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ABSTRACT

Understanding the astrophysical origins of binary black holes requires accurate and flexible model-
ing of multi-dimensional population properties. In this paper, using a data-driven framework based
on binned Gaussian processes, we characterize the joint distribution of BBH primary masses, mass
ratios, and effective inspiral spins. We identify three distinct subpopulations in the GWTC-4 sam-
ple of observations and investigate their astrophysical origins. We find that only one of the three
subpopulations exhibits the 35Mg peak, which is characterized by a strong preference for equal mass
systems and isotropic spin orientations. Our inferred distributions are consistent with a predominantly
dynamical origin of this feature. By comparing with theoretical simulations, we further show that the
subpopulation that exhibits the 35M peak can exclusively comprise dynamically assembled systems
in globular clusters, specifically if black hole birth spins are in the range (0.1 — 0.2), whereas the
other two subpopulations require substantial contributions from alternative formation channels. We
constrain the lower bound on the merger rate of BBHs in globular clusters to be 0.69f8:§§Gpc_3yI_1,
which is consistent with theoretical predictions. We conclude that dynamical formation in globular
clusters remains a strong candidate for the origin of this excess near 30 — 400 and that more data

and targeted parametric models are necessary to rigorously establish this interpretation.

1. INTRODUCTION

The fourth observing run of the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA
detector network (LVK; Abac et al. 2025a; Aasi et al.
2015; Acernese et al. 2014; Akutsu et al. 2021) con-
cluded its first set this year, and 153 confidently iden-
tified binary black hole (BBH) signals were released as
part of the fourth gravitational wave transient catalog
(GWTC-4; Abac et al. 2025b). With a growing num-
ber of gravitational wave (GW) observations by the
LVK, studying the population properties of BBH pa-
rameters and the correlations between them provides a
unique opportunity to probe the astrophysical phenom-
ena that led to the formation of these GW progenitors.
Currently proposed mechanisms for BBH formation in-
clude isolated binary evolution in galactic fields (Porte-
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gies Zwart & Yungelson 1998; Belczynski et al. 2001;
Stevenson et al. 2017); dynamical formation in dense
environments (Kulkarni et al. 1993; Sigurdsson & Hern-
quist 1993; Portegies Zwart & McMillan 2000; Ziosi et al.
2014); and hierarchical mergers in stellar clusters (Fish-
bach et al. 2017; Gerosa & Berti 2017; Rodriguez et al.
2019; Doctor et al. 2020; Kimball et al. 2021) and disks
of active galactic nuclei (Stone et al. 2017; Bartos et al.
2017; McKernan et al. 2020). The unconstrained phys-
ical phenomena that underlie these evolutionary path-
ways can, in principle, be elucidated by identifying their
imprints as specific population features in the observed
sample of BBHs.

As the detection sample continues to grow, two key
features in the BBH mass spectrum have emerged as
robust characteristics of the underlying population. A
sharp peak near 10Mg and an over-abundance of sys-
tems near 35M have been reported in GWTC-4 using a
large number of both strongly parametrized and flexible
population models, all of which broadly agree on their
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nature and existence (Abac et al. 2025c). Upon its dis-
covery in the first catalog (GWTC-1; Abbott et al. 2019;
Talbot & Thrane 2018), the 35M peak was claimed to
be a manifestation of the pile-up due to (pulsational)
pair-instability supernovae ((P)PISNe; Woosley 2017;
Spera & Mapelli 2017; Farmer et al. 2019, 2020; Ziegler
& Freese 2021; Hendriks et al. 2023). The location of
this pile-up in the mass spectrum has strong implica-
tions for stellar evolution theory (Belczynski et al. 2020;
Stevenson et al. 2019; Golomb et al. 2024).

Previous studies have shown that a (P)PISNe peak
near 30 — 40M, is in tension with simulations of mas-
sive star evolution and that current understanding of the
physical processes inside massive stellar cores places it at
50M¢ or higher (see, e.g., Hendriks et al. (2023) and ref-
erences therein). This has motivated alternative forma-
tion scenarios that can explain the 35M, feature, such
as stable mass transfer and chemically homogeneous
evolution in isolated stellar binaries (de Mink & Mandel
2016; Marchant et al. 2016; Briel et al. 2023), BBHs
emerging from population III stars (Kinugawa et al.
2014, 2021a,b), dynamical formation in globular clusters
(GCs; Antonini et al. 2023; Ray et al. 2025; Wong et al.
2021), and hierarchical mergers (Tiwari & Fairhurst
2021; Mahapatra et al. 2025) as well as stellar merg-
ers and accretion (Kiroglu et al. 2025a; Kiroglu et al.
2025¢; Kremer et al. 2020) in GCs or other dense envi-
ronments. Each of these scenarios can lead to unique
distributions of other BBH parameters such as spins,
mass ratios, and redshifts. In particular, coevolution
of systems in isolated stellar binaries can lead to pref-
erentially aligned spin components, whereas dynamical
assembly leads to isotropic spin orientations (Mapelli
et al. 2022; Chattopadhyay et al. 2023; Rodriguez et al.
2019, 2022) relative to the orbit (see also, Kiroglu et al.
2025b, who show that BBH+star collisions can lead to
a fraction of aligned mergers in clusters as well). Hence,
to constrain the contributions of these individual for-
mation pathways to the astrophysical population and
thereby establish the origin of the 35My feature, it is
necessary to identify and characterize subpopulations in
the multi-dimensional BBH parameter space, including
masses and spins or combinations thereof.

Several studies have investigated population-level cor-
relations in the BBH detection sample, using both
strongly modeled and non-parametric approaches. In
GWTC-4, the high mass subpopulation (2 40Mg) has
been thoroughly investigated with both strongly mod-
eled (e.g., Ray & Kalogera 2025; Tong et al. 2025)
and semi-parametric (e.g., Antonini et al. 2025a; Wang
et al. 2025) approaches. However, these works have
not explored in detail the astrophysical origins of the

35M¢ peak. On the other hand, Banagiri et al. (2025)
have parametrized the population distribution of BBH
masses, component spin magnitudes, and orientations,
identifying three distinct subpopulations. They find
that the subpopulation in the 20 — 40Ms mass range
has a unique mass-ratio distribution that prefers equal
mass systems as compared to the other two. However,
they cannot distinguish the spin distributions of this
subpopulation from those of the low mass one. This
can result from the low measurability of individual spin
magnitudes and orientations compared to effective spin
parameters or the strongly parametrized nature of their
population inference.

In an earlier work, Ray et al. (2025) probed the ex-
istence of subpopulations associated with the 35Mg
feature using a data-driven approach. By analyzing
GWTC-3 BBHs using a non-parametric model for the
joint distribution of BBH component masses and effec-
tive inspiral spins', they found evidence of a subpop-
ulation associated with the 30 — 400, feature, which
corresponds to a symmetric effective spin distribution
peaking near zero. Even though effective inspiral spins
can be less astrophysically interpretable compared to
component spin magnitude and tilt distributions, they
are not only better measured, but can also inform on
whether the population is dominated by systems with
spins preferentially aligned to the orbit or by ones with
isotropic spin orientations. Given that a symmetric ef-
fective spin distribution about zero implies preferentially
isotropic spin orientations, Ray et al. (2025) claimed, for
the first time, hints of a dynamical origin of the 35M,
peak in GWTC-3. For a comprehensive review of which
formation scenarios are likely (or unlikely) to be respon-
sible for the 35Mg feature given GWTC-3 data, see Roy
et al. (2025).

Repeating the analysis of Ray et al. (2025) on GWTC-
4, Abac et al. (2025¢) reported that the trends in the
effective spin distribution of 30 — 40M; BBHs have
persisted as a robust feature in the updated detection
sample, which comprises twice as many observations.
However, it was not explored whether the 35M, feature
originates exclusively from a dynamically formed sub-
population. BBHs forming through dynamical encoun-
ters in GCs can be expected to peak in the 30 — 40M
range, correspond to a symmetric effective spin distri-
bution peaking at zero, and strongly prefer equal mass
systems (Rodriguez et al. 2016; Farr et al. 2017; An-
tonini et al. 2023). Therefore, to ascertain whether or

1 Effective inspiral spin is the mass-weighted sum of spins aligned

with the orbital angular momentum



not BBHs in the 30 — 40M, range are predominantly
formed in GCs, it is necessary to search for such a sub-
population in the space of BBH primary (heavier com-
ponent) masses, mass ratios, and effective inspiral spins,
preferably with a non-parametric framework to avoid
model-induced biases (Callister et al. 2022; Callister &
Farr 2024; Alvarez-Lopez et al. 2025). Owing to its high
flexibility and construction in the space of BBH compo-
nent masses and effective spins, the models of Ray et al.
(2025) are unable to directly constrain a subpopulation
that is consistent with the effective spin and mass-
ratio distributions predicted by BBH formation in GCs.
For the same reasons, such an analysis could not assure
whether the inferred mass-spin correlations are, in fact,
not manifested due to an underlying mass-ratio-effective
spin correlation being marginalized while reconstructing
the conditional mass-spin distributions.

In this paper, using a non-parametric function for
the joint distribution of BBH primary masses, mass
ratios, and effective inspiral spins, constructed from
binned Gaussian Processes (BGPs; Mohite 2022; Ray
et al. 2023, 2025) we characterize BBH subpopulations
in GWTC-4 and constrain the astrophysical origins of
the 35M peak. We find evidence for three distinct sub-
populations in the space of BBH primary masses, mass
ratios and effective inspiral spins spanning the entire
detection sample. We show that only one subpopula-
tion, consistent with preferentially equal mass-systems
and a symmetric effective spin distribution peaking nar-
rowly close to zero, exhibits the 35M peak, whereas
the other two demonstrate a monotonic fall-off in the
30 — 40Mg range. We find that the mass-spectrum of
this subpopulation differs from the other two by more
than 90% significance in the 30 —40M range. By com-
paring with theoretical simulations of dynamical BBH
formation in GCs, we show that only this subpopulation
can comprise such systems predominantly, whereas the
other two show substantial contributions from alternate
channels. We conclude that, given GWTC-4, dynamical
assembly in GCs likely dominates the 30 — 40M, range
and hence is a strong candidate for the origins of the
35M;, feature in the BBH mass-spectrum. We further
constrain the range of BH birth-spins in GCs that are
consistent with our inferred distributions.
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We further find that for the lower and higher mass
subpopulations, the inferred distributions are consistent
with the conclusions of previous studies by Godfrey et al.
(2023); Sadiq et al. (2023) and Magana Hernandez &
Palmese (2025a,b); Ray & Kalogera (2025), respectively.
In particular, we find that lower masses are associated
with a mass-ratio distribution peaked near 0.6 —0.8. For
higher masses, we find that the inference can be prior
driven and that flexible priors lead to no clear evidence
of a PISN mass gap in agreement with the findings of
Ray & Kalogera (2025). Furthermore, we do not find
strong evidence of a mass-ratio-effective spin correlation
in any range of primary mass. We validate our inference
by exploring variations in bin resolutions and analyzing
a large simulated catalog, demonstrating that our infer-
ence is not prior-driven.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We
begin with a description of the model that we employed,
in Sec. 2. In Sec. 3, we outline the main results we
obtain from inference on GWTC-4 data. We discuss
the astrophysical implications of our inference results in
Sec. 4, concluding with a brief synopsis of the paper and
future plans for improving and expanding our inference
model in light of upcoming releases by the LVK from
the later parts of the fourth observing run.

2. METHODS

For examining potential subpopulations in GWTC-
4 data, the quantity of interest in our analysis is the
merger rate density as a function of chosen parameters,
i.e. the number of events for a given set of primary mass,
mass ratio and effective spin of the binary. We model
the rate density as a piecewise binned function in three
dimensions, such that it is treated as a hyper-parameter
to be inferred in each bin (Mohite 2022). Specifically,
we define:

B dN7 (1)
~ dlogmidgdxegdVeodt,’

where n” is the merger rate density per co-moving
volume (V.), source-frame time (¢4), log primary mass
(mq), mass-ratio (¢) and effective spin (xeg) in the yth
bin.

Our population model permits a broad range of cor-
relations in the (m1,q, xe) sSpace, and is not informed
a priori by astrophysically motivated functional forms.
The joint distribution takes the following form:
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where the left-hand side represents the number of
merger events per primary mass, mass ratio, effective
spin and redshift; T, is the observation time in detector
frame, and k is the redshift evolution parameter (Fish-
bach et al. 2018). Note that the model in Eq. 2 does
not assume any particular form for the mass or spin dis-
tributions, and is flexible enough to, in principle, infer
any possible correlations between parameters of interest,
up to the chosen bin resolution. In addition, unphysical
bins in the (mq,q) space, i.e., bins with ¢ < Mumin/m1,
where My, is the lowest m; bin, are removed to ensure
that our model covers the same range of masses for both
components.

The merger rate density within each bin is inferred us-
ing Bayesian hierarchical inference, with the occurrence
of BBH events modeled as an inhomogeneous Poisson
process (Messenger & Veitch 2013; Mandel et al. 2019;
Wysocki et al. 2019; Vitale et al. 2020; Essick et al.
2025). We account for Malmquist biases in the inferred
distribution using a large set of simulated signals drawn
from a fiducial population. Under these considerations,
we construct our rate density likelihood using observed
GW data. Like previous implementations (Mohite 2022;
Ray et al. 2023, 2025), the ingredients involved in con-
structing the rate-density likelihood have the advantage
of being precomputable for a given x value, thereby con-
tributing to the computational efficiency of this infer-
ence framework.

The logarithmic rate density is modeled using a Gaus-
sian process (GP) prior, which regularizes the popu-
lation distribution in regions of parameter space with
sparse data (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2014; Mandel et al.
2017). We use an exponential quadratic kernel to ex-
press the covariance matrix of the GP. The means, am-
plitude of the covariances, and correlation length scales
of the GP are hyperparameters we infer simultaneously
with the rate densities, and are in turn modeled using
standard normal, standard half-normal, and log-normal
prior distributions, respectively (Mohite 2022; Ray et al.
2023, 2025). The prior mean and variance of the length
scales are chosen such that the furthest and nearest bin
centers are within 4o of the prior distribution.

To infer the joint posterior distribution of the merger
rate densities and the hyperparameters describing the
GP, we employ Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) sam-
pling with the No U-Turn Sampler algorithm (Brooks
et al. 2011; Hoffman & Gelman 2014). We extend the
publicly available inference pipeline gppop (Ray et al.
2023, 2025) to implement our inference. This code in
turn relies on the PyMC (Oriol et al. 2023) library to
conduct the HMC sampling.

While constructing the population likelihood, the
Monte Carlo sums used to approximate the integrals
over single-event posterior samples and detectable simu-
lations can be prone to uncertainties (Farr 2019; Essick
& Farr 2022; Talbot & Golomb 2023; Heinzel & Vitale
2025), as a result of which there is a possibility of biases
arising from non-converged point estimates to uncertain
integrals. We monitor the variance in our likelihood
function arising from that of the Monte Carlo integrals
and penalize it accordingly during sampling, using the
methods proposed by Talbot & Golomb (2023); Essick
& Farr (2022); Callister & Farr (2024). This was not
implemented in the previous BGP analyses of Ray et al.
(2023, 2025); Hernandez & Ray (2024), where coarse
bin resolutions allowed for this check to be carried out
in post-processing. Further details are discussed in Ap-
pendix D.

3. RESULTS: SUBPOPULATIONS IN GWTC-4

We analyze GWTC-4 data (Abac et al. 2025b) which
comprises of 153 confidently observed” BBH events (Ab-
bott et al. 2020, 2021, 2023; Abac et al. 2025¢; Essick
et al. 2022), excluding clear population outliers. Due to
cosmological expansion, the observed frequency/time-
evolution and flux of the signal measured by the detec-
tors get redshifted, and detector frame mass and lumi-
nosity distance samples need to be converted to source
frame through a cosmological model, which we assume
to be Planck2015 (Ade et al. 2016). We choose uniform
in log mass bins and a specific set of x.g bins, both
identical to the BGP inference of Abac et al. (2025¢).
For mass-ratio we choose uniform bins between 0.1 and
1. The exact locations of bin edges can be found in Ta-
ble 1. To ensure that the inferred conclusions are not
sensitive to binning choices, we provide inference results
for an alternate bin choice with different primary mass
bins in Appendix B which are fully consistent with the
ones presented here.

Parameter
mi1(Mo)

Bin edges
log-uniform(5, 200, 23)
-0.7, -0.6, -0.4, -0.3, -0.2,
Xeff -0.1, -0.05, 0.0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15,
0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.6, 0.7
0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5,
0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0

Table 1. The bin choice used in this section.

2 j.e., with a false alarm rate of one per year or lower.
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Marginal and conditional distributions of primary mass, mass-ratio and effective spin inferred from GWTC-4 for

the bin choice described in Table 1. The top panels show the marginal primary mass distribution on the left and the mass ratio
distribution conditioned on three primary mass ranges to the right. The bottom panels show the effective spin distribution for
three different primary mass and mass-ratio ranges to the left and the primary mass distribution conditioned on three different

mass ratio and effective spin ranges on the right.
3.1. Three distinct subpopulations

From our inferred joint distribution of BBH primary
masses, mass-ratios, and effective inspiral spins, we find
hints of three distinct subpopulations. Guided by the
over-densities in the marginal mass-distribution, we re-
construct the conditional distribution of BBH mass-
ratios given different ranges of primary mass. We
then construct the inferred conditional distributions of
Xeff given particular ranges of primary-mass and mass-
ratio. Finally, we reconstruct the conditional distribu-
tion of primary masses given mass ratio and effective
spin ranges to confirm whether various features in the
mass distribution indeed correspond to distinct mass
ratio and effective spin distributions. Our results, dis-
played in Figure 1, indicate the existence of three unique
BBH subpopulations in the GWTC-4 sample, which we
summarize below.

e Subpopulation 1 comprises predominantly low-
mass systems in the m; € (5,31.6) Mg range dis-
playing a sharp peak in the mass-distribution near

10Mg. It is characterized by a peak in the mass-
ratio distribution in the ranges (0.6 < ¢ < 0.8)
and a positively skewed effective spin distribution
peaked away from x.g = 0, indicative of preferen-
tial alignment and non-negligible spin magnitudes.
This subpopulation does not exhibit a peak in the
mass distribution near 30 — 40M,.

Subpopulation 2 contributes to the ~ 35Mg peak
in the mass distribution, is characterized by pref-
erentially equal mass systems with the mass-ratio
distribution railing against ¢ = 1. It has an effec-
tive spin distribution peaked near and symmetric
about xeg = 0 indicating isotropic spin orienta-
tions and small spin magnitudes.

Subpopulation 3 contributes dominantly to the
higher end of the mass spectrum at my 2 40Mg,
has a broad, nearly flat mass-ratio distribution
with support for both equal mass and asymmetric
mass systems, and a broad, positively skewed ef-
fective spin distribution preferring spin alignment



and large spin magnitudes. The effective spin and
mass-ratio distributions are clearly distinct from
the rest of the ensemble in multiple bins with
more than 90% confidence. It also displays a peak
near 60 — T0Mg (Magana Hernandez & Palmese
2025a,b; Wang et al. 2025) and a fall off in merger
rate density above T0Mg.

From the reconstructed conditional mass distributions,
it can be seen that only Subpopulation 2 exhibits the
35M, peak where as the other two demonstrate a mono-
tonic fall-off in the 30 — 400 mass range.

We note that a highly flexible BGP model can uncover
previously unexplored trends in the population, but
struggles to completely disentangle the relative abun-
dances of specific subpopulations. Merger rate densities
in a specific set of bins can only be interpreted as lower
or upper bounds when compared with the theoretical
predictions of a formation channel whose distributions
are expected to peak in the respective ranges of the BBH
parameter space. Nevertheless, the distinct features of
these subpopulations can still inform on the specifics
of evolutionary pathways that contribute dominantly to
BBH formation in these regions of the parameter space.
We discuss such astrophysical implications of our results
in the context of theoretical predictions from proposed
formation scenarios, as well as the results of existing
subpopulation studies with GWTC-4, in Section 4.

3.2. Mass-ratio - effective spin correlation

Next we investigate the ¢ — xog correlation that has
been reported by numerous previous works including
Callister et al. (2021); Adamcewicz et al. (2023); Heinzel
et al. (2024, 2025); Abac et al. (2025c). We search for
this correlation not only in the entire BBH population
but also in specific ranges of primary mass, which is
possible from our data-driven constraints on the joint
distribution of m1, q, xest- In order to quantify the exis-
tence of this correlation, we compute the posterior dis-
tribution of the Pearson correlation coefficient between
effective spin and mass ratio in different ranges of my,
displayed in Figure 2.

We find no significant evidence for a ¢ — Xeg corre-
lation, either in specific mass ranges or in the entire
BBH population marginalized over m; (see also, Roy
et al. 2025, who find no evidence for a ¢ — xeg correla-
tion in the high mass sub-population above 20M, using
GWTC-3). We also display the median merger rate den-
sity on the two-dimensional ¢ — xeg plane for different
ranges of primary mass in Appendix A, along with the
conditional distributions of x.g for different mass-ratio
ranges, marginalized over primary mass. These corrob-
orate the absence of evidence in favor of an intrinsic

3.01 — my €5.0 M, to 31:6 M,
my €31.6 M, to 44.2 M,
2 54 0 my €44.2 M, 10 200 M,
[ Marginalized over m;,
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2.0
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1.0
0.5
0.0+ L T T T
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Figure 2. The Pearson correlation coefficient posteri-

ors between effective spin and mass-ratio for three differ-
ent mass ranges, namely mi € (5.0Mg,31.6Mg), m1 €
(31.6Mp,44.2Ms) and my € (44.2Ma,200Mg ), along with
the same marginalized across the entire primary mass space
and for the prior distribution.

q — Xeg correlation in the underlying population. How-
ever, given our measurement uncertainties, we do not
necessarily rule out a mass-ratio and effective spin cor-
relation and find posterior support for all values of the
Pearson coefficient in the range (—0.5,0.5). Neverthe-
less, these results indicate that the mass-spin correla-
tions we do find with significance are not manifesting
due to marginalization over an underlying mass ratio
and effective spin correlation.

4. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have resolved the joint distribution
of BBH primary masses, mass ratios and effective inspi-
ral spins using a data-driven framework for population
inference based on BGP. Our examination of GWTC-
4 data reveals suggestive evidence for 3 subpopulations
each corresponding to a particular feature in the primary
mass distribution:

1. Low primary mass (5Mg < my < 31.6Mg) which
contributes to the ~ 10M peak, has a positively
skewed effective spin distribution and a mass-ratio
distribution peaking in the range ¢ € (0.6, 0.8)

2. Primary masses in 31.6 Mg < m; < 44.2M¢ which
correspond to a symmetric effective spin distribu-



my € (5,31.6) M.

-==+ Prior

0.2 04 06
q

my € (5,31.6) M, 0.6 <q<0.8
===+ Prior

=)

®

P(Xesslmi, @)
E o

N

I_l

&
w

0.0 0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

15

10

=)

®

P(Xegrlma, @)
£ (>}

N

my € (31.6,44.2) M

-==- Prior

0.2 04 06 08 1.0
q

my € (31.6,44.2) My, ¢>0.8
===+ Prior

1 =  E—

&
w

02 01 00 01 02 03 04
Xeff

0.6 < q<0.8, xs7 € (0.05,0.2)
4> 0.8, Xcs5 € (~0.05,0.05)
q<1.0,xc57€(0.1,0.4)

CMC

0o

=

0.0

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Fraction with m; € (31.6,44.2) M,

1.0

=)

P(Xesrlma, @)

my € (44.2,200) M

===+ Prior

0.2 04 06 0.8 1.0
q

o)

o))

IS

N

my € (44.2,200) M., 0.1<g<1.0
===+ Prior

| S

£

00 01 02 03 04

Figure 3. Comparison of conditional mass-ratio and effective spin distributions for the three subpopulations with the 1G+1G
component of CMC simulations (which do not include hierarchical mergers) (Rodriguez et al. 2019). The faintest to brightest

lines correspond to birth spins of 0, 0.1, 0.2 and 0.5 respectively.

tion peaking near y.g = 0, and a mass-ratio dis-
tribution railing against ¢ = 1; and

3. High primary masses (m; > 44.2M¢) correspond-
ing to a broad effective spin distribution with a
slight preference for positive values, and a broad
mass-ratio distribution with a significant fraction
of binaries in the range ¢ € (0.6,1).

By reconstructing the primary mass distributions of
each subpopulation, we find that only Subpopulation 2
demonstrates the 35Mg peak, whereas the other two ex-
hibit a monotonic fall off in m; € (20Mg,50Mg). On
the other hand, Subpopulation 3 exhibits hints of an
overabundance in the 60 — 70M range and a steady
fall-off afterwards. We discuss the astrophysical implica-
tions of these correlations as follows, focusing primarily
on Subpopulation 2 and the origins of the 35M, peak.

For Subpopulation 2, the symmetric effective spin dis-
tribution peaking very close to zero implies relatively
equal fractions of events with aligned and anti-aligned
spin orientations. Hence, it is unlikely that isolated stel-
lar binaries, wherein co-evolution of close systems tends
to align their spins to the orbit (Qin et al. 2018; Fuller
& Ma 2019; Belczynski et al. 2020), contribute domi-

nantly to the subpopulation that exhibits the ~ 35M¢
peak. Similarly, the preference towards equal mass ra-
tios makes it unlikely that BBH formation in the disks of
active galactic nuclei, which is expected to have substan-
tial support for both equal and unequal mass systems,
contributes dominantly to this subpopulation (Stone
et al. 2017; Bartos et al. 2017; McKernan et al. 2020).
Finally, dynamically assembled systems in dense envi-
ronments such as young, open, nuclear, and globular
star clusters can be consistent with both the inferred ef-
fective spin and mass-ratio distributions for this subpop-
ulation (Di Carlo et al. 2019, 2020; Rodriguez et al. 2019;
Mapelli et al. 2022; Antonini & Perets 2012; Petrovich
& Antonini 2017; Chattopadhyay et al. 2022). However,
only GCs can explain the abundance in the 30 — 40Mg
range, whereas BBH formation in nuclear and young star
clusters is expected to peak at lower and higher masses,
respectively (Cheng et al. 2023; Antonini et al. 2023;
Mapelli et al. 2022). From this, we conclude that the
35M, feature likely arises due to a dynamically formed
subpopulation of BBHs originating in GCs. While pre-
vious studies have reported hints of this conclusion in
the data from earlier catalogs (Ray et al. 2025), our
data-driven reconstruction of the BBH primary mass,
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mass-ratio, and effective spin distribution from GWTC-
4 demonstrates stronger evidence.

However, BBHs formed in GCs can, in principle, also
contribute to the other two subpopulations. Further-
more, the predicted distributions can be susceptible to
theoretical uncertainties such as the distribution of BH
birth spins. In Figure 3, we compare the subpopula-
tions we uncovered with star cluster (Rodriguez et al.
2019) simulations derived from publicly available Clus-
ter Monte Carlo (CMC; Pattabiraman et al. 2013) code.
The simulations were taken from the public data release
by Zevin (2020). The simulated systems only comprise
first generational mergers and correspond to the 4 spe-
cific values of BH birth spin. We find that only Sub-
population 2 is fully consistent (at the 90% level of the
inferred distributions) with these theoretical predictions.
We further find that only the simulations that correspond
to BH birth spins in the range 0.1 — 0.2, are consis-
tent, and that higher or lower values lead to an effective
spin distribution that is either too broad or too narrow,
respectively, as compared to the inferred one. Further-
more, the fraction of systems in the 30 —40M¢ range for
the simulated populations is only consistent with that
inferred from Subpopulation 2 and inconsistent with the
other two. In other words, given GWTC-4, we find that
dynamical mergers in GCs can contribute predominantly
only in the 30 — 40M range, whereas the subpopula-
tions in other mass ranges have significant contributions
from alternate formation channels. The merger rate in
this mass range, therefore, serves as a lower bound on
that of dynamically assembled BBHs in GCs, which we
constrain to be 0.697023Gpc ?yr—1.

Note that the mass distribution of dynamically formed
BBHs in GCs need not exhibit a sharp peak near 35M¢
itself to produce the observed feature. Even a broad
mass distribution that falls off sharply above ~ 40Mg
can explain the inferred distribution. We argue that
the 35M feature can arise in the inferred distributions
due to alternative formation channels (that dominate
at lower masses) becoming subdominant to GCs in the
30 — 40Mg range. In such a scenario, even a nearly
flat mass distribution from the GC channel that falls
off rapidly above 40Mg, can give rise to a bump in
the 30 — 40Mg range relative to the rest of the mass-
spectrum. Our inferred mass-ratio and effective spin
distributions are fully consistent with this hypothesis.
In other words, our conclusion regarding the astrophys-
ical origin of Subpopulation 2 and the 35My feature
is robust against uncertainties in the shape of the mass-
spectrum of BBHs formed in GCs, as long as substantial
support is expected in the 30 — 40M mass-range.
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Figure 4. The mass-ratio distribution (top) and fraction of

events with x.gq < 0 (bottom) for the low-mass (m; < 30M¢)
subpopulation.

Next, we turn to Subpopulation 1, whose positively
skewed effective spin distribution peaking away from
zero implies preference towards aligned systems and
non-negligible spin magnitudes. This is consistent with
the predictions of isolated binary evolution (Fuller &
Ma 2019; Zevin & Bavera 2022; Briel et al. 2023). Pre-
vious investigations have shown that the 100 peak
can arise from the stable mass transfer in isolated stel-
lar binaries and that it is robust against several uncer-
tainties in theoretical modeling (van Son et al. 2023,
2022a). Furthermore, mass-ratio reversal during stable
mass-transfer can lead to a preference towards unequal
mass-ratios in the range ¢ € (0.6,0.8) (Neijssel et al.
2019; van Son et al. 2022b; Broekgaarden et al. 2022;
Mould et al. 2022; Adamcewicz et al. 2024; Biscoveanu
2025). The prominent peak near mass-ratios 0.6 — 0.8
and a suppressed fraction of y.g < 0 systems in our
inferred distributions of Subpopulation 1 (as shown in
Figure 4) can therefore be indicative of substantial con-
tributions from isolated binary evolution through sta-
ble mass transfer. However, our findings do not rule
out the hypothesis that alternate pathways of isolated
BBH formation contribute dominantly or substantially
to Subpopulation 1.
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Figure 5. Fraction of events with ¢ > 0.6 (top) and
Xet < 0 (bottom) for the high-mass (mi > 40Mg) subpop-
ulation. The orange line represents all hierarchical mergers
from the simulations of Rodriguez et al. (2019), with the
models corresponding to each BH birth spin combined with
equal weightage.

Our findings for Subpopulation 3 are broadly consis-
tent with previous studies that have explored trends
in high-mass BBHs in GWTC-4 (Banagiri et al. 2025;
Wang et al. 2025; Ray & Kalogera 2025). In particular,
we find that for masses 2 40M), there is a broaden-
ing of the yeg distribution (Antonini et al. 2025a,b,c)
and evidence of a flat mass-ratio distribution that is in
alignment with the findings of Ray & Kalogera (2025).
Figure 5 (top and bottom) shows the fraction of events
with ¢ > 0.6 and xeg < 0 respectively, for Subpop-
ulation 3. The inferred fractions indicate substantial
contributions from alternative formation scenarios to hi-
erarchical mergers. Potential scenarios include but are
not limited to Super Eddington accretion during mass-
transfer, chemically homogeneous evolution, population
ITT stars, and accretion-driven growth after BH+Star
collisions in dense environments (Briel et al. 2023; van
Son et al. 2023; de Mink & Mandel 2016; Kinugawa et al.
2021b; Kiroglu et al. 2025¢). The hints of a peak in
the 60 — T0M mass range for this subpopulation (and
in the marginal my distribution) might be indicative of
the pile-up due to (P)PISNe, although, given the large
error-bars, more data might be needed to confirm this
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conclusion. We note however that unlike Subpopula-
tions 1 and 2, the high mass region is more strongly
influenced by the prior in several parts of the ¢ and Xes
parameter spaces. Furthermore, flexible priors such as
the one used in this work and the ones used by Ray &
Kalogera (2025) lead to inferred distributions that ex-
hibit no clear evidence of a PISN mass gap.

Moving forward, the growing number of detections
made by the LVK as part of their latest observing run
will be vital to further tighten constraints on the na-
ture of BBH subpopulations. To confirm a dynami-
cal origin of the 35Mg peak it is necessary to simul-
taneously model the distribution of effective precessing
spins, since the xeg distributions can only inform on
the fraction of alignment vs anti-alignment, and not on
mis-alignment /precession, which is expected to be sub-
stantial in dynamically assembled binaries (Gerosa &
Fishbach 2021; Payne et al. 2024). Focused investiga-
tions for other subpopulations, such as the 20M peak,
should it persist in updated catalogs, are also expected
to be more feasible. A generic characterization of BBH
subpopulations using higher-dimensional BGP models
from future catalogs is left as an upcoming exploration.

As noted before, a BGP-based framework, while
preferable to search for previously unmodeled features
and correlations in the BBH population, might not
be optimal to completely isolate these clusters in the
parameter space. Furthermore, the sampling tech-
niques necessitated by such complex models do not yield
Bayesian evidences, which makes it difficult to rigor-
ously ascertain how much the data prefers the existence
of these specific subpopulations. To isolate the contribu-
tions of specific subpopulations, compute merger rates
that are directly comparable to theoretical simulations
of specific formation channels, and perform model com-
parison, it is necessary to develop and constrain tar-
geted parametrizations of the BBH population distribu-
tion guided by the trends uncovered through the non-
parametric inference presented here. Such an investiga-
tion with GWTC-4 data is ongoing and will be commu-
nicated in the near future.
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APPENDIX

A. MASS-RATIO AND EFFECTIVE SPIN DISTRIBUTIONS

We display the two-dimensional median merger rate density distributions in Figure 6. They corroborate the conclu-
sions from the Pearson posteriors in Figure 2 of an absence of (g, ) correlations in any of the primary mass ranges

of interest.
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Figure 7. Marginal and conditional distributions of primary mass, mass-ratio and effective spin inferred from GWTC-4 for
an alternate bin choice with non-uniform primary mass bins.

B. VARIATION OF BINNING CHOICE

We show in Figure 7 the inference trends we find for GWTC-4 for a different bin choice with non-uniform primary
mass bins (see Table 2). We recover results consistent with those presented in Sec. 3.1 and Sec. 4, thereby confirming
that the subpopulations are robust against bin variations.

Parameter Bin edges
m1(Mg) 5, 6.5, 7.5, 9, 12.5, 15, 20, 24, 30, 35, 40, 45, 50, 60, 80, 100, 120, 140, 170, 200
Xeff -0.7,-0.6 ,-0.4,-0.3 ,-0.2,-0.1,-0.05, 0.0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.6, 0.7
q 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6,0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0

Table 2. The non uniform mass bin choice used in Figure 7

C. VALIDATION OF RESULTS WITH UNCORRELATED SIMULATION

To ensure that the correlations we determine by inferring the joint hyperposterior are not manifesting out of artifacts
built into our model, we validate our results using a simulated population that does not contain any intrinsic correla-
tions in the (m1, q, Xefr) space. This is achieved by independently drawing binary parameters from the uncorrelated
population distribution and thereafter injecting these signals into synthetic detector noise, and finally passing them
through the same selection and analysis pipeline as the real data. In order to perform event level parameter estima-
tion on these injections, we employ Bayesian inference using the BILBY package (Ashton et al. 2019; Romero-Shaw
et al. 2020), its multi-purpose nested sampler DYNESTY (Speagle 2020), and the IMRphenomD aligned spin waveform
approximant (Husa et al. 2016; Khan et al. 2016). By comparing the inferred correlations (or lack thereof) recovered
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Figure 8  Marginal and conditional distributions of BBH primary mass, mass ratio and effective spin for the simulated

catalog with no intrinsic correlations between the three parameters, for two different m; bin resolutions (log uniform on top
and a non-uniform choice at the bottom).

from this control population to those observed in the actual LVK data, we assess whether the empirical correlations
are driven by model systematics or are statistically significant features of the underlying astrophysical population.

Upon conducting population inference using our framework on this simulated dataset, we find that the subpopulation
trends recovered from the GWTC-4 event set are not a result of biases built into the model. The marginal primary mass,
conditional mass-ratio with respect to primary mass, and marginal effective spin distributions (Figure 8) recovered by
our model are consistent with the true injected distributions. We have therefore verified that the predictions we make
regarding the GWTC-4 data are not spuriously arising due to model artifacts.

D. CONVERGENCE OF MONTE CARLO INTEGRALS

The Monte Carlo sums used to approximate the integrals over the posterior samples can be prone to uncertainties
as a result of which there is a possibility of issues relating to convergence of samples.

The implementation of the event-specific posterior bin supports and detectable time-volumes (see Ray et al. (2023))
includes the computation of the means and variances of the same. The effective sample size for both detectable
injections and event-specific posteriors is determined from their means and standard deviations, using Neg = (%)2
It must be sufficiently large to prevent biases in the inferred hyperparameters caused by the above-mentioned Monte
Carlo uncertainties. Following the description of convergence testing provided in Appendix A of Hernandez & Ray

(2024), we therefore require the following conditions to be satisfied-

s, ()
NQ&T(A T\ oy 9

= > D1
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. (z'y «@ n’yl’ézu(,lz)

mjn N;Uﬂfz(ﬁ, A) = mln{)w} Z 100'6 <D2>
! ! ny,a (n70w7i)

for all hypersamples at each Monte Carlo sampling step, with N, ngT, Nget, N :f’f’i being the effective number of injected
samples, number of observed events and effective number of posterior samples informing the likelihood respectively.
This has indeed been verified, and samples that did not rigorously satisfy these conditions were deleted at the inference
stage, by using a step function framework (Essick & Farr 2022; Callister & Farr 2024) that rejects samples that fail to
follow the convergence criteria. Callister & Farr (2024) define a function-
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which asymptotically approaches zero for z — 0 and unity for large x. The log-likelihood therefore takes the following

form-
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