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Twin stars—two stable neutron stars (NSs) with the same mass but different radii have long
been proposed to appear as a consequence of a possible first-order phase transition in NS matter.
Within a meta-model for the EOS of hybrid stars, we revisit the viability of twin stars and its
dependence on numerous parameters characterizing the EOS of nuclear matter, quark matter, and
the phase transition between them. While essentially no experimental constraint exists for the
last two, parameters characterizing the EOS of neutron-rich nucleonic matter have been constrained
within various ranges by terrestrial experiments and astrophysical observations. Within these ranges,
the impact of nuclear EOS on the formation of twin stars is studied. It is found that the symmetry
energy of neutron-rich nucleonic matter notably influences the formation of twin stars, particularly
through its slope L and curvature Ksym. Conversely, the EOS of symmetric nuclear matter shows
minimal influence on the formation of twin stars, partially owing to its relatively well-constrained
parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutron star (NS) cores contain the densest visible
matter in the universe. At such extreme densities, the
NS matter containing only hadrons and leptons may be-
come unstable, undergoing a phase transition to quark
matter and thus enabling the formation of hybrid stars.
However, to understand properties of supradense matter
especially its phase transition, such as its critical hadron-
quark transition baryon density ρt, energy density dis-
continuity ∆ε, and the stiffness of quark matter measured
in terms of its speed of sound squared c2s , remains an out-
standing challenge in nuclear astrophysics. In particular,
four possible topologies of the mass-radius relation for
hybrid stars were suggested in Ref. [1]. Their properties
have been investigated using various EOS models in the
literature. Nevertheless, many interesting issues regard-
ing the impact of nuclear EOS on the formation of twin
stars and their properties call for further investigations.

A possible mass-radius relation of hybrid stars is shown
in Fig. 1 for introducing some terminologies and quanti-
ties characterizing twin stars. During a strong first-order
phase transition from nuclear to quark matter, the sud-
den softening of the EOS results in the appearance of
an extremum mass (the first extremum). As pressure
increases, the mass initially decreases until reaching a
minimum (the second extremum), after which it rises to
a second maximum (the third extremum) mass. This
non-monotonic mass-radius relationship, caused by the
phase transition, can lead to the instability of NSs. The
stability of solutions to the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff
(TOV) equation can be assessed using the Bardeen,
Thorne, and Meltzer stability criteria [2, 3]: At each
extremum with increasing central pressure, one stable
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(unstable) mode becomes unstable (stable) when the
mass-radius curve rotates counter-clockwise (clockwise).
Within the mass range ∆M between the first two ex-
tremums as shown in Fig. 1, two stable NSs with the
same mass but different radii may coexist, forming twin
stars [4–8]. Clearly, the ∆M quantifies the likelihood and
mass-radius space to form twin stars. Observing the lat-
ter could help confirm the existence of a phase transition
in supradense NS matter.
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FIG. 1: A typical mass-radius relation for twin stars.

Recent astrophysical observations have stimulated
more extensive explorations of twin star properties [9–
24]. However, their existence remains inconclusive. For
example, in our previous studies in either Bayesian in-
ference [25] or forward-modeling [26] using a meta-model
EOS for nuclear matter and the constant speed of sound
(CSS) model for quark matter we found that twin stars
cannot satisfy the observational constraints from NICER
[27–30] and GW170817 [31] simultaneously. In partic-
ular, in the forward-modeling approach [26] when all
nuclear matter parameters are fixed at their presently
known most probable values based on previous analyses
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of many terrestrial nuclear experiments and recent NS
observations, no evidence for the formation of twin stars
was found. On the other hand, a more recent study [19]
concluded that low-mass twin stars could satisfy current
NS observations. In their work, they varied the slope L of
nuclear symmetry energy and the skewness J0 of symmet-
ric nuclear matter (SNM) in relatively large ranges. Par-
ticularly, they varied J0 from −600 to 1000 MeV, which
is much wider than the constraints of J0 = −190 ± 100
MeV at 68% confidence level extracted from observations
of NS [32–34] and J0 = −180+100

−110 MeV from analyzing
nuclear collective flow in intermediate-high energy heavy-
ion reactions [35]. Thus, it would be interesting to revisit
the issue of forming possibly twin stars within the same
meta-model EOSs as in our previous work [25, 26] but
within the currently allowed whole space of EOS param-
eters instead of with their most probable values only. In-
deed, we found that twin stars can exist in some EOS
parameter space. Quantitatively, we examine the ∆M
individually as a function of several key EOS parameters
in their currently known uncertainty ranges.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: The
meta-model EOSs describing nuclear matter and quark
matter as well as the transition between them are intro-
duced in Sec. II. Effects of the EOS parameters on the
formation of twin stars are discussed in detail in Sec. III.
Our findings are summarized in Sec. IV.

II. CONSTRUCTION OF EQUATIONS OF

STATE FOR HYBRID STARS

In the present work, the EOS of nuclear matter (npeµ)
in NSs at β-equilibrium is described by a meta-model.
The EOS of quark matter and its connection with nu-
clear matter in NSs is described by the CSS model. The
latter is also a meta-model (in the sense that it is a model
of models by varying its parameters). The two phases
of NS matter are connected through a first-order phase
transition with an energy density gap ∆ε and a transi-
tion density ρt. For the sake of completeness and clarity
in subsequent discussions, we briefly recall the main fea-
tures of these models. More details can be found in the
literature as we shall point out in more detail.

A. An EOS for nuclear matter in neutron stars

In Ref. [36], we constructed a parameterized EOS of
npeµ matter at β-equilibrium in NSs by parameterizing
separately the EOS of SNM E0(ρ) and nuclear symmetry
energy Esym(ρ) as:

E0(ρ) = E0(ρ0) +
K0

2
(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)2 +
J0
6
(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)3, (1)

Esym(ρ) = Esym(ρ0) + L(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)

+
Ksym

2
(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)2 +
Jsym
6

(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)3.

(2)

Details about this model can be found in our previous
publications [25, 32–42]. We note here that the param-
eters in Eqs. (1) and (2) have dual meanings. On one
hand, they can be seen as coefficients of Taylor expan-
sions around the saturation density ρ0 ≈ 0.16 fm−3 of
SNM. They are extensively employed in various studies
of NSs and nuclei, as well as their mergers and collisions.
On the other hand, they serve purely as parameteriza-
tions when applied to extremely neutron-rich matter in
NS with densities significantly larger than ρ0.
The binding energy E0(ρ0) and incompressibility K0

of SNM at the saturation density have been relatively
well constrained to E0(ρ0) = −15.9 ± 0.4 MeV and
K0 = 240 ± 20 MeV [43, 44], while the magnitude
Esym(ρ0) and slope L of symmetry energy at ρ0 are
constrained to Esym(ρ0) = 31.7 ± 3.2 MeV and L =
58.7±28.1 MeV [45, 46], respectively. Regarding param-
eters characterizing the high-density behavior of nuclear
matter, the curvature of the symmetry energy is around
Ksym = −100± 100 MeV [47–51], while the skewness of
the SNM EOS is constrained to J0 = −190 ± 100 MeV
[25, 33, 34, 38] based on terrestrial experiments and as-
trophysical observations. Few constraints on Jsym have
been obtained so far, and it is only very roughly known
to be around −200 < Jsym < 800 MeV [52–54].
Once the parameters in Eqs. (1) and (2) are given,

the energy density for npeµ matter (also interchangeably
called hadronic matter (HM)) at β-equilibrium in NSs
can be calculated from

εHM(ρ, δ) = ρ[E(ρ, δ) +MN ] + εl(ρ, δ), (3)

where MN represents the average nucleon mass of 938
MeV,

E(ρ, δ) = E0(ρ) + Esym(ρ) · δ2 +O(δ4) (4)

is the EOS of asymmetric nuclear matter (ANM), δ =
(ρn + ρp)/ρ is the isospin asymmetry, and εl(ρ, δ) de-
notes the lepton energy density which can be calculated
using the ideal Fermi gas model [55]. The baryon den-
sities ρi of particle i can be obtained by solving the β-
equilibrium condition µn − µp = µe = µµ ≈ 4δEsym(ρ)
where µi = ∂ε(ρ, δ)/∂ρi and charge neutrality condition
ρp = ρe + ρµ. Then the energy density ε and pressure P
both become barotropic, i.e. a function of density only.
In particular, the pressure as a function of density only
can be calculated from:

P (ρ) = ρ2
dε(ρ, δ(ρ))/ρ

dρ
. (5)

Based on the above equations, we can then obtain a
unique EOS in the form of P (ε) for the hadronic phase
of NS matter once the parameters are fixed.
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For the stated purposes of this work, to exclude the
effects of varying the crust-core transition density on the
properties of hybrid stars, we fix the crust-core transition
density at 0.08 fm−3 and choose the NV EOS [56] for the
inner crust and the BPS EoS [57] for the outer crust.

B. A meta-model for nuclear-quark phase

transition and quark matter

To describe the possible quark matter in the cores of
hybrid stars, we adopt the CSS model of Alford, Han,
and Prakash assuming the phase transition from nuclear
matter to quark matter is first-order [1, 58, 59]. In this
model, the phase transition and the EOS of quark matter
can be described by:

ε(ρ) =

{

εHM(ρ) ρ < ρt
εHM (ρt) + ∆ε+ c−2

s (p− pt) ρ > ρt
(6)

where εHM(p) is the energy density of hadronic matter
(HM) described in the previous subsection, pt is the pres-
sure at the transition density ρt, while ∆ε is the gap in
energy density between the hadronic and quark phases.
It has been shown in the literature that the CSS model
can capture the characteristics of various microscopic
quark matter models, such as Nambu–Jona-Lasinio mod-
els [59–62], perturbation theories [63, 64], or bag-model-
like EOSs [65, 66]. It has been extensively employed in
studying hybrid stars [1, 17, 25, 67–73].
Once the EOS of nuclear matter is determined, the

properties of hybrid stars are solely dictated by the three
CSS model parameters. By design, the stiffness of quark
matter is controlled by the speed of sound squared c2s.
To support NSs at least as massive as about 2.0 M⊙, we
limit c2s to the range of 0.5 < c2s < 1. Similarly, a higher
value of ∆ε leads to a smaller hybrid star mass, while
a lower value of ∆ε complicates the formation of twin
stars. We set ∆ε within the range of 150 < ∆ε < 350
MeV. As for the transition density ρt, we select 1.5ρ0 <
ρt < 3.5ρ0 in this work. It is consistent with the relatively
low transition densities found in Refs. [25, 73–75].

III. THE FORMATION OF TWIN STARS

In our previous study [26], by fixing the nuclear mat-
ter parameters to their most probable values mentioned
above, we obtained constraints on the CSS parameters
based on astrophysical observables. We found that the
twin star is disfavored based on present observations. Go-
ing away from the most probable values for the nuclear
EOS model parameters, in the following we present re-
sults of exploring the possible formation of twin stars in
the whole EOS parameter space presently allowed, albeit
some areas may have small probabilities to be reached
according to some Bayesian analyses we and other have
done. Because we have totally 9 EOS parameters, to

visualize our results and make the calculations manage-
able we examine the effects of each parameter individu-
ally within its currently known uncertainty ranges while
keeping all other parameters at their presently known
most probable values. This then limits us to see the ef-
fects of those poorly known parameters.

A. The effects of CSS parameters on twin stars

We first analyze the effects of the CSS parameters de-
scribing transition properties on the mass-radius phase
diagram of hybrid stars. In Ref. [1], the plane of
pt/εt ∼ ∆ε/εt or ρt/ρ0 ∼ ∆ε/εt is divided into four
ranges. The occurrence of a twin star is possible in
the quadrant characterized by relatively small ρt/ρ0 and
large ∆ε/εt, which varies for different EOSs of nuclear
matter (see Ref. [67] for an example). These parame-
ters are chosen to be comparable with the Seidov sta-
bility condition [76–78] for first-order phase transitions:
∆ε/εt ≤ 1/2 + 3pt/2/εt. The presence of a twin star is
generally expected for small ρt and large ∆ε.
Shown in Fig. 2 are the effects of varying respectively

ρt (left panel), c2s (middle panel), and ∆ε (right panel)
on the mass-radius diagram of hybrid stars. The solid
black line represents the mass-radius relation of a tra-
ditional NS without a phase transition when fixing the
nuclear matter parameters to their most probable val-
ues (Jsym = 800 MeV). The horizontal dotted line corre-
sponds to M = 2.0 M⊙. The shaded ranges depict the
constraints from NICER on PSR J0030+0451 [27, 28]
and PSR J0740+6620 [29, 30], as well as the mass-radius
relation of HESS J1731-347 [79]. It is observed that the
traditional NS can successfully satisfy the constraints im-
posed by NICER. Incorporating the phase transition vis-
ibly reduces the radii, making it more challenging to sat-
isfy NICER’s constraints. Nevertheless, by adjusting the
combinations of CSS parameters and nuclear matter pa-
rameters, it is possible to once again satisfy NICER’s
constraints. As an example, the mass-radius diagram of
a hybrid star (c2s = 1, ∆ε = 300 MeV·fm−3, ρt = 3ρ0,
Ksym = 0, and J0 = −100 MeV) is shown in the left
panel of Fig. 2. Compared with the dotted purple line
of ρt = 3ρ0, the change of nuclear matter parameters
can once again satisfy NICER’s constraints. Given that
the current study is primarily concerned with parame-
ters influencing the formation of twin stars, we will not
enforce the requirement that the theoretical mass-radius
relationships should simultaneously describe properly the
astrophysical observations in the following discussions.
As shown in the left panel, the condition MTOV ≡

Mmax > 2 M⊙ is always satisfied as ρt increases from
1.5 ρ0 to 3.5 ρ0, while MTOV correspondingly decreases
from 2.2 M⊙ to 2 M⊙. The above relations arise from
the stiff EOS of quark matter with c2s = 1, which con-
tributes to the increased maximum mass after a phase
transition. The contribution from quark matter becomes
more pronounced with decreasing ρt. As described in
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FIG. 2: The effects of ρt (left panel), c2s (middle panel), and ∆ε (right panel) on the mass-radius relations of hybrid star. The
solid black line represents the mass-radius relation of a traditional NS without a phase transition. The dash-dotted black line
in the left panel represents the mass-radius relation of a hybrid star with c2s = 1, ∆ε = 300 MeV·fm−3, ρt = 3ρ0, Ksym = 0,
and J0 = −100 MeV. The horizontal dotted line corresponds to M = 2.0 M⊙. The shaded ranges depict the constraints from
NICER on PSR J0030+0451 [27, 28] and PSR J0740+6620 [29, 30], as well as the mass-radius relation of HESS J1731-347 [79].

the introduction, the mass range in which twin stars can
coexist is measured by ∆M . Across all M − R curves
shown, the appearance of twin stars is evident within a
narrow range of ∆M ≤ 0.05 M⊙. As discussed below,
the value of ρt emerges as a crucial determinant in the
formation of twin stars.

The effects of c2s on the mass-radius relations are de-
picted in the middle panel of Fig. 2. The squared speed
of sound of nuclear matter at 2ρ0 is 0.52. Despite the fact
that the EOS of the quark matter is stiffer compared to
nuclear matter, a significant energy density discontinu-
ity of ∆ε = 300 MeV·fm−3 reduces the maximum mass
from 2.09 to 1.63 M⊙ as c2s decreases from 1 to 0.5. The
effects of c2s become noticeable as the mass-radius curves
approach the maximum mass, suggesting that c2s has lim-
ited impact on the formation of twin stars which normally
form near the phase transition point. However, a larger
c2s would render the formation of twin stars more chal-
lenging, as stiffer EOSs with higher c2s exhibit slightly
greater mass at a fixed radius after a phase transition.

The most important role of CSS parameters in deter-
mining the formation of twin stars is displayed in the
right panel of Fig. 2. The variation of ∆ε from 150 to 350
MeV·fm−3 not only reduces the maximummass from 2.41
to 1.99 M⊙ but also gradually introduces the presence of
twin stars when ∆ε ≥ 250 MeV·fm−3. The large maxi-
mum mass of MTOV = 2.41 M⊙ for ∆ε = 150 MeV·fm−3

arises from the interplay of a stiff EOS of quark mat-
ter with c2s = 1 and a small energy density discontinuity
∆ε. Given the apparent impact of ∆ε on the formation
of twin stars, we maintain ∆ε = 300 MeV·fm−3 in the
subsequent discussions when demonstrating the effects of
nuclear EOS on twin stars.

B. The effects of SNM EOS on twin stars

As indicated in Eq. (1), the SNM EOS is determined by
E0(ρ0), K0, and J0. While the first two parameters are
well-constrained by experiments, the uncertainty of J0
remains relatively large, exerting a significant influence
on the maximum mass of traditional NSs [42]. In pre-
vious studies, the J0 is constrained to be approximately
−190 ± 100 MeV and we did not observe the formation
of twin stars when nuclear matter parameters were fixed
at their most probable values while varying the CSS pa-
rameters [26]. However, Refs. [17–19] opted for a wide
range of J0 values, spanning from an upper limit of 1000
MeV to a lower limit of −600 MeV. Consequently, it be-
comes imperative to meticulously examine the effects of
J0 on the formation of twin stars. Specifically, we need
to ascertain whether twin stars can indeed form within
J0 = −190± 100 MeV.

The left panel of Fig. 3 illustrates the effects of J0
on the mass-radius relations when ρt = 2ρ0, 3ρ0, and
c2s = 0.6, 1, respectively. Despite J0 influencing the max-
imum mass of traditional NSs, we can see that the mass-
radius curves are close to each other within the uncer-
tainty of J0. A smaller J0 results in a softer EOS and
a smaller mass at the transition point for both ρt = 2ρ0
and ρt = 3ρ0. The influence of c2s on the maximum mass
is reproduced again. For ρt = 2ρ0, the maximum masses
converge for different J0 values in hybrid stars. The un-
certainty of J0 introduces a maximum uncertainty of ap-
proximately 9% to the mass at a fixed radius for both
c2s = 1 and c2s = 0.6. As ρt increases to 3ρ0, the ef-
fects of J0 are slightly enhanced: the maximum uncer-
tainty for the mass at a fixed radius does not converge
and the deviation increases to about 15%, and the maxi-
mum mass exhibits uncertainties of 3% and 6% for c2s = 1
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black boxes mark the ranges where the corresponding phase transition happens. Right panel: The twin star mass range ∆M
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FIG. 4: Same as Fig. 3 but for the symmetry energy at saturation density Esym(ρ0).

and c2s = 0.6, respectively. The contribution of J0 to the
mass of traditional NSs is significantly mitigated by the
relatively low transition density, given that the contribu-
tion from J0 to the SNM EOS typically begins at around
2− 3ρ0. However, larger uncertainties in J0 might mani-
fest notable effects on the mass-radius relations, thereby
the formation of twin stars.

From the left panel of Fig. 3, it’s also apparent that
all curves exhibit the twin star phenomenon. To further
elucidate the effects of J0 on the formation of twin stars,
the twin star mass range ∆M as a function of J0 for dif-
ferent ρt and c2s are depicted in the right panel of Fig. 3.
The nearly horizontal lines indicate that J0 exerts little
influence on the formation of twin stars. Moreover, it’s
evident that increasing c2s from 0.6 to 1 only marginally
decreases the mass range of twin stars by less than 0.005
M⊙, rendering the formation of twin stars slightly more

challenging. Conversely, ρt exhibits pronounced effects
by significantly reducing the mass range of twin stars
and making their formation substantially more difficult.
It’s worth noting that the effects of E0(ρ0) and K0 on

twin star formation are not depicted here, given their rel-
atively tight constraints compared to J0, and they have
little impact on the formation of twin stars. Therefore,
we can conclude that the EOS of SNM does not signifi-
cantly influence the formation of twin stars.

C. The effects of symmetry energy on twin stars

It is well known that nuclear symmetry energy plays
important roles in determining several properties of NSs,
see e.g. Ref. [80] for comprehensive reviews. In partic-
ular, it is strongly correlated with the radii of canonical
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FIG. 6: Same as Fig. 3 but for curvature of symmetry energy Ksym.

NSs with masses around 1.4 M⊙, see, e.g., Refs.[81–83].
Peculiarly, its curvature Ksym is found to be even more
important than L in determining the radius of canonical
NSs [84]. As depicted in Fig. 2 or 3, twin stars typically
appear around 1.4 M⊙, suggesting that the symmetry
energy is likely to influence the formation of twin stars.
The influence of L on the formation of twin stars is pre-
sented in Ref. [17, 19], indicating that greater values of
L facilitate the formation of twin stars. However, the
effects of other symmetry energy parameters are seldom
discussed.
In the left panel of Fig. 4, the effects of Esym(ρ0) on the

mass-radius relations are depicted for ρt = 2ρ0, 3ρ0, and
c2s = 0.6, 1, respectively. Given that Esym(ρ0) is tightly
constrained to be 31.7 ± 3.2 MeV, all the mass-radius
curves appear nearly identical when varying the CSS pa-
rameters. However, in comparison to J0, the smaller un-
certainty of Esym(ρ0) results in a clearer decrease in ∆M
with increasing Esym(ρ0) in the right panel of Fig. 4,

although the decrease remains subtle. More pronounced
effects would be anticipated if Esym(ρ0) were less con-
strained.
As the slope of symmetry energy L has larger uncer-

tainty compared to Esym(ρ0) and it is sensitive to the
radius of a canonical NS, L should affect the formation
of twin star apparently. In the left panel of Fig. 5, its ef-
fects are illustrated. For ρt = 2ρ0, the mass-radius curves
exhibit distinct behavior, with mass (radius) increasing
from 0.76 M⊙ (12.10 km) to 1.09 M⊙ (13.64 km) at the
transition points as L varies from 30 to 90 MeV, respec-
tively. Although each mass-radius curve maintains sep-
aration, they gradually converge as they approach max-
imum masses of 1.75 and 2.09 M⊙ for c2s = 0.6 and 1,
respectively. However, the effects of L are nearly imper-
ceptible in the left panel of Fig. 5 for ρt = 3ρ0, as all
curves merge together and only exhibit slight separation
around 11-12 km, where the twin star phenomenon ap-
pears. This is because L primarily influences the radius
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FIG. 7: Same as Fig. 3 but for skewness of symmetry energy Jsym.

of canonical NSs but has little effect on the maximum
mass (e.g., Fig. 3 in Ref. [37]). The contributions from
Ksym and Jsym weaken the impact of L, and the δ2 term
in the Eq. (4) suppresses the contribution of the sym-
metry energy. Moreover, the relatively high transition
density of ρt = 3ρ0 results in nearly identical transition
masses around 1.75 M⊙. The high transition density and
energy density gap further attenuate the effects of L.

To better illustrate the effects of L on the formation of
twin stars, the twin star mass range ∆M as a function
of L is depicted in the right panel of Fig. 5. It’s evi-
dent that the mass range ∆M increases with increasing
L regardless of the choice of CSS parameters. Since the
mass range ∆M of twin stars is typically smaller than
0.05 M⊙ when ∆ε = 300 MeV·fm−3, the effects of L can-
not be clearly discerned from the mass-radius relations
alone. Instead, the ∆M vs. L relation should be exam-
ined. The twin star phenomenon would only disappear
when ρt = 3ρ0, c

2
s = 1, and L = 29 MeV close to the

lower limit of the uncertainty of L.

As a parameter affecting the EOS above about 2ρ0, the
effects of Ksym on the mass-radius relations are depicted
in the left panel of Fig. 6. Compared to the effects of L,
the mass-radius relations before the phase transition are
more crowded, but the transition mass differs for different
Ksym values regardless of whether ρt = 2ρ0 or ρt = 3ρ0
is used. The trends of the mass-radius curves resemble
the results shown in the left panel of Fig. 5 for ρt = 2ρ0,
but noticeable effects emerge after the phase transition
for ρt = 3ρ0. It is also demonstrated that the twin star
phenomenon occurs for all the curves. To illustrate the
effects of Ksym more clearly, the twin star mass range
∆M as a function of Ksym is presented in the right panel
of Fig. 6. We can observe that Ksym exhibits almost the
same impact as L within their current uncertainties.

The skewness Jsym of symmetry energy is crucial in
determining the EOS of neutron-rich nucleonic matter at
high densities above about 3ρ0. Its impact on the mass-

radius relations is depicted in the left panel of Fig. 7.
Comparing this panel with those of L and Ksym in Figs.
5 and 6 reveals that while the effects of L, Ksym, and
Jsym on the transition mass or radius decrease with ρt =
2ρ0, they increase with ρt = 3ρ0. A higher transition
density enhances the influence of parameters associated
with high-density properties of nuclear matter, whereas
a lower transition density suppresses it.
The twin star mass range ∆M as a function of Jsym

is illustrated in the right panel of Fig. 7. For ρt = 2ρ0,
the horizontal lines suggest that Jsym has little impact
on the formation of twin stars. Similar trends are ob-
served for ρt = 3ρ0 when Jsym ≥ 0. This is because Jsym
significantly affects the radii of massive NSs but has only
a slight effect on their masses (see, e.g., Fig. 2 in Ref.
[42]). However, for Jsym < 0, the high-density symmetry
energy becomes extremely soft, even decreasing with in-
creasing density. Consequently, the isospin asymmetry δ
at β-equilibrium increases due to the well-known isospin
fraction phenomenon [85], accentuating the contribution
of the symmetry energy to the EOS according to Eq. (4).
More detailed discussions on the astrophysical impact of
the super-soft symmetry energy at high-densities can be
found in Ref. [86]. As a result, a softer high-density
EOS is obtained, and the corresponding maximum mass
is much smaller than 2 M⊙, potentially leading to its ex-
clusion even without considering phase transitions. Thus,
it can be concluded that Jsym does not affect the forma-
tion of twin stars.

IV. SUMMARY

In summary, within a meta-model for hybrid NS EOSs,
we investigated the viability of twin stars and how the
EOS parameters influence their formation, instead of how
the current NS observations may constrain the proper-
ties of twin stars. We found that the existence of twin
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stars remains inconclusive, as we first need to precisely
determine numerous EOS parameters characterizing nu-
clear matter, quark matter, and the phase transition be-
tween them. The EOS of SNM exhibits minimal influence
on the formation of twin stars. In contrast, the nuclear
symmetry energy, particularly its slope L and curvature
Ksym, significantly impacts the formation of twin stars.
Moreover, the largest mass range for twin stars to coexist
is found to be about ∆M ≈ 0.05 M⊙, indicating that the
formation of twin stars is infrequent based on our current
knowledge about NS EOS. However, the mass range can
be enhanced if we select larger ∆ε values.
The CSS model assumes that the phase transition

from nuclear matter to quark matter is first-order, and
the speed of sound of quark matter is constant. Since
the latter has minimal impact compared to the other
two CSS parameters, the conclusions in the present
work would remain unchanged even if we choose another
model with a density-dependent speed of sound for the
quark matter phase. Finally, we also note that Ref. [87]
proposed very recently that twin stars could be formed

without considering the first-order phase transition
when the c2s monotonically increases with energy density.
The second stable branch on the mass-radius curve
might emerge at super-high densities. Further studies
within our framework are needed to clarify this point in
comparison with what we have found above in this work.
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