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ABSTRACT
We present a new method to combine multimass equilibrium dynamical models and pulsar timing

data to constrain the mass distribution and remnant populations of Milky Way globular clusters
(GCs). We first apply this method to 47 Tuc, a cluster for which there exists an abundance of stellar
kinematic data and which is also host to a large population of millisecond pulsars. We demonstrate
that the pulsar timing data allow us to place strong constraints on the overall mass distribution and
remnant populations even without fitting on stellar kinematics. Our models favor a small population of
stellar-mass BHs in this cluster (with a total mass of 446+75

−72 M⊙), arguing against the need for a large
(> 2000 M⊙) central intermediate-mass black hole. We then apply the method to Terzan 5, a heavily
obscured bulge cluster which hosts the largest population of millisecond pulsars of any Milky Way GC
and for which the collection of conventional stellar kinematic data is very limited. We improve existing
constraints on the mass distribution and structural parameters of this cluster and place stringent
constraints on its black hole content, finding an upper limit on the mass in BHs of ∼ 4000 M⊙. This
method allows us to probe the central dynamics of GCs even in the absence of stellar kinematic data
and can be easily applied to other GCs with pulsar timing data, for which datasets will continue to
grow with the next generation of radio telescopes.

Keywords: Black holes (162), Globular star clusters (656), Millisecond pulsars (1062), Pulsars (1306), Star
clusters (1567), Stellar dynamics (1596), Stellar kinematics (1608), Stellar mass functions
(1612)

1. INTRODUCTION

Pulsars have a long history of being used to investi-
gate the mass distribution of globular clusters (GCs).
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Early work from Phinney (1992, 1993) examined the
effect of a pulsar’s surroundings on its measured spin
(Ṗ ) and orbital period derivatives (Ṗb; for pulsars in
binary systems), including quantifying the effects of the
cluster potential, Galactic potential, proper motion and
intrinsic effects like magnetic breaking. Recently, several
works have presented detailed analyses of pulsar data
for probing the gravitational potential of GCs (see e.g.,
Prager et al. 2017 for Terzan 5, Freire et al. 2017 and
Abbate et al. 2018, 2019b for 47 Tuc, Gieles et al. 2018

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

06
27

4v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.G

A
] 

 2
7 

A
ug

 2
02

4

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7489-5244
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2927-5465
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6865-2369
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9716-1868
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1959-6946
mailto: peter.smith1@smu.ca
mailto: vincent.henault@smu.ca


2 Smith et al.

for NGC6624, Abbate et al. 2019a for M62,Corongiu
et al. (2024) for NGC 6752, and Bañares-Hernández et al.
2024 for NGC 5139).

Pulsars indeed present a unique opportunity to probe
the central dynamics of these systems, especially when
crowding and extinction make it challenging to obtain
detailed stellar kinematic data in their central regions. Be-
cause of their extremely stable periods (spin and orbital),
measured changes in the periods of pulsars beyond their
(unknown) intrinsic spin down due to magnetic breaking
can be almost entirely attributed to external factors. By
performing timing measurements over long time scales
and precisely measuring the changes in their periods,
we can learn about the host potential of the pulsars. In
particular, the observed period derivatives due to the
changing ‘Doppler shift’ from the line-of-sight gravita-
tional acceleration felt by pulsars in GCs allow us to
constrain the gravitational potential and mass distribu-
tion of GCs hosting pulsars.

Most of the studies mentioned above used single-mass
dynamical models, without a mass spectrum1. Therefore,
they cannot capture the effect of mass segregation, which
is affected by the presence/absence of central black holes
(e.g. Merritt et al. 2004; MacKey et al. 2008; Gill et al.
2008; Peuten et al. 2016, 2017; Weatherford et al. 2018).
These studies also usually focus on fitting models to
the pulsar data, ignoring the velocity dispersion profiles,
surface density profiles and stellar mass functions which
are typically used to constrain mass models of GCs2. As
an example, Freire et al. (2017) presented a single-mass
King model of 47 Tuc which was compared to the pulsar
acceleration data as well as the measured “jerk” (the
time derivative of the acceleration) of the pulsars. Their
model does not contain an intermediate-mass black hole
(IMBH) but is still able to account for all of the pulsars’
period derivatives as well as the inferred jerks for all the
pulsars within the cluster core. Corongiu et al. (2024)
presented similar work for NGC 6752, using the first and
second period derivatives of five pulsars in this cluster
to infer the presence of non-luminous matter in its core
and investigate the possibility of that mass residing in
an IMBH.

1 With the exception of Gieles et al. (2018), who compared the
observed period derivatives of pulsars in NGC 6624 to predictions
from multimass models but did not directly fit these models to
the pulsar data.

2 Although see Bañares-Hernández et al. (2024) for an application
of joint modeling of pulsar timing data and stellar kinematics
in a Jeans analysis of NGC5139. Their work, submitted shortly
after ours, is based on a similar methodology in many aspects,
but also adopts different models and assumptions while targeting
a different cluster, and is therefore complementary.

In this work, we present new self-consistent multimass
models of 47 Tuc and Terzan 5 that are fitted both to tra-
ditional observables (velocity dispersion profiles, number
density profile, local stellar mass function observations)
and to the variety of pulsar timing data available for
these clusters. The direct inclusion of the pulsar data
in the likelihood function allows us to revisit and ad-
dress the previous claim from Kızıltan et al. (2017a) that
the pulsar accelerations favor a large central mass in 47
Tuc in the form of an IMBH. We use updated stellar
mass function data where available, and adopt the latest
constraints on the distance to our clusters from Gaia
(Baumgardt & Vasiliev 2021) as a prior on the distance
parameter in our models. To properly model the effect
and constrain the size of a possible population of stellar-
mass BHs, our multimass models use stellar evolution
recipes based on recent prescriptions for the masses and
natal kicks of BHs, and can therefore include realistic BH
populations. While our models do not explicitly allow for
an IMBH, given that the effects of a central IMBH and
a large population of centrally concentrated stellar-mass
BHs are expected to be similar beyond the sphere of
influence of the IMBH, especially when the mass fraction
of the cluster in BHs is small (e.g. Aros & Vesperini
2023), a best-fitting model without a large population
of BHs would provide evidence that an IMBH is not
required to explain the dynamics of the cluster.

Since we are interested in accurately modeling the
present-day mass distribution within these clusters, equi-
librium distribution function-based models are a good
choice. Compared to the more computationally expen-
sive evolutionary models like Monte-Carlo or N -body
models (which are limited to relatively small grids), our
multimass models offer much-increased flexibility to vary
the cluster’s structural properties, stellar mass function,
and population of dark remnants (including BHs) at a
small fraction of the computational cost.

Both 47 Tuc and Terzan 5 are host to large populations
of pulsars. 47 Tuc is a well-studied cluster with a great
deal of stellar kinematic data, making it an ideal candi-
date to test our method. Terzan 5 is a heavily obscured
bulge cluster which is host to the largest population of
millisecond pulsars of any Milky Way GC and which
is located in the bulge, making the collection of con-
ventional stellar kinematic data extremely challenging.
The combination of the large pulsar population and the
lack of traditional stellar kinematic data means that our
method is particularly well-suited to studying the central
dynamics of this cluster. This large population of pulsars
may be partially explained by the cluster’s collision rate,
which is the highest of any Milky Way GC (e.g. Lanzoni
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et al. 2010). The central dynamics of this cluster are
therefore of great interest.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows.
In Section 2 we describe the data to which we fit our
models. Section 3 describes the models, fitting procedure
and individual likelihoods. In Section 4 we present our
fits and discuss our results. In Section 5 we discuss the
implications of our results and compare them to other
studies. We finally summarize our findings in Section 6.

2. DATA

For this study, we use the same data that was used
by Dickson et al. (2023, 2024), with the addition of the
pulsar data described below and some additional datasets
for Terzan 5. We summarize the data below.

2.1. Kinematics and density profiles
2.1.1. Proper motion dispersion profiles

We use both Hubble Space Telescope (HST ) proper
motion data and Gaia DR3 proper motions to constrain
the kinematics of the clusters. For 47 Tuc, there are
proper motion measurements from HST that cover the
inner regions of the cluster. These data were presented
in Libralato et al. (2022) and are split into radial and
tangential dispersion profiles, allowing some leverage on
the velocity anisotropy of the cluster.

For both clusters, we also use Gaia DR3 proper mo-
tion dispersion profiles which are based on the member-
ship catalogs presented in Vasiliev & Baumgardt (2021).
These profiles are split into radial and tangential com-
ponents for 47 Tuc where there is an abundance of high-
probability members (the radial and tangential profiles
were derived in Dickson et al. 2023), but left as total
proper motion (µ2

tot = µ2
α∗ + µ2

δ) for Terzan 5 where
isolating high-probability members is more difficult due
to bulge contamination.

2.1.2. Line-of-sight velocity dispersion profiles

We use the line-of-sight velocity dispersion profiles
from Baumgardt & Hilker (2018) to further constrain
the kinematics of the clusters. These dispersion profiles
are based on archival spectra obtained at the European
Southern Observatory’s (ESO) Very Large Telescope
(VLT) and the Keck observatory, supplemented with
published radial velocity data from the literature from
Baumgardt (2017).

For 47 Tuc, we additionally use the line-of-sight disper-
sion profile presented by Kamann et al. (2018), who used
the MUSE spectrograph (Bacon et al. 2010) to collect
data for 22 GCs.

As these radial velocity samples are dominated by
bright stars, we assume that these velocity dispersion

profiles trace the kinematics of upper main-sequence and
evolved stars (which we assume trace the kinematics of
giants) in our models.

2.1.3. Number density profiles

We use the number density profiles from de Boer et al.
(2019) and Lanzoni et al. (2010) to constrain the size
and structural parameters of the clusters. The de Boer
et al. (2019) profile is made up of a combination of the
number density profile of cluster members based on Gaia
DR2 data in the outer regions and a surface brightness
profile from Trager et al. (1995) in the central regions,
which is matched to the Gaia number density profile in
the region where the two profiles overlap.

Terzan 5 is not included in the compilation of de Boer
et al. (2019) due its position in the bulge, where crowding
and extinction are significant issues. Because of these
challenges, we use the number density profile from Lan-
zoni et al. (2010) which is based on a combination of
data from the HST , the Multi-conjugate Adaptive optics
Demonstrator (MAD) on VLT and the Two Micron All
Sky Survey (2MASS) which combine to cover the entire
radial extent of the cluster.

The Gaia data only includes bright stars (m > 0.6 M⊙)
and the HST and ground-based data are likewise domi-
nated by bright stars, so we assume that these number
density profiles trace the distribution of upper main-
sequence and evolved stars in our models.

Note that there are two density profiles we could have
chosen from for Terzan 5: the surface brightness profile
of Trager et al. (1995) or the number density profile of
Lanzoni et al. (2010). In their region of overlap, these
profiles do not match very well with each other, even
when scaled vertically. The Lanzoni et al. (2010) profile
decreases faster in the outer regions compared to the
Trager et al. (1995) profile. We opted to use the Lanzoni
et al. (2010) profile because it is based on HST data
and modern ground-based data which should help to
more reliably subtract bulge contamination, and also
because it has well-defined uncertainties. We also found
that tests with the surface brightness profile of Trager
et al. (1995) resulted in best-fitting models where the
surface brightness profile and the other datasets and
profiles could not be simultaneously reproduced as well
as when using the Lanzoni et al. (2010) number density
profile.

2.2. Stellar mass functions

As a constraint on the global present-day stellar mass
function of 47 Tuc, we use the completeness-corrected
stellar mass function data that was derived from archival
HST photometry by Baumgardt et al. (2023). These
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are based on various archival HST images (20 differ-
ent pointings for 47 Tuc, proposal IDs shown in Figure
5) from which stellar number counts were derived as a
function of magnitude and projected distance from the
cluster center and were then converted into stellar mass
functions through isochrone fits. For 47 Tuc, there are
extensive observations which cover stars within a mass
range of ∼ 0.1−0.8M⊙ as well as a radial range of 0-40
arcminutes from the cluster center. The large span of
radii and stellar masses allows us to constrain the vary-
ing local stellar mass function as a function of distance
from the cluster center, and therefore the degree of mass
segregation in the cluster.

The stellar mass function for Terzan 5 was derived
in the same way as for 47 Tuc, but was not included
in the compilation of Baumgardt et al. (2023) due to
limitations with the data resulting from the cluster’s
position in the bulge. For this cluster, we have a single
mass function field, in the infrared (filters F110W and
F160W of HST proposal 12933, PI: Ferraro) which covers
a region from 0.6-1.6 arcminutes from the cluster center
and a mass range of ∼ 0.6−0.9M⊙. While this dataset
provides weaker constraints on the model than the mass
function data for 47 Tuc, it is still useful for constraining
the amount of visible mass in the cluster around its half-
mass radius and verifying that the assumed global stellar
mass function in our model of Terzan 5 is reasonable.

2.3. Pulsar data

For 47 Tuc, we use timing solutions from Freire et al.
(2017), Ridolfi et al. (2016) and Freire & Ridolfi (2018)
which include both the spin and orbital periods (the latter
when applicable, for pulsars in binaries) and their time
derivatives. For Terzan 5, we use the timing solutions
presented in Lyne et al. (2000), Ransom et al. (2005),
Prager et al. (2017), Cadelano et al. (2018), Andersen
& Ransom (2018), Ridolfi et al. (2021) and Padmanabh
et al. (2024), again including both the spin and orbital
periods and their derivatives, where available.

Pulsars with non-degenerate companions are classified
as either ‘black-widow’ or ‘redback’ systems, where black
widows have companions with masses less than ∼ 0.1 M⊙
and redbacks have more massive companions (Roberts
2012). All redbacks and some black widows (e.g. Shaiful-
lah et al. 2016) display changes in their observed orbital
periods that are likely due to Roche lobe overflow of the
companion or interactions between the companion and
the pulsar wind (e.g. Thongmeearkom et al. 2024). This
orbital variability can also affect the measured spin pe-
riod derivatives, and is harder to correct for in redbacks
where the orbital variability is ubiquitous and complex.
The observed changes in the spin periods of redbacks

could therefore be incorrectly interpreted as effects from
the cluster potential, so we follow Prager et al. (2017)
and exclude redback systems from our analysis. Among
the well-timed pulsars, this means we exclude pulsar W
from 47 Tuc and pulsars A, P, ad and ar from Terzan 5.
The pulsar data is summarized in Tables 5 and 6 in the
Appendix.

Finally, we make use of the Australia Telescope Na-
tional Facility’s pulsar database3 presented by Manch-
ester et al. (2005) in order to build a representative
population of Galactic MSPs which we use to estimate
the probability distribution for the intrinsic spin-down
of the pulsars as a function of their spin period (see
Section 3.3.1).

3. METHODS

3.1. Models

To model the dynamics and mass distribution of 47 Tuc
and Terzan 5, we use the gcfit4 package, recently pre-
sented by Dickson et al. (2023, 2024). This package cou-
ples a fast mass evolution algorithm with the limepy5

family of models presented by Gieles & Zocchi (2015).
We refer readers to these papers for a detailed descrip-
tion of the models, and provide a brief summary here.
The limepy models are a set of distribution function-
based equilibrium models that are isothermal for the
most bound stars near the cluster center and described
by polytropes in the outer regions near the escape energy.
The models have been extensively tested against N -body
models (Zocchi et al. 2016; Peuten et al. 2017) and their
multimass version is able to effectively reproduce the
effects of mass segregation. Their suitability for mass
modeling of GCs has been tested on mock data (Hénault-
Brunet et al. 2019), and they have recently been applied
to real datasets as well (for example, Gieles et al. 2018;
Hénault-Brunet et al. 2020; Dickson et al. 2023, 2024).

The input parameters needed to compute our mod-
els include the dimensionless central potential ϕ0, the
truncation parameter g6, the anisotropy radius ra which
determines the degree of radial anisotropy in the models,
δ which sets the mass dependence of the velocity scale
and thus governs the degree of mass segregation, and
finally the specific mass bins to use as defined by the
mean stellar mass (mj) and total mass (Mj) of each

3 http://www.atnf.csiro.au/research/pulsar/psrcat
4 https://github.com/nmdickson/GCfit/
5 https://github.com/mgieles/limepy/
6 Several well-known classes of models are reproduced by specific

values of g: Woolley models (Woolley 1954) have g = 0, King
models (King 1966) g = 1, and (non-rotating) Wilson models
(Wilson 1975) g = 2.

http://www.atnf.csiro.au/research/pulsar/psrcat
https://github.com/nmdickson/GCfit/
https://github.com/mgieles/limepy/
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bin, which together specify the stellar mass function. In
order to scale the model units to physical units, the total
mass of the cluster M and a size scale (the half-mass
radius of the cluster rh) are provided as well. Finally, we
provide the distance to the cluster (D) which is used in
converting between angular and linear quantities.

In order to generate the input mass bins (the mj and
Mj sets of input values) for the multimass limepy mod-
els, the gcfit models use the evolve_mf algorithm, origi-
nally presented by Balbinot & Gieles (2018) and updated
in Dickson et al. (2023). This algorithm combines pre-
computed grids of stellar evolution models, isochrones
and initial-final mass relations to model the evolution
of a given initial mass function (IMF), including the
effects of stellar evolution as well as (optionally) mass
loss due to escaping stars and dynamical ejections. The
algorithm returns a binned mass function at a requested
evolutionary time, for specified metallicity, ideal for use
as an input in the limepy models.

We parameterize the mass function as a three-segment
broken power law with break points at 0.5 M⊙ and
1.0 M⊙. We provide to evolve_mf the IMF slopes7 (α1,
α2 and α3) and break points, the cluster age, metallicity
and initial escape velocity. We adopt the same method-
ology as Dickson et al. (2023) to determine the initial
escape velocities of our clusters. Briefly, we run an initial
fit with an initial guess of the escape velocity and use
the present-day escape velocity of this preliminary fit to
set the initial escape velocity of the cluster. We use dou-
ble the present-day value as our estimate for the initial
escape velocity, which accounts for adiabatic expansion
of the cluster after mass-loss due to stellar evolution.
We note that after the initial fit, changing the initial
escape velocity by 20 km s−1 in either direction has no
discernible effect on the final model. We additionally
specify parameters which control the mass loss (if any)
due to escaping stars and the specific binning to be used
when returning the final discrete mass-function bins. We
finally provide the black hole retention fraction (BHret)
which controls the percentage of the mass in black holes
initially created from the initial mass function that is re-
tained to the present day after natal kicks and dynamical
ejections. We first eject primarily low-mass BHs through
natal kicks and then eject the rest of the required mass
by ejecting the most massive BHs first, capturing the
effect of dynamical ejections (see Dickson et al. 2023 for
details). For this study we do not model the mass loss
due to escaping stars, so we set this mass loss due to es-

7 Throughout this work we adopt the convention that
ξ(m)≡ dN/dm ∝ m−α such that a positive value of α gives
a decreasing power-law slope.

Table 1. Model parameters and their priors. Most priors are
uniform and are chosen to bound the parameters around a
reasonable range of values for both clusters. For the mass
function slopes, we add the additional constraint that α2 must
be steeper than α1 and α3 steeper than α2. For the distance,
we use a Gaussian prior with the distance measurement from
Baumgardt & Vasiliev (2021) and its uncertainty providing
the mean µ and standard deviation σ of the prior. These
distances are D = 4.521± 0.031 kpc and D = 6.62± 0.15 kpc
for 47 Tuc and Terzan 5 respectively.

Parameter Prior Form Value
ϕ0 Uniform [0.1, 15]
M [106 M⊙] Uniform [0.01, 3]
rh [pc] Uniform [0.5, 15]
log10 (ra/pc) Uniform [0, 8]
g Uniform [0, 3.5]
δ Uniform [0.3, 0.5]
s2 Uniform [0, 20]
F Uniform [1, 7.5]
α1 Uniform [-1, 2.35]
α2 Uniform [-1, 2.35] and ≥ α1

α3 Uniform [1.6, 4] and ≥ α2

BHret[%] Uniform [0, 100]
D[kpc] Gaussian BV21

caping stars to be zero, and we are effectively specifying
the present-day mass function for low-mass stars, not
their IMF.

3.2. Fitting

The gcfit package provides a uniform interface for
fitting the coupled limepy and evolve_mf models to a
variety of observables using either a Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) or nested sampling algorithm. For this
work, we use the nested sampling algorithm, which is
implemented using the dynesty package (Speagle 2020;
Koposov et al. 2023). For the majority of our parameters
we adopt wide, uniform priors, with the exception of the
distance where we adopt the measurements of Baum-
gardt & Vasiliev (2021) as Gaussian priors and the mass
function power-law slopes where we adopt the physically
motivated priors described in Dickson et al. (2023). We
list the priors in Table 1.

3.3. Likelihoods

The majority of the likelihood functions we use for dif-
ferent datasets are Gaussian likelihoods. Provided below
is the log-likelihood for velocity dispersion profile data
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as an example, but all other likelihoods are of a similar
form8:

ln (L) = −1

2

Np∑
i=1

{
[σobs(ri)− σmodel(ri)]

2

δσ2
obs(ri)

− ln
[
δσ2

obs(ri)
]}

,

(1)
where L is the likelihood, Np is the number of data points,
σobs is the measured velocity dispersion, σmodel is the
model velocity dispersion at the corresponding radius,
r is the projected distance from the cluster center, and
δσobs is the uncertainty in the velocity dispersion. The
likelihoods for other observables are formulated in the
same way, and the specifics are discussed in Dickson et al.
(2023) as well as in the gcfit documentation9. The total
log-likelihood is the sum of all the log-likelihoods for each
set of observations.

For the mass function and number density profile like-
lihoods, we include additional nuisance parameters and
scaling terms. For the number density data, we intro-
duce a parameter s2 which is added in quadrature to
the existing measurement uncertainties. This parameter
allows us to add a constant contribution to all values
in the dataset, effectively lowering the weight of the
data located farthest from the cluster center where the
number density is lowest. This allows us to account for
limitations in the models such as the effects of potential
escapers near the cluster tidal boundary that the limepy
models do not account for (see Claydon et al. 2019 for a
discussion of potential escapers in equilibrium models).

Finally, for the number density profile data, we make an
additional modification to equation (1) and introduce a
scaling factor K which allows us to fit only on the shape
of the number density profile instead of the absolute
values. K is defined as follows (see section 3.3 of Hénault-
Brunet et al. 2020 for a complete explanation) and the
model data points (Σmodel,i) are multiplied by this value
before they are compared to the data:

K =

∑Np

i=1 Σ(r)obs,iΣ(r)model,i/δΣ(r)
2
model,i∑Np

i=1 (Σ(r)model,i)
2
/δΣ(r)2obs,i

, (2)

where Np is the number of data points, Σ(r)obs,i are
the number density measurements, Σ(r)model,i are the
model number densities at the corresponding radii and
δΣ(r)obs,i are the uncertainties on the number density
measurements where r is the projected radius of a given
measurement of Σ(r)obs,i.

8 We note that in Dickson et al. (2023) the leading minus sign in
the log-likelihood functions was missing from the text.

9 gcfit.readthedocs.io

We discuss the likelihoods for the pulsar timing data
and the stellar mass function data separately in the
subsections below.

3.3.1. Pulsars

Pulsar period derivatives, as measured by an observer,
are made up of several distinct components, with con-
tributions from the cluster’s gravitational potential, the
gravitational potential of the Milky Way, the pulsar’s
proper motion, intrinsic effects like magnetic breaking,
and the changing dispersion measure between the pul-
sar and the observer. The effects of the cluster’s proper
motion and the Galactic potential are fairly well con-
strained based on the pulsar’s position and motion in the
Galaxy but, the effects of processes like magnetic break-
ing which are intrinsic to the pulsar itself require more
careful consideration. The breakdown of the measured
period derivative (Ṗ /P )obs into separate components is:(

Ṗ

P

)
obs

=

(
Ṗ

P

)
int

+
acl,z
c

+
aG
c

+
aS
c

+
aDM

c
, (3)

where (Ṗ /P )int is any change in period due to the effects
intrinsic to the pulsar like magnetic breaking, c is the
speed of light, acl,z the line-of-sight acceleration of the
pulsar due to the cluster’s gravitational potential and
is the quantity we are most interested in, aG is the
acceleration of the pulsar along the line of sight due to
the Galaxy’s gravitational potential, aS is the ‘Shklovskii’
effect (Shklovskii 1970), an apparent acceleration due to
the proper motion of the pulsar and aDM is the effect of
the changing dispersion measure between the pulsar and
the observer.

For each of the components in equation (3), we explain
below how we calculate either a point estimate or a
probability distribution for the quantities of interest, and
how we combine these to obtain a probability distribution
for the measured period derivative of a pulsar, given a
model (i.e. the likelihood).

All pulsars have some intrinsic spin-up or spin-down
caused by processes like magnetic breaking or active ac-
cretion. We exclude any redback pulsars (pulsars with
massive, non-degenerate companions) from this work
and therefore assume that none of the pulsars are ac-
tively accreting and that any intrinsic effects are purely
in the spin-down direction (positive (Ṗ /P )int term in
Equation 3). To estimate the probability distribution for
the intrinsic spin-down distribution, we assume that the
intrinsic spin-down of cluster pulsars follows the same
distribution as the Galactic field pulsars, and that it is
dependent only on their period. We use the ATNF pulsar

gcfit.readthedocs.io
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log(Ṗ /s/s)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

D
en

si
ty

Slice at log(P/s) = −2.5

Figure 1. Top: The P -Ṗ plane for the field pulsars with
the Gaussian KDE of the P -Ṗ distribution shown in blue.
Bottom: an example of a slice from this KDE. The slice is
taken at logP = −2.5 s and shows the distribution of log Ṗ
values for pulsars with this period.

catalog10 (Manchester et al. 2005) to build a distribution
of possible Ṗ values for a given value of P using the
Galactic field pulsars as a reference (for which the period
derivative can be directly linked to the intrinsic spin-
down after correcting for Galactic and proper motion
contributions due to there being no cluster acceleration
for these pulsars). We compute a Gaussian kernel density
estimator (KDE) in the field P -Ṗ space, which is sliced
along each cluster pulsar’s period to extract a distribu-
tion of intrinsic values. We show the field pulsars in the
P -Ṗ plane, the KDE and an example of a slice from this
KDE in Figure 1.

The next two components, acl,z/c and aG/c, are fun-
damentally similar in that they are both manifestations
of the Doppler effect. In the typical case, we infer a
star’s radial velocity by measuring the frequency shift of
some known spectral feature, but in the case of pulsars,
we instead measure the acceleration of the pulsar along

10 https://www.atnf.csiro.au/research/pulsar/psrcat/

the line of sight by measuring the rate of change of the
pulsar’s period.

We will first look at aG/c, the effect of the Galaxy’s
gravitational potential on the pulsar’s period deriva-
tive. The acceleration due to the Galaxy’s potential is a
function of the pulsar’s position in the Galaxy and the
Galaxy’s mass distribution. We use the Gala package
(Price-Whelan 2017) to calculate the acceleration due to
the Galactic potential at each cluster’s position. We adopt
the MilkyWayPotential2022 potential from Gala
as well as the cluster positions measured by Vasiliev &
Baumgardt (2021) who used Gaia EDR3 data to mea-
sure the positions (including distances) and kinematics
of Milky Way GCs. After projecting this acceleration
along the line of sight, the effect on the period derivative
is the following:

ṖG =
aGP

c
, (4)

where ṖG is the contribution to the period derivative
due to the Galactic potential.

The effect of the cluster’s gravitational potential on the
pulsar’s period derivative (the acl,z/c term in equation 3)
is the effect we are most interested in as it helps us to
constrain the internal mass distribution of the cluster.
For a pulsar with a known 3-D position within the cluster,
the period derivative due to the cluster’s gravitational
potential (Ṗcl) will simply be:

Ṗcl =
acl,zP

c
. (5)

Because the pulsar position along the line of sight is
unknown, we need to generate a probability distribution
over possible line-of-sight accelerations for a given pulsar
at a given projected radius for a given model, based on the
enclosed mass over the full range of possible line-of-sight
positions. We can then weight this distribution by the
probability of a pulsar being at a given position z along
the line of sight to generate a probability distribution
for Ṗcl given a projected radius for a given model.

In order to generate the probability distribution of a
pulsar being at a given position along the line of sight
we insert a tracer mass bin into the limepy models. This
tracer mass bin is a single mass bin with a mean mass of
1.6 M⊙

11 and a negligible total mass. This allows us to
calculate the (line-of-sight) density profile of pulsar-mass
objects in our model at a given projected radius. This
profile is proportional to the probability that a pulsar
has a given line-of-sight acceleration, given the model

11 We use 1.6 M⊙ as the tracer mass because most of the pulsars
(which we assume to have masses of 1.4 M⊙) have binary compan-
ions with typical masses of 0.2 M⊙ (see e.g. Freire et al. 2017).

https://www.atnf.csiro.au/research/pulsar/psrcat/
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parameters, which indirectly provides constraints on the
position of the pulsar along the line-of-sight. Combin-
ing the line-of-sight density profile with the line-of-sight
acceleration profile we then obtain a probability distri-
bution over the range of period derivatives for a given
projected radius for a given model.

We show the expression from which we can calculate
this probability distribution in equation (6):

P (acl,z | Ri) ∝
dm

dacl,z
=

dm

dz

∣∣∣∣ dz

dacl,z

∣∣∣∣ = ρ(z)

|dacl,z/dz|
, (6)

where P (acl,z | Ri) is the probability of a given line-
of-sight acceleration measurement (acl,z) for a projected
radius Ri, m is mass column density of pulsar-mass ob-
jects along the line of sight at projected radius Ri, acl,z
is the line-of-sight acceleration for a given line-of-sight
position and ρ(z) is the mass density of pulsar-mass ob-
jects at a given line-of-sight position. We note that, as
stated on the right-hand side of Equation 6, this proba-
bility distribution is not normalized. After constructing
this distribution, we explicitly normalize it such that it
behaves like a probability density function. Each of the
quantities on the right-hand side of Equation (6) (ρ(z),
dacl,z/dz) are calculated for each limepy model. We
show the combination of these distributions in Figure 2.

The Shklovskii effect (aS/c) is the effect of the pul-
sar’s proper motion on its observed period derivative.
Any transverse motion of a pulsar acts to increase the
distance to the pulsar, regardless of the direction of mo-
tion. A constant transverse motion results in a non-linear
increase in the distance, manifesting as an apparent line-
of-sight acceleration (e.g. Verbiest et al. 2008). This effect
is calculated as:

ṖS =
aSP

c
=

µ2DP

c
, (7)

where ṖS is the rate of change of the period due to the
Shklovskii effect and µ is the proper motion. We use the
cluster’s bulk proper motion to calculate this effect and
again adopt the measurements of Vasiliev & Baumgardt
(2021)12. Finally, D is the distance to the cluster, one
of the parameters which we allow to vary in our fitting.
This effect is of order aS ∼ 10−11 − 10−10 m s−2 which
is negligible compared the acceleration due to the cluster
potential which is of order 10−9−10−8 m s−2 (e.g. Figure
2).

12 µα∗ = 5.253±0.008 mas yr−1 and µδ = −2.557±0.008 mas yr−1

for 47 Tuc and µα∗ = −1.864±0.030 mas yr−1 and µδ = −5.108±
0.027 mas yr−1 for Terzan 5.

The final component, aDM/c, is the effect of the chang-
ing dispersion measure between a pulsar and the ob-
server. The total amount and distribution of the ionized
gas along our line of sight is not necessarily constant
over the full time-span over which these observations
were performed and small changes in the total dispersion
measure between us and the cluster can cause small varia-
tions in the observed period derivatives (see, for example,
Prager et al. 2017). This effect is stochastic, meaning it
is unlikely to bias the timing solution in one direction or
the other. Furthermore, the magnitude of this effect is
expected to be very small, on the order of 10−13 m s−2

(Prager et al. 2017), several orders of magnitude smaller
than the typical acceleration from the cluster potential,
therefore we do not consider it in our analysis.

One potential contribution to the observed values of
Ṗ /P that we do not model is the acceleration and its
higher-order derivatives caused by nearby stars in the
dense core of the cluster. For the acceleration of the
pulsars in particular, this effect has been shown to be
typically ∼ 2 orders of magnitude smaller than the mean-
field acceleration from the cluster potential as a whole
(Phinney 1993; Prager et al. 2017). This effect is however
relevant for the higher order derivatives, where nearby
stars contribute at a similar level to the bulk cluster
potential (Blandford et al. 1987; Gieles et al. 2018). It is
for this reason that while higher-order period derivatives
are measured for many of the pulsars we use in this work,
we chose not to consider these measurements in our
determination of the mass distributions of our clusters.

To combine these various effects into a likelihood func-
tion for (Ṗ /P )meas given a model, we start with the
distribution of Ṗcl/P from the cluster’s gravitational po-
tential and convolve with it the intrinsic distribution
of (Ṗ /P )int values for the period of a given pulsar. We
additionally convolve the distribution with a Gaussian
distribution, centered at zero with a width equal to the
uncertainty of (Ṗ /P )meas in order to fully incorporate
the uncertainty of the period derivative measurement.
We then shift this distribution by the point estimates
for the contributions of the Galactic potential and the
Shklovskii effect. This results in a probability distribution
for a measured period derivative which fully incorporates
the physical effects within the cluster, which depend on
our model parameters as well as the effects of the Galac-
tic gravitational potential and the effects of the pulsars’
proper motions. We use this probability distribution to
compute the likelihood of each measured period deriva-
tive. We show an example of the combination of these
various distributions into the final likelihood in Figure 3.

Many pulsars in GCs are in binary systems, and for sys-
tems with well-determined timing solutions, the orbital
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Figure 2. An example of the combination of the line-of-sight density and acceleration profiles leading to the probability
distribution of line-of-sight accelerations. Left panel: The normalized line-of-sight density profile for pulsar-mass objects for
a model fit to Terzan 5 at the projected radius of pulsar aa. Middle panel: The line-of-sight acceleration profile for the same
model and projected radius. The derivative of this profile, used in the calculation of the probability distribution of line-of-sight
accelerations is shown with a red, dashed line. Right panel: The probability distribution for the line-of-sight acceleration for the
same model, at the same projected radius. This distribution is a result of combining the density profile with the derivative of the
acceleration profile.
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Figure 3. Left panel: The probability distribution of Ṗint (intrinsic spin-down) for pulsar aa in Terzan 5. Note that this
distribution is of the same form as the one shown in the bottom panel of Figure 1 but here shown on a linear scale. Middle
panel: The probability distribution of Ṗcl (due to the cluster’s potential at the projected radius of pulsar aa in a model fit to
Terzan 5. Right panel: The convolution of the intrinsic and cluster Ṗ distributions, then convolved with a Gaussian distribution
representing the uncertainty on the measured period derivative, transformed to Ṗ /P , with the observed value for pulsar aa
shown as a vertical dashed line.

period derivatives of these systems can be measured. The
orbital period solutions are useful because the orbital
periods of these systems are of the order of days, while
the intrinsic orbital decay of these systems acts over mil-
lions of years (e.g. Binney & Tremaine 2008). This means
that, in the cases where the orbital period derivative can
be measured, the changes in the orbital period can be
entirely attributed to the acceleration from the cluster
and the well-constrained effects of the Galactic potential
and pulsar’s proper motion. We note that some black

widow pulsars, like pulsars J and O in 47Tuc, show
orbital variability that is likely due to interactions with
their companion (e.g. Shaifullah et al. 2016; Freire et al.
2017) which could be incorrectly interpreted as changes
in the period derivative due to the cluster potential. The
orbital period derivatives of these systems cannot be
measured, so the these problematic systems are already
excluded from our sample.

Due to the longer timescales and the difficulties as-
sociated with determining the orbital periods of these
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systems (see Ridolfi et al. 2016 for details), the relative
uncertainties on the orbital period derivatives are much
larger than those of the spin-period derivatives. These
larger uncertainties mean that the likelihood functions
for the observed orbital period derivatives are wider and
provide weaker constraints on the mass distribution of
the cluster, but we nonetheless use the orbital period
derivatives of these systems (pulsars E, H, I Q, R, S,
T, U, X and Y in 47 Tuc and pulsars ao, ap, au, av,
aw and ax in Terzan 513) as an additional constraint on
the cluster potential, independent of any intrinsic effects
on the period derivatives. We construct these likelihood
functions in an identical way to the spin period likeli-
hoods but we neglect any effects intrinsic to the binary
systems.

One avenue for future improvement of this method-
ology lies in including the dispersion measures of the
pulsars in the analysis. The dispersion measure of a
pulsar provides a measure of the amount of ionized gas
between the pulsar and an observer, with a higher column
density of free electrons producing a larger dispersion
measure. Given an estimate of the average dispersion
measure between an observer and a cluster and a model
for the internal gas distribution within a cluster, the dis-
persion measures provide an estimate of the line-of-sight
position of each pulsar within the cluster.

For 47 Tuc, Abbate et al. (2018) used the pulsars within
the cluster to infer the internal gas distribution. These
authors found that the pulsar data preferred a uniform
gas distribution within the cluster rather than a distri-
bution that follows the stellar density (see also Pancino
et al. 2024), finding a gas density ng of 0.23± 0.05 cm−3.
This measurement, combined with the average cluster
dispersion measure DMcl of 24.38± 0.02 pc cm−3 allows
us to infer the 3-D position of each pulsar within 47 Tuc,
independent of our modeling. We describe the necessary
modifications to equation 6 in Appendix A.1.

We implemented this alternative formulation and ap-
plied it to 47 Tuc to test if the dispersion measures
would enable the pulsar timing data to place stronger
constraints on the mass distribution within our models.
We found that while the dispersion measures did in some

13 There are many additional pulsars in binary systems in Terzan 5
(e.g. Ransom et al. 2005) however the timing solutions for these
systems lack reported uncertainties which are required for our
method. The spin-period timing solutions from Ransom et al.
(2005) are similarly lacking reported uncertainties however, in
practice, uncertainties on spin-period solutions are so small that
our method is insensitive to their value. In these cases we adopt
a single value for the uncertainty on the spin period derivatives,
taking 5× 10−21 s/s as a conservative estimate for these pulsars
though we stress that our results are not sensitive to the adopted
value.

cases provide stronger constraints from individual pulsars,
the uncertainties on the dispersion-measure-based line-of-
sight positions are such that the overall constraints are
ultimately very similar to those provided by the density-
based calculation described in equation (6). Because the
required internal gas models do not yet exist for Terzan 5
and because the dispersion measures provided little to no
improvement for 47 Tuc, we opt to simply use the density-
based calculation for both clusters for the remainder of
this paper.

3.4. Stellar mass functions

The stellar mass function likelihoods are also Gaussian
likelihoods, however, care must be taken when extract-
ing model values due to the non-trivial footprint of the
observed HST fields from which the mass functions were
extracted. To ensure that we are extracting mass func-
tions from the same corresponding regions in the models,
we employ a Monte Carlo integration method which al-
lows us to handle the irregular overlapping HST fields.
This process is described in detail by Dickson et al. (2023)
and is implemented in the gcfit package.

The only uncertainty formally included with the stellar
mass function data is the Poisson counting error. We
introduce a nuisance parameter F which scales up the
uncertainties on the absolute counts by a constant factor,
leading to larger relative errors in regions with lower
counts. This error encapsulates additional sources of
error that may not have been accounted for such as
the error associated with the conversion from luminosity
to mass with an isochrone and the fact that the mass
function is being approximated as a broken power law, a
functional form which may not be a perfectly accurate
representation of the true mass function of the cluster.

3.5. Stellar populations and mass bins

To generate the input mass bins for the limepy mod-
els the evolve_mf algorithm requires as inputs the mass
function power-law slopes, as well as the age and metallic-
ity of the stellar population. For 47 Tuc we adopt an age
of 11.75 Gyr (VandenBerg et al. 2013) and a metallicity
of [Fe/H] = −0.72 (Harris 1996, 2010 edition). Depend-
ing on the fit, as detailed below, we either allow the
mass function power-law slopes to vary or fix the mass
function.

Terzan 5 has been found to have at least three distinct
stellar populations (Ferraro et al. 2009; Origlia et al.
2013; Ferraro et al. 2016). One of these populations, the
most metal-poor population ([Fe/H] = −0.8), only makes
up a small fraction of the cluster and can be neglected in
our analysis. The other two population are a young (4.5
Gyr) super-solar ([Fe/H] = 0.2) population, making up
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about 40% of the cluster (by mass) and an old (12 Gyr)
population with [Fe/H] = −0.2 making up the other 60%
of the cluster. With the young population making up
a significant fraction of the cluster, we cannot simply
assume a single, old stellar population for Terzan 5 as
we do for 47 Tuc as we want our remnant populations
to be as realistic as possible.

Tests with our stellar evolution algorithm show that
this 40/60 mixture of the young and old stellar popula-
tions results in a remnant mass fraction around 35% at
the present day, made up of mostly white dwarfs. We can
achieve a similar remnant fraction (∼ 34%) with a single
metal-poor ([Fe/H] = −0.2), intermediate-age popula-
tion of about 8 Gyr. Using this intermediate-age stellar
population also makes the main-sequence turnoff mass
consistent with the maximum mass of main-sequence
stars of ∼ 0.9 M⊙ in our stellar mass function data,
avoiding possible issues when comparing the observed
mass function and model predictions.

While populations of different metallicities are ex-
pected to produce different remnants from similarly mas-
sive progenitors, this is a minor effect for our modeling.
Our primary goal is to produce a realistic mix of remnants
that together make up the correct fraction of the total
mass of the cluster, a goal for which an intermediate-age
population is a useful simplification.

Finally, the stellar mass function data available for
Terzan 5 does not cover a wide enough range of masses
or distances from the cluster center to leave the mass
function power-law slopes free while fitting as they are
derived from a single field and only extend down to
∼ 0.6 M⊙. As such, we chose to fix the mass function
slopes for Terzan 5 while still including the mass function
data as a constraint on the visible stellar mass in three
radial bins between 0.67 and 1.67 arcminutes from the
center.

We chose to adopt for the present-day mass function
of Terzan 5 the bottom-light IMF of Baumgardt et al.
(2023), which was measured from star clusters in the
Milky Way and Magellanic Clouds and represents the
best estimate for the IMF of massive star clusters. We
show in Section 4 that this mass function provides a
satisfactory match to the available stellar mass function
data. This mass function has slopes of α1 = 0.3, α2 =

1.65, α3 = 2.3 and we again place our breakpoints at 0.5

and 1 M⊙.

4. RESULTS

To test the performance of our method, we run several
fits for each cluster with different subsets of the data
introduced in Section 2.

For 47 Tuc, we perform three fits: (1) a fit to all avail-
able data for this cluster (47Tuc-AllData), (2) a fit with
the pulsar timing data held out (47Tuc-NoPulsars), and
(3) a fit to the number density profile, pulsar timing data
and a single field of mass function data14 (47Tuc-NoKin),
designed to emulate the data available for Terzan 5.

For Terzan 5 we also run three fits: (1) a fit with all of
the available data for this cluster (Ter5-AllData), (2) a
fit with the pulsar data held out (Ter5-NoPulsars), and
finally (3) a fit on just the number density profile and
pulsar data, with the kinematic data and mass function
data held out (Ter5-NoKinNoMF), to test the reliability of
the limited stellar kinematic data available for Terzan 5.

These fits are summarized in Table 2. We present the
median of the posterior probability distribution and 1σ

credibility intervals for the parameters of each of these
fits in Table 315.

4.1. 47 Tuc

The 47Tuc-NoPulsars fit is very similar to the fit
presented in Dickson et al. (2024), and we use this fit as
a baseline to evaluate the additional leverage provided
by the pulsar data. The 47Tuc-AllData fit to all of
the available data is shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5,
along with examples of the likelihood functions for the
measured pulsar period derivatives for the best-fitting
models shown in Figure 6 (top panels) and all pulsars in
Figures 14, 15 and 16.

As an additional check on our fits, we compare the
velocity dispersion of the pulsars to the prediction from
our models. For 47 Tuc, we limit this comparison to
pulsars within 1′ from the center, which corresponds to
the isothermal (for pulsars) portion of our model. This
leaves us with 22 pulsars for which we calculate a total
proper motion dispersion of 0.37± 0.10 mas yr−1. The
prediction from our 47Tuc-AllData model is 0.430 ±
0.004 mas yr−1, in good agreement with the measured
value.

An initial comparison of the 47Tuc-AllData and
47Tuc-NoPulsars fits reveals no significant differences,
either in model parameters, fit quality or derived quan-
tities like the black hole mass fraction. We take this
agreement as an indication that the 47Tuc-NoPulsars
fit already provides a very good description of the under-
lying mass distribution and dynamics of the cluster, as
probed by and fully consistent with the pulsar data.

14 The field from 5.0− 8.33 arcmin, HST proposal ID 11677. This
field was chosen to roughly probe a similar radial region as the
single field available for Terzan 5.

15 We have made the plots and sampler outputs for all six of our fits
available in an online repository: 10.5281/zenodo.12004419

https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.12004419
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Table 2. Summary of the different model fits for 47 Tuc and Terzan 5, showing which datasets are included or held out in each
case. The columns indicate if the models are fit to the number density profile (NDP), line-of-sight velocity dispersion profile
(LOS), proper motion dispersion profile (PM), stellar mass function data (MF) and the pulsar timing data.

Fit NDP LOS PM MF Pulsars
47Tuc-AllData ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

47Tuc-NoPulsars ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

47Tuc-NoKin ✓ ✓(one field) ✓

Ter5-AllData ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ter5-NoPulsars ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ter5-NoKinNoMF ✓ ✓

Table 3. Medians and 1σ uncertainties of each model parameter for each of our fits. Entries without uncertainties indicate
parameters that have been held fixed during fitting. We note that as discussed in Dickson et al. (2023), the statistical uncertainties
listed here likely underestimate the true uncertainties on each parameter and, in particular, our uncertainties on the cluster mass
are likely closer to 10% (Dickson et al. 2024).

Cluster 47Tuc-AllData 47Tuc-NoPulsars 47Tuc-NoKin Ter5-AllData Ter5-NoPulsars Ter5-NoKinNoMF
ϕ̂0 6.08+0.08

−0.08 6.05+0.07
−0.06 6.00+0.10

−0.06 5.9+0.3
−0.3 6.0+1.3

−0.3 5.9+0.4
−0.3

M
[
106 M⊙

]
0.899+0.006

−0.006 0.907+0.006
−0.005 0.96+0.02

−0.01 0.67+0.06
−0.04 0.79+0.06

−0.07 0.70+0.06
−0.07

rh [pc] 6.68+0.04
−0.04 6.70+0.04

−0.04 7.03+0.06
−0.06 2.1+0.3

−0.2 2.0+0.4
−0.3 2.3+0.4

−0.3

log10 (r̂a) 1.73+0.05
−0.03 1.78+0.05

−0.04 4.88+2.01
−1.88 4.75+2.07

−2.27 5.39+1.77
−2.50 4.49+2.10

−2.18

g 1.50+0.03
−0.03 1.54+0.02

−0.02 1.50+0.02
−0.03 1.3+0.5

−0.6 2.0+0.2
−0.5 1.6+0.4

−0.6

δ 0.47+0.01
−0.01 0.48+0.01

−0.01 0.489+0.008
−0.013 0.38+0.06

−0.05 0.34+0.06
−0.03 0.41+0.06

−0.06

s2
[
arcmin−4

]
0.0006+0.0003

−0.0002 0.0011+0.0028
−0.0006 0.0005+0.0002

−0.0002 7.84+4.87
−5.18 6.37+5.47

−4.33 7.33+5.13
−4.80

F 2.6+0.1
−0.1 2.59+0.09

−0.10 5.8+0.8
−0.7 1.9+0.3

−0.2 1.7+0.3
−0.2 1.9+0.3

−0.2

α1 0.38+0.03
−0.02 0.38+0.02

−0.02 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
α2 1.31+0.04

−0.04 1.31+0.04
−0.04 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65

α3 2.23+0.03
−0.03 2.24+0.02

−0.02 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3
BHret [%] 0.28+0.05

−0.04 0.31+0.06
−0.05 0.31+0.21

−0.10 1.77+2.07
−1.24 5.35+2.90

−2.96 1.84+1.60
−1.19

d [kpc] 4.41+0.02
−0.01 4.43+0.01

−0.01 4.45+0.03
−0.03 6.7+0.1

−0.1 6.7+0.1
−0.1 6.7+0.1

−0.1

Given the agreement between the 47Tuc-AllData and
47Tuc-NoPulsars fits, we turn to the third case in order
to evaluate the leverage provided by the pulsar data.
In the 47Tuc-NoKin fit we seek to emulate the data
that we have for Terzan 5. For this fit, we fix the mass
function to the bottom-light IMF of Baumgardt et al.
(2023) discussed in Section 3.5. This mass function is a
reasonable approximation for 47 Tuc and is similar to
the best-fitting mass function we infer when the mass
function is allowed to vary (see Table 3). We show part
of the results for this third fit in Figure 7, where the best-
fitting model is plotted along with the stellar kinematic
data even though this data is excluded from the fit. This
model is in excellent agreement with the data, similar to
the models that are directly fit on the stellar kinematics
and the best fit parameters for this fit are similar to
the previous two fits (see Table 3). A comparison of
the enclosed mass profiles of the 47Tuc-AllData and
47Tuc-NoKin fits reveal that the mass profiles vary by
less than ∼ 5% within the innermost 1 pc (where the

47Tuc-NoKin fit contains less mass) and the total mass
varies only by ∼ 5% with the 47Tuc-NoKin fit favoring
a slightly higher mass.

We show our inferred posterior probability distribu-
tion for the cluster mass in BHs for each of our three
fits of 47 Tuc in Figure 8. While the results for the
47Tuc-AllData and 47Tuc-NoPulsars fits are quite sim-
ilar and both resemble the results of Dickson et al. (2024),
the 47Tuc-NoKin fit is worth discussing in more detail.
The most obvious feature of this fit is that the poste-
rior distribution of the mass in BHs is much broader
than the cases with abundant stellar kinematic and mass
function data, and this posterior is also not uni-modal.
Despite this, we can still place a very stringent upper
limit (99th percentile) on the mass in BHs, limiting this
mass to less than ∼ 0.1% of the total cluster mass, even
in the 47Tuc-NoKin fit. We further note that even though
we have adopted a fixed IMF for the 47Tuc-NoKin fit,
the inferred BH content is consistent with the fits where
we allow the IMF to vary.
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Figure 4. Best-fitting model (in orange) for the 47Tuc-AllData fit compared to different datasets (in blue). Top left: Model fit
to the projected number density profile. Top right: Model fit to the projected line-of-sight velocity dispersion profile. Bottom
panels: Model fit to the projected proper motion dispersion profile, separated into radial (left panel) and tangential (right panel)
components. The shaded regions represent the 1σ and 2σ credible intervals.

These tests demonstrate that the pulsar timing data
can provide constraints on the central dynamics, BH
content, and mass distribution of the cluster very similar
to the stellar kinematics, and in cases like Terzan 5 where
the stellar kinematic data are lacking, pulsar timing data
may provide an excellent substitute. With this in mind,
we discuss the case of Terzan 5 next.

4.2. Terzan 5

We show the Ter5-AllData fit in Figures 9 and 10,
along with examples of the likelihood functions for the
measured period derivatives for the best-fitting models
shown in Figure 6 (bottom panels) and all the pulsars
in Figures 17, 18 and 19. Our best-fitting model for
the Ter5-AllData fit is in excellent agreement with the
data and is able to fully reproduce all of the observables,
including the pulsar data. The comparative lack of data
for Terzan 5 means that our inferred model parameters
for Terzan 5 generally have larger uncertainties compared
to our fits of 47 Tuc. We present the median and 1σ

uncertainties on all model parameters in Table 3.
For Terzan 5, most pulsars do not have reported proper

motions, and fewer still have both components of the
proper motions reported, meaning that we have insuf-
ficient data to calculate a velocity dispersion from the
pulsar data to compare to our model prediction.

When we do not fit on the pulsar data
(Ter5-NoPulsars), the uncertainties on model pa-
rameters and related quantities generally become larger

than was the case for the Ter5-AllData fit. This
comparison suggests that the pulsar data can play a
more dominant role in constraining the models in the
case of Terzan 5 (compared to 47 Tuc), given the lack of
stellar kinematic data for this bulge cluster.

The third fit, Ter5-NoKinNoMF, was done to test the re-
liability of the stellar kinematics data given the challenge
of membership determination in the Galactic bulge. As
we find for 47 Tuc, even when we exclude the stellar kine-
matic data from the fit, the pulsar timing data provides
enough constraints that the resulting best-fitting model
is relatively similar and generally in good agreement with
the held-out data. With the insight from 47 Tuc (see
Section 4.1) that pulsars can provide strong constraints
on the mass distribution of a cluster, we interpret this
agreement as a sign that the existing stellar kinematics
for Terzan 5, while sparse, are likely not suffering from
significant contamination or other systematic effects.

As mentioned previously, the stellar mass function
data available for Terzan 5 does not cover a wide enough
range of masses or radii to a sufficient completeness level
to allow us to leave the mass function slopes as free
parameters when fitting models. We adopted the IMF of
Baumgardt et al. (2023) for each of our three fits and we
show in Figure 10 that this mass function is in excellent
agreement with the available data.

We show our inferred cluster masses in BHs for each
of our fits of Terzan 5 in Figure 11. Comparing the fits,
it is again obvious that the pulsar data is providing most
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Figure 5. Continuation of Figure 4 showing the best-fitting model for the 47Tuc-AllData fit compared to the stellar mass
function data of 47 Tuc. Each colour corresponds to a different HST field and each panel to a different radial region within a
field. We display the HST proposal ID for in the first panel of each field.

of the constraining power, with the Ter5-NoPulsars fit
resulting in an upper bound on the mass in BHs roughly
double that of the two fits that do include the pulsar data.
Even with the inclusion of the pulsar data we are only
able to place an upper limit on the mass in BHs in this
cluster, though we do significantly improve on existing
estimates, lowering the range of allowed masses by a
factor of ∼ 10 (see discussion in Section 5.3). With these
results, we cannot rule out the possibility that Terzan 5
contains zero BHs at the present day and indeed our
posterior distribution of mass in BHs is peaked towards
zero for both fits that include the pulsar data.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Constraints from pulsars

The specific constraints provided by the pulsar data are
on the local acceleration of each pulsar, and thus on the
enclosed mass profile of the cluster. The most stringent
constraints on the cluster gravitational field come from
pulsars with large negative observed values of Ṗ /P . This
can be seen most easily in the rightmost panel of Figure
3 where the positive side of the Ṗ /P distribution has a
long tail due to the convolution with the intrinsic spin-
down distribution. By contrast, the negative side of the
Ṗ /P distribution truncates sharply to zero at the Ṗ /P
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Figure 6. Likelihood functions corresponding to the best-fitting model for the observed Ṗ /P and Ṗb/Pb (recall that P and Pb

are the spin and orbital periods of the pulsars) for one pulsar in each cluster. Top left: The Ṗ /P likelihood for pulsar S in 47 Tuc
from the 47Tuc-AllData fit. Top right: The Ṗb/Pb likelihood for pulsar S in 47 Tuc from the 47Tuc-AllData fit. Bottom left:
The Ṗ /P likelihood for pulsar ap in Terzan 5 from the Ter5-AllData fit. Bottom right: The Ṗb/Pb likelihood for pulsar ap in
Terzan 5 from the Ter5-AllData fit. In each panel, we show the observed period derivative as a vertical orange line. We show
similar plots for all of the pulsars in Figures 14 through 19.
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Figure 7. Same as Figure 4 but for the 47Tuc-NoKin fit. The best-fitting model is plotted along with the stellar kinematic data
even though this data is excluded from the fit.
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Figure 8. Posterior probability distribution of the mass in
BHs in 47 Tuc for each of the fits summarized in Table 2.

corresponding to the maximum possible acceleration at
a given projected radius. In terms of specific pulsars,
this means that pulsar S and aa in 47 Tuc provide the
strictest limits on the enclosed mass while pulsar ae
provides the strictest limits in Terzan 5. When inferring
the dark remnant content of a cluster (in particular BHs),
the ideal pulsars would be very close to the center of the
cluster and would have large negative observed values of
Ṗ /P 16, as these pulsars place the strongest constraints on
the central mass distribution of their host cluster, where
the mass density is dominated by heavy remnants due
to mass segregation. We show in Figure 12 the minimum
and maximum allowed values of Ṗ /P and Ṗb/Pb due
to the cluster potential, where pulsars providing these
stronger constraints fall along the bottom contour of the
allowed values of Ṗ /P .

Our finding of pulsar S being the most constraining
pulsar in 47 Tuc is not new and was discussed by Giersz
& Heggie (2011). These authors reported that when at-
tempting to find a suitable Monte Carlo model of 47 Tuc,
the tension between the central surface brightness and
the large negative acceleration of pulsar S was the single
most impactful factor. Similarly, Figure 2 (extended) of
Kızıltan et al. (2017a) shows that pulsar S is just barely
compatible with their model and could potentially be
a driving factor in requiring more mass in the cluster
center, therefore favoring models with an IMBH. Pul-
sars 47Tuc-S and Ter5-ae do have a binary companions

16 These pulsars would fall on the far side of the cluster along the
line of sight. Pulsars on the near side of the cluster would have
positive line-of-sight accelerations due to the cluster potential
which would shift the observed Ṗ /P to positive values where our
method is less constraining because intrinsic spin-down also shifts
the observed Ṗ /P towards positive values.

(Freire et al. 2017; Prager et al. 2017), however, due to
the fact that the companions are low-mass WDs any
spin-up effects from accretion which would shift the ob-
served spin period derivatives towards more negative
values are very unlikely. Pulsar 47Tuc-aa appears to be
an isolated pulsar, leaving little possibility for accretion-
induced spin-up. Because these pulsars are not likely to
experience any spin period change from accretion, the
constraints that their spin period derivatives place on the
mass distribution of the cluster are likely trustworthy.

While pulsars with large negative observed values of
Ṗ /P provide the strongest constraints, the majority of
pulsars have values that are much closer to zero or even
on the positive extreme of the distribution. These pul-
sars nonetheless provide useful constraints on the mass
distribution of the cluster, particularly when it comes to
constraining the total mass of the cluster. These pulsars
have observed values of Ṗ /P that would be technically
compatible with any model containing some minimum
mass at their radius. As the mass of the model grows
however, the range of possible Ṗ /P values grows, lower-
ing the probability of observing these less extreme values.
In this way the pulsars provide not just a minimum
enclosed mass at their projected radius, but also some
leverage on the exact value of the enclosed mass. We can
see this when we compare our fits of Terzan 5 with differ-
ent subsets of the data, as the best-fitting models found
when including the pulsar data in the fits (Ter5-AllData
and Ter5-NoKinNoMF) are less massive than the fit that
excludes the pulsar data (Ter5-NoPulsars).

5.2. Mass of Terzan 5

The total mass of Terzan 5 is somewhat uncertain
in the current literature, with mass estimates based on
photometry (e.g. Lanzoni et al. 2010) a factor of a few
higher than those based on kinematics and dynamical
modeling (e.g. Baumgardt & Hilker 2018; Prager et al.
2017). We show in Figure 13 our inferred cumulative
mass profile along with several literature values for the
cluster mass. Our profile is in good agreement with the
estimate of the enclosed mass at 1 pc from Prager et al.
(2017) and our total mass estimate of 0.67+0.06

−0.04×106 M⊙
is in good agreement with the total masses of Baumgardt
& Hilker (2018) and Baumgardt et al. (2019a) given
that the true uncertainty on our inferred mass from
multimass modeling is likely closer to 10% (see Section
3 in Dickson et al. 2024). The masses inferred from
kinematics and dynamical modeling, including our own
value, are a factor of 2− 3 times smaller than the mass
inferred by Lanzoni et al. (2010) from photometry. A
lower present-day mass for Terzan 5 potentially has many
important implications, in particular for studies that seek
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Figure 9. Best-fitting model (in orange) for the Ter5-AllData fit compared to different datasets (in blue). Top left: Model fit to
the projected number density profile. Top right: Model fit to the projected line-of-sight velocity dispersion profile. Bottom: Model
fit to the projected proper motion dispersion profile. The shaded regions represent the 1σ and 2σ credible intervals of the model
fits.
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Figure 10. Continuation of Figure 9 showing the best-fitting
model for the Ter5-AllData fit compared to the stellar mass
function data of Terzan 5. Each panel corresponds to a dif-
ferent radial region within the HST field.

to model the star-formation and chemical enrichment
histories of this system (e.g. Romano et al. 2023).

5.3. Comparison of mass in BHs to literature results

Our models allow us to place strong constraints on the
mass in BHs in both 47 Tuc and Terzan 5. We compare
our results with other studies that investigate the BH
population in these clusters in Table 4.
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Figure 11. Posterior probability distribution of the mass in
BHs in Terzan 5 for each of the fits summarized in Table 2.

47 Tuc is a well-studied cluster with many previous
works investigating its BH content, using a variety of
methods. In general, we see that recent works which
employ Monte Carlo models (Weatherford et al. 2020;
Ye et al. 2022) generally infer larger BH populations
(with larger uncertainties) despite taking very different
approaches while works employing equilibrium models
favor somewhat smaller populations of BHs. Our models
place an upper limit (99th percentile) on the total mass
in BHs in 47 Tuc of 649 M⊙, very similar the results of
Dickson et al. (2024) who did not consider pulsar tim-
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Figure 12. Minimum and maximum values of Ṗ /P allowed
from the acceleration in the cluster potential for the best-
fitting models of our 47Tuc-AllData (top) and Ter5-AllData
(bottom) fits. We show the median values as a dashed line
while the shaded regions represent the 1σ and 2σ credible
intervals of the model fits. The observed Ṗ /P of the pulsars
are shown with blue circles and the observed Ṗb/Pb are
shown with orange squares. Uncertainties on the Ṗb/Pb points
represent measurement errors while the upward-facing error
bars on the Ṗ /P points show the typical width of the Ṗint

distribution at each pulsar’s location in the P -Ṗ plane shown
in Figure 1. Note that pulsars above the maximum contour
are not disallowed by our models due to the long tails on the
spin-down side of the likelihood function shown in Figure 3.
We note that we have converted the projected radius of each
pulsar from angular to linear units using the median value of
our inferred distances to each cluster from the AllData fits
(see Table 3).

ing data. Our results are also in very good agreement
with the upper limit of 578 M⊙ on the mass of a central
IMBH reported by Della Croce et al. (2024). These au-
thors employ action-based distribution function models
to derive an upper limit on the mass of a putative IMBH
in 47 Tuc, which as discussed earlier (see discussion in
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Figure 13. The inferred cumulative mass profile of Terzan 5
from our Ter5-AllData fit. We show the median values as a
solid line (blue) while the shaded regions represent the 1σ
and 2σ credible intervals of the model fit. The enclosed mass
at 1 pc measured by Prager et al. (2017) is shown with an
orange square. We show our inferred total mass and the values
from Lanzoni et al. (2010), Baumgardt & Hilker (2018) and
Baumgardt et al. (2019a) as horizontal dashed lines where
the shaded regions represent the 1σ credible intervals.

Section 1), is expected to have similar dynamical effects
to a compact central cluster of BHs. Our inferred upper
limit on the mass in BHs corresponds to an upper limit
of 0.07% on the BH mass fraction fBH, slightly lower
than the upper limit of 0.09% found by Della Croce et al.
(2024)17. These upper limits significantly limit the room
for a more massive potential IMBH in 47 Tuc, which we
discuss in the following section.

Terzan 5 on the other hand, has only a single estimate
of its BH content reported in the literature, by Prager
et al. (2017). These authors, also fitting on pulsar data,
test for the presence of an IMBH in the center of 47 Tuc,
reporting marginal evidence of a ∼ 500 M⊙ IMBH and
an upper limit of 30 000M⊙. Our posterior for the mass
in BHs in Terzan 5 is peaked near zero and the 99th per-
centile upper limit is 3860 M⊙(fBH < 0.6%), representing
an improvement of nearly one order of magnitude on the
existing constraints on the mass in BHs.

5.4. An IMBH in 47 Tuc?

GCs have long been suggested to host IMBHs. For
proposed detections in multiple clusters using various

17 Our larger mass in BHs corresponds to a smaller fBH because we
infer a larger total mass for 47 Tuc with our multimass models
than Della Croce et al. (2024) with their single-mass models,
in line with the tendency for single-mass equilibrium models to
underestimate the total cluster mass (see Hénault-Brunet et al.
2019).
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Table 4. Reported masses in BHs (or upper limits) in 47 Tuc
and Terzan 5 from dynamical studies in the literature and
from this work. Note that we have scaled the BH mass frac-
tion reported by Weatherford et al. (2020) to our inferred
total mass to facilitate comparison. We note that the uncer-
tainties on the black hole content reported by studies that
employ limepy models (Hénault-Brunet et al. 2020; Dickson
et al. 2024 and this work) are likely underestimated by a
factor of 2− 3 (see discussion in Dickson et al. 2024). Listed
uncertainties correspond to the 1σ uncertainties.

Study 47 Tuc Terzan 5

Hénault-Brunet et al. (2020)† 430+386
−301 M⊙

Weatherford et al. (2020) 1037+1640
−922 M⊙

Ye et al. (2022) ∼ 2375 M⊙

Della Croce et al. (2024)* < 578 M⊙

Dickson et al. (2024) 420+150
−80 M⊙

This work 446+75
−72 M⊙ < 3860 M⊙

Prager et al. (2017)* < 30 000 M⊙

† Note that the the posterior of Hénault-Brunet et al. (2020)
is peaked towards zero.

∗These are upper limits on the mass of a putative IMBH,
not the total mass in BHs.

techniques, see e.g. Gerssen et al. (2002), Noyola et al.
(2008), Jalali et al. (2012), Lützgendorf et al. (2015),
Kamann et al. (2016), Baumgardt (2017), Kızıltan et al.
(2017a), Paduano et al. (2024), and Häberle et al. (2024).
Many of these possible detections have however been
contested. Typically, follow-up studies find that the dy-
namical effects of a central IMBH and other ingredients
like a large population of centrally concentrated dark stel-
lar remnants (including stellar-mass black holes - BHs)
are highly degenerate, making the detection of a non-
accreting IMBH very difficult (see e.g. McNamara et al.
2003; Van Der Marel & Anderson 2010; Freire et al. 2017;
Zocchi et al. 2017, 2019; Gieles et al. 2018; Baumgardt
et al. 2019c; Mann et al. 2019, 2020; Hénault-Brunet
et al. 2020). Ruling out the presence of an IMBH is also
very difficult, with most works placing only an upper
limit on the dark mass in the core of a cluster (e.g. Mann
et al. 2019; Häberle et al. 2021; Della Croce et al. 2024).
Häberle et al. (2024) find seven stars with velocities
above the inferred escape velocity in the inner 0.08 pc of
ωCen, and they conclude that this implies the presence
of an IMBH with a mass ≳ 8200M⊙. We note that only
two of those seven stars are above the escape velocity of
the mass model of Dickson et al. (2023), but they are the
two closest to the cluster center and remain difficult to
reconcile with explanations other than an IMBH, making
this the strongest case for an IMBH in a Galactic GC so
far.

Particularly relevant to this work are the results from
Kızıltan et al. (2017a,b) and Paduano et al. (2024) who
each report evidence for an IMBH in 47 Tuc. Kızıltan
et al. (2017a) reported evidence for a 2300 M⊙ IMBH in
the center of 47Tuc on the basis of pulsar timing mea-
surements. In order to constrain the mass of a central
IMBH, they compared snapshots from a grid of N -body
models (with and without an IMBH) to surface density
and velocity dispersion profiles. The best-fitting mod-
els with and without an IMBH were then compared to
measurements of pulsar accelerations (based on period
derivatives) due to the cluster’s gravitational potential,
and the set of models with a central IMBH was found to
be more consistent with these measurements.

Critically, several follow-up studies identified limita-
tions and possible issues with the analysis of Kızıltan
et al. (2017a) (see Freire et al. 2017; Mann et al. 2019,
2020; Hénault-Brunet et al. 2020). Among the issues
raised was the assumption of a short cluster distance of
4 kpc18, the lack of primordial binaries in their N -body
models, and the use of a grid of isolated N -body mod-
els that have a much steeper present-day mass function
than the bottom-light mass function that is observed for
47Tuc, all of which could affect the inferred amount of
dark mass in the cluster core.

We note that models of 47 Tuc that do not include a
central IMBH have been shown to satisfyingly reproduce
its velocity dispersion profile, number density profile,
and stellar mass function data (Baumgardt et al. 2019b;
Hénault-Brunet et al. 2020; Dickson et al. 2023, 2024).
These studies, however, either did not consider the pulsar
data, or they checked that the models were consistent
with the pulsars’ maximum accelerations and projected
radial distribution but did not directly incorporate the
pulsar timing data in the fitting process.

Our results allow us to address the claims of Kızıl-
tan et al. (2017a) since we are directly fitting our
models to the pulsar timing data. As mentioned pre-
viously, our fit to all the available 47 Tuc data
(47Tuc-AllData) yields an upper limit of 649 M⊙ in BHs
(∼ 0.07% of the total cluster mass). This argues against
the conclusions of Kızıltan et al. (2017a) that the pulsar
data requires a central IMBH of 2300 M⊙ to explain the
observed values of Ṗ /P . We performed a fit of 47 Tuc
with the distance set to 4 kpc, resulting in a noticeably
worse quality of fit but also a larger (∼ 2400 M⊙) popu-
lation of BHs, perhaps indicating that the low distance

18 The latest estimates of the distance to 47 Tuc based on Gaia data
place it 4.52± 0.03 kpc away (Baumgardt & Vasiliev 2021).
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assumed by Kızıltan et al. (2017a) contributes to the
differences in our inferred dark mass in 47 Tuc.

The potential IMBH detection reported by Padu-
ano et al. (2024) has a much wider range of possible
masses, with the nominal 1σ uncertainty range spanning
56− 6000 M⊙. The results of Della Croce et al. (2024),
who infer an upper limit on the mass of an IMBH in
47 Tuc of 578 M⊙ reduce this range substantially. The
fact that our inferred upper limit on the mass in BHs is
consistent with the upper limit on the mass of an IMBH
from Della Croce et al. (2024) highlights the fact there is
very little room for a significant dark mass in the center
of 47 Tuc.

While the effects of an IMBH and a centrally concen-
trated population of BHs are expected to be similar, they
are not identical because the dark mass is more centrally
concentrated if it is in an IMBH. This means that an
upper limit on the mass in BHs does not necessarily
correspond directly to the upper limit on the mass of
an IMBH. Despite this, we expect that in our models,
these effects are likely degenerate due to the spatial re-
gions probed by our datasets. The half-mass radius of
the BH population in our 47Tuc-AllData fit is ∼ 0.1 pc,
which is more centrally concentrated than the majority
of the pulsars in this cluster. While we do have a few
pulsars inside this radius, the pulsars with large negative
period derivatives (those that provide the most stringent
constraints on the enclosed mass) are located outside
of this radius meaning we are largely insensitive to the
spatial extent and concentration of the mass in BHs in
the central regions of the cluster.

We note that given the central line-of-sight velocity
dispersion of 47 Tuc, the radius of influence of an IMBH
of ∼ 600 M⊙ is ≲ 0.02 pc which at the distance of 47 Tuc
corresponds to ≲ 0.8′′, a much smaller region than is
probed by either the pulsar data or the stellar kinematic
data. This means that any future work seeking to use
stellar kinematics to understand the nature of the dark
mass in the core of this cluster would need to precisely
measure the velocities of individual stars in the central
arcsecond of 47 Tuc.

5.5. Central velocity dispersion of Terzan 5

The existing stellar kinematic data for Terzan 5 does
not probe the central regions of the cluster, but the
pulsar timing data allows us to independently predict
the central velocity distribution of bright stars, with-
out directly relying on any stellar kinematics. This also
allows us to validate the existing observed stellar kine-
matics for a cluster like Terzan 5 where bulge contamina-
tion makes membership selection especially difficult. Our
predicted central dispersion for Terzan 5 based on fit

Ter5-NoKinNoMF is 15.7+0.5
−0.4 km s−1. Future work seek-

ing to constrain the central kinematics of this cluster
can use this prediction as a benchmark to which new
measurements can be compared. For example, a cusp
in the central velocity dispersion within the radius of
influence of an IMBH should manifest as a velocity disper-
sion larger than this predicted central velocity dispersion
given that our models do not contain an IMBH.

5.6. Terzan 5: a comparison with ωCen

The formation of Terzan 5 and its multiple populations
is a topic of much debate in the literature, with suggested
formation channels ranging from the stripped core of an
accreted dwarf galaxy (Ferraro et al. 2009, 2016) to a
surviving fragment of the proto-bulge (Ferraro et al. 2009,
2016; Taylor et al. 2022) to the product of a collision
between a typical GC and a giant molecular cloud or
young massive cluster (McKenzie & Bekki 2018; Pfeffer
et al. 2021; Bastian & Pfeffer 2022).

While it is generally accepted that the metal-rich pop-
ulation in Terzan 5 is too enriched to have formed in a
low-mass dwarf galaxy (e.g. Bastian & Pfeffer 2022), we
can further investigate the dynamical evolution of this
object by comparing Terzan 5 to ωCen, a well-studied
GC which is frequently suggested to be the core of an
accreted dwarf galaxy (e.g. Pfeffer et al. 2021). ωCen
is the most massive GC in the Milky Way (e.g. Harris
1996, 2010 edition) and hosts multiple stellar populations
with a large spread in iron abundance (e.g. Johnson &
Pilachowski 2010; Bellini et al. 2017). Several studies
have presented dynamical models of ωCen which suggest
that the cluster is host to a very large population of
black holes (e.g. Zocchi et al. 2019; Baumgardt et al.
2019c; Dickson et al. 2024) typically making up about
5% of the total cluster mass (consistent with having
retained almost all its BHs). The fact that we infer a
much smaller population of BHs and indeed rule out a
population larger than 0.6% of the total cluster mass
in Terzan 5 suggests a different evolutionary history for
this object. We note that ωCen is more massive than
Terzan 5 by a factor of ∼ 3− 5, and has a factor of ∼ 5

larger rh, which both contribute to a higher retention
of BHs by the present day for ωCen through an order
of magnitude longer relaxation time (diminishing the
importance of dynamical ejections of BHs throughout
the evolution of the cluster). Additionally, the higher
metallicity of Terzan 5 compared to ωCen is expected
to produce lower-mass BHs from the same initial progen-
itor masses (e.g. Fryer et al. 2012; Banerjee et al. 2020),
increasing the number of BHs lost to natal kicks and
reducing the fraction of the cluster mass in BHs resulting
from a given IMF.
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While the origin of Terzan 5 remains uncertain, the
discussion above highlights that further studies of the
evolution of Terzan 5 along with its BH population could
help to shed light on the initial conditions and formation
of this peculiar system.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we presented a method to directly fit
multimass dynamical models of GCs to pulsar timing
data, allowing to infer the mass distribution of clusters.
We applied our method to 47 Tuc, a well-studied cluster
with a wealth of conventional stellar kinematic and local
stellar mass function data as well as a large population
of pulsars. We use this cluster as a benchmark by which
we evaluate the performance of our method. We then
applied our method to Terzan 5, a bulge cluster host to
the largest population of pulsars of any Milky Way GC
and lacking in conventional stellar kinematic data. Our
main conclusions are as follows:

1. For clusters like 47 Tuc and Terzan 5 that are host
to large populations of pulsars, the timing solutions
of these pulsars can place similar constraints on the
mass distribution and dynamics of their host cluster
as conventional stellar kinematics. We demonstrate
that the pulsar timing data allows us to accurately
predict held-out stellar kinematic data and place
strong constraints on the BH content of clusters.

2. We infer new and improved values for the mass
and structural parameters of Terzan 5, finding a
total mass of 0.67+0.06

−0.04 × 106 M⊙, and a (3D) half-
mass radius of 2.1+0.3

−0.2 pc. This mass is consistent
with other dynamical estimates but is smaller by
a factor of 2 − 3 than the estimate derived from
photometry.

3. We refine existing constraints on the BH content
of 47 Tuc and lower the existing upper limit on the
mass in BHs of Terzan 5 by an order of magnitude.
We infer the presence of 446+75

−72 M⊙ in BHs in
47 Tuc and place an upper limit on the mass in
BHs in Terzan 5 of 3860 M⊙.

4. Our results do not support the ∼ 2300 M⊙ IMBH
reported by Kızıltan et al. (2017a) in the center
of 47 Tuc on the basis of pulsar timing data, as
we instead infer an upper limit of 649 M⊙ in BHs
in this cluster, representing ∼ 0.07% of the total
cluster mass. This adds to several follow-up studies
that refuted this original claim, but it is the first
time that pulsar timing data, a crucial component
of the Kızıltan et al. (2017a) study, is revisited as
a direct constraint on the dynamical models.

5. We predict the central velocity dispersion of
Terzan 5, independently of any stellar kinematic
data, finding a dispersion of 15.7+0.5

−0.4 km s−1. This
prediction provides a baseline to which future work
seeking to measure the central kinematics of this
cluster can be compared.

The next generation of radio telescopes is expected to
dramatically increase the number of detected pulsars in
GCs (e.g. Hessels et al. 2015; Ridolfi et al. 2021; Chen
et al. 2023; Berteaud et al. 2024), allowing us to apply
our methodology to clusters that are not currently known
to host large numbers of pulsars.

Perhaps the most promising candidate to host a large
number of undiscovered pulsars is Liller 1, a bulge cluster
that is qualitatively very similar to Terzan 5 (e.g. Ferraro
et al. 2021). Liller 1 is a massive cluster (∼ 1× 106 M⊙,
Baumgardt et al. 2019a) that is similarly compact to
Terzan 5 and has been found to have a similarly high
stellar encounter rate (Saracino et al. 2015). This high
stellar encounter rate, combined with strong gamma-ray
emission detected from this cluster, suggests that it may
be host to hundreds of undiscovered MSPs (Tam et al.
2011).

Like Terzan 5, Liller 1 is difficult to observe due to its
location, with bulge contamination and strong differential
reddening (e.g. Pallanca et al. 2021) making the collection
of conventional stellar kinematic data very difficult. As
we have shown for Terzan 5, pulsars present a unique
opportunity to investigate the internal dynamics of even
heavily obscured clusters.
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APPENDIX

A. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A.1. Incorporating dispersion measures

Given a description of the gas distribution within a cluster (e.g. Abbate et al. 2018) Equation 6 can be modified
to use the dispersion measure of a pulsar to form the line-of-sight probability distribution instead of using the model
line-of-sight density profile:

P (acl,z | Ri) ∝
dm

dacl,z
=

dm

dz

∣∣∣∣ dz

dacl,z

∣∣∣∣ = P (z | zDM,i, σz,DM,i)∣∣∣dacl,z

dz

∣∣∣ , (A1)

where we have replaced the dm
dz term with P (z | zDM, σz,DM), the probability distribution of line-of-sight positions z given

the predicted line-of-sight position from the dispersion measure zDM and its uncertainty σz,DM. The values of zDM,i and
σz,DM can be calculated from the an individual dispersion measure DMi, ng and DMc as zDM,i = (DMi−DMc)/ng (under
the assumption of a uniform gas distribution) with σz,DM following from Gaussian error propagation. P (z | zDM,i, σz,DM,i)

is then a Gaussian probability density function, centered at zDM,i with a dispersion of σz,DM:

P (z | zDM,i, σz,DM,i) =
1

σz,DM,i

√
2π

exp

(
−1

2

(
z − zDM,i

σz,DM,i

)2)
. (A2)

A.2. Pulsar Data

A.3. Supplementary Figures
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Table 6. Same as Table 5 but for Terzan 5. Timing References: L00: Lyne et al. (2000), R05: Ransom et al. (2005), P17: Prager
et al. (2017), C18: Cadelano et al. (2018), A18: Andersen & Ransom (2018), R21: Ridolfi et al. (2021), P24: Padmanabh et al.
(2024).

Pulsar ID R P Ṗ ∆Ṗ Pb Ṗb ∆Ṗb Ref.
[arcmin] [ms] [s/s] [s/s] [days] [s/s] [s/s]

J1748-2446C 0.179 8.4361 -6.06e-19 4e-21 – – – L00
J1748-2446D 0.693 4.71398 1.3e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446E 0.361 2.1978 -1.8e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446F 0.125 5.54014 4e-21 – – – – R05
J1748-2446G 0.185 21.6719 3.9e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446H 0.227 4.92589 -8.3e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446I 0.03 9.57019 -7.1e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446J 0.948 80.3379 2.5e-18 – – – – R05
J1748-2446K 0.22 2.96965 -9.4e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446L 0.149 2.2447 -1.7e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446M 0.083 3.56957 4.9e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446N 0.154 8.6669 5.5e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446O 0.119 1.67663 -6.9e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446Q 0.36 2.812 -3.6e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446R 0.101 5.02854 4.7e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446S 0.249 6.11664 6.4e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446T 0.443 7.08491 3.1e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446U 0.148 3.28914 3e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446V 0.178 2.07251 -9.5e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446W 0.037 4.20518 1.2e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446X 0.488 2.99926 5.9e-20 – – – – R05
J1748-2446Y 0.056 2.04816 1.5e-19 – – – – R05
J1748-2446Z 0.033 2.46259 -8.6e-20 – – – – P17
J1748-2446aa 0.222 5.78804 -4.4e-19 – – – – P17
J1748-2446ab 0.038 5.11971 4.2e-19 – – – – P17
J1748-2446ac 0.337 5.08691 2.3e-19 – – – – P17
J1748-2446ae 0.032 3.65859 -5.7e-19 – – – – P17
J1748-2446af 0.145 3.30434 -2.3e-19 – – – – P17
J1748-2446ag 0.167 4.44803 1.2e-20 – – – – P17
J1748-2446ah 0.127 4.96515 5.7e-19 – – – – P17
J1748-2446ai 0.192 21.22838 1.4e-18 – – – – P17
J1748-2446aj 0.17 2.95891 1.41232e-19 6e-24 – – – C18
J1748-2446ak 0.287 1.8901 8.8495e-20 6-24 – – – C18
J1748-2446am 0.044 2.93382 -1.368e-19 3e-23 – – – A18
J1748-2446an 0.201 4.802 1.55746e-19 6-24 – – – R21
J1748-2446ao 0.156 2.27438 8.6979e-20 1e-24 57.5556 1.65e-10 9e-12 P24
J1748-2446ap 0.253 3.74469 3.07e-19 1e-24 21.3882 1.3e-10 2.1e-11 P24
J1748-2446aq 0.038 12.52194 -7.16198e-19 6e-24 – – – P24
J1748-2446as 0.084 2.32646 2.559829e-19 6e-25 – – – P24
J1748-2446at 0.123 2.18819 -5.89966e-20 4e-25 – – – P24
J1748-2446au 0.053 4.54822 -1.06797e-19 2e-24 – – – P24
J1748-2446av 0.045 1.84945 -4.25047e-20 2e-25 3.38166 -1e-11 2e-12 P24
J1748-2446aw 0.156 13.04908 1.306465e-18 3e-24 0.73138 5.92e-12 2e-14 P24
J1748-2446ax 0.161 1.9435 -9.5495e-21 7e-25 30.2088 -1.3e-11 9e-12 P24
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Ṗ /P [s−1] ×10−17

0

1

2

3
×1016 J0024-7204H

−5 0 5
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Ṗ /P [s−1] ×10−17

0

2

×1016 J0024-7204M

−5 0 5
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Figure 14. Likelihood functions corresponding to the best-fitting model (47Tuc-AllData) for the observed Ṗ /P for each pulsar
in 47 Tuc. In each panel, we show the observed period derivative as a vertical orange line.
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Ṗ /P [s−1] ×10−17

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

×1016 J0024-7204Z

−5 0 5

Ṗ /P [s−1] ×10−17

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

×1016 J0024-7204aa

−5 0 5
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Figure 15. Continuation of Figure 14.
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Figure 16. Likelihood functions corresponding to the best-fitting model (47Tuc-AllData) for the observed Ṗb/Pb for each pulsar
in 47 Tuc with an orbital timing solution. In each panel, we show the observed period derivative as a vertical orange line.
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Figure 17. Likelihood functions corresponding to the best-fitting model (Ter5-AllData) for the observed Ṗ /P for each pulsar
in Terzan 5. In each panel, we show the observed period derivative as a vertical orange line.
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Figure 18. Continuation of Figure 17.



30 Smith et al.

−2 −1 0 1 2
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Figure 19. Likelihood functions corresponding to the best-fitting model (Ter5-AllData) for the observed Ṗb/Pb for each pulsar
in Terzan 5 with an orbital timing solution. In each panel, we show the observed period derivative as a vertical orange line.
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