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In recent years, constraints on the Hubble parameter using multiple dark sirens have been made,
relying on a galaxy catalogue, correlations between the mass and redshift distributions, or both.
Those studies have typically used only significant gravitational wave candidates. In this work, we
present a framework for cosmological inference that bypasses per-candidate parameter estimation,
uses only detection-level information. This allows the population inference from a candidate list
produced directly by a search pipeline, without additional selection cuts. Our method is particularly
suited to extracting information from marginal candidates, which are essential for probing the distant

universe.

I. INTRODUCTION

The idea of using gravitational wave (GW) to measure
the cosmological parameters was first proposed by Schutz
(1986), as the “standard siren” idea [I]. This vision be-
came reality decades later, with the LIGO/Virgo detec-
tion of the binary neutron star (BNS) merger GW170817,
where the electromagnetic (EM) counterpart enabled
host-galaxy identification and thus a redshift, which com-
bined with the GW-inferred luminosity distance to yield
a direct Hy measurement [2]. GW170817 remains the
only bright siren (with confirmed EM counterpart) to
date; most GW detections are binary black hole (BBH)
mergers that lack observable EM signatures [3H7]. Conse-
quently, recent research has turned to “dark siren” meth-
ods: statistically inferring cosmological parameters from
GW candidates without EM counterparts [§]. These
methods typically utilize external information such as
galaxy catalogues [OHI3] or any other assumed source
redshift distributions [I2HI6] in a hierarchical Bayesian
framework. In essence, cosmological parameters includ-
ing Hy are treated as a population parameters govern-
ing the spatial distribution of compact binary coales-
cence (CBC) candidates, and constraints on its value
are obtained by comparing the observed distribution of
luminosity distances (or equivalently, signal-to-noise ra-
tio (SNR)) with the assumed redshift distribution. A
key feature of these analyses is that observed (detector-
frame) masses are redshifted, entangling the mass distri-
bution with cosmological parameters [I7, [I§]. This cou-
pling both creates opportunities (e.g., “spectral sirens”)
[19] and highlights the need to jointly infer cosmology
and population parameters to avoid bias [12} [I3]. This is
how cosmology has become an integral part of GW pop-
ulation analysis—recent works incorporate Hy into pop-
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ulation models and estimate it jointly with astrophysical
parameters.

Despite the progress, most GW cosmology (popula-
tion) studies so far have been limited to the most sig-
nificant candidates. For example, the GWTC-3 cata-
logue (through the end of LIGO/Virgo’s third observ-
ing run) contained 90 CBC candidates, yet cosmologi-
cal inferences were performed using 47 significant candi-
dates, with a network matched filter SNR> 11 and an
inverse false-alarm rate (IFAR) higher than 4 years [12].
Also, the latest LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) analysis
(GWTC-4.0, covering up to the first part of the fourth
observing run) used 142 out of 218 total candidates to
constrain Hy and population properties, and the candi-
dates are selected with the lowest false-alarm rate (FAR)
among all search pipelines, ensuring all candidates have
IFAR higher than 4 years [13].

We consider that there are two main reasons for this
reliance on a high significance threshold. First, con-
ventional GW hierarchical inference requires a posterior
samples in the CBC parameter space for each candidate,
obtained via full parameter estimation (PE) [11 15, 20+
24]. This is a computationally expensive process and is
thus usually conducted only for candidates with a high
significance. While recent advances (e.g. neural net-
work surrogate models [25H29]) have enabled low-latency
generation of PE posteriors, applying PE to every low-
significance candidate is not yet standard. Second, if
one lowers the threshold to include marginal candidates,
one inevitably introduces false alarms (noise-originating
candidates) into the catalogue. Analyzing a mixture of
real signals and noise-originating candidates demands a
multi-population modeling approach: one must simul-
taneously account for the astrophysical population of
CBCs and the background “population” of noise can-
didates [20], 211 B0H34]. However, implementing a rig-
orous joint inference with an unknown noise population
is challenging—the distribution of noise-originating can-
didates in the CBC parameter space is not well under-
stood, and any mis-specification can bias the inferences.
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Although some previous studies have proposed to in-
directly incorporate the background population model
of the search pipelines thorough the use of p(astro)
[31] 2], many population analyses to date have tended
to avoid these complications by simply discarding lower-
significance candidates.

In this paper, we propose a new framework for GW
population inference that is capable of incorporating can-
didates across a wide range of statistical significance,
working directly with detection-level information. Our
approach operates on a CBC catalogue produced by a
GW search pipeline, GstLAL [35], and requires, for each
CBC candidate, only its detection statistic, together with
the signal and noise models adopted in the search to com-
pute significance (e.g. the models underlying FAR, [36]
and p(astro) [20] B0, B7H42] calculations). Conventional
hierarchical analyses generally rely on large-scale injec-
tion campaigns to estimate the detection efficiency and
correct for selection biases [21], [43] [44]. In contrast, since
our dataset consists of detection statistics that already
reflect the search threshold, our framework inherently in-
corporates the selection imposed by the search, without
requiring explicit injection-based sensitivity estimates.

We develop this framework and demonstrate it as a
proof of concept for cosmology. In particular, we fo-
cus on estimating the Hubble constant from a mock
catalogue of CBCs, showing how our approach can re-
cover Hy from the observational dataset. We emphasize
that the primary goal of this work is to introduce and
validate the methodology, rather than to present sci-
entific results of cosmological measurement. Although
our demonstration focuses on Hy, it can be extended to
jointly infer Hy alongside other population parameters
(e.g. the merger rate evolution or mass distribution pa-
rameters). It should be noted, however, that GstLAL’s
signal and noise models, as the probability density func-
tions (PDFs) of the detection statistic, are not known in
analytic form; they are constructed numerically through
importance sampling [45]. Consequently, if the number
of samples is insufficient or the resulting PDFs are not
well converged, the residual fluctuations in the detection-
statistic PDFs may exhibit dependence on the popula-
tion parameters, which in turn can bias the population
inference. This issue, revealed through our mock data
analyses (MDAs), represents one of the key limitations
of our current framework and points toward important
directions for future improvement.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [[T, we de-
scribe our framework for population inference, only using
detection level information. Sec. [[IIl describes a mock
data analysis that serves as a proof-of-concept demon-
stration, including both the setup and the results. Sec.[[V]
summarizes our conclusions.

II. FRAMEWORK

A. Basics

The main goal here is to calculate a posterior distribu-
tion of the population parameters p(A|D, A), where D is
our observational dataset, A denotes our detection cri-
teria and observational limitation made by instrument’s
sensitivity and search algorithm. Here, we define \ as
the set of all parameters that determine the shape of the
CBC population distribution, including the parameter
describing the mass distributions of CBCs, A\, and the
cosmological parameters, A.. Heinzel et al. (2023) intro-
duced a framework that explicitly incorporates the glitch
population parameters [33]. In contrast, we do not aim
to infer the terrestrial noise population jointly with CBC
population; instead, we treat the GstLAL noise model
as a fixed, pre-characterized representation of the back-
ground population. To be confirmed later, introducing
A in our posterior is essential to account for selection
effects.

In our framework, the dataset is interpreted not as raw
strain data around each GW candidate, but as the set of
detection statistics assigned by a search pipeline to each
GW candidate. Then, the dataset, D, is a CBC cata-
logue of total size Niot, each of whose entries provides
a detection statistic x, and our detection criteria, A, is
that the value of detection statistic is equal or above the
threshold value: x > x¢,. This approach eliminates the
need for parameter estimation of individual GW candi-
dates and for large-scale injection campaigns to evaluate
selection effects in catalogue construction. As a result,
it enables population analyses of GW sources to be car-
ries out at substantially lower computational cost, while
incorporating even low-significance candidates. Further-
more, since our observational dataset generally contains
a mixture of candidates originating from CBCs and those
arising from terrestrial noise, following the treatment in-
troduced by Farr et al. (2015) [30], we account for the
expected numbers, Ry and R, of signal-originating and
noise-originating candidates that satisfy the detection
criteria A and occur during the observing period:
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where

Riot = Rs + R, (4)

is the expected total number of candidates, and
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is the expected fraction of signal-originating candidates
among the total. This quantity is basically identical to
the one denoted by 7 in [33]. is derived from the
Bayes’ theorem. The first term in (3)), p(D|A, Riot, 7, A),
is the probability of obtaining the dataset given the hy-
potheses (the source population described by {\, Riot, 7},
and the data acquisition process described by A), which
is called the hierarchical likelihood. The second term in
, (A, Riot, 71| A), is so called the prior probability and
depends on our state of knowledge. Although Ry, and
7 are, in principle, related to the population parameters
A and our detection criteria A, thorough the underlying
source distribution, we treat them as free parameters in
our inference. Since their dependence on A should ulti-
mately be refracted through the data, we do not model it
explicitly here. As a practical simplification, we assume
a factorized prior of the following form:

(A Riot, M| A) = w(A) 7 (Rior) (7). (6)

In our MDAs in Sec. [Tl we take m(Rit) to be log-
uniform over [0,00) , as commonly done, and 7(X) to
be uniform within the prior range of Hy. For the prior
on 77, we consider two choices. The first is a uniform over
[0,1]. The second is a delta-function prior,

m(7) =6 —17), (7)

where 7 denotes the point estimate of 7 obtained us-
ing the method described in Sec. based on p(astro).
Here, 0 represents the Dirac delta function.

While our basic framework does not rely on a spe-
cific choice of detection statistic, x, the demonstration
(MDAs) presented in Sec. uses the log-likelihood ra-
tio (LR) ranking statistic, In £, employed by GstLAL
[35L [45H4T], and parts of the following discussion are writ-
ten with this choice in mind.

B. GstLAL likelihood-ratio ranking statistic

The GstLAL LR ranking statistic takes the form of
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The numerator and denominator are the likelihoods of
observing an n-dimensional set of parameters, © =
{6,,6,{2,{, gg, 6}, under the signal and noise hypothesis,
respectively. This n-dimensional set includes the set of
instruments involved in the observation of the candidate
O, the vectorized SNR p, the vectorized signal-based-veto
parameter {3, the vectorized arrival time t, the vector-
ized coalescence phase (5, and the best match template
parameters 6. GstLAL provides models for both the nu-
merator and denominator, and can evaluate them for the
observed parameters [45H47]. The evaluation relies not
only on prior assumptions but also on empirical infor-
mation, such as the time series of instrument horizon

distances and instrumental noise properties derived from
observational data products. We refer to these models as
the GstLAL signal model and the GstLAL noise model,
respectively.

C. Hierarchical likelihood

In order to perform Bayesian parameter estimation de-
scribed in (3)), we need to model the hierarchical likeli-
hood, p(D|\, Riot, 1, A). We will start from the following
factorization:

p(D|/\aRtotaﬁaA) :p({x}aNt0t|/\aRtotaﬁaA) (9)
:p({zHNtotv>‘7Rtota77’A)p(NtOtp‘aRtotaﬁ,A)' (10)

Assuming a Poisson process, the second term in de-
pends on A, 77 and A only thorough Riot = Riot (A, 7, A);
that is,

RNmt e~ Riot

p(Ntotl/\a Rtotvﬁa A) = p(Ntot|Rtot) =
Ntot!

(11)
Assuming further that the detector noise has an autocor-
relation length much smaller than the typical interval at
which candidates are identified by the pipeline, and using
Hs and H,, to denote the signal and the noise hypothesis
(see Table , the first term in can be written as:

Ntot
p({x}|Ntot7)\7Rtotvﬁa A) = H p(xi‘)HRtot»ﬁvA) (12)
i=1
Ntot
= H [p(mirHS»>‘aRtotvﬁ?A)p(’HSP‘vRtotaﬁvA)
i=1

+p(xi‘IHna )\7 Rtot; 777 A)p(an‘a Rtot, 777 A)] . (13)

The second term of p(Hs| A, Riot, 7, A), corresponds
to the expected fraction of astrophysical candidates in
the total number of candidates:

p(Hs|)‘aRtotaﬁ7 A) :p(HS|ﬁ7A> = 77 (14)

The last term in (13)), p(Hn |, Riot, 7, A), is the expected
fraction of noise-originating candidates, and it is mutu-
ally exclusive with p(Hs|7, A), then

p(an‘aRtotvﬁ:A) :p(Hn|ﬁaA) =1 _’r_}' (15)

As we define ) as the set of all parameters that determine
the shape of CBC population distribution above, the first
term of can be simplified as, p(z|Hs, A, Riot, 7, A) =
p(x|Hs, A, A), and it is the single-candidate likelihood un-
der the signal hypothesis, or the PDF of ranking statis-
tic in the signal population. The third term in is
the single-candidate likelihood under the background hy-
pothesis, and is independent of CBCs’ population pa-
rameters: p(z|Hn, A, Riot, 7, A) = p(z|Hn, A). Then, we



TABLE I. Glossaries.

D = {{z}, Ntot}  Observational dataset.
T Detection statistic of individual candidate.
Niot The total number of candidates.
A Detection criteria and observational limitation made by instruments’ sensitivity and search algorithm.
Ac  Cosmological parameters including Ho, m, etc.
Hy The Hubble constant.
Qm The fractional matter density.
Am Parameters describing the mass distribution.
A Parameters describing source population in general.
Rs The expected number of astrophysical candidates that satisfy A.
R, The expected number of background candidates that satisfy A.
Riot The expected total number of candidates.
77 The expected fraction of signals (astrophysical candidates) among the total number of candidates.
In£ Log-LR ranking statistic described in which is employed as GstLAL’s detection statistic.

0= {5, 0, .f_é, i 57 0} Set of GstLAL’s ranking statistic variables describing a candidate.

0] Set of instruments involved in the observation of a candidate.
o Vectorized SNR (Set of SNRs observed by each instrument O: 7= {Pobs 0> Pobs 0y " })-
f_é Vectorized signals-based-veto parameter.
2 Vectorized arrival time.
c;_g Vectorized coalescence phase.
0 Best match template parameters.
Hs A hypothesis that the candidate has an astrophysical origin.
Hn A hypothesis that the candidate has a background origin.
z  Redshift.
0  Set of intrinsic parameters describing a CBC source (masses, spins, etc.).
pobs SNR observed by a instrument.
popt  Expected SNR of a GW signal from a CBC which is optimally oriented and located to maximize the strain amplitude

at a given instrument.

pPeomb Combined SNR of a instrument network.

obtain the hierarchical likelihood of the following form:

p(D|Aa Rt0t7 "7’ A) RtNOEcOte Rmt
Ntot
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i=1

Substituting @ and (16 into the marginalization ex-
pression in shows that the term depending on Ry
no longer depends on the population shape parameters
A
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As a result, our parameter estimation can be restricted cal likelihood
to the population shape parameters A and the signal frac-
tion 7. It is therefore sufficient to consider the hierarchi- p(DIX, 7, A) o

Ntot

[T i, A A) + (1 = 0)p(asHa, A)], - (19)

i=1



instead of p(D|\, Riot, 77, A) in (16).

The difference between p(z|Hs, A) and p(z|Hs, A, A)
is basically just the normalization threshold. From the
Bayes’ theorem,

p(A|Jt, Hs, )\)p(erSa /\)
P(A[Hs, A) ’

p(zHs, A, A) = (20)

where
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Therefore, it is found that p(z|Hs, A, A) is normalized
over the range in which = satisfies the detection crite-
ria, while p(z|Hs, \) is normalized over the entire range
of possible values of x (when considering the log-LR of
GstLAL, 2 = InL, —0o < InL < o0). The same goes
for p(z|H,) and p(x|Hn, A). The probability described
in represents the fraction of detectable signals, and
corresponds to the selection function, a(\), in the pre-
vious studies [21] [33] [43]. It generally depends on the
population parameters A, and therefore accounts for se-
lection effects when inferring them.

We have now identified three essential ingredients re-

quired to compute the hierarchical likelihood:

e the single-candidate likelihood under the back-
ground hypothesis: p(z|H,, A) and

e the single-candidate likelihood under the signal hy-
pothesis: p(z|Hs, A, A).

In the following two subsections describe in turn how
each of these ingredients can be modeled.

D. Single-candidate likelihood under the
background hypothesis: p(z|Ha, A)

The PDF of the ranking statistic for noise-originating
candidates, p(x|H,), is among the data products pro-
duced by a detection pipeline, and used for FAR deter-
mination [35] [36] [47]:

M [ da p(z'|Hy, A
FAR(z) = L x;i(x [ ),

(23)

where the factor, M, in is the number of noise-like
candidates with the detection statistic above the normal-
ization threshold of p(z|H,,A). Considering the case
of x = InL, p(x|H,) = p(lnL|H,) is obtained by in-
tegrating the GstLAL noise model for all n parameters
over n — 1 dimensional surfaces of constant In £ [36], 45].
Since the forms of the surfaces of constant In L is not

Algorithm 1: Noise model marginalization

for i +— 1 to Nsample do

Draw a sample from the proposal: ©; ~ p(0);
Compute z < In £(0;);

Update histogram: hnoise(z)+ = p(0; | Hn)/p(0:);

known, the integrals are approximated using importance-
weighted sampling (See [45], Section IV] for detail). The
procedure can be summarized as follows:

Regarding the fidelity of the GstLAL noise model, pre-
vious studies have shown good agreement between the
model and the observed candidates distribution in the
low-LR (or low-IFAR) region [38, [48] [49], although they
diverge in high-LR region because of the presence of as-
trophysical signals.

E. Single-candidate likelihood under the signal
hypothesis: p(z|Hs, A)

p(z|Hs, A) is the likelihood of observing a ranking
statistic value z under the assumption that the candi-
date originates from a GW signal produced by a CBC,
with the source population described by the parameter
A. It can also be regarded as the PDF of the ranking
statistic in the signal population. Unlike p(z|H,) above,
it is parameterized by A. Thus, we need to model this
PDF using the data products of the detection pipeline.

As described in Sec. [[IB] the GstLAL LR ranking
statistic is determined by the n-dimensional parameter
set describing each candidate, and is designed as a mea-
sure of how likely a given candidate is to be a GW signal
from a CBC [35, 45H47]. Since the n-dimensional set
includes the SNR and the best match template of the
candidate of interest, in order to predict the distribution
of the ranking statistic in the signal population, we need
to assume the astrophysical and cosmological population
models, which describe the distribution of the intrinsic
parameters (masses, spins, etc.) and the luminosity dis-
tances of compact binaries. In the GstLAL signal model,
the CBC rate is assumed to scale with the cube of the lu-
minosity distance (in the local universe, this is equivalent
to a uniform distribution in comoving volume) [45], and
the model of the CBC intrinsic parameters distribution
(mass model) is given by the analyst. In principle, the
true population model is unknown—it is what we aim
to learn from GW observations. Thus, any population
model adopted within GstLAL cannot be correct in a
strict sense. Nevertheless, assuming some form of popu-
lation model is an essential step in the detection process.

The parameterization of the population model em-
ployed in the GstLAL signal model may differ from the
parameterization we wish to use in population analysis;
even if the same parameterization is adopted, the popu-
lation parameters are fixed to specific values. Therefore,
in order to perform population inference, we must repa-



rameterize the GstLAL signal model in a way that aligns
with our objectives. It can be done as follows:

p(-r‘Hsa )‘> = / dpcomb dép(xa Pcomb) §|HS7 )‘) (24)

= / dpcomb dép($|/)comb, éa Hs, )\)p(ﬂmmb, §|H5a )\)
(25)

= / dpcomb dép(ﬂpcomb, éa Hs)p(pcomby 6_|Hsa /\) (26)

where pcomp denotes the combined SNR of a network,

and is defined by
Pcomb = Z J (27)
pEP

The second term in , P(peomb, 0| Hs, A), determined
by the sensitivity of the instruments of interest and the
assumed population model (The discussion in [50, Chap-
ter 3] might be useful). The first term in depends
only on the characteristic of the search pipeline. It can
be written as:

_ p({I?7 Pcomb; é|HS)
com 797 s) — 7 ’ *
p(m|p b H ) f dxp(x,ﬂcombaew_[s) ( )

and the joint distribution of the log-LR ranking statis-
tic, the combined SNR and the best-matched template,
p(z, peomb, 0| Hs), is obtained by marginalizing GstLAL
signal model. The marginalization can be done in the
same sampling loop shown in Algorithm

Algorithm 2: Noise and signal model
marginalization

for i < 1 to Nsample dO

Draw a sample from the proposal: ©; ~ p(0);
Compute z < In £(6;);

Update histogram: Anoise(z)+ = p(0; | Hn)/p(0:);
Compute peomb < Peomb (Pi);

Update histogram:

hsignal(xy Pcomb, 97,)"’ = p(®z | Hs)/p(ez)y

Through the method described above, we can in prin-
ciple replace the mass model and the spatial distribution
model employed in the GstLAL signal model with the
population model which we wish to use. However, in
the importance-weighted sampling procedure, increasing
the dimensionality of the target distribution requires a
larger number of effective samples, which in turn leads
to a higher computational cost. Since the primary aim
of this work is not to obtain a scientifically meaningful
estimate of cosmological parameters from real data, but
rather to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
method, we perform the mock data analysis in an ideal-
ized setting in Sec. [[T]] Specifically, we assume that the
true intrinsic parameters distribution of compact bina-
ries is already perfectly known and that the mass model

in the GstLAL signal model is set to be consistent with
the true distribution. Under this assumption, there is no
need to replace the mass model in the detection pipeline.
The reparametorization in then simplifies:

p(lesa )‘) = / dpcomb p(.’L‘, pcomb|HS7 )‘) (29)
= / dpcomb p(x|pcomb7 Hs, /\)p(pcomb|Hsa /\) (30)

= / dpcomb p(z|p60mb7 HS)p(pcomb ‘Hsv )\) (31)

The first term in (31), p(x|pcomb, Hs), denotes the like-
lihood that a ranking statistic value z is assigned to a
candidate with combined (network) SNR, pcomp. It is
a conditional probability distribution incorporating the
characteristics of the detection pipeline, which can be
obtained using the importance-weighted sampling proce-
dure outlined above. The second term in determined
by the sensitivity of the instruments of interest, the mass
distribution of CBC in the universe, and our cosmological
model.

1. Modeling PDF of single detector SNR

In this subsection, we consider the calculation of the
last term of for a single detector case, pcompb =
\/p>2 = p. We explicitly denote p as pops in this sub-
section to clarify that it refers to the observed SNR.

We define the optimal SNR, popt, as the expected SNR
of a GW from a CBC which is optimally oriented and lo-
cated to maximize the strain amplitude at a given detec-
tor. When we denote the redshift and the set of intrinsic
source parameters that determine the value of pope by 2
and 6, respectively, the last term of can be written
as:

P(povlHa, A) = / 49 4= p(pove, 6, 2|, N) (32)
— [ 48 Q= plpunnl6, 2, e, Np(6. 5170 (33)

= / dé de(pobslpopt(97 2 )\c); Hs)
X p(OHs, Am)p(2|Hs, Ac).  (34)

The first term of depends on the cosmological pa-
rameters, Ac, and on our cosmological model thorough
the conversion from redshift to luminosity distance. In
addition, since pops here is the observed SNR, it should
incorporate the measurement uncertainty of SNR caused
by detector noise realization and the randomness of the
sky location and orbital inclination of the source. The
second term of is determined by the astrophysical
population. The third term can be constructed either
on the basis of our cosmological model or, as commonly

done in previous studies, using existing galaxy catalogues
[9HT6].



2. Measurement uncertainty of SNR

As mentioned above, the SNR of a GW signal from
a compact binary source, characterized by a specific in-
trinsic parameter and a redshift, should scatter randomly
around the optimal SNR, pgpt, defined earlier. This ran-
domness arises from the realization of instrument noise
as well as from the random sky location and inclination
angle of the source, and such uncertainties must be in-
corporated into the first term of . In what follows,
we examine how this uncertainty can be incorporated
into the first term of , and how that term can be
expressed more explicitly in terms of the optimal SNR,
Popt-

First, we consider the randomness caused by instru-
mental noise. As described in the section 7.8.1 of [51],
matched filtering algorithms for CBC have traditionally
filtered the data against a set of complex template, and
the observed SNR, pobs, is defined as the modulus of the
complex SNR. When we assume the zero-mean station-
ary Gaussian noise and normalized templates, the real
and imaginary part of the complex SNR become unit-
variance Gaussian random variables [51 Section 7.2.4].
Therefore, under these assumptions, the distribution of
the squared observed SNR, Xobs = pobs2, becomes the
non-central x? distribution with two degrees of freedom
52):

1 _ Xopetv
P(Xobs [ Ha,v) = 5™ F Io(ViXows),  (3)

where v is the non-centrality parameter which is related
to the expected value of the X,ps, and Iy is the modified
Bessel function of the first kind of order zero. When Xy
denotes the expected value of Xgps,

Xexp =2+ 1. (36)
It is reasonable to assume that
Xexp = (poptg)2 y (37)

where G is defined as the geometry factor of the instru-
ment expressed as:

G- \/F+(ﬁ,1/))2 (”;"82)  P(, ) cos?e. (38)

Here, ¢ is the orbital inclination, and Fy and Fx are the
antenna pattern functions [5I]. They are determined by
the unit vector, 7, pointing to the location of the CBC
source on the sky and the polarization angle, 1. From

p(pobs) dpobs = p(Xobs) dXobs = 2pobsp(X0bs) dpobs )
(39)

we find that the first term of can be written as:
1
p(pobs|popt7 Hs) = / dg p(p0b87 g|p0pt’ HS) (40)
0
1
= / dgp(pobslgapop‘wHS)p(g'HS) (41)
0

1
- / dgp(ngi)
0
X 2Pobs P (Xobs = PoszIHsa V= (fooptg)2 - 2) . (42)

The last term of can be calculated using (35)), and
the first term, p(G|Hs), can be obtained from simulation
assuming a uniform and isotropic distribution of gravita-
tional wave sources.

As shown in Fig. [I] in the high-SNR limit the distri-

bution, p(pobs|G; popt, Hs), in and approaches
a Gaussian distribution, p(pobs|u, o) = o= exp[—(z —

2mo?

p)?/20?], with the mean of 1 = poptG and the unit vari-
ance, 0 = 1. Even at poptG ~ 4, the mean-squared error
is only about 0.1%. Motivated by this, in the MDAs pre-
sented in Sec. [T} we simplify the treatment by replacing
P(Pobs|G, popt, Hs) with the unit-variance Gaussian dis-
tribution:

1
p(pobS|P0pt»Hs) = /0 dgp(g|Hs)N(PobS|pOptgv 1)-
(43)

8. PDF of combined SNR

In this subsection, for simplicity, we assume a detector
network composed of multiple instruments with nearly
identical sensitivities—such as the two LIGO detectors.
Under this assumption, we show how to construct the
distribution of the combined SNR from the single detec-
tor SNR distribution and the distribution of the relative
magnitude of geometry factors of different instruments.
Although in reality some candidates are observed by only
a subset of the Nj,g instruments, for simplicity we as-
sume that all candidates in our dataset D are identified
by all N detectors and examine the corresponding dis-
tribution of the combined SNR.

Then, for now, it is assumed that we have N,g =
m + 1 instruments (m is an integer equal to or greater
than 1), and we already know the distribution of SNRs
observed by the Oth instrument, Og, for the given value
of cosmological parameters, p(po|Hs, A). When the ratio
of SNR observed by Oth and ¢th instruments for a given
source is written as

Pi
Ti0 = —, 44
Po ( )

the combined SNR defined by can be expressed as

Pcomb = PO (45)
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FIG. 1. Comparison between the unit-variance Gaussian distribution, N (pobs|v/7 + 2,1), and the expected distribution of
the observed SNR pobs, p(pobs|Hs, V), derived from the non-central chi-squared distribution, conditioned by the non-centrality
v = (poptg)2 — 2. Top panel: the two distributions are shown for different value of v; the colored solid lines represent the exact
p(pobs|Hs, V), while the gray dashed lines represent the unit-variance Gaussian distributions. The two distributions converge in
the high-SNR limit. Bottom panel: the mean-squared error between p(pobs|Hs, V) and the unit-variance Gaussian distribution
as a function of v + 2 = poptG, showing an ~ v~ ! scaling.

Considering we obtain

(pcomb|Hs; )\

<H dTZ 0) p pCOmb7 1 ,00 77" Tm,O|H57 A) (48)

m
P(P0s 71,00+ > Tm,0) dpo Hde',o =

i=1 (Hdﬂo
m \/1+Zz 1 10

P(Peomb, 1,05+ Tm,0) dPcomb Hdri,o (46)

i=1 b
' xXp pO:pCO—n:naT170a"'aTm70 Hsa/\
V31t rio
(49)
and Since the distribution of 7; o depends roughly only on

the geometric properties of the instrument network and
does not depend on cosmological parameters or astro-
physical mass distribution models, the last term in
can be factorized as follows:

1+Zri20 dea (47) p(pO,TLo,'“ 7rm7O|HS7>\) =
-1 p(po[He, Np(r1,0,- -, Tmo|Hs).  (50)

dpcomb =




When the sensitivity of two detectors are very similar,
the ratio of the SNRs between them is nearly equal to
the ratio of their geometry factors,

G
Go’
Accordingly, the approximated distribution of r; o can be
obtained by computing the geometry factors for each in-
strument over a set of isotropically distributed sky loca-
tions and uniformly distributed inclinations, and taking
their ratios.

(51)

74,0 ~

F. Point estimate of signal fraction

This subsection details the procedure for obtaining a
point estimate of the signal fraction, 77, which was men-
tioned around (7). Recalling (14), the signal fraction can
be written using the probability of astrophysical origin,
p(Hs|z, A, 77, A), so-called p(astro):

7= p(Hal\ 7, A) = / dz p(Halz, A, A)p(zl, 7, A).

(52)
Here we define p(z|observed) as the observed distribution
of the detection statistic, and using the true value of the
signal fraction 7 it can be written as

p(zlobserved) = fop(z|Hs, A, A) + (1 — 7o) p(x|Hu, A),
(53)
if our population model is correct and the total number of
observed candidates Ny is sufficiently large. Assuming

p(z| A\, 77, A) ~ p(x|observed), (54)

we obtain an approximation of the signal fraction, and
we refer to it as 7;:

ﬁ:/dxp(?—[s|a:,)\,777A)p(:1c|observed) (55)

Ntot
1
= Nt . E p(HS|x7A)‘7A) = ﬁi) (56)
ot =1

Since the calculation of p(Hg|x, A, 7, A) requires us to
know 7 as shown later, we approximate p(Hs|z, A, 7, A)
in with the p(astro) marginalized over j:

1
p(Hala, A, A) = / a7 p(Ha. 7, A, A) (57)
0

1
= [ anpOtle A M)A ). (58)
0
From Bayes’ theorem,
p(HSkCa A, m, A) =
p(Hsp\, 7, A)p($|H57 A, A)

p(Hs|A, 7, A)p(x|[Hs, A, A) + p(Ha|A, 7, A)p(2|[Ha, ?) )
59

— ﬁp(‘r|Hsﬂ )\7A) . (60)
mp(x[Hs; A, A) + (1 = n)p(x[Hn, A)

p(x|Hn, A) and p(z|Hs, A, A) is the PDF of the detection
statistic in the noise and signal population, and these
are described in the previous subsections. We adopt the
uniform prior between 0 and 1 as p(77|A, A).

If Niot is sufficiently large and the approximation in
holds well, the fraction of signals is expected to be
estimated with adequate accuracy using (as well as
and (60)). In the MDAs in Sec. however, we find
that this approximation does not works well especially in
the case of the smaller injected values of 77, and moreover
that the resulting discrepancy can have a serious impact
on the posterior distribution of the population parame-
ters, which is the final outcome of our analysis. On the
other hand, we also found that the true signal fraction,
flo, and 7} in are related by a linear relation:

iy ~ (F — B)ijo + B, (61)

where

FO) = [ dop(Hle A A)pleHara) (62

— 00

and

B(A,A)E/Oo dz p(Halz, \, A)p(alHa, A).  (63)

— 0o

The linear relation in ((61)) can be readily derived by sub-
stituting into (55). We define the point estimate
corrected using the relation in as

A 77/1 - B
=F_pg" (64)
The discovery of the relation in enables us to obtain
more accurate estimates of the signal fraction from the
observational dataset, which can then be incorporated
into the inference of the population parameter. The com-
parison between the results of inferences employing dif-
ferent methods of estimation of signal fraction is shown

in Sec. [MID3

As may already be apparent from the preceding discus-
sion, the order of presentation above reflects the heuristic
path by which we arrived at the estimator in 7 rather
than the minimal conceptual structure required to un-
derstand it. In fact, for the conceptual understanding
of the estimator, the probabilistic derivation in and
is not essential. What truly underlies the estima-
tor is the fact that the expectation value of any function
of the detection statistic differs between the signal and
noise populations, and that the observed mean reflects a
mixture of the two according to the true signal fraction.
The p(astro)-based formulation simply provides a conve-
nient and interpretable way to express this relation, and
this choice was also empirically justified in our MDA, as
discussed in Sec.



III. PROOF-OF-CONCEPT MOCK DATA
ANALYSES

In this section, we validate our proposed method by
performing simplified, proof-of-concept MDAs. In our
proof-of-concept MDAs, we did not inject signals into de-
tector strain and run the detection pipeline to generate a
list of GW candidates. Instead, we drew fixed numbers of
ranking statistic values corresponding to candidates from
our noise and signal models, respectively, and used this
synthetic (fake) dataset to compute the posterior distri-
bution of Hy. Accordingly, in a MDA our dataset consists
of a list of Ny values of the log-likelihood ratio. Assum-
ing that all population parameters other than the Hubble
constant, Hy, are known, we investigate whether the in-
jection value of Hy can be recovered from a dataset con-
sisting of Ny fake candidates. We use the data products
generated in the S556 reanalysis [53] for the fake data
generation and the construction of the single-candidate
likelihood under the signal/noise hypothesis.

The population model employed in our MDAs and the
single-candidate likelihood under the signal hypothesis
based on it are described in Sec.[[I['Al Sec. [T Bldescribes
our fake data generation process. In Sec. [[IID] we show
the example posterior and the results of the probability-
probability (p-p) test.

A. Population model

To perform the p-p test, we prepared 1,386 mock uni-
verses, corresponding to 126 different values of the Hub-
ble constant Hp and 11 different values of the signal
fraction 7. For consistency with the prior described in
Sec. H, is varied uniformly from 25kms~—! Mpc™!
to 150 kms~ Mpc ™! in increments of 1kms~' Mpc™!, 7
was sampled uniformly from 0 to 1 with a step size of
0.1.

We begin by describing the CBC intrinsic parameter
distribution in the mock universes, which corresponds
to the second term of . For simplicity, we consider
only the lowest post-Newtonian order. At this level,
the optimal SNR defined in Sec. [TET] depends only
on the detector frame chirp mass, M., and the lumi-
nosity distance between the source and the Earth, dy:
Popt = Popt (M, dr). The source frame and the detector
frame chirp mass is defined as:

1

3 3\ 5

M, = <mlvs M2 > : (65)
mis+ Mo

and

1
3 3\ 5
Me=(1+2)M, = (ml’d T2 ) . (66)
mi,d + Mmad

where m; 5 and mg ¢ are the source-frame masses of the
binary components (m s > mas), and mq g = (14+2)my ¢
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and mg q = (14 z)mg ¢ are the detector-frame masses of
the binary components. Defining M. ¢ and dp, g such
that popt(Mes,dLs) = 8, we can calculate pope for a
given set of values of chirp mass and luminosity distance
as:

MC )5/6 dL 8

yro . (67)

popt(Mca dL) =8 ( d
L

M. s and dr, g depend on the sensitivity of the instru-
ment of interest. Our MDAs used the power spectral
density estimated from a segment of LIGO Hanford data
in S5, spanning GPS times 866736411-875232014. The
reference distance dp, g for a given M. g was computed
using the gstlal.psd.HorizonDistance function in the
GstLAL package [47], which evaluates the horizon dis-
tance for a binary with specified component masses and
detector power spectral density. Accordingly, in this set-
ting, the only intrinsic parameter of the binary that con-
trols the optimal SNR is the chirp mass in the source
frame, M.. This implies that the second term in
can be expressed as:

p(9|H37)\m) :p(MC|H57/\m)- (68)

In typical population studies of GW sources, it is com-
mon to assume a source-frame mass distribution moti-
vated by astrophysical considerations as in . In our
MDAs, however, we choose to fix the mass distribution
in the detector frame to maintain consistency with the
run configuration used in [53], whose data products are
used in this study. Since the focus of our MDAs is not
on extracting redshift information from features in the
mass distribution, this choice is not important. Consid-
ering p(Me|z, Hs, Am) = ﬂTl,z)p(McrHsa Am), can be

rewritten as:

p(pobs|Hsa )\) =
/ dM. dzp(pobs|popt(MCa dL(Za )‘C))v HS)
X p(Melz, Hs, Am )P(2[Hs, Ac). (69)

The binary detector-frame component masses are as-
sumed to be log-uniformly distributed in the mock uni-
verses. The mass range is set to be 1-100 My for the
detector-frame component masses and up to 100 Mg
for the detector-frame total mass. Then, we obtained
p(M.|z, Hs, A ) numerically by drawing samples of mj 4
and mg q from p(m) o< 1/m, and calculating for each
sample.

We now turn to the third term of . In the mock
universes, compact binaries are uniformly distributed in
the comoving volume, V.. Therefore,

T dV;

Su)‘c T 9
p(zIH ) o 142z dz

(70)

where T is the length of the observation in the detec-
tor frame (T/(1 + z) is the length of the observation in
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aLIGO, H, = 25 CE, Hy =25 S5H1, H, = 25
aLIGO, H, = 30 CE, Hy =30 S5HL, H, = 30
aLIGO, H, = 35 CE, Hy= 35 S5H1, H, = 35
aLIGO, H, = 40 CE, Hy = 40 S5H1, H, = 40
aLIGO, H, = 45 CE, Hy= 45 S5H1, H, = 45
aLIGO, H, = 50 CE, Hy = 50 S5H1, H, = 50
aLIGO, H, = 55 CE, H, = 55 S5H1, H, = 55
aLIGO, H, = 60 CE, Hy = 60 S5H1, H, = 60
aLIGO, Hy = 65 CE, Hy = 65 S5H1, H, = 65
aLIGO, H, =70 CE, Hy=T0 S5H1, H, = 70
aLIGO, H, =75 CE, Hy=T756 ——S5HL, H, =75
aLIGO, H, =80 ——CE, Hy =80 ——S5H1, H, =80
aLIGO, H, =85 ——CE, Hy =8 ——S5H1, H, =85
aLIGO, H, =90 ——CE, Hy =90 ——S5H1, H, =90
aLIGO, H, =95 ——CE, Hy =95 ——S5H1, H, =95

aLIGO, Hy = 100 ——CE, H, = 100 ——S5H1, H, = 100
aLIGO, H, = 105 ——CE, H, = 105 ——S5H1, H, = 105
aLIGO, H, = 110 ——CE, H, = 110 ——S5H1, H, = 110
aLIGO, H, = 115 ——CE, H, = 115 ——S5H]1, H, = 115
aLIGO, H, = 120 ——CE, H, = 120 ——S$5H1, H, = 120
aLIGO, H, = 125 ——CE, H, = 125 ——S5H1, H, = 125
aLIGO, H, = 130 ——CE, H, = 130 ——S5H1, H, = 130
aLIGO, Hy = 135 ——CE, H, = 135 ——S5H1, H, = 135
aLIGO, H, = 140 ——CE, H, = 140 ——S5H1, H, = 140
aLIGO, H, = 145 ——CE, H, = 145 ——S5H1, H, = 145
aLIGO, H, = 150 ——CE, H, = 150 ——S5H1, H, = 150

FIG. 2. Expected SNR distribution assuming a given instrument and the population model described in Sec. [[ITA] The gray
lines, orange lines and blue lines correspond to Cosmic Explorer [54], Advanced LIGO design sensitivity [55], and S5 sensitivity,
spanning GPS time 866736411-875232014, respectively.
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in Fig. 2] and Fig. [Ba] As a reference, the original marginalized
GstLAL signal model is plotted in orange.

FIG. 3. Detection statistic distribution models employed in the MDA. These PDFs were generated based on data products
provided by a previous study [53]. The Ho-dependence of this MDA signal model remains limited, since the LIGO detectors
during the S5 run were not sensitive to very distant regions of the universe.
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(b) The log-LR distribution of the candidates in an example MDA
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the network SNR distribution model corresponding to the injected and the black solid line shows the MDA signal model corresponding

value of Hy, Hp =70kms~! Mpcfl, as a reference.

to the injected value of Hy, Ho =70kms~! Mpc~1.

FIG. 4. Comparison between the distribution models, and the distribution of candidates’ SNR and log-LR in an example MDA

dataset.

the source frame). Furthermore, the mock universes are
“flat”. Then the expressions of the comoving distance,
dc, and the luminosity distance, dr,, as a function of the
redshift, z, are:

c

do(z,\) = /0 & (71)

and
dr,(z,\e) = (1 4 2)dc(z, Ae), (72)

where ¢ denotes the speed of the light, A\c = {Hp, Qm}
and

H(z,Ae) = Ho/ (1 +2)3+1-Qn.  (73)

We use the fixed value of the fractional matter density in
the MDA, Q,,, = 0.3. Considering

d‘/C d 4r 3 Qddc 2 C
= ——d¢” =4ndc”— = 4nd Ae) ——m—,
dz  dz 3¢ e 1, mdo (2, Ac) H(z,\c)
(74)
we obtain
1 dc(z, )\C)2
sy Ac —
(el Ne) > s (75)

Putting , , , , , and into
, we obtain the observed SNR distribution model for
a given instrument. The SNR distribution model shown
by the blue lines in Fig. [2] assumes the sensitivity of the
LIGO Hanford detector during the period from GPS time
866736411-875232014, and it is employed in the MDAs.

For comparison, the gray lines and the orange lines in
Fig. |2 show the SNR distribution models assuming the
Advanced LIGO design sensitivity [55] and the Cosmic
Explorer design sensitivity [54], respectively. The depen-
dence of the distribution shape on the value of Hy tends
to be more pronounced in the low-SNR region, and it can
be seen that the better the assumed detector sensitivity—
enabling distant CBC to be observed with higher SNR—
the stronger the Hy-dependence of the distribution shape
becomes.

By applying the importance sampling procedure de-
scribed in Algorithm [2] we obtained the distribution of
the ranking statistic conditioned on a given SNR, cor-
responding to the first term of (31]) (shown in Fig. .
The importance sampling was performed on the Kam-
bai cluster at the Research Center for the Early Uni-
verse (RESCEU), The University of Tokyo. Each node
of the cluster is equipped with an Intel Xeon E5-2630 v4
CPU (20 threads) and 32 GB of memory. The main com-
putation consisted of 60 independent jobs with compa-
rable computational cost. The total wall time amounted
to 637.9 hours (equivalent to 26.6 node-days) and the
total CPU time to 3695.7 hours (user 3681.8 h, system
13.9 h). The average peak memory usage per job was
31.7 GB, with a maximum of 39.4 GB. In this study,
for simplicity—as described in the first paragraph of
Sec. [TE3}—we impose as part of our detection criteria
that all candidates included in our candidate list must
be coincident across all detectors in the network (specifi-
cally, both the LIGO Hanford (H1) and LIGO Livingston
(L1) detectors in our MDAs). Accordingly, in Algo-
rithm [2] if a sample drawn from the proposal distribu-



tion corresponds to the set of instruments O other than
{H1, L1}, such as O = {H1} or O = {L1}, the signal
model histogram hgignal is not updated and the loop pro-
ceed to the next iteration. Since the primary goal of this
work is to validate the proposed framework, we did not
invest significant effort in optimizing this part of the im-
plementation. As a result, the PDFs are likely to have
converged less efficiently than what could be achieved
with a more optimized implementation, given the com-
putational resources expended.

Furthermore, using the single-detector SNR, distribu-
tion model shown by blue lines in Fig. [2| together with
the method described in Sec. [TE3 we constructed a
two-detector combined SNR distribution model (assum-
ing the Hanford and Livingston detectors with the iden-
tical sensitivity). By integrating these results thorough
, we obtained the single-candidate likelihood model
under the signal hypothesis for different Hy, as shown
in Fig. As a reference, the original GstLAL signal
model is plotted in orange, allowing a visual assessment of
how the replacement of the spatial distribution model—
described in Sec. [TE}—affects the resulting distribution
of the detection statistic. As mentioned above, the LIGO
detectors during the S5 run were not sensitive to very
distant regions of the universe. Consequently, the Hy-
dependence of the model of the ranking statistic PDF
under the signal hypothesis remains limited. We refer
to the Ho-dependent distribution model of the detection
statistic for astrophysical, signal-originating candidates,
constructed through the process described so far, as the
MDA signal model.

B. Data generation

We have used the inverse transform sampling to gen-
erate our synthetic dataset. The noise candidates are
drawn from the GstLAL noise model, and the signal
candidates drawn from the combined SNR distribution
model. Noise candidates are drawn directly from the
PDF model of the ranking statistic, subject to the re-
quirement —28 < InL < 150, and the data-generation
process ends there. For signal candidates, we first draw
two-detector combined SNR values from the SNR dis-
tribution model constructed using S5 sensitivity, which
corresponds to the injection value of Hy, subject to the
requirement 7 < SNR < 100. This lower SNR threshold
is imposed because the GstLAL software assigns a rank-
ing statistic of negative infinity to triggers with network
SNR below 7. Given the SNR of each candidate, we then
draw ranking statistic values from the conditional dis-
tribution, p(|pcomb, Hs, A), shown in Fig. For also
signal-originating candidates, we include only those sat-
isfying —28 < In £ < 150 in the dataset. This selection
corresponds to the detection criteria, A, introduced in
the formalism section, Sec. [T While in the section A
was defined solely by a lower threshold on the detection
statistic, here we also impose an upper threshold for prac-
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tical convenience in normalizing probability distribution.
This additional restriction has no impact on the formal-
ism itself.

By applying together with the actual counts
of candidates observed between GPS times 866736411
875232014, we obtain the IFAR corresponding to the
lower and upper detection thresholds, In £ = —28 and
In £ = 150, as 42 seconds and 1.4 x 1072 years, respec-
tively. This demonstrates that our method is capable of
handling catalogues that include candidates spanning a
very broad range of statistical significance.

Although it is possible to generate signal candidates
directly from the PDF of the ranking statistic (the MDA
signal model), we chose not to do so, as this would ob-
scure the connection to quantities such as SNR that read-
ers may find more intuitive. A dataset based on compo-
nent masses and redshifts would be even closer to as-
trophysical reality, but given the scope of this work we
adopted a simpler, more tractable approach. Fig. [d]shows
the comparison between the example of the distribution
of synthetic candidates and the modeled distributions.

In each mock universe, 10,000 candidates were gen-
erated. The numbers of signal-originating and noise-
originating candidates were determined so as to be con-
sistent with the value of 7 assigned to each mock universe.

C. Fidelity test of the signal fraction point estimate

To further assess the fidelity of the signal fraction point
estimation method described in Sec. [[TF] we conducted a
dedicated validation test using a separate set of mock uni-
verses, distinct from the 1,386 mock universes used in the
main MDAs. This validation set consists of 1,500 mock
universes, with injected values of 7 uniformly distributed
between 0 and 1 in steps of Afj = 2/1500, while the
Hubble constant Hy is fixed at 70kms~* Mpc™! for all.
The data generation procedure follows the same approach
as described in Sec. [[ITB] For universes with injected
7 < 0.5, we use a common list of 150,000 noise-origin can-
didates (ranking statistics), while only the signal-origin
candidates vary across universes; the total number of can-
didates is not preserved. Conversely, for injected 7 > 0.5,
a common list of 150,000 signal-origin candidates is used,
and only the noise-origin candidates differ between uni-
verses. Again, the total number of candidates is not pre-
served.

D. Results and interpretations
1. Results from joint estimate of Ho and 7

We performed a joint estimation of Hy and 7 for each of
the mock universes corresponding to 126 different values
of Hy and 11 different values of 7, using the synthetic ob-
servational data generated in Sec. [[IIB] Fig. [§] presents
24 of the resulting 1,386 posteriors for Hy. Each row
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FIG. 5. Posteriors marginalized over the signal fraction, 7, from MDAs with different injected values of the Hubble constant
Hy and the signal fraction 7. Each row corresponds to a group of mock universes with different injected values of Hy, while
each column corresponds to those with different injected values of 7. In each panel, the black solid line shows the posterior of
Hy marginalized over 7, whereas the colored lines shows the posteriors of Hy calculated under different assumed values of 7.
The curve corresponding to the true (injected) value of 7 for each mock universe is drawn with a thicker line, and the black
dotted line indicates the true (injected) value of Ho. When 7] = 0 is assumed in the evaluation of the posteriors (in the case of
blue lines in each panel), no constraint on Hp is obtained. The marginalized posteriors show little sensitivity to the injected
Hy values, compared to their dependence on the injected 7 values. In contrast, the posteriors obtained using the true 7 tend
to track the injected Ho values reasonably well.



corresponds to a group of mock universes with different
injected values of Hy, while each column corresponds to
those with different injected values of 7. In each panel,
the black solid line shows the posterior of Hy marginal-
ized over 7], whereas the colored lines shows the posteri-
ors of Hy calculated under different assumed values of 7.
The curve corresponding to the true (injected) value of 7
for each mock universe is drawn with a thicker line, and
the black dotted line indicates the true (injected) value
of Hy. Although only ten colored lines are shown, corre-
sponding to 7 values from 0 to 0.9 in steps of 0.1, in each
mock universe we actually computed the Hy posterior for
1,000 7 values between 0 and 1, which were subsequently
marginalized. As expected, when 77 = 0 is assumed in the
evaluation of the posteriors (in the case of blue lines in
each panel), all the candidates in our datasets are inter-
preted as noise, and thus no constraint on Hy is obtained.
From a global perspective, the marginalized posteriors
(black solid lines) show little sensitivity to the injected
Hj values, compared to their dependence on the injected
77 values. This is consistent with the discussion in the
previous subsection and with Fig. BB} because the sensi-
tivity of the initial LIGO detector in the S5 era was not
sufficient to probe distant sources, the shape of the rank-
ing statistic distribution is only weakly dependent on Hy.
In contrast, the posteriors obtained using the true 7 tend
to track the injected H values reasonably well. This be-
havior motivates the use of a point estimate of 77 based
on p(astro), as introduced in Sec.

Fig. [6] shows the p-p plot obtained from the analy-
ses of 1,386 mock universes. The blue line shows the
fraction of mock universes whose injected Hy values fall
within a given credible interval (C.I.) of the inferred pos-
terior. The credible intervals are calculated in a one-
sided (left-tailed) manner. The shaded region indicates
the 90% confidence interval expected from the binomial
distribution.To quantify deviations from uniformity, we
performed a Kolmogorov-Sminov (KS) test using SciPy’s
kstest function [56], yielding a p-value of ~ 0.1. While
some deviation from the confidence band is observed, no
significant inconsistency is found between the recovered
posteriors and the injected values.

2. Results of fidelity test of i point estimate

Fig. [7] presents the results of the signal fraction fidelity
test described in Sec. [[ITC] In the main panel, the hor-
izontal axis shows the true (injected) signal fraction 7o,
while the vertical axis shows the signal fraction estimated
using our point estimate method based on p(astro). The
black dashed line represents the ideal relation in which
the estimated value exactly matches the true value. The
thick light gray solid line shows the relationship between
7o and the estimated value 7}, obtained as a simple sum
of p(astro) values divided by the total number of candi-
dates as described in . While this line is linear like
the ideal case, its slope differs, and it intersects the ideal
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FIG. 6. Probability-probability plot for the joint estimate of
Hy and 7, derived from the analyses of 1,386 mock universes,
corresponding to 126 different values of the Hubble constant
Hy and 11 different values of the signal fraction 7. The shaded
region indicates the 90% confidence interval expected from the
binomial distribution and the p-value shown in the legend
is obtained from KS test [56]. While some deviation from
the confidence band is observed, no significant inconsistency

is found between the recovered posteriors and the injected
values.

diagonal near 79 = 0.5. The upper subpanel shows the
corresponding relative error |77] — 7o|/7o as a light gray
solid line. The error decreases near 7y = 0.5 and increases
toward the edges of the plot; in particular, it exceeds
100% for small values of 7jg. The dark gray dotted line
in the main panel indicates the corrected estimate 7, ob-
tained using , which closely follows the ideal relation.
The upper subpanel shows the corresponding relative er-
ror |7 — 7ol /7o as a dark gray dotted line, revealing that
the error decreases as 7)o increases. For 79 2 0.03, the
corrected estimate achieves better than 5% accuracy, and
the error drops below 1% near 7y = 1. The blue solid line
in the main panel is a least-squares fit to the linear rela-
tionship between 7}y and 7}, with the best-fit parameters
shown in the legend. The orange dashed line represents
the linear prediction based on , and its coefficients
are also indicated in the legend. This predicted relation-
ship agrees well with the observed trend (light gray solid
line and blue fit). This agreement, in turn, enables the
accurate correction illustrated by the dark gray dotted
line.

As briefly mentioned in the end of Sec. from the
conceptual point of view of the point estimation, it is
not necessary to use p(astro). In principle, one could
construct an analogous estimator by replacing p(astro),

p(Hs|lz, A, A) in (56), and with any function

of the detection statistic, such as the detection statistic



x itself. However, when we performed the same fidelity
test using this replacement, the relative error showed a
similar monotonic decrease with 7y but remained larger
overall: the error did not fall below 1% even near 7jo = 1,
and the true signal fraction needed for the error to drop
below 5% was 7jp 2 0.1. These results empirically justify
our choice of employing p(astro) in the estimator.

3. Results using point estimate of signal fraction

Fig. [0 shows a set of 11 p-p plots, each corresponding
to a group of 126 mock universes sharing the same in-
jected value of 7. The analyses in each panel are based
on the Dirac delta prior introduced in . In general,
any mismatch between the population distribution used
to generate the simulations and the prior assumed in
Bayesian inference appears as a bias in the resulting p—p
plot. However, as confirmed in Sec. [ITD 2] the differ-
ence between our estimate 7 and the injected value 7o
is small, at least in the case of 77/ = 7j,, that we can ap-
proximate §(77 — 77') ~ §(7] — 7o), and thereby construct
p-p plots for each value of the injected 7 (or 7p). In each
of 11 panels, the gray shaded region represents the 90%
frequentist confidence band, same as in Fig. [6] The blue
solid and orange dashed lines indicate the results of the
p-p tests assuming 7 = 7} and 7 = 7, respectively.
The green dotted lines will be discussed later. The re-
sults shown in the panels corresponding to small injected
values of 7, specifically 7 < 0.2, behave as expected. The
orange dashed lines lie close to the diagonal, and the as-
sociated KS test p-values (shown in the same color) are
near unity. In contrast, for injected 7 = 0 and 0.1, the
blue solid lines deviate substantially from the diagonal
due to large discrepancies between the estimate 7] and
the injected value, resulting in small KS p-values. As
anticipated from the results in Fig. [7] the blue curves
become progressively better as the injected 77 approaches
0.5, eventually showing similar behavior to the orange
dashed curves. For the injected 77 2 0.3, both the blue
solid and orange dashed lines begin to deviate noticeably
from the diagonal. Ideally, we would expect the orange
dashed lines to remain close to the diagonal for all the
injected values of 77 while the blue solid lines should show
strong deviations for the injected 77 ~ 0.9 and 1—similar
in magnitude to the deviations seen for the injected 7 = 0
and 0.1. However, this expected pattern is not observed.
We hypothesize that the fact that both the blue and or-
ange curves exhibit similarly strong biases in the mock
universes with large injected 7 indicates the presence of
a systematic error that has not been accounted for in our
previous explanations. This systematic effect appears to
dominate over the differences between 7, and 77;. We at-
tribute its origin to the lack of sufficient convergence in
our MDA signal model constructed via importance sam-
pling, which results in residual statistical fluctuations in
the modeled signal distribution.

In our main MDAs, the same non-converged MDA sig-
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FIG. 7. True signal fraction vs. estimated signal fraction. In
the bottom main panel, the horizontal axis shows the injected
signal fraction 7jp, while the vertical axis shows the signal
fraction estimated using our point estimate method based on
p(astro). The upper subpanel shows the relative estimation
error |7 — 7jo|/fo. For the estimator defined in (56)), 771, the
error decreases near 7o = 0.5 and increases toward the edges
of the plot; it exceeds 100% for small values of 7jp. For the es-
timator defined in (64), 7, the error decreases as 7} increases.
For 7jo = 0.03, 7, achieves better than 5% accuracy, and the

~

error drops below 1% near 7jo = 1.

nal model—with residual statistical fluctuations—is used
both in data generation and in the evaluation of the hi-
erarchical likelihood. However, since data generation is
inherently stochastic, we expect that the impact of fluc-
tuations in the MDA signal model is relatively minor in
this step: synthetic candidate lists drawn from the noisy
signal model are likely to be similar to those drawn from a
fully converged model. In contrast, the hierarchical like-
lihood evaluation is more sensitive to such fluctuations,
and we hypothesize that this asymmetry is responsible
for the biases observed in many of the p-p plots shown

in Fig. [9

To prepare for a mathematical explanation of the bias
introduced in the evaluation of the hierarchical likelihood
due to statistical fluctuations in the MDA signal model,
we begin by defining two detection-statistic probability
density models. The true, fully converged, fluctuation-



free model is defined, following , as:
ptrue(xIHOvﬁ) = ﬁptrue(er&HO) + (1 - ﬁ)ptrue($|Hn)~

(76)
The fluctuation-affected model, constructed via impor-
tance sampling using a finite number of samples, is de-
noted as:

ﬁ(ﬂHOa ) ptrue(x|H07 )+77€(x|H0) (77)

where e(x|Hy) characterizes the statistical fluctuation
present primarily in the signal component (the MDA sig-
nal model). This modeling is motivated by the empirical
observation (see Fig. that the noise model exhibits
much smaller fluctuations than the signal model. Even
if there are small residual fluctuations in the noise com-
ponent, they are independent of Hy and thus do not af-
fect the relative likelihood between different Hy values.
Therefore, we neglect the contribution of fluctuations
from the noise model and model the total PDF fluctua-
tion using only the signal-side variation scaled by 7. In
our practical implementation, we evaluate the logarith-
mic form of the hierarchical likelihood. For a fluctuation-
free model, this takes the form:

Ntot

— Z lnptrue(xi‘HOVﬁ)' (78)
i=1

lnptrue(D|H07 77)

In contrast, when using the fluctuation-affected model,
the likelihood becomes:

Ntot
> [ pere (| Ho, 0) + fe(x| Ho)] (79)

i=1

Inp(D|Ho, 1) =

Niot
ne(zi|Ho)

e )

Denoting the ensemble average over the realization of
the importance-sampled model as (), and assuming

1nptlrue D|H0,

_nezlHo) _\ _ () from the Maclaurin expansion to the
ptrue( |H0a77)
leading order, we obtain

CY[RC O U Yy L0 ] |
ptrue($i|H07ﬁ) 2 ptrue(leOaﬁ>

(81)

Consequently, the expected log hierarchical likelihood

evaluated with the fluctuation-affected model is always
smaller than the true value:

(Inp(D|Ho, 1))
1 /T el ]
2 z:zl < |:ptruc(xi|H0’ﬁ):| >
(82)

~ lnptrue(DlHOa 77) -

< lnptrue(DlHOa 77)

Therefore, if the magnitude of fluctuation varies with Hy,
this bias can lead to spurious suppression of the hierarchi-
cal likelihood at particular values of Hy, independent of
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FIG. 8. The fraction of power contained in fluctuations with
wavelengths shorter than the wavelength Ax = Aln £ <5 of
the detection statistic distribution, p(z|Hs, Ho), for each value
of Hy. It is observed that the signal models corresponding to
larger values of Hp have a greater fraction of high-frequency
oscillation power.

their proximity to the injected truth. It can also be found
that the systematic underestimation of the hierarchical
likelihood becomes more severe as either 7 increases, or
Niot increases, since the second term of increases
monotonically with both variables.

To quantitatively evaluate the Hy-dependence of the
magnitude of statistical fluctuations in our MDA sig-
nal model, we computed the fraction of power contained
in fluctuations with wavelengths shorter than the wave-
length Az = Aln £ < 5 of the detection statistic distri-
bution, p(x|Hs, Hp), as defined below, for each value of
Hot

ff21/Ax df |Z~)(f|HO)‘2
Jiso df IB(fIHo)[*

.FHF(H()) =

where p(f|Hp) is the Fourier transform of p(z|Hs, Hy) —
P(Hy), and p(Hp) is the DC (zero-frequency) component
of p(x|Hs, Hp). Fig. [§] shows the dependence of Fyp on
Hy, computed for our MDA signal model. It is observed
that the signal models corresponding to larger values of
Hjy have a greater fraction of high-frequency oscillation
power.

Fig. [10| shows a subset of the posteriors obtained from
the MDAs assuming a Dirac delta prior. Focusing on
the orange curves, which correspond to the case of in-
jected 7 = 0.9, we observe that the posteriors consis-
tently exhibit suppression around large H, values, re-
gardless of the injected value of Hy. This behavior is
consistent with the discussion leading up to and with
the trend in the magnitude of model fluctuations shown
in Fig. In contrast, the blue curves corresponding to
injected 7 = 0.1 show no such suppression, supporting
the interpretation from that the systematic under-
estimation of the hierarchical likelihood becomes more
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green dotted lines represents the p-p plot derived from the smoother signal model, calculated via importance sampling using
4 times as many samples as the MDA signal model shown in Fig. For injected values of 77 < 0.2, we find that the Hubble
constant can be inferred without noticeable bias when using a reliable signal fraction estimator. In contrast, for 7 2 0.3, the
impact of underestimation of the hierarchical likelihood at specific Hy values, induced by the Ho-dependent fluctuation of the
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FIG. 10. Comparison of the posteriors obtained using the point estimate of the signal fraction, between the different injection
value of the signal fraction, 7 = 0.1 and 0.9. The posteriors corresponding to the injected 77 = 0.9, shown by orange lines,
consistently exhibit suppression around large Hy values, regardless of the injected value of Hy. This behavior is consistent
with the discussion leading up to and with the trend in the magnitude of model fluctuations shown in Fig. |8 In contrast,
the blue curves corresponding to injected 77 = 0.1 show no such suppression, supporting the interpretation from that the
systematic underestimation of the hierarchical likelihood becomes more severe as 7 increases. The green dotted lines also show
the posterior for the mock universe with the injected 7 = 0.9, and the analyzed datasets are same as those of the orange
lines. However, the posteriors shown by the green dotted lines obtained from the hierarchical likelihood evaluation using the
smoother signal model than the original MDA signal model. When using a smoother signal model for the hierarchical likelihood
evaluation, the suppression at large Hp becomes relatively less pronounced.



severe as 7] increases. Furthermore, the suppression of
the hierarchical likelihood at large Hy implies that the
resulting left-sided Bayesian credible intervals may be
underestimated. This is consistent with the observation
that the p-p plot in Fig. [6] and those for mock universe
groups with 7 2 0.3 in Fig. |§| exhibit a systematic sag-
ging below the diagonal. The green dotted line in Fig. [I0]
shows the posterior distribution obtained by analyzing
mock data with injected 7 = 0.9 using a different signal
model from our original MDA signal model constructed
in Sec. The observed data (i.e., the GW candidate
list) are exactly the same as those used for the orange
solid lines. The difference lies in the signal model, which
is slightly smoother because it was constructed via im-
portance sampling using 4 times as many samples as the
original model. Although the difference is subtle, the
green dotted posteriors are consistently shifted toward
larger Hy values compared to the orange curves, which is
consistent with our previous discussions. In addition, the
green dotted lines in Fig. [0 represent the p-p plot derived
from this smoother signal model. While the improvement
is marginal, it lies slightly closer to the diagonal than the
orange line.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have presented a Bayesian hierarchical framework
for inferring population parameters from unedited com-
pact object merger catalogues—i.e., candidates lists pro-
duced directly by a search pipeline, without the appli-
cation of additional selection thresholds (e.g., p(astro) >
0.5) as typically used in GWTC catalogues [3H7]. Cru-
cially, this framework does not require per-candidate pa-
rameter estimation and instead operates directly on the
detection statistic values assigned to each candidate. Our
approach is a practical variant of the general hierarchical
inference framework developed by [30].

To validate the method, we applied it to a large num-
ber of mock datasets and focused on the joint inference
of the Hubble constant Hy and the signal fraction 7, re-
lying on the data products generated in the S556 re-
analysis [53]. The Hy-dependence of the MDA signal
model remains limited, since the LIGO detectors during
the S5 run were not sensitive to very distant regions of
the universe. Consequently, our MDAs mostly unable
to recover the injected Hy. However, the probability-
probability test demonstrated that the recovered poste-
riors are statistically consistent with the injected values:
the obtained p-p plot lies close to the diagonal, with a
p-value of ~ 0.1 obtained from the KS test [56]. While a
slight downward deviation from the diagonal is observed,
it is consistent with the bias expected from the incom-
plete convergence of the MDA signal model discussed in
Sec. Although some convergence issue of the sig-
nal model remains, the overall result indicates that our
inference framework itself is essentially free from bias, as
evidenced by the p-p test. This outcome also substan-
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tiates our initial expectation that, by using a dataset
consisting of the detection statistics themselves, which
already reflect the search threshold, the framework can
naturally incorporate the selection imposed by the search
without requiring explicit injection-based sensitivity es-
timates.

As a proof of concept, our MDAs were designed
to highlight the conceptual structure of the framework
rather than to achieve a fully realistic cosmological infer-
ence. To reduce computational cost and complexity, we
assumed an idealized situation in which the true intrin-
sic parameter distribution of compact binaries is already
perfectly known and is consistently used as the popu-
lation model in the detection pipeline. Accordingly, our
mock universes were constructed to follow the same mass
model as adopted in the S5S6 reanalysis [53], namely
a log-uniform distribution in the detector-frame mass.
Our simplified assumption is not realistic, and further-
more, previous studies have highlighted the importance
of jointly estimating the mass distribution and cosmolog-
ical parameters to avoid biases [12}[13], as well as the po-
tential improvement in precision when using more struc-
tured mass models featuring, for example, mass gaps or
peaks [19, 57H60]. As discussed in Sec. however, the
detection statistic generated by a search pipeline is com-
puted under a specific population model, and its distri-
bution changes when the underlying population changes.
In our implementation, we modified the GstLAL signal
model and used it as the single-candidate likelihood un-
der the signal hypothesis. If one were to jointly estimate
cosmological and other population parameters, this mod-
ification could not be limited to replacing the SNR dis-
tribution model as done in , but would require a full
modification of the signal model as described in .
Even in our simplified MDAs, incomplete convergence of
the signal model posed a problem, and such a full modi-
fication would further increase the dimensionality of the
PDF estimated via importance-weighted sampling, mak-
ing convergence more computationally demanding. Un-
derstanding how well the signal model needs to be con-
verged in order to ensure unbiased inference will be an
important topic for future study, particularly in the con-
text of simultaneous estimation of multiple population
parameters. Our results indicate that the bias arising
from incomplete convergence tends to increase with the
signal fraction and the total number of candidates, sug-
gesting that achieving sufficient convergence will become
increasingly critical for precision inference of cosmologi-
cal or astrophysical population parameters in future anal-
yses.

As a possible direction for addressing this convergence
issue, we note that the importance-weighted sampling
algorithm used to construct the signal model-—adapted
from the GstLAL programs [47]—was originally opti-
mized for building the noise model rather than the signal
model. As can be seen in Fig.[3a] the model looks smooth
and well converged in the noise-like region with small
In £, while in the more signal-like region with large In L,



it exhibits noticeable fluctuations. This suggests that the
current algorithm efficiently extracts noise-like samples
but is less effective for sampling signal-like events. De-
veloping algorithms that can efficiently address this issue
will be essential for future analyses that aim to extract
maximal information from large GW datasets through
joint estimation of population and cosmological parame-
ters.

Although the joint inference of signal fraction and pop-
ulation parameters has been explored in earlier works
[30, B3], our analyses emphasize that 77 can be separately
estimated from the observational data using a method
based on the average of p(astro). Specifically, we showed
that a point estimate of 77, derived from the linearly
transformed average of p(astro), closely matches the in-
jected value. When this estimate is used to construct
a Dirac delta prior for the signal fraction, the result-
ing population inferences—in our MDAs, constraints on
Hy—becomes more informative than those obtained from
joint inference. We presented both the results of joint in-
ference and the results obtained by fixing 7 to the point
estimate. While the joint posteriors showed no signif-
icant bias, the Dirac-prior analyses yielded noticeably
tighter constraints, confirming that leveraging a reliable
signal fraction estimate enhances the informativeness of
population-level inference.
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While one of the main strengths of our framework lies
in not requiring per-candidate parameter estimation—
allowing us to handle catalogues consisting of a large
number of candidates—this advantage inherently in-
volves a trade-off between the breadth of information
gained from many candidates and the depth of informa-
tion obtainable from the detailed characterization of each
candidate. It will therefore be an interesting subject for
future studies to investigate, for detectors of various sen-
sitivities and observation durations, under what condi-
tions this method can achieve constraints on population
parameters, including Hy, that are comparable to those
obtained with conventional population-inference method.
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