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ABSTRACT

Observations of gravitational waves from binary black hole (BBH) mergers have measured the redshift

evolution of the BBH merger rate. The number density of galaxies in the Universe evolves differently

with redshift based on their physical properties, such as their stellar masses and star formation rates.

In this work we show that the measured population-level redshift distribution of BBHs sheds light

on the properties of their probable host galaxies. We first assume that the hosts of BBHs can be

described by a mixture model of galaxies weighted by stellar mass or star formation rate, and find that

we can place upper limits on the fraction of mergers coming from a stellar mass weighted sample of

galaxies. We then constrain parameters of a physically motivated power-law delay-time distribution

using GWTC-3 data, and self-consistently track galaxies in the UniverseMachine simulations with

this delay time model to infer the probable host galaxies of BBHs over a range of redshifts. We

find that the inferred host galaxy distribution at redshift z = 0.21 has a median star formation rate

∼ 0.9M⊙yr
−1 and a median stellar mass of ∼ 1.9 × 1010 M⊙. We also provide distributions for the

mean stellar age, halo mass, halo radius, peculiar velocity, and large scale bias associated with the

host galaxies, as well as their absolute magnitudes in the B- and Ks-bands. Our results can be used

to design optimal electromagnetic follow-up strategies for BBHs, and also to aid the measurement of

cosmological parameters using the statistical dark siren method.

1. INTRODUCTION

Host galaxies of astrophysical electromagnetic (EM)

transients have offered interesting insights into the as-

trophysics of their progenitors. For instance, the host

galaxy population of Type Ia supernovae and core col-

lapse supernovae are different (e.g. Foley & Mandel

2013); this is expected given that both these classes

have different progenitors. Similarly, long and short

gamma ray bursts (GRBs) are known to trace differ-

ent host galaxy properties (Fong et al. 2010; Levesque

2014; Lyman et al. 2017; Fong et al. 2022; Nugent et al.

2022). The inferred star formation histories of short

GRB host galaxies have also been used to constrain

their delay-time distribution, finding a preference for

low delay times but also evidence for a high delay time

tail (Zevin et al. 2022). Interesting conclusions about

fast radio burst (FRB) progenitors have also been drawn

using their host galaxies (Bhandari et al. 2022). The

follow-up and cataloging of host galaxies of supernovae,

short GRBs, and FRBs continues to be an important

research direction.

In a similar vein, information about the host galaxies

of gravitational-wave (GW) transients could shed light

on many interesting aspects of their formation and evo-

lution. For instance, Safarzadeh & Berger (2019) pro-

pose to use the population of host galaxies of O(1000)

binary neutron stars (BNSs) to measure their underlying

delay-time distribution, whereas Adhikari et al. (2020)

find that O(10) detections of localized BNSs would be

sufficient to provide interesting constraints on BNS pro-

genitor models, including the relation to star formation

and delay-time distributions. Any information about

probable host galaxies could also be used to reduce the

number of candidate galaxies searched to localize a GW

transient, and in designing optimal weighting schemes in

the statistical method to measure cosmological param-
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eters (Schutz 1986; Del Pozzo 2012; Chen et al. 2018;

Fishbach et al. 2019; Abbott et al. 2021a, 2023a).

A number of works have made assumptions on the

formation and evolution of both galaxies and compact

binaries to forward-model the distribution of GW tran-

sient host galaxies (O’Shaughnessy et al. 2010; Lamberts

et al. 2016; Mapelli et al. 2019; Toffano et al. 2019; San-

toliquido et al. 2022; Srinivasan et al. 2023). For exam-

ple, Santoliquido et al. (2022) found that, contingent on

their modeling assumptions, binary black holes (BBHs)

prefer merging in high mass galaxies. However, unlike

their EM cousins, host galaxies of GW transients cannot

usually be identified, owing to poor pointing accuracy

of GW detectors. The notable exception to this is the

binary neutron star (BNS) merger GW170817 (Abbott

et al. 2017a), whose electromagnetic emission helped lo-

calize the source to the galaxy NGC 4993 (Abbott et al.

2017b). It comes as no surprise that although the LIGO-

Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) (LIGO Scientific Collaboration

et al. 2015; Acernese et al. 2015; Akutsu et al. 2021)

network of detectors have reported the detection of ∼ 90

BBHs (The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2021),

none of them have been confidently associated with a

host galaxy1. Even with upgrades to the current detec-

tor network with the inclusion of LIGO-India (Saleem

et al. 2022), or with more sensitive next generation de-

tectors such as Cosmic Explorer (Evans et al. 2021) and

Einstein Telescope (Punturo et al. 2010), only a small

fraction of the BBHs are expected to be sufficiently lo-

calized such that the host galaxy can be confidently

identified (Nishizawa 2017; Chen & Holz 2016; Borha-

nian et al. 2020; Branchesi et al. 2023; Gupta et al. 2023;

Abbott et al. 2020a).

Thinking about the detected BBHs as a population

instead of individual events have allowed measurements

of the underlying mass and spin distribution of black

holes in binaries, as well the merger rate of binaries

as a function of redshift, z (Abbott et al. 2019, 2021b,

2023b). Specifically, the redshift-evolution of the merger

rate (Fishbach et al. 2018, 2021; Abbott et al. 2021b,

2023b) has yielded constraints on the delay-time dis-

tribution and formation metallicity of BBHs (Fishbach

& Kalogera 2021; Fishbach & van Son 2023; Turbang

et al. 2023), and properties of globular clusters (Fish-

bach & Fragione 2023). In this work, we show that the

1 There is a claimed electromagnetic counterpart
ZTF19abanrhr (Graham et al. 2020) to the massive BBH
GW190521 (Abbott et al. 2020b), believed to be produced due
to the interaction of the BBH with the accretion disk of an
active galactic nucleus; however, there is insufficient evidence to
confidently associate GW190521 with ZTF19abanrhr (Palmese
et al. 2021; Ashton et al. 2021).

redshift evolution of the merger rate inferred from the

latest GW transient catalog GWTC-3 (The LIGO Sci-

entific Collaboration et al. 2021) can already begin to

constrain the host-galaxy parameter space of detected

BBHs. This results directly from the observation that

galaxies with different physical properties have different

evolutions for their number density (see e.g. Faber et al.

2007). For instance, there are more star-forming galax-

ies per unit volume at z = 1 as compared to z ≈ 0, while

there are a lesser number of massive galaxies at higher

redshifts.

Our work is structured as follows. In Section 2 we

assume that the measured GWTC-3 merger rate is de-

scribed by a simple mixture model of galaxies weighted

by their star formation rate and stellar mass, and

infer the mixing fraction between them. We derive

an upper limit for the possible contribution of BBHs

from galaxies weighted by stellar mass. In Section 3

we constrain the delay-time distribution of BBHs us-

ing a physically-motivated model. We also seed the

star-formation histories of galaxies taken from Uni-

verseMachine (Behroozi et al. 2019) with the in-

ferred delay-time distribution to study the resulting

host galaxy properties, and present results derived us-

ing this procedure. We summarize our results and dwell

on directions for future work in Section 4. Through-

out we assume cosmological parameters consistent with

the Planck 2018 data release (Planck Collaboration

et al. 2020) as implemented in the Planck18 class in

astropy2 (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013, 2018), and

that galaxy formation histories are well-emulated by

UniverseMachine.

2. DO BBHS FOLLOW STELLAR MASS OR

STAR-FORMATION RATE?

We first demonstrate that it is possible to differen-

tiate between host galaxy populations of BBHs using

the redshift evolution of the merger rate. If BBHs were

hosted by a sample of host galaxies purely weighted by

their star formation rate (SFR), the number density of

BBHs would increase as a function of redshift, roughly

as (1+z)2.5, up to z ∼ 1.5, following the evolution of the

cosmic star formation rate density (Behroozi et al. 2019;

2 We note that the UniverseMachine simulation snapshots use
a slightly different set of cosmological parameter values (h =
0.678, Ωm = 0.307) compared to the Planck18 implementation
in astropy (h = 0.6766, Ωm = 0.30966). Both of these estimates
are consistent with Planck Collaboration et al. (2020); we do not
expect this small discrepancy to impact our results significantly.
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Madau & Dickinson 2014; Madau & Fragos 2017)3 which

peaks at that redshift4. On the other hand, if BBHs

were hosted by a sample of galaxies purely weighted by

their stellar mass, M∗, the BBH number density would

decrease as a function of redshift; this is because galax-

ies build up their mass over cosmic time, and the total

mass in stars per unit volume in the local universe is

greater than that at higher redshift. At every redshift

where UniverseMachine5 has support, we weight ev-

ery galaxy in direct proportion to its corresponding stel-

lar mass, finding that the number density of the galaxies

would scale as (1 + z)−0.64.

Following Adhikari et al. (2020), we assume for sim-

plicity that BBHs merge in a sample of galaxies either

weighted by their stellar mass or star-formation rate,

with their relative abundances specified by a mixing

fraction αSM. That is, the effective model for the rate

of BBH mergers, R(z), can be written as,

R(z) ∝ αSM(1 + z)−0.64 + (1− αSM)(1 + z)2.5 (1)

We plot the inferred R(z) along with the stellar mass

and SFR weighted expectations in Figure 1. The black

traces show the redshift evolution of the merger rate

inferred from GWTC-3. By comparing the redshift

evolution predicted by Eq. (1) for different values of

αSM with the inference from GWTC-3, we ascertain

αSM < 43% [90% CL; uniform prior on αSM] i.e. a

maximum of 43% of the total mergers follow a sam-

ple of galaxies weighted by stellar mass, with the rest

weighted by SFR. The hypothesis that BBHs are hosted

purely by a set of galaxies weighted by their stellar mass

(i.e. αSM = 100%) is ruled out by the redshift evolu-

tion of the merger rate at > 99.9%. As a corollary, at

least 57% host galaxies should belong to a galaxy sam-

ple weighted by SFR. As mentioned earlier, this model

is rather simple, but it sheds light on the fact that the

redshift distribution is a powerful discriminator for the

set of host galaxies within which GW events merge. For

instance, in the statistical dark siren analysis to mea-

sure the Hubble parameter, individual candidate host

galaxies are typically weighted by luminosities in pass-

bands that trace stellar mass or their star formation rate

(see e.g. Fishbach et al. 2019); our results show that a

stellar mass weighting is inconsistent with the redshift

3 We use the SFRD inferred by UniverseMachine (Behroozi et al.
2019) instead of other prescriptions (Madau & Dickinson 2014;
Madau & Fragos 2017) to be consistent with choices made later
in this work.

4 This is a good assumption for current GW detectors, whose hori-
zon redshift (z ∼ 1) is well below the peak star-forming epoch.

5 See section 3.2 for a brief description of UniverseMachine.
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Figure 1. Redshift evolution of the merger rate inferred
from GWTC-3 (black traces), plotted along with the red-
shift evolution of the number density of a sample of galaxies
weighted by SFR (blue-dotted line) and stellar mass, M∗
(orange dotted line). Galaxies at higher redshifts are more
star-forming than those at lower redshifts, and hence their
number density follows a power law with a positive expo-
nent: (1 + z)2.5. On the other hand, the amount of stellar
mass in the universe decreases as we go to higher redshift,
and hence the number density of galaxies weighted by M∗
follows a power law in (1 + z) with a decreasing exponent:
(1 + z)−0.64. The green line shows the redshift evolution
with the maximum permissible value of the mixture coeffi-
cient: αmax

SM = 43% at 90% CL.

evolution of the BBH merger rate, and applying such a

weight during the analysis should be avoided.

3. INFERRING HOST GALAXY PROPERTIES

USING A PHYSICALLY MOTIVATED MODEL

We now turn to exploring a more physically-motivated

model for the evolution of binaries.

3.1. Redshift evolution of the merger rate, and

constraints on the delay-time distribution

For the purposes of this work we model the redshift

evolution of the merger rate as depending on the forma-

tion rate, Rf , of the progenitor binaries, and the distri-

bution of delay times, p(tD), between formation of the

binary progenitors and subsequent merger of the bina-

ries. Assuming these, the merger rate, R, as a function

of lookback time, t, can be written as

R(t) =

∫ ∞

0

dtD Rf (t+ tD) p(tD) . (2)

Since redshift, z ,and lookback time, t, are related for a

given cosmology, R(t) can also be equivalently written
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Figure 2. Constraints on the model parameters of the delay-
time distribution—power law slope α and minimum delay
time tmin

D —inferred from GWTC-3 data. Corresponding con-
straints are also plotted for GWTC-2 data (blue). GWTC-3
provides stronger constraints as compared to GWTC-2, with
the α < −1.55 and tmin

D < 2.23 Gyr at 90% CL.

as R(z). We assume that Rf (t) follows the comoving

cosmic star-formation rate density (SFRD) as inferred

by UniverseMachine (Behroozi et al. 2019)6. For the

delay-time distribution model, we employ a power-law

prescription parametrized by a power-law index α with

a minimum allowed delay time of tmin
D and maximum

allowed delay of 13.5 Gyr. That is,

p(tD) =

tαD tmin
D ≤ tD ≤ 13.5 Gyr

0 otherwise
(3)

Latest results from the LVK collaboration (Abbott

et al. 2023b) derive constraints on the redshift evolu-

tion of the merger rate assuming that it follows R(z) ∼
(1 + z)κ, and determine the posterior probability dis-

tribution on κ: p(κ|data). The LVK GWTC-3 analysis

assumed a flat prior on κ, and so the likelihood satisfied

L(data|κ) = p(κ|data). In order to compare the model

expectation from Eq. (2) to redshift evolution inference,

6 We should note that UniverseMachine uses a different dataset
as well as a different procedure for constraining the cosmic SFRD
as compared to other works (Madau & Dickinson 2014; Madau
& Fragos 2017). The two results are consistent within their re-
spective errorbars.

we need to map the delay-time distribution parameters

onto a prediction on κ. Let us denote this model predic-

tion by κ̃
(
α, tmin

D

)
. Due to the functional form chosen

for R(z), κ̃ can be approximated as

κ̃
(
α, tmin

D

)
= log2

[
R(z = 1;α, tmin

D )

R(z = 0;α, tmin
D )

]
. (4)

Since current observations measure the merger rate only

out to z = 1, this is a good approximation; however,

with more sensitive detectors, the parameters of the

delay-time distribution would have to be constrained di-

rectly by jointly sampling over them along with hyper-

parameters of the underlying population model related

to mass, spin, etc. Using the approximation in Eq. (4),

we can write a likelihood function for α and tmin
D ,

L
(
data|α, tmin

D

)
= L

(
data|κ̃

(
α, tmin

D

))
, (5)

where the RHS is given by the LVKGWTC-3 population

analysis.

We construct the joint posterior on α and tmin
D us-

ing the likelihood function above. For this, we as-

sume flat priors on α betweem [−4, 1], and on tmin
D

between [0, 6] Gyr. We use the Markov chain Monte

Carlo (MCMC) sampler emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al.

2013) to sample from the posterior distribution. Con-

straints on α and tmin
D from GWTC-3 are shown in Fig-

ure 2. As expected, the constraints on the parameters

are stronger than those derived from GWTC-2 (Fish-

bach & Kalogera 2021) due to the 50% additional events

included in GWTC-3. We constrain α < −1.55 and

tmin
D < 2.23 Gyr at 90% CL. On the whole, the poste-

riors for both parameters rail against the lower limit of

the prior, illustrating a preference for short delay times

in the population. This is consistent with expectations

that BBHs follow the cosmic SFRD, and also with other

recent work (Fishbach & Kalogera 2021; Fishbach & van

Son 2023; Turbang et al. 2023).

3.2. Modelling galaxy formation and evolution, and

constraining host galaxy distributions

To obtain observed galaxy properties across cosmic

time, we use the UniverseMachine (Behroozi et al.

2019) set of semi-analytical galaxy formation simula-

tions. Instead of directly simulating the gas and star-

formation during galaxy formation as is done in hydro-

dynamical simulations such as IllustrisTNG (Pillepich

et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2019) or EAGLE (Crain et al.

2015), UniverseMachine populates galaxies within

dark matter halos in a pure cold dark matter simula-

tion with a semi-empirical model. This model relates

the star-formation rate to the halo mass accretion rate,

and constrains this with a Monte Carlo scheme using
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Figure 3. Two-dimensional histogram of host galaxies in the M∗–SFR plane at z = 0.21, plotted for representative short
(tD = 0 Gyr; left) and long (tD = 10 Gyr; right) delay times. The one-dimensional histograms shows the marginalized
distributions of log SFR and logM∗. A general trend in both panels is that galaxies occupy one of two broadly distinct branches
in M∗–SFR plane (visually more apparent in the right panel). The upper branch contains star forming galaxies, while the lower
branch contains galaxies that have quenched their star formation. For short delay times, binaries merge very quickly, leaving
galaxies with very little time to evolve. Hence, if binaries have short delay times, they will always track star-forming galaxies.
On the other hand for long delay times, galaxies can evolve significantly and quench their star formation, thereby transferring
some support from the star-forming branch to the quiescent branch.

a wide variety of observations over a range of redshifts

out to z = 10. More details about UniverseMachine

can be found in Behroozi et al. (2019). As a result, one

can track the evolution of galaxy properties (e.g. stel-

lar mass, host halo mass, star formation history) across

redshift. We use publicly available UniverseMachine

mock catalogs7 created using the Bolshoi-Planck dark

matter only simulations (Klypin et al. 2011) with a

box size of 250h−1Mpc and 20483 particles. These

catalogs allow us to extract galaxy properties in 170

logarithmically-spaced redshift bins between z = 0 to

z = 13. While we use UniverseMachine for results

in this work, the procedure can be repeated with any

galaxy formation simulation that tracks galaxy proper-

ties across redshift.

7 https://halos.as.arizona.edu/UniverseMachine/DR1/SFR/

For each galaxy at redshift z0, we calculate the merger

rate as

Rmerg
i (z0) =

∫
dtD RSFH

i (t(z0) + tD)× p(tD) , (6)

where Rmerg
i (z) is merger rate of the i’th galaxy at red-

shift z, while RSFH
i (t(z)) is the star-formation history

(SFH) of the i’th galaxy numerically interpolated across

redshift bins. The equation above is the same as Eq. (2),

except that the quantities pertain to a specific galaxy

rather than the total merger rate across all galaxies.

When delay times are short, the merger rate of BBHs

will have a redshift evolution very close to that of the

SFR density, since in our model the rate of production

of binaries is directly proportional to the rate of pro-

duction of stars. On the other hand when delay times

are long, the galaxies would have evolved significantly,

and would hence no longer necessarily be star-forming

at the merger epoch. These quiescent galaxies would

https://halos.as.arizona.edu/UniverseMachine/DR1/SFR/
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Figure 4. Median inferred host galaxy distribution in the logM∗–log SFR plane for three different redshifts z = 0.21, 0.4, 0.81.
These specific values of redshift are chosen for illustrative purposes; our model can predict the host galaxy distribution at any
redshift at which a simulation snapshot exists. At all three redshifts, the distribution has support both in the star-forming
branch as well as the quiescent branch, although it has more support in the former. This is consistent with the fact that the
delay-time distribution has support for non-zero delay times.

have a very different evolution for their number density

as a function of redshift, which would be more similar to

a sample of host galaxies weighted by their stellar mass

rather than their SFR.

We illustrate this phenomenon in Fig. 3, where we plot

the two-dimensional histogram of the stellar mass and

SFR of the z = 0.21 host galaxies assuming p(tD|t0) =
δ(tD− t0), and also the corresponding redshift evolution

of number density. In this M∗–SFR plane, the distri-

bution of galaxies has two broadly distinct branches;

the upper branch corresponding to star-forming galax-

ies, and the lower branch corresponding to quiescent

galaxies. Within these two branches M∗ and SFR are,

on an average, correlated positively. We choose two rep-

resentative values, t0 = 0Gyr and 10Gyr, corresponding

to short and long delay times, respectively. When delay

times are short, the star forming branch is highly pop-

ulated, while the quiescent branch is relatively empty—

this is because binaries merge at roughly the same red-

shift that they formed, and their host galaxies do not

have much time to quench their star formation (hence

stay star-forming). Naturally, the redshift evolution of

the number density in such a scenario follows the SFR.

This scenario changes when delay times are large—the

quiescent branch is now more populated since galaxies

have had a long time to evolve and quench their star

formation. The level to which the quiescent branch is

populated increases with an increase in the delay time.

3.3. Results

In order to extract host galaxy properties from the ob-

served redshift evolution of the merger rate, we convolve

the constraints on the delay-time distribution model ob-

tained in Section 3.1 with galaxy SFHs taken from Uni-

verseMachine. For each sample drawn from the joint

posterior on α and tmin
D , we track every galaxy in the

catalog and assign to each one a merger rate of binaries

according to Eq. (2) at every epoch. We obtain a set of

mock candidate BBH host galaxies, with complete infor-

mation about their current stellar mass and SFR, mass

assembly and star formation history, as well as merger

rate history. Since UniverseMachine models the con-

nection between galaxies and their host halos, we also

obtain information about their host halo mass, radius,

and peculiar velocity. Corresponding to every posterior

sample, one can plot a histogram of galaxy properties

weighted appropriately by the merger rate of BBHs in

that galaxy; this histogram will indicate the population

of galaxies hosting BBH events.

3.3.1. Stellar mass, star formation rate, and mean stellar
age

Fig. 4 shows the median inferred distribution of BBH

host galaxies inferred in the M∗–SFR plane using our

prescription at redshifts z = 0.21, 0.4, 0.81. One no-

ticeable broad feature is that the star-forming branch is

shifted to higher values of SFR at high redshifts. This is

because, consistent with expectations, galaxies at higher

redshift on an average form more stars. Notably, there

is significant support for BBH host galaxies both in the
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star-forming branch as well as the quiescent branch, al-

though there is more support in the star-forming branch.

This is a direct result of the small but nonzero delay

times that are allowed by the constraints in Section 3.1—

these delay times are large enough to induce some sup-

port for galaxies in the quiescent branch, but not so large

as to entirely populate this branch. The median stellar

mass of the hosts at z = 0.21 is 1.9×1010 M⊙, while the

median SFR is 0.9M⊙yr
−1. The median stellar mass at

z = 0.4 and z = 0.81 is 2.1×1010 M⊙ and 2.1×1010 M⊙
respectively, while the median SFR is 1.6M⊙yr

−1 and

4.5M⊙yr
−1 respectively.

Fig. 5 shows the one-dimensional histograms on M∗,

SFR, and mean stellar age, tage, inferred from our pre-

scription at z = 0.21. Here, tage is defined on a per

galaxy level as,

tage =

∑
i ti ×RSFH(ti)∑

i R
SFH(ti)

, ti = t(zi)−t(z0) . (7)

We also plot, for comparison, histograms for each of the

parameters weighted equally, by M∗, and by SFR. The

equal weights case should be thought of as the set of all

galaxies in the Universe at a given redshift, while the

M∗-weighted and the SFR-weighted galaxies track mas-

sive and star-forming galaxies respectively. The inferred

histograms are plotted in green, and the width of the

green region should be thought of as coming from the

uncertainties in measuring the parameters of the delay-

time distribution

We see that the distribution of M∗ is broadly con-

sistent with the SFR-weighted sample of galaxies, and

is inconsistent with an M∗-weighted sample of galax-

ies following expectations from Fig. 1. Most of the in-

ferred histograms cluster around the SFR-weighted his-

tograms, consistent with the railing of α and tmin
D to-

wards the lower bound on the prior in Fig. 2. A sim-

ilar trend can be seen in the distribution of SFRs as

well, which is consistent with an SFR-weighted sam-

ple of galaxies, but also has support for galaxies with

slightly lower SFRs. The inferred mean stellar age of

host galaxies is 4.4Gyr, consistent with that of star-

forming galaxies.

The general picture at z = 0.21 also holds at the

higher redshifts which we considered, albeit with larger

errors, since the merger rate at higher redshifts is less

well-constrained. We discuss results for z = 0.4, 0.81

briefly in Appendix A.

3.3.2. Magnitudes

The light that we observe from galaxies encodes sig-

natures of their star formation and mass assembly his-

tory. Given information about the initial mass function

and star formation history of galaxies, one can forward-

model galaxy spectra using stellar population synthesis

models (see e.g. Bruzual & Charlot 2003 and Conroy

et al. 2009). These spectra can then be bandpassed ap-

propriately to derive luminosities and magnitudes. For

our inferred host galaxies, we derive (absolute) magni-

tudes in the Johnson-Morgan B-band (Johnson & Mor-

gan 1953) and the 2MASS Ks-band (Skrutskie et al.

2006)8, thought to be proxies for the SFR and stellar

mass, respectively (Bell et al. 2003; Singer et al. 2016).

To simulate mock galaxy spectra, we use the stellar pop-

ulation synthesis model from Bruzual & Charlot (2003)

implemented in the bagpipes software package (Carnall

et al. 2018). Since we already have star formation his-

8 The passbands are downloaded from the SVO Filter Pro-
file Service (Rodrigo & Solano 2020; Rodrigo et al. 2012):
http://svo2.cab.inta-csic.es/theory/fps/index.php.

http://svo2.cab.inta-csic.es/theory/fps/index.php
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Figure 6. Histogram of inferred absolute magnitudes of
BBH host galaxies in the B-band and the Ks-band (com-
monly used as proxies for the SFR and stellar mass, respec-
tively) at z = 0.21.

tories from UniverseMachine for our mock galaxies,

we use the “custom” SFH implemented in bagpipes in-

stead of relying on semi-analytical prescriptions for the

same. Also, since UniverseMachine does not model
metallicity evolution, we fix the metallicity Z = 0.5Z⊙
at all redshifts, where Z⊙ = 0.02 is solar metallicity9.

As before, we plot the histogram on the inferred mag-

nitudes in the B-band and Ks-band, along with his-

tograms weighted equally, by M∗ and by SFR, in Fig. 6.

In both bands, the equally weighted set of galaxies has

a preference for high magnitudes (i.e. low luminosities),

since there are significantly more low luminosity galaxies

in the Universe (see for e.g. Schechter 1976). In contrast,

the histogram for the inferred weights peaks at lower

magnitudes (i.e. higher luminosities). The median in-

ferred magnitude in the B-band is −19.6, while that in

9 We have checked that varying Z between 10−3 Z⊙ and 3Z⊙ only
changes the calculated magnitude by at most 0.75 units. The
shape of the histogram of magnitudes stays approximately the
same, with a constant shift to the left or the right.

the Ks-band is −21.5. These inferred histograms on the

magnitudes can be directly used to calculate luminosity-

weights in the dark-siren method for measuring the cos-

mic expansion history with GW events. In addition,

they may enable the design of more optimized follow-up

strategies to search for possible electromagnetic coun-

terparts to BBH mergers.

3.3.3. Halo mass, halo radius, and peculiar velocity

The formation and evolution of galaxies is intrinsically

connected to their host dark matter halos (see Wechsler

& Tinker 2018 for a review); thus, the properties of a

galaxy are correlated with its parent dark matter halo10.

Specifically, larger halos host larger and more-massive

galaxies. This correlation also naturally causes massive

galaxies to have a greater peculiar velocity, due to the

denser environment (see e.g. Sheth & Diaferio 2001).

Since UniverseMachine also tracks host halo prop-

erties along with the galaxy properties, we also have

host halo information for the host galaxies. Fig. 7

shows the histograms on inferred host dark matter halo

mass, Mhalo, halo radius, rhalo, and galaxy peculiar ve-

locity, vpec. We note that M∗-weighted galaxies have

higher Mhalo, vpec, and rhalo, as compared to those

weighted by SFR; this is because the former galaxies

are larger and hence lie in larger dark matter halos.

Similar to the case of galaxies presented in the previ-

ous sub-sections, we find that the inferred histograms

for host dark matter halos lie closest to the halos asso-

ciated with SFR-weighted galaxies. The median Mhalo

and rhalo are 5.4×1011 h−1M⊙ and 180 pc, respectively.

The median vpec is 150 km/s, but has a tail extending

out to vpec ≈ 800 km/s. This means that the peculiar

velocities can shift the redshifts of BBHs at most by

vpec/c ≈ 0.003, and thus are unlikely to affect the un-

certain estimates of distances derived from BBHs even

in next-generation detectors.

3.3.4. Large-scale bias

Galaxies are biased tracers of the underlying matter

density in the Universe—they prefer forming at rare,

highly-dense peaks of the underlying matter density

field. Kaiser (1984) showed that the clustering of galax-

ies, quantified by the two-point correlation ξgal(r), can

be modelled as a constant enhancement over the cluster-

ing of the underlying matter distribution on large-scales:

ξgal(r) = b2galξm(r). The value of the biase, bgal, is di-

rectly related to the masses of halos that host galaxies

(see e.g. Cooray & Sheth 2002).

10 This correlation is referred to as the “galaxy-halo” connection.
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z = 0.21
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Figure 8. Large-scale bias of BBHs, bBBH, as a function
of redshift, z, as predicted by the host properties inferred in
this work.

Since BBHs also form and evolve in galaxies, they are

a biased tracer of the underlying matter density. We

denote bBBH as the large-scale bias of BBHs, akin to

the same quantity for galaxies. Indeed, multiple works

have proposed using the bias to probe the astrophysical

formation channels of GW transients (Namikawa et al.

2016; Raccanelli et al. 2016; Scelfo et al. 2018; Mukherjee

et al. 2021; Vijaykumar et al. 2023). Using the halo

mass-bias relation of Tinker et al. (2010), implemented

in the colossus software package (Diemer 2018), we are

able to predict values for the large-scale bias of BBHs

from the inferred host galaxy distributions.

We plot the 90% credible region of the inferred bias as

a function of redshift in Fig. 8. Overall, the bias has an

increasing trend towards high redshift—this is a natural

consequence of hierarchical structure formation in the

Universe. We note that the bias at z = 0 is predicted

to be in the range 0.84–0.86 at z = 0 at 90% CL, while

that at z = 0.9 is predicted to be 1.16–1.40 (90% CL).

4. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We have shown that the measured redshift evolution

of the BBH merger rate from GWTC-3 constrains the

set of host galaxies that BBHs are associated with. We

started with a simple mixture model of galaxies weighted

either by SFR or stellar mass. We demonstrated that

the hosts of merging BBHs do not exclusively track stel-

lar mass at the > 99.9% level—at most 43% of host

galaxies come from a stellar mass weighted sample. We

then used UniverseMachine simulations, along with

data-driven constraints on the BBH delay-time distri-

bution, to infer the host galaxy population. Our results

indicate that most BBHs are hosted by actively star-

forming galaxies, but there is support for a small fraction

of them being hosted by quiescent galaxies. We provide

inferred distributions for the halo masses, radii, peculiar

velocities, and stellar ages. We also make predictions for

the observed Ks- and B-band magnitudes of BBH host

galaxies, as well as the large-scale bias associated with

the clustering of BBHs.

Unlike previous works which provide distributions of

host galaxies based on prescriptions from population

synthesis, our framework uses constraints from observed

GW data to solve the inverse problem: we infer a set of

host galaxies without assumptions for any specific pre-

scription for binary formation and evolution. While we

have concentrated on BBHs in this work, our framework

will extend trivially to BNSs and NSBHs, once we are

able to measure the redshift evolution of their merger

rates. This framework can also be extended to infer the

host galaxy population of astronomical objects for which

source localization is poor (e.g. poorly localized gamma-
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ray bursts and fast radio bursts). Our inferred distri-

butions on various parameters can be used to design

optimal weighting schemes for the dark-siren method to

constrain the expansion history of the Universe. In addi-

tion, our predictions for host-galaxy properties may aid

in the design of optimal follow-up strategies for BBH

events. This will be of particular interest once the BNS

and NSBH extensions to our methods have been im-

plemented, since those searches are expected to have

transient electromagnetic counterparts.

For the main results in this work, we have assumed

that binaries followed a physically motivated merger-

rate evolution, given by the star-formation rate con-

volved with a delay-time distribution. This prescription

is expected to work well if all binaries form and merge in

isolated galactic field environments. However, binaries

could also form and merge in dynamical environments

such as globular clusters (GCs) or active galactic nuclei

(AGN), and these populations will have different pro-

genitor formation rates and delay-time distributions. It

is straightforward to extend our framework to include

these channels given some assumption of the progenitor

formation rate. It is also possible to relax our assump-

tion of specific progenitor formation rates and delay-

time distributions, and instead generalize our approach

to compare redshift evolution of galaxies and BBHs in

a non-parametric fashion. Another natural extension of

our framework would be to include the metallicity evo-

lution history from full hydrodynamical simulations of

galaxy and structure formation while assigning merger

rates to individual galaxies. We hope to revisit these

topics in future work.

We have demonstrated the power of observed proper-

ties of the existing GW population to constrain proper-

ties of the associated host galaxies. The relation between

GW mergers and their parent galaxies offers a rich vein

to mine for astrophysical insights. A more precise future

measurement of the rate evolution of binaries will help us

further constrain the host environments, possibly help-

ing to disentangle the various formation channels that

contribute to the total population of merging binaries

observable with ground-based GW detectors.
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APPENDIX

A. INFERRED HOST GALAXY PROPERTIES AT REDSHIFTS OF 0.4 AND 0.81

In this section we provide inferred histograms of the M∗, SFR, tage, Mhalo, rhalo, and vpec, at redshifts of 0.40 (Fig. 9)

and 0.81 (Fig. 10). We also show inferred histograms of B-band and Ks-band absolute magnitudes in Fig. 11. We

reiterate that our prescription is able to infer galaxy properties at any redshift where a UniverseMachine simulation

snapshot exists.
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Figure 9. Host galaxy properties at z = 0.40.
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Figure 10. Host galaxy properties at z = 0.81.
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Figure 11. B-band and Ks-band absolute magnitudes inferred at z = 0.40 (left) and z = 0.81 (right).
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