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Stellar mass binary black holes of unknown formation mechanism have been observed, motivating
new methods for distinguishing distinct black hole populations. This work explores how the orbital
eccentricity of stellar mass binary black holes is a viable conduit for making such distinctions. Four
different production mechanisms, and their corresponding eccentricity distributions, are studied
in the context of an experimental landscape composed of mHz (LISA), dHz (DECIGO), and Hz
(LIGO) range gravitational wave detectors. We expand on prior work considering these effects at
fixed population eccentricity. We show that a strong signal corresponding to subsets of eccentric
populations is effectively hidden from the mHz and dHz range gravitational wave detectors without
the incorporation of high eccentricity waveform templates. Even with sufficiently large eccentricity
templates, we find dHz range experiments with a LISA-like level of sensitivity are unlikely to aid
in distinguishing different populations. We consider the degree to which a mHz range detector like
LISA can differentiate among black hole populations independently and in concert with follow-up
merger detection for binaries coalescing within a 10 year period. We find that mHz range detectors,
with only e < 0.01 (nearly circular) sensitivity, can successfully discern eccentric sub-populations
except when attempting to distinguish very low eccentricity distributions. In these cases where
e < 0.01 sensitivity is insufficient, we find that the increase in event counts resulting from e < 0.1
sensitivity provides a statistically significant signal for discerning even these low eccentricity sub-
populations. While improvements offered by e < 0.1 sensitivity can generally be increased by O(1)
factors with e < 0.4 sensitivity, going beyond this in eccentricity sensitivity provides negligible
enhancement.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The initial detection of stellar mass binary black hole
pair (BBH) mergers by LIGO/VIRGO [1], since supple-
mented by numerous similar observations [2, 3], has ush-
ered in an era of gravitational wave astronomy and sug-
gests the existence of a sizeable BBH abundance. Our un-
derstanding of early Universe physics, the nature of dark
matter, and especially astrophysical black hole produc-
tion all stand to benefit from this data and must respond

to the challenges presented by observed black holes of
anomalous mass [4]. For these reasons, it is both timely
and compelling to consider means by which we can infer
the formation channels of the black holes we observe with
gravitational wave detectors.

Various properties have been proposed as useful probes
of the formation mechanisms of black holes, including
black hole spin and mass [5–7]. This work investigates
how the orbital eccentricity of BBH pairs can offer insight
into black hole formation channels [8–15]. Prior work has
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demonstrated that various static and dynamic processes
can lead to populations of black holes with different dis-
tributions in their orbital eccentricity [12, 16–18]. As
a typical BBH approaches merger, orbital eccentricity is
quickly attenuated through the radiation of gravitational
waves, with little residual eccentricity at merger (≳ 102

Hz) frequencies for stellar mass black holes. This pro-
cess does not exclude the possibility of a BBH having
considerable eccentricity at lower frequencies, including
the mHz range probed by detectors like LISA [19]. This
eccentricity attenuation is also affected by the BBH en-
vironment, where dense environments allow the possibil-
ity of BBH pairs maintaining their eccentricity through
Kozai-Lidov oscillations [20–23]. These dynamics in-
troduce the interesting possibility of exploring BBH for-
mation channels through a multi-frequency observation
campaign composed of detectors like LIGO and VIRGO
exploring the near-merger regime, and lower frequency
detectors like LISA exploring the regime far from merger.

Prior work has considered the observable consequences
of eccentricity in mHz frequency detectors [24, 25].
Amongst such effects are an increase in the perceived
number of events in a given frequency window, and a
suppression to the detector signal-to-noise ratio (SNR).
While these works have demonstrated the detection re-
sponse for any single eccentricity of BBH, the effects of
a BBH population possessing a distribution in eccentric-
ity have not yet been studied. In this work, we consider
the observational consequences of introducing a distribu-
tion in eccentricity to the BBH population. We consider
four different single-peaked distributions and mixtures of
those distributions in varying ratios.

In Section II, we introduce the dynamics of an eccen-
tric BBH pair. In Section III we review the effects of
introducing eccentricity on the detection signal and sen-
sitivity. We also present the expected observation in mHz
and dHz range detectors for eccentric BBH populations.
In Section IV we explore how experimental sensitivity
to different eccentricities impacts observational degenera-
cies between different BBH distributions. In Section V,
we consider whether a mHz range detector such as LISA
can significantly distinguish populations of BBH pairs.
We conclude in Section VI.

II. DYNAMICS OF BINARY BLACK HOLE
INSPIRAL

Only for sufficiently large metric perturbations is a
higher-order general relativistic description necessary to
model the gravitational signature of a BBH. For mHz
range gravitational wave signals, typical binary systems
are far from merger and such considerations are not
necessary. To this effect, we shall only consider the
quadrupole gravitational wave emission of the signal,
modeled to the leading post-Newtonian order in Gen-
eral Relativity. We expect this approximation to break
down in the near-merger regime. The extent that we

consider the observation of merger events in this work is
limited only to the calculation of the merger time. We
assume the merger time approximation we utilize is suf-
ficiently accurate for the purposes of this study, though
acknowledge that corrections would be introduced by a
more careful consideration.
We describe a BBH, composed of masses m1 and m2,

in terms of its total mass

m ≡ m1 +m2, (1)

its reduced mass

µ ≡ m1m2

m
, (2)

its chirp mass

mc ≡
µ3/5

m2/5
, (3)

the semi-major axis of its orbit, a, and the orbital ec-
centricity, e. A non-circular binary with e > 0 will
tend to circularize through emission of higher harmonic
quadrupole radiation. To the post-Newtonian level, these
dynamics are described by the Peters’ equations [26]

da

dt
= −64

5

G3µm2

c5a3
1 + 73

24e
2 + 37

96e
4

(1− e2)7/2
, (4)

de

dt
= −304

15

G3µm2

c5a4
e(1 + 121

304e
2)

(1− e2)5/2
. (5)

This set of equations fixes the relationship a(e) in the
evolution of a binary system. Further, we can describe
the peak frequency of quadrupole emission by [24, 27]

fp ≈
√
Gm(1 + e)γ

π(a(1− e2))3/2]
, (6)

with γ = 1.1954, which departs from the e = 0 relation-
ship fp = 2forb as eccentricity increases. While emission
also occurs at higher harmonics, in this work we consider
only the signal of a single BBH to be comprised of the
emission at fp - a more detailed analysis might consider
the expected enhancement due to simultaneous observa-
tion of the emission at multiple frequencies.
Ignoring corrections which occur near the merger,

Eq. 4 and Eq. 5 can be used to estimate the time to
merger by evolving until a is of order the black hole ra-
dius [20]

tmerge ≈ 5
256

c5

µm2G3

×
(

(1+e)2γ/3G1/3m1/3

(1−e2)(fpπ)2/3

)4

(1− e2)7/2 .
(7)
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FIG. 1. The coalescence time for a merging BBH pair for three
choices of e∗, the eccentricity at reference frequency f∗ ≡ 10
Hz. The solid line corresponds to e∗ = 10−5, the dashed
line to e∗ = 10−4 and the dotted line to e∗ = 10−3. More
eccentric binaries spend more time at a particular frequency
in the course of their evolution.

At fixed peak emission frequency, fp, the lifetime given
by Eq. 7 grows monotonically with e. This implies that
at a given frequency, a more eccentric binary will take
longer to merge than a less eccentric binary radiating at
the same frequency.

Combining Eq. 4 and Eq. 5 with Eq. 6, we see that
specifying the mass, peak frequency, and eccentricity of
a binary at a fixed point in time determines the evolution
of its physical properties at all times. Alternatively, we
can use these same relations to describe the frequency
evolution (i.e. chirping) of the BBH with time

dt

dfp
=

5c5

96π8/3
(Gmc)

−5/3f−11/3
p F(e), (8)

F(e) ≡ (1+e)8γ/3−1/2

(1−e)3/2

(
(1 + e)(1 + 7

8e
2)

− γ
288e(304 + 121e2)

)−1
.

(9)

Noting that F(e) → 1 as e → 0, we see that the F(e)
acts as a suppression to the chirping (dfp/dt) of a circular
BBH pair. The amount of time a BBH spends at a given
frequency, δt, as a function of peak emission frequency is
shown in Fig. 1, and similarly in terms of eccentricity in
Fig. 2 for three different choices of e∗ ≡ e(fp = 10 Hz),
the BBH eccentricity at a reference frequency of 10 Hz.

In Fig. 3 we demonstrate the evolution of e(fp) for
various choices of e∗. Note that for any choice of e∗
there will exist a lower bound on fp corresponding to
e = 1. As an example, it is worth noting that sufficiently
eccentric BBHs with e∗ ≳ 10−3 will never radiate in the
LISA window but will still merge in the LIGO window;
in such a situation, the difference on BBH counts in LISA
versus LIGO might signal the presence of a population of
highly eccentric binaries. Likewise, while all BBHs with
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FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1, but in terms of eccentricity. More
eccentric binaries spend less time at a particular eccentricity
in the course of their evolution.

e∗ ≲ 10−3 will produce a signal in LISA and eventually
enter the LIGO band, only those which initially appear
in the LISA band with sufficiently high frequency will
make this transition in a period of time reasonable for
a follow up observation in LIGO. The magenta bands in
Fig. 3 indicate this lower bound on fp for various choices
of follow-up time.
In this work, we are concerned with the evolution of

BBHs for a population distributed in e∗. In Fig. 3, the
upper limit of fp is drawn at 10 Hz, the same frequency
at which e∗ is defined. By drawing the e∗ distribution
at 10 Hz and tracing lines of constant e∗ to the left of
the distribution, we gain a qualitative understanding of
how various e∗ populations evolve through this detector
landscape. We show predictions for the e∗ distributions
generated via a sampling of astrophysical mechanisms
(Isolated, Ejected, In-Cluster, Galactic Center) [12, 16,
17].
As an example, consider the evolution of an Isolated

distribution, such as might describe a black hole popu-
lation existing in the field of a galaxy. In this case, we
see that the most likely eccentricity of the population is
e∗ ≈ 10−6; Such binaries will radiate in both the LISA
and LIGO bands; and will merge within 10 years for bi-
naries appearing in LISA with fp ≳ 0.02 Hz.

III. OBSERVATION OF ECCENTRIC BINARY
POPULATIONS

We wish to consider the role that eccentricity plays in
modifying a stellar mass BBH signal entering a gravita-
tional wave detector, as well as in the noise response of
the detector to such a signal. We begin by noting there
are a number of population characteristics that we as-
sume are independent of the e∗ distribution. First, we
assume the case of a static Universe to avoid redshift-
ing of gravitational wave frequencies and dependence of
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FIG. 3. Evolution of black hole binary eccentricity as a function of peak quadrupole emission frequency. The evolution for
several choices of e∗ ≡ e(fp = 10 Hz) is shown - for each, the lower limit of fp is indicated by a circle. Points to the right of
the shown magenta lines will merge within the indicated time period. Along the right edge, drawn at fp = 10 Hz, are the e∗
distributions corresponding to four different formation channels.

the binary chirp mass on the expansion of a cosmologi-
cal background. Beyond what we describe above, we do
not incorporate higher order relativistic corrections (e.g.
doppler shifting) which are expected to be more impor-
tant for very eccentric events and different mass and fre-
quency regimes than we focus on. While degeneracies
between eccentricity and precession are relevant for Hz
range detectors, mHz range detectors can observe many
orbital periods and are less susceptible to this effect. We
also assume that the distributions in spatial position and
mass do not correlate with the eccentricity distribution of
the population. We note, however, that the same mech-
anisms that generate the eccentricity distributions of in-
terest may also modify these distributions. For example,
we do not expect populations produced by astrophysical
processes near the galactic center to populate many BBH
pairs at nearly extragalactic distances. Such considera-
tions would certainly be necessary to draw definitive con-
clusions about the underlying formation channels, but as
a step towards this goal we describe the uniform spatial
distribution of BBHs by

p(r) ∝ 4πr2, (10)

and we utilize the mass distribution inferred by LIGO to
describe a stellar mass BBH population independent of
eccentricity [28]

p(m1) ∝ m−2.3
1 . (11)

The observed merger rate and experimental sensitivity

is used by LIGO to predict the total local BBH merger
rate,

R =
dn

dt
= 53.2 Gpc−3 yr−1 . (12)

which is assumed to be roughly constant for redshifts
z ≲ 1 [28]. This rate sets the overall normaliza-
tion of our distributions - given probability distributions
P(e∗),P(mc),P(r),P(fp), we can calculate the number
of binaries from the distribution which will merge in a
given time period.
The first place that eccentricity enters the signal is in

the fp distribution of binaries. As we are always con-
cerned with the number of binaries observed over fixed
time intervals, the likelihood of a BBH signal having a
particular fp upon entering the detector is given by Eq. 8

p(fp) ∝
dt

dfp
. (13)

The only remaining population parameter is e∗, whose
relic distribution p(e∗) will be provided by one of the
underlying formation channels shown in Fig. 3.
Combining these distributions provides a measure of

the expected number of events in a given time interval

Nevents =

∫
Rp(mc)p(r)p(fp, e(fp))p(e∗)dmcdrdfpde∗

(14)
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FIG. 4. The effect on number density and signal-to-noise ratio
as a function of binary eccentricity at fixed frequency. Shown
in blue is the enhancement to the observed number density of
binaries in LISA relative to circular binaries. Shown in yellow
(dashed) is the suppression to the LISA (DECIGO) SNR rel-
ative to circular binaries. The nearly identical effect on SNR
in LISA/DECIGO indicates that suppression is driven by the
change in signal rather than difference in the detector noise
strains.

It is apparent that eccentricity affects our signal, the fre-
quency binned event count, in three ways: (1) dt/dfp
experiences the competing effects of an enhancement
through Eq. 9 and a change in the ∂fp/∂e evolution, (2)
fp(t) is modified to satisfy e(fp = 10 Hz) = e∗, and (3)
the likelihood of a particular e∗ is weighted by p(e∗).
We adopt a simplified model for the SNR in the pres-

ence of chirping binaries

ϱ(fp, e)
2 = 4

∫
dt

h2
c(fp(t), e = 0)

SN (fp(t))
(1− e(t))3/2 (15)

shown to be a good approximation [25] to the true
SNR

ϱ2 = 4
∑
n

∫
dt

h2
n(fn(t))

SN (fn(t))
(16)

which involves a summation over the n harmonic compo-
nents of the gravitational wave emission. Here, SN (f) is
the noise strain and h2

c = Σh2
n is the signal strain aver-

aged over an orbital period. Noting that ϱ ∝ (1 − e)3/4

also scales inversely with r, we see that there should be
a suppression to the sensitive volume and expected num-
ber of counts with respect to the circular case given by
(1− e)9/4. The product of this suppression term and the
enhancement due to F(e) yields an overall effect to the

event count with respect to circular BBHs that results
from introducing eccentricity to BBHs at fixed fp (non-
chirping) shown in Fig. 4. We also show the suppression
to the SNR for both LISA and DECIGO to demonstrate
that this effect is driven by the fp(e) dynamics rather
than the specific shape of the detector noise curve.
Our detection ability will also be influenced by which

eccentricities we assume our detectors are able to observe
- this is determined by the degree of eccentricity gravita-
tional waveform templates have been developed for. This
will introduce a cut into our event count over the param-
eter space wherever the eccentricity is larger than the
template upper bound on eccentricity

Θecut(e) = Θ(ecut − e) . (17)

Likewise, the calculated SNR will determine whether a
signal is observable. We impose SNR > 8 over 10 years
of LISA observation as the criteria by which to consider
events observable.

ΘSNR(r, fp,mc, e∗) = Θ(ϱ(r, fp,mc, e∗)− 8) . (18)

Combining these terms, the observable number count is
given by

Nevents =
∫
Rp(mc)p(r)p(fp, e(fp))p(e∗)
×ΘSNRΘecutdmcdrdfpde∗ .

(19)

In the case of a fixed eccentricity population, there is a
mininum fp below which no gravitational wave emission
exists. Likewise, there will be a lower bound on frequency
imposed by the maximum e with available templates.
Transitioning from fixed e∗ to a distribution, there is no
longer a single lower bound on fp as each choice of e∗
will produce a different bound. Sensitivity to the shape
of the e∗ distribution is conveyed by how the counts per
frequency bin shift as we move ecut. This can be seen,
for example, in the shifting of the Galactic Center distri-
bution counts in Fig. 5.
In Fig. 5 we show the expected number of observable

events in LISA over a 10 year observation period for five
choices of the BBH eccentricity distribution. In each
case, we also highlight the subset of events which will
merge within 10 years as an example of candidates that
could potentially be followed-up with a LIGO-like detec-
tion. For reference, we compare with what the expected
number of counts would be assuming a BBH population
of only circular binaries, denoted by the black dashed
line. In the leftmost panel, we show the result for a fixed
- and relatively small - eccentricity to indicate the close
matching with the circular case. Progressing to the right,
we consider the Isolated distribution, which is peaked
at e∗ ≈ 10−6 but extends to both higher and lower ec-
centricities. As indicated by the four different colored
histograms, we begin to lose sensitivity to events as we
impose progressively lower bounds on ecut. In one case,
no events would be observed for the Galactic Center dis-
tribution without eccentricity templates of ecut ≥ 0.01.
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FIG. 5. Number of observed counts in LISA for fixed, Isolated, Ejected, In-Cluster, and Galactic Center e∗ distributions.
Dashed line indicates expected counts for a perfectly circular distribution. While a fixed e∗ distribution would exhibit a lower
bound in fp, distributions in e∗ distribute counts across frequency bins for all choices of ecut. Magenta lines indicate events
which will merge within 10 years and have ecut = 0.9, suggesting events which can have an observable Hz range terrestrial
observation follow-up.

FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 5 except using DECIGO noise curve. Note that no redshift effects have been included.

In this situation, as demonstrated in [25], a mismatch
between the LIGO merger event rate and LISA merger
event rate would suggest the existence of an eccentric
sub-population, despite having no direct observations in
the LISA detector. This lack of observation in the LISA
detector can therefore itself be considered a signal of ec-
centric BBH populations.

Because the low frequency signal is suppressed, it is
of interest to see what sensitivity an intermediate range
(dHz) detector might contribute. As an example we con-
sider the DECIGO noise curve [29]. In Fig. 6, we show
the expected number of event counts in DECIGO over
a 10 year observation period. Considering we explore
the same mass distribution, the overall increase in events
with respect to the LISA case is driven by the very large
enhancement in detector sensitivity, mitigated by a sup-
pression in dt/dfp due to the higher frequencies being
considered. Below, we consider how the observational
power of DECIGO to these events is modified by weak-
ening the DECIGO noise curve.

In Fig. 6 we note the emergence of a second clus-

ter of high frequency events at very high eccentricities
(0.4 < e < 0.9). To understand the origin of this feature,
we can refer back to Fig. 1; highly eccentric BBH pairs
in any distribution will radiate only above their cutoff
frequency, and when radiating near the cutoff frequency
they will be at their highest eccentricities as well as spend
much longer time at those frequencies with respect to less
eccentric counterparts. Because the detector SNR is a re-
sponse to integrating a BBH signal over time, it will re-
spond favorably to signals which remain near the peak of
their sensitivity curve for longer durations. This offers an
explanation for the general shape of these distributions
- at low frequencies, the detector sensitivity is too weak,
whereas at higher frequencies the integration time will be
too limited unless the binary pair is sufficiently eccentric.
This interplay produces a hidden cluster of event counts
for any distribution which contains extremely high eccen-
tricity BBH pairs in its distribution that will not be ob-
served unless very high eccentricity waveform templates
are available to the detector. We present this result with
the caveat that the effects of redshift on the SNR for dHz
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detectors are important, as is the redshift dependence of
the BBH distributions we consider, but we do not include
them in this simplified analysis. For this reason, Fig. 6
should only serve as a conceptual illustration.

Note that the DECIGO noise curve presents a O(104)
improvement in the root power spectral density sensitiv-
ity over the LISA detector at peak. We consider what
changes the more pessimistic case of a DECIGO-like de-
tector, which possesses the same shape for the noise curve
of DECIGO but is manually suppressed by an overall fac-
tor which aligns the minimum of its noise curve to be at
the same sensitivity level as the minimum of the LISA
noise curve. Such a DECIGO-like detector allows us to
consider a case where a detector like LISA is constructed
at the intermediate frequency (dHz) range of the DE-
CIGO detector. We find this DECIGO-like detector ob-
serves zero BBH pairs, in all frequency bins, and for all
cuts in the eccentricity template. In this case it appears
the weakened sensitivity no longer sufficient to overcome
the small time-integrated SNR at these frequencies. We
conclude that intermediate frequency (dHz) detectors are
of limited use in searching for stellar mass binary black
hole populations, unless they posses several orders of
magnitude sensitivity improvements over modern designs
for mHz range detectors, such as LISA. For this reason,
we will not incorporate results for dHz range detectors
in the following sections. We emphasize that dHz range
detectors may remain useful for other searches, such as
those relating to intermediate mass black holes [30, 31].

IV. USING ECCENTRICITY TO BREAK
OBSERVATIONAL DEGENERACIES

Considering the Isolated and Ejected panels in Fig. 5,
notice that there is a similar number of events at each fre-
quency bin, as expected due to the similarity of their dis-
tributions in Fig. 3 - that is, there is a significant amount
of degeneracy between these two models in the dataset.
It is useful to ask how such degeneracies in the LISA
dataset can be broken through the use of choices in ecut.
To answer this question, we consider a model for the dis-
tribution of e∗ given by

f(e∗) = AIsolatedfIsolated(e∗)
+AEjectedfEjected(e∗)
+AIn−ClusterfIn−Cluster(e∗)
+AGal.CenterfGal.Center(e∗),

(20)

such that ∑
Ai = 1 . (21)

To quantify the observational degeneracy between
models in our dataset, we construct a Fisher informa-
tion matrix for the two parameter model AIsolated, Aj

where j corresponds to one of the Ejected, In-Cluster, or

Galactic Center distributions [32]. The four elements of
the corresponding Fisher matrix are defined by

Fij ≡
∑
fp,k

√
Nk

∂Nk

∂Ai

∂Nk

∂Aj
, (22)

where the index k runs across each of the fp bins. We de-
rive three separate Fij , one for each of ecut = 1.0, 0.4, 0.1.
For each of these, we consider three different fiducial
choices of the ratio

R ≡ AIsolated

Aj
, (23)

which indicates the relative abundance of the two popu-
lations being considered. In total, this procedure yields
nine versions of each Fij for each choice of two distribu-
tions. Using the Fisher information, we will consider how
the degeneracy of the Isolated distribution with the other
more eccentric distributions is modified as we explore the
dataset at different eccentricity cutoffs. We show the re-
sulting covariance contours between AIsolated and Aj in
Fig. 7.
We might expect that ecut = 1, containing the most

counts, would always offer the greatest constraining
power. One example of an exception to this expectation
is for the In-Cluster, R = 1 case. Note that while in gen-
eral adding more event counts will help to minimize error,
there are cases where having sensitivity to all eccentrici-
ties - without the ability to differentiate the eccentricity
of individual events - results in a total event counting
between two distributions that is more similar, and less
discerning, than what would have been produced by im-
posing an eccentricity cutoff. That is, while increasing
ecut results in more events being observed, which reduces
error, it may also generate a signal that is more similar
to the other distributions, reducing their distinguishabil-
ity. This example illustrates that there is a distinction
between the ability to observe up to a given eccentricity
(giving the total events in a frequency bin with e < ecut),
and the ability to actually measure the eccentricity of an
observed event (i.e. tagging the value of e∗ for each event
in a frequency bin with e < ecut); the advantage of the
latter case is that it enables an experiment to bin counts
by e∗ to provide better constraining power. An approx-
imation to such a procedure would resemble combining
the contours of any single panel in Fig. 7 for a more pre-
cise overall result.1

We note that for all choices of R, Fig. 7 indicates that
the angle between contours when we compare against the
more eccentric distributions (In-Cluster, Galaxy Center)
become much more pronounced. This suggests that the
ability to measure the value of e∗ in BBH events with
LISA will break observational degeneracies when both
low and high eccentricity populations are present.

1 Note that this is only approximately true as binning by e∗ would
change the total events contributing to a single contour.
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FIG. 7. Forecasted 3σ constraint contours on coefficients of binary e∗ distributions for a LISA-like experiment. In all cases,
R = Aisolated/Aj where Aj represents the abundance of the corresponding e∗ distribution indicated at the left of the figure.
In each panel, only two e∗ distributions are considered at a time with Aisolated + Aj = 1. Three different abundance ratios
R ≡ Aisolated/Aj are considered, as well as three choices of maximum observable eccentricity ecut = 0.1 (black), 0.4 (dark red),
and 1.0 (light red). All panels span ±0.1 from the center point. Generally, ellipse size indicates constraining power, while
ellipse angle indicates parameter degeneracy (e.g. the Isolated and Ejected distributions are highly degenerate).
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FIG. 8. The χ2 values corresponding to LISA measurements assuming a model where the distribution indicated by the top
axis comprises 100% of the BBH distribution (the null hypothesis, H0) compared against an observed dataset comprised of a
test BBH distribution, indicated by the left axis, combined with the model distribution in a ratio given by R. The value of R
corresponds to the ratio of model distribution to test distribution (i.e. large R is mostly comprised of the model distribution).
Plotted for R ∈ [0.125, 5.0]. Here, the dataset is the absolute counts per frequency bin in LISA for a choice of distribution and
ecut. Shown are four choices of ecut = 0.9 (blue), 0.4 (orange), 0.1 (green), 0.01 (red). The black dashed line indicates the χ2

value corresponding to a p-value of 0.05.

V. DISTINGUISHING BLACK HOLE
PRODUCTION CHANNELS WITH

GRAVITATIONAL WAVE DETECTORS

We now wish to consider how the dataset sensitivity
to the population coefficients explored in Sec. IV trans-
lates to the significance at which an experiment like LISA
might be able to distinguish the BBH population deriv-
ing from different eccentricity distributions. We pose the
question - assuming one e∗ distribution, how much of
the BBH population needs to be derived from a differ-
ent distribution before LISA can rule out the presence of
the assumed distribution with statistical significance. We
emphasize that our intention in this work is to consider a
highly simplified statistical analysis of the ability of mHz
range detectors to distinguish BBH populations. We will
not consider effects such as covariance between data bins,
the statistics of combining datasets, experimental uncer-
tainty on measured eccentricity (i.e. resolving an event to

the wrong eccentricity bin), or a more detailed account-
ing of detector error as might be better explored through
a more comprehensive bayesian analysis [33]. We pose as
the null hypothesis, H0, that the observed dataset is gen-
erated by an underlying distribution of BBH pairs, where
we sequentially consider each of the four distributions for
the null hypothesis. In all cases, the alternative hypoth-
esis, H1, is that the observed dataset is not drawn from
the H0 BBH distribution. We then assume the dataset
generated by a linear combination of the H0 distribution
and, sequentially, each of the other distributions as the
observation and ask if the observed dataset is sufficient
to reject H0 at 95% significance. Here, we will again
quantify the portion of the population derived from the
H0 distribution by the parameter R - large values of R
corresponding to a greater portion of the population be-
ing drawn from the H0 distribution. We then perform
the Pearson chi-square goodness-of-fit test and construct
the corresponding statistic for the dataset:
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FIG. 9. Same as Fig. 8 execept that here, the dataset is the difference in counts per frequency bin in LISA between an
ecut = 0.01 observation and either an ecut = 0.1 (blue), ecut = 0.4 (orange), or ecut = 0.9 (green) observation.

χ2 =
∑
fp,i

(NH0,i −Nobserved,i)
2

NH0,i
. (24)

For each choice of ecut, we construct χ2 as a function
of R as shown in Fig. 8. We then calculate the χ2 cor-
responding to a P-value of 0.05 for this data, indicated
by the dashed line, with degrees of freedom, ν, set by
the number of frequency bins, k, in our observation. In
this test, because the population parameters are known,
and because the total number of counts across all bins is
not fixed a priori, we do not reduce the degrees of free-
dom below k. Performing a one-sided upper tail test for
the Pearson χ2 statistic, values of χ2 above the P=0.05
threshold denote regimes where LISA can significantly re-
ject the null hypothesis. We see that in nearly all cases,
the ability to distinguish different populations remains
driven by the lowest eccentricity cutoff of ecut = 0.01. Re-
ferring back to Fig. 5, we see that this conclusion seems
driven by the ecut = 0.01 counts appearing to change
the most as we consider different populations. We note
two conclusions from Fig. 8. First, the first column of
plots suggest that the two more eccentric distributions

(In-Cluster, Galaxy Center) are significantly discernible
even when present at substantially smaller abundances
than the low eccentricity distribution. That is, LISA
should be able to reasonably discern the presence of a
highly eccentric sub-population without ecut > 0.01 tem-
plates. Second, if we consider a population composed of a
high eccentricity distribution (e.g. In-Cluster) there are
still large regimes in the In-Cluster/Galaxy Center plots
of Fig. 8 where LISA can discern between these highly
eccentric populations driven by the lack of low eccentric-
ity events expected from the Galaxy Center distribution.
As a cautionary point, the accuracy of the Pearson chi-
square goodness of fit test and our use of P = 0.05 as
a testing criteria degrades as the total number of obser-
vations in the dataset becomes small. When considering
highly eccentric distributions as the model, with small
choices of ecut, this condition is relevant and the signifi-
cance of the corresponding statistical statements should
be metered accordingly.

To better explore the usefulness of ecut > 0.01, we
consider another observable - the difference in counts per
frequency bin in LISA between an ecut = 0.01 observa-
tion and an ecut = 0.1, 0.4 or 0.9 observation. Using this
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FIG. 10. The ratio of the χ2 values corresponding to the difference in counts between ecut = 0.01 and ecut = 0.1 (blue line in
Fig. 9) to the χ2 values corresponding to the absolute counts for ecut = 0.01 (red line in Fig. 8).

observable, we construct χ2 as above and the result of
this study is shown in Fig. 9. Two conclusions are worth
noting. First, that having ecut = 0.1 provides compara-
ble distinguishing power (i.e. an O(1) effect on χ2) to the
absolute counting with ecut = 0.01 of Fig. 8. There are
specific cases when this observable greatly improves (i.e.
an O(10) factor) upon χ2 over absolute counting with
ecut = 0.01: when distinguishing the lower-eccentricity
distributions (e.g. Isolated versus Ejected, and Isolated
versus In-Cluster); and, when distinguishing the most ec-
centric distributions (e.g. In-Cluster versus Galaxy Cen-
ter) for R ≲ 1. Most prominently, this observable can
discern the presence of an Ejected population, assuming
an Isolated population as the model, over the full range of
R, which the absolute counting observable fails to do. In
this case, access to ecut > 0.01 makes a significant contri-
bution to the physics reach of LISA. This result suggests
that access to at least slightly larger (ecut = 0.1) eccen-
tricity templates may prove useful for distinguishing dis-
tributions which are both relatively low in eccentricity.
Second, while having access to ecut = 0.4, 0.9 generally
outperforms ecut = 0.1 by an O(1) factor, the improve-
ment offered by the even higher ecut = 0.9 is marginally
different than that offered by ecut = 0.4. This suggests

that while there are modest improvements offered in go-
ing to ecut > 0.1, there is little to gain in going to even
higher ecut > 0.4 values. To illustrate where extending
to ecut = 0.1 sensitivity offers valuable improvement over
the ecut = 0.01 case, we compute the ratio of χ2 for
the difference in counts observable to that of the abso-
lute counts observable in the lowest eccentricity cases in
Fig. 10.
One final point of interest concerns the ability of Hz

range detectors like LIGO to follow up LISA observa-
tions of BBH events by detecting the merger of those
which coalesce in a reasonable amount of time. In Fig. 5
we identified the subset of BBH pairs which will merge
within a 10 year period. Note that all these events fall
within the ecut < 0.1 threshold, and so should be ex-
pected to possess very little residual eccentricity at the
time of their merger. We can add one additional contri-
bution to our χ2 metric if we consider how many merg-
ers would be observed in a follow-up detection by a Hz
range detector. This amounts to comparing the τ < 10
year counts between distributions. These counts approx-
imately sum to 55 for the Isolated, 55 for the Ejected, 40
for the In-Cluster, and 27 for the Galactic Center distri-
butions. This means that even for the most extreme val-
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ues of R, there would at most be a difference of about 28
merger events between distributions, corresponding to an
additional contribution to χ2 of approximately 14. Yet,
we see in Fig. 8 that for ecut = 0.01 that even in the worst
case scenarios we have χ2 ≳ 14 and so we would still ex-
pect the distinguishing power to be generally driven by
the mHz range observation.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that well-motivated populations of stel-
lar mass binary black holes, characterized by their eccen-
tricity distributions, can produce substantially different
observations in gravitational wave detectors. For dHz
range detectors, we have found: (1) due to the dynamics
of binary evolution, the duration of gravitational wave
emission at higher frequencies is relatively brief and we
have shown that this limits the effectiveness of dHz range
detectors at discerning binary populations of stellar mass
black holes using eccentricity unless the sensitivity of
these detectors is substantially increased with respect to
that of modern mHz range detectors; and, (2) we have
shown that a cluster of observations at high frequencies
is effectively hidden from even high sensitivity dHz range
gravitational wave detectors without access to very large
(e > 0.4) eccentricity gravitational waveform templates.
In the case of mHz range detectors, we found: (3) the
ability of gravitational wave detectors to observe at dif-
ferent eccentricity cutoffs was shown to lend information
that breaks degeneracies between datasets correspond-
ing to different relic populations of stellar mass binary
black hole pairs; (4) for reasonable relative abundances
of eccentric populations, a detector like LISA can discern
different stellar mass BBH populations with statistical
significance using only ecut = 0.01 templates; (5) while
higher ecut result in more observations, which improve er-
rors, lower ecut can reveal discrepancies in the expected
observation that are more statistically significant, espe-

cially between higher eccentricity distributions; (6) the
difference in event counts for different choices of ecut is
a useful observable in addition to the absolute counts,
outperforming the absolute counting in some cases; (7)
the absolute counting observable is driven by ecut = 0.01
while the difference-in-counts observable performs well
for ecut = 0.1, somewhat better for ecut = 0.4, but its
effectiveness is saturated for ecut > 0.4 suggesting the
incorporation of ecut > 0.4 templates is unlikely to be
useful for discerning eccentric stellar mass BBH popula-
tions; and, (8) the multi-channel observation of stellar
mass BBH merger events and lack of corresponding ob-
servation at lower frequencies is a relevant signal, though
statistically subdominant to the mHz frequency obser-
vation alone and, consequently, this work has primarily
promoted the effectiveness of studying BBHs at the pop-
ulation level. This work argues that eccentricity is a use-
ful probe of the formation channels of stellar mass black
holes we observe in our Universe; it should be used as
a tool in building our understanding of black hole pro-
cesses and serve as a source of evidence for new theories
of physics with connections to black holes.
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