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ABSTRACT

The origin of the correlation between the effective spins (χeff) and mass ratios (q) of LIGO-Virgo-

KAGRA’s binary black holes (BBHs) is still an open question. Motivated by recent identification of

two subpopulations of the BBHs, in this work we investigate the potential χeff − q correlation for

each subpopulation. Surprisingly, the χeff -q correlation vanishes for the low-mass subpopulation if we

introduce a second χeff distribution for the high-mass subpopulation likely originating from hierarchical

mergers. The first subpopulation has a narrow χeff distribution peaking at ∼ 0.05, whose primary-mass

function cuts off at ∼ 45M⊙, in agreement with first-generation BBHs. The second χeff distribution is

broad and peaks at µχ,2 = 0.35+0.18
−0.22, consistent with the expectation of hierarchical mergers formed in

the disks of active galactic nucleus (AGNs). We infer µχ,2 > 0 at 98.7% credible level, and a symmetric

χeff distribution for the second subpopulation is disfavored by B ∼ 5. However, negative values of χeff

are also measured, indicating that the hierarchical mergers may take place within both star clusters

and AGN disks. We find a Bayes factor of lnB = 5.2 for two distinct χeff distributions relative to single

χeff distribution that conditioned on mass ratios. Therefore we conclude that the χeff -q correlation in

the entire population can be explained as the superposition of two subpopulations. Additionally, we

suggest to use a flexible mass function to reduce the bias in χeff -q correlation that may be introduced

by model mis-specification.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The coalescing binary black holes (BBHs) will pro-

vide clues about their formation and evolutionary pro-

cesses through the parameters of these systems (Man-

del & Farmer 2022). In addition to characterizing the

marginalized distributions of these parameters, it is also

important to investigate the correlations among them

(Heinzel et al. 2024; Callister 2024), including mass ver-

sus spin (e.g. Tiwari & Fairhurst 2021; Wang et al. 2022;
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Li et al. 2024b,a), mass versus mass ratio (Li et al. 2022),

spin versus mass ratio (Callister et al. 2021), redshift

versus spin (Biscoveanu et al. 2022), and redshift versus

mass versus spin (Tiwari 2022; Guo et al. 2024).

Callister et al. (2021), for the first time, reported

the anti-correlation between the effective spins (χeff)

and mass ratios (q) of BBHs with data from GWTC-

2 (Abbott et al. 2019, 2021a). This anti-correlation was

subsequently confirmed by Abbott et al. (2023a) with

data from GWTC-3 (Abbott et al. 2019, 2021a, 2024,

2023b). More detailed analysis (e.g., Adamcewicz &

Thrane 2022; Adamcewicz et al. 2023) had shown that

the χeff -q anti-correlation is not artificial. However, the

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

09
49

5v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.H

E
] 

 1
6 

Ja
n 

20
25

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5087-9613
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9626-9319
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9120-7733
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8966-6911
mailto:  * Contributed equally.
mailto: The corresponding author: yzfan@pmo.ac.cn (Y.Z.F)


2 Li et al.

origin of this anti-correlation is still in debate (Callister

et al. 2021; Abbott et al. 2023a).

Many simulations suggested that hierarchical merg-

ers in the disks of active galactic nucleus (AGNs) could

explain the observed χeff -q correlation (e.g., McKernan

et al. 2022; Santini et al. 2023; Cook et al. 2024). The

spin orientations and orbital angular momenta of binary

black holes (BBHs) will be modulated by the disks, caus-

ing the mergers to favor positive effective spins. Addi-

tionally, the migration traps in AGN disks will produce

mergers involving multiple generations of black holes

(BHs) that have unequal masses and larger (positive)

effective spins. Previously, we found that the coalescing

BHs can be divided into two subpopulations with sig-

nificantly different spin-magnitude versus component-

mass distributions, which are nicely consistent with first-

and higher-generation BHs (Li et al. 2024b). We also

found that a fraction of the the hierarchical mergers have

aligned spin tilts and asymmetric mass ratios, which

may give rise to the χeff -q anti-correlation.

However, other simulations suggested that certain for-

mation channels of isolated binaries can produce highly

spinning and unequal-mass BBHs, particularly the sta-

ble mass transfer formation scenario (Banerjee & Olejak

2024). Because the progenitors of unequal BBH systems

in the stable mass transfer formation scenario are more

likely to efficiently shrink their orbits during the sec-

ond Roche-lobe overflow, which makes them easier to

enter the tidal spin-up regime and later merge due to

GW emission (Olejak et al. 2024). Therefore, it is pos-

sible that there may be a correlation between the effec-

tive spin and mass ratio in first-generation (or low-spin)

BBHs, or among potential isolated evolution channels

(Wang et al. 2022; Godfrey et al. 2023; Li et al. 2024a).

Therefore, in this study, we delve into the question

of whether the anti-correlation between χeff -q in BBHs

originates from a superposition of various formation

channels / subpopulations (Li et al. 2024b), if it emerges

from the evolutionary processes of a single population

with a common formation channel (e.g., Banerjee & Ole-

jak 2024), or alternatively, both effects have contributed

to the observed correlation. Additionally, we investi-

gate the χeff distribution in the high-mass range that

corresponds to the hierarchical mergers, in order to find

out whether these events originate from the AGN disks,

or alternatively from the star clusters which exhibits a

symmetric χeff distribution (Payne et al. 2024; Antonini

et al. 2024).

This letter is organized as follows: In Section 2 and

Section 3, we introduce the methods and the results.

In Section 4, we present the conclusions and engage in

discussions.

2. METHODS

We use hierarchical Bayesian inference to measure the

hyperparameters of population model; see Appendix A

for details. Following Abbott et al. (2023a), we adopted

69 BBH events with false alarm rates (FAR) < 1yr−1 in

GWTC-3 for analysis. The posterior samples for each

BBH event are obtained from events-zenodo, and the

‘C01:Mixed’ samples are adopted.

We first use the same χeff − q distribution model as

that used in Callister et al. (2021) to fit data of GWTC-

3 for comparison. Specifically, the mean and width of

the χeff distribution change linearly with q (referred

to as the Base model); see Appendix B.2 for the de-

tailed formula. The rate evolution model is the MD

model (Madau & Dickinson 2014), as defined in the

Appendix B.3. To reduce the bias that may be intro-

duced by the mis-modeling of primary-mass distribu-

tion, we use the concise non-/semi-parametric formula

PowerLaw+Spline (PS; Edelman et al. 2022; Abbott

et al. 2023a) instead of the popular parametric formula

PowerLaw+Peak (PP; Talbot & Thrane 2018; Ab-

bott et al. 2021b), see Appendix B.1 for the details of

mass functions. We find the PP model is disfavored com-

pared to the PS model by lnB = 6, due to its failure in

modeling the additional structures in the primary-mass

distribution (Li et al. 2021; Tiwari 2022; Edelman et al.

2023; Abbott et al. 2023a; Callister & Farr 2024). With

the PP model, we find an anti-correlation between χeff

and q distribution (i.e., a < 0) at 99.2% credible level.

However, the credibility decreases to 89.8% with the

more flexible PS model, indicating that mis-modeling

in the primary-mass distribution may introduce bias in

measuring the χeff -q correlation; however, the overall

tendency remains unchanged, as shown in Figure 1.

Inspired by the investigation of spin-magnitude versus

component-mass distribution (Li et al. 2024b), we intro-

duce another χeff -distribution to capture the secondary

subpopulation of BBHs that is consistent with hierar-

chical mergers. Two kind of models are applied, one is

the Mixture model on primary-mass versus effective-spin

distribution,

πmix(m1,m2, χeff |Λ) = P (m2|m1;Λ)

[π1(m1, χeff |Λ)(1− r2) + π2(m1, χeff |Λ)r2],
(1)

with

π1(m1, χeff |Λ) = PS(m1|Λ)P (χeff |q;µχ,0, σχ,0, a, b)

(2)

and

π2(m1, χeff |Λ) = PL(m1| − α2,mmin,2,mmax,2)

G[−1,1](χeff |µχ,2, σχ,2)
(3)

https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.5546662
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where r2 is the mixed fraction of the second sub-

population, PS and PL are the PS and power-law

primary-mass function, and G[−1,1] is the truncated

Gaussian distribution. P (m2|m1;Λ) is the normal-

ized secondary-mass distribution conditioned on m1,

P (χeff |q;µχ,0, σχ,0, a, b) is the Base model that encodes

the χeff − q correlation (Callister et al. 2021), see Ap-

pendix B for the definition.

The other model has a more concise formula, i.e.,

the two χeff -distributions are modulated by a transition

function of the primary mass (see also Wang et al. 2022;

Li et al. 2024b; Guo et al. 2024, for similar construc-

tions), hereafter Transition model,

πtran(m1,m2, χeff |Λ) = PS(m1|Λ)P (m2|m1;Λ)

Ptran(χeff |q,m1;Λ),
(4)

with

Ptran(χeff |q,m1;Λ) =

P (χeff |q;µχ,0, σχ,0, a, b)
1

1 + e(m1−mt)/δt
+

G[−1,1](χeff |µχ,2, σχ,2)
1

1 + e(mt−m1)/δt
,

(5)

where mt and δt are the location and rapidness of the

transition. For the BBHs with primary mass below /

above mt, the χeff distribution is dominated by the Base

model / second Gaussian distribution.

3. RESULTS

Table 1. Model comparison

Model lnB
Base(PS) 0

Base(PS) with a = 0,b = 0 0.8

Transition(PS) 3.1

Transition(PS) with a = 0,b = 0 5.2

Mixture(PS) 2.1

Mixture(PS) with a = 0,b = 0 4

Base(PP) -5.9

Base(PP) with a = 0,b = 0 -6.9

Transition(PP) with a = 0,b = 0 -3

Note: All the log Bayes factors are relative to the Base model

that encode the χeff -q correlation and accompanied with PS

mass fucntion.

In Table 1, we summarize the Bayes factors of the

novel models in this work compared to the Base model.

The Transition model and Mixture model are more fa-

vored than the Base model, with lnB = 3.1 and lnB =

0.2
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Figure 1. Constraints on the mean µχ(q) and standard de-
viation σχ(q) of the χeff distribution, as a function of BBH
mass ratio q. The solid curves are the medians and the col-
ored bands are the 90% credible intervals.
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Figure 2. Posteriors of the hyperparameters describing the
χeff − q correlation. The contours mark the central 50%
and 90% posterior credible regions, the values represent the
median and 90% credible intervals.
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2.1. Furthermore, the Transition model and Mixture

model without the χeff -q correlation (i.e., a = 0, b = 0)

are even more favored. Figure 2 shows the posteriors of

the hyperparameters describing the χeff and q correla-

tion, the parameters of the Transition model and Mix-

ture model highly consistent with each other. In both

models, the slope parameters a and b are consistent with

zero, indicating there is no evidence for a χeff−q correla-

tion in the first subpopulation or the low-mass range. In

subsequent analysis, we adopt the results inferred with

a = 0, b = 0, although the posterior distributions of pa-

rameters are broadly consistent with the results inferred

with variable a and b, see Appendix C.

We find that the second subpopulation shows a signif-

icantly different χeff distribution compared to the first

subpopulation, see Figure 3. The divergence point (of

the Transition model) in the primary-mass function is

mt = 49+13
−10M⊙, with a transition scale of 6+4

−4M⊙. As

for the Mixture model, the maximum mass of the first

subpopulation is ∼ 45M⊙, which is consistent with the

lower edge of the Pair-instability Supernova BH mass

gap (Farmer et al. 2019). The minimum mass of the

second subpopulation is ∼ 30M⊙. These results are

consistent with our previous analysis using spin mag-

nitudes of BBHs (Wang et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024b), see

Appendix C for the distributions of other related pa-

rameters. The χeff distributions of both subpopulations

are not symmetric with respect to zero, indicating the

presence of formation channels other than star clusters.

We find that µχ,2 > 0 at 98.7% credible level, and

a symmetric χeff distribution with respect to zero for

the second population (i.e.,µχ,2 = 0) is disfavored by

a Bayes factor of lnB = 1.6 (B ∼ 5), which indi-

cates that the hierarchical mergers cannot be produced

(solely) by star clusters. The second χeff distribution

is broad and peaks at µeff,2 = 0.34+0.17
−0.22, which is typi-

cal for the hierarchical mergers in the AGN disks (Yang

et al. 2019). We have also inferred with variable edges

(χmin, χmax) truncated on the second χeff distribution,

see Appendix D. Though the case χmin = 0 cannot be

ruled out, the location of the lower edge prefers a neg-

ative value. Therefore, it is likely that the star clusters

also contribute to the hierarchical mergers.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we investigate the origins of χeff -q cor-

relation in the BBHs with data of GWTC-3. Different

from the previous analysis (Callister et al. 2021; Abbott

et al. 2023a), we adopt a more flexible primary-mass

function (e.g., PS; Edelman et al. 2022). We find the ev-

idence for the χeff -q anti-correlation inferred with the PS

model is weaker than that inferred with the PP model

1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
eff

0

2

4

6

8

10

p(
ef

f)

Transition 1st pop
Transition 2nd pop
Mixture 1st pop
Mixture 2nd pop

Figure 3. Effective-spin distributions of the two subpopu-
lation inferred by the Transition and Mixture models with
a = 0,b = 0. The lines represent the mean values and 90%
credible intervals

(Talbot & Thrane 2018; Abbott et al. 2021b). This in-

dicates that the parametric formula PP may introduce

bias in the χeff -q distribution, since there are additional

structures in the primary-mass distribution beyond one

power law plus one peak (Abbott et al. 2023a; Tiwari

2022; Edelman et al. 2023; Callister & Farr 2024).

With the dedicated models that introduce a second

χeff distribution for the second (high-spin) subpopula-

tion, the inferred χeff -q correlation vanishes. Therefore,

we can conclude that the χeff -q anti-correlation of the

entire BBH population mainly results from the superpo-

sition of two subpopulations. Additionally, there is no

evidence for a χeff − q correlation in each subpopulation

identified by the previous work (Li et al. 2024b,a), see

Appendix E.

What are the second subpopulation?. We point to the

hierarchical mergers in gas-rich environments, such as

AGN disks (Yang et al. 2019). Our previous works

(Wang et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024b) identified a sub-

population of hierarchical mergers in BBHs, provid-

ing smoking-gun evidence, specifically a spin-magnitude

distribution of approximately 0.7 (Gerosa & Fishbach

2021). Antonini et al. (2024) attributed this subpopu-

lation to hierarchical mergers in star clusters, as they

found that the χeff distribution is consistent with a uni-

form distribution in the range of approximately (-0.5,

0.5). In this work, we employ a more flexible model

and find that the high-spin subpopulation prefers an

asymmetric χeff distribution (with respect to zero) over

a symmetric one, with a logarithmic Bayes factor of

lnB = 1.6 (where B ∼ 5). we also infer that the peak of

the second χeff distribution µχ,2 > 0 at 98.7% credible

level.

Many simulations (e.g., Yang et al. 2019; Santini et al.

2023; Cook et al. 2024) show that the hierarchical merg-
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ers in disk-like environments can produce a χeff distri-

bution peaking at ∼ 0.35, which is consistent with our

results, µχ,2 = 0.35+0.17
−0.22(0.30

+0.19
−0.19), from the Transition

(Mixture) model. However, contribution of formation

channels that can produce significantly negative χeff val-

ues, such as hierarchical mergers in star clusters, cannot

be ruled out, see Appendix D.

Kick velocities of the merger remnants are also help-

ful in determining the formation environments of hierar-

chical mergers (Gerosa & Fishbach 2021; Zevin & Holz

2022; Li & Fan 2024). Several population analyses sug-

gested that the excess of BBHs in ∼ 30−40M⊙ are con-

sistent with the dynamical formation channels (Wang

et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024a; Ray et al. 2024), and the

ratio of merger rates between hierarchical mergers and

first-generation (dynamical) BBHs are consistent with

the star cluster origins (Antonini et al. 2023). There-

fore, it is possible that the hierarchical mergers detected

by LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA originate from both formation

environments. However, there are only ∼ 11 hierarchical

mergers (high-spin events) in GWTC-3 (Li et al. 2024b),

making it difficult to determine the mixture fractions of

AGN-disk like and star-cluster formation channels. We

will address such issue when the GW data are signifi-

cantly enriched.

Does any single formation channel contributes to

χeff − q correlation? (Banerjee & Olejak 2024) We find

there is no evidence for a χeff − q correlation in the

low-mass sub-populations, which are associated with

the first-generation BBHs (Li et al. 2024b). However,

this sub-population may not originate from a single for-

mation channel. Both isolated and dynamical forma-

tion channels have contributed to first-generation BBHs

(Wang et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024b; Godfrey et al. 2023;

Li et al. 2024a; Ray et al. 2024). Therefore, we further

investigate the χeff − q correlation of BBHs originating

from potential formation channels (Wang et al. 2022;

Li et al. 2024b; Godfrey et al. 2023; Li et al. 2024a;

Ray et al. 2024) and find no evidence for either sub-

population. See Appendix E for details. Interestingly,

we find a stronger χeff − q correlation in the potential

subpopulation associated with the dynamically formed

BBHs (i.e., excluding the BBHs from isolated channels

as indicated by Li et al. (2024a)). This indicates that

the χeff−q correlation originates from dynamical forma-

tion channels, and that the AGN-disk formation chan-

nels may take a significant contribution (Santini et al.

2023; Cook et al. 2024). The stable mass transfer forma-

tion channel is expected to produce BBHs with χeff − q

anti-correlation (Olejak et al. 2024; Banerjee & Olejak

2024), while BBHs from the common envelop channel

may exhibit an opposite correlation (Bavera et al. 2020,

2021). The χeff − q correlation in the isolated channels

may be measured when the detections are enriched and

the sup-populations are determined.

The fourth observing run (O4) of the LIGO-Virgo-

KAGRA GW detectors is currently underway, and the

number of detections is rapidly increasing (see https:

//gracedb.ligo.org/latest/). At the end of O4, more

than four times as many events are expected to be ob-

served compared to O3 (Callister 2024). With the en-

riched data more subpopulations / formation channels

of BBHs may be identified (Zevin et al. 2021), and the

mixture fractions and the parameter correlations of sub-

populations can be better determined (Li et al. 2022,

2024a; Guo et al. 2024; Heinzel et al. 2024; Callister

2024).
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A. HIERARCHICAL BAYESIAN INFERENCE

We perform hierarchical Bayesian inference to infer the hyperparameters Λ describing population models π(θ|Λ).
Following the framework described in (Mandel et al. 2019; Abbott et al. 2021b, 2023a), given Λ, the likelihood of the

GW data {d} from Ndet detections can be expressed as,

L({d}|Λ) ∝ NNdete−Nexp

Ndet∏
i

∫
π(θi|Λ)L(di|θi)dθi, (A1)

where N is the total number of mergers in the surveyed time-space volume, which is related to the merger rate density

over cosmic history N =
∫
R(z|Λ)dVc

dz
Tobs

1+z dz. Nexp is the expected number of detections, which is related to the

detection probability P (det|θ), i.e., Nexp = N
∫
P (det|θ)π(θ|Λ)dθ. This term can be calculated using a Monte Carlo

integral over the referred injection1, see Appendix of Abbott et al. (2021b) for details. L(di|θi) is the likelihood of the

i-th event, which can be evaluated using the posterior samples (see Abbott et al. 2021b, for detailed illustration).

Following Abbott et al. (2023a); Talbot & Golomb (2023), we define the effective number of samples for the i-th

event in the Monte Carlo integral as Neff,i =
[
∑

j wi,j ]
2∑

j w2
i,j

, where wi,j is the weight of j-th sample in i-th event. We

constrain Neff,i > 10 to ensure accurate evaluation of likelihood, which is sufficiently high given the sample size of

GWTC-3 (Essick & Farr 2022). Additionally, we constrain the effective number of found injections remaining after

population reweighting as Neff,sel > 4Ndet, to ensure an accurate estimation of Nexp (Farr 2019; Abbott et al. 2021b).

B. POPULATION MODELS

B.1. Mass function

The parametric primary-mass function is the popular PowerLaw+Peak model (Abbott et al. 2021b) , which reads,

PP(m1|Λ) ∝
[PL(m1| − α,mmin,mmax)(1− λpeak)+

G[mmin,mmax](m1|µm, σm)λpeak]× S(m1|δm,mmin),

(B2)

where PL(m1| − α,mmin,mmax) is the Power-law distribution with slope index of −α truncated on (mmin, mmax). G
is the Gaussian distribution with mean µm and width σm truncated on (mmin, mmax), S(m1|δm,mmin) is the smooth

function with smooth scale of δm, impacting on the low edge mmin.

In order to reduce the bias that may be brought by the mis-specification of parametric formulas, we use a semi-

/non-parametric mass function(Edelman et al. 2022) for the main analysis,

PS(m1|Λ) ∝ PL(m1| − α,mmin,mmax)

× S(m1|δm,mmin)e
f(m|{xi},{fi}),

(B3)

where f(m|{xi}, {fi}) is the cubic-spline perturbation function interpolated between the knots (xi, fi) placed in the

mass range. Here we adopted 12 knots {xi}12i=0 linearly distributed in log space of (6, 80)M⊙, and restrict the

perturbation to zero at the minimum and maximum knots.

The secondary-mass function is conditioned on the primary mass (Abbott et al. 2021b),

P (m2|m1;Λ) ∝ PL(m2|β,mmin,m1)S(m2|δm,mmin). (B4)

B.2. Effective-spin distribution model

We follow Callister et al. (2021) to construct a mass-ratio-dependent model for effective-spin distribution, i.e., the

Base model,
P (χeff |q;µχ,0, σχ,0, a, b) =

G[−1,1](µχ(q;µχ,0, a), σχ(q;σχ,0, b)),
(B5)

with
µχ(q;µχ,0, a) = µχ,0 + a(q − 0.5),

log σχ(q;σχ,0, b) = log σχ,0 + b(q − 0.5),
(B6)

1 Adopted from https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.5636815.
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where G[−1,1] is the Gaussian truncated on [−1, 1]. Note that the linear functions in Abbott et al. (2023a) is slightly

different, where the authors let µχ(q = 1) = µχ,0 and log σχ(q = 1) = log σχ,0.

B.3. Rate evolution model

The merger rate density as a function of redshift reads (MD model Madau & Dickinson 2014),

R(z|γ, κ, zp) = R0 ×
[(1 + zp)

(γ+κ) + 1](1 + z)γ

(1 + z)(γ+κ) + (1 + zp)(γ+κ)
, (B7)

where R0 is the local merger rate density. Note the injection campaign only provides mock events with z < 1.9, so we

normalize the redshift distribution P (z|γ, κ, zp) within (0, 1.9), when calculating likelihood.

Table 2. Summary of model parameters.

Parameter Description Prior

mmin[M⊙] The minimum mass U(2, 10)

mmax[M⊙] The maximum mass U(30, 100)

α Slope index of the power-law mass function U(−8, 8)

δm[M⊙] Smooth scale of the mass lower edge U(0, 10)

βq Slope index of the mass-ratio distribution U(−8, 8)

Special for PowerLaw+Peak

λpeak Fraction in the Gaussian component U(0, 1)

µm[M⊙] Mean of the Gaussian component U(20, 50)

σm[M⊙] Width of the Gaussian component U(1, 10)

Special for PowerLaw+Spline

{fi}11i=2 Interpolation values of perturbation for mass function N (0, 1)

Effective-spin distribution model

µχ,0 Mean of χeff distribution given q = 0.5 U(−1, 1)

lg σχ,0 Log width of χeff distribution given q = 0.5 U(−1.5, 0.5)

a Correlation between µχ and q U(−2.5, 2.5)

b Correlation between log σχ and q U(−2, 2)

Rate evolution model

lg(R0[Gpc−3 yr−1]) Local merger rate density U(−3, 3)

zp Peak point for the rate evolution function U(0, 4)

γ Slope of the power-law regime before zp U(−8, 8)

κ Slope of the power-law regime after zp U(−8, 8)

Transition model

mt[M⊙] The transition point in primary-mass function U(20, 70)

δt[M⊙] Smooth scale of the transition U(0, 10)

µχ,2 Mean of χeff distribution for secondary subpopulation U(−1, 1)

lg σχ,2 Log width of χeff distribution secondary subpopulation U(−1.5, 0.5)

Mixture model

mmin,2[M⊙] Minimum mass of the secondary component U(10, 50)

mmax,2[M⊙] Maximum mass of the secondary component U(50, 100)

α2 Index of m1 distribution in the secondary component U(−8, 8)

µχ,2 Mean of χeff distribution for secondary subpopulation U(−1, 1)

lg σχ,2 Log width of χeff distribution secondary subpopulation U(−1.5, 0.5)

r2 fraction of the secondary component U(0, 1)

Note: U and N are for Uniform and Normal distribution.
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Figure 4. Posteriors of the special hyperparameters for the Transition model. The contours mark the central 50% and 90%
posterior credible regions, the values represent the median and 90% credible intervals.

C. ADDITIONAL RESULTS

Figure 4 and Figure 5 present the full hyperparameters (except for the interpolation knots) of the Transition model,

and Mixture model respectively. We find that whether we fix a = 0, b = 0 or not does not affect the transition / clas-

sification of the two subpopulations. These results are consistent with the analysis using spin-magnitude distributions

in our previous work (Li et al. 2024b). We observe that the results of the two models are well consistent with each

other. The first χeff distribution narrowly peaks at ∼ 0.05, while the second χeff distribution peaks at ∼ 0.35, favoring

a contribution from hierarchical mergers in AGN disks (Yang et al. 2019).
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Figure 5. Posteriors of the special hyperparameters for the Mixture model. The contours mark the central 50% and 90%
posterior credible regions, the values represent the median and 90% credible intervals.

D. IS THE SECOND χEFF DISTRIBUTION SYMMETRIC?

The symmetry of χeff distribution is critical for determining the formation environments of hierarchical mergers.

Hierarchical mergers in star clusters always exhibit a symmetric χeff distribution (Payne et al. 2024; Fishbach et al.

2022). While AGN-driven hierarchical mergers tend to favor positive χeff due to gas torques (McKernan et al. 2018).

In this section, we infer with variable lower edge and upper edge (χmin,2, χmax,2) for the second χeff distribution. We

infer that χmax,2 > 0.4 at 97% credible level. Although, we cannot rule out the case of χmin,2 = 0, it is more likely

that χmin,2 takes on a negative value, as shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. χeff distributions inferred using Transition with variable edges χmin,2 and χmax,2 truncated on the second χeff

distribution.

E. ARE THERE χEFF −Q CORRELATION IN SUBPOPULATIONS?

As presented in Section 3, we find no evidence for χeff − q correlation in the low-spin (or first-generation) subpop-

ulation. However, the first-generation subpopulation is most likely a mix of BBHs originating from both isolated and

dynamical channels (Wang et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024a; Ray et al. 2024). Therefore, it is possible that the χeff − q

correlation occurs in a single, specific channel, such as the isolated evolution channel (Banerjee & Olejak 2024).

We first artificially divide the entire population into three subpopulations according to our previous works (see

Supplemental Table IV of Li et al. 2024b) and (Table 5 of Li et al. 2024a). The first is the low-spin & nearly-

aligned subpopulation, that is related to the isolated evolution channels, see Table 4. The second is the high-spin

subpopulation, related to hierarchical mergers, which are also identified within this work. The third is the low-spin

& isotropic subpopulation that is associated with the first-generation BBHs formed in star clusters. The reason why

we do not jointly fit the three subpopulation in this work is that, it is difficult to distinguish the first and third

subpopulations using the χeff distribution, since the effective spins in both subpopulations are close to zero as shown

in Figure 3.

We then fit the three sets of samples with the Base (PS) model, respectively. Figure 7 shows the posterior distri-

butions of the parameters describing the χeff and q distribution in each potential subpopulation. We find there is no

evidence of correlation in either subpopulation, see also Table 3.

Interestingly, if we fit the combination of the second and third sub-set samples, which is potentially associated with

the dynamical assembly (Li et al. 2024a), then we find strong evidence for the χeff -q correlation with lnB = 2.6, see

also Figure 7 (Right). This result is consistent with the predictions of mergers in AGN disks (Cook et al. 2024). We

find that a significant fraction of BBHs in the 2nd pop have large (positive) χeff values, while the BBHs in the 3rd

pop are located at χeff ∼ 0,q ∼ 1. Therefore, the χeff -q anti-correlation likely arises from the superposition of these

two types of subpopulations.

Table 3. Model comparison

Data Sets lnBwith corr.
w./o. corr.

Whole -0.8

Low-Spin Aligned (Field; 1st pop) -1.2

High-Spin (2G; 2nd pop) -0.1

Low-Spin Isotropic (Dynamical 1G; 3rd pop) -1.0

Low-Spin (1G; 1st+3rd pop) -2.1

Low-Spin Isotropic + High-Spin (Dynamical; 2nd+3rd pop) 2.6

Note: Bayes factor for each potential subpopulation with versus without a χeff − q correlation.
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Table 4. Events of each potential subpopulation

Low-Spin Aligned (Field; 1st pop)

GW151012 095443 GW151226 033853 GW170608 020116 GW190412 053044 GW190512 180714 GW190707 093326

GW190708 232457 GW190720 000836 GW190728 064510 GW190828 065509 GW190924 021846 GW190930 133541

GW190725 174728 GW191105 143521 GW191129 134029 GW191204 171526 GW191216 213338 GW200202 154313

GW200316 215756 GW191103 012549

High-Spin (2G; 2nd pop)

GW170729 185629 GW190517 055101 GW190519 153544 GW190521 030229 GW190602 175927 GW190620 030421

GW190701 203306 GW190706 222641 GW190929 012149 GW190805 211137 GW191109 010717

Low-Spin Isotropic (Dynamical 1G; 3rd pop)

GW150914 095045 GW170104 101158 GW170809 082821 GW170814 103043 GW170818 022509 GW170823 131358

GW190408 181802 GW190413 134308 GW190421 213856 GW190503 185404 GW190513 205428 GW190521 074359

GW190527 092055 GW190630 185205 GW190727 060333 GW190803 022701 GW190828 063405 GW190910 112807

GW190915 235702 GW190925 232845 GW190413 052954 GW190719 215514 GW190731 140936 GW191127 050227

GW191215 223052 GW191222 033537 GW191230 180458 GW200112 155838 GW200128 022011 GW200129 065458

GW200208 130117 GW200209 085452 GW200219 094415 GW200224 222234 GW200225 060421 GW200302 015811

GW200311 115853 GW200216 220804

Note: The 2nd sub-set of GW events are figured out according to Li et al. (2024b), each event has probability > 0.5 to

containing at least one high-spin BH. The 3rd sub-set are figured out according to Li et al. (2024a), each event has

probability > 0.5 belonging to isotropic-spin sub-population.
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