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Measurements of the binary black hole spin distribution from the growing catalog of gravitational-
wave observations can help elucidate the astrophysical processes shaping the formation and evolution
of these systems. Spin-orbit resonances are one such process of interest, in which the component
spin vectors and the orbital angular momentum align into a common plane and jointly precess about
the total angular momentum of the system. These resonances, which occur preferentially in systems
formed via isolated binary evolution with strong tidal effects, lead to excesses in the distribution of
the azimuthal angle between the projections of the component spin vectors onto the orbital plane at
ϕ12 = 0,±π. Previous analyses have demonstrated that this parameter is particularly difficult to
constrain for individual binaries. In this work, we conduct the first hierarchical analysis modeling
the population-level distribution of ϕ12 simultaneously with the other mass and spin parameters
for simulated binary black hole populations to determine whether spin-orbit resonances can be
reliably constrained. While we are unlikely to find definitive evidence for spin-orbit resonances with a
population of the size expected by the end of the ongoing LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA fourth observing run,
we correctly recover the various ϕ12 distributions we simulate within uncertainties. We find that we
can place meaningful constraints on the relative excesses at ϕ12 = 0,±π, which encodes information
about the mass transfer process in the formation of the binary. We can also distinguish between fully
isotropic spin angle distributions and those with features in the spin azimuth and tilt distributions.
Thus, we show that population-level measurements of the ϕ12 distribution offer a reliable, novel way to
probe binary formation channels, dynamics, and mass transfer with gravitational-wave observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

The growing catalog of binary black hole (BBH) merg-
ers detected in gravitational waves has provided an in-
creasingly detailed view of the properties of these sys-
tems along with insight into how they form and evolve.
The LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) detectors [1–5] have
now observed nearly three hundred gravitational waves
from merging BBHs, including almost two hundred can-
didates detected during the ongoing fourth observing
run (O4) [6, 7]. Analyses of this population of sources as
a whole have revealed that the mass distribution includes
substructure [8–11] beyond a simple power law [12] plus
Gaussian peak [13], that BBHs typically have small spin
magnitudes [14–19], and that the merger rate distribution
evolves with redshift [8, 20–24]. Evidence has also been re-
ported for correlations between the BBH spin, mass, and
redshift distributions [8, 25–32], hinting at the possibility
of multiple sub-populations [33–37].

The spin orientations of BBHs have traditionally been
regarded as a promising discriminator between binary for-
mation channels [e.g., 38–40], as the primary theoretical
models predict different distributions. Those systems that
form in field environments via isolated binary evolution
are expected to have spins aligned to the orbital angular
momentum [41–49], while systems formed dynamically
in dense stellar environments should have random spin
orientations [48, 50–53]. This basic picture relies on sev-
eral key astrophysical assumptions; tidal effects in the
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stellar progenitor of the second-formed black hole must
efficiently realign its spin axis with the orbital angular mo-
mentum following the first supernova in the binary, and
black hole natal kicks must be small to avoid significant
misalignment on formation [54–61]. However, this simple
model has been recently challenged by the possibility of
spin-axis tossing upon black hole birth analogous to what
is observed in binary pulsars [62] or the possibility that
the black hole does not inherit its spin direction from its
progenitor star [63].

Based on this theoretical picture, most BBH population
studies—including flagship LVK analyses [8, 64, 65]—have
fit the distribution of spin tilts with a mixture model
consisting of an isotropic component representing binaries
formed dynamically and a component favoring aligned
spins representing binaries formed in the field [40]. Results
using the last LVK catalog rule out an excess of systems
with anti-aligned tilts but are consistent with isotropy [8].
However, recent work utilizing more flexible models, both
phenomenological [66] and non-parametric [21, 24, 67],
has identified tentative evidence for an excess of spin tilts
around cos θ ∼ 0.3, which is not currently explained by
theory.

To leading post-Newtonian (PN) order, the effect of
spin on the gravitational waveform is captured by the ef-
fective aligned spin, χeff—the mass-weighted spin aligned
to the orbital angular momentum [68–72]. Hence, this
parameter is better constrained than the component spin
tilts both for individual events [e.g., 73, 74] and on the
population level [19, 75]. The inferred population-level
distribution for χeff favors positive values, corresponding
to spin tilt values θ < π/2 [8, 19, 27, 76, e.g.,]. This
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suggests a non-negligible contribution from field binaries,
as the assumption of small natal kicks makes it difficult
to produce systems with large misalignments (θ > π/2)
and negative values of χeff .
In addition to the effective spin and component tilts,

the azimuthal spin angle between the projections of the
individual black hole spins onto the orbital plane, ϕ12,
can also be used as a tracer of binary formation channel.
Binaries with spin tilts misaligned to the orbital angular
momentum will undergo general-relativistic spin-induced
precession, whereby the orbital plane and the component
spin vectors precess about the total angular momentum,
changing direction as the binary inspirals [77, 78]. While
initially-isotropic distributions of the spin angles remain
isotropic throughout this process [79], binaries formed
in the field following the standard astrophysical assump-
tions presented above are more likely to be caught in
a spin-orbit resonance (SOR) as a consequence of PN
orbital dynamics [80–83]. Instead of freely precessing, the
component spins and orbital angular momentum align
into a common plane and jointly precess, such that the
azimuthal spin angle librates around a fixed value of either
ϕ12 = 0 or ϕ12 = ±π, and the spin tilts asymptotically
approach specific values that can be predicted in closed
form depending on the binary parameters [84].
Whether the projections of the spins onto the orbital

plane are aligned or anti-aligned depends on the relative
values of the component tilt angles, which in turn depend
on the black hole birth order [85]. Under the assumption
of efficient tides described above, the tilt angle of the
second-born black hole will be smaller than that of the
first-born black hole, since it effectively only experiences
one supernova kick. In most cases, the more massive
black hole (the primary) will form first, evolving from the
initially more massive star such that θ1 > θ2. However,
in the case of efficient mass transfer onto the initially
less massive star before the first supernova, the system
can undergo mass ratio reversal [49, 85–87]. This implies
that the primary black hole forms second, evolving from
the initially less massive star such that θ2 > θ1. In the
standard mass ratio (SMR) scenario, resonant binaries li-
brate around ϕ12 = ±π, while reversed mass ratio (RMR)
systems librate around ϕ12 = 0 [80]1.

SORs occur preferentially for large spin magnitudes,
unequal but small spin tilt angles, unequal but comparable
mass ratios, and small orbital separations [80, 85]. This
is because PN spin-orbit couplings are weak at large
separations, meaning that the fraction of resonant systems

1 Although not the focus of this work, mass ratio reversal also
affects the spin magnitudes. Under the assumption of efficient
angular momentum transport in the progenitor stars of stellar-
mass black holes [88], only the second-born black hole in a binary
may acquire considerable spin by the time of merger due to tidal
synchronization between its progenitor and the first-born black
hole [e.g., 89, 90]. This means that under the SMR scenario,
the less massive black hole will be the more rapidly spinning
(χ2 > χ1) and vice versa for the RMR scenario [17, 87].

increases closer to merger. In the alternative case of
inefficient tidal realignment of the initially less massive
stellar progenitor, the tilt angles of the two black holes will
be approximately equal, suppressing the probability of
getting caught in a SOR. Because the dynamical evolution
of ϕ12 is slower when the in-plane spin components are
perpendicular to each other, binaries with initial values
of ϕ12 ≈ π/2 get stuck in this regime, leading to a pile-up
in the ϕ12 distribution [85].

The rich physics of SORs makes them a key observa-
tional target to probe orbital dynamics, binary formation
channels, and the strength of tides in massive stars. Iden-
tification of this effect in individual binaries is difficult,
however, as ϕ12 is generally poorly constrained. Previous
studies using waveform mismatch calculations suggest that
the waveforms corresponding to systems with different
resonant configurations may be distinguishable between
themselves and from freely precessing systems [91–93].
However, investigations using full parameter estimation
to characterize the ϕ12 posterior find this parameter is
only well-constrained in certain parts of the binary param-
eter space, even for high-signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) sys-
tems [94–96]. The constraints on ϕ12 and the individual
azimuthal spin angles ϕ1,2 are improved when measured
at a reference frequency closer to merger, as the waveform
is more sensitive to variations in these parameters in this
regime [97].

In this work, we study the distinguishability of SORs
using hierarchical Bayesian inference considering the BBH
population as a whole rather than seeking to identify this
effect in individual binaries. A previous population-level
analysis of the azimuthal spin angle of the BBH events in
the second LVK catalog identified hints of substructure in
the ϕ12 distribution that could be interpreted as evidence
for a sub-population undergoing SORs [98]. We develop
an astrophysically-motivated phenomenological popula-
tion model based on the ϕ12 distribution considered in
Varma et al. [98], allowing for direct constraints on a proxy
parameter for the fraction of binaries that have undergone
mass ratio reversal. While previous work has constrained
this fraction using models that enforce mass-spin correla-
tions [17], our model includes the effect of the azimuthal
spin angle, whose inference we find to drive the RMR
constraint. By performing full Bayesian parameter esti-
mation on a range of astrophysical populations, we show
that the presence of SORs could be distinguishable by the
end of O4 depending on the strength of the resonant fea-
tures. We also find that the the previously-identified weak
evidence for SOR based on analysis of the GWTC-2 data
is consistent with statistical fluctuations in a simulated
isotropic population of that size. This work represents
the first end-to-end BBH simulation study including full
parameter estimation and simultaneous hierarchical infer-
ence on the masses, redshift, spin magnitudes, tilts, and
azimuthal angle accounting for selection effects.

The rest of this work is structured as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we describe our four simulated populations—one
with strong resonant features, one consisting of a mixture
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model between an isotropic component and a strongly
resonant component, a fully isotropic population, and one
with weak resonances. We also describe our choices for
the individual-event parameter estimation step and the
population models we employ. In Section III we present
the inferred spin angle distributions for each of our four
simulated populations, compare our results against Varma
et al. [98], and apply our population model to constrain
the presence of resonant features in the GWTC-3 popula-
tion. We conclude in Section IV and discuss additional
analysis details and results, including inference for the
mass and spin magnitude distributions and our method
for accounting for selection effects, in the Appendix.

II. METHODS

A. Simulated population

To probe whether SORs are distinguishable with cur-
rent detectors, we simulate four different BBH popula-
tions. Each population includes 200 events observed by
a detector network consisting of LIGO Hanford and Liv-
ingston at their predicted optimistic O4 sensitivities [99]
with network matched filter SNR ≥ 9 calculated using
simulated Gaussian noise. The black hole primary mass
(m1 > m2) is drawn from a Power-Law + Peak mass
distribution, and the mass ratio (q = m2/m1) is drawn
from a power-law distribution conditional on the primary
mass [13]. The sources are distributed following a power-

law distribution in redshift out to a maximum redshift of
z = 1.9 [20]. The spin magnitudes are drawn from a Beta
distribution [100]. The values of the hyper-parameters
governing these distributions correspond to the maximum-
likelihood values inferred using the observed population
published in the last LVK catalog, GWTC-3 [8]. The def-
initions of each of the hyper-parameters and their chosen
values are given in Table I.

Given that the resonant configuration (corresponding
to a librating morphology) to which the ϕ12 parameter
is drawn depends on the ordering of the spin tilt angles,
we use a joint distribution on θ1, θ2 based on the De-
fault LVK spin tilt model [8, 40, 64]. The Default
LVK tilt model assumes the component spin tilts are
identically distributed from a mixture model consisting of
an isotropically-oriented component and a preferentially
aligned-spin component represented by a truncated Gaus-
sian distribution peaked at µ = 1 with variable width
and mixture fraction ξ. For this work, we simulate a
two-component population with a fraction ξ of sources
formed via isolated binary evolution with preferentially
aligned tilts, while the rest of the population forms dy-
namically with isotropically distributed spin angles (both
θ1,2 and ϕ12). We fix the fraction of systems that have
undergone mass ratio reversal to fRMR = 0.3, consistent
with predictions from population synthesis simulations for
BBH [85, 87]. This implies that for 30% of the field bina-
ries, θ2 > θ1. We enforce this ordering using a conditional
truncated Gaussian (Nt) mixture model,

π(cos θ1, cos θ2|ξ, σt, fRMR) =
(1− ξ)

4
(1)

+ ξ

[
(1− fRMR)Nt(cos θ1|µ = 1, σt,min = −1,max = 1)Nt(cos θ2|µ = 1, σt,min = cos θ1,max = 1)

+ fRMRNt(cos θ2|µ = 1, σt,min = −1,max = 1)Nt(cos θ1|µ = 1, σt,min = cos θ2,max = 1)

]
.

For the azimuthal angle distribution, we follow Varma
et al. [98] and use a von Mises (VM) mixture model:

π(ϕ12|ξ, fRMR, κ) =
(1− ξ)

2π
+ ξ

[
(1− fRMR)VM(ϕ12|µ = π, κ) + fRMRVM(ϕ12|µ = 0, κ)

]
. (2)

The VM distribution is akin to a periodic Gaussian
with concentration parameter κ = 1/σ2 [101]. When
generating simulated sources, we sample from the joint
p(cos θ1, cos θ2, ϕ12) distribution given by the product

of Eqs. 1-2 with no cross terms, i.e., all the spin an-
gles are either drawn from isotropic distributions or
from the peaked distributions. However, in our hier-
archical inference recovery we allow for the more flexi-
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Parameter Definition True value Prior

Power-Law + Peak Mass Distribution

α m1 power-law index 3.51 U(-4, 12)
mmax maximum m1 87.7 U(30, 100)
mmin minimum m1 5.06 U(4,10)
λpeak Gaussian sub-population fraction 0.038 U(0,1)
µm mean of the Gaussian 33.6 U(20,50)
σm width of the Gaussian 4.61 U(2,10)
δm low-mass smoothing parameter 4.95 (0,10)
βq mass ratio power-law index 1.09 U(-2, 7)

Beta Spin Magnitude Distribution

µχ Beta distribution mean 0.280 U(0,1)
σ2
χ Beta distribution variance 0.033 U(0.005, 0.25)

Power-law Redshift Distribution

λz redshift power-law index 2.86 U(-2, 10)

TABLE I. Definitions, true values, and priors on the parameters of the mass, redshift, and spin magnitude distributions used for
all simulations

fRMR κ σt ξ f̂RMR f̂c

Strong resonances 0.3 4 0.5 1 0.361 0.515
Strong resonances + isotropic 0.3 4 0.5 0.644 0.494 0.585
Isotropic - - - 0 0.638 0.710
Weak resonances 0.3 1 1.18 1 0.468 0.615

TABLE II. True values of the spin angle parameters used for each of the four simulations along with the fraction of librating
systems that librate around ϕ12 = 0 corresponding to the RMR scenario (f̂RMR) and the fraction of circulating systems (f̂c)
calculated based on the 200 binaries simulated for each population
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FIG. 1. Scatter plot of ϕ12 vs cos θ1 for the binaries in the
weak resonances population colored by the calculated spin
morphology of each system: librating around ϕ12 = 0 (purple),
circulating (teal), and librating around ϕ12 = π (yellow).

ble spin angle population model including cross terms,
p(cos θ1, cos θ2, ϕ12) = p(cos θ1, cos θ2)p(ϕ12).

For each of our four simulated BBH populations, we
choose different values of the spin angle hyper-parameters
to probe different regimes, summarized in Table II. We
begin with a population with strong resonant features
due to strong tidal effects that efficiently realign the spin
of the secondary star with the orbital angular momentum.
This population is chosen to most closely mimic the expec-
tations from population synthesis from Gerosa et al. [85].
We then modify this population to include an isotropic
component, with the mixture fraction ξ corresponding to
the maximum-likelihood value inferred with GWTC-3 for
the Default spin tilt model [8]. We also consider a fully
isotropic population with no SOR features (ξ = 0) and
a final population with weaker resonant features. This
last population is chosen to be more realistic given cur-
rent inferences of the spin tilt distribution, which does
not exhibit a strong preference for a narrow aligned-spin
population [e.g., 8, 66].

Given that we are using phenomenological distributions
as a proxy for the outputs of population synthesis simu-
lations, not all systems whose ϕ12 values we draw from
VM distributions peaked around ϕ12 = 0,±π are classi-
fied as having a librating morphology [102]. We use the
bbh spin morphology prior package [96, 103] to evalu-
ate the spin morphology of each binary in our simulated
populations using the 2.5 PN order expression for the
orbital angular momentum. In Table II, we also report
the fraction of systems within each population that are
circulating (freely precessing) and the fraction of librating
systems that librate around ϕ12 = 0, corresponding to
the RMR scenario.

While the fraction of systems librating around ϕ12 = 0
is close to our chosen value of fRMR = 0.3 for the all-

field population with strong resonant features, this frac-
tion deviates from fRMR for the other populations. This
is because binaries drawn from the isotropic spin angle
distributions can randomly correspond to librating mor-
phologies2, and binaries drawn from the VM distribution
centered on ϕ12 = π can actually librate around ϕ12 = 0
if the distribution is broad enough, as in the weak reso-
nances population shown in Fig. 1. This means that the
parameter fRMR is just a proxy for the fraction of systems
that have undergone mass ratio reversal; in actuality, it
corresponds to the fraction of systems whose ϕ12 values
are drawn from a VM distribution peaked at ϕ12 = 0, even
if they are not librating in this configuration once their
spin morphology is calculated. This trade-off between
simplicity and astrophysical interpretation is a common
feature of phenomenological population models.

B. Parameter estimation

We perform Bayesian parameter estimation to recover
posterior distributions for the binary parameters of each
simulated system passing our detection threshold of
SNRmf,net ≥ 9 using the Bilby package [104–106] and the
Dynesty nested sampler [107]. We use priors that are
uniform in the redshifted component masses, spin magni-
tudes, azimuthal spin angles, and cos θ1,2. The mass prior
bounds are chosen to be wide enough to avoid posterior
railing depending on the parameters of each binary. For
the luminosity distance, we use a prior that is uniform in
comoving volume and source-frame time over the range
dL ∈ [10, 15000] Mpc. We use standard priors [e.g., 105]
for the other extrinsic parameters.
Given the broad mass distribution used for our simu-

lated population, we calculate the analysis segment dura-
tion and sampling frequency based on the mass of each
system, while the minimum frequency is fixed to 20 Hz for
all systems. For the most massive systems, we use the nu-
merical relativity surrogate model NRSur7dq4 [108, 109]
to generate the simulated signal and perform parameter
estimation. However, NRSur7dq4 is limited to only 20
cycles before merger, which means that it cannot pro-
duce waveforms down to a starting frequency of 20 Hz for
lower-mass signals. In this case, we instead use the phe-
nomenological frequency-domain model IMRPhenomX-
PHM [110–112].
This choice is motivated by previous work showing

that NRSur7dq4 provides significantly more reliable mea-
surements of the azimuthal spin angles compared to
other state-of-the-art waveform models, including IM-
RPhenomXPHM [97]. The same analysis also identified
that the azimuthal spin angles are better measured close
to merger rather than at a fixed reference frequency, which

2 For the fully isotropic population, 29% of systems are in resonant
configurations.
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is typically chosen to coincide with the starting frequency
of the analysis. As such, we specify the binary parame-
ters for each simulated system at a fixed dimensionless
reference frequency MfISCO = 6−3/2/π, where M is the
redshifted total mass of the system and fISCO is the
frequency of the innermost stable circular orbit of the
Schwarzschild black hole of the same total mass. The
true distributions governing the spin tilt angles detailed
in Table II thus represent the BBH population at fISCO.

For simplicity, we use a fixed reference frequency of
20 Hz during the Bayesian inference step but evolve the
posterior samples on the spin angles obtained at this fre-
quency to the ISCO frequency in post-processing. For
the systems analyzed with NRSur7dq4, we use the sur-
rogate dynamics implemented in the GWSurrogate
package [108, 109, 113]. For the IMRPhenomXPHM sys-
tems, we use the PN-based SpinTaylorT5 [70] forward
evolution implemented in the PESummary package [114].
Given that the latter is an approximation, there are cer-
tain spin configurations where the PN-based evolved spin
posteriors differ significantly from those obtained with
the surrogate dynamics for the same system. The poste-
riors on the spin angles for one such system obtained at
fref = 20 Hz and at fISCO using the two different evolu-
tion methods are shown in Fig. 2. While the primary tilt
angle is well-measured, the secondary tilt and azimuthal
angle are poorly constrained. However, the posterior us-
ing the surrogate evolution is more informative relative
to the isotropic prior at fISCO compared to fref = 20 Hz.
As we will show in Section III, the approximate nature of
the PN-based spin evolution does not lead to significant
biases in the inferred spin angle distributions.

C. Hierarchical inference

For each of our simulated populations, we perform hier-
archical Bayesian inference [e.g., 115] to obtain posteriors
on the hyper-parameters governing the population dis-
tributions using the GWPopulation package [116]. In
addition to the mass, redshift, and spin models presented
in Table I, we employ a variety of spin angle models that
each provide different insights into the ability to probe
spin-orbit resonances, whose parameters are summarized
in Table III. We refer to the correlated truncated Gaus-
sian + isotropic spin tilt model in Eq. 1 used to generate
the simulated systems as the Full tilt model, charac-

terized by the parameters σt, the width of the Gaussian
components, ξ, the fraction of binaries in the Gaussian
components, and fRMR, the fraction of those binaries with
θ2 > θ1.
This tilt model introduces correlations between the

two spin tilt angles and a sharp discontinuity when
fRMR ≠ 0.5. Such sharp model features can be difficult
to probe and often increase the uncertainty in the Monte
Carlo (MC) integrals utilized when performing hierarchi-
cal inference by “recycling” the individual-event binary
parameter posteriors (see Appendix B). This tilt model

FIG. 2. Posterior distributions of the spin tilt angles cos θ1,2
and azimuthal angle ϕ12 for one binary system simulated and
recovered with NRSur7dq4 at a reference frequency of fref =
20 Hz (blue), evolved forward to fISCO using the SpinTaylorT5
orbital dynamics (green) and using the surrogate dynamics
(purple). The orange lines show the true parameter values at
ISCO.

also depends on the fRMR parameter, so the contribution
of the ϕ12 inference to the fRMR posterior cannot be dis-
tinguished from the contribution of the tilts, obfuscating
the ability to probe spin-orbit resonances independently
of the tilt distribution. To avoid these issues, we intro-
duce another Simple tilt model, which assumes that the
spin tilt angles for the field binary sub-population are
distributed following independent truncated Gaussians:

π(cos θ1, cos θ2|ξ, µ1, σ1, µ2, σ2) =
(1− ξ)

4
+ ξ

[
Nt(cos θ1|µ1, σ1,min = −1,max = 1)Nt(cos θ2|µ2, σ2,min = −1,max = 1)

]
.

By ignoring the correlation, our hierarchical analyses with
this Simple tilt distribution intentionally mismodel the

tilts. However, this distribution is sufficiently flexible to
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Parameter Definition Prior

von Mises ϕ12 Distribution

fRMR mass-ratio-reversed fraction U(0, 1)
κ concentration parameter U(0, 8)
µRMR peak of the mass-ratio-reversed VM sub-population δ(0) or U(−π, π)
µSMR peak of the standard mass ratio VM sub-population δ(π) or U(−π, π)
ξVM field binary fraction in the ϕ12 distribution δ(ξ) or U(0,1)

Full Tilt Distribution

fRMR mass-ratio-reversed fraction U(0, 1)
σt width of the aligned field binary component U(0.1,4)
ξ field binary fraction U(0,1)

Simple Tilt Distribution

µ1 peak of the cos θ1 distribution U(1,10)
µ2 peak of the cos θ2 distribution U(1,10)
σ1 width of the cos θ1 distribution U(0.5,2)
σ2 width of the cos θ2 distribution U(1,2)

Simple Tilt Distribution, Wide Population

µ1 peak of the cos θ1 distribution U(5,30)
µ2 peak of the cos θ2 distribution U(5,30)
σ1 width of the cos θ1 distribution U(1,5)
σ2 width of the cos θ2 distribution U(1,5)

TABLE III. Definitions and priors on the parameters of the various spin angle distributions used during hierarchical inference

fit the true marginalized 1D tilt distributions without
introducing biases in the recovery of the population dis-
tributions for the other binary parameters. We find that
this mismodeling can introduce a bias in the inferred ξ
posterior for certain astrophysical populations while still
qualitatively recovering the correct marginal tilt angle
distributions, as discussed in more detail in Section IIID.
To probe whether the ϕ12 distribution contains infor-

mation about the mixture fraction between dynamically-
formed (isotropic) and field binaries (VM-distributed),
we consider a modification to the von Mises ϕ12 model
where the parameter ξVM is independent of the ξ pa-
rameter with the same definition in the tilt distribution
model. Finally, we consider another modification to the
ϕ12 model where the locations of the VM peaks, µRMR

and µSMR are free parameters of the model rather than
being fixed to the values expected theoretically. This
alternative allows us to determine if there is sufficient
information in the ϕ12 distribution to distinguish between
the SORs expected for strong tides and the weaker peaks
at ϕ12 = ±π/2 expected in the case of weak tides.

Because we apply a detection threshold to the simulated
systems included in the populations we hierarchically an-
alyze, we must account for selection biases [e.g., 115, 117–
119]. This is done using a MC integral over sensitivity in-
jections meeting our detection criterion of SNRnet,mf ≥ 9
generated for our chosen detector network of LIGO Han-
ford and Livingston at their predicted O4 sensitivities [e.g.,
120]. To reduce the MC integral uncertainty [121–123],
we generate over ten million found injections—two or-
ders of magnitude more than the number used in LVK

analyses of the BBH population in GWTC-3 [8]; further
details of our semi-analytic injection campaign are given
in Appendix B.

III. RESULTS

A. Strong resonances population

For the strong resonances population, we generally
recover the true hyper-parameter values within the 3σ
credible intervals for the spin angle distributions3. In
Figs. 3-4, we show the inferred population-level distribu-
tions for the cos θ1, cos θ2, and ϕ12 parameters recovered
under the Full tilt model when we analyze the full pop-
ulation of 200 events. The true simulated distribution
is recovered within the 90% credible region for both the
spin tilt and azimuthal angles.

The recovery of the true hyper-parameter values for the
spin angles is more marginal for the Simple tilt model,
though still within the 3σ credible intervals. In order
to verify if this is a robust conclusion of the analysis or
instead sensitive to the particular realization of binary
parameters for the 200 simulated events in the analyzed
population, we simulate another independent population

3 For the Simple tilt model, we find the best-fitting values of
µ1, σ1, µ2, σ2 using the non-linear least squares fitting imple-
mented in scipy as a proxy for the “true” parameter values.
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of 200 events drawn from the same true distributions,
repeating both the individual-event parameter estimation
and hierarchical inference steps. While for one population,
the true values are recovered at lower credibility with the
Full tilt model, the inverse is true for the other simulated
population; further comparison of the results obtained for
these two distinct realizations of the strong resonances
population is included in Appendix A.
However, for both population realizations we are able

to obtain a meaningful constraint on the fRMR parameter.
We obtain 95% credible interval posterior widths ≲ 0.7
for both the Simple and Full tilt models, compared
to the prior width of 0.95 (see full results summary in
Table V). Given that the posterior constraints on fRMR

are similar for both tilt models, this means that the ϕ12

parameter drives the inference of the mass ratio reversal
fraction. While the spin tilt ordering imposed by the Full
tilt model may add information to the fRMR posterior in
some cases depending on the observed population, the spin
tilt distribution is not the dominant source of information
for the mass ratio reversal fraction parameter.

For the strong resonances population, we generally find
that

• The ϕ12 distribution is successfully recovered for
a population with resonant features that are this
narrowly peaked.

• The proxy parameter for the fraction of sources
undergoing mass ratio reversal in the population
can be constrained using only information from the
ϕ12 distribution (Simple tilt model).

• The posterior on the mixture fraction is narrowly
constrained to ξ > 0.9 for both populations and
tilt models at > 95% credibility, meaning that the
isolated binary sub-population can be confidently
identified for such a strongly peaked tilt distribution.

B. Strong resonances + isotropic population

We now turn to the more realistic population that in-
cludes an isotropic component consistent with the mixture
fraction inferred under the Default spin model in the
LVK GWTC-3 analysis [8]. Again, we generally recover
the true values of all hyper-parameters within the 3σ
posterior credible interval. In addition to the Simple and
Full tilt models used to analyze the population consist-
ing only of field binaries with strong resonances presented
above, we decouple the mixture fraction parameter on
which the ϕ12 VM distribution depends from the mixture
fraction parameter in the tilt distribution.
In Fig. 5, we show the ϕ12 distribution inferred for

this population under the original Simple tilt model and
this modification, dubbed Simple + separate ξVM. The
corresponding posteriors on the ϕ12 hyper-parameters are
shown in Fig. 6. The posteriors on fRMR, κ are generally
less informative than for the original Strong resonances

FIG. 3. Inferred ϕ12 distribution for the strong resonances pop-
ulation under the Full tilt model. Individual light blue traces
show the distributions corresponding to individual hyper-
parameter posterior samples, the dark blue lines bound the
90% posterior credible interval, and the dashed black lines
bound the 90% prior credible interval. The true simulated
distribution is shown in orange.

population, which is expected given that only 64% of the
200 events contribute information to these parameters.

We accurately measure the mixture fraction between
the isotropic and aligned spin components; fully-isotropic
and fully-aligned populations are excluded from the ξ
posterior, which has a 95% credible interval width < 0.5
(see Table V). While the posterior on ξ is dominated by
the information from the spin tilt distribution, the ξVM

posterior differs from the flat prior and weakly favors
the true value. Despite the additional uncertainty in the
recovered ϕ12 distribution under the Simple + separate
ξVM model, the true distribution is recovered within the
90% credible region.
We thus conclude that

• The ϕ12 distribution is successfully recovered for
a population with strong resonances mixed with a
significant isotropic component.

• The azimuthal spin angle inference carries some
information on the mixture fraction between the
aligned and isotropic components.

• For a population of the size expected by the end of
O4 where the aligned-spin component is this nar-
rowly peaked, the mixture fraction is well-measured
with a 95% credible interval width of ∼ 0.4.

C. Isotropic population

We next analyze a fully isotropic population to verify
whether evidence for SORs can spuriously appear in pop-
ulations without a resonant component. In addition to
the spin angle models previously explored, we allow the
peaks in the ϕ12 distributions to be free parameters. A
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FIG. 4. Inferred p(cos θ1, cos θ2) distribution for the strong
resonances population under the Full tilt model. Individual
light blue traces show the distributions corresponding to indi-
vidual hyper-parameter posterior samples, the dark blue lines
bound the marginalized 1D 90% posterior credible intervals
for the individual tilts, and the dashed black lines bound the
90% prior credible intervals. The true simulated distribution
is shown in orange.

deviation from the prior in the inference of these param-
eters, µRMR, µSMR, would indicate a false preference for
substructure in the ϕ12 distribution.

In Fig 7, we show the ϕ12 distribution inferred under the
Simple tilt model for the full population of 200 simulated
events. When µRMR, µSMR are treated as free parameters
(purple), we recover a strong preference for an isotropic
distribution, with no evidence for additional features in
the distribution. As expected for an isotropic distribution
with no resonant component, the posteriors on fRMR, κ
are uninformative. In the case where µRMR, µSMR are
fixed (blue), the prior still leads to excesses in the ϕ12

distribution at their theoretically expected locations, but
we find a much stronger preference for isotropic distri-
butions compared to the simulated populations with a
resonant component. We find no significant differences
in the recovered spin angle distributions depending on
the tilt model considered or whether we analyze the full
population or just the NRSur7dq4 subset.

1. Spin tilt distribution

Similar to the ϕ12 distribution, the spin tilt distribu-
tions are well-measured to be roughly flat. The posterior
on ξ is narrowly constrained to ≲ 0.3 at 95% credibility

FIG. 5. Inferred ϕ12 distribution for the strong resonances +
isotropic population under the Simple tilt model when the
VM mixture fraction tracks the tilt mixture fraction (blue) and
when it is an independent parameter (purple). The shaded
region bounds the 90% posterior credible interval, and the
dashed black lines bound the 90% prior credible interval. The
true simulated distribution is shown in orange.

FIG. 6. Corner plot of the strong resonances + isotropic
population analyzed with the Simple (blue) and Simple +
separate ξVM (purple) tilt models showing the posteriors on
the ϕ12 hyper-parameters. The orange lines indicate the true
hyper-parameter values.

for both the Simple and Full tilt models considered
in this work. However, we find that these constraints
obtained on ξ are much stronger than those obtained
when we reanalyze the isotropic population with the De-
fault LVK tilt model, ξ ≤ 0.90. In Fig. 8, we show the
posteriors on ξ for the full isotropic population under
the Simple tilt model, the Default LVK model, and
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FIG. 7. Inferred ϕ12 distribution for the isotropic population
under the Simple tilt model with the peaks of the resonant
component fixed (blue) and inferred as free parameters (pur-
ple). The shading bounds the 90% posterior credible intervals,
the dashed lines bound the 90% prior credible interval, and
the true simulated distribution is shown in orange.

FIG. 8. Posteriors on the mixture fraction between the
isotropic and aligned spin tilt components under our Sim-
ple tilt model in blue, the Default LVK model in green,
and the LVK model with a flexible mean of the aligned-spin
component in pink. Under the Default LVK model, the mean
of the distribution of the aligned-spin component is fixed to
µ = 1; the prior for the flexible mean model is U[1, 10], based
on the priors chosen for µ1,2 for our Simple tilt model.

the Default LVK model with a more flexible prior on
the mean of the aligned-spin component. The Default
LVK model assumes the two component tilt distributions
are identically distributed with fixed µ1 = µ2 = 1, while
our more flexible modification uses a uniform prior on
µ1 = µ2 ∈ [1, 10]. Under this modified LVK model, we
obtain ξ ≤ 0.78. The prior on σ1 = σ2 for the LVK
models is U(0.01, 4). We note that both of these models
are subsets of our Simple tilt model, which uses the same
functional form for the distribution but does not assume
that the two component tilts are identically distributed.

In Fig. 9, we show the population-level distributions
inferred for cos θ1,2 under these three models. Despite
the significant differences in the ξ posteriors, the shapes
of the resulting tilt distributions and their uncertainties
are very similar. In fact, the tilt distributions appear
to be measured with the least uncertainty under the
Default LVK model, despite the fact that the posterior
on ξ obtained under this model is the most uncertain.
This apparent contradiction can be explained in terms of
a prior volume effect. The models where µ1,2 ≥ 1 allow
for more strongly peaked distributions than the Default
LVK model, which has much more relative prior volume
that supports flat distributions. Even when ξ = 0.8 under
this model, meaning that only 20% of sources are drawn
from an isotropic spin tilt distribution, a sufficiently flat
distribution can be obtained if the width of the aligned-
spin component distribution is large enough. Indeed, the
part of parameter space where σ1 = σ2 is small and ξ is
large is ruled out by the posterior (narrow, preferentially
aligned distributions). The value of the ξ parameter
does not have as significant an effect on the shape of the
resulting tilt distribution under the Default LVK model
as under the models where µ1,2 ≥ 1.

The significant differences obtained in the ξ posteriors
depending on the prior assumed on the other spin tilt
hyper-parameters suggest caution when interpreting this
parameter astrophysically. While all three posteriors are
consistent with the true value of ξ = 0 in the case of a
fully isotropic distribution, such large variations indicate
that even with a population of 200 events at O4 sensitiv-
ity, robust inferences cannot be made for this parameter.
Rather than interpreting ξ strictly as the mixture fraction
between BBHs formed dynamically vs via isolated binary
evolution, it is prudent to remember that phenomenologi-
cal models such as those employed here and by the LVK
are only weak proxies for the underlying astrophysics. A
more model-independent probe of the degree of isotropy
or asymmetry in the tilt distribution could be calculated
by comparing the probability in narrow regions around
aligned and anti-aligned spins [66].

2. GWTC-2-sized catalogs

Weak evidence for peaks in the ϕ12 distribution at ±π
was previously identified using GWTC-2 data in Varma
et al. [98], which could be interpreted as hints of SORs
in the BBH population. To provide statistical context
for this previous result, we randomly down-sample the
full isotropic population of 200 events to eleven different
GWTC-2-sized catalogs consisting of 46 events each. We
independently analyze the NRSur7dq4 subset of each of
these catalogs using the Simple tilt model with the peaks
of the ϕ12 distribution as free parameters to determine
whether we can recover as significant prior deviations in
the posteriors on these parameters as in the real data.
In order to more closely match the Varma et al. [98]

hierarchical analysis, instead of using a uniform prior on
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FIG. 9. Inferred p(cos θ1, cos θ2) distribution for the strong resonances population under the Simple tilt model in blue, the
Default LVK model in green, and the LVK model with a flexible mean of the aligned-spin component in pink. The shading
bounds the 90% posterior credible intervals, the dashed lines bound the 90% prior credible interval, and the true simulated
distribution is shown in orange.

κ, we explore two different priors. The first is uniform in
σϕ12

= 1/
√
κ and the second is the Jeffreys prior for both

σϕ12 and κ, π(σϕ12) ∝ σ−1
ϕ12

, π(κ) ∝ κ−1. The Jeffreys
prior is an uninformative prior which is invariant under a
change in coordinates for the parameter vector (σϕ12 ↔ κ),
making it an appealing choice for scale parameters. We
note that the spin tilt and azimuth angle distributions
used in this analysis are nonetheless different from those
used in Varma et al. [98] (the Default LVK tilt model and
a single-component VM distribution for ϕ12 with peak
µϕ12

).

The hyper-parameter posteriors we infer on
µSMR, µRMR are shown in Fig. 10. While Varma
et al. [98] find that the Jeffreys prior yields more
informative posteriors on µ, we do not find any significant
differences between the µ posteriors obtained under the
two different priors. In both cases, the posteriors are
uninformative, as expected for an isotropic distribution.
None of our GWTC-2-sized catalogs yield as strong
constraints on µSMR, µRMR as found on µϕ12

in Varma
et al. [98].

However, when we reanalyze the same downsampled
catalogs using the single-component VM distribution used
in Varma et al. [98] (still using our different, Simple tilt
model), we find much stronger deviations from the prior
in the posteriors on the µϕ12 parameter, shown in the
right panel of Fig. 10. The additional complexity of
the two-component VM distribution used in the rest of
this work protects against inferring evidence for spurious
features in the ϕ12 distribution, which are more prone to
appear using the single-component VM distribution. The
informative posterior on µϕ12

obtained in Varma et al. [98]
is consistent with the random fluctuations we obtain in the
posteriors on this parameter for these simulated isotropic
populations, meaning that the Varma et al. [98] result is
unlikely to be a significant measurement of evidence for
SORs.

To summarize,

• We recover strong evidence for isotropically dis-
tributed spin tilt and azimuthal angles in a BBH
population of the size expected by the end of O4
simulated with isotropic spin orientations.

• Care should be taken when astrophysically inter-
preting the mixture fraction parameter ξ between
the aligned and isotropically-distributed spin angle
components, as the posteriors on this parameter
are strongly model-dependent even for models that
produce qualitatively similar constraints on the re-
sulting tilt distributions.

• We do not find spurious evidence for deviations
from isotropy in this population when using our two-
component VM model for the ϕ12 distribution, even
when considering smaller GWTC-2-sized catalogs
for comparison with the evidence for SORs in Varma
et al. [98].

• The single-component VM model for the ϕ12 distri-
bution used in Varma et al. [98] is more prone to
inferences of spurious features in the ϕ12 distribu-
tion than our two-component model.

D. Weak resonances population

Next, we analyze the population with weaker resonant
features drawn from a broader distribution of spin tilts for
the preferentially-aligned component representing binaries
formed in the field. This population is more consistent
with the GWTC-3 inference than the strong resonances
population discussed above, as there is no significant evi-
dence in the current data for a narrow, aligned component
in the inferred tilt distribution. In order to accommo-
date the broader tilt distribution shape of this simulated
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FIG. 10. Kernel density estimates of the posterior distributions on the azimuthal spin angle hyper-parameters µSMR (left) and
µRMR (middle) under the Simple tilt model with our two-component VM model for the ϕ12 distribution for eleven different
GWTC-2-sized sub-catalogs of the full isotropic population. The right panel shows the posteriors on µϕ12 when we reanalyze
the same eleven populations using the single-component VM model of Varma et al. [98]. The solid blue lines represent the
posteriors obtained under a flat prior on σϕ12 , and the dashed lines show the Jeffreys prior results. The priors themselves are
shown in the black lines.

population, we use slightly different priors on the hyper-
parameters of the Simple tilt model for this analysis,
shown at the bottom of Table III.

While we generally find slightly weaker constraints on
the ϕ12 distribution for this simulated population com-
pared to the strong resonances populations (see credible
intervals in Table V), we are still able to recover the true
distribution shape at high credibility. We obtain weaker
constraints on fRMR, κ when using the Simple tilt model
compared to the Full model and when ξVM is introduced
as an independent parameter. This is consistent with the
picture that the spin tilts contribute information to the
inference of these hyper-parameters, which we exclude
when using these model variations.

Interestingly, we find a pervasive bias in the posterior
on the mixture fraction ξ when using the Simple tilt
model for this simulated population. This bias is not
due to issues with the individual-event parameter estima-
tion, as it is still present when we remove the statistical
uncertainty in the measurement of the individual-event
parameters (i.e., perform the hierarchical inference using
delta function posteriors at the true binary parameter
values). For this choice of true hyper-parameter values,
neglecting to model the correlation between θ1, θ2 forces
the inference to prefer lower values of ξ ≈ 0.72 in order to
qualitatively reproduce the shape of the marginal tilt an-
gle distributions. In this case, ξ loses its interpretation as
the fraction of systems of that formed via isolated binary
evolution with preferentially aligned spins, but the true
marginal tilt and azimuthal angle distributions are recov-
ered within the bulk of the posterior support, as shown
in Figs. 11-12 (purple). The bias in ξ does not lead to a
qualitative misestimation of the ϕ12 distribution because
the shape of the distribution changes very little between
ξ = 1 and ξ = 0.72 given the other hyper-parameter val-

ues. This further indicates that caution should be taken
when interpreting the posteriors on ξ astrophysically.

We also check whether the locations of the peaks in
the ϕ12 distribution can be independently inferred even
with weak resonant features by allowing µRMR, µSMR to
be free parameters. This would potentially allow us to
distinguish between a population with strong tides but
weak resonant features and a population with weak tides,
where we expect excesses in the ϕ12 distribution at ±π/2.
Under the Full tilt model, we correctly infer that ∼ 70%
of sources are librating around ϕ12 = ±π and recover the
true ϕ12 distribution within the 90% posterior credible
interval, shown in blue in Fig. 12. However, we incorrectly
infer that this corresponds to the RMR subpopulation
rather than the SMR subpopulation, as we find fRMR =
0.76+0.24

−0.49, and the µRMR posterior peaks strongly at the
edges of the prior at ±π. This implies a bias in our
recovered tilt distribution, as we incorrectly infer that
θ2 > θ1 (cos θ2 < cos θ1) more frequently than the other
way around.

This bias indicates that the constraint on fRMR is driven
by the ϕ12 inference; we are able to qualitatively recover
the features in the ϕ12 distribution at the expense of the
tilt distribution. In this case, the differences between the
true θ1 and θ2 distributions are not significant enough
(due to the wider truncated Gaussians) to overcome the
degeneracy in our overlapping priors for µRMR, µSMR.
Even in the presence of this bias in the fRMR hyper-
parameter affecting the tilt distribution, the true marginal
cos θ1, cos θ2 distributions are still recovered at or within
the edges of the 90% posterior credible intervals shown in
Fig. 11. With the Simple + free µRMR/SMR tilt model,
the hyper-parameters governing the ϕ12 distribution are
largely unconstrained. The model is too flexible, and the
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FIG. 11. Inferred p(cos θ1, cos θ2) distributions for the weak resonances population under the Simple tilt model. Individual light
blue traces show the distributions corresponding to individual hyper-parameter posterior samples, the dark blue lines bound
the marginalized 1D 90% posterior credible intervals for the individual tilts, and the dashed black lines bound the 90% prior
credible intervals. The true simulated distribution is shown in orange.

FIG. 12. Inferred ϕ12 distribution for the weak resonances
population under the Simple tilt model (blue) and under the
Full tilt model with the peaks of the resonant component
as free parameters (purple). The shading bounds the 90%
posterior credible intervals, the dashed lines bound the 90%
prior credible interval, and the true simulated distribution is
shown in orange.

features are not pronounced enough to obtain a significant
constraint.
For the weak resonances population, our main take-

aways are that

• We are still able to gain information about the
fRMR, κ parameters governing the ϕ12 distribution,
particularly when using the Full tilt model.

• Mismodeling the correlation in the tilt distribution
using the Simple tilt model leads to a bias in the
inference of ξ.

• While this means that this parameter can no
longer be correctly astrophysically interpreted as the

isotropic vs aligned-spin mixture fraction, we still
qualitatively recover the right shape of the marginal
tilt and azimuthal spin angle distributions.

• We can correctly infer the fraction of the popula-
tion with azimuthal spin angles librating around
ϕ12 = π, 0, but we misidentify whether that frac-
tion corresponds to the RMR (θ2 > θ1) vs SMR
(θ1 > θ2) scenario. This is because the differences
between these broader cos θ1,2 distributions are not
significant enough to break the prior degeneracy.

E. GWTC-3 results

Finally, we analyze the real LVK data from GWTC-3 to
search for evidence of SORs. To match the analysis setup
used for the simulated populations in the rest of this work,
we use the publicly-released individual-event parameter
estimation posteriors obtained using NRSur7dq4 from
Islam et al. [124] where available; otherwise, we use the
IMRPhenomXPHM results released by the LVK [125, 126].
We evolve the spin angles forward to fISCO using the same
methodology described in Section IIB. Following LVK
convention, we impose a detection threshold of FAR (false
alarm rate) < 1/yr [8], leaving a population of 69 events,
41 of which have available NRSur7dq4 posteriors. To
account for selection effects, we use the combined O1-O3
BBH sensitivity injection set released by the LVK [127].
We impose a cut on the variance in the hierarchical like-
lihood, σtot < 5, to obtain hyper-parameter posteriors
consistent with the official LVK results by ensuring conver-
gence of the MC integral. We use the same fiducial mass,
redshift, and spin magnitude distributions employed by
the LVK and in the rest of this work.
We analyze the GWTC-3 population using both the

Simple and Full tilt models, keeping µRMR/SMR fixed to



14

FIG. 13. Inferred ϕ12 distribution for GWTC-3 under the
Simple (blue) and Full (purple) tilt models, with the peaks
of the resonant component fixed (dark) and as free parame-
ters (light). The shading bounds the 90% posterior credible
intervals and the dashed lines bound the 90% prior credible
interval.

their theoretically-predicted values and allowing them to
be free parameters. For the Simple tilt model, we show re-
sults obtained using the prior on the tilt hyper-parameters
for the strong resonances and isotropic populations by
default but also repeat the analysis using the prior choices
for the weak resonances population. We recover posteriors
on the mass, spin magnitude, and redshift distribution
hyper-parameters that are in excellent agreement with
the published LVK results.
In Fig. 13, we show the inferred ϕ12 distribution un-

der the four different model variations described above.
Neither the choice of prior on the tilt hyper-parameters
nor the choice of tilt model has a significant effect on the
inferred ϕ12 distribution.The fRMR posteriors under the
fixed-µRMR/SMR models favor small values, while for the
free-µRMR/SMR models, they are uninformative. The κ
posteriors are uninformative regardless of the choice of
µRMR/SMR prior. However, for the free-µRMR/SMR mod-
els, the posteriors on both µRMR/SMR parameters peak
weakly at µRMR/SMR ≈ ±π at the edges of the prior.
Thus, the inferred ϕ12 distributions obtained using both
µRMR/SMR prior choices demonstrate a weak preference
for an excess of systems with ϕ12 = ±π, which could be
interpreted as evidence for SOR under the SMR scenario.

The tilt distributions inferred under all model variations
are in qualitative agreement, despite using different hyper-
parameter priors. Consistent with previous studies [8, 21,
24, 66, 67], we find that the GWTC-3 data do not rule
out an isotropic distribution, but prefer a distribution
with more aligned than anti-aligned spins. Note that
all of our model variations require a peak at cos θ1,2 =
1, if there is a peak. However, as for the simulated
isotropic distribution, we find considerable variation in the
posterior on the mixture fraction between the isotropic
and aligned components, shown in Fig. 14. In addition to
the four model variations discussed above, we include the

FIG. 14. Posteriors on the mixture fraction between the
isotropic and aligned spin tilt components under our Simple
tilt model with the hyper-parameter priors used for the strong
resonances population in blue, with the hyper-parameters
priors used for the weak resonances population in purple, the
Full tilt model in orange, the Default LVK model in green,
and the LVK model with a flexible mean of the aligned-spin
component in pink.

ξ posteriors obtained under the Default LVK tilt model
and the LVK model with a flexible peak of the aligned-
spin component in the comparison. While the posteriors
for the two LVK model variations that require that the
component tilts are identically distributed (orange and
pink) both peak at ξ = 1 (all aligned), those obtained
with the tilt models used in the rest of this work that allow
for independent cos θ1,2 distributions are less informative
and instead peak weakly at ξ ∼ 0.4− 0.6. The variation
in these posteriors depending on the tilt model again
suggests that care should be taken in the astrophysical
interpretation of this parameter.

In summary, upon analysis of the GWTC-3 data using
our phenomenological models targetting SORs, we find
that

• There is no statistically significant evidence for
SORs based on the observed current population
of BBH.

• Nonetheless, regardless of the population model and
prior choice used for the spin angles, there is a weak
preference for an excess of events with ϕ12 = ±π,
which could be explained by SOR under the SMR
scenario.

• The posterior on the mixture fraction between the
aligned-spin and isotropic components varies con-
siderably depending on the choice of spin tilt popu-
lation model and hyper-parameter priors.
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we have conducted the first end-to-end
analysis of simulated BBH populations including simulta-
neous modeling of the mass, redshift, spin magnitude, tilt,
and azimuthal angle population-level distributions with
the goal of determining whether we can probe spin-orbit
resonances (SORs) with gravitational-wave observations.
This astrophysical process occurs preferentially in systems
formed via isolated binary evolution whereby the compo-
nent spin vectors and orbital angular momentum align
into a common plane and jointly precess about the total
angular momentum vector. This leads to features in the
resulting distribution of the azimuthal spin angle between
the projections of the component spins onto the orbital
plane at ϕ12 = 0,±π. Which feature is more pronounced
depends on the fraction of systems in the population that
have undergone mass ratio reversal, such that the initially
more massive star ends up as the less massive black hole.
The presence and strength of these features encode infor-
mation about dynamics, binary formation channels, and
tides, making them an important measurement target for
gravitational-wave observatories.

We develop an astrophysically-informed phenomenolog-
ical mixture model for both the spin tilt and azimuthal
angle distributions. This model is designed to capture
any underlying population that consists of some frac-
tion of systems formed via isolated binary evolution with
preferentially aligned spin tilts and features in the ϕ12

distribution due to SORs depending on the fraction of
this sub-population that has undergone mass ratio rever-
sal. The remaining fraction of the population is assumed
to have formed dynamically with isotropically-oriented
spins.
We simulate four different populations of BBH that

could be detected by the end of the ongoing fourth LVK
observing run (O4) to determine how the measurability of
this effect depends on the properties of the astrophysical
BBH population: 1) a population with strong resonant
features represented by spin tilt distributions narrowly
peaked around aligned spin (cos θ1,2 = 1) and with narrow
peaks in the ϕ12 distribution with a fraction fRMR = 0.3 of
sources in the librating spin morphology corresponding to
mass ratio reversal, 2) a two-component population with
fraction ξ = 0.64 of sources drawn from the previously-
described population and the rest drawn from an isotropic
spin distribution, 3) a fully isotropic distribution, and
4) a population with weak resonant features represented
by spin angle distributions with broader peaks with the
same fraction of mass ratio reversed systems.
We find that we are able to correctly qualitatively

recover the simulated spin tilt and azimuthal angle dis-
tributions for all four of our simulated populations. The
inference of the fRMR parameter is driven by the infor-
mation in the individual-event ϕ12 posteriors rather than
the spin tilts, while the inference of the mixture fraction
between the aligned and isotropic components of the pop-
ulation is driven by the tilts. Our simulations suggest

that we will not recover smoking-gun evidence for SORs
with a population of the size expected by the end of O4,
but we can obtain informative measurements of the ϕ12

distribution and start building evidence for this effect,
even in the case where resonant features are weak. We
can also potentially distinguish between a population with
weak resonances (features at ϕ12 = 0,±π) from one with
weak tides (features at ϕ12 = ±π/2). The uncertainties
in our inferred spin tilt and azimuth distributions are
much smaller for the simulated isotropic population, sug-
gesting that such a population is easier to confidently
identify compared to the populations including a signifi-
cant aligned-spin component.

In addition to the four simulated populations discussed
above, we analyze the GWTC-3 catalog of BBHs observed
by the LVK using multiple variations of our population
model designed to capture SORs. We find no compelling
evidence for such features, although we do find a weak
preference for an excess of events with ϕ12 = ±π, which
could be interpreted to come from SORs under the stan-
dard mass ratio (SMR) scenario.
We emphasize that care should be taken when inter-

preting the posteriors on the hyper-parameters of our
phenomenological model astrophysically. The mixture
fraction parameters ξ and fRMR are just weak proxies for
the astrophysical fraction of systems formed via isolated
binary evolution and the fraction of this sub-population
that has undergone mass ratio reversal, respectively. The
posteriors on ξ can change significantly depending on the
prior choice for the other tilt model hyper-parameters,
and just because a particular set of binary parameters
was drawn from a distribution peaked at ϕ12 = 0 (RMR),
does not mean its spin morphology is necessarily librating
around ϕ12 = 0. Conversely, the assumption that θ1 > θ2
for the SMR scenario under the canonical picture of ef-
ficient tides and weak natal kicks is complicated by the
potential of spin-axis tossing [62] and by the idea that
black holes may not inherit the spin orientation of their
progenitor star at all [63]. Despite these variations in
the interpretation of these parameters, we find that the
features identified in the resulting spin tilt and azimuth
distributions are robust against model choices. Future
work could explore fitting the ϕ12 distribution with more
data-driven models, but phenomenological, parameterized
models provide a reasonable trade-off between astrophysi-
cal interpretability and flexibility for this initial study.
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Appendix A: Strong resonances population
comparison

In our initial analysis of a simulated population with
strong resonances, we find that the Full tilt model leads
to a more accurate recovery of the hyper-parameters gov-
erning the ϕ12 distribution. To check if this conclusion
depends on the exact realization of 200 binary parameter
draws from this population model, we simulate another
independent population of 200 events drawn from the
same distributions. In Fig. 15, we show the fRMR, κ
hyper-parameter posteriors obtained for both tilt models
for both populations. While for one population (dubbed
“Population A” in Fig. 15), the true values are recovered
at lower credibility with the Full tilt model, the inverse
is true for the other simulated population. The prefer-
ence for values of fRMR at the edges of the prior interval
fRMR ∈ (0, 1) may be driven by increased uncertainty in
the hierarchical likelihood at these points in the parame-
ter space; see Appendix B for further discussion. Thus,
we conclude that the qualitative features of the hyper-
parameter posteriors may vary due to the limited sample
size of ∼ 200 events expected to be detected during O4.
When we analyzed both populations together (400 total
events), the posteriors qualitatively split the difference
between the features of the two smaller populations, in-
dicating that increasing the sample size will help reduce
these fluctuations in the future.

Appendix B: Sensitivity injections

To account for selection effects in the recovery of our
simulated populations, we perform a semi-analytic injec-

tion campaign to determine the sensitivity of our simu-
lated detector network to BBHs with different properties.
The hierarchical inference likelihood including selection
effects can be written in terms of MC integrals as

L({d}|Λ,det) =
1

α(Λ)Ndet

Ndet∏
n

Z(dn|PE)
Nn∑
k

π(θk|Λ)

π(θk|PE)
,

(B1)

α(Λ) =
1

Ntot

Nfound∑
j

π(θj |Λ)

ptrue(θj)
. (B2)

In this expression, π(θk|Λ) is the population model for the
binary parameters θ characterized by hyper-parameters
Λ, π(θk|PE) is the prior on the binary parameters used
during the initial individual-event parameter estimation
step, Z is the Bayesian evidence obtained during this step,
and α(Λ) is the detectable fraction of events drawn from a
population characterized by hyper-parameters Λ. The in-
dex k denotes the individual-event posterior sample out of
Nn total samples for each event, n is the event within the
total population ofNdet detected events, and j denotes the
sensitivity injection out of Nfound total injections found in
our injection campaign, imposing a detection threshold of
SNRnet,mf ≥ 9 in a Hanford-Livingston network at their
projected O4 sensitivities [99].

The BBH injections are drawn from the following mass
and spin distributions:

ptrue(m1, q, χ1, χ2, cos θ1, cos θ2) =
nU

Ntot
U(m1; 4 M⊙, 100 M⊙)U

2(cos θ;−1, 1) (B3)

+
nPL

Ntot
PL(m1;α = −3.5)U2(cos θ)

+
nPLTG

Ntot
PL(m1;α = −3.5)N 2

t (cos θ|µ = 1, σ = 0.5)

+
nPLTGM

Ntot
PL(m1;α = −3.5)N 2

t (cos θ|µ = 1, σ = 0.5)N 2
t (χ|µ = 0, σ = 0.3, 0, 0.99)

Ntot = nU + nPL + nPLTG + nPLTGM (B4)

nU = 22406657, nPL = 564571237, nPLTG = 504366682, nPLTGM = 461987020. (B5)

In the expression above, U(x) represents a uniform distri-
bution, PL(x) is a power-law distribution, and N 2

t (x) is a
truncated Gaussian distribution. In each case, the hyper-
parameters of the distribution are written explicitly, and
the bounds are passed as the last two values in parenthe-
ses. We distribute the sensitivity injections uniformly in

source-frame time and comoving volume and use standard
priors for the remaining extrinsic parameters [e.g., 105].

This distribution was determined empirically through
an iterative process where we sought to minimize the spu-
rious effects of large MC integral variance on the resulting
hyper-parameter posterior, particularly for the Full tilt
model with a sharp discontinuity. For the results shown



20

FIG. 15. Corner plot of two independent sets of 200 events (blue and purple) drawn from the strong resonances population
analyzed with the Full (left) and Simple (right) tilt models showing the posteriors on the ϕ12 hyper-parameters fRMR and κ.
The orange lines denote the true parameter values chosen for this simulated population.

in the main text, we do not impose a limit on the vari-
ance of the hierarchical likelihood [123]. Instead, we use
the default behavior of GWPopulation, which enforces
the criterion proposed in Farr [121] by rejecting samples
in hyper-parameter space that do not pass the accuracy
requirement Neff > 4Ndet, where Neff is the number of
effective samples going into the integral and Nevents = 200
four our simulated populations.

The likelihood variances that we obtain using this injec-
tion set are roughly of order unity for both tilt models for
the strong resonances population; the total variance can
reach O(10), particularly for the Full tilt model. The
variance contributed by the MC integral over individual-
event posterior samples dominates the uncertainty over
the variance contributed by the selection effects integral,
as the posteriors for each event only include about ∼ 5700
samples. In order to determine the effect of the MC inte-
gral uncertainty on the hyper-parameter posteriors, we
repeat the inference on a subset of the simulated pop-
ulations and tilt models imposing a limit on the total
variance, σ2

tot = σ2
VT + σ2

event ≤ 5. A comparison of the
posterior obtained on the ϕ12 hyper-parameters fRMR

and κ is shown in Fig. 16.

From the correlations shown in Fig. 16, it is clear that
the variance increases for smaller values of fRMR and
larger values of κ. This can be understood as a decrease
in the number of effective samples going into the MC
integral as the VM distribution becomes narrower (κ in-
creases) and more strongly peaked at one specific value
(the full population is in the standard mass ratio configu-
ration). In the case of the Simple tilt model inference,
the variance cut seems to improve the inference of fRMR,
pulling the posterior away from zero by reducing the
support in this region of the parameter space due to spu-
riously large likelihood values. However, the variance

cut has a negative effect on the inference of κ for the
Full tilt model, incorrectly excluding the large-κ regions
of parameter space with narrow VM distributions. The
variation in the posteriors with the imposition of different
MC integral convergence criteria indicates that the popu-
lation models chosen in this work push the limits of the
reliability of this method of hierarchical inference. We
leave the exploration of alternative approaches (e.g., using
density estimators, emulators, or interpolants [128–132])
for future work.

Appendix C: Mass and spin magnitude inference

1. Masses

When analyzing each of the full populations of 200
events including sources generated with both the NR-
Sur7dq4 and IMRPhenomXPHM waveforms, we gener-
ally obtain a biased recovery of the power-law hyper-
parameters governing the mass distribution. However,
the mass distribution recovery is unbiased when restrict-
ing the population to only the events generated with one
waveform model at a time. The posteriors on the mass
power-law parameters α (m1) and β (q) are shown in
Fig. 17. While we only compare the mixed-waveform re-
sults to the NRSur7dq4 results in the figure, we generally
find an unbiased recovery of the mass power-law indices
when analyzing only the IMRPhenomXPHM-generated
subset of each population as well.
This can likely be explained by the inconsistency in

the choice of waveform between the source simulation
and individual-event parameter estimation introduced by
our simulation pipeline. Our simulation pipeline is de-
signed to analyze an event whose source waveform was
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FIG. 16. Corner plot of the strong resonances population analyzed with the Full (left) and Simple (right) tilt models showing
the posteriors on the ϕ12 hyper-parameters fRMR and κ along with the MC integral variances for both the individual-event
posteriors and the sensitivity (VT) injection reweighting. The blue shows the posteriors without a cut on the maximum total
variance in the likelihood and the purple shows the posteriors obtained imposing σ2

VT + σ2
event ≤ 5.

FIG. 17. Corner plot of the mass power-law parameters α (m1) and β (q) for the Strong resonances (all events - left; NRSur7dq4
event only - right) and Isotropic (middle) populations both recovered with the Simple tilt model. While the results of the
analyses including all events generated with both NRSur7dq4 and IMRPhenomXPHM demonstrate a biased recovery of the
mass power-law indices, the results of analyzing only the events generated with one waveform at a time are unbiased.

generated with NRSur7dq4 only with the NRSur7dq4
waveform at the individual-event parameter estimation
stage (the same goes for the events whose source wave-
forms were generated with IMRPhenomXPHM). However,
the posteriors for sources with masses near the edge of
the regime of validity of NRSur7dq4 span the region
where individual waveforms should be generated with
both approximants. We effectively throw away the parts
of the prior space where IMRPhenomXPHM would be
used when NRSur7dq4 is invalid instead of employing

XPHM in those parts of the space. This choice is made
to maintain the computational feasibility of the inference,
as mixing between waveforms during an individual-event
parameter estimation analysis is a technique still under
active development [133, 134].

This analysis choice is impossible for real events, be-
cause we cannot know a priori if the true source parame-
ters fall in the regime of validity of one waveform versus an-
other, as the true source parameters are unknown. Thus,
this inconsistency in our simulation pipeline corresponds
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to an unphysical directed acyclic graph (DAG) [135],
which has previously been shown to introduce biases in
hierarchical inference [136]. For real events, a physical
DAG could be maintained by conditioning the choice
of waveform during the parameter estimation step on
the maximum-likelihood source parameters returned by
matched-filter search pipelines.

In this work, we choose to prioritize minimizing the com-
putational cost associated with running a full matched-
filter search on our simulated events at the expense of a
physical DAG. The bias in the mass distribution does not
affect the spin angle inference, which is our main focus.
We do maintain physical consistency in the selection ef-
fects step of the pipeline, generating and down-selecting
the sensitivity injections described in the previous Ap-
pendix B using the same waveform choice mechanism as
the analyzed events in each simulated population. How-
ever, an inconsistency is introduced in our choice of wave-
form models for the GWTC-3 analysis, as the waveform
used for the sensitivity injections performed by the LVK
(SEOBNRv4PHM [137]), which we use to account for
selection effects, does not match the models used for the
individual-event parameter estimation (IMRPhenomX-
PHM and NRSur7dq4 when available). The detectability
of a given source is unlikely to depend significantly on
the waveform model used, so this formal source of bias
should not affect our results.

2. Spin magnitudes

The recovery of the spin magnitude hyper-parameters
is consistently biased for all of our hierarchical inference
analyses. The inferred Beta distribution shown in Fig. 18
for the strong resonances Population B is characterized
by a width that is too narrow and a mean that is too
high (see posteriors in Fig. 19). To verify whether this
is a general issue or just dependent on the random seed
used to generate the binary parameters for this particular
set of 200 simulated events, we change the random seed
to generate the independent Population A described in
Section IIIA. While the posterior on µχ peaks closer to
the true value than for Population B, the same bias is
present.
One possible explanation for this bias is the uncer-

tainty in the selection effects Monte Carlo integral de-
scribed in Appendix B. Previous works have found that
for GWTC-3-sized catalogs, the recovery of the spin mag-
nitude distribution is particularly sensitive to using insuf-
ficient sensitivity injections in the selection effects integral
(Eq. B2) [67, 123]. Conversely, these same studies find
that the spin magnitude does not strongly affect the de-
tectability of a particular source; they obtain unbiased
hierarchical inference results when omitting the spins from
the selection effects integral. When implementing this as
a possible solution to the spin magnitude bias, we recover
µχ posteriors that peak even higher (stronger bias) than
our original results. While the effect of spin magnitude

FIG. 18. Inferred spin magnitude distribution for the strong
resonances population under the Simple tilt model. Individ-
ual light blue traces show the distributions corresponding to
individual hyper-parameter posterior samples, the dark blue
lines bound the 90% posterior credible interval, and the dashed
black lines bound the 90% prior credible interval. The true
simulated distribution is shown in orange.

on detectability is weak compared to the mass, systems
with larger (aligned) spin magnitudes are generally easier
to detect. When this is not accounted for in the analy-
sis, a preference for larger spin magnitudes is recovered,
particularly for the larger catalog size considered in this
work.

We additionally compare the posteriors on the spin
magnitude hyper-parameters when various MC integral
convergence criteria are used. As explained in Appendix B,
the default analyses in this work do not impose any con-
vergence criteria in the form of a maximum likelihood
variance. We find the same bias when a cut on the vari-
ance is imposed. Finally, we repeat the analysis with no
statistical uncertainty on the parameters of the individual
events; we use only the true values of the binary parame-
ters rather than the full posterior, finding unbiased results
in this case. These tests indicate that the bias likely stems
from an issue with the individual-event posterior samples
rather than the way that selection effects are accounted
for in the analysis.
Because the black hole spins for this choice of hyper-

parameters are generally small, one potential explanation
for this biased recovery is that the sampler cannot suffi-
ciently explore the small-spin region at the edge of the
spin magnitude prior space during the individual-event
analysis. While the sampler settings used in this work
were tested and shown to produce robust results using
standard performance metrics, like probability-probability
(PP) plots [e.g., 105], we have previously found that a
stealth bias can appear in hierarchical inference results
even when sampler performance is sufficient to produce
diagonal PP plots [138].
In an attempt to improve the sampler coverage of the

small-spin region, we initially analyzed the isotropic pop-
ulation with reflective boundary conditions imposed for
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FIG. 19. Kernel density estimates of the posterior distributions on the spin magnitude hyper-parameters µχ, σχ for a variety
of different analyses. All results are shown using the full population of 200 events and the Simple tilt model. The strong
resonances population is shown in blue, the strong resonances + isotropic population in purple, and the isotropic population in
green. The true values are given by the orange lines.

the uniform spin magnitude priors used in the individual-
event parameter estimation stage. Rather than rejecting
a proposed point outside the unit cube to which the
prior transform is applied during nested sampling, the
prior transform is applied to the reflected value of this
point across the prior boundary. This breaks detailed
balance [e.g., 139] but can improve sampling efficiency
for posteriors peaking near the prior edge. However, we
find that the reflective boundary conditions actually lead
to the opposite kind of bias in the µχ posterior from the
original results; it peaks at very low values rather than
too high. The reflective boundary conditions cause the
sampler to overcompensate and spend too much time
exploring the small-spin part of the parameter space.

The significant bias towards small µχ values introduced
by the reflective boundary conditions reveals a strong
correlation between the spin magnitude hyper-parameters
and the isotropic vs. aligned tilt mixing fraction, ξ. In
Fig. 20, we show the posteriors on these three hyper-
parameters for one of the GWTC-2-sized catalogs gen-
erated from the isotropic population when only the NR-
Sur7dq4 events are analyzed, described in Section III C 2.
The posterior on µχ is multi-modal; one of the peaks
corresponds to the low value recovered in the analyses of
all the other randomly downsampled catalogs and the full
set of 200 events, while the other peak corresponds to the
true value of µχ = 0.280. Because of the correlation, the
smaller values of µχ preferred by the analysis with reflec-
tive boundary conditions lead to a spurious preference for
larger values of ξ ∼ 0.6.

This correlation can be explained in terms of the effect
of these hyper-parameters on the resulting distribution
of χeff . Because χeff is better constrained for individual
events than either of the component spin magnitudes
and tilts, the distinct probability modes with posterior
support conspire to produce similar χeff distributions.
Smaller spin magnitude values require more aligned spin

tilts (higher ξ) to reproduce the same χeff distribution as
that implied by a spin magnitude distribution peaked at
larger values but paired with more misaligned tilts. The
ξ and σχ posteriors are positively correlated; when the
width of the spin magnitude distribution increases, the
spin tilt distribution can be more peaked (higher ξ) and
still produce the same χeff distribution.
Given that the use of reflective boundary conditions

introduced a more severe bias in the spin magnitude
hyper-parameter recovery in the opposite direction from
the original bias, we re-analyzed the isotropic popula-
tion without the reflective boundary conditions. Nested
samplers like Dynesty traditionally generate samples
from the prior by drawing points from a unit cube, x,
and then rescaling by the inverse of the prior cumulative
distribution function (CDF): χ(x) = CDF−1(x). Akin
to the remapping proposed in Biscoveanu et al. [138] for
mass ratio, we instead implement a two-step rescaling,
moving the lower edge of the spin magnitude prior to the
middle of the unit cube,

u = 2max(x, 1− x)− 1, (C1)

χ = CDF−1(u). (C2)

Unlike the reflective boundary conditions, this remap-
ping does not break detailed balance during sampling.
However, we recover posteriors on µχ, σχ similar to those
obtained for the other simulated populations with the
standard uniform prior, so we do not re-analyze any of
the other populations with this remapping given the high
computational cost of repeating the individual-event pa-
rameter estimation.
We also verify whether our choice of tilt model could

potentially lead to biases in the spin magnitude hyper-
parameters by analyzing the isotropic population with
the Default LVK spin model. The isotropic population
we simulate is fully consistent with the BBH population
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FIG. 20. Corner plot of the posteriors on the spin mag-
nitude hyper-parameters, µχ and σχ, and the isotropic vs.
aligned tilt mixing fraction, ξ, for one of the isotropic down-
sampled GWTC-3-sized catalogs consisting only of 44 NR-
Sur7dq4 events analyzed individually with reflective boundary
conditions on the spin magnitude priors using the Simple tilt
model. The shaded regions bound the 50% and 90% credible
intervals, and the true simulated values are shown in orange.

properties inferred by the LVK using GWTC-3 data,
meaning there is no mismodeling between the simulation
and the recovery. However, we recover a similar level of
bias to the results obtained with the Simple and Full
tilt models explored in the rest of this work. We generally
find no significant difference in the spin magnitude hyper-
parameter posteriors regardless of the tilt model used.
Similar biases are recovered when analyzing only the
NRSur7dq4 subset of each population and when analyzing
the full population.

In a final attempt to ameliorate the spin magnitude
bias, we launched reruns of the individual-event parameter
estimation for the strong resonances + isotropic popula-
tion but increased the sampling argument maxmcmc from
5000 to 20000. In the sampling mode recommended for
parameter estimation of individual compact binary coa-
lescences implemented in Bilby (acceptance-walk), the

sampler uses a random walk based on standard Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques [140, 141] to
generate samples from the bounded slices of the posterior
distribution used in each iteration of the nested sam-
pling algorithm [see 107, 142, for more details on the
nested sampling implementation]. Each walk must be
long enough such that naccept points would be accepted
by the nested sampler—meaning each accepted point has
a larger likelihood than the live point with the lowest
likelihood—but the number of steps in the walk is capped
at maxmcmc. We use naccept=60 in our analyses. If the
sampler is routinely hitting maxmcmc without reaching
the specified naccept, this can indicate that the start
point of the walk (a random live point) and the ending
point (that eventually replaces the lowest-likelihood live
point) are correlated. This violates one of the fundamen-
tal assumptions underpinning nested sampling—that each
of the proposed live points is independent—which can
potentially lead to biases in the resulting posterior due to
under-sampling. When we increased maxmcmc to 20000,
the sampler was still hitting this value for many events,
and the runtime increased roughly in proportion to the
factor of additional steps taken during the random walk
at each iteration of the sampler. Because of this increased
computational cost with what seemed like minimal gain in
the performance of the sampler, we reset maxmcmc to 5000
for the majority of the individual-event analyses in this
simulated population and for all subsequent populations
analyzed.
The biases in the spin magnitude recovery found

in this work are similar to those reported for the
LowSpinAligned population in Miller et al. [143], al-
though we do not see the same bias in the spin tilt dis-
tribution. Despite this persistent bias, the true values
of µχ, σχ are generally recovered within the 3σ credible
interval for all analyses (except those employing reflective
boundary conditions for the individual-event parameter
estimation), and the biases do not affect the recovery of
the spin angle distributions. As such, we leave further
investigation into ameliorating this bias to future work.

Appendix D: Results summary

In Tables IV-V, we report the maximum posterior val-
ues and 95% credible intervals recovered for the fRMR, κ, ξ
hyper-parameters governing the ϕ12 distributions for all
model variations explored in this work, including both
GWTC-3 and the four simulated populations.
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Tilt Model µRMR/SMR fRMR CI95,fRMR κ CI95,κ ξ CI95,ξ

simple-wr ✓ 0.60+0.40
−0.54 0.94 6.77+1.23

−6.34 7.58 0.55+0.45
−0.38 0.83

simple ✓ 0.60+0.40
−0.54 0.94 5.93+1.59

−5.93 7.52 0.43+0.49
−0.38 0.87

simple-wr − 0.04+0.86
−0.04 0.90 6.80+1.20

−6.34 7.54 0.58+0.42
−0.40 0.81

simple − 0.00+0.91
0.00 0.91 4.60+3.40

−4.10 7.50 0.35+0.61
−0.27 0.88

full ✓ 0.13+0.81
−0.13 0.94 4.19+3.33

−4.19 7.52 0.54+0.40
−0.47 0.87

full − 0.06+0.82
−0.06 0.88 6.17+1.83

−5.72 7.54 0.45+0.47
−0.40 0.87

lvk − 0.00+0.84
0.00 0.84 6.74+1.26

−6.20 7.46 0.97+0.03
−0.74 0.77

lvk-free − 0.00+0.88
0.00 0.88 6.61+1.39

−6.17 7.56 0.95+0.05
−0.72 0.77

Prior − 0.50+0.47
−0.47 0.95 4.00+3.80

−3.80 7.60 0.50+0.47
−0.47 0.95

TABLE IV. Results summary table for all analyses performed in this work on the GWTC-3 BBH population specifying the
name of the tilt model used and whether the peaks of the ϕ12 VM distributions were treated as free parameters (µRMR/SMR).
The simple-wr model corresponds to the Simple tilt model with the priors on the tilt hyper-parameters that we used for the
simulated weak resonances population, and the lvk-free model is the flexible variation of the Default LVK model where the
peak of the aligned component of the distribution is treated as a free parameter. For the fRMR, κ, ξ hyper-parameters governing
the phi12 distribution, we report the maximum posterior value and bounds and width of the 95% credible interval calculated
using the highest posterior density method.
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