birth
mass distribution due to (pulsational) pair instability su-
pernovae ((P)PISN), estimated to begin in the ∼ 40–
70M⊙ range and ending at ∼ 130M⊙ [12–15]. Such a
gap is not observed in the BH mass distribution [6, 16].
If such a gap exists, then the formation of BHs within
the mass gap can nevertheless be explained by scenarios
involving dynamical interactions in dense star clusters
or AGN disks, where BHs can grow through hierarchical
mergers [17–24]. The detection of this high mass popu-
lation will shed light on the origin of binary BH mergers
as well as on the location of the (P)PISN mass gap.

The most precisely measured spin parameter from GW
data is the effective inspiral spin χeff , a combination of
the two component spins projected parallel to the orbital
angular momentum [25]. Previous work has shown that
the distribution of χeff can give important insights on the
origin of the detected BH binary population [26–34]. The
distribution of individual BH spins and of the precessing
spin parameter χp [35] have also been leveraged in at-
tempts to identify a dynamically-formed population in
the data [30, 36–41], and correlations between BH spins
and binary mass ratio [6, 28, 42–45] and possibly red-
shift [45, 46] have been inferred from the data. Other
studies have examined possible relationships between BH
mass and spin, as would be expected from a population

of hierarchical mergers [31, 34, 38, 39, 43, 46, 47]; thus
far, evidence for any correlation between BH masses and
spins has been tentative, with different studies yielding
different conclusions. A clear detection of the (P)PISN
mass gap and a population of hierarchical mergers re-
mains elusive.

Here, we study the χeff and χp distributions as a
function of primary BH mass m1 to identify signatures
of hierarchically formed BHs in the third gravitational
wave transient catalog (GWTC-3). Using Bayesian
inference, and simple but robust astrophysical models,
we identify evidence for a population of high-mass
BHs consistent with hierarchical formation, and place
constraints on the existence and location of the (P)PISN
gap in the mass spectrum of observed BHs.

Analytical model. We consider the spin parameters χeff

and χp for a dynamically assembled BH merger popula-
tion, in which the primary is a second-generation (2G)
BH formed via an earlier merger and the secondary is
a first-generation (1G) BH representing the direct end
product of stellar evolution. The effective inspiral spin is
defined as χeff = (m1a1 cos θ1 +m2a2 cos θ2)/(m1 +m2)
[48, 49], and the effective precessing spin parameter
is χp = max

(
a1 sin θ1,

3+4q
4+3q qa2 sin θ2

)
[50, 51], where

q = m2/m1 denotes the binary mass ratio, a1 and a2
are the dimensionless component spin magnitudes, and
θ1 and θ2 are the angles between each spin vector and
the orbital angular momentum.

For dynamical formation in a dense star cluster, we
expect that [i] spin and orbital angular momenta are
isotropically oriented [52]. For 1G+2G mergers we also
expect: [ii] a1 = ã ≃ 0.69, in line with predictions from
numerical-relativity simulations [53]; [iii] a1 ≫ a2, as
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a significant 1G+2G merger rate requires that BHs are
formed with small spin, allowing for a higher cluster re-
tention probability of merger remnants [19, 22]; and [iv]
m1 ≃ 2m2, based on dynamical selection favouring the
high-mass end of the BH mass function for both BH pri-
mary progenitors and for the secondary BH [54].

Given the above considerations, we expect that the
most likely values of the spin parameters for a 1G+2G
mergers are χeff ≃ ã

1.5 cos θ1 and χp ≃ ã sin θ1, leading

to the mean relation χp =

√
ã2 − (1.5χeff)

2. Isotropy
then implies a uniform distribution for χeff within |χeff | <
ã/1.5 ≃ 0.47, and p(χp) ∝ χp√

ã2−χ2
p

. Integrating, we find

the cumulative spin distribution functions for 1G+2G
mergers:

N12(≤ χeff) = 0.5 + 0.75
χeff

ã
, (1)

and

N12(≤ χp) = 1−
√
1−

χ2
p

ã2
. (2)

For 2G+2G mergers, the probability density of χeff is
obtained from the convolution of two uniform distribu-
tions, which gives p(χeff) ∝ (ã+ χeff) for χeff ≤ 0 and
p(χeff) ∝ (ã− χeff) for χeff > 0. The corresponding cu-
mulative distribution is

N22(≤ χeff) =

{
χeff

ã + 1
2
χ2
eff

ã2 + 1
2 if χeff ≤ 0

χeff

ã − 1
2
χ2
eff

ã2 + 1
2 if χeff > 0 .

(3)

Since θ1 and θ2 are independent, the distribution of χp

is obtained by the product of the distributions for each
of the two angles:

N22(≤ χp) =

(
1−

√
1−

χ2
p

ã2

)2

. (4)

While the actual spin parameter distributions depend on
the precise spin distribution of 1G BHs and binary mass
ratios, we find that their impact is small, allowing for a
precise and simple approximation.

To demonstrate the accuracy of our analytical predic-
tions, we compare them to the results of globular cluster
models evolved using the fast cluster code cBHBd [55].
Unless specified otherwise, our initial conditions and nu-
merical modelling are the same as in [22]. In all models
considered here we adopt an initial cluster half-mass den-
sity ρh = 105M⊙pc

−3 and the delayed supernova mech-
anism from [56].

We report the results from four models that differ by
the choice of the initial BH spin distributions and the
maximum mass of 1G BHs, mcut. In one model, the ini-
tial BH spins are all set to zero and mcut ≃ 70M⊙. In
the other three models, we assume that mcut ≃ 50M⊙

FIG. 1. Comparison between the CDF of χeff and χp ob-
tained from our cluster models and the expected CDFs based
on our analytical approximations. The lines are hard to dis-
tinguish because they lie on top of each other, showing the in-
dependence of these distributions on model assumptions and
initial conditions.

and that the BH spin distribution follows a beta dis-
tribution with shape parameters (α, β) = (2, 18), (2, 5)
and (2, 2); these distributions peak at ≃ 0.06, 0.2, 0.5
and their corresponding median values are ≃ 0.1, 0.26
and 0.5, respectively. All but the last model (with the
highest spins) give differential merger rates at primary
masses above mcut consistent with those measured from
LIGO/Virgo data. Above this mass, the merger rate is
dominated by 1G+2G mergers in all models (see the Sup-
plementary Material; SM).

In Fig. 1 we show the cumulative distributions of χeff

and χp for 1G+2G and 2G+2G mergers, as well as the
analytical predictions based on equations (1), (2), (3)
and (4), and the spin parameter distributions from the
cluster Monte Carlo models of [19]. The match with our
expected distribution is good for all models. We note that
although the simulated distributions become broader as
the initial BH spins are increased, higher spins tend to
reduce the merger rate below the one inferred from the
data above mcut, due to increased BH ejection from their
host clusters. Thus, if hierarchical mergers are the most
common class of binary BH merger above some threshold
mass, our models predict a near-universal spin distribu-
tion, simply represented by equations (1) and (2). In the
following, we test this prediction against GW data.
Bayesian inference. Since the value of χp is generally
less well-measured in GW observations than χeff [4, 7],
we predominantly consider hierarchical inference of the
effective spin distribution. For this study, we use the sub-
set of BHs from GWTC-3 with false alarm rates below
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1 yr−1 (see SM for more details). This results in a total of
69 binary BHs in our sample. In parallel with χeff , we hi-
erarchically fit the distribution of q, m1, and redshift z as
described in the SM. We incorporate selection effects us-
ing the set of successfully recovered binary BH injections
provided by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA Collaboration and
spanning their first three observing runs [6, 57].

We fit the χeff distribution to a mixture model compris-
ing a Gaussian distribution, representing the bulk of the
population at m1 ≲ m̃, and a uniform distribution, rep-
resenting the population of 1G+2G hierarchical mergers
at m1 ≳ m̃, where m̃ is the value of m1 at which the tran-
sition between the Gaussian and uniform descriptions of
χeff occurs:

πN+U (χeff |m1) =

{
N (χeff ;µ, σ) (m1 < m̃)

U(χeff ;w = 0.47) (m1 ≥ m̃).
(5)

Here, N (χeff ;µ, σ) denotes a normalized Gaussian distri-
bution with mean µ and standard deviation σ truncated
within [−1, 1], and U(χeff ;w) is a uniform distribution
defined over the range |χeff | < w. We set w = 0.47, as
predicted for hierarchical mergers We use broad uninfor-
mative priors; the prior on m̃ is uniform between 20 and
100M⊙. For more details on the implementation of the
models and prior assumptions see the SM.

We consider additional models with increased complex-
ity. Our second model, πN+Uw

(χeff |m1), is similar to
πN+U , but with w now being a parameter that we infer
from the data. The third model is

πN+NUw(χeff |m1)

=

{
N (χeff ;µ, σ) (m1 < m̃)

ζ U(χeff ;w) + (1− ζ)Nu(χeff ;µu, σu) (m1 ≥ m̃),

(6)
where the mixing fraction 0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1. In this latter model,
the potentially asymmetric distribution of χeff above m̃
(if µu is non-zero) allows us to assess how well the data
support the theoretical expectation of the symmetry of
χeff around zero for m1 > m̃ without this being enforced
by the model.

If m̃ cannot be constrained or its posterior distribution
rails against the limits of the prior, this implies that a
model with a separate spin distribution population above
m̃ cannot be statistically distinguished from a Gaussian
model applied across the mass range. A well-measured
m̃, in turn, instead implies that there is a distinct mass
threshold above which the population of binary BH merg-
ers has a measurably distinct distribution of χeff . We
measure m̃ = 44+6

−4M⊙ for the πN+U model (hereafter,
reported measurements are median and 90% credible in-
terval), implying that the data provide sufficient evidence
to prefer the hierarchical model over the Gaussian model
above this value. The posterior distributions of m̃ and
w are shown in Fig. 2. We infer w = 0.5+0.3

−0.2 and 0.5+0.3
−0.3

under the πN+Uw and the πN+NUw models, respectively.

While the recovered posteriors on w are quite broad, they
peak close to the expected value w ≃ 0.47 for hierarchical
mergers. We show in Fig. 2 the cumulative distribution
of χeff as inferred under πN+NUw

. Below m̃ the distri-
bution is a narrow Gaussian with mean µ = 0.05+0.03

−0.04;
above m̃ the distribution is consistent with being sym-
metric around zero, and its width is as expected from a
hierarchically formed population of mergers.

Ref. [46] identified a systematic broadening in the dis-
tribution of χeff with increasing mass and/or redshift.
The behavior we identify in this work – the transition
to a broad χeff distribution above ≈ 45M⊙ – is likely
responsible for this conclusion. To verify this, we re-
peat our analysis with a fourth model, in which the fixed
Gaussian spin distribution below m̃ is replaced with one
whose mean and variance evolve linearly with primary
mass, as in [46]:

πNm+Uw(χeff |m1) ={
N (χeff ;µχ(m1), σχ(m1)) (m1 < m̃)

U(χeff ;w) (m1 ≥ m̃)

(7)

where µχ(m1) = µ+δµ (m1/10M⊙−1) and log σχ(m1) =
log σ+δ log σ(m1/10M⊙−1). Under the πNm+Uw

model
we infer that mean and variance of effective spins be-
low m̃ are now consistent with no or mild change with
mass (δµ = 0.00+0.02

−0.02, δ log σ = −0.24+0.22
−0.07). In fact, the

data prefer a reversal of the trend inferred in previous
work [46], with the χeff distribution slightly narrowing
with mass below m̃. Our interpretation is that the pop-
ulation above m̃ may drive the mass/redshift-dependent
broadening reported in [46].

Finally, we consider a model where we also fit for the
distribution of χp, which is represented by a mixture of
two Gaussian distributions truncated within [0, 1], one
below and one above m̃:

πχp(χeff |m1) =

{
N (χeff ;µ, σ)N (χp;µp,l, σp,l) (m1 < m̃)

U(χeff ;w)N (χp;µp,u, σp,u) (m1 ≥ m̃)

(8)
Under this model, we infer m̃ = 46+6

−4M⊙. We show the
derived distribution of χp in Fig. 2. The distributions
below and above m̃ can be clearly distinguished and
the latter is broadly consistent with the theoretical
expectation.

Conclusions. We compare the predicted distribution of
the effective spin parameters χeff and χp for hierarchical
mergers to that of the population of observed BH bina-
ries, finding evidence that the spin properties of observed
binary BHs change at ≃ 44M⊙. Above this mass, the χeff

distribution supports the hypothesis of a (P)PISN gap in
BH birth masses, which is repopulated by hierarchical
mergers in dense clusters. Sequential mergers in triples
or quadruples [58, 59] are also possible, though the ex-
pected low merger rate makes this less likely [60]. BHs
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FIG. 2. Marginalised distributions of m̃ (upper-left panel) and w (lower-left panel) obtained under the models described in the
main text. The horizontal axes span the range of the assumed uniform priors as shown. The middle panel gives the cumulative
distribution of χeff for the πN+NUw model, for both the Gaussian component at m1 ≲ m̃ and the Uniform+Gaussian component
at m1 ≳ m̃. The grey region shows the prior on each parameter. In the right panel we show the cumulative distribution of χp

when fitting for both χp and χeff using equation (8). Thick lines show the median, 10th and 90th quantiles, while light lines
correspond to individual draws from the posterior (PDFs are shown in the SM). Analytical predictions are from equation (1)
and equation (2).

in the (P)PISN mass gap can also arise from gas accre-
tion and/or hierarchical mergers in AGN disks [61, 62],
and stellar mergers in star clusters [63, 64]. These latter
scenarios are unlikely to give rise to the same χeff distri-
butions as hierarchical BH mergers in clusters [24, 65, 66],
and are therefore disfavored by our analysis as a primary
formation mechanism.

The hierarchical formation hypothesis for high mass
BHs makes other testable predictions that will enable
tighter constraints from future GW observations with a
growing population of BHs. In particular, it implies a
large number of dynamically-formed 1G+1G mergers in
the overall GW population. Therefore, a significant frac-
tion of all the detected binaries should present a residual
eccentric signature [67–69], of which traces are already
claimed to exist in the data [70, 71]. Moreover, if mass-
gap BHs form only through hierarchical mergers in clus-
ters, we should expect ∼ 5% of mass-gap mergers to be
measurably eccentric. Additionally, because BHs with
mass above ∼ 90M⊙ can only be formed from at least
two previous mergers and these are rare, we might ex-
pect to find a drop/discontinuity in the inferred merger
rate (and binary properties) near this mass.

Our results have important implications for our un-
derstanding of star clusters and BH formation. Ref. [22]
showed that dynamical formation in globular clusters
[72–74] can explain the inferred merger rate above ≃

30M⊙, including the extended high mass tail, if BHs are
allowed to grow hierarchically. They showed, however,
that this can only be achieved for cluster initial half-mass
densities ρh ≳ 104M⊙ and if BHs are formed with small
spins.
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Supplementary Material

Globular cluster simulations

We evolve a large number of globular cluster models using cBHBd, which includes realistic BH initial mass functions
[56] and a model for the cluster formation rate and evolution through redshift [82]. We consider 25 different values of
metallicity between 0.01Z⊙ and Z⊙. These models follow the evolution of clusters and the formation of BH binary
mergers through 3-body interactions. The BHs are paired using the paring functions derived in [22] using Heggie’s
theoretical interaction rate formulae [54]. In all models considered here we adopt an initial cluster half-mass density
ρh = 105M⊙pc

3, and the delayed supernova mechanism [56]. When generating our model predictions, we take in
account the uncertainties in the initial cluster mass density function and in the dark matter density in the Universe
as in [8].

We report the results from four models that differ by the choice of the initial BH spin distribution. In one model
the initial BH spins are all set to zero. Moreover, we do not include any prescription for pair-instability processes.
Nevertheless, we find that no 1G BH is formed with a mass above mcut ≃ 70M⊙, implying a mass truncation set
by the initial upper limit on the stellar mass function (here at 130M⊙) and by stellar wind mass-loss prior to the
formation of the BHs. In a second model, we assume that the initial BH spin distribution follows a beta distribution
with α = 2 and β = 18, which peaks at a ≃ 0.06 and has a median at ≃ 0.1. In a third model, the initial BH spin
distribution follows a beta distribution with α = 2 and β = 5, which peaks at a ≃ 0.2 and has a median at ≃ 0.26.
In a fourth model, we use a beta distribution with α = 2 and β = 5, which peaks at 0.5 and has a median at 0.5. In
these latter three models, mcut ≃ 51M⊙, as determined by the adopted prescriptions for pair instability [taken from
83].

In Fig. S1 we show the differential merger rate of BH binaries as a function of χeff , χp and m1. We separately
plot the populations of 1G+1G mergers, 1G+2G mergers, 2G+2G mergers, and the remaining mergers that involve
higher generation BHs, the majority of which are 3G+1G and 3G+2G mergers. The figure shows that the simulated
populations cannot explain the peak at 10M⊙ inferred from the GW data under the PowerLaw + Peak model
from GWTC-3 [6], but can account for all mergers with primary mass m1 ≳ 30M⊙. The merger rate above the
initial BH mass upper limit is dominated in all models by 1G+2G mergers. As expected based on our theoretical
considerations, the left panel of Fig. S1 shows that their χeff distribution is nearly uniform (i.e., flat) within |χeff | < 0.5;
the distribution of χp is peaked at ≃ 0.7; and as the 1G BH spin increases, the overall contribution of 1G+2G binaries
to the merger rate decreases. Naturally, 1G+2G as well as 2G+2G mergers have a null contribution to the merger
rate above m1 > 2mcut. In this range of masses, the merging binaries are 3G+1G, 3G+2G and 4G+1G.

Fig. S2 shows χeff vs χp for a fraction of the binaries that merge in each model. The mean correlation between
these two parameters is well described by our simple model. The model with (α, β) = (2, 2) demonstrates significant
overlap in the spin parameter distributions for 1G+1G and 1G+2G mergers, while still showing a substantial merger
rate contribution from 1G+2G mergers. Thus, a confidently measurable value of χp alone cannot be used to identify
a single detected binary as hierarchically formed if BH natal spins are high. On the other hand, the population
properties can be clearly used to put a hierarchical formation scenario to the test, as we do in this work.

Probability density distributions

We have previously used the cumulative distribution functions obtained from our Bayesian modeling since these can
directly be used to determine the fraction of mergers that might be produced by hierarchical mergers when compared
to the expected distribution. For completeness, we report in Fig. S3 the probability density functions of χeff and χp

obtained under models πN+NUw and πχp , respectively.

Population models, data and hierarchical inference

We perform hierarchical Bayesian inferences to fit the data of the observed events with a given population model.
Here, we summarise the main ingredients of the models, the data we use, and our inference analysis method.

As described in the main text, we investigate several different models for the χeff distribution of binary BHs as a
function of their m1. These are sketched in Fig. S4. Illustrated in the left-hand subplot, models πN+U and πN+Uw

(see
equation (5)) assume that the effective spin distributions transitions from a Gaussian to a flat uniform distribution
above some threshold mass m̃. Shown in the middle subplot, model πN+NUw

(see equation (6)) instead assumes that
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FIG. S1. Differential merger rate of BH binaries formed in globular cluster simulations as a function of binary effective spin
parameters χeff (left panels), χp (central panels) , and primary BH mass m1 (right panels). The upper panels show the results
for a model where the first generation BHs are formed with no spin, while in the other models the BH birth spins follow a beta
distribution with the α and β parameters as shown. The plot gives the median value of the merger rate in each bin, together
with the 95 and 5 percentiles as thinner solid lines. In the right panel the green curve and hatched regions show the mean
merger rate as inferred from the GW data and the corresponding confidence intervals as reported by [6] under the PowerLaw
+ Peak model.
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FIG. S2. Values of χeff and χp for a fraction of randomly selected binary BH mergers formed in our cluster models. The blue
line shows the mean correlation predicted by our simple analytical model.

Parameter Prior N + U N + Uw N +NUw Nm + Uw χp

m̃ U(20, 100) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

w U(0, 1) – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

µ U(−1, 1) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

ζ U(0, 1) – – ✓ – –
µu U(−1, 1) – – ✓ – –

log10 σ U(−1, 1) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10 σu U(−1, 1) – – ✓ – –
δµ U(−2.5, 1) – – – ✓ –

δ log σ U(−2, 1.5) – – – ✓ –
µp,u and µp,l U(0, 1) – – – – ✓

log σp,u and log σp,l U(−1.5, 0) – – – – ✓

TABLE S1. Priors adopted on the hyperparameters describing the effective spin distribution of binary BHs. For each
parameter, we additionally indicate the model(s) in which the parameter appears.

Parameter Prior Defined in
βq N (0, 3) equation (S7)
κ N (0, 6) equation (S8)
µm U(50M⊙, 100M⊙) equation (S4)
σm U(2M⊙, 15M⊙) equation (S4)
fp U(0, 1) equation (S4)
λ N (−2, 3) equation (S4)

mmax U(60M⊙, 100M⊙) equation (S4)
mmin U(5M⊙, 15M⊙) equation (S4)

log10 dmmax/M⊙ U(0.5, 1.5) equation (S4)
log10 dmmin/M⊙ U(−1, 1) equation (S4)

TABLE S2. Priors adopted for the hyperparameters with which we describe the primary mass, mass ratio, and redshift
distributions of the binary BH population.
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FIG. S3. Distributions of χeff and χp inferred using the mixture models described in the main text. The blue (red) thick lines
give the median, 10th and 90th quantiles for the distribution above (below) m̃. Light lines correspond to individual draws from
the posteriors.

m1

χeff

m1

χeff

m1

χeff
Models: , " + # " + #w Model: " + "#w Model: "m + #w

FIG. S4. Cartoon illustrating the main models examined in the main text.

the Gaussian spin distribution persists across both low- and high-mass systems, but includes a uniform component
above m̃. Finally, in the right-hand panel, model πNm+Uw

(see equation (7)) adopts a low-mass Gaussian whose mean
and log-standard deviation vary linearly as a function of mass. The priors on the hyperparameters defining each
model are listed in Table S1.

We perform hierarchical inference on the binary BH population using the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo sampling algo-
rithm implemented numpyro, a probabilistic programming library based on jax. Hamiltonian Monte Carlo methods
require a likelihood that is a differentiable function of the population hyperparameters. However, the piecewise equa-
tions that define our spin models (e.g. equation (5)) are not differentiable; the discontinuities at m1 = m̃ cause the
likelihood to itself discontinuously as a function of m̃. To remedy this, in practice we implement these piecewise
models as sharp but continuous transitions in the effective spin distributions above and below m̃. Our baseline model
πN+U defined in equation (5), for example, is approximated as

πN+U (χeff |m1) = [1− η(m1)] N (χeff ;µ, σ) + η(m1)U(χeff ;w = 0.47), (S1)

where

η(m1) =

[
1 + exp

(
− (m1 − m̃)

3M⊙

)]−1

(S2)
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is a logistic function that is approximately equal to zero below m̃ and unity above. Other spin models are implemented
analogously. Similarly, a true truncated uniform distribution at high masses would cause the likelihood to change
discontinuously with w. When implementing U(χeff ;w) we therefore do not use an infinitely sharp truncation at the
boundaries but instead exponentially suppress the distribution beyond |χeff | = w:

U(χeff ;w) ∝

{
1 (|χeff | ≤ w)

exp
[
− (|χeff |−w)2

2(0.1)2

]
(|χeff | > w).

(S3)

Our conclusions do not depend on the precise scales over which the above smoothing takes place.
Alongside the effective spin distribution, we hierarchically measure the distribution of binary BH primary masses

m1, mass ratios q, and redshifts z. We model the m1 distribution as a mixture between a power law and a Gaussian,
with exponential tapering functions at high and low masses:

p(m1) ∝ Tl(m1)Th(m1)
[
(1− fp)P (m1) + fp N (m1)

]
. (S4)

Here, P (m1) ∝ mλ
1 and N (m1) ∝ exp

[
− (m1−µm)2

2σ2
m

]
are power-law and Gaussian distributions, each normalized over

the interval 2M⊙ ≤ m1 ≤ 100M⊙. The tapering functions are defined as

Tl(m1) =

{
exp

[
− (m1−mmin)

2

2dm2
min

]
(m1 < mmin)

1 (m1 ≥ mmin)
(S5)

and

Th(m1) =

{
1 (m1 ≤ mmax)

exp
[
− (m1−mmax)

2

2dm2
max

]
(m1 > mmax)

(S6)

We assume that the secondary mass m2 distribution follows [32]

p(m2|m1) ∝ m
βq

2 (2M⊙ ≤ m2 ≤ m1) . (S7)

Finally, we assume a distribution of z that is proportional to the differential comoving volume dVc/dz, with a possible
evolution in the merger rate towards higher z [84, 85]

p(z) ∝ 1

1 + z

dVc

dz
(1 + z)κ . (S8)

The priors placed on the hyperparameters governing the m1, q, and z distributions are listed in Table S2.
We perform our inference using the subset of binary BH events from GWTC-3 with false alarm rates below 1 yr−1.

We exclude GW170817, GW190425, GW190426, GW190814, GW190917, GW200105, GW200115 [7, 86], as they
have at least one component with a mass < 3M⊙ [6]. This leaves a total of Ndet = 69 binary black holes in
our sample. We use parameter estimation samples made publicly available through the Gravitational-Wave Open
Science Center. For events first published in GWTC-1 [5], we use the “Overall_posterior” parameter estimation
samples. For events first published in GWTC-2 [86] and GWTC-2.1 [87], we adopt the “PrecessingSpinIMRHM”
samples, and for events in GWTC-3 [7], we use the “C01:Mixed” samples [88]. These selections correspond to a
union of samples obtained with different waveform families. All samples account for spin precession effects, while the
PrecessingSpinIMRHM and C01:Mixed samples from GWTC-2, GWTC-2.1, and GWTC-3 additionally include the
effects of higher order modes (parameter estimation incorporating higher order modes was not available in GWTC-
1). We assess the detection efficiency using the set of successfully recovered binary BH injections, provided by the
LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaborations, spanning their first three observing runs [57].

We perform our analysis using standard hierarchical inference. Let p(θi|di) be posteriors on the individual param-
eters θi (e.g. component masses, redshift, etc.) of each gravitational-wave event, conditioned on its observed data di.
The corresponding posterior on the population parameters Λ is [e.g., 32, 84, 89]

p(Λ | {di}) ∝ p(Λ) ξ−Ndet(Λ)

Ndet∏
i=1

∫
dθi p(θi|di)

p(θi|Λ)
ppe(θi)

, (S9)

https://www.gw-openscience.org/
https://www.gw-openscience.org/
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P1800370/public
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2000223/public
https://zenodo.org/record/5117703
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where ppe(θi) is the prior adopted for purposes of parameter estimation and p(Λ) is our prior on the population-level
parameters. We use the priors listed in Tables S1 and S2. We replace integration over p(θi|di) with an ensemble
average taken over the posterior samples associated with each event:

p(Λ | {di}) ∝ p(Λ) ξ−Ndet(Λ)

Ndet∏
i=1

〈
p(θi|Λ)
ppe(θi)

〉
. (S10)

The detection efficiency ξ(Λ) quantifies the total fraction of events that we expect to pass our detection criteria,
given a population described by Λ. We estimate ξ(Λ) using the injection campaign reported in [57, 87], selecting
successfully found injections (with recovered false alarm rates below 1 yr−1 in at least one pipeline) and reweighting
to the proposed population Λ as in [32]. We sample over equation (S10) using the numpyro’s [79, 80] implementation
of the “No U-Turn” Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm [90].

The full posterior distributions on the key parameters that enter in our population analysis are given in Figs. S5,
S6, S7, and S8.

We also perform several leave-one-out analyses to determine whether our results are driven primarily by a small
number of unusual events. In particular, the events GW170729 and GW190517 could conceivably be driving the
preference for a broad spin distribution at high masses; both events have confidently large spins (χeff = 0.36+0.21

−0.25 and
0.52+0.20

−0.19, respectively, under default priors) and have primary masses (50+16
−10 and 36+12

−8 M⊙) near our inferred values
of w and m̃. We repeat our analysis under the πN+Uw model excluding one or both of GW170729 and GW190517.
In all cases, results remain consistent with those shown in Fig. 2, increasing our confidence that we are identifying a
feature inherent in the broader black hole population.

Finally, in order to identify possible issues due to finite sampling effects when estimating Eq. S10, we track the
number of “effective samples” Neff informing the Monte Carlo estimates of the likelihood for every event. Given a set
of Ni posterior samples {λi,j}Ni

j=1 for each event i, the Neff,i under a proposed population Λ is

Neff,i(Λ) ≡

[∑Ni

j=1 wi,j(Λ)
]2

∑Ni

j=1 [wi,j(Λ)]
2
, (S11)

where wi,j(Λ) = p(λi,j |Λ)/ppe(λi,j). Small Neff,i(Λ) ≲ 10 indicates that the given event is sparsely sampled, and
hence the likelihood may be dominated by sampling variance [91]. In this case, we should not necessarily trust the
results of Monte-Carlo-based hierarchical inference. We do not impose any cut on Neff,i(Λ). Instead, we compute
and track min [Neff,i(Λ)] for each model we consider. In all cases we find that effective sample counts are large, with
minNeff > 10 – for πN+U , πN+Uw

, and πN+NUw
, we find min (logNeff) = 1.9+0.5

−0.6, 1.8
+0.5
−0.5, and 1.8+0.5

−0.4, respectively.
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FIG. S5. Posteriors on the parameters that govern the hierarchical model where the χeff distribution is given by equation (5):
a Gaussian below m̃ and a Uniform distribution with half width w = 0.47 above m̃.
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FIG. S6. Posteriors on the parameters that govern the hierarchical model where the χeff distribution is represented by a fixed
Gaussian below m̃ and a Uniform distribution with variable half width, w, above m̃.
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FIG. S7. Posteriors on the parameters that govern the hierarchical model where the χeff distribution is represented by equa-
tion (6): a fixed Gaussian below m̃ and a Uniform distribution with variable half width, w, plus a Gaussian above m̃.
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FIG. S8. Posteriors on the parameters that govern the hierarchical model where the χeff distribution is represented by equa-
tion (7): a Gaussian with mass dependent mean and variance below m̃ and a fixed Uniform distribution with half width w
above m̃.
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