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Abstract
In this paper, I show the equivalence, under appropriate assumptions, of two alternative methods
to account for the presence of selection biases (also called selection effects) in population studies:
one is to include the selection effects in the likelihood directly; the other follows the procedure of
first inferring the observed distribution and then removing selection effects a posteriori. Moreover, I
investigate a potential bias allegedly induced by the latter approach: I show that this procedure, if
applied under the appropriate assumptions, does not produce the aforementioned bias.

1 Introduction
Characterising the population-level properties of
a catalogue of astronomical observations is cru-
cial to understand the physical phenomena at play
and to constrain the physics that governs our Uni-
verse. Unfortunately, the limited sensitivity of our
instruments – either electromagnetic telescopes or
gravitational-wave (GW) interferometers – intro-
duces a bias in the observed population, which
shows a preference for the easier-to-detect sources.
This bias, discussed for the first time in Ref. [1],
goes under the name of selection bias or, equiva-
lently, selection effects. Working within a Bayesian
framework allows, on top of a robust treatment
of measurement uncertainties, for the inclusion of
selection effects in the inference scheme, effectively
shielding the results from the selection bias.

In what follows, I will restrict myself to the con-
text of GW astronomy. Several works (e.g., 2, 3)
elaborate on the subject, introducing frameworks

to estimate the parameters of the intrinsic distri-
butions in presence of selection effects under the
assumption of having properly characterised the
detector response, or in other words assuming the
knowledge of the so-called selection function. The
detector performance is studied via a set of injec-
tions produced by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK)
collaboration [4], where a series of synthetic sig-
nals are injected in real detector noise and then
flagged according to whether the search pipelines
are able to detect each specific event or not. This
injection set can be used either in the inference
directly [5–7] or to calibrate a (semi-)analytical
approximant for the selection function [8–10].

Recently, the non-parametric approach to pop-
ulation inference started to gain popularity, due
to its flexibility in modelling arbitrary proba-
bility density without being committal to any
specific functional form [11–15]. The idea of a non-
parametric inference is to aim at reconstructing the
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shape of the distribution that most likely generated
the available data, letting the data speak for them-
selves in a certain sense. Overall, this is the most
phenomenological approach possible: a direct inter-
pretation of the (potentially infinite) parameters
of a non-parametric model in terms of physical pro-
cesses is not possible, and the inferred distribution
can only be used as a guide for further develop-
ing parametric models. My personal contribution
to the field comes with a Hierarchy of Dirichlet
Process Gaussian Mixture Models, or (H)DPGMM
for short [16], a hierarchical model that builds on
the properties of the Dirichlet process Gaussian
mixture model (DPGMM). We applied this model
to the problem of reconstructing the intrinsic dis-
tribution of the primary mass, mass ratio, and
redshift of the binary black hole (BBH) population
using the GW events detected during the three
LVK observing run concluded to date [17].

Due to the specific formulation of the Dirichlet
process (DP), this method is primarily designed
to reconstruct the so-called observed distribution.
The selection effects are then removed in post-
processing1:

pobs(θ|Λ) ∝ pint(θ|Λ)pdet(θ)

⇒ pint(θ|Λ) ∝ pobs(θ|Λ)
pdet(θ) . (1)

Here I denote with pint the intrinsic distribution,
with pobs the observed distribution and with pdet
the selection function. θ denotes the BBH parame-
ters (e.g., primary mass and redshift) and Λ are the
parameters of the intrinsic distribution. Ref. [18]
claims that this way of accounting for selection
effects is not correct and might lead to a biased in-
ference, especially when applied to a large number
of events.

In this paper, I will show that, under appro-
priate assumptions, this approach is equivalent to
the one presented in Ref. [3] and that a proper
treatment of the observed distribution results in
an unbiased inference of the intrinsic distribution.
Section 2 describes the role of the observed dis-
tribution parameters and Section 3 presents the
application of this scheme to a simple toy problem.

1In this paper, I will call intrinsic distribution the one from
which the observed events are drawn before accounting for
selection effects and observed distribution the one after the
application of selection effects.

2 Statistical framework
The observed distribution can be thought as the
distribution of the parameters θ conditioned on the
fact that the observations are detected, denoted
with D. Making use of the Bayes’ theorem, this
distribution reads

p(θ|D) = p(D|θ)p(θ)
p(D) . (2)

These terms can be identified as follows:
• p(θ|D) is the observed distribution pobs(θ|Λ);
• p(θ) is the intrinsic distribution pint(θ|Λ);
• p(D|θ) is the detection probability of an event

with parameters θ, the selection function pdet(θ).
In principle, it depends on its own set of param-
eters: in what follows, I will assume a perfect
knowledge of both its functional form and param-
eters, omitting to indicate them in the derivation
for the sake of brevity;

• p(D) is the detection probability marginalised
over all the possible parameters θ. This term
will be absorbed in an overall normalisation
constant.

From Eq. (2) follows Eq. (1):

pobs(θ|Λ) ∝ pint(θ|Λ)pdet(θ) . (3)

In general it is not possible to write a non-trivial2
closed form for pobs(θ|Λ), thus one has to infer the
parameters of the intrinsic distribution Λ account-
ing for selection effects as described in the papers
cited in the previous Section [3, 18] and include
the selection function in the likelihood derivation
(hence the name in-likelihood approach). There are
two situations in which it is possible to infer the
observed distribution directly: the first is when the
product of the intrinsic distribution and the selec-
tion function can be expressed in a closed form,
usually when the two functions are conjugated,
and the second is when an effective approximant
for pobs(θ) is available. In both cases, the inferred
parameters are not the parameters of the intrin-
sic distribution Λ but a second set of parameters,
which I will denote with Θ, that are used to de-
scribe the observed distribution, pobs(θ|Θ). This

2Here non-trivial means “different from the explicit product
pint(θ|Λ)pdet(θ)”.
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distinction is not a mere matter of naming con-
ventions but, as I will show in the following, the
difference between Λ and Θ is crucial.

2.1 Closed form for pobs

If the product in Eq. (3) can be expressed in a
closed form with its own parameters it is possible to
exploit this fact to infer the observed distribution
parameters Θ and then map Θ in the intrinsic
parameters Λ. A simple case where this happens
is when the intrinsic distribution and the selection
function are conjugated. In the context of Bayesian
probability theory, a likelihood function is said
to be conjugated to the prior distribution if the
resulting posterior is in the same functional family
of the prior with some updated parameters, hence
retains the same functional form of the intrinsic
distribution. If this is the case, it is possible to
write a closed form for the observed distribution
and to link the parameters of the latter, Θ, to the
intrinsic parameters Λ:

pint(θ|Λ)pdet(θ) = F (θ|Λ)pdet(θ)
= F (θ|Θ(Λ)) = pobs(θ|Λ) . (4)

Here F (θ) is the conjugated distribution and Θ(Λ)
denotes the functional relation between Θ and Λ.
The conjugation between the intrinsic distribution
and the selection function opens for the possibility
of inferring the parameters Θ using the available
observations and accounting for selection effects a
posteriori, inverting the relation between Θ and
Λ: the relation Λ(Θ) = Θ−1(Λ) properly accounts
for selection effects, analytically “dividing for the
selection function”. Conversely, if one does not
properly re-map the inferred parameters into the
intrinsic distribution parameters properly incurs in
a bias, since the inferred parameters are not meant
to describe the intrinsic distribution. In Section 3,
I show that accounting for the relation between Θ
and Λ prevents the occurrence of such bias with
an analogous toy problem.

The bias presented in Section 4.1 of Ref. [18]
is a logic consequence, in a certain sense, of the
discussion above: if the selection function is not
conjugated to the intrinsic distribution, there is no
reason to assume that the observed distribution
pobs(θ|Θ) will have the same functional form and
parameters of pint(θ|Λ). The two distributions will
be different, and a closed form for the observed

distribution might not even exist. In this situation,
trying to fit the observations with the functional
form of the intrinsic distribution and then dividing
by the selection function will inevitably introduce
a bias simply because the employed distribution is
not a good descriptor for the data.

There are two ways to circumvent this bias in
absence of a closed form for the observed distribu-
tion: the first is to use the framework described
in Ref. [18], which closely follows Ref. [3] and
includes the selection effects in the likelihood func-
tion; the second makes use of an approximant for
the observed distribution, and is described in the
following Section.

2.2 Approximant for pobs

In the absence of a closed form for pobs(θ), one
can make use of approximants informed with the
available observations. This can be done making
use of a variety of approaches, such as machine
learning or non-parametric methods. As long as
the condition

pobs(θ|Λ) ≃ A(θ|Θ) , (5)

where A(θ|Θ) denotes the approximant function
with parameters Θ, is met, it is possible to build the
approximant A(θ|Θ) using the available data and
then remove the selection effects in post-processing
as in Eq. (1):

pint(θ|Λ) ∝ pobs(θ|Λ)
pdet(θ) ≃ A(θ|Θ)

pdet(θ) . (6)

It goes without saying that in this case the intrinsic
parameters Λ have no relation with the approxi-
mant parameters Θ, and the intrinsic distribution
is represented by the ratio between the recon-
structed observed distribution and the selection
function.

The approach taken in Ref. [16], makes use
of this second prescription and approximates the
probability density conditioned on the detection,
p(θ|D): the DPGMM ensures that the condition
expressed in Eq. (5) is met, as demonstrated in
Ref. [19]. It is however possible to include the
selection effects directly in a DPGMM-based model
such as (H)DPGMM following the approach of
Ref. [3]. More details can be found in Appendix A.
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2.3 Parameter estimation likelihood
Estimating the parameters of a given model – ei-
ther Λ describing the intrinsic distribution or Θ
for the observed one – requires the derivation of
the likelihood function, or the probability of ob-
serving the available data given Λ or Θ. For this
problem, the likelihood function is slightly different
depending on whether one is considering the in-
trinsic or the observed distribution: this difference
stems from the fact that the observed distribution
pobs(θ|Θ,D) is already conditioned on the fact that
the observations are detectable (and detected),
whereas the intrinsic distribution pint(θ|Λ) is not.
In other words, it depends on which side of the
equation

pint(θ|Λ) = pobs(θ|Θ,D)
pdet(θ) p(D) (7)

the inference is based upon3. Assuming a model for
the intrinsic distribution means that the selection
effects are not included in the model and they
have to be included in the likelihood, whereas a
functional form (or, equivalently, an approximant)
for the observed distribution is already conditioned
on the fact that only a fraction of the objects are
observable.

The likelihood for the in-likelihood approach
p(d|Λ,D) is derived in Refs. [3, 18], and it must
take into account the fact that the data d =
{d1, . . . , dN } are filtered by the selection function
before the observation. Here I briefly summarise
their derivation using the formalism of this paper.
Assuming that each observation di is independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.),

p(d|Λ,D) =
∏

i

p(di|Λ,D) , (8)

and that its likelihood depends only on the param-
eters of the individual observation θi – the noise
distribution p(di|θi) – the likelihood is

p(d|Λ,D) =
∏

i

∫
p(di|θi,D)p(θi|Λ,D)dθi . (9)

3The inconsistency between the parameters on the two sides
of the equation is deliberate and meant to highlight that the
two distributions, intrinsic and observed, can have different
functional forms and parameters.

The integrand can be rewritten as

p(D|di, θi)p(di|θi)
p(D|θi)

p(D|θi)p(θi|Λ)
p(D|Λ)

= p(di|θi)p(θi|Λ)
p(D|Λ) , (10)

where I dropped Λ from both p(di|θi, Λ) and
p(D|θi, Λ) and I used the fact that p(D|di, θi) = 1
by definition, since it is conditioned on some ob-
served data di. This is based on the assumption
that the detection is a threshold process based
on some deterministic detection statistic obtained
from the data di. The term p(D|Λ) is the α(Λ)
factor defined in Eq. (6) of Ref. [3]:

p(D|Λ) =
∫

p(D|θ)p(θ|Λ)dθ ≡ α(Λ) . (11)

The likelihood in Eq. (8) then becomes

p(d|Λ,D) =
(

1
α(Λ)

)N ∏
i

∫
p(di|θi)p(θi|Λ)dθi .

(12)
For the observed distribution parameters Θ, on

the other hand, the condition on the detection D
is already included in the assumptions made about
the distribution: the observed data are distributed
according to the already filtered p(θ|Θ,D). There-
fore, the likelihood p(d|Θ) is not conditioned on D
because all the realisations from this distribution
are, by definition, detectable. Under the assump-
tion of i.i.d. observations, the likelihood simply
reads

p(d|Θ) =
∏

i

∫
p(di|θi)p(θi|Θ)dθ . (13)

What is not encoded in the post-processing ap-
proach, however, is the potential presence of a
correlation between the detection statistic and the
measured parameters of the detected data4. Since
the correction for selection effects is accounted for
in the observed distribution rather than included
for each individual event directly, it is not pos-
sible to include this effect in the post-processing

4In other words, the distribution of the percentile at which
the parameters θi are found in the posterior distribution p(θi|di)
has to be uniform considering the selected observations only. If
this is not the case, this assumption is not met.
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likelihood. If this assumption is not met, the post-
processing approach does not apply and one has
to rely on the in-likelihood approach. This require-
ment, however, does not stem from the fact that
the detection D is a function of the parameters θ
alone: the detection probability pdet(θ) includes
the fact that a particular set of parameters θi may
or may not be detectable depending on the noise
ni – hence on the data di.

3 Toy models
In this Section, I will apply the two prescriptions
presented in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 to the toy prob-
lems presented in Section 4.2 and Appendixes B.1
and B.2 of Ref. [18], of which I will follow the
notation.

3.1 Gaussian distribution
This example presents a model for parametrised
deviations from General Relativity with a single
deviation parameter, δϕ. The equivalent of the
intrinsic distribution for the deviation parameter
is modelled as a Gaussian distribution with mean
µΛ and standard deviation σΛ:

pint(δϕ|Λ) = N (δϕ|µΛ, σΛ) , (14)

where Λ = {µΛ, σΛ}. The probability of detecting
an event is given by the selection function, which
is assumed to be Gaussian with known parameters
µD and σD:

pdet(δϕ) = N (δϕ|µD, σD) . (15)

An event with deviation parameter δϕi,

δϕi ∼ pint(δϕ|Λ) , (16)

is included in our simulated catalogue with proba-
bility pdet(δϕi). This is the only departure point
from the model presented in Ref. [18]: they model
their detection probability as a function of the ob-
served value δϕ̂i, whereas in this framework the
selection function depends on δϕi, consistently
with a deterministic threshold-based selection pro-
cess such as the GW detection. This point is
discussed in Appendix B. Without this difference,
the assumptions required by the post-processing

approach are not met. The observed distribution
is the product of these two functions:

pobs(δϕ|Λ) ∝ pint(δϕ|Λ)pdet(δϕ)
= N (δϕ|µΛ, σΛ)N (δϕ|µD, σD)

∝ N (δϕ|µobs, σobs) , (17)

where
µobs = σ2

DµΛ + σ2
ΛµD

σ2
D + σ2

Λ
, (18)

and

σobs =
(

1
σ2

D

+ 1
σ2

Λ

)−1/2
. (19)

In this example the two distributions are conju-
gated, so it is possible to write a closed form for
pobs and a relation between Λ and Θ = {µobs, σobs}.
For each event included in the catalogue I then
draw a measured value δϕ̂i from a Gaussian dis-
tribution centred on δϕi with known standard
deviation σi:

δϕ̂i ∼ N (δϕ̂|δϕi, σi) . (20)

This procedure produces a set of N measured devi-
ation parameters Φ = {δϕ̂1, . . . , δϕ̂N } along with
their associated uncertainty Σ = {σ1, . . . , σN }.
Moreover, I assume a perfect knowledge of the
selection function parameters µD and σD.

The observed distribution parameters Θ =
{µobs, σobs} follows:

p(µobs, σobs|Φ, Σ) ∝ p(Φ|Σ, µobs, σobs)p(µobs, σobs)

= p(µobs, σobs)
∏

i

p(δϕ̂i|µobs, σobs) . (21)

The individual observation likelihood reads

p(δϕ̂i|µobs, σobs)

=
∫

p(δϕ̂i|δϕi, σi)p(δϕi|µobs, σobs)dδϕi

= N
(

δϕ̂i

∣∣∣∣µobs,
√

σ2
obs + σ2

i

)
, (22)

where in the last equality I carried out the inte-
gration analytically. In the following, I will make
the simplifying assumption that σi = σ0 for all the
observations. The prior distribution p(µobs, σobs)
is assumed to be uniform. The posterior distri-
bution for µobs and σobs can be explored making
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Table 1 Parameters for the three
different populations used in the
toy model example. The first two,
wide and narrow, follows the two
models given in the caption of
Figure 5 of Ref. [18], whereas the
third, equal, is designed to avoid
all the limits in which the bias is
expected to be negligible
(Appendix B.1 of Ref. [18]).

Wide Narrow Equal

µΛ -2 -2 -2
σΛ 3 0.6 1
µD 0 0 0
σD 2 2 1
σ0 1 1 1

use of a stochastic sampler: in particular, I used
RayNest5, an implementation of the nested sam-
pling scheme [20]. The posterior samples for µobs
and σobs are then converted into posterior samples
for µΛ and σΛ inverting Eqs. (18) and (19).

The first test I present here follows the nar-
row population model presented in Section 4.2
of Ref. [18] (see their Figure 5 for the details).
The parameters of this population model are
given in Table 1. I simulated 1000 observations
and explored the posterior distribution for Θ =
{µobs, σobs} given in Eq. (21). The samples are
then transformed into samples for Λ = {µΛ, σΛ}:
the recovered posterior distribution is reported in
Figure 1, and it is consistent with the simulated
values.

Figure 2 compares the recovered posterior dis-
tribution for the intrinsic distribution with three
different recipes:

1. Remapping Θ into Λ;
2. Dividing the inferred observed distribution

pobs(δϕ|Θ) by the selection function pdet(δϕ);
3. Reconstructing pobs(δϕ|Λ) via (H)DPGMM6

and dividing the approximant by the selection
function.

These three distributions are all consistent with
the intrinsic distribution within the statistical
uncertainty.

To ensure the statistical robustness of this
method, I also run a PP-plot test for each of the

5Publicly available at https://github.com/wdpozzo/raynest.
6The reconstruction is made with figaro [21], publicly

available at https://github.com/sterinaldi/FIGARO.
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Figure 1 Posterior distribution for µΛ and σΛ with 1000
observations, narrow population model. The blue lines mark
the simulated values.

three choices listed in Table 1. For each parameter
choice I repeated 100 times the exercise of simulat-
ing 1000 observed events, inferring the parameters
Θ, remapping Θ into Λ and then computing the
percentile at which the true values of Λ are found.
If a bias is present in this approach, the percentile
distribution of the true value should deviate from
the uniform distribution. This does not happen
even for the equal model, where σΛ = σD = σ0 and
µΛ ̸= µD: this choice, according to Appendix B.1
of Ref. [18], should exhibit the largest bias.

As a last test, I run the inference scheme using
a catalogue of 106 events from the equal model.
The larger number of available events reduces the
uncertainty on the parameters, thus making the
bias, if present, more evident. Figure 4 reports
the inferred posterior distribution obtained remap-
ping Θ into Λ, and even in this case the posterior
distribution is consistent with the simulated values.

3.2 Truncated Gaussian
In the example presented in the previous Section,
the intrinsic and observed distribution share the
same functional form. In general, however, this
is not the case: an example of this can be found
in Appendix B.2 of Ref. [18], where the selection
function is assumed to be a step function:

pdet(δϕ) =
{

1 if δϕ > δϕth

0 if δϕ < δϕth
. (23)
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Figure 2 Recovered intrinsic distribution (narrow model) with three different prescriptions compared with the simu-
lated pint(δϕ|Λ). From left to right: remapping the observed parameters Θ into the intrinsic parameters Λ, dividing the
observed distribution by the selection function and approximating the observed distribution with a non-parametric method,
(H)DPGMM, before dividing by the selection function.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

P

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

F
ra

ct
io

n
of

ev
en

ts
w

it
h

in
C
R
P

Wide

Narrow

Equal

Figure 3 PP-plot for the three different sets of parame-
ters for the toy model presented in Section 3, comparing
the expected and observed percentile (or credible region,
CR) cumulative distributions. The shaded region represents
the 90% credible region for the cumulative distribution, es-
timated from a Beta distribution as in Ref. [22].

Under the assumption of a Gaussian intrinsic
distribution, the observed distribution reads

pobs(δϕ|Λ) ∝ pint(δϕ|Λ)pdet(δϕ)
∝ T N (δϕ|µΛ, σΛ, δϕth) , (24)

where T N (δϕ) denotes the truncated Gaussian
distribution, defined as

T N (δϕ) ∝
{

N (δϕ|µΛ, σΛ) if δϕ > δϕth

0 if δϕ < δϕth
.

(25)

µΛ = −1.995+0.009
−0.009
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Figure 4 Posterior distribution for µΛ and σΛ with 106

observations, equal population model. The blue lines mark
the simulated values.

Here I show that making use of the prescription
given in Section 2.1, hence modelling the observed
data as a truncated Gaussian distribution, allows
for a correct inference of the intrinsic distribution
parameters even in presence of a completely vetoed
region of the parameter space.

The test presented here simulates an intrin-
sic Gaussian distribution with µΛ = 0, σΛ = 3,
σ0 = 1 and a selection function with δϕth = −1.
I simulated 103 detections and analysed them
both following the prescription given in Section 2.1
and with the wrong approach of using the in-
trinsic distribution model directly. As before, I
assume a perfect knowledge of the selection func-
tion. Figure 5 compares the inferred observed
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Figure 5 Recovered observed distribution for the step
function selection effects example: the truncated Gaussian
model (green) is consistent with the simulated pobs(δϕ|Λ)
(dashed black), whereas the Gaussian model (red) is not.

distribution with the two methods: in one case, the
correct observed distribution is recovered, whereas
making use of the wrong approach I find something
analogous to the bias pointed out in Ref. [18].

4 Summary
In this paper, I have presented the statistical frame-
work that allows for the inclusion of selection
effects a posteriori with respect to the population
inference using a reasonable observed distribution
model. Under the assumption that the detection
statistic does not correlate with the measured pa-
rameters directly but at most with their precision,
this approach is capable of inferring the parameters
of the underlying distribution.

The use of the method presented in this paper
is not universal and it can be applied straightfor-
wardly in just a handful of special cases, of which
two are detailed in this paper: therefore, care must
be taken while using this approach. Nonetheless,
within the range of applicability of the assumptions
made, this method can provide a useful alterna-
tive to the standard in-likelihood approach, where
the selection effects are included in the inference
scheme directly.
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A DPGMM inference with
selection effects

The parameters of a (potentially infinite and mul-
tivariate) Gaussian Mixture Model, or GMM, are
a vector of weights w = {w1, w2, . . .}, a vector of
means µ = {µ1, µ2, . . .} and a vector of covariance
matrices σ = {σ1, σ2, . . .}. Methods for exploring
this parameter spaces are available in literature,
such as variational algorithms [23, 24] and Gibbs
sampling schemes [25, 26]. (H)DPGMM [16] was
derived with the collapsed Gibbs sampling ap-
proach in mind, thus making use of conditional
posterior distributions. It accounts for the fact
that individual observations are affected by noise
including the posterior probability density in its
likelihood, as in Eq. (13), but it does not include
the selection function in it, relying on the correc-
tion a posteriori: in this Appendix, I will outline
how it is possible to account for the presence of
selection biases during the inference itself making
use of the results of Ref. [3], referring the inter-
ested reader to Ref. [16] for the derivation of the
distributions without selection effects.
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In a nutshell, the idea behind the collapsed
Gibbs sampling exploration of the (H)DPGMM
parameter space is that one should first group
the available observations into clusters associated
with the Gaussian mixture components: then, it
is possible to sample from the probability density
for w, µ, σ conditioned on the data d and the
cluster association of each observation, denoted
with z = {z1, z2, . . . , zN }7.

wi, µi, σi ∼ p(w, µ, σ|z, d) . (26)

Since the different mixture components are inde-
pendent from each other, the probability for µi

and σi depends only on the observations associated
with the j−th mixture component:

p(µj , σj |z, d, {i|zi = j})

∝ p(µj , σj)
∏

i

∫
N (θi|µj , σj)p(θi|di)dθi , (27)

without including selection effects at this stage,
and

p(µj , σj |z, d, {i|zi = j},D)

∝ p(µj , σj)
∏

i

∫ N (θi|µj , σj)p(θi|di)
α(µj , σj) dθi (28)

with the inclusion of selection effects as in Ref. [3].
The conditioned probability distribution for

the weights without accounting for selection effects
is a Dirichlet distribution (DD):

p(w|z) = DD(w|N + a/K) . (29)

Here K is the number of Gaussian components,
N = {N1, . . . , NK} is the number of observations
associated with each cluster and a is the concentra-
tion parameter of the Dirichlet distribution. The
presence of selection effects reduces the number of
observations by a factor α(µ, σ),

Nj = N ′
j

∫
pdet(θ)N (θ|µj , σj)dθ ≡ N ′

jα(µj , σj)

⇒ N ′
j = Nj

α(µj , σj) , (30)

7The label zn = k means the n−th observation is associated
with the k−th Gaussian component.

−5 −4 −3 −2 −1 0

δφ

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

p(
δφ

)

(H)DPGMM − Runtime

(H)DPGMM − PP

pint(δφ|Λ)

Figure 6 Non-parametric recovered posterior distribution
for the intrinsic distribution (narrow model, σ0 = 0.3)
accounting for the presence of selection biases using the two
approaches presented in this paper: at runtime including
the selection effects in the likelihood (orange) and in post-
processing (blue). The black dashed line represents the true
intrinsic distribution pint(δϕ|Λ).

where N ′
j denotes the number of observations

in absence of selection effects. Defining N′ =
{N ′

1, . . . , N ′
K}, the conditioned probability for w

including selection effects becomes

p(w|z, µ, σ,D) = DD(w|N′ + a/K) . (31)

In Figure 6 I show the non-parametric reconstruc-
tion of the narrow population model with σ0 = 0.3
with the in-likelihood approach (runtime) and in
post-processing (PP). The two distributions are
both consistent with the intrinsic distribution and
they overlap almost perfectly, in agreement with
the equivalence of the two ways of accounting for
selection effects presented in this paper.

B Detection probability as a
function of true parameters

Ref. [18], in the examples given in Section 4.2 and
Appendix B, generates the mock catalog includ-
ing events with a probability that depends on the
observed parameters θ̂i only and not on the true
value of the parameters θi as done in this paper. At
the same time, the self-consistent procedure pro-
vided in Appendix A of Ref. [18] selects the events
to include using a probability which is a function
of true parameters θi, modelling a deterministic
threshold-based process. Here I briefly summarise
the approach taken here, showing its consistency
with the recipe provided in the aforementioned
Appendix, as well as showing that modelling the
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detection probability as a function of the observed
parameters is inconsistent with a deterministic
threshold process.

The data di observed in the GW detector is
the superposition of the signal h(θi), which by
definition depends on the true parameters of the
event, and the noise ni:

di = ni + h(θi) . (32)

The inclusion of a specific event in a catalogue,
once the noise realisation is fixed, is a deterministic
process. If a detection statistic S, which depends
on the data di hence on the signal (the true param-
eters of the event) and the specific noise realisation
in a deterministic way, passes a certain thresh-
old value Sth, the event is considered part of the
catalogue:

pdet(θi, ni) =
{

1 if S(θi, ni) > Sth

0 if S(θi, ni) < Sth
. (33)

This deterministic process is turned into a
stochastic process when the noise realisation is
marginalised out:

pdet(θi) =
∫

pdet(θi, ni)p(ni)dni . (34)

An event with parameters θi, drawn from the in-
trinsic distribution, is therefore included in the
catalogue with a probability equal to pdet(θi), de-
pending on both θi and a random noise realisation
ni, hence on the data di as in the physical DAG
of Ref. [18]. The available selection function ap-
proximants [8–10] are calibrated to reproduce the
results of the LVK sensitivity estimate injection
campaign [4]. The same variability is encoded in
the prescription summarised in Appendix A of
Ref. [18] (step 1): a sample θi is drawn from the in-
trinsic distribution (step 1a) and then a detection
statistic, the signal-to-noise ratio ρobs, is drawn
from a distribution that depends on θi, the true
parameters of the specific event (step 1b), de facto
drawing a noise realisation:

ρobs,i ∼ p(ρobs|ρopt(θi)) , (35)

The sample is kept if ρobs,i ≥ Sth (step 1c).
Alternatively, one can write

pdet(θi) =
∫ ∞

Sth

p(ρobs|ρopt(θi))dρobs . (36)

The observed parameters for an individual
event are drawn from a distribution that depends
both on the true parameters of the events and the
specific noise realisation associated with the event:

p(θ̂|θi, ni) = p(θ̂|di) . (37)

In other words, the observed parameters distribu-
tion is conditioned on the observed data di. The
detection process, however, is deterministic once
the noise realisation is fixed – Eq. (33) of this paper
and Eq. (A1) of Ref. [18]. Selecting the observed
events with a selection function that depends on
the observed parameters θ̂i rather than on the
true parameters θi, as done in the example pre-
sented in Section 4.2 and Appendix B of Ref. [18],
is not consistent with a deterministic threshold-
based selection process: for example, considering
the maximum-likelihood estimate for the param-
eters as θ̂i – which is fixed once we consider the
specific noise realisation ni, hence the data di –
and modelling the detection probability as some
function f of the observed parameters,

pdet(θ̂i) = f(θ̂i) , (38)

leads to the conclusion that the very same stretch
of data di might be flagged alternatively detected
and not detected by two subsequents runs of a de-
tection process. This behaviour is not expected in
a deterministic threshold-based selection process.

Whereas modelling the detection procedure as
a non-deterministic function of the detection statis-
tic is not wrong per se and the inclusion of such
procedure in the likelihood function allows to cor-
rectly infer the population parameters Λ as shown
in Ref. [18], examples built around this approach
are not suitable as test bed for the framework
presented in this paper.
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