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The Hubble tension has emerged as a critical crisis in cosmology, with the cause remaining unclear.
Determining the Hubble constant (H0) independently of cosmological models and distance ladders
will help resolve this crisis. In this letter, we for the first time use 47 gravitational-wave (GW)
standard sirens from the third Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog to calibrate distances in the
strong lensing system, RXJ1131-1231, and constrainH0 through the distance-sum rule, with minimal
cosmological assumptions. We assume that light propagation over long distances is described by
the Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker metric and that geometrical optics holds, but we do
not need to assume the universe’s contents or the theory of gravity on cosmological scales. Fixing
ΩK = 0, we obtain H0 = 73.22+5.95

−5.43 km s−1 Mpc−1 and H0 = 70.40+8.03
−5.60 km s−1 Mpc−1 by using

the deflector galaxy’s mass model and kinematic measurements to break mass-sheet transform,
respectively. When ΩK is not fixed, the central value of H0 increases further. We find that our
results are still dominated by statistical errors, and at the same time, we notice the great potential
of using GW dark sirens to provide calibration, owing to their higher redshifts. When using 42
binary black holes and RXJ1131-1231, we obtain a 8.46% H0 constraint precision, which is better
than that from the bright siren GW170817 using the Hubble law by about 40%. In the future, as
the redshift range of GW dark sirens increases, more and more SGLTDs can be included, and we
can achieve high-precision, model-independent measurements of H0 without the need for GW bright
sirens.

Introduction.— The six-parameter Λ cold dark mat-
ter (ΛCDM) model is successful, which can explain most
cosmic observations and fit the cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) data with stunning precisions. However,
the tensions in some parameter measurements from dif-
ferent observations challenge the internal consistency of
the ΛCDM model, especially the Hubble tension. The
Hubble constant (H0) inferred by globally fitting the
ΛCDM model to the Planck CMB measurements is in
over 5σ tension with that measured with the SH0ES (Su-
pernovae and H0 for the Equation of State of dark en-
ergy) distance ladder [1, 2]. Determination of the cause
of the Hubble tension is significant, as it could hint at
the new physics beyond the ΛCDM model. Currently,
no extended cosmological model can resolve the Hubble
tension and agree well with observations at the same time
[3–5], while numerous studies demonstrated that system-
atics in observations may not explain the serious discrep-
ancy of H0 [2, 6–10], including using the high-precision
James Webb Space Telescope [11–15]. However, H0 val-
ues from distance ladders using different calibrators and
distance indicators are inconsistent [16, 17], pushing con-
tinuous efforts to search for potential systematical bias
in SH0ES measurements [18–20]. In summary, research
and discussion on the Hubble tension is still going on.
A cosmological-model-independent measurement of H0

from the third-party observations undoubtedly helps re-
solve the Hubble tension.

Recently, based on the distance sum rule in the
Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric
[21], Ref. [22] used Type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia) and
the strong gravitational lensing time delays (SGLTDs)
to measure H0 and ΩK without assuming a specific cos-
mological model. In an SGLTD system, the time delay
relates to the time-delay distance, and the time-delay dis-
tance is a ratio of three angular distances (the observer
to the deflector galaxy, the observer to the source, and
the deflector galaxy to the source). In the FLRW metric,
these three distances are interconnected via the distance
sum rule, incorporating H0 and ΩK . Consequently, us-
ing SNe Ia as standard candles to calibrate these three
distances, one can constrain H0 and ΩK without reliance
on specific cosmological models. However, the uncali-
brated SNe Ia cannot measure the absolute luminosity
distances but the relative distances, so when using the
uncalibrated SNe Ia in this method, SNe Ia’s absolute
magnitude MB is entirely degenerate with H0, which is
theoretically problematic as without any observations to
constrain MB . After that, Ref. [23] used the ultravio-
let versus X-ray luminosity correlation of quasars to cali-
brate distances in SGLTD systems and measured H0 and
ΩK . Ref. [24] made a forecast using strongly lensed SNe
Ia in this method.

Gravitational-wave (GW) standard sirens can provide
self-calibrated luminosity distance measurements and are
the better distance indicator. GWs from compact binary
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coalescences encode luminosity distances directly in their
waveform amplitudes, and when obtaining redshifts of
GW sources, it is possible to constrain the cosmic expan-
sion history [25]. Detecting the electromagnetic (EM)
counterpart of the GW source can help identify the GW
source’s host galaxy and determine the redshift [25–28].
Depending on whether an EM counterpart is detected,
GW standard sirens are categorized into “bright sirens”
[29–41] and “dark sirens” [42–52]. Recently, Ref. [53]
proposed using GW bright sirens to calibrate distances
in SGLTDs and constrain H0 and ΩK . Since there is
only one bright siren, GW170817 [26], being observed,
they implemented their method on mock data.

In this letter, we extend the method of Ref. [53] by con-
sidering the use of GW dark sirens. GW bright sirens,
which are binary neutron stars (BNSs) and neutron star-
black holes (NSBHs) with EM counterpart detections,
have limited detection ranges. In contrast, GW dark
sirens’ main sources are binary black holes (BBHs), which
have larger masses and wider detection ranges. Further-
more, we can obtain GW dark sirens’ redshifts using
source-frame mass distribution models of GW sources
and galaxy catalogs. Therefore, using GW dark sirens,
we can extend the redshift range of GW data to cali-
brate more SGLTDs. For the first time, we can use real
observed GW data and SGLTD data to measureH0 with-
out assuming a specific cosmological model.

Methodology.—The distance sum rule. If space is ho-
mogeneous and isotropic, spacetime is described by the
FLRW metric. Under the assumption that geometrical
optics holds and the time-redshift relation t(z) is mono-
tonic, the angular diameter distance DA(zd, zs) between
a defector galaxy at redshift zd and a source at redshift zs
can be expressed in terms of the dimensionless distance
d(zd, zs) = (1 + zs)H0DA(zd, zs), defined as:

d(zd, zs) =
1√
|ΩK |

sinn(
√
|ΩK |

∫ zs

zd

H0

H(z)
dz),

where

sinn(x) =

 sin(x), ΩK < 0,
x, ΩK = 0,
sinh(x), ΩK > 0.

(1)

Here, H(z) is the Hubble parameter, and ΩK = −K/H2
0 .

K is a constant describing the spatial curvature. For
simplicity, we define dd ≡ d(0, zd), ds ≡ d(0, zs), and
dds ≡ d(zd, zs), and these three dimensionless distances
are connected via the distance sum rule [21]

dds
ds

=
√
1 + ΩKd2d − dd

ds

√
1 + ΩKd2s , (2)

which can be further written as

ddds
dds

=
1√

1/d2d +ΩK −
√
1/d2s +ΩK

. (3)

Time delay and distances. In an SGLTD system, the
arrival time delay ∆tij between two images at θi and θj
is given by [54, 55]

∆tij = D∆t∆ϕi,j =
1

H0

ddds
dds

∆ϕij , (4)

where D∆t is the time-delay distance, and ∆ϕij is the
Fermat potential difference of these two images. Given
∆ti,j , dd, ds, and an inference of ∆ϕi,j , we can determine
H0 and ΩK from Eqs. (3) and (4) without relying on a
specific cosmological model.
Obtaining redshifts for GW standard sirens. Detec-

tions of EM counterparts can help localize GW sources’
host galaxies, thus determining redshifts [25–28]. We
adopt two methods to obtain redshifts for GW standard
sirens without EM counterparts. The first method uses
the population model of GW sources, called the spectral
siren method [56, 57]. The waveform phase of the GW
standard siren determines the redshifted massesm1,z and
m2,z, which are related to the source-frame masses m1

and m2 via

mi =
mi,z

1 + z
. (5)

We can break the degeneracy between mass and redshift
by modeling the mass and redshift distributions in the
source frame, hence extracting redshift. This method
is more efficient when the mass distribution has sharp
features [57].
The second method involves searching for potential

host galaxies of GW sources using a galaxy catalog,
known as the dark siren approach [25, 58, 59]. The GW
observation provides a rough localization region of the
GW source, and the galaxy catalog provides redshifts
of galaxies in this region, which may include the host
galaxies of the GW source. Assuming the probability of
a galaxy being the host is related to its luminosity, the
galaxies in the localization region of the GW source give
a roughly redshift distribution for the GW source. Due to
the limited observational capability of survey telescopes,
the completeness of the galaxy catalog decreases with dis-
tance. In the incomplete part, the redshift information
is from the redshift prior of GW sources, i.e., from the
spectral siren method.
Observations.—Gravitational wave data. We use 47

GW standard sirens with a signal-to-noise ratio greater
than 11 and an inverse false alarm rate greater than 4
yr from the third Gravitational-Wave Transient Cata-
log (GWTC-3), roughly covering the redshift range of
z < 0.8. These include 42 BBHs, three NSBHs, and two
BNSs.
We obtain the redshift of GW170817 from its EM coun-

terpart [28]. For dark sirens, when adopting the spectral
siren method, we only consider 42 BBH events; when
adopting the dark siren method, we can consider all
dark sirens and incorporate the K-band galaxies from
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the extended galaxy list for the advanced detector era
(GLADE+) [60]. We assume the K-band absolute mag-
nitudes in GLADE+ follow the Schechter function [61].

Gravitational wave population models. Following
Ref. [62], we consider three BBH mass distribution mod-
els: Power Law + Peak, Broken Power Law, and Trun-
cated. Power Law + Peak and Broken Power Law models
are simple and characterized by a single structure in the
power law but still preferred by GWTC-3 data, though
there is evidence for substructures in the BHs primary
mass spectrum around ∼ 10 M⊙ [63]. The Truncated
model is the first phenomenological model, strongly dis-
favored by GWTC-3 data, but we consider it only for
comparison. We assume a uniform distribution between
1 M⊙ and 3 M⊙ for the NS mass model. For NSBH, the
black hole mass distribution is the same as the primary
black hole in BBH, and the neutron star mass distribu-
tion is the same as that in BNS. We assume the binary
formation rate follows the star formation rate and use a
phenomenological model from Ref. [64] to describe the
redshift distribution of GW sources. Following Ref. [62],
we neglect the potential evolution of the BBH mass dis-
tribution with redshift and the selection effect of spin dis-
tribution, because the BBH mass distribution is expected
to evolve at a level below current statistical uncertainties
in GW data’s redshift range [65, 66], and the inclusion of
spin distribution will not vary the detection probability
by more than a factor of 2 [67].

Strong lensing data. We only consider RXJ1131-1231
[68–70] in our analysis, as it is the only SGL system
entirely within the redshift coverage of our GW data.
Specifically, the spectroscopic redshifts of the lens and
the source are zd = 0.295 [71] and zs = 0.657 [72]. Mass-
sheet transform (MST) is a main source of systematic
error in time-delay cosmology, as it preserves lensing ob-
servables but rescales the absolute time delay and the in-
ferred H0 value. The H0LiCOW collaboration addressed
MST by modeling the deflector mass density profile us-
ing either a power law or a component model with an
NFW dark matter halo [73]. In contrast, the TDCOSMO
collaboration employed hierarchical Bayesian analysis to
break MST using only stellar kinematics [74]. We em-
ploy both the H0LiCOW and TDCOSMO methods and
assess their impact on our results.

Results and discussions.—Likelihood. We constrain
d(z) and H0 through the public Bayesian analysis code
Bilby [75] and the Markov chain Monte Carlo sampler
emcee [76] using GW data and SGLTD data. The loga-
rithm of the total likelihood L is given by

ln(L) = ln(LSGL) + ln(LGW), (6)

where LSGL is the likelihood function of the SGLTD data.
When using the H0LiCOW method to break MST, we
obtain LSGL through kernel density estimation based on
D∆t and DA(zd) samples from Ref. [70]. When using the
TDCOSMO method to break MST, we use the public
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FIG. 1. Posterior distributions of H0 using 47 GW events
and RXJ1131-1231 in the polynomial model. The red solid
line and the blue dashed line represent the cases of using
the H0LiCOW method and the TDCOSMO method to break
MST, respectively. The pink and green shaded areas show
the 68% confidence interval from the Planck 2018 CMB in-
ference in the ΛCDM model and the SH0SE distance ladder
measurement in the local universe, respectively.

code from Ref. [74] to obtain LSGL. In this case, we incor-
porate 33 lenses from the Sloan Lens ACS survey [77] to
further constrain the deflector mass density profiles and
jointly infer cosmological parameters and SGLTD model
parameters. LGW is the likelihood function of the GW
data. We use the public code ICAROGW [78] to calculate
the hierarchical likelihood LGW of the GW data.
Following Refs. [22, 53], we model d(z) with a polyno-

mial. By calculating the Bayesian information criterion
for fitting GW data, we find that a third-order polyno-
mial is sufficient to fit current GW data. We assume
d(0) = 0 and d′(0) = 1, so the third-order polynomial
has two free parameters.
Priors. We take flat priors for all free parameters,

with prior ranges specified as follows: H0 ∈ [20, 140]
km s−1 Mpc−1 and the i-order coefficient ci ∈ [−1, 1]
in polynomials. We also consider the case of using only
SGLTD data, and we assume the ΛCDM model in this
case with Ωm ∈ [0,1]. The population model parameters
of GW and SGLTD data in the hierarchical likelihood
may degenerate with H0, so they appear as free parame-
ters, with prior ranges taken from Ref. [62] and Ref. [74],
respectively. In this work, we obtain H0 constraint re-
sults assuming ΩK = 0 in most cases. We also consider
releasing ΩK as a free parameter with the prior range of
ΩK ∈ [−2, 2] to analyze its impact on our results.
Constraints on H0. We jointly constrain cosmologi-

cal parameters and population model parameters of the
GW and SGLTD data, with H0 constraint results sum-
marized in Table I. We consider various combinations of
observation data and model assumptions to comprehen-
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TABLE I. Constraint values and precisions of H0 with various data choices, BBH mass distribution models, and MST treatment
methods. The results in the first eight rows are cosmological-model-independent, while those in the last two rows are derived
under the ΛCDM model. H0 is in the unit of km s−1 Mpc−1, and ∆H0/H0 represents the precisions of H0 constraints at the
68% CL.

Data BBH’s mass model MST treatment method H0 (∆H0/H0) Condition

47 events + RXJ1131-1231

Power Law + Peak H0LiCOW 73.22+5.95
−5.43 (7.77%) none

Power Law + Peak H0LiCOW 76.26+10.60
−7.34 (11.76%) unfix ΩK

Power Law + Peak TDCOSMO 70.40+8.03
−5.60 (9.68%) none

42 events + RXJ1131-1231

Power Law + Peak H0LiCOW 73.78+6.48
−6.85 (9.03%) without GLADE+

Broken Power Law H0LiCOW 74.60+6.40
−6.95 (8.95%) without GLADE+

Truncated H0LiCOW 74.89+5.91
−6.17 (8.07%) without GLADE+

Power Law + Peak H0LiCOW 73.28+6.16
−6.24 (8.46%) none

43 events + RXJ1131-1231 Power Law + Peak H0LiCOW 73.27+5.90
−5.64 (7.87%) without GLADE+

RXJ1131-1231
none H0LiCOW 77.33+3.34

−3.30 (4.29%) ΛCDM

none TDCOSMO 68.65+8.15
−7.01 (4.29%) ΛCDM

sively analyze their impacts on our results.

We obtain our baseline result using 47 GW events com-
bined with RXJ1131-1231, shown in the first row of Ta-
ble I. In this case, we incorporate GLADE+ to obtain
redshifts of GW dark sirens and employ mass model as-
sumptions to break MST (the H0LiCOW method). We
obtain H0 = 73.22+5.95

−5.43 km s−1 Mpc−1 with a precision
of 7.77%. Here and later, the constraint precision is of
68% confidence level (CL). This result is more consistent
with the distance ladder measurement in the local uni-
verse and differs from the Planck TT, TE, EE+low E
result [1] in the ΛCDM model by 5.95 km s−1 Mpc−1,
with a deviation of about 1σ.

Unfixing ΩK and using the same data and model
assumptions as the baseline case, we obtain H0 =
76.26+10.60

−7.34 km s−1 Mpc−1 with a precision of 11.76%

and ΩK = 0.79+0.83
−1.24, shown as in the second row of Ta-

ble I. Compared with the baseline result, this result has
a higher central value of H0 with a worse constraint pre-
cision on H0. Compared with the analysis of Ref. [22]
using SNe Ia and SGLTD data, we obtain the same de-
viation trend on the H0 central value after unfixing ΩK ,
because we find the same positive correlation between H0

and ΩK . Our ΩK result favors an open universe, which is
consistent with other late-time cosmological probes [79]
and differs from the Planck CMB result [1], but the devi-
ation is less than 1σ due to the poor constraint precision.

Applying the hierarchical inference approach to break
MST (the TDCOSMO method), we obtain H0 =
70.40+8.03

−5.60 km s−1 Mpc−1 with a precision of 9.68%,

shown as in the third row of Table I. Compared with the
baseline result, this approach estimates a lower H0 cen-
tral value and a worse constraint precision on H0. See
Fig. 1 for a visualization of the variation in H0 constraint
results. To further investigate this deviation in the H0

central value and the worsening in constraint precision,
we constrain H0 using SGLTD data alone in the ΛCDM
model, with results presented in the last two rows of
Table I. We can observe that the central value of H0

shows a similar bias but with an even bigger magnitude.
The deviation in the central value of H0 from different
methods of treating MST could be due to that we have
only one SGLTD data point, which may possess huge
statistical errors. Furthermore, the TDCOSMO method
relies on kinematic measurements, where the choice of
kinematic modeling and priors have a significant im-
pact on cosmological inferences [80]. The worsening in
the H0 constraint precisions of using the TDCOSMO
method is predictable, as the hierarchical approach beaks
MST using only kinematic information of the deflector
galaxy, having a larger error budget, and the uncertain-
ties fully propagate into the cosmological parameter in-
ferences [74].

In GW data, obtaining redshifts for dark sirens relies
on GW population models. Since BBH events are the
majority of current GW data, their population model
assumptions might impact results. To assess this, we
constrain H0 using 42 BBHs and RXJ1131-1231, testing
three BBH mass models: Power Law + Peak, Broken
Power Law, and Truncated. Results are in the fourth
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to sixth rows of Table I. To focus on the GW popula-
tion model’s impact, we exclude the GLADE+ catalog
and use the spectral siren method to obtain redshifts of
the 42 BBH events. We find that the estimated central
values of H0 from three BBH mass models are nearly
the same, different from the results using 42 BBHs alone
in the wCDM model [62], especially when assuming the
Truncated model. We obtain an improved H0 constraint
precision when assuming the Truncated model, mainly
because the Truncated model has fewer free model pa-
rameters.

The galaxy catalog and EM counterparts are two EM
observations in GW data. To assess how incorporating
GLADE+ affects our results, we constrain H0 using 42
BBH events and RXJ1131-1231, as shown in the seventh
row of Table I. We find only a 0.57% improvement in
the H0 constraint precision compared with the result us-
ing the same data and model assumptions but without
GLADE+, shown in the fourth row of Table I, mainly
because the completeness of GALDE+ in the K band
decreases with increasing distance, reaching about 50%
at around 420 Mpc [60]. Additionally, we find a ∼ 40%
improvement in the H0 constraint precision compared
with the result from GW170817 and its EM counterpart
using the Hubble law. When we add GW170817 with its
EM counterpart to 42 BBH events and RXJ1131-1231,
we obtain a similar H0 constraint precision as the base-
line result, as shown in the eighth row of Table I, showing
that the bright siren provides the majority of cosmologi-
cal constraints.

Conclusions.— The Hubble tension has emerged as
a crisis in cosmology, and a late-time cosmological-
model-independent determination of H0 can help resolve
this problem. Using GW standard sirens to calibrate
distances in SGLTDs can achieve cosmological-model-
independent measurement for H0 in the FLRW metric
through the distance-sum rule. Furthermore, GW stan-
dard sirens provide self-calibrated luminosity distance
measurements and are more suitable for calibrating dis-
tances in SGLTDs than other distance indicators, such
as SNe Ia and quasars. In this letter, we propose us-
ing GW dark sirens to extend the limited redshift range
of the bright siren and, for the first time, use 47 GW
events from GWTC-3 and the SGLTD data RXJ1131-
1231 to measure H0 without assuming a specific cosmo-
logical model.

Fixing ΩK = 0 and breaking MST through the mass
model assumption of the deflector galaxy, we obtain
H0 = 73.22+5.95

−5.43 km s−1 Mpc−1, with a 7.77% preci-
sion. This result deviates around 1σ from the Planck
2018 CMB results in the ΛCDM model. If using the hi-
erarchical inference to break MST with kinematic mea-
surements, we obtain H0 = 70.40+8.03

−5.60 km s−1 Mpc−1

km s−1 Mpc−1, with a 9.68% precision. When unfix-
ing ΩK , we obtain H0 = 76.26+10.60

−7.34 km s−1 Mpc−1,

with a 11.76% precision, and ΩK = 0.79+0.83
−1.24 by using

the model assumption to break MST. Here, H0’s central
value rises due to its positive correlation with ΩK , and
the ΩK result favors an open universe.

We find that the method of breaking MST influences
our results, mainly because the SGLTD data plays a
dominant role, and due to the limitation of GW data’s
redshifts, we only have one SGLTD data, which has
huge statistical errors. We find that after combining
with the SGLTD data, the choices on GW population
models become less significant compared with using GW
dark sirens alone. The GLADE+ catalog’s impact is mi-
nor due to its high incompleteness. In contrast, adding
GW170817 with its EM counterpart can significantly
improve the constraint precision of H0 nearly without
changing the estimated central value.

Since detecting more GW bright sirens is very difficult,
it is crucial to further develop the cosmological applica-
tions of GW dark sirens. Remarkably, we find that the
H0 constraint precision from 42 BBH events combined
with RXJ1131-1231 is better than that measured using
GW170817 through the Hubble law [26] by about 40%.
This suggests that in the future, by increasing GW dark
sirens’ redshifts and including more SGLTDs, we can ef-
fectively reduce statistical errors of the single SGLTD
data and achieve precise, model-independent measure-
ment for H0 using only GW dark sirens and SGLTDs.
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