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ABSTRACT

Ninety gravitational wave events have been detected by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA
network and are released in the Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog. Among these
events, 83 cases are definitely binary black hole mergers since the masses of all the
objects involved significantly exceed the upper limit of neutron stars. The black holes
in these merger events naturally form two interesting samples, a pre-merger sample that
includes all the black holes before the mergers and a post-merger sample that consists
of the black holes generated during the merging processes. The former represents black
holes that once existed in the Universe, while the latter represents newly born black
holes. Here we present a statistical analysis on these two samples. The non-parametric
τ statistic method is adopted to correct for the observational selection effect. The
Lynden-Bell’s C− method is further applied to derive the mass distribution and density
function of black holes. It is found that the mass distribution can be expressed as a
broken power-law function. More interestingly, the power-law index in the high mass
region is comparable for the two samples. The number density of black holes is found
to depend on redshift as ρ(z) ∝ z−2.06 – z−2.12 based on the two samples. Implications
of these findings on the origin of black holes are discussed.

Keywords: Black holes (162); Astronomy data analysis (1858); Stellar mergers (2157);
Gravitational waves (678)

1. INTRODUCTION

As the first gravitational wave (GW) event
being detected, GW150914 was produced by
the merger of two black holes (BHs) whose
masses are m1 = 36+5

−4M⊙ and m2 = 29+4
−4M⊙,

respectively (Abbott et al. 2016). Since then,
the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) gravitational
wave detector network (LIGO Scientific Col-

∗ Email:hyf@nju.edu.cn

laboration et al. 2015; Acernese et al. 2015;
Akutsu et al. 2018) has recorded about 90 con-
fident binary merger events, which are reported
in the Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog
(GWTC) 1 (Abbott et al. 2021a, 2023a; The
LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2023).
While the possibility that neutron stars might
be involved in two or three GW events still can-

1 https://gwosc.org/
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not be completely expelled, it is believed that
the majority of the GW events were produced
by binary black hole (BBH) mergers. In fact,
among the 90 GW events, at least 83 candi-
dates come from BBH systems with the black
hole mass ranging in 5 – 140 M⊙ (Chattopad-
hyay et al. 2023; Abbott et al. 2023b). These
GW events thus provide a valuable sample of
stellar mass black holes.
GW observations provide useful information

on the masses and distances of the black hole
members, which can be used to probe the bi-
nary origin. There are many opinions on the
origin of binary black holes, such as binaries in
the field area of galaxies with a relatively low
stellar density (Bethe & Brown 1998; Giacobbo
& Mapelli 2018; Gallegos-Garcia et al. 2021;
The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2023),
dynamically-driven BBHs in dense stellar clus-
ters (Portegies Zwart & McMillan 2000; Baner-
jee et al. 2010; Rodriguez et al. 2016; Chat-
topadhyay et al. 2022), BBHs originated from
triple systems (Antonini et al. 2017; Martinez
et al. 2020; Vigna-Gómez et al. 2021) or via
gas capture in the disks of active galactic nuclei
(McKernan et al. (2012); Bartos et al. (2017);
Fragione et al. (2019); Tagawa et al. (2020)).
The exact processes that give birth to the BBHs
detected by LVK have not yet been conclusively
determined (Fakhry 2024). The number of BHs
existed in a unit comoving volume, i.e., the co-
moving BH number density, can provide infor-
mation on the number of BHs formed at a cer-
tain redshift and can help to understand the
progenitors of BHs at various stages of evolution
(Lloyd-Ronning et al. 2002). However, there are
several selection effects in the GW observations
of BBHs, which prevent us from deriving the
redshift distribution and mass distribution of
BHs directly. As a result, the number densi-
ties of BHs in BBH systems could be derived
only when the selection effects are properly ac-
counted for.

The Lynden-Bell’s C− method (Lynden-Bell
1971) is usually used to solve mutually indepen-
dent truncated bivariate data distributions. It
has been applied in many fields of astronomy,
such as short/long gamma-ray bursts (Lloyd-
Ronning et al. 2002; Yu et al. 2015; Pescalli
et al. 2016; Zhang & Wang 2018; Liu et al.
2021; Dong et al. 2022, 2023; Li et al. 2024),
fast radio bursts (Deng et al. 2019), galaxies
(Kirshner et al. 1978; Loh & Spillar 1986; Pe-
terson et al. 1986) and quasars (Singal et al.
2011; Zeng et al. 2021). The method is quite
useful in deriving the intrinsic luminosity func-
tions of various objects based on their flux and
redshift measurements. Interestingly, it is also
proved to be effective in correcting for the ob-
servational selection effects whenever a bivariate
(or, more generally, multivariate) distribution is
involved (Lynden-Bell 1971; Efron & Petrosian
1992, 1999; Dainotti et al. 2015; Levine et al.
2022).
A key assumption in the C− method is about

the data independence. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to ensure the independence of the trun-
cated data. The τ statistic method is a unique
non-parametric technique widely applied to
truncated data for assessing the independence
of parameters Efron & Petrosian (1992). The
joint operation of the τ statistic method and
Lynden-Bell’s C− method provides an ideal
non-parametric method. It is extremely ef-
fective for a truncated sample since it does not
depend on any pre-assumed models and can give
a point-by-point description of the cumulative
distribution.
In this study, we adopt the non-parametric

method to explore the mass function and red-
shift distribution of BHs associated with BBH
mergers. The BH number density will also be
derived based on the analysis. The structure
of our paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion 2, data acquisition and the two BH samples
used for the analysis are described. Section 3
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introduces the non-parametric method and the
calculation processes in detail. The numerical
results are presented in Section 4. Finally, we
end up with our conclusions and discussion in
Section 5.

2. BBH MERGER EVENTS

The LVK gravitational wave detector network
has completed three rounds of observation oper-
ations (O1/O2/O3) as of March 27, 2020 (Ab-
bott et al. 2018). It began the fourth observing
run on May 24, 2023. The online GWTC is a
cumulative set of gravitational wave transients
maintained by the LVK collaboration. It con-
tains confirmed GW events from multiple data
releases. Totally 90 GW events are included in
the catalog as of March 27, 2020. Note that in 7
events, the mass of at least one binary member
is not massive enough to be definitely identi-
fied as a black hole. In other words, these 7
events might be generated by binary neutron
star mergers or neutron star-BH mergers. Since
we are only interested in BBH mergers here, we
exclude these GW events in our analyses.
Recently, the LVK collaboration specially re-

ported a new GW event, GW230529 181500,
detected during a preliminary analysis of the O4
data (The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al.
2024). It seems to be produced by the coalesc-
ing of a less massive compact binary, with the
masses of the two objects ranging in 2.5 – 4.5
M⊙ and 1.2 – 2.0 M⊙. As a typical lower mass
gap system, it is widely believed that the com-
pact stars involved are neutron stars, although
the possibility that they are BHs still cannot be
excluded (Huang et al. 2024). Considering this
uncertainty, we do not include the event in our
study.
To sum up, we have 83 GW events in which

all the compact objects are confirmed BHs. Our
sample is composed of these BHs. For each GW
event, we denote the mass of the heavier com-
panion as m1 and the mass of the lighter BH as
m2. The mass of the final product of the merger,

i.e. the newly born massive BH, is denoted as
mf . Note that during the GW observation of a
merger event, the unknown spin of each black
hole will affect the estimated BH masses. In the
GWTC catalog, the BH masses are estimated
based on the assumption that the BH spins are
in accordance with the angular speed of the in-
nermost stable circular orbit. For a GW event,
the chirp mass and mass ratio q can be derived
from the waveform information. The values of
m1 , m2 and mf can then be determined from
the chirp mass and q (Poisson &Will 1995; Han-
nam et al. 2013). To assess the event rate of
BBH mergers, we need the redshift (z) infor-
mation, which is also available in the GWTC
catalog (Abbott et al. 2018). The relevant pa-
rameters of these BHs have been taken from the
GWTC website and are listed in Table 1 (Ab-
bott et al. 2016, 2021a, 2023a).
All the confirmed BHs are further divided into

two samples. The first sample is called the pre-
merger sample (Spre), which includes all the sep-
arate black holes in the binary systems before
the merging process. So, the number of BHs in
the Spre sample is 83 × 2 = 166. It represents
one part of the confirmed BHs once existed in
the universe. The second sample is called the
post-merger sample (Spost), which includes all
the BHs produced after the merger. The num-
ber of BHs in the Spost sample is simply 83. It
represents the newly born BHs observed in the
universe, which can also be regarded as a sam-
ple of stellar BHs at the relatively higher mass
segment. Figure 1 plots the distribution of the
two samples of BHs on the mass-redshift plane.
In our study, we assume a flat Λ-CDM cosmol-

ogy with the Hubble parameter and the density
parameters taken as H0 = 67.9 km s−1 Mpc−1,
Ωm = 0.3065, and ΩΛ = 0.6935. It is consistent
with the cosmology parameters taken by the
LVK collaboration (Planck Collaboration et al.
2016; Abbott et al. 2018, 2023a).

3. THE NON-PARAMETRIC METHOD
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Figure 1. Distribution of the black hole masses and redshifts. Left panel: mass versus redshift for the
pre-merger sample. The crosses and hollow circles represent the lighter (m2) and heavier (m1) black holes,
respectively. Right panel: mass versus redshift for the post-merger sample. In both panels, the dashed line
represents the truncation limit and the solid line is the baseline used in our statistical analysis.

The mass function and number density of BHs
can be inferred from the observed BH sam-
ples given that the BH masses and redshifts
are available. However, note that the BH sam-
ples are truncated due to the detection thresh-
old of the GW detectors. In Figure 1, the
dashed line shows the truncation line, which
represents the maximum redshift of BHs that
the upgraded (A+) Advanced LIGO can detect
when the signal-to-noise ratio is no less than
8 (Evans et al. 2021). The observational bias
caused by this truncation line should be con-
sidered when we try to reconstruct the intrinsic
distributions of BHs based on the observational
data.
The BHs form a bivariate sample with two

truncated parameters, i.e. mass (m) and red-
shift (z). The joint distribution of BHs is a
function of both mass and distance, which can
be written as Ψ(m, z). If the dependence of
the joint distribution on the two parameters
is independent of each other, then we have
Ψ(m, z) = ψ(m)ϕ(z), where ψ(m) represents
the mass function and ϕ(z) represents the red-
shift distribution of black holes. The Lynden-

Bell’s C− method (Lynden-Bell 1971) is suit-
able for dealing with such mutually indepen-
dent bivariate problems, which can help obtain
the number density of the black holes. There-
fore, ensuring the independence of the bivariate
truncated data is the basis for us to get a mean-
ingful statistical results from the BBH mass and
redshift observations (Efron & Petrosian 1992,
1999).
In Figure 1, there is a clear positive cor-

relation between the observed mass and red-
shift for both the pre-merger sample and the
post-merger sample. This may be caused by
the observational selection effect (Hirai & Man-
del 2021; Okano & Suyama 2023; Karathanasis
et al. 2023). A GW detector has a limited sen-
sitivity. It can sensitively record nearby GW
events. But for distant mergers, it can only
detect those events involving relatively massive
BHs. Such an observational selection effect also
needs to be corrected for before drawing firm
conclusions on the intrinsic distribution of BHs.
Therefore, in this section, we first introduce
the method to remove the dependence between
mass and redshift and then describe how to
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apply the Lynden-Bell’s C− method to bivari-
ate independent parameter samples to obtain
the BH mass function, redshift distribution and
number density.

3.1. The method of τ statistics

The non-parametric τ statistic method (Efron
& Petrosian 1992, 1999) can be applied to re-
move the bias caused by observational selection
effects, i.e. the induced correlation between m
and z. When this method is used in other fields
such as gamma-ray bursts and fast radio bursts,
it is usually assumed that a power-law relation
exists between the luminosity and the redshift
due to the observational selection effects (Con-
selice et al. 2020; Babak et al. 2023). Similarly,
in this study, we use m ∝ (1 + z)γ to represent
the biased dependence of mass on the redshift,
where γ is a constant. Once the power-law in-
dex γ is determined, we then can correct the
mass as m′ = m/(1 + z)γ. In this way, we can
get the independent parameter pair ofm′ and z,
which means the BH distribution function can
be expressed as Ψ(m′, z) = ψ(m′)ϕ(z).
The value of γ could be determined from the

observational data. For a specific γ, the ob-
served data point of each black hole will change
from (zi,mi) to the corrected point of (zi,m

′
i).

For the ith data point (zi,m
′
i) in the BH sample,

we first define a data set Ji as

Ji = {j|m′
j ≥ m′

i, zj ≤ zmax
i }, (1)

where m′
i is the corrected mass of the ith BH

and zmax
i is the maximum redshift at which a

BH with mass m′
i can be detected by the de-

tector. The number of BHs contained in this
region is denoted as ni, and the number of BHs
with redshift z less than or equal to zi in this
region is designated as Ri. The τ test statistic
is expressed as

τ ≡
∑

i(Ri − Ei)√∑
i Vi

, (2)

where Ei = 1+ni

2
and Vi = (ni−1)2

12
are the ex-

pected mean value and the variance of Ri, re-
spectively.
According to the τ statistic test, if Ri is uni-

formly distributed between 1 and ni, then the
probability of Ri ≤ Ei and Ri ≥ Ei should be
nearly equal so that we have τ = 0. In this case,
we could know that the distribution of mass and
redshift are independent of each other. It means
that the assumed γ value can correctly remove
the bias introduced by the observational selec-
tion effect. On the other hand, if τ does not
equal zero, then we need to adjust the value of
γ. The above calculation process is repeated
until τ = 0 is satisfied and the correct γ value
is determined.
During the calculations, the truncation line

is a key ingredient which is used to calculate
zmax
i . However, note that the truncation line
in Figure 1 is a complex function which could
not be described by a simple analytical equa-
tion. Luckily, for our BH samples, the limit
curve in the z > 1 region does not have any
impact on the statistics of the non-parametric
method. Consequently, we are only concerned
about the limit curve in the z < 1 segment. In
this region, we notice that the limit curve in fact
could be well represented by a simple straight
line of m = 10z1.2 (i.e. the solid line in the fig-
ure). So, we use this straight line as the the
effective truncation limit to perform our calcu-
lations.
Using this method of τ statistics, we finally

get the best value as γ = 2.72+0.31
−0.32 for the pre-

merger sample and γ = 2.63+0.37
−0.38 for the post-

merger sample. The observed BH masses are
then corrected by dividing them with (1 + z)γ.
The distributions of the BHs after correction
are shown in Figure 2. It can be seen that the
masses of the black holes no longer show any
correlation with the redshifts.

3.2. The Lynden-Bell’s C− method
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Figure 2. Distribution of the black hole masses and redshifts after correcting for the selection effect. Left
panel: mass versus redshift for the pre-merger sample. The crosses and hollow circles represent the lighter
(m2) and heavier (m1) black holes, respectively. Right panel: mass versus redshift for the post-merger
sample.

The Lynden-Bell’s C− method is an effective
way to derive the bivariate distributions of as-
tronomical objects from the truncated data. In
Equation (1), the number of BHs in the region of
Ji is ni. The Lynden-Bell’s C

− method does not
include the ith BH in the analysis, which means
the BH number is smaller by 1, i.e. Ni = ni−1.
This is the reason that the method is called the
“C−” method (Lynden-Bell 1971). To carry out
the calculations, we need to further define an-
other set as

J ′
i = {j|m′

j ≥ m
′min
i , zj < zi}, (3)

where m
′min
i is the limit mass at the redshift zi.

We denote the number of BHs in J ′
i as Mi.

According to the Lynden-Bell’s C− method,
the cumulative mass function can then be calcu-
lated as (Lynden-Bell 1971; Efron & Petrosian
1992)

ψ(m′
i) =

∏
j>i

(1 +
1

Nj

), (4)

where j > i means that the operation applies
to all BHs whose mass m′

j is larger than m′
i.

Similarly, the cumulative redshift distribution

ϕ(z) can be expressed as

ϕ(zi) =
∏
j<i

(1 +
1

Mj

), (5)

where j < i means that the operation applies to
all BHs whose redshift zj is less than zi.
The number density of BHs can be written as

ρBH(z) =
dϕ(z)

dz
(1 + z)(

dV (z)

dz
)−1, (6)

where the term of (1 + z) results from the cos-
mological time dilation and dV (z)/dz is the dif-
ferential comoving volume which can be further
expressed as (Khokhriakova & Popov 2019)

dV (z)

dz
=

c

H0

4πd2l (z)

(1 + z)2
1√

ΩΛ + Ωm(1 + z)3
. (7)

Note that the comoving volume at a redshift of
z is V = 4πD3

M/3, where the comoving distance
is DM = dl/(1 + z) (Hogg 1999).

4. RESULTS

We have applied the unbiased non-parametric
τ statistics method on the pre-merger and post-
merger BH samples to correct for the depen-
dence between mass and redshift of BHs in-
duced by the observational selection effects.
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The Lynden-Bell’s C− method is then used to
derive the intrinsic mass function and redshift
distribution of BHs based on the two samples.
Additionally, the number density of BHs in the
Universe is inferred by considering the redshift
information of the BHs. Here we present our
numerical results as follows.

4.1. Mass distribution function

Figure 3. Mass function of BHs. The thin solid
line represents the pre-merger sample and the thick
solid line represents the post-merger sample. Both
samples are normalized by the maximum value of
the function, respectively. The thin and thick
dashed lines represent the best fitting results by us-
ing a broken power-law function correspondingly.

The mass distribution function of BHs can
be calculated by using Equation (4). The re-
sults derived from the pre-merger sample and
the post-merger sample are shown in Figure 3.
We see that for both samples, the mass func-
tion shows a decreasing trend with the increas-
ing mass. However, it is obvious that the mass
distribution of the pre-merger sample is differ-
ent from that of the post-merger sample. In
the former case, the mass is mainly distributed
between 2 M⊙ and 40 M⊙; while it is in a
range of 10 M⊙ – 60 M⊙ in the latter case. It
clearly shows that the post-merger BHs are sig-
nificantly more massive.

We have used a simple broken power law func-
tion to fit the mass distribution function, i.e.

f(m) ∝

{
(m/mb)

α, m ≤ mb,

(m/mb)
β, m > mb,

(8)

where mb is the mass at the broken position, α
and β are the two power-law indices character-
izing the steepness of the mass function before
and after the broken. The best fitting results
of the pre-merger sample are α = −0.74± 0.21,
β = −4.32 ± 0.58, and mb = 14.24 ± 1.06M⊙.
For the post-merger sample, the best fitting re-
sults are α = −1.2±0.42, β = −4.65±1.15, and
mb = 29.31 ± 3.61M⊙. The results are shown
by the dashed lines in Figure 3. We see that
the broken mass of mb of the post-merger sam-
ple is significantly larger than that of the pre-
merger sample. This is easy to understand since
the BHs in the post-merger sample are generally
more massive. It is interesting to note that the
power-law index in the high mass segment, i.e.
β, is generally consistent with each other for the
two samples, which means that the mass func-
tion of BHs has a steep index of β ≈ −4 – −5.
On the other hand, the index of α is clearly dif-
ferent for the two samples. The reason may be
that there are too few less massive BHs in the
post-merger sample.

4.2. Redshift distribution and number density
of BHs

The cumulative redshift distribution of the
two BH samples can be calculated by using
Equation (5). The results are shown in Fig-
ure 4. We see that the cumulative distribution
is almost identical for the two samples. This is
easy to understand, since each post-merger BH
corresponds to two pre-merger BHs at a partic-
ular redshift. Also, it is interesting to note that
the cumulative distribution increases rapidly at
two redshifts, i.e. z ∼ 0.2 and z ∼ 0.55. It
indicates that there are more BHs at these two
distances.
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Figure 4. Cumulative redshift distribution of BHs.
The solid line represents the pre-merger sample and
the dashed line represents the post-merger sample.
The two curves are essentially overlapped with each
other.

After obtaining the redshift distribution, we
have further calculated the number density of
black holes by using Equation (6). The number
density is plot versus redshift in Figure 5 for
the two BH samples. We see that for both BH
samples, the number density decreases steadily
as the redshift increases. The behavior can be
well fited by a power-law function in the form
of ρ(z) ∝ zB, where B is the power-law index.
For the pre-merger sample, the best-fit value is
B ∼ −2.12±0.04 . For the post-merger sample,
we have B ∼ −2.06± 0.04. Interestingly, these
two indices are consistent with each other, sug-
gesting that the number density of BHs in the
two samples has a similar redshift dependence.
Furthermore, from Figure 5, we can notice that
the number density has a slight excess at z ∼
0.2 – 0.3 and z ∼ 0.5 – 0.6, which is exactly the
reason that leads to the two rapidly increasing
episodes illustrated in Figure 4.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Ninety credible GW events are released in
the GWTC catalogue by the LVK collabora-
tion, among which 83 cases are confirmed bi-
nary black hole mergers. In this study, we

Figure 5. The number density of BHs versus
redshift. The thick step line represents the pre-
merger sample and the thin step line represents the
post-merger sample. The dash-dotted line and the
dashed line represent the best fitting results of the
pre-merger sample and the post-merger sample, re-
spectively, by using a simple power-law function.

have carried out a statistical analysis on the
masses and redshifts of these BHs. Two sam-
ples consisted of the 166 pre-merger BHs and
the 83 post-merger BHs are considered sepa-
rately, with the former sample representing BHs
that once exist in the Universe and the lat-
ter representing newly born BHs. The non-
parametric τ statistic method is adopted to re-
move the bias caused by observational selection
effect, which leads to a dependence between red-
shift and mass as m ∝ (1 + z)−2.72 for the pre-
merger sample and m ∝ (1 + z)−2.63 for the
post-merger sample. After correcting for the
selection effect, the mass and redshift become
two independent parameters for the two sam-
ples, based on which meaningful statistical anal-
ysis can be carried out. Using the Lynden-Bell’s
C− method, it is found that the mass distribu-
tion can be expressed as a broken power-law
function for both samples. In the case of the
pre-merger sample, the power-law indices are
α = −0.74 ± 0.21 and β = −4.32 ± 0.58 in
the smaller mass region and the higher mass
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region, respectively, with the break occurring
at mb = 14.24 ± 1.06M⊙. For the post-merger
sample, the indices are α = −1.2 ± 0.42 and
β = −4.65±1.15 correspondingly, with the bro-
ken mass beingmb = 29.31±3.61M⊙. We notice
that the power-law index β in the higher mass
region is essentially identical for the two sam-
ples. Additionally, the number density of BHs
is derived as ρ(z) ∝ z−2.06 – z−2.12 from the two
samples.
The merger rate of binary black hole sys-

tems has been explored by many groups (Spera
et al. 2019; Antonini & Gieles 2020; Abbott
et al. 2021b; He et al. 2023; Fishbach & Fra-
gione 2023; Cui & Li 2023; Fakhry 2024), with
different conclusions being reached. For exam-
ple, Conselice et al. (2020) studied the merger
process of black holes in ultra low-mass dwarf
galaxies. Although their merger rate is high
enough to account for the gravitational wave
events detected by LIGO/Virgo, a special fea-
ture of their results is that the rate increases
with the increasing redshift under various time
delay assumptions. On the other hand, Vi-
jaykumar et al. (2023) argued that if BBHs were
hosted by a sample of galaxies purely weighted
by their stellar mass, then the BBH number
density would roughly decrease with the in-
creasing redshift as (1 + z)−0.64. The different
outcomes on BBH rates may result from dif-
ferent assumptions and different samples being
used. It also reflects the complexity of this dif-
ficult problem. In our study, we have used a
non-parametric method in which as fewer as-
sumptions are made as possible. Additionally,
our study is based on the unified GW events
detected by the LVK collaboration. So, it is a
beneficial attempt on this issue.

It deserves mentioning that the BHs in our
post-merger samples are universally produced
via the merging of two smaller BHs. However,
the origin of the BHs in the pre-merger sam-
ple is uncertain. Theoretically, they could come
from direct collapse of old massive stars, growth
of less massive BHs through accretion, or merg-
ing of two BHs. The similarity of some features
between the two samples, such as the consis-
tent power-law index β of the mass distribution
function in the higher mass region, and the al-
most equal power-law index B of the number
density, could potentially provide interesting in-
formation on the origin of the pre-merger BHs.
It points to the possibility that the majority of
them, especially those at the higher mass end,
should also be of merger origin. Currently, the
number of BHs in the two samples is still very
limited. The fourth observing run (O4) of LVK
is still in progress. When it ends in February
2025, the total number of detected GW events
is expected to exceed 200. A much larger cat-
alogue of BBHs will be available, which will be
helpful for us to further explore the origin and
distribution of BHs in the Universe.
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Table 1. Key parameters of the black holes in the BBH GW
events.

m1 (M⊙) m2 (M⊙) mf (M⊙) redshift

35.6+4.7
−3.1 30.6+3.0

−4.4 63.1+3.4
−3.0 0.09+0.03

−0.03

23.2+14.9
−5.5 13.6+4.1

−4.8 35.6+10.8
−3.8 0.21+0.09

−0.09

13.7+8.8
−3.2 7.7+2.2

−2.5 20.5+6.4
−1.5 0.09+0.04

−0.04

30.8+7.3
−5.6 20.0+4.9

−4.6 48.9+5.1
−4.0 0.20+0.08

−0.08

11.0+5.5
−1.7 7.6+1.4

−2.2 17.8+3.4
−0.7 0.07+0.02

−0.02

50.2+16.2
−10.2 34.0+9.1

−10.1 79.5+14.7
−10.2 0.49+0.19

−0.21

35.0+8.3
−5.9 23.8+5.1

−5.2 56.3+5.2
−3.8 0.20+0.05

−0.07

30.6+5.6
−3.0 25.2+2.8

−4.0 53.2+3.2
−2.4 0.12+0.03

−0.04

35.4+7.5
−4.7 26.7+4.3

−5.2 59.4+4.9
−3.8 0.21+0.07

−0.07

39.5+11.2
−6.7 29.0+6.7

−7.8 65.4+10.1
−7.4 0.35+0.15

−0.15

85.0+27.8
−33.0 20.0+26.3

−8.4 102.2+26.3
−24.3 1.18+0.73

−0.53

24.8+5.4
−3.5 18.5+3.3

−4.0 41.4+3.9
−2.9 0.29+0.07

−0.11

27.7+6.0
−6.0 9.0+2.0

−1.4 35.6+4.8
−4.5 0.15+0.04

−0.04

33.7+10.4
−6.4 24.2+6.5

−7.0 55.5+10.1
−7.3 0.56+0.25

−0.21

51.3+16.6
−12.6 30.4+11.7

−12.7 78.0+16.1
−11.5 0.62+0.32

−0.26

42.0+10.1
−7.4 32.0+8.3

−9.8 70.5+12.4
−9.0 0.45+0.21

−0.19

105.5+45.3
−24.1 76.0+26.2

−36.5 172.9+37.7
−33.6 0.73+0.41

−0.32

41.3+10.3
−7.7 28.3+7.5

−9.2 66.5+9.4
−7.9 0.29+0.10

−0.10

23.2+5.6
−5.6 12.5+3.5

−2.6 34.3+4.1
−3.4 0.28+0.08

−0.10

36.0+10.6
−9.7 18.3+7.4

−4.7 52.1+8.8
−6.6 0.40+0.14

−0.13

40.9+17.3
−9.3 28.4+10.0

−10.1 66.4+19.0
−11.5 0.64+0.33

−0.30

39.2+13.9
−9.2 24.0+7.4

−7.9 60.1+9.9
−9.4 0.33+0.26

−0.15

65.1+10.8
−11.0 40.8+11.5

−12.7 100.0+13.0
−12.9 0.45+0.24

−0.15

98.4+33.6
−21.7 57.2+27.1

−30.1 147.4+40.0
−16.0 0.56+0.36

−0.27

43.4+5.8
−5.5 33.4+5.2

−6.8 72.6+6.5
−5.4 0.21+0.10

−0.10

35.6+18.7
−8.0 22.2+9.0

−8.7 55.5+17.9
−8.5 0.44+0.29

−0.19

71.8+18.1
−14.6 44.8+15.5

−19.6 110.5+17.9
−13.9 0.49+0.26

−0.20

58.0+19.2
−13.3 35.0+13.1

−14.5 88.0+17.2
−12.4 0.50+0.23

−0.20

35.1+6.5
−5.5 24.0+5.5

−5.2 56.6+4.4
−4.5 0.18+0.09

−0.07

54.1+12.6
−8.0 40.5+8.7

−12.1 90.2+11.2
−8.9 0.38+0.11

−0.12

74.0+20.1
−16.9 39.4+18.4

−15.4 107.3+25.2
−15.9 0.60+0.33

−0.29

12.1+2.6
−2.0 7.9+1.6

−1.3 19.2+1.7
−1.2 0.17+0.06

−0.08

19.8+4.3
−4.3 11.6+3.1

−2.0 30.1+2.9
−2.1 0.19+0.06

−0.07

36.6+42.1
−11.1 19.9+10.0

−9.3 54.5+38.3
−11.1 0.61+0.39

−0.30

14.2+5.6
−3.3 7.5+2.2

−1.8 20.8+3.9
−2.0 0.16+0.11

−0.05

11.8+10.1
−3.0 6.3+2.1

−2.5 17.6+7.7
−1.8 0.20+0.09

−0.08

38.9+8.9
−6.0 30.2+6.5

−8.3 65.4+9.5
−7.3 0.52+0.18

−0.18

12.5+6.9
−2.3 8.0+1.7

−2.6 19.7+4.4
−1.4 0.18+0.05

−0.07
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Table 1-continued

m1 (M⊙) m2 (M⊙) mf (M⊙) redshift

41.8+12.7
−9.1 29.0+10.2

−9.9 67.4+15.3
−10.8 0.56+0.31

−0.26

37.7+9.8
−6.7 27.6+7.6

−8.5 62.1+11.2
−7.6 0.54+0.22

−0.22

46.2+15.4
−11.2 30.6+11.8

−11.3 72.4+18.2
−13.2 0.92+0.43

−0.40

31.9+5.4
−4.1 25.8+4.9

−5.3 54.3+7.3
−4.0 0.38+0.10

−0.15

23.7+6.8
−6.7 10.4+3.8

−2.2 33.0+5.3
−4.3 0.29+0.11

−0.11

43.8+7.6
−6.8 34.2+6.6

−7.3 74.4+8.5
−8.6 0.29+0.17

−0.11

32.6+8.8
−4.9 24.5+4.9

−5.8 54.7+6.6
−5.0 0.32+0.11

−0.11

43.8+19.9
−12.6 23.3+12.5

−10.0 65.0+17.3
−12.6 0.77+0.45

−0.32

8.8+4.3
−1.8 5.1+1.2

−1.5 13.3+3.0
−0.9 0.11+0.04

−0.04

20.8+6.5
−2.9 15.5+2.5

−3.6 34.9+3.5
−2.6 0.19+0.08

−0.07

41.1+20.8
−12.5 20.4+11.4

−8.2 59.6+22.1
−11.8 0.55+0.44

−0.26

66.3+21.6
−16.6 26.8+14.7

−10.6 90.3+22.3
−14.6 0.53+0.33

−0.20

14.2+8.0
−4.0 6.9+2.4

−2.1 20.2+6.1
−2.0 0.16+0.06

−0.06

11.8+6.2
−2.2 7.9+1.7

−2.4 19.0+3.8
−1.7 0.20+0.09

−0.09

10.7+3.7
−1.6 7.7+1.4

−1.9 17.6+2.1
−1.2 0.23+0.07

−0.09

65.0+11.0
−11.0 47.0+15.0

−13.0 107.0+18.0
−15.0 0.25+0.18

−0.12

29.0+12.0
−14.0 5.9+4.4

−1.3 34.0+11.0
−10.0 0.26+0.18

−0.11

12.1+5.5
−2.2 8.3+1.9

−2.4 19.6+3.5
−2.0 0.30+0.12

−0.13

53.0+47.0
−20.0 24.0+17.0

−14.0 76.0+39.0
−21.0 0.57+0.40

−0.29

10.7+4.1
−2.1 6.7+1.5

−1.7 16.8+2.5
−1.2 0.16+0.05

−0.06

27.3+10.8
−5.9 19.2+5.5

−6.0 45.0+8.7
−7.5 0.34+0.25

−0.18

11.7+3.3
−1.7 8.4+1.3

−1.7 19.2+1.7
−0.9 0.13+0.04

−0.05

24.9+7.1
−4.1 18.1+3.8

−4.1 41.4+5.1
−4.1 0.35+0.13

−0.14

12.1+4.6
−2.2 7.7+1.6

−1.9 18.9+2.8
−0.9 0.07+0.02

−0.03

45.1+10.9
−8.0 34.7+9.3

−10.5 75.5+15.3
−9.9 0.51+0.23

−0.26

49.4+14.0
−9.6 37.0+11.0

−12.0 82.0+17.0
−11.0 0.69+0.26

−0.27

35.6+6.7
−4.5 28.3+4.4

−5.9 60.8+5.3
−4.3 0.24+0.07

−0.08

42.2+11.6
−8.1 32.6+9.5

−9.2 71.0+16.0
−11.0 0.56+0.28

−0.28

34.5+9.9
−3.1 29.0+3.3

−9.3 60.2+4.1
−3.2 0.18+0.05

−0.07

10.1+3.5
−1.4 7.3+1.1

−1.7 16.8+1.9
−0.7 0.09+0.03

−0.03

37.7+9.3
−6.2 27.4+6.3

−7.3 62.5+7.5
−6.4 0.40+0.15

−0.14

51.0+103.0
−30.0 12.3+9.2

−5.5 61.0+99.0
−26.0 0.66+0.53

−0.29

35.6+10.5
−6.8 27.1+7.8

−7.8 59.9+13.1
−8.9 0.57+0.25

−0.26

51.0+22.0
−13.0 30.0+14.0

−16.0 78.0+19.0
−13.0 0.63+0.37

−0.29

37.5+10.1
−6.9 27.9+7.4

−8.4 62.2+11.7
−7.8 0.57+0.22

−0.22

87.0+40.0
−23.0 61.0+26.0

−25.0 141.0+51.0
−31.0 0.90+0.55

−0.40

38.9+14.1
−8.6 27.9+9.2

−9.0 64.0+16.0
−11.0 0.66+0.36

−0.31

40.0+6.7
−4.5 32.7+4.8

−7.2 68.7+6.7
−4.8 0.32+0.08

−0.11

19.3+5.0
−3.0 14.0+2.8

−3.5 32.1+3.5
−2.8 0.22+0.09

−0.10

37.8+8.7
−8.5 20.0+8.1

−5.7 55.5+8.9
−6.6 0.28+0.16

−0.12
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Table 1-continued

m1 (M⊙) m2 (M⊙) mf (M⊙) redshift

28.3+17.1
−7.7 14.8+6.5

−6.4 41.7+12.3
−6.9 0.38+0.24

−0.18

60.0+166.0
−29.0 24.0+36.0

−13.0 88.0+169.0
−47.0 1.04+1.47

−0.57

34.2+6.4
−3.8 27.7+4.1

−5.9 59.0+4.8
−3.9 0.23+0.05

−0.07

13.1+10.2
−2.9 7.8+2.0

−2.9 20.2+7.4
−1.9 0.22+0.08

−0.08

38.0+130.0
−22.0 11.3+24.3

−6.0 48.0+132.0
−22.0 0.59+1.43

−0.32

Note. The data are taken from GWTC (https://gwosc.org/).


