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Gravitational waves (GWs) from binary neutron stars (BNSs) are expected to be accompanied by
electromagnetic (EM) emissions, which help to identify the host galaxy. Since GW events directly
measure their luminosity distances, joint GW-EM observations from BNSs help to study cosmol-
ogy, particularly the Hubble constant, unaffected by cosmic distance ladder systematics. However,
detecting EM counterparts from BNS mergers is not always possible. Additionally, the tidal defor-
mations of BNS components offer insights into the neutron star (NS) equation of state (EoS). In
such cases, the tidal parameters of NSs, combined with the knowledge of the NS EoS, can break
the degeneracy between mass parameters and redshift, allowing for the inference of the Hubble con-
stant. Several efforts have aimed to infer the Hubble constant using the tidal parameters of BNSs,
without EM counterparts, termed dark BNSs. Moreover, some studies have focused on the joint
estimation of population and NS EoS for unbiased NS EoS estimation. However, none of the works
consistently combined the uncertainties of population, cosmology, and NS EoS within a Bayesian
framework. In this study, we propose a novel Bayesian analysis to jointly constrain the NS EoS,
population, and cosmological parameters using a population of dark BNSs detected through GW
observations. This method can constrain the Hubble constant to H0 = 67.40+68.52

−39.25 km s−1 Mpc−1

(H0 = 75.15+37.15
−23.88 km s−1 Mpc−1) using as few as 5 BNS observations following Gaussian (double

Gaussian) mass distribution, detected by Advanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo detectors operat-
ing at O5 sensitivity. We also demonstrate the statistical robustness of the method by analyzing
50 BNS events with the same detector network, resulting in H0 = 69.81+7.12

−6.31 km s−1 Mpc−1 and

H0 = 71.21+6.67
−6.13 km s−1 Mpc−1 for the Gaussian and double Gaussian mass distributions, respec-

tively. This level of precision and accuracy is unattainable without incorporating NS EoS, especially
when observing BNS mergers without EM counterpart information.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the present era of precision cosmology, one of the
primary pursuits remains the precise measurement of
the Hubble constant, H0 – a fundamental observable
that quantifies the current expansion rate of the Uni-
verse. However, presently, there exists a discrepancy be-
tween the measurements of the Hubble constant from
two different observations. The direct measurement of
H0 = 73.04 ± 1.04 km s−1 Mpc−1 [1] from the SH0ES
Collaboration is at a ∼ 4.4σ tension with the indirect
inference of H0 = 67.36 ± 0.54 km s−1 Mpc−1 [2] from
the Planck measurements of the cosmic microwave back-
ground. This discordance in the measurement of the
expansion rate of the Universe may either imply new
physics beyond the standard model or be a systematics
effect owing to unaccounted uncertainties in one or more
measurements. However, there is no conclusive consensus
regarding the value of the Hubble constant today. So, it
is crucial to pursue observations independent of the afore-
mentioned ones that can help resolve this tension in the
values of the Hubble constant.

The first detection of gravitational waves (GWs) from
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a binary neutron star by LIGO [3] and Virgo [4] detec-
tors, i.e., from GW170817 [5], along with the observa-
tions of its electromagnetic (EM) counterparts – across
the spectrum [6] – has opened the window to multi-
messenger astronomy involving GWs. This inter alia al-
lows probing the cosmic expansion of the Universe. The
independent measurements of luminosity distance from
GW data and the redshift from EM data, both from
GW170817, enabled us to measure the Hubble constant
to be H0 = 70+12.0

−8.0 km s−1 Mpc−1 [7]. However, GW
observations today are dominated by binary black hole
(BBH) mergers [8], which are not accompanied by EM
counterparts. The so-called bright siren approach, which
relies on independent measurements of luminosity dis-
tance and redshift, cannot be applied to most GW ob-
servations. This is primarily because most of these ob-
servations include BBH mergers, which typically lack EM
counterparts and, therefore, do not provide redshift in-
formation. So, alternative methods have been proposed
to infer H0 from GW observations without EM coun-
terparts. These GW sources are referred to as dark
sirens. These methods are primarily categorized into
two approaches. One such method is the galaxy cata-
log method [9–14], which statistically associates the dark
sirens with the redshifts of galaxies within the sky lo-
calizations of the corresponding GW events, as potential
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host galaxies. The other method, known as the spec-
tral siren method [15, 16], statistically derives the red-
shifts of GW events by comparing the source-frame mass
spectrum with the observed masses of BBHs, which are
redshifted, as explained later in this section. Both meth-
ods utilize complementary approaches to statistically in-
fer the redshifts of GW events and, consequently, the
Hubble constant.

In a recent study [17], the LVK collaboration applied
both the spectral siren and galaxy catalog methods to in-
fer the Hubble constant to be H0 = 68+8

−6 km s−1 Mpc−1

and H0 = 68+12
−8 km s−1 Mpc−1, respectively, by using

42 BBHs from GWTC-3 [8] as well as the BNS event
GW170817. Each method has distinct strengths and
weaknesses. The spectral siren method allows for the
variation of GW population parameters but does not
benefit from the additional constraining power of galaxy
redshifts. In contrast, the galaxy catalog method fixes
the GW population parameters during the computation
of the selection function. This can introduce potential
bias in estimating the cosmological parameters if the as-
sumed population model is incorrect. So, there are on-
going efforts [18, 19] to unify these two methods: the
galaxy catalog information is utilized to infer H0 while
marginalizing over the population model uncertainties.
This approach effectively integrates the advantages of
both methods. Furthermore, there is another approach –
termed the cross-correlation method – that explores the
expected clustering between GW sources and galaxies to
infer the redshift information and, hence, the Hubble con-
stant [20–26].

Similar to the spectral method applied to the BBH
events, prior knowledge of the mass distribution of BNS
also allows us to estimate the Hubble constant due to the
narrowness of the NS mass spectrum [27, 28]. For BBH
events, the GW waveform is modeled as point-particle
dynamics. If we focus only on point-particle dynamics,
the source-frame masses m are degenerate with the red-
shift z, resulting in the measurement of the redshifted
masses, mz ≡ m(1 + z), and the luminosity distance
by the GW observations. Consequently, all the observ-
ables in the GW waveform are invariant under appro-
priate transformation by (1 + z). Unlike the black holes
in binary mergers, neutron stars in BNSs are tidally de-
formed due to the presence of matter. This tidal defor-
mation, which affects the GW phase evolution, depends
on the source-frame masses. So, the measurement of
tidal deformabilities from the GW signal helps to break
the mass-redshift degeneracy, which was first proposed
in Ref. [29]. Thus, the measurement of tidal deforma-
bilities can constrain the distance-redshift relation and,
hence, cosmological parameters, even in the absence of
EM counterpart detections.

Several efforts [30–33] have been spawned by this idea
of using BNS tidal deformabilities in GWs to measure the
Hubble constant. In Refs. [30, 33], the authors assume
that the equation of state (EoS) is known exactly, which
is an over-simplification even for the future generation

detector era. On the other hand, Refs. [31, 32] allow for
uncertainties in the neutron star EoS while inferring the
Hubble constant in the future-generation detector era.
Specifically, in Ref. [31], the BNS mass distribution is
assumed to be uniform. Consequently, while the maxi-
mum mass is inferred from the constrained NS EoS, the
minimum mass remains fixed. The choice of the mass
model limits the scope of the study to inferring other
mass model parameters, which are not explicitly depen-
dent on the NS EoS. However, none of these works [30–
33] deduces the population model (including both mass
and redshift distributions) of the underlying distribution
of GW events. Notably, inferring the mass distribution
in conjunction with the NS EoS is essential to mitigat-
ing bias in the mass distribution parameters [34, 35] and
further constraining the NS EoS.
This paper demonstrates the simultaneous inference

of mass distribution, redshift distribution, NS EoS, and
cosmological parameters from a population of BNSs hi-
erarchically. Specifically, we unify all the hyperparam-
eters of the models, including the NS EoS model, mass
distribution, redshift distribution, and cosmology in the
Bayesian Framework. This method becomes promising in
the future for several reasons. Firstly, this method does
not rely on the availability of EM data. We can expect
several BNS detections due to the improved sensitivity
of future GW detectors. However, it is not certain that
the corresponding EM counterparts can be detected for
various reasons, such as BNS events being at large dis-
tances or not being in the field of view of EM detectors,
etc. Moreover, this methodology can infer the popula-
tion model, cosmological parameters, and NS EoS solely
from GW data – even while employing uniform priors for
EoS model parameters. This is a significant improvement
in comparison to earlier attempts [30–33], where some
knowledge (or even precise knowledge, in some cases) of
the EoS was assumed.
The paper is organized as follows. Sec. II elaborates

on the methodology used for inferring the population
model, cosmological parameters, and EoS model. In
Sec. III, different parameterized models corresponding to
NS EoS, mass, and redshift distribution are introduced.
In Sec. IV, we discuss the simulation performed in this
work to show the efficacy of the proposed methodology.
The results are presented in Sec. V. We conclude this pa-
per with a discussion on the implications of these results
for future GW detectors and nuclear experiments.

II. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we briefly describe the Bayesian in-
ference for the joint estimation of NS EoS, along with
their underlying mass distribution, redshift distribution,
and cosmological parameters using GW data from a
population of BNS. The set of hyperparameters Λ =
{ΛE ,Λm,Λz,Λc} involved in this work corresponds to
different parameterized models that describe NS EoS,
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BNS mass distribution, redshift evolution, and cosmol-
ogy, respectively 1. We also compare the estimates of
population and cosmological parameters with and with-
out incorporating NS EoS to highlight its impact on con-
straining these parameters. The method without NS
EoS, essentially the spectral siren method, involves the
set of hyperparameters Λ = {Λm,Λz,Λc}. However,
the Bayesian framework, a generic approach, remains the
same, regardless of whether the NS EoS parameters are
employed. We refer to these hyperparameters as model
parameters for the rest of the paper. In order to con-
strain the model parameters, one needs first to perform
Bayesian parameter estimation of the BNS source param-
eters of all such detected events individually. The poste-
riors of the source parameters, once obtained, would be
utilized to infer joint posterior distributions of the model
hyperparameters, as follows:

p(Λ | {d}) ∝ p(Λ)

N∏
i=1

1

β(Λ)

∫
L(di | θi)p(θi | Λ)dθi .

(1)
A brief review of the Bayesian formalism used in
this paper is given in Appendix A. In this work,
we are concerned with the source-frame BNS masses
m1,2, their common redshift z, and their correspond-
ing tidal deformabilities Λ1,2 (not to be confused with
any of the model parameters Λ, written in boldface)
all of which define the set of source parameters, θ =
{m1,m2, z,Λ1,Λ2}, used in Eq. (1). Here, the like-
lihood L(di | θi) of the individual event is con-
structed by marginalizing over all BNS parameters except
{m1,m2, z,Λ1,Λ2}. 2. It is also important to note that
the individual source parameters obtained from GW ob-
servations are not estimated in the source-frame. Instead,
they are obtained in the detector-frame and are denoted
by θd = {Mz, q, dL,Λ1,Λ2}, where Mz = M(1 + z) is
the detector-frame chirp mass, q = m2/m1 is the mass ra-
tio and dL(z,H0) is the luminosity distance. The model
parameters involved in this work are relevant to source-
frame parameters θ. So, the posterior samples and the
corresponding priors used to estimate the source param-
eters need to be converted from the detector-frame to the
source-frame. Now, the source-frame posterior distribu-
tions should be divided by the equivalent source-frame
priors pPE(θi) to construct the semi-marginalized likeli-
hood in the source-frame, as follows:

L(di | θi) ∝
p(θi | di)
pPE(θi)

. (2)

Here, the source-frame priors pPE(θ) can be obtained
by multiplying the determinant of the appropriate Jaco-

bian matrix J
(

θ
θd

)
with detector-frame priors pPE(θd)

1 We do not consider spin in this work, as detailed in Sec. IV
2 The marginalized BNS parameters are, e.g., the orbit’s inclina-
tion to the line of sight, right ascension and declination of the
source, etc.

employed in estimating source parameters of individual
event:

pPE(θ) =

∣∣∣∣J (
θ

θd

)∣∣∣∣× pPE(θd) . (3)

The detailed form of the Jacobian is derived in Ap-
pendix B.
In Eq. (1), the likelihood L assumes that the individ-

ual events constitute an unbiased representation of the
population. However, GW detectors are more sensitive
toward high-mass, nearby, and face-on sources. Conse-
quently, the observed population does not truly follow
the astrophysical population. So, the selection function
β(Λ) has been included in Eq. (1) to mitigate this bias
in estimating model parameters; it is defined as

β(Λ) =

∫
pdet(θi)p(θi | Λ)dθi , (4)

where pdet(θi) denotes the probability that an event with
source parameters θi is detected. In this work, the selec-
tion term β(Λ) is evaluated via Monte Carlo integration
over an ensemble of injected signals, Ninj from a fiducial
population and cosmological parameters Λ0 and deter-
mining the number Nfound that cross the signal-to-noise
(SNR) ratio threshold [36, 37]. The selection function is
then computed as follows:

β(Λ) =
1

Ninj

Nfound∑
i=1

p(θi | Λ)

p(θi | Λ0)
(5)

The details of the BNS population, which is used to cal-
culate the selection effect, are mentioned in Sec. IV.

III. MODELS

Our method has been applied to a set of simulated BNS
events. We assume parameterized models of NS EoS,
mass-redshift distribution of the sources, and cosmology
to simulate them. We briefly discuss each model, along
with the true values of the model parameters used to
construct the mock GW catalog.

A. EoS Model

In this section, we briefly review the hybrid nuclear+
piecewise-polytrope (PP) EoS parameterization, which
has been employed in previous studies [38–40] to put
joint GW-EM constraints on the NS properties. Since
the crust has minimal impact [41, 42] on the macroscopic
properties of NS, such as mass, radius, and tidal deforma-
bility, the conventional Baym-Pethick-Sutherland (BPS)
EoS [43] is employed to model the crust within this frame-
work. The fixed crust is subsequently joined with the
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core EoS in a thermodynamically consistent manner as
described in Ref. [44]. The core EoS is divided into two
components:

1. The first component is the EoS around the nuclear
saturation density (ρ0), which can be well repre-
sented by the parabolic expansion of energy per
nucleon

e(ρ, δ) ≈ e0(ρ) + esym(ρ)δ
2, (6)

where e0(ρ) denotes the energy of symmetric nu-
clear matter for which the number of protons is
equal to the number of neutrons, esym is the energy
of the asymmetric nuclear matter (commonly re-
ferred to as “symmetry energy” in literature), and

δ ≡ ρp−ρn

ρp+ρn
is the measure of asymmetry in the

neutron number density ρn and the proton num-
ber density ρp. Around ρ0, both energies can be
further expanded in a Taylor series:

e0(ρ) = e0(ρ0) +
K0

2
χ2 + ..., (7)

esym(ρ) = esym(ρ0) + Lχ+
Ksym

2
χ2..., (8)

where χ ≡ (ρ − ρ0)/3ρ0 ≪ 1. We limit the Tay-
lor expansion to the second order in χ since we
only utilize this expansion up to 1.25ρ0. The low-
est order parameters are well constrained by ex-
periments, and therefore, we fix them at their me-
dian values, such as e0(ρ0) = −15.9 MeV, and
ρ0 = 0.16fm−3. Consequently, the free parameters
of this nuclear-physics-informed model include cur-
vature of symmetric matter K0, nuclear symmetry
energy esym, slope L, and curvature of symmetric
energy Ksym. A survey based on 53 experimen-
tal results performed in 2016 [45] found values of
esym(ρ0) = 31.7 ± 3.2 MeV and L = 58.7 ± 28.1
MeV. Using these values as priors, a Bayesian anal-
ysis performed in Ref. [38] that combined multiple
astrophysical observations (GWs and X-rays) has
already provided better constraints on these quan-
tities: esym(ρ0) = 32.0+3.05

−3.01 MeV and L = 61.0+17.7
−16.0

MeV.

2. At higher densities, the empirical parametrization
starts to break down. Following Ref. [46], for densi-
ties above 1.25ρ0, we adopt a three-piece piecewise-
polytrope parameterization. This approach uses
polytropic indices Γ1, Γ2, and Γ3, with fixed tran-
sition densities at 1014.7 g/cm3 and 1015 g/cm3,
respectively.

Finally, it is crucial to ensure that the parameterized
EoS adheres to fundamental physical principles, partic-
ularly causality and the requirement for pressure to in-
crease monotonically with density. Additionally, in com-
pliance with the principles of special relativity, the speed

of sound within the NS must not exceed the speed of
light.

The injected NS EoS parameters for the simulated
BNS events are listed in Table I and the maximum
mass corresponding to the injected EoS is mmax =
2.25 M⊙. Instead of explicitly using all these NS EoS
parameters, we will generally refer to them as ΛE =
{K0, esym, L,Ksym,Γ1,Γ2,Γ3}.

B. Population & Cosmology

In this study, we assume that all NSs originate from
a common mass distribution p(m | Λm) and form BNSs
with random paring:

p(m1,m2 | Λm) ∝ p(m1 | Λm)p(m2 | Λm)Θ(m2 > m1) ,
(9)

where Θ is the Heaviside step function that enforces the
primary mass m1 be greater than the secondary mass
m2. There may be a possibility that each companion of
a BNS follows a different mass distribution [35] due to dif-
ferent stellar evolutionary processes prior to collapse [47].
However, we restrict the common mass distribution of the
binaries in this work for simplicity.

In this work, we investigate two observationally moti-
vated mass distributions of NSs between minimum mass
mmin and maximum mass mmax, as detailed below. To
ensure that the mass distribution has vanishing support
outside the interval [mmin,mmax], we multiply the prob-
ability density function of mass by Θm(mmin,mmax) =
Θ(m > mmin)Θ(m < mmax). We set mmin = 1M⊙,
which is consistent with the predicted lower bound
of NS mass from plausible supernova formation chan-
nels [48, 49]. The maximum mass, mmax = 2.25M⊙,
is supported by the injected NS EoS parameters noted in
Sec. III A.

1. Gaussian Distribution: This mass distribution is
primarily motivated by the Gaussian fit to the mass
distribution of Galactic NSs [50–52].

pN (m | mmin,mmax, µ, σ) ∝ N (m | µ, σ)×
Θm(mmin,mmax) . (10)

The Gaussian distribution characterized by mean
µ and standard deviation σ is defined in the range
[mmin,mmax]. So, the mass hyperparameters cor-
responding to the Gaussian distribution are Λm =
{mmin,mmax, µ, σ}. Following Ref. [52], we set
µ = 1.33 M⊙ and σ = 0.09 M⊙ as the injected
values of the parameters of the Gaussian mass dis-
tribution.

2. Double Gaussian Distribution: In this case, the NS
mass distribution is taken to follow a double Gaus-
sian distribution, which is the same as the following
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two-component Gaussian distribution [53, 54]:

pNN (m | Λm) ∝ [wN (m | µ1, σ1)+

(1− w)N (m | µ2, σ2)]Θm(mmin,mmax) .
(11)

Here, Λm = {mmin,mmax, µ1, σ1, µ2, σ2, w} corre-
sponds to the mass-distribution hyperparameters,
consisting of the mean µ1 (µ2), the standard devi-
ation σ1 (σ2) and the relative weight of two com-
ponents w. We consider the mass distribution of
BNS to be the double Gaussian with µ1 = 1.34M⊙,
σ1 = 0.07 M⊙, µ2 = 1.8 M⊙, σ2 = 0.21 M⊙ and
w = 0.65. This distribution is consistent with the
NS mass distribution from pulsar mass measure-
ments [53, 54].

Furthermore, we assume that the BNS mass distri-
bution does not evolve with cosmic time, i.e., it is in-
dependent of redshift. This is a reasonable assumption
for the low-redshift BNSs, which will be observed by the
current-generation ground-based detectors. However, we
can relax this assumption for the next-generation detec-
tors, probing large horizon redshift for BNS mergers to
study whether the mass distribution of BNS varies across
cosmic time.

The redshift distribution of BNS mergers can be writ-
ten as

p(z) ∝ dVc

dz

R(z)

1 + z
, (12)

where Vc is the comoving volume and R(z) is the source-
frame BNS merger rate as a function of redshift. The
term (1 + z) in the denominator of Eq. (12) is used
to convert the source-frame time to the detector-frame
time. Considering merger-rate R(z) to be a power-law
i.e., R(z) ∝ (1 + z)γ , the corresponding redshift distri-
bution [55] of BNSs is

p(z | γ) ∝ dVc

dz
(1 + z)γ−1 . (13)

In our work, we set the merger index γ = 0 for creating
the mock BNS catalog. We assume flat ΛCDM cosmology
to convert the redshift to luminosity distance by using the
following relation:

dL(z) =
c(1 + z)

H0

∫ z

0

dz′√
Ωm(1 + z′)3 + (1− Ωm)

. (14)

where c and Ωm correspond to the speed of light and
matter density, respectively. For our simulations, we con-
sider ΛCDM cosmology withH0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 and
Ωm = 0.3 as the true cosmology.

IV. SIMULATION

We demonstrate the efficacy of our method with a set
of simulated BNS signals in a 3-detectors network, com-
prising two Advanced LIGO detectors (in Hanford and
Livingston) [3] and the Advanced Virgo detector [4], op-
erating at their respective O5 design sensitivities [56] 3.
We construct a mock GW catalog comprising 50 events
uniformly distributed across the sky. We consider those
GW sources detected with SNR ρ ≥ 20. Applying
this SNR threshold, we find that the detected simu-
lations are distributed within ∼ 350 Mpc, a typical
range for BNS detection in the O5 era [56]. The mod-
els for the NS EoS, BNS population, and cosmology
are mentioned in Sec. III, along with the correspond-
ing injected values, which are also summarized in Ta-
ble I. We ignore the spins of neutron stars in the present
work. This is a reasonable approximation considering
the low observed spins of BNSs [57, 58]. We simu-
late the BNS signal for 128 seconds using the wave-
form model, IMRPhenomPv2_NRTidal [59], injected in the
colored Gaussian noise corresponding to the three de-
tectors. We perform Bayesian parameter estimation of
the simulated GW strain data between 20 Hz and 2048
Hz using the nested sampler dynesty [60] implemented
in bilby_pipe [61]. We use the same waveform model
employed for injection to obtain the posterior probabil-
ity distribution of BNS parameters. We perform param-
eter estimation over the mass pair, tidal deformabilities,
luminosity distance, inclination angle, and sky-position.
We fix other parameters (see Table 2 in Ref. [61] for the
list of BNS parameters) at the injected values to curtail
the computational cost of individual-event parameter es-
timation. In Appendix C, Fig. 13 presents the marginal-
ized joint posteriors of the detected parameters of a BNS
event. These parameters are involved in inferring popu-
lation, NS EoS, and cosmology.
Once we obtain the posterior samples of all detected in-

dividual events, we utilize them to constrain the NS EoS,
mass-redshift distribution, and cosmological parameters,
following the formalism outlined in Sec. II. We consider
uniform priors for all the model hyperparameters to be
inferred in this study. The priors of the hyperparame-
ters are mentioned in Table I and Table II. We have al-
ready discussed that the BNS parameters inferred in the
detector-frame need to be converted to the source-frame
to calculate the likelihood in the source-frame. Addition-
ally, we perform integration in the component mass frame
in Eq. (1), whereas we have inferred chirp mass and mass
ratio from GW strain data assuming uniform priors over
the respective parameters. So, we need to convert the in-
ferred detected chirp mass and mass ratio to the detected
component masses, followed by the transformation to the
source-frame component masses. Moreover, we have to

3 https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-T2000012/public

https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-T2000012/public
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Model Parameters Units True Values Priors

EoS

K0 MeV 239.7 U(129, 350)
esym MeV 32.5 U(21, 43)
L MeV 69 U(8, 145)

Ksym MeV −174.6 U(−560, 251)
Γ1 - 3 U(0.2, 7.8)
Γ2 - 4 U(1.2, 6.1)
Γ3 - 3.7 U(0.2, 8)

Redshift γ - 0 U(−20, 20)

Cosmology
H0 km s−1 Mpc−1 70 U(10, 200)
Ωm − 0.3 U(0, 1)

TABLE I. Summary of hyperparameters for the EoS, redshift, and cosmological model used in this work. The details of
hyperparameters for mass models are provided in Table II.

Mass Model Parameters Units True Values Priors

Gaussian µ M⊙ 1.33 U(1,mmax)
σ M⊙ 0.09 U(0.005, 0.5)

Double
Gaussian

µ1 M⊙ 1.34 U(1, 2)
σ1 M⊙ 0.07 U(0.005, 0.5)
µ2 M⊙ 1.8 U(µ1,mmax)
σ2 M⊙ 0.21 U(0.005, 0.5)
w − 0.65 U(0, 1)

TABLE II. Summary of hyperparameters for 2 different mass models used in this work. mmax is chosen between [1, 3] M⊙
when EoS is not considered; otherwise mmax is determined from the NS EoS. All mass models are defined within the fixed mass
range [mmin,mmax] = [1, 2.25] M⊙.

calculate the respective priors in the component masses,
corresponding to the uniform priors over detected chirp
mass and mass ratio used during the inference of source
parameters. In Appendix B, we show the calculation of
the Jacobian, which translates the detector-frame param-
eters to source-frame parameters in order to calculate the
GW likelihood in this work.

We calculate the selection function β for the unbiased
estimation of hyperparameters in Eq. (1) by considering
106 BNSs, following a uniform mass distribution in the
source-frame between 1 − 3 M⊙. For each BNS signal,
we compute the SNR of the simulated BNS signals in the
O5 noise realization and thereby determine the selection
function following Eq. (5). We do not consider the impact
of the tidal effects in calculating the selection function
because the tidal effect starts appearing at the 5 post-
Newtonian order and has no significant contribution to
the amplitude of the GW signal. We have used the nested
sampler Pymultinest [62] for performing the Bayesian
inference of Eq. (1).

V. RESULTS

In this study, we explore how well the NS population
and the cosmological parameters can be inferred from
GW observations of BNSs, especially when also measur-
ing the NS EoS parameters. We pursue this objective
using two sets of BNS events: one with 5 events and

the other with 50 events (including those 5 events), as
detected during the O5 era by the LIGO and the Virgo
detectors. The choice of 50 events, which is relatively
high compared to the current merger rate, allows us to
assess the statistical robustness of our methodology and
investigate any potential systematic effects. However,
we also study a more realistic number of detected BNS
events for 5 to investigate the expected recovery of popu-
lation, cosmology, and NS EoS. The choice of 5 detected
BNS events with the network SNR ≥ 20, following the
Gaussian and double Gaussian mass distributions, cor-
responds to the merger rates of R0 ∼ 1200 Gpc−3yr−1

and R0 ∼ 700 Gpc−3yr−1 respectively, assuming the O5
run is planned for 2 years [55]. We consider 2 different
mass models to examine the impact of mass distribution
on inferring the cosmological and the NS EoS parame-
ters. However, we do not explore the impact of different
redshift evolution models in constraining hyperparame-
ters since all our GW events are confined to the local
Universe, i.e., within ∼ 350 Mpc.

A. Inference of Population & Cosmological
Parameters

The methodology described in Sec. II is applied to a
mock GW catalog of 5 and 50 BNS mergers detected dur-
ing the O5 era. Initially, we study the influence of the
NS EoS on inferring the population and the cosmological
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FIG. 1. Comparison of the inferred population and cosmological parameters from 5 events, based on the Gaussian mass
distribution, detected by the LIGO-Virgo detectors. The black solid lines indicate the injected values of the corresponding
parameters. The 90% credible intervals are shown for each of the respective marginalized one-dimensional posteriors.

parameters for BNSs, considering two different mass dis-
tributions: Gaussian and double Gaussian distributions.
The Bayesian analysis is carried out both without and
with accounting for the NS EoS. The former considers
only mass and redshift information (m1,m2, z), while the
latter also includes tidal parameters (m1,m2, z,Λ1,Λ2).
In different figures of this paper, these analyses are re-
ferred to as ‘Population’ and ‘EoS+Population,’ respec-
tively. Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 present the estimation of the

population and the cosmological parameters for 5 and 50
events, respectively, with BNSs following the Gaussian
mass distribution. In both the figures, the population
and the cosmological parameters are inferred using both
approaches: ‘Population’ (considering only mass and red-
shift information) and ‘EoS+Population’ (including tidal
parameters). Similar comparisons for BNSs with the dou-
ble Gaussian mass distribution are shown in Fig. 3 and
Fig. 4. The uncertainties corresponding to the 90% cred-
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FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1, but using 50 events.

ible intervals of all the population and the cosmological
parameters are summarized in Table III.

Incorporating the NS EoS into the spectral siren
method significantly improves the constraint on the Hub-
ble constant. Notably, H0 can not be constrained from
5 GW events, regardless of the mass distribution, when
the NS EoS is not utilized. However, 50 events following
both the mass distributions can infer H0 without consid-
ering the NS EoS. Nevertheless, the precision of the H0

measurement is significantly improved when the NS EoS
is utilized, as shown in Fig. 2 and Fig. 4, corresponding

to the Gaussian and double Gaussian mass distributions,
respectively.
The maximum mass, mmax, is also expected to be well

constrained when considering the NS EoS. The measure-
ment of mmax is related to the constraint of the NS EoS,
which is discussed in Sec. VB. However, we briefly men-
tion it here because it is relevant to the discussion of
population and cosmology in this section. With a few
GW events (5 events) alone, the maximum mass can-
not be accurately inferred, as there are hardly any BNS
near the maximum mass region for both mass distribu-
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parameters. The 90% credible intervals are also mentioned for each of the respective marginalized one-dimensional posteriors.

tions. Even with a larger set of GW events,mmax remains
weakly constrained due to the scarcity or absence of BNS
mergers near mmax. For instance, in the population of 50
BNS events with the Gaussian mass distribution, none of
the NS source-frame masses exceeds 1.51 M⊙, as evident
from the left panel of Fig. 12. Despite this limitation,
mmax is significantly constrained due to the incorpora-
tion of the NS EoS into the spectral siren method. In
contrast, the spectral siren method alone cannot infer

mmax in such cases. For the population of 50 BNSs char-
acterized by the double Gaussian mass distribution, there
are a few NSs near the maximum mass region (see the
right panel of Fig. 12). The presence of relatively mas-
sive NSs further aids in constraining mmax along with
the constraints from the inferred NS EoS. Thus, the esti-
mation of mmax from the BNS population with the dou-
ble Gaussian mass distribution is slightly more precise
compared to that from the Gaussian mass distribution.
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3, but using 50 events.

Consequently, the measurement of the Hubble constant
inferred from BNSs with the double Gaussian mass distri-
bution marginally benefits from the improved constraint
on mmax.

Therefore, integrating the NS EoS into the Bayesian
formalism can make a substantial impact on inferring
the population and the cosmological parameters. Specif-
ically, H0 and mmax are significantly constrained when
considering the NS EoS, as summarized in Fig. 5. For a
given NS EoS, the NS of (source-frame) mass m uniquely
determines its tidal deformability Λ. This m − Λ rela-

tion is determined by solving the Tolman-Oppenheimer-
Volkoff (TOV) equations [63, 64] for a specific NS EoS,
as elaborated in Appendix D. 4 The observed component
masses of the BNS events (which are redshifted) need
to be converted to the source-frame masses using the
corresponding distance posteriors from the GW obser-

4 In case no such m− Λ correlations were accounted for, the pos-
teriors of the source parameters from GW data would turn out
to be as shown in Fig. 13 of Appendix C.
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Mass Model Parameters
5 Events 50 Events

Population EoS+Population Population EoS+Population

Gaussian

µ 1.30+0.08
−0.04 1.36+0.05

−0.06 1.36+0.03
−0.03 1.33+0.01

−0.01

σ 0.04+0.04
−0.02 0.05+0.04

−0.02 0.08+0.01
−0.01 0.08+0.01

−0.01

γ 2.83+14.86
−18.43 4.04+14.04

−20.19 −9.17+18.28
−9.66 −6.97+13.58

−10.56

H0 143.02+51.04
−98.36 67.40+68.52

−39.25 40.15+45.05
−26.03 69.81+7.12

−6.31

Ωm 0.50+0.44
−0.46 0.50+0.44

−0.44 0.50+0.44
−0.45 0.50+0.45

−0.44

mmax 2.24+0.69
−0.66 2.01+0.35

−0.28 2.21+0.71
−0.67 2.03+0.32

−0.30

Double
Gaussian

µ1 1.38+0.29
−0.30 1.39+0.31

−0.31 1.34+0.03
−0.03 1.34+0.02

−0.02

σ1 0.35+0.14
−0.25 0.35+0.14

−0.24 0.06+0.02
−0.01 0.06+0.02

−0.01

µ2 1.79+0.49
−0.37 1.84+0.40

−0.36 1.77+0.09
−0.11 1.76+0.08

−0.11

σ2 0.36+0.12
−0.24 0.37+0.11

−0.24 0.23+0.11
−0.06 0.25+0.12

−0.07

w 0.58+0.37
−0.49 0.57+0.37

−0.48 0.57+0.09
−0.12 0.56+0.10

−0.12

γ −5.24+20.08
−12.82 −4.40+19.10

−13.86 −8.11+13.69
−10.13 −8.13+11.82

−9.58

H0 76.68+103.67
−60.24 75.15+37.15

−23.88 66.75+46.66
−39.53 71.21+6.67

−6.13

Ωm 0.51+0.43
−0.44 0.50+0.44

−0.44 0.51+0.43
−0.46 0.52+0.44

−0.46

mmax 2.57+0.38
−0.30 2.31+0.13

−0.07 2.52+0.43
−0.25 2.28+0.10

−0.04

TABLE III. Comparison of the 90% credible interval corresponding to the uncertainty in measuring the population parameters
with and without EoS parameters from GW events of 5 and 50, following Gaussian and double Gaussian mass distributions.

vations, necessitating knowledge of the Hubble constant.
Thus, the Hubble constant is directly involved in deduc-
ing m − Λ posteriors when a separate redshift measure-
ment is not available. Conversely, NS EoS constraints
help in the measurement of H0 via m−Λ. Additionally,
the NS EoS helps to constrain the maximum mass from
GW observations since mmax is a derived parameter from
the NS EoS rather than a free parameter. Including the
NS EoS in the spectral siren method ensures that it is
implemented in a way that remains consistent with the
m − Λ correlation that NSs are expected to obey. An
EoS-informed application of the spectral siren method
would, therefore, enhance the precision and accuracy of
the inferred model parameters. The effectiveness of these
improvements also varies with the mass distributions of

BNSs, as outlined previously.

However, the inference of the other cosmological pa-
rameter, Ωm, does not improve even when incorporating
the NS EoS. The calculation of luminosity distance is
sensitive to Ωm at high redshifts. However, all the GW
events involved in this work are distributed in the low-
redshift universe. Therefore, the impact of Ωm on calcu-
lating the luminosity distance is negligible for the BNSs
detected by the current-generation GW detectors, given
their limited horizon distances. As a result, we cannot
expect to infer Ωm from these detections.

Similar to the improved estimation of H0 and mmax,
other mass model parameters are also expected to show
improvements when considering the tidal information
from GW observations due to the additional constraint
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FIG. 6. Comparison of the constraints on the NS EoS parameters between 5 and 50 GW events, following the Gaussian mass
distribution. The black solid lines correspond to the true NS EoS parameters. The uncertainty of each parameter, corresponding
to the 90% credible interval is shown at the top of the respective marginalized 1D posterior.

from m−Λ relations. The mean of the Gaussian (mass)
distribution is inferred more precisely and accurately for
50 GW events when the NS EoS is considered (see Fig. 2).
However, for 5 GW events with the same mass distribu-
tion, there is no significant impact on the estimation of
µ. This is because the sample size of 5 GW events is
too small to reflect the significance of µ inference from
m − Λ constraints. Moreover, a strong correlation be-

tween µ and H0 is evident for both 5 and 50 events. As
H0 increases, the inferred redshift from the measured lu-
minosity distance of the GW event also increases, leading
to a decrease in the source-frame masses estimated from
the observation of detector-frame masses. This implies
a negative correlation between µ and H0. The correla-
tions between µ and H0 for 5 and 50 GW events are
r5GW
µ,H0

= −0.89 and r50GW
µ,H0

= −0.87, respectively, when
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FIG. 7. Same as Fig. 6, but BNSs follow the double Gaussian mass distribution.

only the population is considered. A similar correlation
between µ and H0 is also reported in Ref. [27]. Due
to the incorporation of additional information through
tidal parameters of BNSs, the recovery of µ and H0 is
significantly improved, reducing the correlation between
µ and H0 to r̃5GW

µ,H0
= −0.82 and r̃50GW

µ,H0
= −0.29 for

5 and 50 events, respectively. This highlights the sub-
stantial impact of the NS EoS in diminishing the degree
of correlation between µ and H0. Notably, the magni-
tude of the correlation for 5 GW events considering tidal

parameters is even less than that for 50 GW events with-
out tidal parameters, i.e., |r̃5GW

µ,H0
| < |r50GW

µ,H0
|. The other

mass distribution parameter σ, the standard deviation
of the Gaussian distribution, remains similar, irrespec-
tive of the incorporation of the NS EoS. Though it is
not constrained accurately for 5 GW events, its accuracy
improves with the increase in the total number of GW
events. However, the NS EoS has a marginal impact on
the estimation of σ, as shown in the 1D marginalized pos-
terior of σ in Fig. 2. It is expected that a larger number
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of BNS events would manifest the impact of the NS EoS
in inferring σ significantly, which is currently beyond the
scope of this work.

For the double Gaussian mass distribution, the poste-
rior distributions of the parameters (µ1, σ1) for the first
Gaussian component and (µ2, σ2) for the second Gaus-
sian component are expected to exhibit similar char-
acteristics to the posteriors of (µ, σ), observed for the
unimodal Gaussian mass distribution. This expectation
stems from the nature of the double Gaussian distribu-
tion, which is a combination of two distinct Gaussian
distributions. While the posterior of the first peak µ1

of the double Gaussian mass distribution shows no im-
pact from the consideration of the NS EoS (Fig. 3) for 5
GW events, µ1 is constrained with better precision for 50
GW events when the NS EoS is taken into account. Sim-
ilar to the correlation between µ and H0 for BNS events
with the Gaussian mass distribution, there exists a cor-
relation between µ1 and H0 for BNS events following the
double Gaussian mass distribution for the same reason.
For the smaller number of GW events, i.e., 5, there is
no strong correlation between µ1 and H0; the values of
the correlation are r̃5GW

µ1,H0
= −0.07 and r5GW

µ1,H0
= −0.24,

with and without considering the NS EoS, respectively.
However, a relatively strong correlation r50GW

µ1,H0
= −0.87

is evident for 50 GW events when only the population
is considered. The degree of correlation is reduced when

the NS EoS is considered, as shown in the 2D joint pos-
teriors of µ1 and H0, with the corresponding value is
r̃50GW
µ1,H0

= −0.18. However, due to the presence of fewer

GW events near the secondary peak (µ2 = 1.8 M⊙) of
the same mass distribution, even for the population of
50 events, there is no significant improvement in the in-
ference of µ2 or its correlation with H0. More events
are required to have a significant number of BNSs at the
secondary peak to observe a similar qualitative feature
as seen for µ1. The other mass parameters, such as σ1,
σ2, and w, do not benefit from the inclusion of the NS
EoS parameters. Increasing the number of events allows
for more precise constraints of these parameters due to
reduced statistical uncertainty. However, σ1, σ2, and w
remain poorly constrained with fewer events. To fur-
ther explore the impact of the NS EoS in the inference of
these parameters and understand the required number of
events, a large number of simulated BNS events needs to
be analyzed. Furthermore, the next-generation detectors
can be considered in this context. We leave this exercise
for future investigations.

The estimation of the redshift evolution parameter is
difficult to constrain, irrespective of the choice of the
mass distributions and the number of GW events. The
redshift evolution parameter γ is weakly constrained be-
cause the redshift distribution of BNS is primarily limited
to smaller luminosity distance ∼ 350 Mpc. However, the
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FIG. 9. Comparison of the constraints on the NS EoS parameters from 5 GW events, following the Gaussian and double
Gaussian mass distributions. The black solid lines correspond to the true NS EoS parameters. The uncertainty of each
parameter corresponding to the 90% credible interval is shown at the top of the 1D posterior for both mass distributions.

redshift distribution parameter shows an improvement in
the precision when the number of detected GW events is
increased from 5 to 50. Additionally, there is a slight
enhancement in inferring γ for 50 GW events following
the Gaussian mass distribution when the NS EoS is con-
sidered (see Fig. 2). Otherwise, we do not observe any
significant impact of the NS EoS on inferring the redshift
evolution parameter.

We find that the NS EoS strongly influences the preci-
sion and accuracy of the inferred population and cosmo-
logical parameters, particularly the Hubble constant and
the maximum NS mass. However, its impact on the other
population parameters describing mass and redshift dis-
tributions may vary depending on the chosen population
model. These improvements stem from imposing m− Λ
relations derived from NS EoS into GW observations,
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FIG. 10. Same as Fig. 9, but using 50 events.

which are not considered during the estimation of source
parameters from GW data. Therefore, this study advo-
cates for performing simultaneous inference of popula-
tion, cosmology, and NS EoS for comprehensive analysis.

B. Constraint of NS EoS Parameters

The inferred NS EoS parameters from 5 and 50 events,
following the Gaussian and double Gaussian mass distri-

butions, are shown in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7, respectively. It
should be emphasized that we infer the NS EoS param-
eters together with the population and the cosmological
parameters. However, for illustrative purposes, we do not
show the joint posteriors of all the parameters, as they
may not be adequately presented in the paper. Moreover,
we do not find any significant correlations between the NS
EoS parameters and the population or the cosmological
parameters. Among the nuclear EoS parameters, K0 and
esym do not show any improvement with the increased
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EoS Parameters
Mass Model

Gaussian Double Gaussian
5 Events 50 Events 5 Events 50 Events

K0 248.60+88.07
−103.43 243.46+94.51

−99.46 245.65+92.11
−100.20 246.55+92.55

−102.59

esym 35.09+7.18
−11.19 35.00+7.31

−11.68 35.07+7.35
−11.32 35.49+6.99

−11.95

L 67.02+54.45
−40.85 65.36+35.27

−32.12 50.90+34.67
−27.25 66.52+24.44

−20.38

Ksym −156.16+274.49
−278.97 −184.47+247.78

−257.36 −228.66+233.15
−234.87 −201.27+234.89

−258.53

Γ1 3.12+2.92
−2.39 3.05+2.29

−1.61 4.28+2.06
−1.47 3.42+1.19

−0.77

Γ2 4.84+1.19
−1.97 4.87+1.15

−1.54 3.70+0.36
−0.57 3.94+0.16

−0.32

Γ3 4.21+3.34
−3.48 4.13+3.47

−3.50 3.87+3.64
−3.26 4.33+3.30

−3.71

TABLE IV. 90% credible intervals representing the uncertainty in measuring the EoS parameters from GW events of 5 and
50, following the Gaussian and double Gaussian mass distributions.

number of GW events, regardless of the mass distribu-
tion. The posteriors of these parameters are dominated
by the effective priors of the EoS parameters, as shown in
Fig. 14 of Appendix E. Consequently, the corresponding
posteriors for 5 (50) events, following the Gaussian and
double Gaussian mass distributions, are shown in Fig. 9
(Fig. 10). The posterior distributions of Ksym exhibit a
slight improvement compared to the corresponding effec-
tive prior (see Fig. 14). The only nuclear parameter to be
well constrained by these simulated GW observations is
L. On the other hand, PP parameters Γ1 and Γ2 are well
constrained, but Γ3 is not constrained. This holds true
irrespective of the number of GW events and the mass
distribution of NSs. It has been demonstrated in Ref. [65]
that most EoSs reach their maximum masses at densi-
ties lower than those where the last polytropic indices
are attached. Hence, we cannot constrain Γ3. In other
words, the hybrid nuclear+PP EoS parameterization can
be modeled with fewer polytropic indices, thereby reduc-
ing computational time without significantly affecting the
results. We present the 90% credible regions of the in-
ferred mass-radius distributions in Fig. 8, which shows
the impact of the number of GW events on constraining
the mass-radius posteriors for both the mass distribu-
tions. From the mass-radius plots in Fig. 8, it is evident
that the radius is not well constrained near the region of
∼ 1 M⊙. This is due to the fact that there are very few
BNS events with at least one NS mass around ∼ 1 M⊙.
The improvement in the mass-radius regions is expected
to improve with a higher number of events due to the
more precise inference of Γ1 and Γ2.

We also investigate the impact of the mass distribu-
tion on inferring the NS EoS parameters, both for 5
and 50 GW events. The posteriors of the NS EoS pa-
rameters from 5 (50) events, following the Gaussian and
double Gaussian mass distributions, are shown in Fig. 9
(Fig. 10). The comparison of mass-radius plots, as shown
in Fig. 11, between the Gaussian and double Gaussian
mass distributions for BNS events reveals that the mass-
radius is not well constrained near the maximum mass
for BNSs following the Gaussian mass distribution com-
pared to the double Gaussian mass distribution. This
result holds for both 5 and 50 events. BNS events fol-

lowing the double Gaussian mass distribution can rela-
tively well constrain the mass-radius region, as shown in
Fig. 11, irrespective of the number of events. This is ex-
pected because the NS EoS parameters Γ1 and Γ2 are
constrained with better precision from the BNS events
with the double Gaussian mass distribution compared to
the Gaussian mass distribution. In particular, the pres-
ence of higher mass NSs in the double Gaussian mass
distribution, compared to the Gaussian mass distribution
(see, Fig. 12), contributes to better constraining some NS
EoS parameters, and hence the mass-radius of NSs.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we demonstrate the efficacy of simultane-
ous inference of population, cosmology, and NS EoS. This
approach applies the spectral siren method exclusively to
a population of binary neutron star signals by comparing
the source-frame mass spectrum with the observed mass
distribution. While doing so, it also utilizes the measured
NS tidal parameters along with the m − Λ constraints
to estimate the population and cosmological parameters.
Our study shows that the spectral siren method can con-
strain H0 with 50 events distributed within ∼ 350 Mpc.
However, it fails to constrain it when the population is
limited to just 5 BNSs, which is the expected number
in the O5 era. Moreover, mmax remains poorly con-
strained due to the paucity or absence of BNS events
near the maximum NS mass region of our simulations.
Incorporating the NS EoS parameters into the spectral
siren method explicitly imposes the m − Λ constraints
through the NS EoS by including the tidal parameters
of BNSs with their observed masses and luminosity dis-
tances. This additional m − Λ relation, in conjunction
with cosmology (especially H0), helps to break the mass-
redshift degeneracy in the observed source parameters of
GW data. Thus, including tidal parameters in the spec-
tral siren method significantly improves the inference of
H0, as well as a more precise estimation of mmax. More-
over, incorporating the NS EoS also benefits the mea-
surability of certain population parameters. Therefore,
this work recommends inferring cosmological parameters
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alongside population and NS EoS parameters to improve
the precision and accuracy of model parameters.

However, except for mmax, improvements in the mea-
surement of population parameters are not as significant
as that of H0. This is due to significant uncertainties in
the source parameters and the limited number of BNS
mergers – as expected for the current-generation detec-
tors. In future-generation detectors, where the precise
measurements of source parameters for a large number
of events will cause systematics to dominate over statis-
tical uncertainties, this method will become more impor-
tant. Neglecting the m − Λ relations from the NS EoS
in such cases will bias model parameters. Nonetheless,
the method is essential for estimating the Hubble con-
stant from BNS events observed as dark sirens by the
current-generation detectors.

This study of simulated BNS events shows that most
nuclear parameters in the EoS model are not constrained
by the GW events observed with the current-generation
detectors. However, one can employ informed priors over
K0, esym, and L, derived from laboratory-based nuclear
experiments, e.g., PREX [66]/CREX [67], and theoret-
ical predictions performed by chiral effective field the-
ory [68, 69], to improve the precision of estimating model
parameters. This approach also updates the constraints
on nuclear parameters obtained thus far from GW ob-
servations. Moreover, an informed prior by combining
other observations related to the NS properties, such as
mass-radius measurements [70–73] from X-ray observa-
tions and maximum mass thresholds from radio pulsar
measurements [74], can aid in precisely measuring the
Hubble constant. Thus, our method may enable accu-
rate and precise determination of the Hubble constant
by integrating data from nuclear experiments and vari-
ous astrophysical observations, including X-ray and radio
data, with GW data.

The method proposed in this study can be general-
ized to any parameterized model, encompassing popu-
lation, cosmology, and NS EoS. We consider that both
components of BNS follow the same mass distribution.
However, there is also evidence from galactic BNS obser-
vations that they may come from separate mass distri-
butions [47]. Additionally, we take our NSs to be non-
spinning: It is important to consider realistic spin models
since spin mis-modeling can also lead to biased estima-
tion of mass distributions [75]. Our method can easily
be extended to incorporate different parameterized pop-
ulation models in the Bayesian formalism. The preci-
sion and accuracy of inferring different hyperparameters
may vary depending on the choice of models. We have
also made a simplified assumption regarding the redshift
evolution model as a power law with γ = 0 as an in-
jected parameter. Even for real observations with the
current-generation detectors, the power law distribution
is reasonable as all the BNSs are distributed within the
low-redshift Universe. The choice of γ may impact the
accuracy and precision of estimated model parameters.
However, it is difficult to infer the redshift evolution pa-

rameter with significant precision and accuracy with a
small number of BNS events, which is expected with
current-generation detectors due to the smaller horizon
redshift.
In this work, we consider the network of 3 detectors,

consisting of two LIGO detectors and the Virgo detec-
tor. We can expect a more precise estimation of the
Hubble constant with the addition of KAGRA [76] and
LIGO-India [77] to the detector network, which is a pos-
sible scenario for future observations. Incorporating ad-
ditional detectors can alleviate the degeneracy between
luminosity distance and inclination angle [78], leading
to a significant improvement in the measurement of the
Hubble constant. Additionally, including more detectors
helps with the more precise inference of the redshift evo-
lution parameter(s), which is not achieved in this work.
One can explore the prospect of improvements in differ-
ent hyperparameters with various detector-network con-
figurations, which is not currently part of this work.
Projecting further, in the next-generation ground-

based detectors, such as the Cosmic Explorer [79] and
the Einstein Telescope [80], which are planned for the
next decade, a large number of BNSs ∼ 105 is expected
to be detected per year [81]. Since only a small frac-
tion of the total events is expected to be bright standard
sirens up to a relatively small redshift of z ∼ 2 [82],
compared to the horizon redshift of z ∼ 10 for the next-
generation detectors, most of the detected BNS mergers
will remain dark sirens. This is due to the coverage limi-
tation of the future spectroscopic galaxy surveys [83]. In
such circumstances, the method discussed in this paper
is particularly beneficial for probing cosmology as well as
mass and redshift distributions. Since the horizon red-
shift is quite large, this method also enables the probing
of different cosmological parameters such as the matter
density and the dark energy equation of state, which are
not possible with the current-generation detectors. One
must be careful to account for the impact of lensing [84]
of GW signals while performing our method for the next-
generation detectors to ensure the unbiased estimation of
NS EoS, population, and cosmology. However, this con-
cern is not important for the current-generation detec-
tors due to their small horizon distance of dL ∼ 350 Mpc.
However, it is not trivial to estimate population, NS EoS,
and cosmology from the observations of dark BNS merg-
ers, some of which may be lensed. The incorporation of
EoS may mitigate the systematics due to lensing in infer-
ring different model parameters, which can be explored
in future studies.
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Appendix A: Bayesian Framework

In this appendix, we briefly review the Bayesian infer-
ence of model parameters Λ from GW data. According
to Bayes’ theorem, we can write the posterior probability
distribution of Λ for a set of GW data {d} as follows:

p(Λ | {d}) = L({d} | Λ)p(Λ)

Z({d})
, (A1)

where L({d} | Λ) denotes the joint likelihood, which is
defined as the product of the individual event likelihood:

L({d} | Λ) =
∏
i

L(di | Λ) . (A2)

Here, i indicates the ith GW event. For the rest of the
calculation, we drop the use of i for notational conve-
nience. The individual event likelihood L(d | Λ) is com-
puted from measurements of the source parameters θ:

L(d | Λ) =
∫

L(d | θ)p(θ | Λ)dθ (A3)

Here, the second term p(θ | Λ) represents the
model prior. The above equation can be further
simplified by considering different model parameters
Λ = {ΛE ,Λm,Λz,Λc} and source parameters θ =
{m1,m2, z,Λ1,Λ2} explicitly:

L(d | Λ) = p(Λ)

∫
dm1

∫
dm2

∫
dz

∫
dΛ1dΛ2 L(d | θ)p(m1,m2,Λ1,Λ2 | Λm,ΛE)p(z | Λz) , (A4)

where p(Λ) = p(Λm)p(Λz)p(Λc)p(ΛE) denotes the prior
over model hyperparameters Λ. Given that the tidal de-

formability is mass-dependent for a specific equation of
state ΛE , Eq. (A4) can be further simplified when con-
sidering NS tidal parameters,

L(d | Λ) = p(Λ)

∫
dm1

∫
dm2

∫
dz L(d | m1,m2, z,Λ1(m1,ΛE),Λ2(m2,ΛE))p(m1,m2 | Λm)p(z | Λz) , (A5)

as,

p(m1,m2,Λ1,Λ2 | Λm,ΛE) = p(m1,m2 | Λm)

× δ(Λ1 − Λ1(m,ΛE))δ(Λ2 − Λ2(m,ΛE)) . (A6)

It is important to note that we do not incorporate ΛE
when we only focus on population and cosmology, as al-
ready mentioned in Sec. II. So, we exclude tidal param-
eters from the set of source parameters.

Appendix B: Detector-Frame to Source-Frame

In hierarchical inference, it is necessary to remove
the effect of the prior to calculate the likelihood (see
Eq. (2)). In this work, we have imposed uniform pri-
ors over detector-frame chirp mass (Mz) and mass ratio

(q); cosmology independent d2L prior over luminosity dis-
tance. However, our analysis is based on the source-frame
parameters. For the given prior probability defined on
(Mz, q, dL), the corresponding probability in (m1,m2, z)
is

p(m1,m2, z) = p(Mz, q, dL)

∣∣∣∣J (
Mz, q, dL
m1,m2, z

)∣∣∣∣
∝ d2L(1 + z)

∂dL
∂z

(m1m2)
3/5

m2
1(m1 +m2)1/5

,(B1)

where |J | denotes the determinant of the Jacobian matrix
J . In Eq. (B1), the first term comes from the d2L prior,
and the rest of the expression can be obtained by simpli-
fying the following Jacobian, corresponding to the coor-
dinate transformation from (Mz, q, dL) to (m1,m2, z):
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J

(
Mz, q, dL
m1,m2, z

)
=


∂Mz

∂m1

∂Mz

∂m2

∂Mz

∂z

∂q
∂m1

∂q
∂m2

∂q
∂z

∂dL

∂m1

∂dL

∂m2

∂dL

∂z .

 (B2)

Using the definitions of luminosity distance (Eq. (14))
and comoving distance (dc = dL/(1 + z)), Eq. (B1) can
be written as

p(m1,m2, z) ∝ d2L(1+z)

[
dc +

c(1 + z)

H(z)

] [
(m1m2)

3/5

m2
1(m1 +m2)1/5

]
(B3)

Appendix C: Posteriors of Single GW Event

In this appendix, we show the posterior distributions
of the source parameters of a BNS merger in Fig. 13.
Though we perform sampling in the observed chirp mass
and mass ratio to estimate the source-parameters for
computational efficiency, we show the component masses
(in the detector-frame) to illustrate that the posteriors
of the source parameters exhibit no correlation between
mass and tidal parameters, as determined by the NS EoS.

Appendix D: Calculation of Neutron Star Radius
and Tidal Deformability

The structure of neutron stars is described by the
Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equations [63, 64],
which are derived from the general relativistic equations
for hydrostatic equilibrium. With G = 1 and c = 1, the
TOV equations simplify to:

dp(r)

dr
= − (ϵ(r) + p(r))(m(r) + 4πr3p(r))

r(r − 2m(r))
(D1)

dm(r)

dr
= 4πr2ϵ(r) (D2)

where p(r) is the pressure, ϵ(r) is the energy density, and
m(r) is the mass enclosed within the radius r. These
equations are solved with an appropriate equation of
state (EoS) that relates the pressure to the energy den-
sity.

The radius R of the neutron star is determined by the
point at which the pressure drops to zero, i.e., p(R) = 0.

The tidal deformability [85–87] Λ of a neutron star is
a measure of its deformation in response to an external
tidal field and is defined as:

Λ =
2

3
k2

(
R

M

)5

(D3)

where k2 is the second Love number, R is the radius,
and M is the mass of the neutron star. The second Love
number k2 is calculated using:

k2 =
8C5

5
(1− 2C)2 [2 + 2C(yR − 1)− yR]

×{2C [6− 3yR + 3C(5yR − 8)]

+4C3
[
13− 11yR + C(3yR − 2) + 2C2(1 + yR)

]
+3(1− 2C)2 [2− yR + 2C(yR − 1)] log(1− 2C)

}−1

(D4)
where C = M

R is the compactness parameter, and yR is
determined by solving the following differential equation
simultaneously with the TOV equations:

dy(r)

dr
= −y(r)2

r
− y(r)

r

[
1 + 4πr2 (p(r)− ϵ(r))

]
−
4πr2

(
5ϵ(r) + 9p(r) + ϵ(r)+p(r)

∂p(r)/∂ϵ(r) −
6

4πr2

)
r − 2m(r)

+
4(m(r) + 4πr3p(r))

r(r − 2m(r))

(D5)

with the boundary condition y(0) = 2. The value of yR
is obtained at the star’s surface r = R.

By solving the TOV equations along with the above
differential equation for y(r), one can obtain the radius R
and the Love number k2. Subsequently, these quantities
can be used to calculate the tidal deformability Λ.

Appendix E: Effective Priors over NS EoS
Parameters

We employ uniform priors for the EoS parameters, as
detailed in Table II. However, not all parameter com-
binations are physically viable, as a crust-core junction
density must be identified. As a result, some parame-
ter combinations are redundant. Given that the fixed
BPS crust is matched with the empirical parameteriza-
tion, the effective priors for the EoS parameters, partic-
ularly the empirical parameters, are no longer uniformly
distributed, as shown in Fig. 14.

[1] Adam G. Riess et al., “A Comprehensive Measurement
of the Local Value of the Hubble Constant with 1 km s−1

Mpc−1 Uncertainty from the Hubble Space Telescope and
the SH0ES Team,” Astrophys. J. Lett. 934, L7 (2022),

http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac5c5b
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