arXiv:2202.03584v1 [astro-ph.HE] 8 Feb 2022

DRAFT VERSION FEBRUARY 9, 2022
Typeset using IATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX62

Biases in estimates of black hole kicks from the spin distribution of binary black holes

SIMON STEVENSON'23

1 Centre for Astrophysics and Supercomputing, Swinburne University of Technology, John St, Hawthorn, Victoria- 3122, Australia

2The ARC Centre of Excellence for Gravitational Wave Discovery, OzGrav
3 ARC Discovery Early Career Research Award Fellow

(Received February 9, 2022; Revised February 9, 2022; Accepted February 9, 2022)
Submitted to ApJL

ABSTRACT

A population of more than 50 binary black hole mergers has now been observed by the LIGO and
Virgo gravitational-wave observatories. While neutron stars are known to have large velocities associ-
ated with impulsive kicks imparted to them at birth in supernovae, whether black holes receive similar
kicks, and of what magnitude, remains an open question. Recently, Callister et al. (2021) analysed
the binary black hole population under the hypothesis that they were all formed through isolated
binary evolution and claimed that large black hole kicks (greater than 260km/s at 99% confidence)
were required for the spin distribution of merging binary black holes to match observations. Here we
highlight that a key assumption made by Callister et al. (2021)—that all secondary black holes can
be tidally spun up—is not motivated by physical models, and may lead to a bias in their estimate of
the magnitudes of black hole kicks. We make only minor changes to the Callister et al. (2021) model,
accounting for a population of wider merging binaries where tidal synchronisation is ineffective. We
show that this naturally produces a bimodal spin distribution for secondary black holes, and that
the spin-orbit misalignments observed in the binary black hole population can be explained by more
typical black hole kicks of order 100 km/s, consistent with kicks inferred from Galactic X-ray binaries
containing black holes. We conclude that the majority of the binary black hole population is consistent
with forming through isolated binary evolution.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A population of more than 50 binary black hole merg-
ers has now been observed by the LIGO (Aasi et al.
2015) and Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015) gravitational-
wave observatories, as published in a series of catalogues
(Abbott et al. 2019, 2021d,a,b).

The dominant formation scenario for binary black
holes remains uncertain. One proposed scenario is the
isolated evolution of a binary of two massive stars (Bel-
czynski et al. 2016; Stevenson et al. 2017a). In this chan-
nel, two massive stars live their lives together, which in-
teract through tides, phases of mass transfer and com-
mon envelope evolution that shrink the orbit of the bi-
nary, finally forming a binary black hole that can merge
due to the emission of gravitational waves within the age
of the Universe. Binary black holes formed through iso-
lated binary evolution are expected to have their spins
roughly aligned with the binary orbital angular momen-

tum (e.g., Rodriguez et al. 2016; Stevenson et al. 2017b;
Gerosa et al. 2018). Alternate formation channels such
as the dynamical formation of binary black holes in
dense stellar environments such as young star clusters
or globular clusters have also been proposed (Sigurds-
son & Hernquist 1993; Rodriguez et al. 2019; Di Carlo
et al. 2020); see Mandel & Farmer (2022) for a recent
overview of binary black hole formation scenarios.
Several stages of massive binary evolution are poorly
constrained. For example, we know from radio obser-
vations of isolated Galactic pulsars that neutron stars
typically have large space velocities of a few hundred
km/s (Lyne & Lorimer 1994; Hobbs et al. 2005) that are
thought to be imparted at birth in a supernova (Janka
2017). However, it is still unclear what kicks black holes
receive at formation (if any). Observations of the kine-
matics of Galactic X-ray binaries containing black holes
have identified that some black holes do receive kicks
comparable to neutron stars (Brandt et al. 1995; Mirabel
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et al. 2001), whilst other systems appear to have much
smaller velocities, and some may have received no kick
at all (e.g., Mirabel & Rodrigues 2003). Fitting the dis-
tribution of observed black hole kicks typically suggests
that black holes should receive kicks comparable to, or
smaller in magnitude than neutron stars (Repetto et al.
2012; Repetto & Nelemans 2015; Mandel 2016; Repetto
et al. 2017; Atri et al. 2019). The reduction may be due
to mass falling back onto the proto-compact object dur-
ing black hole formation (e.g., Fryer et al. 2012; Janka
2013; Chan et al. 2018). One should also keep in mind
that these samples are likely strongly biased by both ob-
servational and evolutionary selection effects, and thus
they may not represent the true distribution of black
hole natal kicks. The typical magnitude of black hole
kicks is an important factor in determining the merger
rate of binary black holes (e.g., Wysocki et al. 2018),
as well as the typical angles by which the spins of the
black holes are misaligned from the orbital angular mo-
mentum (Rodriguez et al. 2016).

Recently, Callister et al. (2021) analysed the distribu-
tion of spins of merging binary black holes from Abbott
et al. (2021d) with a phenomenological model motivated
by the isolated binary evolution formation channel and
claimed that large kicks (greater than 260km/s at 99%
confidence) are required in order to reconcile the predic-
tions of the model with the observations'. Such large
kicks are at odds with other estimates of black hole kick
magnitudes, leading Callister et al. (2021) to suggest
that other channels may contribute to the formation of
binary black holes, such as dynamical formation in dense
star clusters (e.g., Rodriguez et al. 2019; Di Carlo et al.
2020).

In this Letter we show that making similar assump-
tions to Callister et al. (2021) but accounting for the
population of wide merging binaries where tidal syn-
chronisation is ineffective yields a bimodal spin mag-
nitude distribution for the second born black hole in
merging binary black holes, that agrees well with the
observed distribution. We show that there is currently
no evidence for large (~ 1000 km/s) black hole natal
kicks, and that typical kicks of order ~ 100km/s (con-
sistent with those inferred from Galactic X-ray bina-
ries, as discussed above) are sufficient to produce the
observed spin-orbit misalignments. We therefore argue
that (apart from some exceptional events) the majority
of the binary black hole population is consistent with
forming through isolated binary evolution.

L O’Shaughnessy et al. (2017) also inferred that a kick greater
than 50 km/s was required to explain the spin of GW151226 (Ab-
bott et al. 2016)

2. FORMATION OF THE SECOND BLACK HOLE

We begin by constructing a simple model that matches
the assumptions made by Callister et al. (2021) as
closely as possible. We briefly describe the assumptions
of this model in Section 2.1. We then describe in detail
the assumptions made in determining the spin of the
secondary black hole in Section 2.2.

2.1. Model set up

Callister et al. (2021) use a phenomenological model
motivated by the classical isolated binary evolution
channel. In particular, they model the population of
black hole-helium star (BH + He star) binaries, the im-
mediate progenitors to binary black holes. They use
this model to perform a Bayesian hierarchical analysis
(Mandel et al. 2019) of the spin distribution of the bi-
nary black hole population from Abbott et al. (2021d),
where they fit several free parameters including the typ-
ical kicks that black holes receive at formation. Callister
et al. (2021) assume that all black holes receive a kick
at formation, with the black hole kick velocity distri-
bution characterised as a Maxwellian distribution with
a dispersion ¢. In their fitting, they find that values
of o as high as 1000 km/s are routinely required to in-
duce large enough spin tilts to match the observed spin
distribution.

The parameters of the BH 4+ He star binary are the
mass of the primary black hole (m;), the mass of the
helium star prior to collapse (Mpy.) and the orbital sep-
aration of the binary at the time of the collapse of the
He star (a). We follow Callister et al. (2021) in as-
suming that m, is drawn from a power-law distribution
p(m1) ~ m7%? between 5Mg and 75 Mg, that My, is
drawn uniformly between 5Mg and my and that the
separation a is drawn from a log-uniform distribution
between 5Rg and 300 Rg based on results from Bavera
et al. (2020). We assume that these binaries initially
have circular orbits.

In order to calculate the mass of the second formed
black hole mgy, Callister et al. (2021) assume that he-
lium stars lose around 10% of their mass in the col-
lapse to a black hole. We instead assume that the final
black hole mass is equal to the progenitor helium star
mass, allowing for no mass loss during the collapse to
a black hole, approximating the ~ 0.1 Mg expected to
be lost through neutrinos (Stevenson et al. 2019; Man-
del & Miiller 2020). We do not expect this difference in
assumption to have a large impact on our results.

Since it is the focus of this letter, we discuss the as-
sumption made regarding the spin of the secondary be-
low.
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2.2. Tidal spin up of secondary

Recent models of the binary evolution channel have
made important predictions for the spins of the black
holes. In particular, models invoking efficient angular
momentum transport in massive stars (e.g., Spruit 2002;
Fuller et al. 2019) argue that the first black hole is born
with a small dimensionless spin magnitude (we assume
X1 = 0) because the majority of its progenitor’s angu-
lar momentum was stored in its envelope, and was sub-
sequently removed during the first mass transfer stage
(Qin et al. 2018; Fuller & Ma 2019). As discussed above,
the immediate progenitor of a binary black hole is a tight
binary consisting of a helium star and a black hole. Pre-
vious phases of mass transfer, tides and common enve-
lope evolution are expected to have aligned the spins of
the binary with the orbital angular momentum prior to
this stage (e.g., Gerosa et al. 2018). Tides exerted on the
helium star by the black hole can lead to the rotation of
the helium star becoming synchronised with the orbital
period, potentially leading to a rapidly rotating helium
star, that may subsequently collapse to form a rapidly
rotating black hole (Detmers et al. 2008; Kushnir et al.
2016; Hotokezaka & Piran 2017; Zaldarriaga et al. 2018;
Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2020; Belczynski et al.
2020; Steinle & Kesden 2021; Fuller & Lu 2022). Callis-
ter et al. (2021) assume that this tidal spin up is possi-
ble for any orbital separation. In their model, the spin
magnitude of the second formed black hole xo is drawn
from a Gaussian with mean p, and standard deviation
oy (truncated such that 0 < x2 < 1); a typical value
well supported by the analysis of Callister et al. (2021)
when allowing for large black hole kicks is u, = 0.2 and
oy = 0.4. We show this distribution in Figure 1.

In our analysis we take into account the fact that tidal
synchronisation is expected to be ineffective at spinning
up helium stars in binaries with orbital periods greater
than around 1day (Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2021a).
To model this, we use the fitting formulae from Bavera
et al. (2021a), which are calibrated to a large set of
detailed BH + He star binary models, and provide an
estimate of the final spin of the second formed black hole
as a function of the binary orbital period and the masses
of the helium star and the black hole. We include only
systems that merge due to the emission of gravitational
waves in less than the age of the Universe (Peters 1964),
as estimated using the fit from Mandel (2021). This
selects only binaries with orbital periods less than a few
days.

Unlike Callister et al. (2021), we start by assuming
that black holes receive no kicks at formation, as might
be expected for black holes formed through almost com-
plete fallback (e.g., Chan et al. 2018), assuming that
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Figure 1. Normalised probability distributions for the sec-
ondary spin magnitude x2. The blue shows a typical result
from the analysis of Callister et al. (2021) when assuming
large black hole natal kicks (uy = 0.2, oo, = 0.4), whilst
in orange we show our model accounting for inefficient tidal
synchronisation in wide binaries using the fits from Bavera
et al. (2021a). Binary evolution naturally predicts a bimodal
secondary spin magnitude distribution which is not well cap-
tured by a Gaussian.

black hole kicks are generated through the asymmetric
ejection of mass during the supernova (Janka 2013). As
we will show, contrary to the claims of Callister et al.
(2021) that large black hole natal kicks are required to
match the observed black hole spin distribution, even
this extreme assumption can explain the observed black
hole spin distribution. Results from this model are dis-
cussed below in Section 3. We discuss implications for
black hole kicks in Section 4.

3. EFFECTIVE SPIN DISTRIBUTION OF BINARY
BLACK HOLES

We show the distribution for the spin magnitude of
the secondary black hole, xo predicted by our model in
Figure 1. We see that in this model most second born
black holes are also slowly rotating with y2 ~ 0, but
there is a tail of systems with tight enough orbits that
tides can efficiently spin up the helium star, resulting
in a second peak around y2 ~ 1 (see also Bavera et al.
2020). It is clear by eye that a Gaussian distribution
is a poor description of the spin magnitude distribution
predicted by the tidal synchronisation model, regardless
of the parameters chosen for the Gaussian.

Comparisons to gravitational-wave observations are
often made using the well-measured effective spin pa-
rameter (e.g., Farr et al. 2017; Abbott et al. 2021d; Cal-
lister et al. 2021)

X1 cos By + qx2 cos by
Xeft =
(1+q)

: (1)
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where ¢ = mg/m; < 1 is the binary mass ratio, x;
are the dimensionless spin magnitudes of the two black
holes and cos 8; are the spin tilt angles between the spins
of the black holes and the orbital angular momentum.
Since we assume that black holes form with no associ-
ated kick, we also assume that the spin of the secondary
is perfectly aligned with the orbital angular momentum,
cosf; = cosfl; = 1. Small kicks would result in only
minor misalignments (Rodriguez et al. 2016; Stevenson
et al. 2017b; Gerosa et al. 2018). We discuss the implica-
tions for the magnitude of black hole kicks in Section 4.

We show the distribution of effective spins y.g un-
der these assumptions in Figure 2. The distribution is
strongly peaked at y.g = 0 (~ 80% of the population
has Yet < 0.05) with a tail of around 20% of the popu-
lation having positive g, up to a maximum of around
Xeft = 0.5, with no support for negative y.g in agree-
ment with observations (Roulet et al. 2021; Galaudage
et al. 2021). For comparison, we also show the distribu-
tion of xeg when using assumptions that more closely
match the findings of Callister et al. (2021); in par-
ticular, we assume that the spin of the second born
black hole (x2) is drawn from the Gaussian distribu-
tion shown in Figure 1, and we assume that black hole
kicks are drawn from a Maxwellian distribution with
o = 1000km/s (see Section 4 for details). This broadly
reproduces the approximately symmetric yog distribu-
tion found by Callister et al. (2021), as shown in their
Figure 3.

Whilst we do not explicitly compute the likelihood
of the data under the model discussed here, Galaudage
et al. (2021) found a x.g distribution with a similar
shape (shown in the bottom panel of Figure 2) to that
found in our modified version of the Callister et al.
(2021) model. The analysis of Galaudage et al. (2021)
provides a substantially better match (as quantified by
the Bayesian evidence) to the gravitational-wave ob-
servations than the DEFAULT spin model (Talbot &
Thrane 2017; Wysocki et al. 2019) used by Abbott et al.
(2021e,c). We expect that a similar preference would be
found compared to the model of Callister et al. (2021).
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Figure 2. Normalised probability distributions for the ef-
fective spin parameter yeg. In the top panel, the blue dis-
tribution shows the result from our modified version of the
Callister et al. (2021) model described in Section 2 when
assuming no black hole kicks (¢ = 0km/s). Wide binaries
result in a peak at x.g = 0, whilst in tighter binaries the
secondary can be tidally spun up, resulting in xeg > 0. The
dotted black line shows the result when assuming large black
hole kicks (o = 1000km/s) and that the spin magnitude of
the second born black hole (x2) is given by the Gaussian
distribution assumed by Callister et al. (2021) and shown in
Figure 1. This symmetric distribution of y.g is a typical
result found by Callister et al. (2021), see their Figure 3.
The bottom panel shows two example distributions from the
population synthesis models from Bavera et al. (2021b); the
stable mass transfer channel (SMT; yellow) and the common
envelope channel (CE; red), demonstrating how the results
of this model may change with different assumptions about
the masses and orbital periods of BH + He star binaries.
We also show the fit to the gravitational-wave observations
from Galaudage et al. (2021) in dark blue. The y-axis is
arbitrarily cut-off in both plots for clarity.
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4. IMPLICATIONS FOR BLACK HOLE KICKS

In the previous section we have shown that the phe-
nomenological model for binary black hole formation
from Callister et al. (2021) can be easily modified to
more closely match the predictions of detailed binary
evolution models (see lower panel of Figure 2). This
modified model produces a distribution for the effec-
tive spin parameter y.g that reproduces some of the
features of the Galaudage et al. (2021) fit to current
gravitational-wave observations. Some possible reasons
for remaining differences are discussed in Section 5. We
therefore argue that a model of binary evolution in
which: (a) the progenitor of the second formed black
hole in tight binaries are spun up through tides; (b)
black holes formed in wide binaries are not spun up
and have 2 ~ 0, and (c) black holes are formed with
no associated kicks, naturally leads to an effective spin
distribution that is compatible with gravitational-wave
observations, and cannot currently be ruled out based
solely on the effective spin distribution.

However, even though Galaudage et al. (2021) find no
evidence for binary black holes with negative xeg, they
still find some evidence for misaligned (precessing) black
hole spins, with typical values for spin tilts of around
cosfly ~ 0.7 (see Figure 3). If we assume that black
hole kicks are the only mechanism capable of explaining
this misalignment, then this implies that black holes re-
ceive kicks at birth. We therefore allow for black hole
kicks drawn from a Maxwellian with ¢ = 100, 300 and
1000 km/s, motivated by observations of Galactic X-ray
binaries (e.g., Atri et al. 2019 and the results of Callis-
ter et al. (2021); see also the discussion of other obser-
vational evidence for black hole kicks in Callister et al.
2021). We assume isotropically distributed kick direc-
tions, and compute the post-supernova orbital charac-
teristics in the standard way (Kalogera 1996; Callister
et al. 2021). As stated above, we assume that the spins
are aligned prior to the second supernova, such that the
spins of both objects are misaligned by the same amount
(cos 0y = cosbz). We show the distribution of misalign-
ment angles cosfy in Figure 3. We find that kick dis-
tributions with o = 100-300 km/s produce qualitatively
similar distributions of black hole spin-orbit misalign-
ments to those inferred by Galaudage et al. (2021), al-
though the agreement is clearly not perfect. We have
not tried adjusting other parameters in the Callister
et al. (2021) model in order to improve the agreement;
we suggest some avenues for future exploration in Sec-
tion 5. Whilst most binaries still have their spins pref-
erentially aligned with the orbital angular momentum
(cos By ~ 1), there is a tail of systems with misalignment
angles cosfy < 0.7. In this case, a small fraction of sys-
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Figure 3. Normalised probability distribution for cos 62, the
cosine of the angle between the spin of the secondary black
hole and the binary orbital angular momentum, for several
choices of 0. Also shown in the solid black curve is the fit
to the gravitational-wave observations from Galaudage et al.
(2021).

tems have cosfy < 0 and xesg < 0. For larger values
of o (for example, 0 = 1000 km/s) we find that a large
fraction of binaries that remain bound have cosf; < 0,
in contrast to the findings of Galaudage et al. (2021).
‘While the tail of the cosfy distribution is sensitive to
the distribution of black hole kicks, we find that the Xes
distribution is not.

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

A recent study by Callister et al. (2021) suggested
that black holes must receive unexpectedly large kicks
at birth (greater than 260km/s at 99% confidence) to
reconcile the observed spin distribution of merging bi-
nary black holes with the observed sample, assuming
that all binaries were formed through the classic iso-
lated binary evolution channel (Belczynski et al. 2016;
Stevenson et al. 2017a). This is much higher than the
typical kicks that black holes are expected to receive
(Atri et al. 2019), leading Callister et al. (2021) to con-
sider alternate explanations.

We have argued that this may result arise due to an
unfounded assumption made by Callister et al. (2021).
In particular, Callister et al. (2021) assume that the sec-
ond formed black hole in a binary black hole system can
be tidally spun up, regardless of the orbital separation.
Their best fit effective spin distribution has a Gaussian-
like shape, peaked at slightly positive xeg, with a tail of
negative Yeg Systems, similar to the results obtained by
Abbott et al. (2021e).

In binaries with orbital periods greater than about
1 day, tidal synchronisation is inefficient and slowly ro-
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tating black holes are formed (Qin et al. 2018; Bavera
et al. 2020; Bavera et al. 2021a). We have modified
the model from Callister et al. (2021) to account for
this, using fits to detailed binary evolution models from
Bavera et al. (2021a). We show that this leads to a bi-
modal spin magnitude distribution where most binary
black holes will have xo ~ 0 (see Figure 1). It is unsur-
prising that the Gaussian spin model used by Callister
et al. (2021) failed to capture such a distribution, and is
likely the cause of their error. The bimodal spin mag-
nitude distribution also results in a more complicated
effective spin distribution (see Figure 2) than found by
Callister et al. (2021). Galaudage et al. (2021) have re-
cently shown that a similar effective spin distribution
(as shown in Figure 2) provides a much better descrip-
tion (as quantified through the Bayesian evidence) of the
observed binary black hole population than the model
used by Abbott et al. (2021e), and that there is no ev-
idence for binaries with negative y.g (see also Roulet
et al. 2021). Thus the evidence for large black hole kicks
claimed by Callister et al. (2021) may simply be the re-
sult of a model misspecification.

We otherwise closely followed the assumptions made
by Callister et al. (2021) regarding the properties of BH
+ He star binaries, and many of the caveats pertaining
to that work also apply here. For example, the distri-
bution of orbital periods of BH + He star binaries can
be determined by factors such as whether mass trans-
fer is predominantly stable (typically predicting wider
binaries) or unstable, leading to common envelope evo-
lution (Neijssel et al. 2019; Bavera et al. 2020, 2021b;
Olejak et al. 2021; Gallegos-Garcia et al. 2021). As a
demonstration of this we show the distribution of x.g for
the stable mass transfer and common envelope channels
from the population synthesis models of Bavera et al.
(2021b) in the lower panel of Figure 2.

We used the fits to detailed binary evolution models
from Bavera et al. (2021a) to determine the spin of the
secondary black hole. However, these models have their
own uncertainties, such as the assumptions made about
the initial rotation rates (prior to tidal spin up) of the
helium stars (Qin et al. 2018; Bavera et al. 2021a; Renzo
& Gotberg 2021), and their mass-loss rates (Detmers
et al. 2008; Qin et al. 2018).

We assumed that the distribution of black hole kicks
is Maxwellian, following Callister et al. (2021). How-
ever, this should be seen as a starting point, as there
is no strong theoretical or observational motivation for
a distribution of this form. By the same token, a more
complicated (e.g., bimodal) distribution is not justified
by observations (Atri et al. 2019). Hence, we opted to
use a Maxwellian distribution primarily for reasons of

simplicity and consistency. Future analyses may also
wish to incorporate the dependence of black hole kicks
on the properties of the collapsing star (such as the ex-
pected anti-correlation with mass; e.g., Mandel & Miiller
2020), although again, this may not be justified obser-
vationally (Atri et al. 2019). If one were to include this
theoretical expectation, one runs the risk of making the
results strongly dependent on the model assumptions.

A logical next step to the analysis presented here
would be to modify the phenomenological model from
Callister et al. (2021) to account for the possibility of a
bimodal spin magnitude distribution. There are several
ways one might go about this. One could, for exam-
ple, choose a similar model set up to that described by
Callister et al. (2021), but with two arbitrarily defined
subpopulations with separately modelled spin magni-
tude distributions; those of ‘close’ binaries in which tidal
spin up is efficient, and ‘wide’ binaries where it is not.
Both our analysis and previous work suggest that an or-
bital period of 1 day may be an appropriate dividing line
between these subpopulations (Qin et al. 2018; Bavera
et al. 2021a). Alternatively, one could choose to use the
physical relation between orbital separations and spin
magnitudes (as encoded in the Bavera et al. 2021a fit-
ting formulae) and instead fit the distribution of orbital
periods. Regardless, one could then use such a model
to infer the typical magnitude of black hole kicks with a
similar method to Callister et al. (2021).

In principle phenomenological models offer a method
of examining the data with a model less dependent on
specific choices made in modelling a particular astro-
physical formation scenario. However, we have shown
here that they are not without issue. While population
synthesis models naturally capture correlations between
various quantities (such as a possible anti-correlation be-
tween black hole mass and kick mentioned above, e.g.,
Mandel & Miiller 2020), such correlations are usually
neglected in phenomenological models such as the one
discussed here. Another correlation that may be impor-
tant to account for is that between the orbital separa-
tion and the masses in BH + He star binaries depend-
ing on whether they form through stable or unstable
mass transfer (Bavera et al. 2021b; Zevin et al. 2021;
van Son et al. 2021). We have shown one example of
how accounting for these correlations in a phenomeno-
logical model can influence the conclusions one draws
from such a model.

In addition, this phenomenological model is broadly
inspired by a single possible formation channel. Popu-
lation synthesis models predict that even under the um-
brella of isolated binary evolution, there are multiple
formation pathways for binary black holes (e.g., Gerosa
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et al. 2018), such as through double core common-
envelope events (Neijssel et al. 2019; Olejak & Belczyn-
ski 2021), through close binaries experiencing chemi-
cally homogeneous evolution (Mandel & de Mink 2016;
Marchant et al. 2016) or through close binaries that ex-
perience mass transfer whilst the the primary is still
on the main sequence, leading to rapidly rotating black
holes (Neijssel et al. 2021). Each of these formation
channels makes different predictions about the masses
and orbital periods of BH 4+ He star binaries. Even dif-
ferent models of the same formation channel may not
fully agree on predictions for the properties of BH + He
star binaries due to the many uncertainties in population
synthesis models (e.g., Gallegos-Garcia et al. 2021). Fu-
ture phenomenological models will need to account for
these pathways in order to obtain unbiased inferences.
There is currently no evidence for black holes receiv-
ing large natal kicks (~ 1000km/s) in the spin distri-
bution of merging binary black holes observed through
gravitational-waves. The population is consistent with
most binary black holes having their spins (approxi-
mately) aligned with the binary orbital angular mo-
mentum (cf. Figure 3). Given that some exceptional
events such as GW190521 (Abbott et al. 2020a,c) and
GW190814 (Abbott et al. 2020b) have properties that
are difficult to explain through isolated binary evolu-
tion, there may be contributions to the binary black
hole population from other formation channels (Bavera
et al. 2021b; Zevin et al. 2021). For the remainder of
the population, we have shown that at least the over-
all spin distribution is explainable through isolated bi-

nary evolution. There is preliminary evidence that black
holes receive kicks of order ~ 100km/s. In the future, it
may be possible to use properties of the merging binary
black hole population, such as the overall merger rate,
along with the mass and spin distributions to constrain
the magnitude of black hole kicks (e.g., Stevenson et al.
2015; Zevin et al. 2017; Barrett et al. 2018; Wong &
Gerosa 2019).

We thank Tom Callister and Mathieu Renzo for engag-
ing discussions on this topic, and Ilya Mandel, Shanika
Galaudage and Eric Thrane for useful comments on
the manuscript. We additionally thank the referee for
constructive criticism that helped improve the paper.
SS is supported by the Australian Research Council
Centre of Excellence for Gravitational Wave Discovery
(OzGrav), through project number CE170100004. SS
is supported by the Australian Research Council Dis-
covery Early Career Research Award through project
number DE220100241.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The results from Callister et al. (2021) are publicly
available at this url. The results from Galaudage et al.
(2021) are publicly available at this url. The results from
Bavera et al. (2021a) are publicly available at this url.
The results from Bavera et al. (2021b), as released by
Zevin et al. (2021), are publicly available at this url. All
data produced in this work is available from the author
upon request.

REFERENCES

Aasi J., et al., 2015, Class. Quant. Grav., 32, 074001
Abbott B. P., et al., 2016, Phys. Rev. Lett., 116, 241103
Abbott B. P., et al., 2019, Phys. Rev., X9, 031040
Abbott R., et al., 2020a, Phys. Rev. Lett., 125, 101102
Abbott R., et al., 2020b, Astrophys. J. Lett., 896, L44
Abbott R., et al., 2020c, Astrophys. J. Lett., 900, L13
Abbott R., et al., 2021a, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2108.01045
Abbott R., et al., 2021b, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2111.03606
Abbott R., et al., 2021c, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2111.03634
Abbott R., et al.,; 2021d, Phys. Rev. X, 11, 021053
Abbott R., et al., 2021e, Astrophys. J. Lett., 913, L7
Acernese F., et al., 2015, Class. Quant. Grav., 32, 024001
Atri P., et al., 2019, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 489, 3116
Barrett J. W., Gaebel S. M., Neijssel C. J., Vigna-Gémez
A., Stevenson S., Berry C. P. L., Farr W. M., Mandel 1.,
2018, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 477, 4685
Bavera S. S., et al., 2020, Astron. Astrophys., 635, A97

Bavera S. S.; Zevin M., Fragos T., 2021a, Research Notes of
the American Astronomical Society, 5, 127

Bavera S. S., et al., 2021b, Astron. Astrophys., 647, A153

Belezynski K., Holz D. E.; Bulik T., O’Shaughnessy R.,
2016, Nature, 534, 512

Belczynski K., et al.; 2020, Astron. Astrophys., 636, A104

Brandt W. N., Podsiadlowski P., Sigurdsson S., 1995,
MNRAS, 277, L35

Callister T. A., Farr W. M., Renzo M., 2021, ApJ, 920, 157

Chan C., Miiller B., Heger A., Pakmor R., Springel V.,
2018, Astrophys. J. Lett., 852, L.19

Detmers R. G., Langer N., Podsiadlowski P., Izzard R. G.,
2008, A&A, 484, 831

Di Carlo U. N., et al., 2020, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.,
498, 495

Farr W. M., Stevenson S., Coleman Miller M., Mandel 1.,
Farr B., Vecchio A., 2017, Nature, 548, 426


https://github.com/tcallister/state-of-the-field-gwtc2
https://github.com/shanikagalaudage/bbh_spin
https://github.com/ssbvr/approximating_BH_spins
https://zenodo.org/record/4947741#.YTwCFMauanI
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/7/074001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.241103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.101102
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab960f
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aba493
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210801045T
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv211103606T
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv211103634T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.021053
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abe949
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/2/024001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty908
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936204
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2515-5172/ac053c
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2515-5172/ac053c
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021RNAAS...5..127B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039804
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature18322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/277.1.L35
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1995MNRAS.277L..35B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac1347
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...920..157C
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaa28c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:200809371
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008A&A...484..831D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature23453

8 STEVENSON

Fryer C. L., Belczynski K., Wiktorowicz G., Dominik M.,
Kalogera V., Holz D. E., 2012, ApJ, 749, 91

Fuller J., Lu W., 2022, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2201.08407

Fuller J., Ma L., 2019, Astrophys. J. Lett., 881, L1

Fuller J., Piro A. L., Jermyn A. S., 2019, MNRAS, 485,
3661

Galaudage S., Talbot C., Nagar T., Jain D., Thrane E.,
Mandel 1., 2021, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2109.02424

Gallegos-Garcia M., Berry C. P. L., Marchant P., Kalogera
V., 2021, arXiv e-prints, p. arXiv:2107.05702

Gerosa D., Berti E., O’Shaughnessy R., Belczynski K.,
Kesden M., Wysocki D., Gladysz W., 2018, Phys. Rev.
D, 98, 084036

Hobbs G., Lorimer D. R., Lyne A. G., Kramer M., 2005,
MNRAS, 360, 974

Hotokezaka K., Piran T., 2017, ApJ, 842, 111

Janka H. T., 2013, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 434, 1355

Janka H. T., 2017, Astrophys. J., 837, 84

Kalogera V., 1996, ApJ, 471, 352

Kushnir D., Zaldarriaga M., Kollmeier J. A., Waldman R.,
2016, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 462, 844

Lyne A. G., Lorimer D. R., 1994, Nature, 369, 127

Mandel 1., 2016, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 456, 578

Mandel 1., 2021, Research Notes of the AAS, 5, 223

Mandel 1., Farmer A., 2022, Physics Reports

Mandel I., Miiller B., 2020, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.,
499, 3214

Mandel I., de Mink S. E., 2016, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron.
Soc., 458, 2634

Mandel I., Farr W. M., Gair J. R., 2019, MNRAS, 486, 1086

Marchant P., Langer N., Podsiadlowski P., Tauris T. M.,
Moriya T. J., 2016, Astron. Astrophys., 588, A50

Mirabel 1. F., Rodrigues I., 2003, Science, 300, 1119

Mirabel I. F., Dhawan V., Mignani R. P., Rodrigues I.,
Guglielmetti F., 2001, Nature, 413, 139

Neijssel C. J., et al., 2019, MNRAS, 490, 3740

Neijssel C. J., Vinciguerra S., Vigna-Gomez A., Hirai R.,
Miller-Jones J. C. A., Bahramian A., Maccarone T. J.,
Mandel 1., 2021, Astrophys. J., 908, 118

O’Shaughnessy R., Gerosa D., Wysocki D., 2017, Phys.
Rev. Lett., 119, 011101

Olejak A., Belczynski K., 2021, arXiv e-prints, p.
arXiv:2109.06872

Olejak A., Belczynski K., Ivanova N., 2021, A&A, 651,
A100

Peters P. C., 1964, Physical Review, 136, 1224

Qin Y., Fragos T., Meynet G., Andrews J., Sgrensen M.,
Song H. F., 2018, Astron. Astrophys., 616, A28

Renzo M., Gotberg Y., 2021, arXiv e-prints, p.
arXiv:2107.10933

Repetto S., Nelemans G., 2015, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron.
Soc., 453, 3341

Repetto S., Davies M. B., Sigurdsson S., 2012, MNRAS,
425, 2799

Repetto S., Igoshev A. P., Nelemans G., 2017, MNRAS,
467, 298

Rodriguez C. L., Zevin M., Pankow C., Kalogera V., Rasio
F. A., 2016, Astrophys. J. Lett., 832, 1.2

Rodriguez C. L., Zevin M., Amaro-Seoane P., Chatterjee S.,
Kremer K., Rasio F. A.] Ye C. S., 2019, Phys. Rev. D,
100, 043027

Roulet J., Chia H. S., Olsen S., Dai L., Venumadhav T.,
Zackay B., Zaldarriaga M., 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 104,
083010

Sigurdsson S., Hernquist L., 1993, Nature, 364, 423

Spruit H. C., 2002, Astron. Astrophys., 381, 923

Steinle N., Kesden M., 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 063032

Stevenson S., Ohme F., Fairhurst S., 2015, Astrophys. J.,
810, 58

Stevenson S., Vigna-Gémez A., Mandel 1., Barrett J. W.,
Neijssel C. J., Perkins D., de Mink S. E., 2017a, Nature
Communications, 8, 14906

Stevenson S., Berry C. P. L., Mandel I., 2017b, Mon. Not.
Roy. Astron. Soc., 471, 2801

Stevenson S., Sampson M., Powell J., Vigna-Gémez A.,
Neijssel C. J., Szécsi D., Mandel 1., 2019, ApJ, 882, 121

Talbot C., Thrane E., 2017, PhRvD, 96, 023012

Wong K. W. K., Gerosa D., 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 100,
083015

Wysocki D., Gerosa D., O’Shaughnessy R., Belczynski K.,
Gladysz W., Berti E., Kesden M., Holz D. E., 2018,
Phys. Rev. D, 97, 043014

Wysocki D., Lange J., O’Shaughnessy R., 2019, PhRvD,
100, 043012

Zaldarriaga M., Kushnir D., Kollmeier J. A., 2018,
MNRAS, 473, 4174

Zevin M., Pankow C., Rodriguez C. L., Sampson L., Chase
E., Kalogera V., Rasio F. A.; 2017, Astrophys. J., 846, 82

Zevin M., et al., 2021, Astrophys. J., 910, 152

van Son L. A. C.; et al., 2021, arXiv e-prints, p.
arXiv:2110.01634


http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/749/1/91
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...749...91F
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022arXiv220108407F
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab339b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz514
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.485.3661F
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.485.3661F
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210902424G
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210705702G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.084036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.084036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09087.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa6f61
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...842..111H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa618e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/177974
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1996ApJ...471..352K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/369127a0
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1994Natur.369..127L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv2733
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2515-5172/ac2d35
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz896
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.486.1086M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201628133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1083451
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003Sci...300.1119M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35093060
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2001Natur.413..139M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2840
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.490.3740N
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abde4a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.011101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.011101
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210906872O
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210906872O
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202140520
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021A&A...651A.100O
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021A&A...651A.100O
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.136.B1224
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1964PhRv..136.1224P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201832839
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210710933R
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv210710933R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv1753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv1753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21549.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012MNRAS.425.2799R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx027
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017MNRAS.467..298R
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8205/832/1/L2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.043027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.083010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/364423a0
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993Natur.364..423S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20011465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.063032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/810/1/58
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14906
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017NatCo...814906S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx1764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx1764
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab3981
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...882..121S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.023012
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017PhRvD..96b3012T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.083015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.043014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.043012
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019PhRvD.100d3012W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2577
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.473.4174Z
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa8408
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abe40e
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv211001634V
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021arXiv211001634V

