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The fate of the binary neutron star (NS) merger remnants hinges sensitively upon the NS equation
of state and the threshold mass, Mls, that separates a long-lived from a short-lived NS remnant. The
nature of the electromagnetic counterparts is also influenced by the remnant type, particularly in
determining whether a gamma-ray burst from a compact binary merger (cbGRB) is of short or long
duration. We propose a novel approach to probe Mls by linking it to the estimated observed ratio of
long to short cbGRBs. We find that current observations broadly favour a relatively high value for
this transition, Mls ≃ 1.3MTOV, for which MTOV ≲ 2.6M⊙, consistent with numerical simulations,
as also shown here. Our results disfavour nuclear physics scenarios that would lead to catastrophic
pressure loss at a few times nuclear density and temperatures of tens of MeV, leading to a rapid
gravitational collapse of binaries with total mass M ≲ 1.3MTOV. Future individual gravitational
wave events with on-axis cbGRBs can further bound Mls.

I. INTRODUCTION

The joint gravitational wave (GW) and electromag-
netic (EM) detections of the binary neutron star (BNS)
merger of GW170817 [1] confirmed the long-standing hy-
pothesis that BNS mergers are the progenitors of short
gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) [2]. GW170817 highlighted
the unique capacity of observations to constrain the neu-
tron star (NS) equation of state (EoS), based on the
properties of the compact object remnant following the
merger [1, 3–11]. Additional constraints on the EoS may
also emerge from the jet characteristics influenced by in-
teractions with merger ejecta, whose properties depend
on the EoS [12].

Short GRBs, with an average duration of ≲ 1 sec-
onds, have traditionally been regarded as a distinct class
from long GRBs, which typically exhibit an average du-
ration of ∼ 30 seconds [13] and are generally attributed
to collapsar events [14, 15]. The separation between these
classes is conventionally set at 2 seconds. However, recent
optical and infrared detections of kilonovae in two ∼ 10-
second-long GRBs [16–22] suggest that binary mergers
can produce durations well within the range tradition-
ally associated with long GRBs, exceeding the typical
accretion timescale of a disk previously thought to set
the short GRB duration. Although specific cases may be
attributed to unusual mechanisms (e.g., the 64-second
GRB191019A at low redshift, which lacked an accom-
panying supernova but was shown to be consistent with
an intrinsically short GRB from a high-density region,

∗ rosalba.perna@stonybrook.edu.

[23]), the growing body of observations calls for a more
fundamental explanation of this new GRB class.

Gottlieb et al. [24] proposed a unification model for
short- and long-duration GRBs resulting from binary
mergers (sbGRBs and lbGRBs, respectively). This
model bases the distinction on the nature of the compact
remnant and the disk mass. In this model, the new class
of lbGRBs emerges from black holes (BHs) with mas-
sive (Md ≳ 0.1M⊙) post-merger accretion disks. These
may form either following a short-lived NS remnant or a
prompt-collapse BH in a moderately unequal mass BNS
or BH–NS mergers. By contrast, sbGRBs result from
long-lived remnant NS or BHs with less massive disks.
Although jets powered by NSs and BHs may appear sim-
ilar, Gottlieb et al. [25] proposed that the kilonovae as-
sociated with sbGRBs can help distinguish the central
engine.

A recent analysis by Rastinejad et al. [26] indicates
that lbGRBs are accompanied by bright red kilonovae,
consistent with an origin in massive BH disks, while sb-
GRBs are linked to luminous blue kilonovae. Gottlieb
et al. [25] showed that the brightness and color of kilono-
vae associated with sbGRBs cannot be accounted for by
BH-powered jets alone. They concluded that long-lived
remnant NSs are likely the central engines of sbGRBs,
whereas low-mass BH disks rather power fainter lbGRBs.
In fact, they pointed out that GW170817 was likely an
lbGRB rather than an sbGRB.

The framework of Gottlieb et al. [25], which connects
diverse GRB classes from BNS mergers with kilonova
properties, remnant types, and post-merger accretion
disk masses, also enables the extraction of essential in-
formation about the NS EoS. The connection between
remnant types from NS-NS mergers, short GRBs, and
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the NS EoS has long been noted in the literature. Bel-
czynski et al. [27] and Fryer et al. [28] pointed out that
MTOV can be constrained under the assumptions that
short GRBs from NS-NS mergers require a BH remnant.
Salafia et al. [29] discussed a method to constrain the
NS EoS and mass distribution using the fraction of GW
NS-NS mergers with an associated jet, with the latter
assumed to require a BH remnant and a minimum disk
mass of ∼ 10−3M⊙. The statistical approach in terms of
incidence of remnant types has also been previously uti-
lized by Piro et al. [30], Sarin et al. [31], Guglielmi et al.
[32], who constrained the EoS based on the fraction of
short GRBs with plateaus, under the assumption that
these plateaus indicate a remnant NS passing through a
magnetar phase either as a stable NS, or a NS remnant
collapsing to a BH after losing its centrifugal support.

Here, building on the recent unification model by Got-
tlieb et al. [24, 25] and current observational constraints
on the relative rates of lbGRBs to sbGRBs, we provide a
novel approach to constraining nuclear properties of NS
matter which has particular sensitivity to the threshold
NS mass setting the transition between a long- and short-
lived NS remnant. The paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we describe the key model ingredients of our
analysis: the intrinsic distribution of NS masses, the bi-
nary NS merger remnant types, and the modeling of the
disk mass remnant as a function of the total BNS mass
and their mass ratio. In Section IIIA, we present the
results of our population study, focusing on relative frac-
tions of the merger remnants and their surrounding disks.
These are transformed in Section IIIB into theoretical
predictions on the relative rates of lbGRBs to sbGRBs
according to the model of Gottlieb et al. [24, 25]. We
compare these predictions with observations, to constrain
the threshold mass between a long-lived and a short-lived
NS remnant. In Section IIIC, we compare our results to
numerical simulations and find a remarkable consistency.
We conclude and highlight the implications of our results
for the nuclear properties of NS matter in Section IV.

II. KEY MODEL INGREDIENTS

A. Intrinsic distributions of NS masses

The mass distribution of the BNS merger remnants
closely hinges upon the mass distribution of the NS bi-
nary components. Galactic NS star systems are known to
have a distribution tightly peaked around 1.35M⊙, but
the mass distribution of all known pulsars is now known
to be broader [33], with the current range spanning from
1.17M⊙ to 2.35 ± 0.17M⊙ [34]. As the wealth of obser-
vations has been growing over the years combining mea-
surements from different types of systems, it has become
apparent that the NS mass distribution is bimodal [35–
40], consistent with what was found in simulations of the
explosions of massive stars [41].

Here we adopt the best-fit parameters from the recent
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FIG. 1. Top: Probability distributions of primary (M1) and
secondary (M2) NS mass. Bottom: Corresponding probabil-
ity distribution of the mass ratio q under a random pairing
assumption on their mass ratio.

study by Rocha et al. [40], who analyzed the most up-
to-date sample of binary systems in the Galaxy and in
Globular Clusters. They fitted the sample with a double
Gaussian with best-fit parameters: µ1 = 1.351M⊙, σ1 =
0.084M⊙, A1 = 0.539 for the mean, standard deviation,
and normalization of the lower-mass peak, respectively,
and µ2 = 1.816M⊙, σ2 = 0.260M⊙, A2 = 0.460 for the
second, higher-mass peak.
Lacking detailed predictions for the relative mass dis-

tributions of the two NS members of the binary (i.e. their
mass ratio), and to avoid making assumptions that then
influence the results, we choose to make no prior assump-
tions on the mass ratio: both NS masses are randomly
generated from the same binary distribution 1, with the
primary being the larger of any two randomly drawn val-
ues. The resulting distributions of the primary (M1) and
secondary (M2) masses are displayed in the top panel of
Fig. 1, while their mass ratio q ≡ M2/M1 is correspond-
ingly shown in the bottom panel of the same figure. It

1 A note of caution is that, for main sequence stars in binaries,
observations show that random pairing is not supported [42].
For NS in binaries, more data will be needed to draw definite
conclusions.
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can be seen that, with the random pairing assumption
made on the q distribution, the natural probability fa-
vors comparable masses.

This is the NS mass model we designate as our fiducial
choice. In the appendix, we will explore how varying this
model in different ways affects our results.

B. Merger outcome as a function of the EOS

Given two merging NSs of masses M1 and M2 (ran-
domly drawn from the distributions above), we calculate
the total mass of the binary when the stars are at infinite
separation as Mtot = M1+M2. We note that this should
not be intended as the baryonic or gravitational merger
remnant often used in the literature (e.g. [10, 29, 30]).

There are five possible outcomes from a BNS merger
[43]:

(a) Stable Neutron Star (SNS): If Mtot ≤ MTOV, where
MTOV is the maximum mass of a cold, non-rotating
NS.

(b) Very Long-lived Neutron Star (VLNS): If MTOV <
Mtot ≤ ML,sp, where ML,sp is the maximum mass
of a uniformly rotating NS secured by centrifugal
and thermal effects that possibly collapses to a BH
on a dynamical or secular timescale. While it has
been shown that rigid rotation can support stars
with mass up to 1.2 MTOV [44], here we use the
lower-limit ML,sp = 1.15MTOV. This is a conser-
vative limit for the results presented in Sec. III, as
quantitatively shown in the appendix.

(c) Long-Lived Neutron Star (LLNS): If ML,sp ≲
Mtot < aMTOV. These are long-lived objects
that collapse on the viscous timescale. The mass
Mls ≡ aMTOV represents the threshold separat-
ing long- and short-lived remnants. The analysis
presented in this work shows the potential of con-
straining it phenomenologically.

(d) Short-lived Neutron Star (SLNS): If Mls ≤ Mtot ≤
Mthr, where Mthr is the threshold mass for prompt
collapse to BH. These are short-lived objects that
collapse on the GW timescale.

(e) Prompt Collapse BH (pcBH): If Mtot ≥ Mthr. The
threshold mass is computed under the assumption
that the threshold mass is directly proportional to
the TOV mass,

Mth= kth MTOV, (1)

where the constant kth has been evaluated using
the fit provided in [45] for a variety of NS EoS.

We further account for a dependence of Mth on the
mass ratio q using the fitting formula provided by Perego

et al. [46] for the function f(q) = Mth(q)/Mth(q = 1),

f(q) = α(q)q + β(q) =

{
αlq + βl if q < q̃ ,

αhq + βh if q ≥ q̃ .
(2)

where the parameter q̃, approximately in the range 0.7−
0.75, separates two different regimes as evident from the
compilation of a large number (250) of numerical BNS
simulations. Following [46], we adopt the optimal value of
q̃ = 0.725, and determine the parameters βl and βh in the
equation above by imposing the condition f(q = 1) = 1,
as well as the continuity of f(q) at q = q̃.
While using Eq. 1 and 2 as part of our fiducial model,

in the appendix we will quantitatively explore the effect
of variations from this adopted fit.

C. Disk Mass Remnant

We compute the disk mass according to the fitting for-
mulae presented by Pang et al. [47], and based on [11].
These were derived by compiling the results from 73 gen-
eral relativistic simulations of BNS mergers by different
groups ([7, 48–50]), and using the same functional form
derived by Coughlin et al. 2018 [51] but with a correc-
tion to account for the dependence of the disk mass on
the mass ratio q,

log10[Mdisk(M⊙)] =

max

{
−3, a

(
1 + b tanh

[
c− (M1 +M2)/Mthr

d

])}
, (3)

where the parameters a and b are given by

a = a0 + δa ·∆, b = b0 + δb ·∆ , (4)

where

∆ =
1

2
tanh[β(q − qtrans)] . (5)

The various best-fit parameters have the following nu-
merical values: a0 = −1.581, δa = −2.439, b0 = −0.538,
δb = −0.406, c = 0.953, d = 0.0417, β = 3.910,
qtrans = 0.900.
This disk fit is a component of our fiducial model.

However, in the appendix we will explore how varying
it in different ways impacts our results.

III. CONNECTING BNS MERGER
OUTCOMES TO NS NUCLEAR PROPERTIES

A. The post-merger object population

To connect the various elements laid out in the pre-
vious section, we perform Monte Carlo simulations to
determine the frequency of the various outcomes and the
corresponding disk mass distributions from BNS mergers.
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FIG. 2. Remnant fractions as a function of the total mass
of the binary merger remnant, where both M1 and M2 are
independently drawn from the bimodal NS mass distribution.
Here we adopted an intermediate, representative value Mls =
1.3MTOV. A larger (smaller) value would increase (decrease)
the relative abundance of LLNSs with respect to SLNSs.

Given the initial NS mass distribution, we randomly
draw the binary NS masses from it. Within our simple,
random pairing assumption model, which assumes that
the masses of the two NSs in the binary are uncorrelated
with each other, both the primary mass M1 and the sec-
ondary mass M2 are drawn from the same distribution.
Given two random drawings, the larger of the two masses
is assigned to be the primary and the other is the sec-
ondary.

For any binary of total mass Mtot, we evaluate which
of the five conditions listed in Sec. IIB is satisfied, and
assign the outcome to the corresponding group. We per-
form this computation for a wide range of 52 EoSs taken
from Table 2 of Ref. [46], spanning the current range of
nuclear physics uncertainties, for which we use MTOV as
a proxy to classification.

Fig. 2 shows the contribution of each group, as a func-
tion of MTOV. The overall trends are as expected: the
larger MTOV, the higher the relative fraction of stable
NSs, and the lower the fraction of prompt-collapse BHs.
While the fractions of SNSs, VLNSs, and LLNSs follow a
relatively smooth trend (other than for statistical fluctu-
ations), the fractions of SLNSs and pcBHs display rela-
tively large fluctuations deviating from the overall trend.
This stems from the fact that, while we have ordered the
EoS by their MTOV, the corresponding values of pcBH
do not strictly follow the same trends, i.e. some EoS may
have a larger MTOV but a smaller pcBH, hence resulting
in non-strictly monotonic trends for the corresponding
SLNS and pcBH remnant fractions when plotted versus
MTOV.

For each BNS merger in our MC simulations, we esti-

mate the disk mass using the fit in Eq. 3. We separate the
mass distributions for each outcome but combine the con-
tributions of the SLNSs and the pcBHs since they yield
similar outcomes in our analysis. The disk masses are
displayed as a function of MTOV, q and Mtot in Fig. 3.
The dependence of the disk mass on the mass ratio is
evident for all the cases, but especially pronounced for
the SLNS+pcBH population, where the disk mass can
vary from several tens of solar masses for high unequal
mass ratios to negligible disk mass in the limit of equal
mass ratios. Stable NSs have a generally large disk mass,
from about ∼ 0.5M⊙ for a small mass ratio down to
∼ 0.15−0.2M⊙ (with the precise value depending on the
EoS) for equal mass ratios. The disk mass for the VLNS
population bears similarities to the stable NS while the
LLNS case is more similar to the SLNS+pcBH popula-
tion, albeit with a gentler dependence on the mass ratio.
The scatter plots of Fig. 3 also illustrate the range of
Mtot, and the relative frequency, contributing to each
type of merger outcome.

B. Long and Short GRBs from BNS mergers

We connect the properties of the BNS merger outcomes
with the findings of Gottlieb et al. [24] and the rate in-
formation to date of the lbGRB/sbGRB fraction. From
the compilation of Fong et al. [52], this fraction in the
z < 0.3 sample can be estimated at about 40-50%, using
GRB 060614 [53], GRB 211211A [17] and GRB230307A
[54] to represent the lbGRB share. We note that this is a
rough estimate and possibly subject to change with more
future data. A more comprehensive analysis extending
the sample to z ≲ 0.5 suggests that the long-to-short ra-
tio might be even as high as ∼ 1 (A. Levan, private com-
munication). However, despite current uncertainties in
the data, our goal here is to show the constraining power
for the nuclear properties of NSs of connecting theoret-
ical ideas for the compact binary GRB phenomenology
with the observed population. While in this work we de-
rive constraints based on the current data, the analysis
can be refined with a larger wealth of observations in the
future.

Gottlieb et al. [24, 25] developed a theoretical frame-
work linking binary merger populations with observed
GRB populations, attributing variations in GRB dura-
tions to differences in the merger remnant and the mass
of the post-merger accretion disk around BHs. They
demonstrated that the duration of a BH-powered GRB
jet is governed not by the accretion timescale but by
the time required for the disk to reach a magnetically-
arrested (MAD) state [55]. Due to the high compactness
of the post-merger disk, magnetic flux is advected onto
the BH in a short time, setting an approximately con-
stant jet power. As the disk transitions to the MAD
state, magnetic flux reconnects, and the jet power then
follows the mass accretion rate as P ∼ Ṁ ∼ t−2, power-
ing the GRB extended emission.
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FIG. 3. Post-BNS merger disk mass as a function of the NS EoS (parametrized via MTOV), the mass ratio q of the merging
NSs, and the total merger mass Mtot. Here we used a representative value Mls = 1.3M⊙ for the LLNS to SLNS transition. A
larger value would shift some remnants from the SLNS+pcBH sample to that of LLNS in the bottom plots, and vice versa for
a smaller value.

Gottlieb et al. [24] found that for massive post-merger
accretion disks with Md ≳ 0.1M⊙, the jet duration must
be t ≳ 10 s to align with observed GRB luminosities;
shorter durations would lead to a jet more powerful than
what observations suggest. This implies that massive BH
disks likely power lbGRBs. Based on several indications,
including kilonova modeling, the magnetic field amplifi-
cation and the bimodal distribution, Gottlieb et al. [25]
concluded that sbGRBs are powered by long-lived rem-
nant NSs. Building on the unified framework that con-
nects binary populations to GRBs and kilonovae, we con-
sider the following three central engines:

1. Millisecond SNSs and VLNSs are disfavoured as
GRB progenitors since their immense rotational en-
ergy is notably absent in GRB radio afterglows [56–
59] and optical kilonova signals. Numerical simula-

tions of BNS mergers also generally suggest that a
hypermassive NS phase is likely necessary to launch
a successful GRB jet (see e.g. [60–62], but also note
[63] for a successful outcome). While we adopt this
as our fiducial model, however we also explore how
our results vary if this assumption is released and
magnetars associated with VLNSs make up a size-
able fraction of cbGRBs.

2. The outcome of mergers resulting in SLNSs or
prompt BH formation depends on the disk mass.
When the disk mass is high, Md ≳ 0.1M⊙, the BH
will inevitably produce a long-lived jet, leading to
a detectable lbGRB. However, if the disk mass is
Md ≲ 10−2 M⊙, then given the magnetic flux on
the BH, proportional to B2 ∼ Md, is reduced, the
jet would be too faint to detect.
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3. LLNSs power the standard sbGRBs, where the NS
remnant lifetime roughly determines the GRB du-
ration. We note that LLNSs are predicted to form
massive accretion disks [e.g., 7]. This implies that
in some cases, the collapse of the LLNSs into a
BH could extend the emission, potentially produc-
ing an lbGRB. However, the classification of the
GRB would depend on the relative power of the
NS-driven and BH-driven jets [see discussion in 25].
While some LLNSs may contribute to the lbGRB
population, for the following analysis we assume
that all LLNSs contribute exclusively to the sbGRB
population.

To match the observed GRB populations, the rate of
LLNSs must be comparable to that of SLNSs and pcBHs
with massive disks, which produce detectable lbGRBs.

Fig. 4 depicts the ratio of LLNSs to (SLNSs + pcBHs)
with disk mass ≥ 0.1M⊙ as a function of MTOV, and
for five different choices of the transition mass Mls in
a broad range of values between 1.2-1.4 MTOV. We
should however note that for 8/52 of the EoS explored
here2, the condition 1.4MTOV < Mth is not satisfied.
While this does not affect the computed fractions (in
this case the SLNS+pcBH population simply reduces to
the pure pcBH in the Monte Carlo), however we should
note that for those EoS the LLNS-SLNS transition must
occur for acrit < 1.4 and therefore the corresponding
points for acrit = 1.4 should not be interpreted as a con-
straint on this parameter. In those specific cases, the lb-
GRBs/sbGRBs ratio sensitivity is rather shifted to Mth.
The grey band in the figure guides the eye to the cur-
rent estimated rates, for which we have adopted a broad
conservative range of 50%− 100%. Taking these rates at
face value, Mls = 1.2MTOV is largely inconsistent with
the data, for any choice of the NS EoS. A transition at
Mls = 1.25MTOV would be compatible with the data but
only for extremely stiff EoS, with MTOV ≳ 2.7M⊙, which
are disfavoured by GW170817 observations [4, 9, 10].
On the other hand, a transition around the higher value
Mls = 1.3MTOV is consistent with the data for a range of
acceptable EoS with MTOV ≲ 2.6M⊙. Similarly, a tran-
sition at Mls = 1.35MTOV is acceptable within a broad
range of viable EoSs with 2.1M⊙ ≲ MTOV ≲ 2.4M⊙,
while the very high value Mls = 1.4MTOV can be ac-
commodated, but only within the softer EoS range with
MTOV ≲ 2.2M⊙. Therefore, we conclude that the transi-
tion between the long- and short-lived NS remnants likely
occurs in the range ∼ [1.3− 1.4]MTOV.

We note that a premise of our analysis is that the
contribution to lbGRBs from NS–BH mergers is negli-
gible compared to NS–NS mergers. This is motivated

2 These are: APR (MTOV=2.188M⊙), GMSR(H1)
(MTOV=2.289M⊙), GMSR(H3) (MTOV=2.302M⊙),
GMSR(H4) (MTOV=2.336M⊙), GMSR(H5) (MTOV=2.381M⊙),
GMSR(DHSL69) (MTOV=2.411M⊙), GMSR(DHSL59)
(MTOV=2.427M⊙), GMSR(H7) (MTOV=2.512M⊙).
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FIG. 4. The ratio between sbGRBs and lbGRBs, where the
former are identified with the LLNSs and the latter with the
combined populations of SLNSs and pcBH with a disk mass
larger than a minimum value. Five different limits are con-
sidered for the transition mass Mls between a long-lived and
a short-lived NS remnant. The grey band denotes the current
observational constraints.

by the fact that numerical relativity simulations of NS–
BH mergers [64] show, for a variety of mass ratios and
BH spin, that the disk mass is generally small. Massive
disks can only be obtained for less massive BHs or very
rapidly spinning BHs3. Hence, even if NS–BH mergers
were to contribute to lbGRBs, they would likely be too
dim to detect. However, more generally, note that any
contamination to the observed sample of long cbGRBs
by NS-BH mergers would mean that the fraction of long
cbGRBs from NS-NS is smaller, hence strengthening our
results.
Our analysis assumes that the VLNS population does

not contribute to a sizeable fraction of cbGRBs for the
reasons discussed earlier. However, as noted by Mar-
galit et al. [66], some initially long-lived magnetars may
evolve similarly to LLNSs, potentially powering an sb-
GRB. Therefore, we assess the implications of this sce-
nario on our results by performing two additional simu-
lations that consider the two extreme cases of the VLNS
population contributing fully to either the short or the
long cbGRB components, depending on whether the
VLNSs collapse on a timescale of ≲ 1 s or ∼ 10 s, re-
spectively. We find that if VLNSs contribute exclusively
to sbGRBs, the transition with a = 1.2 is still incon-
sistent with the data for MTOV < 2.5M⊙, while the
a = 1.25 threshold is only allowed for MTOV ≳ 2.4M⊙.
The higher value a = 1.3 has the best consistency in the
2.2-2.4M⊙ TOV range of masses, while higher values of a

3 Both NS–BH events detected to date are in the regime of high-
mass ratio and low spin [65]. Thus, if representative of the pop-
ulation, detectable EM counterparts are likely to be uncommon.
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would require softer EoSs closer to 2.2M⊙. Conversely, if
VLNS contribute to the long cbGRB population only, we
find that, within the 2.2-2.4 M⊙ range of TOV masses,
a ≲ 1.3 is borderline consistent with the data, while both
a = 1.35 and a = 1.4 have a broad range of consistency.
These cases discussed above would constitute the most
extreme departures from our fiducial model since either
a smaller contribution from the VLNS population or a
mixed contribution to both the long and short cbGRBs
would make the final estimates closer to those shown in
Fig. 4. Therefore, our results of a relatively high tran-
sition mass Mls ≳ 1.3MTOV are quite robust within the
limits and assumptions of the unified GRB model and
the available observational data to date. A broad quan-
titative assessment of the robustness of our results with
respect to the various model inputs is provided in the
Appendix.

C. Comparison with numerical relativity

An important result of our analysis is the demar-
cation point separating short- and long-lived remnants
from BNS mergers at ≳ 1.3MTOV. This is somewhat
higher than the typically quoted “supramassive” thresh-
old ≃ 1.2MTOV [30, 44, 67, 68], where supramassive rem-
nants are likely very long-lived according to the classifica-
tion used here. As we show here, this result is consistent
with current numerical-relativity simulations. In partic-
ular, we use data from 273 NS merger simulations from
the CoRe catalog [69, 70]. This sample is essentially the
entire catalog, with the exclusion of 24 binaries whose
waveforms show unphysical artifacts. The data spans 12
EOSs, total mass between 2.4M⊙ and 3.4379M⊙, mass
ratio 0.4856 ≤ q ≤ 1. MTOV varies between 1.7833M⊙
and 2.8349M⊙ among the EOSs we consider. Some of
the simulations also consider spinning and/or eccentric
binaries [70]. The precise time to collapse for BNS rem-
nants is notoriously sensitive to numerical details and
cannot be extracted reliably from simulations [71]. How-
ever, well-resolved simulations can robustly distinguish
between short- and long-lived remnants. Moreover, our
analysis considers simulations performed with two inde-
pendent codes, BAM [72, 73] and THC [74–76]. We only
discuss results that are robust and consistent between
the two codes and across the CoRe database.

As customary, we define the time of merger tmerg as the
time at which the amplitude of the ℓ = 2,m = 2 multi-
polar component of the gravitational-wave strain peaks.
Subsequently, we find candidates for the time of BH for-
mation using the find peaks function of scipy on the
ℓ = 2,m = 2 strain amplitude. We validate and, where
necessary, manually adjust tBH by visually inspecting all
of the waveforms. If BH formation does not happen dur-
ing the simulation time, we report a lower limit given by
the time up to which each simulation was performed.

Our results are summarized in Fig. 5. The data shows
clear evidence for a transition around ∼1.3MTOV, con-

0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7
M/MTOV

10 1

100

101

102

t b
h

t m
(m

s)

Codes
BAM
THC

FIG. 5. Time delay between merger and BH formation for 273
numerical relativity simulations. Lower limits are reported
as triangles, while the simulation results are indicated with
circles.

sistent with the population synthesis results. The tran-
sition region is broad, spanning 1.3 ≲ Mls/MTOV ≲ 1.4,
suggesting that there is additional physics determining
the outcome of the merger, in addition to MTOV. For
example, the mass ratio q is known to play an impor-
tant role in setting the angular momentum of the rem-
nant [77]. Moreover, there might be peculiar features in
the EOSs that influence the outcome of mergers, beyond
MTOV. A more accurate determination of the separa-
tion between long- and short-lived remnants is beyond
the scope of this work. For example, it would be inter-
esting to reformulate the criterion for the formation of
short- vs long-lived remnants probabilistically and to ex-
plore its crucial physical dependencies. In combination
with estimates for MTOV, this would have the potential
to provide novel constraints on the EOS of dense matter
in the most extreme conditions reached in mergers. Un-
fortunately, the binaries included in the CoRe database
were not selected randomly, and, in particular, some bi-
naries are overrepresented (e.g., GW170817-like configu-
rations), so our current numerical relativity data is not
yet sufficient to realize this goal.

IV. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We proposed a novel connection between the phe-
nomenology of GRBs from binary mergers and the nu-
clear properties of NSs. In particular, within the the-
oretical framework of Gottlieb et al. [24, 25], we have
shown that the relative fraction of long and short cb-
GRBs has a very sensitive dependence on the transition
mass Mls = aMTOV between long-lived and short-lived
NS remnants.
We find that a relatively large value for the transi-
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tion between long and short-lived NS remnants, Mls ≳
1.3MTOV, is strongly favoured by the current data for a
range of viable EoSs. This implies that the fraction of
mergers resulting in the formation of long-lived remnants
might extend over a broader mass range than tradition-
ally expected. We remind the reader that our modeling
relies on various input parameters, some of which are bet-
ter constrained than others. While we adopted a fiducial
model based on the best fits to current observational and
numerical data from the literature, we have explored in
the appendix how our conclusions would change if these
input parameters deviated from their assumed values. Of
particular importance is the dependence on the NS mass
function for both the primary and secondary, which we
expect to be more robustly calibrated in the future as
GW and radio data of binary NSs grow.

Motivated by our phenomenological results, we then
searched for an indication of the long-short-lived transi-
tion in a subset of numerical simulations robust enough
to resolve such regime change. While the transition re-
gion is found to be broad in the numerical data, there is
clear evidence for a transition at ∼ 1.3MTOV, in agree-
ment with our findings.

Our results disfavour scenarios, such as certain types
of QCD phase transitions, pion or kaon condensation,
or other exotic physics that would lead to catastrophic
pressure loss at several times nuclear density and temper-
atures of tens of MeV leading to the rapid gravitational
collapse of binaries with total mass Mtot ≲ 1.3MTOV

[66]. That said, the formation of short-lived remnants
with Mtot ≳ 1.3MTOV can still be accommodated if
MTOV ≳ 2.6M⊙, which however is in tension with con-
straints from GW170817 [4, 10] and with multi-messenger
NS data inference by [78]. Our findings are consistent
with the interpretation of the blue kilonova in GW170817
as a spiral-wave driven wind [79–81], or as the magnetized
wind from a long-lived, but ultimately unstable magnetar
[82, 83].

While the analysis presented here has been of statis-
tical nature and has only relied on the relative fraction
of long and short GRBs from BNS mergers to constrain
Mls, future observations of GWs with GRBs have the
power to further bound this threshold mass. In particu-
lar, if the total massM1+M2 is accurately measured from
GW observations, and the disk mass is also observation-
ally estimated from a kilonova detection, then whether
the accompanying cbGRB is found to be short or long
can allow to bound the value of Mls with respect to the
remnant mass.
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APPENDIX: DEPENDENCE OF RESULTS ON
THE RELEVANT INPUT PARAMETERS

Here, we quantitatively examine how our predicted lb-
GRBs/sbGRBs ratio depends on the main input param-
eters. We vary one parameter at a time, exploring de-
viations from the fiducial model in each case. Since an
increase or decrease in the lbGRBs/sbGRBs ratio causes
all the curves in Fig. 4 to shift accordingly, we focus our
analysis on a single reference value of Mls/MTOV, specif-
ically 1.3.

(a) Dependence on Msp

Fig. 6 compares the ratio lbGRBs/sbGRBs between our
fiducial, low-limit case of Msp/MTOV = 1.15, with the
higher value Msp/MTOV = 1.2 suggested in the literature
[44]. The figure clearly shows that our fiducial choice of
Msp/MTOV = 1.15 is conservative with respect to our
results: a higher value of the maximum mass of an uni-
formly rotating NS would strengthen the case of a high
transition mass Mls.

(b) Dependence on Mth

While here we used the fit to Mth by Kashyap et al. [45]
and Perego et al. [46], however several other fits exist
in the literature (e.g. [84–86]), generally agreeing within
a few percent of a solar mass. To evaluate the impact
of variations in Mth on our results, we performed two
additional sets of simulations: one where Mth was in-
creased by a conservative 5% of M⊙ and another where
it was decreased by the same amount. The small depen-
dence on Mth derives from the presence of this variable
in the expression for the disk mass fit. Figure 7 presents
the results of this analysis, demonstrating that the varia-
tions induced by potential uncertainties in Mth are minor
compared to the trends observed with varyingMls in Fig-



9

2.0 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8

MTOV(M�)

10−1

100

101

102
lb

G
R

B
s/

sb
G

R
B

s
Observations

Msp/MTOV=1.15

Msp/MTOV=1.2

FIG. 6. Dependence of the ratio between sbGRBs and lb-
GRBs on the transition mass from VLNSs to LLNSs. The
choice of Msp/MTOV = 1.15 adopted here makes our results
more robust with respect to the 1.2 value commonly adopted
in the literature.
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FIG. 7. Dependence of the ratio between sbGRBs and lb-
GRBs on the threshold mass for prompt collapse to a BH. A
5% M⊙ variation around our adopted best fit to Mthr is con-
sidered, since various prescriptions from the literature gener-
ally agree within this range.

ure 4.

(c) Dependence on Md

As discussed in IIC, the disk mass adopted here is based
on a fit produced from the combination of the results of
a large number of numerical simulations. However, these
are subject to various uncertainties, both of numerical
nature as well as due to incomplete microphysics. Since
these uncertainties are hard to exactly quantify, here we
adopt an inverse approach: we study by what amount the
fit to the disk mass needs to be incorrect for our results
to weaken.

First we note that, if the disk mass was systemati-
cally underestimated, then our results would be even

2.0 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8

MTOV(M�)

10−1

100

101

102

lb
G

R
B

s/
sb

G
R

B
s

Observations

Md from fit

0.9 Md from fit

0.7Md from fit

0.5 Md from fit

FIG. 8. Dependence of the ratio between sbGRBs and lb-
GRBs on the mass of the disk around the post-merger object,
making the assumption that the disk mass is systematically
lower than what provided by the best fit, by various amounts.
Higher values of the disk mass would increase the ratio and
make our conclusions more robust.

more robust towards high values of Mls, since the lb-
GRBs/sbGRBs ratio would shift upwards. Therefore, we
present numerical results only for the scenario in which
the disk mass is systematically overestimated by the fit.
Figure 8 illustrates how the ratio for the Mls = 1.3 case
would change if the disk mass were 90%, 70%, or 50% of
the fitted value. As shown in the figure, for our conclu-
sions to be significantly weakened, the disk mass would
need to have been overestimated in the current fits by a
factor of about 2.

(d) Dependence on the NS mass distribution
Last we perform further simulations to explore possible
deviations from the assumed NS mass function. This
exploration is motivated by the fact that observational
NS samples are heterogeneous, and could be biased by
selection effects (see e.g. [87]). Ideally, the NS mass
function (NSMF) as input for this analysis would be one
calibrated on the subset of NS-NS systems which merge
in the Hubble time (sample gathered from a combination
from GW observations and radio surveys). However, un-
til this subset is large enough, we can only work with the
full sample, with the understanding that it may or may
not be a faithful representation of the merging one.
For this analysis, we continue to adopt a bimodal

NSMF, since this has been a robust finding with the lat-
est NS samples by several independent researchers (e.g.,
[35–40]), and it has been suggested to hold independently
also for the GW subsample [39]. However, we explore the
impact of varying the relative fraction of low-mass and
high-mass NSs on our results. To this end, we conducted
several simulations, gradually adjusting the normaliza-
tions A1 and A2 of the two peaks—from their fiducial
values of 0.54 and 0.46, respectively—until noticeable de-
viations from the fiducial model emerged.
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FIG. 9. Dependence of the ratio between sbGRBs and lb-
GRBs on variations in the NS mass distribution wit respect to
our adopted best fit. The top panel explores the dependence
on the relative strengths A1 and A2 of the low- and high-mass
peaks of the NS mass distribution, respectively. In the lower
panel the NS mass distribution of the primary is taken from
the best fit, but, for exploratory purposes, the distribution of
the mass ratio q is assumed either flat between 0.5 and 1, or
a relatively narrow one-sided Gaussian with maximum at 1
and dispersion 0.15.

The results are presented in the top panel of Fig. 9,
where the normalizations of the two NS populations are
each increased or decreased by a factor of 0.2, corre-
sponding to a variation of approximately ∼ 40% rel-
ative to the fiducial values. If the high-mass popula-
tion were more dominant, our conclusions would be re-
inforced, as the fractions of SLNSs and pcBHs would in-
crease. Conversely, a relatively larger fraction of lower-
mass NSs would reduce the occurrence of these remnant
types. However, as shown in the figure, a substantial

deviation from the fiducial (best-fit) values is required
before our conclusions begin to weaken.
Lastly, we examine the impact of the mass ratio q. In

our fiducial model, we adopted a random pairing assump-
tion, generating both the primary and secondary masses
from the same initial mass function. This resulted in
a distribution peaked around q = 1 but with a broad
tail. To explore how variations in q affect the results, we
consider two extreme models: one in which q is drawn
from a flat distribution, and another in which it follows a
Gaussian distribution centered at q = 1 with a standard
deviation of σ = 0.15, which significantly favors systems
with comparable masses relative to the fiducial model.
The effect of q in our simulations is twofold. For a

given primary mass distribution, lower values of q corre-
spond to lower secondary masses, leading to a decrease
in Mtot. This, in turn, reduces the fraction of SLNS and
pcBH remnants, thereby lowering the lbGRB/sbGRB ra-
tio. Conversely, lower values of q tend to produce higher
disk masses, which counteracts the impact on the lb-
GRB/sbGRB ratio. Both of these effects are highly sen-
sitive to the EoS, leading to non-monotonic trends in
their influence on the results. For the flat q distribution,
these opposing effects roughly balance each other, except
at low values of MTOV, where the system is more sensi-
tive to reductions in Mtot. On the other hand, a q dis-
tribution that strongly favors nearly equal-mass systems
would be primarily influenced by the corresponding de-
crease in disk mass, resulting in a lower yield of lbGRBs
compared to sbGRBs. Ultimately, future observations
of binary neutron stars through gravitational waves and
radio surveys will be crucial in refining the neutron star
mass function for both the primary and secondary com-
ponents (if they differ). This will provide a more robust
foundation for our analysis.

(e) Dependence on the observational data
If the accumulation of future data were to alter the cur-
rent lbGRB/sbGRB ratio, it would undoubtedly impact
our inferences on Mls. The direction of this effect is ev-
ident in Fig. 4 (as well as in all the figures in the ap-
pendix). An increase in the relative number of long cb-
GRBs would weaken our conclusions, whereas a rise in
the relative number of short cbGRBs would strengthen
them.
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