
First-order phase transitions in the cores of neutron stars

Oleg Komoltsev1, ∗

1Faculty of Science and Technology, University of Stavanger, 4036 Stavanger, Norway

I explore various scenarios for the phase transition within neutron-star matter. I do so by gen-
erating large model-agnostic ensemble using Gaussian Processes, both with and without explicit
inclusion of first-order phase transitions (FOPTs). The ensemble is conditioned with state-of-the-
art astrophysical and theoretical inputs in a fully Bayesian approach. I study how the current data
affect the posterior probability of the location and the strength of FOPT. I find that the previously
observed peak structure of the sound speed remains stable against inclusion of FOPTs. While the
current data cannot differentiate between a smooth crossover and a first-order phase transition, 95%
of the total evidence consists of equations of state with some form of phase changes, such as FOPT
occurring within or terminating the stable branch of neutron stars, or an indication of a crossover
to quark matter.

I. INTRODUCTION

The phase structure of matter, when compressed to
several times nuclear saturation density (nsat ≈ 0.16
fm3), is one of the central questions in the study of neu-
tron stars (NSs). While it remains unclear how to theo-
retically probe cold dense matter, recent progress in as-
trophysical observations of NSs have given rise to rapid
development in the study of such matter [1–27]. This
work is among those studies.

The structure of NSs is determined by the equation
of state (EoS), which, for strongly interacting matter, is
governed by Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD). In prac-
tice, ab-initio theoretical calculations can only be per-
formed in two limits. The low-density part, correspond-
ing to hadronic matter, can be constrained by Chiral Ef-
fective Field Theory (cEFT) up to [1.1-2]nsat [28–32].
On the other hand, the perturbative QCD calculations
(pQCD) [33–38] at high-density regime inform us about
the behavior of quark matter, which are reliable starting
from [25-40]nsat [39]. The densities reached within the
most massive neutron stars are around 3-8 nsat, where
the matter is on the verge of dissolving into deconfined
quarks [10, 21]. It remains an open question whether the
phase transition (PT) from hadronic to quark matter oc-
curs in the cores of NSs - the densest matter found in the
Universe.

The second fundamental question that arises is how
the phase transition happens. Some alternative scenar-
ios include the smooth crossover leading to quark matter
cores, a violent FOPT with a discontinuous change in
density destabilizing NSs and leading to collapse into a
black hole (BH), or more exotic phase transition suggest-
ing a new state of matter. However, as of yet, there is no
theoretical basis to favor any one of these scenarios.

A natural approach to addressing these questions is by
exploiting model-agnostic method to generate large en-
semble of different EoSs. By conditioning the ensemble
with astrophysical observations and ab-initio theoretical
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calculations, we can estimate evidences for different sce-
narios of the phase change. There have been multiple
inferences of the EoS [1, 5, 7–13, 16, 18, 20–23], most
of which do not include a first-order phase transition.
While there are studies examining the first-order PT in
neutron-star matter, they have certain limitations. Some
works do not explicitly model FOPT [40, 41], while oth-
ers lack a Bayesian interpretation [42–44], or utilize a
restrictive prior [45]. As of yet, no studies utilize the
recent development of QCD input [22], and to the best
of my knowledge, there is no Bayesian inference of the
FOPT properties.
In this Letter, I perform a state-of-the-art fully

Bayesian inference of the EOS using Gaussian Processes
(GP) regression [5, 12, 20, 45] with explicit inclusion of
the first-order phase transition. The astrophysical inputs
include tidal-deformability (TD) measurements from the
GW170817 [46–48], the hypothesis that the remnant in
GW170817 collapsed to a BH [49–53], radio mass mea-
surement of the heaviest pulsar [54], and twelve X-ray
measurements of mass and radius of NS [14, 55–62]. The
theoretical constraints come from the low-density regime
provided by cEFT up to 2nsat [28–31] and high-density
pQCD calculations using either Conservative QCD input
[20, 63] or the marginalized QCD likelihood function [22].
I categorize each generated EoS into one of several mu-

tually exclusive sets, each representing the most interest-
ing scenario:

No FOPT: there is no first-order PT in the stable neu-
tron star branch.

FOPT inside NS: there is a first-order PT in the sta-
ble neutron star branch. NS remains stable after
FOPT.

Destabilizing FOPT: there is a first-order PT in the
stable neutron star branch, after which NS col-
lapses into a BH.

Twin stars: there is a second stable branch in mass-
radius curve, irrespective of the location of the
FOPT.
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The main objective of the study is to compare evi-
dences of each set based on the current data. Further-
more, I evaluate how the explicit inclusion of the FOPT
into the prior changes the previously determined proba-
bility of having quark matter cores inside the most mas-
sive NSs [21]. In the case of a first-order PT, I calculate
the posterior distribution for the beginning nPT and the
strength ∆n of PT. Lastly, I examine how future mass-
radius measurements of NS affect the evidence of the sets.
This analysis pinpoints which possible observations could
help in distinguishing between various potential scenarios
for the phase transition.

II. SETUP

In this section I present a brief summary of the prior
choices, theoretical and astrophysical inputs that has
been used. GP regression is performed in an auxiliary
variable ϕ(n) = − ln(1/c2s − 1), with the prior distribu-
tion being a multivariate Gaussian distribution:

ϕ(n) ∼ N
(
− ln(1/c̄2s − 1),K(n, n′)

)
, (1)

where K(n, n′) = η exp
(
−(n − n′)2/2ℓ2

)
is a Gaussian

kernel. The hyperparameters η, ℓ, c̄2s are independently
drawn for each EoS from the distribution (see eq. 6 in
[20]). The grid spacing in n is around 0.2nsat. The details
regarding EoS construction using GP regression in ϕ(n)
can be found in [20].

The EoS is constructed from two samples of GP, with
a segment of zero sound speed in between, introducing a
discontinuous jump in density. Both samples are drawn
from the GP conditioned with cEFT up to 1.1nsat

1. The
hyperparameters, such as the correlating length ℓ and the
variance η of the Gaussian kernel, are identical before
and after FOPT. The algorithm can be written in the
following way:

1. Select the location of the FOPT from a uniform
distribution between 1.1nsat and 10nsat, nPT ∈
[1.1, 10]nsat.

2. Draw the strength of FOPT from uniform distribu-
tion ∆n ∈ [0, 8]nsat.

3. Draw two independent samples of EoS from the
conditioned GP regression. One sample extends
from 1.1nsat to nPT, while the second sample spans
from nPT +∆n to 10nsat.

4. Combine these samples to form a single EoS across
the range [1.1, 10]nsat, assuming c2s = 0 within the
interval [nPT, nPT +∆n].

1 For no particular reason, the cEFT input is divided into two
parts: first, GP is conditioned with cEFT up to 1.1nsat, and then
the cEFT likelihood function is used in the range [1.1, 2]nsat

This procedure ensures that the prior is uniform in the
nPT–∆n –plane, and that there is no correlation in c2s
before and after FOPT.

Subsequently, I solve Tolman-Volkoff-Oppenheimer
(TOV) equation to predict mass-radius relation [64, 65]
as well as determine the maximal density nTOV that is
supported by the stable non-rotating NS. To capture the
behaviour of tidal deformability (TD) with discontinuous
jump in number density in the case of first-order PT I fol-
low the approach outlined in [66]. Each EoS is used only
up to TOV-density; thus, densities greater than nTOV

are excluded from the analysis.

Following the approach outlined in [31] and reviewed
in [23] to incorporate more information from the low-
density calculations, I employ the cEFT likelihood func-
tion within the interval [1.1,2]nsat (as provided by eqs.
(4) and (5), and fig. 2 in [23]). To obtain a likeli-
hood for EoS, the function is integrated over the interval
[1.1,2]nsat, penalizing EoSs that fall outside the range
[p+, p−] provided in [23].

Two types of QCD inputs are considered. Conserva-
tive QCD input was introduced in [63] and [20] (pub-
licly available in [67]). It verifies whether the density
up to which an EoS is modeled (chosen to be nTOV in
this study) can be connected by at least one causal, sta-
ble, and consistent EoS to the perturbative QCD limit
at 40 nsat. The marginalized QCD likelihood function,
introduced in [22] and publicly available in [68], incor-
porates additional information on the well-convergent
sound speed in the perturbative regime starting from
25nsat. It is marginalized over another GP prior in the
range [nTOV, 40nsat]. This GP prior is conditioned with
pQCD calculation of c2s within [25,40]nsat, and does not
have first-order PT. Both conservative and marginalized
QCD inputs are imposed at TOV-density.

TABLE I. A summary of all mass and mass-radius measure-
ments that have been used to condition the ensemble.

Name Ref.

Radio measurement

PSR J0348+0432 [54]

NICER pulsars

PSR J0030+0451 [55, 56]
PSR J0740+6620 [14, 57, 58]

qLMXB systems

M13 [59]
M28 [60]
M30 [60]
ω Cen [60]
NGC 6304 [60]
NGC 6397 [60]
47 Tuc X7 [60]

X-ray bursters

4U 1702-429 [61]
4U 1724-307 [62]
SAX J1810.8-260 [62]
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FIG. 1. (Upper left) 68%-CI for c2s for different sets. An EoS contributes to the CI only up to TOV density. Therefore, the CI
are extended only up to the lower bound of the ∼95% CI of the maximal central density. Above this value one can only access
the conditional posterior distribution P(c2s|n, n < nTOV). (Other panels) A representative sample of EoSs for each set. The
color-coding of each EoS corresponds to the likelihood assigned according to eq. (3), normalized to the maximum likelihood in
the ensemble.

The ensemble is conditioned with astrophysical inputs
identical to those in [21]. The methodology is elabo-
rated in [20] and [21]. Mass and mass-radius measure-
ments are summarized in table I. For gravitational-wave
(GW) data, I use the joint posterior density function

for the TD parameter Λ̃ and mass ratio at fixed chirp
mass from GW170817 by the LIGO-Virgo collaboration
[46–48]. Additionally, as suggested by the electromag-
netic counterpart of GW170817 [69], the resulting binary
merger product is a BH [49–53], which puts constraints
on the total baryon mass that can be supported by the
EoS.

All the inputs are subsequently incorporated into
Bayes’ theorem:

P (EoS |data) = P (EoS)P (data |EoS )
P (data)

, (2)

where P (data |EoS) is the product of uncorrelated like-
lihoods, which can be written as

P (data |EoS) = P (QCD |EoS)P (cEFT |EoS)
×P (X-rays |EoS)P (Λ̃,BH |EoS)P (Radio |EoS).

(3)

These likelihoods correspond to the QCD and cEFT in-
puts, product of likelihoods for all X-rays measurements
listed in table I (under NICER pulsars, qLMXB sys-
tems and X-ray bursters), along with constraints from
GW170817 and radio mass measurement. All the plots
in this Letter are produced using all the mentioned as-
trophysical data, cEFT likelihood function up to 2nsat as
well as marginalized QCD input.

The ensemble is then divided into the sets described
in the introduction, based on the location of the FOPT
with respect to the stable branch of NS. No FOPT – set
is constructed from the following EoSs: firstly, if an EoS
has ∆n = 0, which happens when ∆n is smaller than
half of the grid spacing ∼ 0.1nsat; or secondly, if a phase
transition occurs outside the first stable branch, nTOV <
nPT, as these densities are excluded and have no effect
on the density below TOV. An EoS is labeled to have
destabilizing FOPT if the FOPT happens in the stable
NS branch and the first grid point after FOPT falls in the
unstable branch. In this case the TOV density is taken
to be the last grid point of the FOPT: nTOV = nPT+∆n.
FOPT inside NS is identified if nPT +∆n < nTOV. An
EoS is assigned to twin stars – set if it has second stable
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branch, irrespective of the FOPT location. For twins
stars the astrophysical likelihoods are marginalized over
both stable branches, and QCD input is imposed at the
maximal density of the second branch.

The total number of EoSs in the ensemble is 300k,
distributed among the categories as follows: 66k - no
FOPT, 37k - FOPT inside NS, 121k - destabilizing FOPT
and 76k - twin stars.

III. RESULTS

A. EoS inference

The samples of the EoSs and the corresponding cred-
ible intervals (CI) for speed of sound can be found in
fig. 1. Regardless of the presence of a FOPT, the overall
structure of the EoS remains similar, characterized by a
peak in the sound speed around 2-3nsat, followed by a
softening. No FOPT – set reproduces the results seen in
[18, 20]. The absence of twins – set in the figure is due
to their vanishing evidence, as will be explained in the
next section.

The peak in sound speed is determined by the mass
constraints and becomes more prominent with the inclu-
sion of X-ray measurements. Data from GW170817 and
cEFT constraints soften an EoS at lower density. After
the peak is reached, all astrophysical constraints are re-
laxed. The behavior of an EoS is solely determined by the
QCD input above the peak in the interval [2M⊙,MTOV],
which forces an EoS to soften. The forced softening can
be either the rapid softening indicating a phase transi-
tion or a slower crossover to a conformal value c2s = 1/3
or below.

The peak tends to be higher for scenarios involving
a first-order PT, as also evident from the CI (upper left
subplot). Marginalized QCD input utilizes more informa-
tion from the pQCD calculations and requires a strong
softening. The more dramatic the softening, the stiffer
an EoS can become before being penalized by QCD con-
straints, as explained in [22]. An EoS cannot achieve
sound speeds close to unity without experiencing sharp
softening immediately after the peak, effectively exhibit-
ing FOPT-like behavior. Consequently, an EoS with a
FOPT can reach a higher values of c2s.

Note that an EoS contributes to CI only up to TOV
density. Therefore, the posterior distribution can only be
shown up to the lowest TOV density within the ensemble;
anything higher represents a conditional posterior distri-
bution P(c2s|n, n < nTOV). Choosing to display it up to
the lower bound of approximately 95% confidence inter-
val of the TOV densities introduces negligible changes to
the plot.

B. Bayes factors

The Bayes factor quantifies how effectively a model ex-
plains the data compared to another model. Sets, each
representing distinct scenarios, can be compared as com-
peting statistical models. The Bayes factor is the ratio
of marginalized likelihood, also known as evidence, can
be expressed as:

Bset1
set2 =

P (set1 |data )
P (set2 |data )

P (set2)

P (set1)
, (4)

where P (seti |data ) represents posterior probability of
set i given by eq. (2), and P (seti) denotes the prior prob-
ability of set i. Assuming that a priori all sets are equally
probable, the prior probability simplifies to the number
of EoSs in the set.

TABLE II. A summary of the Bayes factors for various sce-
narios. Each entry corresponds to the ratio of evidence for a
given set to that of the no FOPT – set as defined in eq. (4).
The evidences are computed for priors conditioned with ra-
dio measurements and GW data, along with two likelihoods
listed in the first column.

Bset
noFOPT Destab. FOPT FOPT inside NS Twins

Marginalized QCD
+ X-rays

1.7 1.1 0.001

Marginalized QCD
+ PSR J0740

1.5 1.2 0.001

Conservative QCD
+ X-rays

0.8 0.5 0.001

Conservative QCD
+ PSR J0740

0.8 0.7 0.001

The Bayes factors obtained in the study are summa-
rized in table II. Each entry represents the ratio of the
evidences of the named set in the column to that of the
no FOPT – set. For a robust evidence that the data
favors set i over the scenario without any FOPT, the
Bayes factor must be several times greater than unity
(or smaller if the no FOPT – set is preferred). All of
the evidences are calculated using radio measurements
and GW data constraints. Additionally, either conser-
vative or marginalized QCD input is imposed, as well
as two options for X-ray measurements are considered:
either all available measurements or solely the NICER
measurement of PSR J0740+662.
By examine the table II the only decisive factor corre-

sponds to twin stars, indicating that twin stars are not
supported the current data as Btwins

noFOPT ≪ 1. The rest of
the Bayes factors are not of any statistical significance,
indicating that the current data cannot differentiate be-
tween the sets. I speculate that the reason why is that
the QCD input, which becomes important in determin-
ing the EoS above 2M⊙, can be fully satisfied by either
FOPT or a crossover. Consequently, there is currently
no measurement or theoretical input favoring either sce-
nario.
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Nonetheless, it is interesting to observe how condition-
ing the prior with different inputs can impact the out-
come. The mild increase in the Bayes factor resulting
from the change from conservative to marginalized QCD
input can be explained by the exclusion of stiff EoSs from
the no FOPT – set, thus slightly decreasing the evidence.

It has been suggested in [21] that quark matter (QM)
can be identified by observing an approximate restoration
of conformal symmetry, with the quantity dc proposed for
this purpose:

dc ≡
√
∆2 + (∆′)2, (5)

where

∆ =
1

3
− c2s

γ
, ∆′ = c2s

(
1

γ
− 1

)
, γ =

d ln p

d ln ε
. (6)

The posterior probability of a crossover to QM, defined
as dc < 0.2, in the no FOPT – set remains the same as
for GP ensemble in [21], at 75% in the most massive NSs.
However, with the explicit inclusion of FOPT in the prior,
this probability decreases to 45%. While there are EoSs
with FOPT inside NS that result in QM appearing above
the PT, most of the EoSs with destabilizing FOPT do
not meet this criterion. What is particularly intriguing
is that softening of the EoS seems to be inevitable, as
evident from the fig. 1, thus the peaked structure of the
sound speed is stable against inclusion of FOPT in the
prior.

The probability of the absence of the phase change can
be assessed by comparing the combined sets of FOPT
inside NS, destabilizing FOPT, and EoSs with crossover
to QM in no FOPT – set against the rest of the prior,
namely set of EoSs without a crossover to QM in the
no FOPT – set (twins carry vanishing weight). The
combined sets make up 95% of the total evidence, leav-
ing only 5% for the EoSs without FOPT or crossover to
QM. It’s important to note that EoSs in the no FOPT –
set that do not meet criteria for QM may mimic FOPT-
like behavior. Consequently, introducing any criteria for
such ”pseudo” first-order PTs would only decrease the
5% probability further.

C. FOPT posterior

In this section, I present the results of Bayesian infer-
ence of the FOPT properties, such as its location and
strength. The impact of the astrophysical data and the-
oretical inputs on the properties of first-order PT is sum-
marized in fig. 2, illustrating the posterior distribution of
nPT–∆n. The prior distribution is uniform in the nPT–
∆n – plane. Any values nPT +∆n exceeding 10nsat are
discarded, as indicated by the prior cut on the figure.

FOPT inside NS – set is shown in black in fig. 2. A
notable feature of the posterior distribution is the gap
between FOPTs occurring early in the density range
[1,2]nsat and the latter PTs within [3,6]nsat. The gap

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
nPT [nsat]

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

 n
 [n

sa
t]

prior cut
Destabilizing FOPT
FOPT inside NS
Twins

FIG. 2. The posterior distribution of the location nPT and
strength ∆n of the FOPT. The prior is uniform in the nPT–
∆n – plane. A Gaussian filter is applied to smooth the data.

in densities corresponds roughly to a mass range span-
ning from 0.5 to 1.9 M⊙. The existence of the gap is a
consequence of the mass constraints, which require that
an EoS remains stiff in this interval, mostly excluding
FOPTs in this region. Another noteworthy aspect is that
any FOPT with ∆n ≳ 1.2nsat results in the destabiliza-
tion of NS and cannot support FOPT inside the NS. Note
that any small FOPTs do not change an EoS at the level
of integral quantities such as pressure and energy density,
and therefore no astrophysical data can disfavor an EoS
with small FOPT.
Destabilizing FOPT appears only above 3nsat, which

is the typical minimal density at which an EoS satisfies
mass constraints. In principle, if an EoS becomes desta-
bilized due to a FOPT of some strength ∆n, then any
larger FOPT would also lead to the collapse of NS, re-
sulting in a uniform distribution of ∆n above the lower
bound. However, large FOPTs are slightly penalized by
marginalized QCD input, resulting in a peak distribution
around nPT = 4nsat and ∆n ranging from 2 to 3nsat.
Twin stars are mostly overlapping with both sets. In ad-
dition, twin star solutions allow for some FOPT in the
gap below 3nsat, although with small posterior weight.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The results of this Letter demonstrate that the previ-
ously discovered peak structure of the sound speed in-
side NSs remains stable even with the explicit inclusion
of the first-order PT in the prior. While the current
data constrain the location and the strength of the po-
tential first-order PT, it does not definitively favor any
particular scenario. The possibilities, including a small
first-order PT within NS, a crossover to quark matter,
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or a destabilizing FOPT leading to a collapse, remain
viable. By generating a broad prior, I evaluate that the
probability of the scenario falling outside these categories
is low. Most of the total evidence, approximately 95%,
consists of EoSs either featuring FOPT occurring within
or terminating the stable branch of NSs, or a crossover to
quark matter. This leaves 5% probability for the absence
of any form of the phase change. Moreover, identifying
EoSs in no FOPT – set that mimic FOPT-like behavior
would only reduce 5% probability further. This suggests
that nontrivial phase changes can be explored within the
densities found in neutron stars.

The challenges in distinguishing between sets are out-
lined in section III B. In brief, the only constraint that
propagates within the interval between 2M⊙ and MTOV

is the QCD input, which necessitates softening but re-
mains indifferent as to whether an EoS exhibits FOPT-
like behavior or conformalization. However, by imposing
various mass-radius measurements, we can predict what
future detection might help differentiate between scenar-
ios.

10.5 11.0 11.5 12.0 12.5 13.0
R [km]

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

M
 [M

]

0.7 0.7

0.6
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1.5

1.6

1.5
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1.4

1.0

1.4

1.3

1.3

1.4

1.1

1.4

1.4

1.2

1.5

1.5

1.3

1.9

1.4

1.5

1.5

1.7

1.6

1.6

1.5

2.1

1.5

1.5

1.6

2.0

1.6

1.6

1.7

1.5

1.3

1.6

1.5 1.6 1.7

Bdestab
noFOPT

FIG. 3. The collection of the Bayes factors for two sets desta-
bilizing FOPT and no FOPT for future mass-radius measure-
ment. Each hexagon represents a mass-radius measurement,
with the likelihood being a step function set to one inside
the hexagon and zero outside. The Bayes factor greater than
unity indicates data preference toward destabilizing FOPT.
None of these factors are of any statistical significance.

The summary of various Bayes factors obtained by con-
sidering potential future M -R measurements is presented
in fig. 3. Each hexagon represents a mass-radius measure-
ment, wherein the likelihood is assigned a value of one if
EoS intersects the hexagon and zero otherwise. To avoid
numerical instabilities, only hexagons through which at
least 100 EoSs pass with a non-zero weight are taken
into account. The Bayes factors are computed to com-
pare the destabilizing FOPT – set and the no FOPT –
set. Although none of the factors yield decisive conclu-
sions, measurements with high mass and high radius tend

to slightly favor the destabilizing FOPT – set. Note the
that effect of black-widow pulsar PSR J0952-0607 with
the mass of 2.35±0.17M⊙ [70] depends on the radius of
the pulsar.
As shown in fig. 3, a single mass-radius measurement

cannot help distinguish between sets; however, precise
mapping of the EoS will. Such precise mapping can be
achieved, i.e by collecting GW data from a large num-
ber of binary NS mergers. Yet, even with extensive
data, mapping the region near the TOV limit might pose
challenges, necessitating stars to be near their maximum
mass to constrain this area effectively. Therefore, the in-
terplay between astrophysical constrains and QCD input
might be crucial to determine what is happening inside
neutron stars.
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R. O’Shaughnessy, I. Tews, S. Gandolfi, C. Heinke, and
S. Han, Combining Electromagnetic and Gravitational-
Wave Constraints on Neutron-Star Masses and Radii,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 061101 (2021), arXiv:2008.12817
[astro-ph.HE].

[14] M. C. Miller, F. K. Lamb, A. J. Dittmann, S. Bogdanov,
Z. Arzoumanian, K. C. Gendreau, S. Guillot, W. C. G.
Ho, J. M. Lattimer, M. Loewenstein, S. M. Morsink,
P. S. Ray, M. T. Wolff, C. L. Baker, T. Cazeau, S. Man-

thripragada, C. B. Markwardt, T. Okajima, S. Pollard,
I. Cognard, H. T. Cromartie, E. Fonseca, L. Guillemot,
M. Kerr, A. Parthasarathy, T. T. Pennucci, S. Ran-
som, and I. Stairs, The Radius of PSR J0740+6620
from NICER and XMM-Newton Data, The Astrophys-
ical Journal Letters 918, L28 (2021).

[15] G. Raaijmakers, S. K. Greif, K. Hebeler, T. Hinderer,
S. Nissanke, A. Schwenk, T. E. Riley, A. L. Watts,
J. M. Lattimer, and W. C. G. Ho, Constraints on the
Dense Matter Equation of State and Neutron Star Prop-
erties from NICER’s Mass–Radius Estimate of PSR
J0740+6620 and Multimessenger Observations, Astro-
phys. J. Lett. 918, L29 (2021), arXiv:2105.06981 [astro-
ph.HE].

[16] E. Annala, T. Gorda, E. Katerini, A. Kurkela, J. Nättilä,
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