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ABSTRACT

We develop an analytic method of inverting the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkov (TOV) relations to

high accuracy. This method is developed from the strong correlations that are shown to exist between

the neutron star mass-radius curve and the equation of state (EOS) or pressure-energy density relation.

Selecting points that have masses equal to fixed fractions of the maximummass, we find a semi-universal

power-law relation between the central energy densities, pressures, sound speeds, chemical potentials

and number densities of those stars, with the maximum mass and the radii of one or more fractional

maximum mass points. Root-mean-square fitting accuracies, for EOSs without large first-order phase

transitions, are typically 0.5% for all quantities at all mass points. The method also works well,

although less accurately, in reconstructing the EOS of hybrid stars with first-order phase transitions.

These results permit, in effect, an analytic method of inverting an arbitrary mass-radius curve to yield

its underlying EOS. We discuss applications of this inversion technique to the inference of the dense

matter EOS from measurements of neutron star masses and radii as a possible alternative to traditional

Bayesian approaches.

Keywords: Neutron stars (1108) — Bayesian statistics (1900)

1. INTRODUCTION

Neutron stars provide a window into the equation of state of dense matter. The standard Tolman-Oppenheimer-

Volkov (TOV) equations of general relativity (Tolman 1934; Oppenheimer & Volkoff 1939), combined with the energy

density-pressure (E-P ) relation from a specific equation of state (EOS), generate the mass-radius (M -R) curve, where

each point on the curve corresponds to a specific central density Ec and pressure Pc. The pressure and mass are

integrated from the star’s center, where the mass vanishes, to the surface, where the pressure vanishes. As Pc is

increased, the stellar mass M increases until a maximum mass Mmax is reached at the central pressure Pmax, which is

a general characteristic of the M -R curve. For higher values of Pc, the configuration becomes dynamically unstable. At

this mass, the energy density and pressure have their maximum possible values, Emax and Pmax, respectively, for stable

configurations. The radius and sound speed have the values Rmax and cs,max =
√
(∂P/∂E)max. However, unlike for

E and P , cs may not be maximized at the star’s center and Rmax is smaller than its maximum possible value for that

EOS. Being the solution of a pair of first-order differential equations, the M -R curve has a one-to-one correspondence

with its associated EOS (i.e., the E-P relation), so knowledge of the M -R curve can be used, in principle, to reconstruct

this EOS.

Observations of some neutron stars have provided simultaneous mass and radius estimates, but with typical un-

certainties of several percent. As these measurements become more abundant and accurate, methods to invert the

structure equations will become more and more important. Currently, a favored method of converting M -R infor-

mation, with their uncertainties, into information about the E-P relation involves Bayesian methodologies (see, e.g.,

Grinstead & Snell (1997)). The existing schemes are mathematically complex, and generally involve the generation

of an M -R model space generated from a family of EOSs generated by varying parameters of a parameterized EOS.

This prior probability has an inherent uncertainty associated with the choice of parameterization as well as the prob-
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ability distributions assumed for their parameters. The parameters of these EOSs are varied between limits imposed

by causality, hydrodynamic stability, and the necessity that each possible EOS should support a minimum maximum

mass of about 2M⊙ resulting from pulsar timing measurements of neutron stars in binary systems.

We call the model prior probability P(M). Each set of model parameters generates a particular model Mi that can

generate data P (Mi|D) in the form of an M -R curve, for example. Another input is the prior probability associated

with the observed data, usually probability distributions in M -R space, which we call P(D). For many non-overlapping

models Mj which exhaust the total model space M, the prior data probability is equivalent to

P(D) =
∑
j

P(D|Mj)P(Mj) =

∫
P(D|M)P(M)dNM, (1)

where N is the number of possible models (i.e., number of parameter sets). It is now assumed that P(D|M), the

conditional probability of the data given the model, is proportional to the product over the probability distributions

of the observed data Di evaluated at the masses Mi which are chosen in the model and evaluated at the radii which

are determined from the model,

P(D|M) ∝ ΠiDi. (2)

Furthermore, if one chooses the parameters uniformly, which means all models have equal likelihood, P(M) = P(Mj)

and those terms cancel from Eq. (1). The posterior probability distribution for the model parameters is then computed

using Bayes’ theorem,

P(M|D) =
P(D|M)P(M)

P(D)
=

ΠiDi∑
j ΠiDi(Mj)

. (3)

.

This approach invariably has systematic uncertainties stemming from both prior choices of EOS parameterizations

as well as the chosen distribution of their parameters (even if uniformly chosen, should these be in normal space or

logarithmic space?). These systematic uncertainties are not easily quantifiable, but in practice, by comparing results

from different studies, we will show they are of roughly the same size as the observational uncertainties.

Other methodologies free of these prior model uncertainties might be possible if a sufficiently rapid and accurate

technique of directly inverting the TOV equations existed. A step in this direction was taken by Lindblom (1992) who

proposed to integrate instead from the star’s surface to the center. One assumes the EOS and M -R relation is known

up to some central density E0 and P0 for which one has M0 and R0 as surface values. Incrementally, one steps along

the M -R curve to a new value M1 and R1, and integrates towards the center. As long as P < P0, the EOS is known.

When the pressure reaches P0 and density E0, one finds r = r1 and m(r1) = m1. An expansion of the TOV equations

around r = 0 then permits one to estimate the new central pressure and density P1 and E1. Starting from M2 and R2,

one then infers P2 and E2, etc., and successive steps can eventually extend to Mmax and Rmax, generating the entire

EOS in the process. However, this scheme is difficult to implement as it is relatively unstable if too large steps are

chosen, and errors accumulate too rapidly if too many steps are taken. Lindblom (1992) suggests modifications to this

simple strategy to improve convergence, but different M -R curves may require different modifications. Also, inversion

speeds are compromised.

In this paper, we alternatively propose an analytic method to accurately invert the M -R curve in order to ob-

tain the P -E relation. The inversion is accomplished through simple power-law fitting formulae determined from

a sample of hundreds of published EOSs. We will rely on the existence of strong correlations among the quantities

Mmax, Rmax, Emax and Pmax, which have been pointed out by several recent publications, and similar correlations that

exist for other points on the M − R curve and corresponding central EOS values, for example, at specific fractional

maximum mass points. By defining a grid of fractional maximum mass points, these correlations lead to an accurate

reproduction of the underlying EOS at the centers of stars with those masses. The entire EOS between the lowest

and largest values of E can then be determined by interpolation. Furthermore, the central sound speeds, chemical

potentials and baryon densities of these masses can also be determined through similarly accurate relations.

We will further demonstrate that this technique can also realistically reproduce the EOS of hybrid stars with first

order phase transitions, although no hybrid EOSs were used to determine the parameters of our fitting formulae.

Although the accuracy of this method is far greater than needed compared to the precision of current mass and

radius measuremnts, we discuss ways the accuracy can be further increased, either by using sound speed or chemical

potential information, or by an iterative procedure involving integration of the TOV equations using the approximately

determined EOS.



Correlations Between the M −R Relation and the EOS 3

2. PREVIOUS WORK INVOLVING THE MAXIMUM MASS POINT

It is well-known that semi-universal (i.e., approximately EOS-independent) correlations exist relating aspects of the

M -R curve with properties of the EOS. For example, Lattimer & Prakash (2001) showed that the radii of typical (i.e.,

M ≈ 1.4M⊙), are highly correlated with the neutron star matter pressure in the density range 1−2ns, where ns is the

nuclear saturation baryon density, about 0.16 fm−3 (corresponding to an energy density Es ≃ 150 MeV fm−3). This

correlation has a several percent accuracy.

As a unique feature of the M -R diagram, the maximum mass point has also received some attention (Ofengeim

2020; Cai et al. 2023; Ofengeim et al. 2023). The M -R curve has a maximum mass Mmax point with a corresponding

radius R(Mmax) ≡ Rmax, central pressure Pmax, energy density εmax, and sound speed cs,max. Ofengeim (2020)

demonstrates that Emax, Pmax and cs,max are correlated with Mmax and Rmax in an EOS-insensitive fashion us-

ing a set of 50 non-relativistic (Skyrme-like) and relativistic (RMF-like) nuclear interactions. He provided analytic

fits for Mmax(Emax, Pmax), Rmax(Emax, Pmax) and cs,max(Emax, Pmax) as well as their inverses Emax(Mmax, Rmax),

Pmax(Mmax, Rmax) and cs,max(Mmax, Rmax).

Utilizing a larger database of over 500 non-relativistic and relativistic interaction models tabulated by Sun et al.

(2024a), we reexamined these fits. We restricted our EOS dataset to the subset (316) that satisfied Mmax ≥ 2M⊙.

For every interaction, we assumed a common SLy4 (Chabanat et al. 1998) crustal EOS below the density 0.04 fm−3

in the form of a piecewise polytrope fit (Zhao & Lattimer 2022). The uniform matter EOS from every interaction was

used above the nuclear saturation density ns = 0.16 fm−3. A smooth interpolation in-between these two densities was

provided by a cubic polynomial fit that guaranteed continuity of E , P and cs at the endpoints. The TOV equations

were integrated using lnP as the independent variable with a surface boundary pressure 10−10 MeV fm−3. We verified

that lowering the surface pressure or choosing an alternate crustal EOS did not significantly affect the structural

properties of neutron stars.

We found Ofengeim (2020)’s relations fit Emax, Pmax and cs,max to Mmax and Rmax data with root-mean-square

(RMF) errors of about 12%, 18% and 4.5%, respectively. Cai et al. (2023) improved these correlations, starting from

a theoretical rationale for the existence of correlations among Emax, Pmax, Rmax and Mmax based on a truncated

perturbative expansion (TPE) of the TOV equations (Cai et al. 2023). Using the scale length

Q =

√
c4

4πGEc
, (4)

where Ec is the central energy density, the dimensionless radius, mass interior to this radius, energy density and

pressure can be defined

r̂ =
r

Q
, m̂ =

Gm

Qc2
, Ê =

E
Ec

P̂ =
P

Ec
. (5)

The corresponding dimensionless TOV equations become

dP̂

dr̂
= − (Ê + P̂ )(m̂+ r̂3P̂ )

r̂(r̂ − 2m̂)
,

dm̂

dr̂
= Ê r̂2. (6)

Expanding the mass, energy density and pressure in powers of the dimensionless radius r̂, such that

Ê =
∑
i

air̂
i, P̂ =

∑
i

bir̂
i, m̂ =

∑
i

cir̂
i, (7)

one finds the non-vanishing leading-order coefficients

a0 = 1 a2 = − 1

R̂2
, , b0 = P̂c, b2 = −1 + 4P̂c + 3P̂ 2

c

6
, c3 =

a0
3
, c5 =

a2
5
, (8)

where P̂c is the dimensionless central pressure. The expansions are truncated at second order and it is required

that the pressure P̂ and energy density Ê vanish at the stellar surface where r̂ = R̂ and m̂ = M̂ . The coefficients

a1 = b1 = c0 = c1 = c2 = c4 = 0 vanish due to symmetry, which requires that first derivatives of ε, P and m vanish at

the origin. In particular, for the maximum mass configuration

M̂max=
GMmax

c2

√
4πGEmax

c4
≃ 2R̂3

max

15
,
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R̂max=Rmax

√
4πGEmax

c4
≃

√
6P̂max

1 + 4P̂max + 3P̂ 2
max

≡
√
6ϕmax,

c2s,max=

(
dE
dP

)
max

=
b2
a2

= P̂max, (9)

which defines the function ϕ. We note that Cai et al. (2023) did not require the energy density to vanish at the

surface, and thereby obtained M̂max = R̂3
max/3 instead and a different expression for cs,max as well. Cai et al. (2023)

recognized that Eq. (9) itself was a poor fit to equation of state data, and therefore proposed the following linear fits

based on the same scaling relations:

Mmax = αM + βM

(
Emax

GeV fm3

)
ν3max, Rmax = αR + βRνmax, (10)

where

νmax =

√
ϕmax GeV fm−3

Emax
. (11)

Their fits were claimed to be accurate to 0.39 km and 0.05M⊙, respectively. This expansion cannot be carried out to

higher order than second without the specification of equation of state information.

We refitted these TPE relations using the larger equation of state sample from Sun et al. (2024a), and found

αR = 0.9776 km, βR = 31.76 km, αM = −0.0519M⊙, and βM = 53.65M⊙ with fitting accuracies of 0.23 km and

0.037M⊙, or 2.0% and 1.6%, respectively. Note the original relations Eq. (9) would have implied that βR = 19.0 km

and βM = 10.3M⊙.

However, we are more interested in the inverse of this procedure, namely finding Emax and Pmax from Mmax

and Rmax. We note that Eqs. (10) and (11) imply νmax scales with Rmax while ϕmax scales with Mmax/Rmax =

M̂max/R̂max and cs,max scales with
√
Mmax/Rmax, so one can instead attempt to fit

νmax = aν + bνRmax, ϕmax = aϕ + bϕ

(
GMmax

Rmaxc2

)
, cs,max = αc + βc

√
GMmax

Rmaxc2
. (12)

Fitting these relations to the compilations of Sun et al. (2024a), it is found that aν = −0.0229, bν = 0.0309 km−1,

aϕ = 0.0724, bϕ = 0.200, αc = −0.776 and βc = 5.61, and νmax, ϕmax and cs,max are fitted to the accuracies of 1.7%,

1.1% and 5.9%, respectively. Emax = ϕmax/ν
2
max is determined to 4.2%, but

Pmax =
1

3ν2max

[(
1

2
− 2ϕmax

)
−

√
ϕ2
max − 2ϕmax +

1

4

]
(13)

cannot always be determined from this sample of equations of state since Eq. (13) has no real roots when ϕmax >

(1−
√
3)/2 or P̂max > 1/

√
3, which is true of a number of equations of state in the tabulation. Nevertheless, further

restricting the equation of state pool such that the predicted values of ϕmax ≤ (2
√
3+4)−1, which removes 50 equations

of state and reduces the largest maximum mass of the sample to 3.16M⊙ (previously, it was 3.25M⊙), yields fits to

P̂max and Pmax accurate to 6.1% and 7.1%, respectively. It is important to note that predicting the EOS from M -R

data is less precise than the inverse.

The TPE approach giving Eq. (9) suggests there exists a roughly power-law relationship among Emax, Pmax, cs,max,

Mmax and Rmax. Based on this, Ofengeim et al. (2023) introduced fits that closely resemble power-law relations,

and, based on a set of 160 nuclear interactions, found accuracies for Mmax(Emax, Pmax), Rmax(Emax, Pmax) and

cs,max(Emax, Pmax) of 0.86%, 2.0% and 4.9%, respectively, which would represent improvements to not only the earlier

fits of Ofengeim (2020), but also the fits inspired by Cai et al. (2023). However, we have not been able to reproduce the

results of Ofengeim et al. (2023). Fitting to the set of equations of state in the tabulation of Sun et al. (2024a), we find

the formulae from Ofengeim et al. (2023) yield accuracies of 9.1%, 2.3%, and 11.1%, respectively. This discrepancy

could be due to typos in Ofengeim et al. (2023).

Noting that power-law fits in this case apparently are superior to the TPE approach, we pursue this approach further.

First we compare directly to Ofengeim et al. (2023) by seeking fits to the quantities G ∈ [Mmax, Rmax] from Emax and

Pmax from the purely power-law relations

G=aG

(
Pmax

MeV fm−3

)bG (
Emax

GeV fm−3

)cG

(14)
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and determining the fitting parameters by minimizing χ2 with respect to them, where

χ2
G = N−1

N∑
i

[
ln

(
Gi

aG

)
− bG ln

(
Pmax,i

MeV fm−3

)
− cG ln

(
Emax,i

GeV fm−3

)]2
, (15)

with i running over the N = 316 equations of state from Sun et al. (2024a) that have Mmax ≥ 2.0M⊙. We define the

relative (logarithmic) error for an individual equation of state i by

δGi =
aG
Gi

(
Pmax,i

MeV fm−3

)bG (
Emax,i

GeV fm−3

)cG

− 1. (16)

It is found that Mmax and Rmax can be fit, with root mean square (RMS) relative errors defined by

< δG >=

√√√√N−1

N∑
i

(δGi)2, (17)

of 0.61% and 0.79%, respectively. (We note that in the rest of this paper, accuracy means the RMS error defined in

this way.) The associated parameters, aM = 1.136M⊙, bM = 0.278, cM = −0.802, aR = 2.50 km, bR = −0.0325 and

cR = −0.433. have relatively similar effective exponents implied by the formulae from Ofengeim et al. (2023) after

removing their small non-linear term. However, we find these fits to be superior to those of Ofengeim et al. (2023). In

comparison, it seems curious that the TPE approach [Eq. (10)] predicts qualitatively different exponents, bM ∼ 3/2

and bR ∼ 1/2 if we ignore the constant terms αM and αR.

Since we are primarily interested in the inverse problem, we now seek power-law fits for G ∈
[Emax, Pmax, cs,max, νTPE,max, ϕTPE,max, cs,TPE,max] in terms of Mmax and Rmax.

G=aG

(
Mmax

M⊙

)bG (
Rmax

10 km

)cG

. (18)

These fits for maximum mass values of E , P and cs turn out to be accurate to 1.5%, 4.5%, and 3.6%, respectively, in

the power-law case, an improvement over the RMF errors of 4.2%, 7.1% and 5.9%, respectively, for the TPE approach.

We again see that predicting (Mmax, Rmax) from the EOS is more accurate than the inverse situation.

Dimensionally, one might expect that bE and cE would be approximately 1 and 3, respectively; however, the best-fit

values are bE ∼ −0.25 and cE ∼ −1.89, respectively, which means the Emax fit differs from the expected behavior by

an approximate factor R/M . For the pressure, we find bP ∼ 2.8 and cP = −5.4 compared to the values of 2 and -4

expected on dimensional grounds; the differing behavior is approximately a factor of M/R. Finally, the sound speed

behavior is found to be approximately (M/R)2 where as, dimensionally, it could be expected to be
√
M/R.

3. FITTING AND INVERTING THE ENTIRE M -R CURVE

Examining the TPE or power-law approaches, it appears there is nothing special about fitting just the maximum

mass point. Furthermore, the accuracy of the TPE approach could improve when applied to configurations less massive

than Mmax since values of the expansion parameters P̂ or ϕ at the stars’ centers should become smaller. In addition,

the constraints P̂c < 1/
√
3 and ϕc < (2

√
e+4)−1 at the star’s center should be increasingly satisfied for more EOSs as

the mass is lowered. In this section, we investigate correlations existing among the quantities Mf , Rf , Ef , Pf and cs,f
for stars with masses fixed to a grid of fractional maximum mass values, fi = Mi/Mmax, where the energy densities,

pressures and sound speeds correspond to their central values. If accurate analytic correlations can be found for a

variety of values of f , we could then determine values for a series of equation of state points (Ef , Pf , cs,f ) thereby

effectively achieving an analytical inversion the M -R curve. The corresponding neutron star equation of state could

then be found by interpolation among those equation of state points. The accuracy of this inversion scheme would

depend on the individual accuracies of the correlations at each value of f as well as the number of fractional mass

points considered.

We begin by arbitrarily choosing a grid f of 11 points on each M -R curve corresponding to masses fMmax, with

f ∈ [1, 0.95, 0.9, 0.85, 0.8, 0.75, 2/3, 3/5, 1/2, 2/5, 1/3]. We then evaluate the corresponding central energy densities Ef ,
pressures Pf and sound speeds cs,f from solutions of the TOV equation for each EOS in our sample.
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f = Mf/Mmax aEf bEf cEf < δEf > aνf bνf < δETPE,f > < δνTPE,f >

1 1.899 -0.2466 -1.8855 0.0148 -0.02288 0.03087 0.0419 0.0173

0.95 1.273 -0.09064 -2.155 0.0260 -0.05587 0.03716 0.0565 0.0230

0.9 1.090 -0.01884 -2.256 0.0299 -0.06857 0.03914 0.0542 0.0253

0.85 0.9659 0.03481 -2.324 0.0329 -0.07610 0.04032 0.0581 0.0270

4/5 0.8668 0.08337 -2.378 0.0356 -0.08034 0.04105 0.0614 0.0284

3/4 0.7856 0.1226 -2.422 0.0177 -0.08254 0.04151 0.0643 0.0296

2/3 0.6712 0.1806 -2.482 0.0420 -0.08317 0.04187 0.0686 0.0314

3/5 0.5937 0.2184 -2.522 0.0463 -0.08378 0.04204 0.0719 0.0331

1/2 0.4963 0.2533 -2.571 0.0540 -0.07844 0.04170 0.0774 0.0349

2/5 0.4177 0.2389 -2.566 0.0647 -0.07527 0.04131 0.0867 0.0384

1/3 0.3738 0.1895 -2.510 0.0737 -0.07363 0.04095 0.0978 0.0428

f = Mf/Mmax aPf bPf cPf < δPf > aϕf bϕf < δPTPE,f > < δϕTPE,f >

1 0.1115 2.824 -5.324 0.0447 0.07241 0.2002 0.0714 0.0108

0.95 0.09506 2.308 -4.745 0.0451 0.03333 0.3253 0.0656 0.0102

0.9 0.08103 2.159 -4.583 0.0461 0.02206 0.3495 0.0669 0.0102

0.85 0.06942 2.057 -4.474 0.0477 0.01531 0.3554 0.0693 0.0104

4/5 0.05921 1.986 -4.394 0.0496 0.01068 0.3525 0.0716 0.0107

3/4 0.05073 1.919 -4.326 0.0516 0.00773 0.3423 0.0741 0.0113

2/3 0.03875 1.829 -4.227 0.0558 0.004728 0.3169 0.0779 0.0113

3/5 0.03085 1.758 -4.140 0.0615 0.003542 0.2907 0.0823 0.0156

1/2 0.02188 1.652 -4.070 0.0691 0.003302 0.2453 0.0878 0.0149

2/5 0.01513 1.487 -3.901 0.0811 0.004281 0.1947 0.0987 0.0160

1/3 0.01155 1.336 -3.707 0.0899 0.005045 0.1607 0.111 0.0157

f = Mf/Mmax acf bcf ccf < δcs,f > αcf βcf < δcs,TPE,f >

1 0.2484 1.927 -2.357 0.0358 -0.7761 5.609 0.0592

0.95 0.3091 1.621 -1.857 0.0236 -0.4370 4.495 0.0333

0.9 0.3141 1.534 -1.688 0.0193 -0.3592 4.147 0.0242

0.85 0.3105 1.481 -1.580 0.0172 -0.3152 3.901 0.0194

4/5 0.3038 1.441 -1.500 0.0167 -0.2833 3.688 0.0175

3/4 0.2959 1.404 -1.438 0.0173 -0.2555 3.484 0.0177

2/3 0.2820 1.351 -1.360 0.0195 -0.2120 3.420 0.0198

3/5 0.2704 1.300 -1.294 0.0247 -0.1756 2.852 0.0252

1/2 0.2567 1.218 -1.258 0.0259 -0.1168 2.394 0.0266

2/5 0.2422 1.110 -1.194 0.0303 -0.05622 1.921 0.0313

1/3 0.2319 1.028 -1.156 0.0342 -0.01817 1.610 0.0360

f = Mf/Mmax aP̂ f bP̂ f cP̂ f < δP̂f > < δP̂TPE,f >

1 0.05870 3.070 -3.439 0.0316 0.0611

0.95 0.07468 2.398 -2.590 0.0209 0.0429

0.9 0.07436 2.178 -2.327 0.0185 0.0314

0.85 0.07187 2.022 -2.150 0.0177 0.0268

4/5 0.06831 1.902 -2.015 0.0173 0.0241

3/4 0.06457 1.796 -1.904 0.0175 0.0228

2/3 0.05772 1.648 -1.745 0.0177 0.0213

3/5 0.05196 1.540 -1.618 0.0234 0.0249

1/2 0.04408 1.398 -1.499 0.0192 0.0215

2/5 0.03621 1.248 -1.355 0.0199 0.0212

1/3 0.03090 1.461 -1.198 0.0196 0.0200

Table 1. The parameters and RMS uncertainties < δ > for the power-law fits in Eq. (21) are in the center blocks and those
for the TPE fits in Eqs. (12) and (20) are in the right blocks. aEf and aPf have units of GeV fm−3 and bνf has units of km−1.
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Figure 1. Solid lines show M -R (left panel) and P -E (right panel) relations for BSk26 (black), SLy4 (blue), MS1 (red) and
DD2 (green) EOSs. Filled circles with numbers (squares with letters) show where 2 EOSs have the same M,R (E , P ) pairs.

In the TPE approach, we fit, using least squares, correlations resembling those of Eq. (12):

νf = aνf + bνfRf , ϕf = aϕf + bϕf

(
GMf

Rfc2

)
, cs,f = αcf + βcf

√
GMf

Rfc2
. (19)

Then Ef = ϕf/ν
2
f and

Pf = Ef P̂f =
1

3ν2f

[(
1

2
− 2ϕf

)
−

√
ϕ2
f − 2ϕf +

1

4

]
. (20)

In the power-law approach, we least-squares fit the data to the functions

Gf =aGf

(
Mmax

M⊙

)bGf
(

Rf

10 km

)cGf

, (21)

where G ∈ [E , P, cs, P̂ ]. Note that we use Mmax in these fits rather than Mf = fMmax since the constant f can be

absorbed into the values of the aGf coefficients. Parameters and root mean square uncertainties δ for both the TPE

and power-law approaches are given in Table 1. We note that the power-law approach is more accurate than the TPE

approach for predicting E and P in all cases, and is usually more accurate for predicting P̂ and cs.

Before proceeding, we once again compare the powers of mass and radius appearing in the power-law fits. Now

examing the averages of the powers for different f values, we see that E ∝ M0.1/R2.5, P ∝ M2/R4, and cs ∝ (M/R)1.4.

Only the fit to the pressure follows dimensional considerations.

The accuracies of fits of these types are fundamentally limited by the fact that a single (M,R) value cannot translate

into unique values for Ec and Pc. Those values will depend on the TOV integration through lower masses where the

EOSs generally differ. The fundamental limits to the accuracies, as shown in Table 3, are in the range of 8− 10% and

we have determined they cannot be substantially improved by considering higher-order fits.

This situation is emphasized in Fig. 1 which illustrates M -R and E-P relations for the four typical EOSs, BSk26

and SLy4, which are non-relativistic (Skyrme-type), and MS1 and DD2, which are relativistic (RMF-type). For BSk26

and SLy4, which have similar low-density EOSs, the crossing point (1) in the M −R plane has nearly the same values

of Ec and Pc, but for MS1 and DD2, which have rather different low-density EOSs, the crossing point (2) in the M -R

plane is characterized by rather different values of Ec and Pc. At this crossing point, the pressures of DD2 and MS1

are about 25 MeV fm−3 and 40 MeV fm−3, respectively, and each differs from their geometric mean by about 25%.

Similarly, the crossing points (A,B,C,D) in the E , P plane are characterized by varying values of M and R.
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Figure 2. Comparison of two-radius power-law fits for the fractional maximum mass inversion technique. Left panel: Solid
lines show the P -E relation for the BSk26, SLy4, MS1 and DD2 equations of state. Points show the reconstructed Ec and Pc

from Eq. (23) at the indicated fractional maximum masses. The side and lower panels show their logarithmic errors at each
fractional maximum mass. Side and lower panels show their logarithmic errors. The lowest panel shows the true deviation ∆P
from the EOS, defined in Eq. (24). Right panel: Solid lines show the cs-P/E relation, while points show the reconstructed
values cs,c and Pc/Ec from Eq. (23). Side and lower panels show their logarithmic errors.

Including additional M -R information can break this degeneracy and render both approaches more accurate.

Ofengeim et al. (2023) suggested including the radius Rf=1/2 at half the maximum mass in addition to that at

the maximum mass Rf=1 as a fit variable. Here, we go further, and show that substantially greater accuracies can

be achieved by optimizing the choices of the two radii. For the remainder of this paper, we focus on the power-law

approach instead of the TPE approach due to its inherently greater accuracy.

Using the available grid f of masses and radii, we find that fitting for the EOS for a given mass grid point f using an

optimized selection of two radius grid values (g ∈ f, h ∈ f) increases the RMF accuracies for both E and P to better

than 1% and often better than 0.5% (see Table 2). g and h may or may not include f . To be specific, we determined

fits of the quantities

Gf =aGf

(
Mmax

M⊙

)bGf
(

Rg

10 km

)cGf
(

Rh

10 km

)dGf

(22)

where the a’s, b’s, c’s and d’s are fitting parameters, by minimizing the quantities

χ2
Gf =

N∑
i

[
ln

(
Gfi

aGf

)
− bGf ln

(
Mmax,i

M⊙

)
− cGf ln

(
Rgi

10 km

)
− dGf ln

(
Rhi

10 km

)]2
(23)

with respect to the parameters [g, h, a, b, c, d]. We used the shorthand that, although the coefficients [a, b, c, d] depend

on f, g and h, the optimized parameters are referred to simply as [aGf , bGf , cGf , dGf ], and are given in Table 2.

It is clear that the accuracy of this method is far superior to the previous power-law fits based on one radius. The

average accuracy for E is better than 0.4% except for the cases 1/3 ≤ f ≤ 1/2, and that of P is better than 0.6%

except for 1/3 ≤ f ≤ 3/5, which both represent an order-of-magnitude increase in precision. Again comparing the

powers of mass and radius appearing in these fits, and summing the two radius exponents, we see that E ∝ M0.5/R2.5

and P ∝ M2/R4.

To illustrate the potential of this method, we selected four typical, but dissimilar, EOSs, the same ones used in Fig.

1. Fig. 2 compares their E-P relations with reconstructions from their corresponding M -R curves using Eq. (22)
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f = Mf/Mmax gmin hmin aEf bEf cEf dEf < δEf >

1 1 3/5 1.575 -0.1354 -2.506 0.6547 0.00289

0.95 0.95 3/4 0.9027 0.1613 -4.777 2.607 0.00272

0.9 0.95 2/3 0.7311 0.2902 -4.026 1.728 0.00226

0.85 0.95 1/2 0.6423 0.3733 -3.352 0.9778 0.00234

4/5 0.9 1/2 0.5991 0.4320 -3.769 1.333 0.00230

3/4 0.85 1/2 0.5573 0.4821 -4.191 1.703 0.00239

2/3 3/4 1/2 0.4975 0.5540 -5.368 2.812 0.00277

3/5 3/4 2/5 0.4369 0.6287 -4.243 1.622 0.00340

1/2 2/3 1/3 0.3750 0.6998 -4.288 1.592 0.00477

2/5 1/2 1/3 0.3251 0.7237 -6.451 3.721 0.00708

1/3 1/2 1/3 0.2776 0.7997 -5.967 3.135 0.0122

f = Mf/Mmax gmin hmin aPf bPf cPf dPf < δPf >

1 1 3/5 0.06413 3.152 -7.159 1.935 0.0117

0.95 0.95 3/5 0.05899 2.687 -7.448 2.727 0.00701

0.9 0.95 2/5 0.04917 2.562 -5.826 1.266 0.00518

0.85 0.9 2/5 0.04548 2.451 -6.001 1.547 0.00489

4/5 0.85 2/5 0.04056 2.379 -6.199 1.818 0.00462

3/4 4/5 2/5 0.03587 2.317 -6.442 2.121 0.00539

2/3 2/3 2/5 0.03016 2.190 -7.943 3.750 0.00511

3/5 2/3 1/3 0.02324 2.179 -6.449 2.285 0.0172

1/2 1/2 2/5 0.01693 2.108 -14.29 10.17 0.00998

2/5 1/2 1/3 0.01115 2.076 -8.196 4.095 0.0188

1/3 2/5 1/3 0.008534 1.973 -14.33 10.32 0.0259

f = Mf/Mmax gmin hmin acf bcf ccf dcf < δcs,f >

1 1 0.9 0.1352 2.227 -5.766 3.441 0.0131

0.95 0.95 2/3 0.2367 1.825 -3.535 1.680 0.00709

0.9 0.85 3/5 0.2749 1.670 -3.690 2.017 0.00567

0.85 3/4 1/2 0.2945 1.560 -3.430 1.895 0.00556

4/5 2/3 2/5 0.3000 1.481 -2.946 1.516 0.00652

3/4 1/2 2/5 0.3008 1.410 -5.738 4.399 0.00784

2/3 2/5 1/3 0.2851 1.347 -6.571 5.306 0.0108

3/5 1 0.9 0.3774 1.148 2.620 -3.838 0.0189

1/2 0.95 0.85 0.3598 0.9978 5.542 -6.669 0.0174

2/5 0.9 4/5 0.3469 0.8360 7.536 -8.546 0.0199

1/3 0.85 3/4 0.3349 0.7060 9.260 -10.18 0.0223

f = Mf/Mmax gmin hmin aP̂ f bP̂ f cP̂ f dP̂ f < δP̂f >

1 1 1/2 0.04267 3.267 -4.431 1.081 0.0136

0.95 0.95 2/5 0.06428 2.527 -3.283 0.7480 0.00664

0.9 0.85 2/5 0.07074 2.250 -3.277 1.021 0.00510

0.85 3/4 2/5 0.07107 2.066 -3.442 1.375 0.00448

4/5 2/3 2/5 0.06816 1.936 -3.729 1.799 0.00404

3/4 3/5 2/5 0.06423 1.828 -4.126 2.308 0.00471

2/3 1/2 1/3 0.05740 1.672 -3.966 2.310 0.00480

3/5 1/2 1/3 0.05049 1.596 -3.381 1.806 0.0167

1/2 2/5 1/3 0.04245 1.468 -5.696 4.221 0.00968

2/5 0.85 4/5 0.04050 1.217 9.888 -11.18 0.0119

1/3 0.85 2/3 0.03413 1.108 2.492 -3.643 0.0126

Table 2. Parameters and RMS uncertainties < δ > for the fits in Eq. (22). aEf and aPf have units of GeV fm−3. Equation
of state models considered were restricted to those satisfying Mmax ≥ 2M⊙. gmin and hmin refer to the two radius points that
give the minimum RMS energies for the indicated mass point f .
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with the parameters tabulated in Table 2. Deviations are generally less than 1%, with the largest deviations generally

connected with the lower mass points. Similar inversion accuracies are found for P̂ = P/E and cs, as is shown in Fig.

2.

Actually, from the point of view of reproducing the actual EOS curves, the fits are even more accurate than these

deviations, δE , δP, δP̂ and δcs would suggest. Note from Fig. 2 that the reconstructed Pfit,i at a point fi often lie

close to the actual EOS curves even though the δP values appear to be relatively large. To measure the true deviation

from the EOS curve, we define the quantity ∆P

∆Pi =
Pfit,i(Efit,i)
Pi(Efit,i)

− 1, (24)

where Pi is the actual pressure at the energy density Efit,i that is reconstructed from the fit at Mfi , and Pfit,i is the

fitted pressure at Mfi . This quantity is shown in the lowest subpanel of the left panel of Fig. 2.

f = Mf/Mmax gmin hmin anf bnf cnf dnf < δnf >

1 1 4/5 1.616 -0.5078 -1.919 0.4523 0.00401

0.95 0.95 0.85 0.8910 -0.0122 -5.317 3.333 0.00289

0.9 0.95 2/3 0.7490 0.1451 -3.376 1.232 0.00239

0.85 0.95 1/2 0.6537 0.2580 -2.939 0.6854 0.00234

4/5 0.9 1/2 0.6090 0.3345 -3.343 1.009 0.00230

3/4 0.85 1/2 0.5671 0.3978 -3.748 1.349 0.00243

2/3 4/5 2/5 0.5003 0.4905 -3.620 1.138 0.00257

3/5 3/4 2/5 0.4474 0.5714 -3.924 1.361 0.00315

1/2 2/3 1/3 0.3857 0.6552 -4.035 1.385 0.00457

2/5 1/2 1/3 0.3360 0.6899 -6.106 3.411 0.00672

1/3 1/2 1/3 0.2885 0.7687 -5.660 2.863 0.0119

f = Mf/Mmax gmin hmin aµf bµf cµf dµf < δµf > < δnf >

1 1 2/5 0.7247 1.323 -1.887 0.5119 0.00893 0.00400

0.95 0.95 2/5 0.9410 0.7312 -1.180 0.4323 0.00399 0.00288

0.9 0.95 1/3 0.9607 0.5801 -0.8573 0.2723 0.00299 0.00239

0.85 4/5 1/2 1.002 0.4692 -1.205 0.7259 0.00250 0.00233

4/5 4/5 2/5 1.007 0.3956 -0.8141 0.4139 0.00224 0.00229

3/4 3/4 2/5 1.011 0.3381 -0.7660 0.4242 0.00206 0.00242

2/3 2/3 2/5 1.009 0.2661 -0.7310 0.4634 0.00188 0.00257

3/5 1/2 2/5 1.011 0.2137 -1.320 1.106 0.00181 0.00315

1/2 1/2 1/3 0.9987 0.1643 -0.6085 0.4425 0.00175 0.00457

2/5 1/2 1/3 0.9866 0.1252 -0.4503 0.3223 0.00183 0.00671

1/3 2/5 1/3 0.9820 0.0976 -0.7249 0.6237 0.00119 0.0118

Table 3. The same as Table 2 but for the baryon number density n and chemical potential µ. anf and aµf have units of fm−3

and GeV, respectively. The last column in the µ fit parameters shows the RMS error < δnf > where nf = (Ef + Pf )/µf .

In some contexts, one may wish to infer the central baryon chemical potential µ and/or the baryon number density

n directly from the M -R curve. We therefore computed fit parameters for µf and nf using Eq (22), and also show

them and the resulting RMS errors in Table 3. It is interesting that the RMS deviations in µ are less than 0.5% except

at low masses, and those in n are generally even smaller. Both are generally smaller than those of E or P or even

P/E . Fig. 3 compares µ and n for the four standard equations of state used in Fig. 1 with their corresponding M -R

inversions obtained from Eq. (22) using the coefficients tabulated in Table 3.

Although it was not the primary goal of Ref. (Ofengeim et al. 2023) to predict central pressures and energy densities

of stars along the M −R curve, their methods allow one to do so. It is useful to compare the results so obtained with
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Figure 3. The same as Fig. 2 except for density n and chemical potential µ as functions of energy density E .

Figure 4. Histogram showing the number of EOSs with particular ranges of RMS errors in the pressure at the 11 fiducial
points f along the M -R curves for the 312 EOSs in the tabulation of Sun et al. (2024a) for which Mmax ≥ 2M⊙. Upper portion
shows results for the method of Ofengeim et al. (2023); lower portion shows results for the power-law method of this paper,
identifying specific EOSs in that tabulation having large errors.
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ours. By inverting their correlations

Gi = ci

(
Pmax

Emax

)pi
(
Emax

E0

)qi

+ di, (25)

where Gi ∈ [Mmax, Rmax, c
2
s,max], (ci, di, pi, qi) are fitting parameters, and E0 ≃ 0.150 GeV fm−3 is the nuclear satura-

tion energy density, one is able to determine Pmax, Emax and c2s,max from Mmax and Rmax for a given EOS. Combining

this with a semi-universal approximation they proposed, valid for E > 3E0, of the form P (E , Pmax, Emax, c
2
s,max) [Eqs.

(2a,2b) in Ofengeim et al. (2023)], a relation of the form P (E , Pmax, Emax) can be obtained. Fig. 4 displays a histogram

comparing the RMS accuracies of this approach at our 11 mass points f to those from our approach using Eq. (22) for

the set of 316 EOSs in the tabulation of Sun et al. (2024a) for which Mmax ≥ 2M⊙. About 2/3 of these interactions

have RMS pressure errors less than 1% with our approach, compared with about 1/7 using the approach of Ofengeim

et al. (2023). A code has been placed in the Zenodo repository (Sun et al. 2024b) to invert complete, arbitrary M -R

curves to give their underlying E-P relations.

Since the sample (Sun et al. 2024a) of EOSs used to establish our fits does not include any with first-order phase

transitions, it can be expected that our method may not give good results for those particular EOSs. This is elaborated

in §5. However, as we also discuss in §5, the accuracy of our method can arbitrarily improved, even in the case of

first-order phase transitions, by using the initial guesses it provides together with Newton-Raphson iterations with

TOV integrations utilizing (Mf , Rf ) information but not any EOS information at densities above the star’s core-crust

transition.

4. FROM M -R TO P -E
The analytic inversion of the M -R curve discussed in §3 cannot be applied unambiguously to observational M −R

data because it requires knowledge of, or a probability distribution for, Mmax. This extra uncertainty could be

removed, however, if accurate analytic correlations can be found that relate radii at fixed mass values along M -R

curves to their corresponding central energy densities and pressures.

A first step toward this goal is to develop fits for a fixed grid of M values, which we take as Mj ∈
[2.0, 1.9, 1.8, 1.7, 1.6, 1.5, 1.4, 1.3]M⊙; as before, we will only consider equations of state that satisfy Mmax ≥ 2M⊙.

First we develop correlations for single fixed mass values, using data from the 316 equations of state from the

tabulation of Ref. (Sun et al. 2024a). Specifically, for the TPE approach, we assume

νj = aν + bνRj , ϕj = aϕ + bϕ

(
GMj

Rjc2

)
, cs = αc + βc

√
GMj

Rjc2
. (26)

Then

Ej =
ϕj

ν2j
, Pj = EjP̂j =

1

3ν2j

[(
1

2
− 2ϕj

)
−

√
ϕ2
j − 2ϕj +

1

4

]
. (27)

In the power-law approach, we least-squares fit the data to the functions

Gj =aG

(
Rj

10 km

)bG

, (28)

Note that the fit does not include a mass term since that only introduces a constant correction to the aG parameters.

Results are given in Table 4.

The results have only moderate precision, and the power-law fits appear to be generally better than those from the

TPE approach. However, it is interesting that, in the TPE approach, the auxiliary functions ϕ and ν are fit with

better precision than E or P . As we will see, this is connected to the strong correlation between the predicted values

of E and P , such that P̂ = P/E is also fit to higher accuracy than P or E alone. This variable could be used together

with E , to infer P and E . In fact, the variable pair E-P̂ has the advantage that it does not have a real-value constraint

as does the ϕ-ν pair. In practice, however, fitting Ec and P̂c produces the smallest net uncertainties in Ec and Pc of

any other combination.

Unfortunately, these fitting formulae have limited applicability due to their large mass grid spacing. This can be

somewhat alleviated by obtaining general fits that transform an arbitrary M−R point into its corresponding Ec and Pc

(or P̂c, etc.). This is possible since the coefficients a and b in Table 4 vary more or less smoothly along the mass grid.
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Mj/M⊙ aE bE δEj aν bν δEj,TPE δνj,TPE

2.0 1.456 -3.617 0.0653 -0.1844 0.0483 0.0956 0.0432

1.9 1.313 -3.491 0.0600 -0.1502 0.0461 0.0878 0.0399

1.8 1.204 -3.413 0.0569 -0.1261 0.0446 0.0825 0.0384

1.7 1.110 -3.355 0.0548 -0.1067 0.0434 0.0800 0.0374

1.6 1.028 -3.308 0.0534 -0.0903 0.0423 0.0777 0.0387

1.5 0.952 -3.270 0.0525 -0.0763 0.0414 0.0763 0.0361

1.4 0.8816 -3.238 0.0519 -0.0638 0.0405 0.0755 0.0356

1.3 0.0815 -3.208 0.0519 -0.0531 0.0398 0.0755 0.0352

Mj/M⊙ aP bP δPj aϕ bϕ δPj,TPE δϕj,TPE

2.0 0.6189 -5.871 0.0947 0.0191 0.3994 0.1066 0.00705

1.9 0.4741 -5.540 0.0882 0.0124 0.4317 0.0926 0.00715

1.8 0.3733 -5.323 0.0847 0.0084 0.4522 0.0860 0.00755

1.7 0.3052 -5.156 0.0824 0.0057 0.4677 0.0823 0.00809

1.6 0.2488 -5.019 0.0813 0.0038 0.4798 0.0805 0.00876

1.5 0.2036 -4.903 0.0808 0.0025 0.4898 0.0797 0.00946

1.4 0.1668 -4.805 0.0810 0.00174 0.4990 0.0798 0.01030

1.3 0.1361 -4.711 0.0819 0.0009 0.5055 0.0807 0.01125

Mj/M⊙ ac bc δcs αc βc δcs,j,TPE

2.0 0.8840 -0.7601 0.0715 0.1355 2.595 0.0711

1.9 0.8378 -0.7029 0.0654 0.1757 2.418 0.0651

1.8 0.7982 -0.6671 0.0622 0.1968 2.320 0.0618

1.7 0.7625 -0.6439 0.0601 0.2071 2.268 0.0598

1.6 0.7295 -0.6292 0.0576 0.2107 2.249 0.0585

1.5 0.6984 -0.6224 0.0584 0.2087 2.262 0.0573

1.4 0.6691 -0.6234 0.0568 0.2311 2.231 0.0566

1.3 0.6403 -0.6276 0.0561 0.1923 2.379 0.0560

Mj/M⊙ aP̂ bP̂ δP̂j δP̂j,TPE

2.0 0.4252 -2.254 0.0360 0.0215

1.9 0.3611 -2.049 0.0285 0.0203

1.8 0.3134 -1.910 0.0252 0.0200

1.7 0.2747 -1.801 0.0234 0.0198

1.6 0.2421 -1.711 0.0222 0.0196

1.5 0.2139 -1.633 0.0213 0.0194

1.4 0.1892 -1.567 0.0210 0.0196

1.3 0.1871 -1.503 0.0209 0.0199

Table 4. The parameters and root mean square uncertainties δ for the power-law fits in Eq. (28) are in the center blocks and
those for the TPE fits in Eqs. (26) and (27) are in the right blocks. aE and aP have units of GeV fm−3 and bν has units of
km−1.

This smooth behavior for all G ∈ [E/(GeV fm−3), P/(GeV fm−3), P/E , cs, ϕ, ν/(GeV1/2km−3/2)] variables suggests a

general fitting formula of the form

lnG = aG + bG ln

(
M

M⊙

)
+ cG ln

(
R

km

)
+ dG

[
ln

(
M

M⊙

)]2
+ eG ln

(
M

M⊙

)
ln

(
R

km

)
+ fG

[
ln

(
R

km

)]2
. (29)

Using the 316 equations of state from the tabulation of Sun et al. (2024a) at the 8 fixed mass points previously utilized,

least squares best fitting parameters for Eq. (29) were obtained and are given in Table 5. It is again noticeable that

fits of P̂ , ν and ϕ are much more accurate than those of E or P .
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G aG bG cG dG eG fG δG

E 3.333 2.608 -0.7428 0.5569 -0.7895 -0.4031 0.0659

P 16.56 7.289 -11.85 1.308 -2.244 1.538 0.0703

P̂ 13.23 4.681 -11.11 0.7516 -1.455 1.941 0.0170

cs 16.12 0.2109 -12.23 0.06022 0.1389 2.198 0.0455

ϕ 1.087 -0.2481 -1.873 -0.1151 0.4816 0.1337 0.00942

ν -1.123 -1.428 -0.5650 -0.3360 0.6356 0.26843 0.0327

Table 5. The parameters and root mean square uncertainties δ for Eq. (29). All parameters are dimensionless.

G aG bG cG dG eG fG gG δG

E 0.9962 -1.714 1.504 -0.5194 1.132 -0.9354 -0.08149 0.0361

P 14.10 2.732 -9.484 0.1734 -0.2173 0.9768 -0.08593 0.0395

P̂ 13.10 4.445 -10.99 0.6928 -1.350 1.912 -0.004449 0.0170

cs 17.28 2.357 -13.34 0.5948 -0.8156 2.463 0.04047 0.0455

ϕ 1.101 -0.2227 -1.886 -0.1087 0.4703 0.1368 0.0004793 0.00942

ν 0.05239 0.7454 -1.695 0.2053 -0.3310 0.5361 0.04098 0.0327

Table 6. The parameters and root mean square uncertainties δ for Eq. (29). All parameters are dimensionless.

Nevertheless, as we have already discussed, such fitting formulae are fundamentally limited by the fact that an M,R

point does not translate into unique values for E , P . To improve the accuracy, more information from the M -R relation

has to be incorporated into these fits. One possibility is to utilize the inverse slope dR/dM at an (M,R) point, which

could be incorporated as follows:

lnG = aG+ bG ln

(
M

M⊙

)
+ cG ln

(
R

km

)
+ dG

[
ln

(
M

M⊙

)]2
+ eG ln

(
M

M⊙

)
ln

(
R

km

)
+ fG

[
ln

(
R

km

)]2
+ gG

(
dR

dM

)(
M⊙

km

)
. (30)

We repeated the fitting procedure using this modified formula with the results shown in Table 6. This general inversion

moderately improves the accuracies all quantities. It is again noticeable that fits of P̂ , ν and ϕ are much more accurate

than those of E or P .

For the four EOSs utilized in the comparison in Fig. 1, we repeat the comparisons of inversions for Pc-Ec and c2s,c-P̂

for the fits of Eq. (29) in Fig. 5 for the reference masses.

An example of how this approach could be applied to give EOS information from observations is shown in Fig. 6.

For this example, we utilized the recent NICER results for two sources, PSR J0437-4715 (Dittmann et al. 2024; Salmi

et al. 2024) and J0740+6620 (Choudhury et al. 2024), whose masses, about 1.4M⊙ (Fonseca et al. 2021) and 2.0M⊙
(Reardon et al. 2024), respectively, were independently established from pulsar timing. The assumed uncertainty

regions were approximated by double uncorrelated Gaussian probability distributions with M = 1.42 ± 0.04M⊙ and

R = 11.36 ± 0.79 km for PSR J0437-4715 and M = 2.07 ± 0.07M⊙ and R = 12.49 ± 1.08 km for PSR J0740+6620.

Randomly sampling from the two regions, one can approximate values of dR/dM from finite differencing for each pair

of points from the two regions. Including the additional RMS uncertainties of the fits provided by Eq. (30) as given

in Table 6, the observational uncertainty regions can be transformed into the two sets of EOS confidence ellipses in

Fig. 6. Each set of confidence ellipses shows a strong correlation between ]mathcalE and P because the formulae Eq.

(30) have much smaller uncertainties for P̂ than for either E or P .

Of course, one cannot reconstruct an entire E-P band from this limited observational information. Traditional

Bayesian approaches circumvent this difficulty by creating prior distributions of M -R relations from parameterized

EOS models, statistically determining those M -R curves that best-fit the observations, and then recovering probability

distributions for E-P that result in a continuous band. We compare the results of our approach with those of traditional

Bayesian methods in Fig. 6 for three published cases in which the dominant observational information that was utilized
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Figure 5. Comparison of two-radius and inverse slope power-law fits for the general mass-radius inversion technique. Left
panel: Solid lines show the P -E relation for the BSk26, SLy4, MS1 and DD2 equations of state. Points show the reconstructed
Ec and Pc from Eq. (29) at the indicated reference masses. The side and lower panels show their logarithmic errors at each mass
point. Right panel: Solid lines show the c2s-P/E relation, while points show the reconstructed values of c2s,c and Ec/Pc from Eq.
(23) at their indicated reference masses. Side and lower panels show their logarithmic errors.

were from the same two NICER sources. The comparisons are with Brandes et al. (2023), who parameterized the

EOS with a variable sound-speed approach, and with Rutherford et al. (2024) who parameterized the EOS with first,

a piecewise-polytrope (PP) model, and second, with a piecewise constant sound-speed (CS) model.

This figure illustrates the prior uncertainties introduced by choices of EOS parameterization and/or parameter

sampling, which are more important at lower densities (2ns is equivalent to E ∼ 0.3MeV fm−3) than higher densities

(5ns is equivalent to E ∼ 0.7MeV fm−3) near the central density of the maximum mass star. As shown by Lattimer &

Prakash (2001), radii of typical neutron stars are determined by the EOS near 2ns and not near the central densities

of maximum mass stars, so the differences shown in Fig. 6 have significant implications for predicted radii. The

three different Bayesian approaches have similar uncertainties, but the centroids of their EOS results differ by about

0.5σ at high densities and more than 1σ at lower densities. In other words, the uncertainties stemming from the

parameterization choice can be as large as those from observational uncertainties, especially for lower mass stars.

Within this context, our approach appears to be consistent with the results of Brandes et al. (2023) near the implied

central conditions of both stars. However, our approach appears inconsistent with the results of Rutherford et al. (2024)

for the implied central conditions of the lower-mass star, where we, and Brandes et al. (2023), predict a pressure about

1.5 times smaller.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we developed fitting formulae for the central values of E , P, cs, µ and n for masses given by specific

fractions of the maximum mass. These formulae were optimized for hadronic EOSs and are EOS-insensitive with

accuracies of 0.5% or better. The formulae can be used to invert a specific M -R curve to yield its underlying EOS

(E-P relation). The question arises whether they can also be applied to M -R curves for stars with first-order phase

transitions.

While we did not perform an exhaustive study, the case of a typical hadronic EOS combined with the simple MIT

massless, two-flavor, charge-neutral quark bag model is illuminating. For this exercise, we assumed a quark bag EOS

given by

Ebag = 3Pbag + 4B =
3

4
µbagnbag +B, (31)
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Figure 6. The two sets of gold confidence ellipses (68% and 95%) correspond to the inversion of the corresponding PSR
J0437-4715 and J0740+6620 M -R uncertainty regions, assumed to be double Gaussian probability distributions, using Eq. (30)
for E and P̂ = P/E and their uncertainties (see text for determination of inverse slopes dR/dM). For comparison, results for
the inferred E-P relation from traditional Bayesian approaches from Brandes, Kaiser and Weise Brandes et al. (2023) (blue)
and Rutherford et al. Rutherford et al. (2024) for their constant sound-speed (piecewise polytrope) parameterization are shown
in red (black). 68% (95%) bounds are shown with bolder (lighter) shades.

where B = 80 MeV fm−3 was chosen for the bag constant. µbag and nbag are the baryon chemical potential and baryon

number density in the quark phase. For each quark species, the Fermi gas model for degenerate, massless up (u) and

down (d) quarks gives

µu,d = ℏc
(

3

Ncg
π2nu,d

)1/3

, (32)

where g = 2 is the spin degeneracy and Nc = 3 is the number of quark colors. Charge neutrality results in nd = 2nu

or µd = 21/3µu, and therefore nbag = Ncnd/2. The baryon chemical potential is then related to the baryon density by

µbag = 2µd + µu = ℏc
(
24/3 + 1

) (
π2nbag

)1/3
. (33)

At zero pressure, one has E0 = 4B = µ0n0, where the chemical potential and number densities are

µ0 =
[
ℏc

(
24/3 + 1

)]3/4
π1/2(4B)1/4, n0 =

4B

µ0
. (34)

With B = 80 MeV fm−3, µ0 = 1.014 GeV and n0 = 0.3155 fm−3. With these quantities, one can express the baryon

density and pressure more simply as

nbag = n0

(
Pbag +B

B

) 3
4

, Pbag = B

[(
nbag

n0

) 4
3

− 1

]
. (35)



Correlations Between the M −R Relation and the EOS 17

Figure 7. Left panel: Mass-radius curves for the purely hadronic star formed with the BSk22 EOS (solid cruve) and a hybrid
star with a first-order phase transition to the MIT massless, charge neutral, two-flavor quark bag model EOS with B = 80
MeV (dashed curve). Black (red) filled circles show the fractional maximum mass (Mf , Rf ) values. Right panel: E-P relations
forming the M -R diagrams shown in the left panel. Black (red) filled circles show the actual central values for Ec and Pc for the
BSK22 (BSK22+Bag) case. The black (red) triangles show the predicted values for Ec and Pc from Eq. (22) using parameters
from Table 2. Green filled circles in both panels show properties at the nuclear saturation density ns.

Figure 8. The same as the right panel of Fig. 7 except for the pressure and chemical potential.

Paired with a hadronic EOS at low densities, a first order phase transition to quark matter is found from the conditions

µbag = µh and Pbag = Ph, where the subscript h refers to the hadronic EOS (BSK22 in this case). With B = 80

MeV fm−3, the phase transition occurs at the pressure Pt = 31.92 MeV fm−3 and chemical potential µt = 1.103 GeV,

with a baryon density discontinuity extending from nht = 0.304 fm−3 to nqt = 0.406 fm−3, and an energy density

discontinuity extending from Eht = 303.8 MeV fm−3 to Eqt = 415.8 MeV fm−3. This transition has a discontinuity

magnitude Eqt/Eht − 1 = 0.37, close to the largest seemingly allowed by neutron star maximum mass and measured

radius constraints (Brandes et al. 2023).

The mass-radius curves with and without this phase transition are displayed in Fig. 7, showing the maximum mass

is reduced from 2.58M⊙ to 1.78M⊙. This figure also displays the underlying EOSs for the two cases. The interpolated

central values Ec and Pc at the fractional maximum masses Mf are compared with predictions stemming from Eq.

(22) using the parameters specified in Table 2. In Fig. 8 the corresponding interpolated central values µc and Pc are

compared with predictions.
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As expected, the reconstruction of the BSk22 EOS from its M -R curve is highly accurate (to within 0.5%) for all

fractional maximum masses. The reconstruction of the hybrid case with the first-order phase transition is obviously

not as precise, although it is by no means disastrous. Since the maximum masses are different for the two cases, the

actual Ec, µc and Pc values at each Mf are different. Generally speaking, the reconstructed values of Ec, µc and Pc far

from the phase transition are relatively well reproduced, with accuracies of a few percent. Near the phase transition,

the reconstructed EOS fails to reproduce the abrupt behavior of the actual Ec-Pc relation, but instead smooths out the

transition. Nevertheless, at the energy-density midpoint of the transition, the central pressure and energy density are

accurately reproduced. The reconstructed pressures and chemical potentials in the quark phase are both somewhat

underestimated, but the predicted values still lie near the interpolated EOS curve. Overall, the EOS reconstruction is

surprisingly satisfactory, indicating that this method can be applied to dense matter EOSs rather different from the

hadronic Skyrme and RMF forces used to establish the fitting formulae, even those including large first-order phase

transitions. The expectation is our formulae will also be applicable to other hybrid star models, such as those with

crossover transitions involving quarkyonic matter (McLerran & Reddy 2019; Zhao & Lattimer 2020).

Given the relative accuracies of the reconstructed EOSs using our formulae, and the large existing observational

uncertainties, it would not seem essential to further refine the techniques developed here to obtain higher accuracies.

If needed, however, two obvious ways of increasing the inversion precision would be to select a finer fractional maximum

mass grid with more values of f , or to select more than two fitting radii at each fractional maximum mass value. We

have not yet explored how the accuracy depends on either of these considerations. Nevertheless, there may be a

fundamental limit to precision based on the training sample of EOSs that we have employed. A future project will be

to utilize several versions of parameterized EOSs to validate the fitting parameters found here.

We have found, in any case, that one cannot simply perform Newton-Raphson iterations to refine the predicted

values of Ec and Pc from Mf −Rf values using the TOV equation. Such iterations are highly unstable, which is what

motivated Lindblom (1992) to develop a more complicated method to estimate the EOS from the mass-radius curve.

As we have noted, Lindblom’s technique still has general instabilities which reduce its utility. A project for future

work will be to refine our predictions, possibly using a variation of Lindblom’s technique together with predicted sound

speed information, which would be most useful for applications to cases with first-order phase transitions. But given

observational uncertainties, such refinements would not seem to be crucial at the present time.

Neutron star masses and radii are not the only observable structural properties. Our methods should also work for

moments of inertia (Ī) and tidal deformabilities (Λ), which can be shown to have strong correlations with M and R

(Zhao & Lattimer 2018). In principle, power-law formulae can be constructed for the inference of Ec, Pc, µc and nc

directly from the maximum mass and either of the dimensionless quantities Λf or Īf . The fact that Λ and Ī are highly

correlated to better than the 1% level (Yagi & Yunes 2013) irrespective of EOS or mass means that they could be

simultaneously utilized.

Future work will also be directed toward combining our formulae with traditional Bayesian techniques for inferring

the EOS from observations. One possibility is to directly parameterize M −R relations rather than to generate them

from parameterized EOSs. One could then attempt to assign probabilities to the M -R relations that reflect their

overlap with the observational uncertainty regions. Our formulae can then be used to generate an uncertainty band in

EP space from the resulting probability distributions of M -R curves, while avoiding the problem of prior uncertainties

stemming from EOS parameterizations.
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this research were planted at the The Modern Physics of Compact Stars and Relativistic Gravity 2023 Conference
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