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ABSTRACT

Recently, it was proposed that an off-center dipole magnetic configuration, together
with a non-trivial temperature profile, may be the best model to explain the X-ray
light curve of PSR J0030+0451 observed by the Neutron Star Interior Composition
Explorer (NICER). Using a theoretical model for the electric current density in a force-
free pulsar magnetosphere, we compute from first principles the distribution of electric
current over the polar cap associated with an off-center magnetic dipole. We then use
a simple prescription to compute the resulting temperature distribution, which allows
us to derive the observed X-ray light curve. We investigate the role of the volumetric
return current region in the polar cap and find that although it does not make a big
difference in an aligned dipole case, the difference can be bigger in the case of an off-
center dipole. Finally, we apply Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting to the
X-ray light curves of pulsars PSR J0030+0451 and PSR J0437–4715 with and without
the volumetric return current, and find that our model can reasonably recover the
observed X-ray light curves.

1. INTRODUCTION

X-ray pulse profiles modeling constitutes a
crucial methodology for deducing key parame-
ters of neutron stars such as their mass and ra-
dius. Typically, this type of modeling involves
reverse-engineering observed X-ray light curves
and spectra to infer the temperature distribu-
tion on the stellar surface, e.g. the locations and
temperatures of hotspots (see e.g. Morsink et al.
2007; Bauböck et al. 2013; Psaltis & Özel 2014;
Vincent et al. 2018).
With the advent of the Neutron star Interior

Composition Explorer (NICER) and its high-
quality timing data, precision modeling of the

Corresponding author: Chun Huang
chun.h@wustl.edu

X-ray pulse profiles of millisecond pulsars be-
came a possibility. Miller et al. (2019) and Ri-
ley et al. (2019) made the first measurement of
the mass and radius of PSR J0030+0451 by ap-
plying detailed modeling techniques to NICER
data. The mass-radius measurement holds sub-
stantial implications, providing a means to con-
strain the equation of state for matter inside the
neutron star, probing nuclear physics at these
extreme conditions that are not accessible on
Earth (See e.g. Raaijmakers et al. 2019; Raai-
jmakers et al. 2020, 2021; Huang et al. 2024;
Huang et al. 2024; Rutherford et al. 2024).
In addition to determining the mass and ra-

dius of PSR J0030+0451, Riley et al. (2019)
produced, at the time, the most detailed
hotspot map of the neutron star surface de-
rived from observational data. The hotspots
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were found to have distinct shapes: one is ap-
proximately circular, while the other is like a
crescent. Both of the hotspots were found to
be located within the same hemisphere, sug-
gesting magnetic structures beyond the regular
dipole close to the star (Bilous et al. 2019). A
few theoretical works followed, attempting to
study the implication of the hotspot shapes on
the magnetic field structure near the star (Chen
et al. 2020; Kalapotharakos et al. 2021), and
finding that a dipole plus quadrupole magnetic
field can typically reproduce the observed X-ray
light curve.
A recent investigation by Vinciguerra et al.

(2024) revisited the hotspot modeling of PSR
J0030+0451, finding the hotspots to be consis-
tent with the polar caps of an off-center dipole
magnetic field but with a nontrivial tempera-
ture distribution. In particular, the new study
found that one of the hotspots has a high-
temperature component near its edge. This
study suggests that nontrivial temperature dis-
tribution across hotspots may need to be taken
into account during the modeling process, which
may significantly expand the parameter space.
A theory that describes the temperature distri-
bution across pulsar surface hotspots is urgently
needed.
Fortunately, recent advances in theoretical

modeling of the pulsar magnetosphere have pro-
vided a basis for such a theory. Gralla et al.
(2017) have outlined a model to compute the
magnetospheric current distribution across the
neutron star surface, and Lockhart et al. (2019)
have applied this model to compute potential
surface temperature maps given a dipole plus
axisymmetric quadrupole magnetic field config-
uration. However, the analytic models based
on magnetospheric current have been limited to
setups that are symmetric with respect to some
magnetic axis. None of the hotspot configura-
tions from phenomenological X-ray light curve
modeling (e.g. Miller et al. 2019; Riley et al.

2019) are axisymmetric. Going beyond axisym-
metric models is a crucial step to take in order
to bridge the gap between our theoretical un-
derstanding of pulsar magnetospheres and the
observed X-ray data.
In this paper, we attempt to take a first

step towards a non-axisymmetric, physics-based
model of the temperature distribution across
hotspots on the surfaces of rotation-powered
pulsars. Based on the theory of force-free pul-
sar magnetospheres developed by Gralla et al.
(2017), we consider an off-center magnetic
dipole and derive the distribution of the cur-
rent density across the neutron star surface. Us-
ing this current distribution, we compute the
surface heating rate using a simple prescrip-
tion and derive the surface temperature dis-
tribution. Finally, we compute the pulsar’s
light curve using the X-PSI global temper-
ature module and incorporate it into pulse-
profile modeling process. We perform a direct
fit to the observed X-ray light-curve data of
PSR J0030+0451 (J0030) and PSR J0437–4715
(J0437), aiming to showcase the explanatory
power of our off-center dipole temperature map.
This work illustrates the potential of adopting
a physics-based hotspot configuration to model
pulsar X-ray data, offering an alternative to the
geometric methods currently in use (e.g., those
proposed by Riley et al. 2019).
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec-

tion 2, we provide a detailed description of
the theoretical method. In Section 3, we com-
pare the surface current distribution for shifted
dipole models with results from canonical cen-
tered dipole models, highlighting the differences
in hotspot structure and resulting X-ray light
curves. In Section 4, we apply this model to
try to fit the light curves of millisecond pulsars
J0030 and J0437. Finally in Section 5 we dis-
cuss the limitations of this method and outline
future directions for this line of work.

2. METHOD
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We follow the general method developed
by Gralla et al. (2017) and Lockhart et al.
(2019) to compute the current distribution on
the surface of the pulsar. In this section, we
outline the key ingredients, while referring the
reader to the original paper for more detail.
The pulsar magnetosphere is assumed to

be well-described by force-free electrodynam-
ics (see e.g. Gruzinov 1999; Contopoulos et al.
1999). Under such an assumption, the electric
current flowing in the magnetosphere is entirely
determined by the magnetic field configuration.
Gralla & Jacobson (2014) showed that in this
limit the electromagnetic field can be described
using only two scalar fields α and β, which are
often called “Euler potentials” (Uchida 1997):

F = dα ∧ dβ. (1)

Magnetic field lines are given by the intersection
of surfaces of constant α and β. The Euler po-
tentials satisfy the simple geometric equation:

α ∧ d ∗ F = β ∧ d ∗ F = 0. (2)

Under axisymmetry, one of the Euler potentials
becomes trivial, β = ϕ, and the other equa-
tion can be reduced to the well-known Grad-
Shafranov equation or pulsar equation (see e.g.
Michel 1973; Contopoulos et al. 1999) Solving
the full non-axisymmetric problem in full 3D is
still a challenging problem and often done us-
ing time-dependent numerical simulations (e.g.
Spitkovsky 2006).
If a solution is already found, Gralla et al.

(2017) showed that the four-current density in
the pulsar magnetosphere can be computed di-

rectly from the Euler potentials:

J t̂ =

√
1− 2M

r
J t, (3)

J r̂ =
Λ(α, β) (∂θα∂ϕβ − ∂ϕα∂θβ)√

r(r − 2M)(r sin θ)
, (4)

J θ̂ =
Λ(α, β)

r sin θ
(∂ϕα∂rβ − ∂rα∂ϕβ) , (5)

J ϕ̂ =
Λ(α, β)

r
(∂rα∂θβ − ∂θα∂rβ) , (6)

Where (J t̂, J r̂, J θ̂, J ϕ̂) are the components of the
four-current components under the orthonormal
basis (t̂, r̂, θ̂, ϕ̂), and J t is given by:

J t =
Ω− ΩZ

r(r − 2M)
{∂θα∂θ∂ϕβ − ∂θβ∂θ∂ϕα

+ r(r − 2M) (∂rα∂r∂ϕβ − ∂rβ∂r∂ϕα)

− ∂ϕα

[(
1− 2M

r

)
∂r

(
r2∂rβ

)
+
∂θ (sin θ∂θβ)

sin θ

]
+ ∂ϕβ

[(
1− 2M

r

)
∂r

(
r2∂rα

)
+

∂θ (sin θ∂θα)

sin θ

]
},

(7)

where Ω is the angular velocity, ΩZ is the
“frame-drag frequency” defined as ΩZ =
2ÎΩ/r3, and Î is the moment of inertia, which
defined as Î = IM⋆R

2
⋆, where we set the com-

pactness I = 2/5. M⋆ and R⋆ are the mass
and radius of the neutron star respectively. The
function Λ(α, β) is a conserved quantity along
each field line that determines the magnitude
of the current density. Comparing with first-
principles PIC simulations of the global pulsar
magnetosphere, Gralla et al. (2017) were able
to find an approximate expression for this func-
tion:

Λ(α, β) =∓ 2Ω
{
J0

(
2 arcsin

√
α/αo

)
cos ι

∓J1

(
2 arcsin

√
α/αo

)
cos β sin ι

}
,

α < αo,
(8)
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where the ∓ sign refers to the north-
ern/southern hemisphere, ι is the dipole incli-
nation angle, J0 and J1 are Bessel functions of
the first kind, and α0 label the last open field
line, defined as:

αo =

√
3

2
µΩ

(
1 +

1

5
sin2 ι

)
. (9)

This quantity α0 delineates the boundary of the
polar cap, which is the region where open mag-
netic field lines originate from. The dipole mag-
netic moment µ is defined as B0R

3
⋆, where B0

represents the magnetic field strength on the
surface of the neutron star. In the subsequent
sections, we adopt a value of B0 = 5 × 108G.
Equation (9) is our definition of the pulsar po-
lar cap for the rest of this paper, even when the
designated regions are no longer geometrically
similar to polar caps in the traditional sense.
For a general rotating neutron star, no known

analytic solution exists for the force-free Euler
potentials α and β. However, if we only con-
sider a non-relativistic dipole-like magnetic field
originating from the star, then a simple analytic
solution exists for the Euler potentials:

α = −µ

r
sin2 θ′, β = φ′, (10)

where θ′ and φ′ are the polar coordinates about
the dipole axis, and they are related to the co-
ordinates θ and φ in the lab frame by:

cos θ′ = cos θ cos ι− sin θ cosφ sin ι (11)

tanφ′ =
sin θ sinφ

sin θ cosφ cos ι+ cos θ sin ι
, (12)

where ι is the inclination angle between the
magnetic axis and the rotation axis.
It is straightforward to generalize Equa-

tion (10) to a shifted dipole configuration. De-
fine the shifted coordinates as:

xs = x+ x0, ys = y + y0, zs = z + z0, (13)

where (x0, y0, z0) is the center of the shifted
dipole,(x, y, z) is the Cartesian coordinate with

respect to the shifted magnetic center, and
(xs, ys, zs) is the Cartesian coordinate with re-
spect to the actual center of the neutron star.
Equations (10) are valid in the magnetic body
frame (x′, y′, z′), whereas the derivatives in
Equations (3)–(7) now need to be taken with
respect to the lab frame (rs, θs, φs).
Note that we have adopted the expression

for a non-relativistic magnetic dipole in Equa-
tions (10). Gralla et al. (2016) has presented
a general-relativistic solution of the magnetic
dipole in terms of Euler potentials. However,
once the magnetic dipole is shifted from the
center of mass of the neutron star, the gen-
eral relativistic solution no longer applies. We
have verified that even for millisecond pulsars,
the GR solution given by Gralla et al. (2016)
only differs from the non-relativistic dipole so-
lution by around 3%. On the other hand, the
frame-dragging effect due to the rotation of the
star, which is the dominant effect of general rel-
ativity, is already built into the prescription of
computing the current density given in Equa-
tions (3)–(7).
The body frame coordinates (r, θ′, φ′) are re-

lated to the lab frame coordinates (rs, θs, φs) by
a nonlinear transformation. As a result, tak-
ing the derivatives of α and β with respect to
(rs, θs, φs) is quite nontrivial. We overcome this
difficulty by employing the Automatic Differen-
tiation (AD) technique while computing the Eu-
ler potentials. AD keeps a graph of mathemat-
ical operations during the calculation of α and
β, then one can easily and accurately take the
partial derivatives of these complicated func-
tions with respect to the coordinates by walking
down the computational graph and applying the
chain rule. Automatic differentiation allows us
to achieve machine precision when evaluating
the derivatives, without the need to introduce a
grid. This is especially important in Section 4
where we need to evaluate the derivatives a large
number of times to carry out the Markov Chain
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Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting procedure. We
use the open source Python automatic differen-
tiation package jax1 to compute the numerical
derivatives of the Euler potentials in the pro-
duction code.
Given the four-current density across the po-

lar cap, a heating prescription is required to
compute the temperature distribution. This
heating is intimately related to the dissipa-
tion of electromagnetic energy, particle accel-
eration, and the pair production process above
the neutron star surface. As shown through
analytic calculations by of Beloborodov (2008)
and simulations by Timokhin & Arons (2013),
particle acceleration at the polar cap depends
on the ratio j/cρGJ, where j is the magni-
tude of the three-current density and ρGJ is
the Goldreich-Julian charge density Goldreich
& Julian (1969). If this ratio is locally greater
than 1 (the four-current is spacelike, J2 > 0)
or less than 0 (j and ρGJ have opposite signs),
these regions can build up a large voltage, ac-
celerating particles to very high Lorentz factors,
triggering e± pair production. A fraction of the
produced pairs precipate on the polar cap, con-
verting some of the energy dissipated in the gap
to heat the neutron star surface. On the other
hand, if 0 < j/cρGJ < 1 (the four-current is
timelike, J2 < 0), the plasma can flow along
the field line with a mildly relativistic Lorentz
factor without building up a large voltage (Chen
& Beloborodov 2013).
In this paper, we follow the simple prescrip-

tion used by Lockhart et al. (2019), where
the surface heating power P is proportional to
the magnitude of the three-current density j.
Equating the heating rate with the radiation
power gives a simple relation between current

1 https://github.com/google/jax

density and surface temperature:

T (θ, ϕ) ≡
{

T0 |j/j0|1/4 , |ρ| < |j| or ρGJjr < 0

0, |ρ| > |j|
(14)

Here the j0 and T0 determine the normalization
of current density and temperature on neutron
star, and the combination T0/j

1/4
0 can be treated

as a fitting parameter. In the subsequent sec-
tions, we set this constant to unity, since we are
only interested in the shape of pulse profile and
this constant only affects the normalization of
the X-ray flux. As a result, the temperature
values computed in this paper are in arbitrary
numerical units.
The region where ρGJjr < 0 is called the (vol-

umetric) “return current” region which always
exists in the force-free solution (see e.g. Parfrey
et al. 2012), independent of the return current
sheet along the separatrix between the open and
closed field line zones. Previous modeling work
such as Lockhart et al. (2019) mostly focused on
the spacelike region where j/cρGJ > 1, and ig-
nored the return current region where j and ρGJ

have opposite signs. In this paper, we treat both
regions using the same heating model described
by Equation (14), in order to asses the impor-
tance of modeling the return current region. As
can be seen in Sections 3 and 4, the return
current region may contribute a non-negligible
amount to the X-ray light curves, influencing
the results of the fitting process.
To compute the X-ray light curves from the

surface temperature profiles, we use the open
source X-PSI package by Riley et al. (2019)
(https://github.com/xpsi-group/xpsi.git, Riley
et al. (2023)), which follows a methodology de-
veloped over many previous works, including
Bogdanov et al. (2019); Riley et al. (2019); Bog-
danov et al. (2021); Riley et al. (2021). To
describe the shape of the hotspots, the X-PSI
package normally utilizes a model that repre-
sents the hot-spot surface through overlapping
spherical caps with uniform temperature, but it

https://github.com/xpsi-group/xpsi.git
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Figure 1. Temperature distribution of different hotspost configurations (magnetic inclination ι = 45◦.):(a)
Uniform centered dipole circular hotspots with T = 106K.(b) The centered dipole with computed temper-
ature distribution without considering return current. (c) The centered dipole with computed temperature
distribution with considering return current region. All the temperature profile normalized by the maximum
temperature of this profile. The cyan boundary shared by a,b,c represent the polar cap boundary delineated
by α = α0 from Equation (9).

etnec
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Figure 2. Pulse profile computed from the cen-
tered dipole field in three cases: Uniform hotspot
temperature (red), Without return current (blue),
With return current (green). All the other parame-
ters to generate this plot are listed in Table 1. The
magnetic inclination angle ι = 45◦, observer incli-
nation angle I = 90◦.

also has the capability to accommodate irregu-
lar shapes of hot-spots by specifying the temper-
ature distribution over the whole stellar surface
(see e.g. Das et al. 2024). It is the later mode
that we are using in the calculations presented
below. For definitiveness, the physical parame-
ters we used for computing the light curves are
summarized in Table 1.
In the closed field line zone of the pulsar mag-

netosphere, no current is flowing along the mag-
netic field lines. As a result, our simple model
would predict there is zero heating in these re-
gions which often occupies a large portion of
the stellar surface. For these areas, a uniform
temperature of 103 in our numerical units is
assigned as the background temperature when
computing the sample light curve. We keep this
surface temperature Ts a fitting parameter for
Section 4. The choice of fitting parameters will
be discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Centered Dipole

In order to validate our method, we first com-
pute the polar cap temperature distribution for
a centered magnetic dipole. Figure 1 com-
pares the temperature distribution for a cen-
tered dipole at inclination angle ι = 45◦, us-
ing three different methods for computing the
hotspot temperature distribution: uniform tem-
perature of T = 106K, only spacelike region
(j/cρGJ > 1), and spacelike region plus volu-
metric return current (j/cρGJ < 0). The shapes
of the activated polar caps agree with previ-
ous studies such as Bai & Spitkovsky (2010);
Gralla et al. (2017). We find that the volu-
metric return current region always produces a
small crescent-shaped region with much lower
temperature than the main polar cap.
We also computed the pulse profiles of each

case assuming an observer at observer inclina-
tion I = 90◦. The results are shown in Figure 2.
Similar to Lockhart et al. (2019), we do not
observe significant deviation between all three
pulse profiles, The elevated amplitude observed
in the light curve derived from the uniform tem-
perature computation is primarily attributable
to our specific choice of temperature. Determin-
ing an appropriate uniform temperature that
accurately represents the underlying physics is
challenging; therefore, we have adopted a value
of 106K solely for demonstrative and compara-
tive purposes. Although the uniform tempera-
ture model produces a light curve very similar
to our model with more realistic hotspot config-
uration, it is but a coincidence in our choice of
parameters.
In particular, Figure 2 shows that the con-

tribution of the volumetric return current re-
gion is quite subdominant, justifying the choice
of ignoring this component in previous studies.
However, in our subsequent investigations of a
shifted dipole magnetic configuration, there is
no reason a priori to expect the return current
continues to play a subdominant role. There-
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Figure 3. 4-current density squared J2 and temperature T distribution of shifted hotspot projected on the
star surface, with magnetic inclination ι = 45◦ and dipole shift δ = R⋆/2 along different directions. Panels
(a) and (b): x–direction shift; panels (c) and (d): y–direction; panels (e) and (f): z–direction shift. Each
color map is normalized by the maximum value of J2 and T .

fore, we will keep this component in all subse-
quent calculations to assess its importance.

3.2. Shifted Dipole

We now apply the methods described in Sec-
tion 2 to compute the temperature maps and
X-ray light curves of shifted dipole configura-

tions. In this section, our goal is to demon-
strate the feasibility of our method, only explor-
ing the impact of dipole displacement on the
current and temperature distribution for spe-
cific parameters. In particular, we examine a
magnetic dipole shifted in x, y, and z direction
respectively, each by a distance of δ = R∗/2.
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Figure 4. Pulse profile computed from the shifted
dipole field in three cases: x–direction shift (blue),
y–direction shift (red) and z–direction shift (green),
comparing with centered dipole field computation
without including any shift (black dashed). All the
other parameters to generate this plot are listed in
Table 1 with magnetic inclination ι = 45◦, observer
inclination I = 90◦

This shift is intentionally chosen to be large, in
order to show its dramatic effects on both the
current density and temperature profiles, as well
as on the X-ray pulse profile.
Figure 3 illustrates the effect of a shift δ =

R⋆/2 along the x, y, and z directions on the po-
lar cap 4-current density structure and tempera-
ture distribution. For example, in the panel (a),
we present the x–direction shift field 4-current
density distribution across the polar cap on the
stellar surface. Compared to the centered dipole
configuration, the north polar cap is greatly ex-
tended to a larger area, with a single hotspot
at its center. In contrast, the south polar cap
is compressed into a much smaller region. It
should be noted that the small blank region at
the center of the north pole is an artifact of
the projection used in the plot. In reality, the
hot spot does not exhibit any hollow feature.
The panel (b) shows that the south polar cap ,
despite being much smaller, has a significantly
higher temperature than the north. This is con-
sistent with the expectation that regions located

closer to the dipole center experience stronger
magnetic fields and thus have stronger heating.
Similar asymmetry between the temperatures of
the two polar caps can be seen in the z–shifted
dipole case as well (see panels (e) and (f) of Fig-
ure 3).
The four-current density and temperature dis-

tribution for the y–shift scenario δy = R⋆/2 in a
dipole field are shown in the panels (c) and (d)
of Figure 3. The two polar caps remain sym-
metric, and generally similar to the unshifted
case shown in Figure 1. The main difference is
that the hot spots become closer together com-
pared to the centered dipole scenario. This dis-
placement changes the distance between the two
peaks in the X-ray light curve in one rotation
period, as can be seen in Figure 4. Such a dis-
tinct outcome for a y–direction shift arises nat-
urally because the star’s dipole moment lies in
the x−z plane, so shifting perpendicular to that
plane yields behavior not seen in within-plane
shifts.
The panels (e) and (f) of Figure 3 show how

a shift δz = R⋆/2 along the z–direction af-
fects the hotspot current density distribution
and temperature map. In panel (e), the two po-
lar caps display noticeably different areas, with
the north polar cap undergoing an enlargement
similar to what was observed in the x–shift sce-
nario, and southern polar cap also exhibited a
larger current density similar with what we see
in x–direction shift. The panel (f) reveals that,
in this configuration, the south hotspot ap-
pears significantly brighter, whereas the north
hotspot—despite having a larger area— is com-
paratively fainter, similiar to the features seen
in the x–shift case.
The X-ray pulse profiles for shifts in the x–, y–

, and z–directions are computed and presented
in Figure 4 for a neutron star with magnetic in-
clination angle ι = 45◦, as seen by an observer
at angle I = 90◦ with respect to the rotation
axis. Additional parameters, such as the mass
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and radius of the neutron star, are required to
determine its external spacetime, thereby allow-
ing us to generate the pulse profiles using the
X-PSI package. We used the parameters of the
pulsar J0030+0451 for these light curves, and
the values are summarized in Table 1.
Without any normalization added, our model

indicates that for an x–direction shift, X-ray
emission from the south polar cap dominates,
yielding a significantly larger peak-to-valley ra-
tio than the centered-dipole light curve (shown
as the dashed curve). Although the south polar
cap is smaller in area, it is brighter due to the
locally enhanced magnetic field. Consequently,
the maximum peak in the x–shift configuration
is nearly twice that of the centered-dipole setup.
In the y–direction shift scenario, the north and
south polar caps move closer, merging into a
single, highly boosted emission peak; Figure 4
shows that this configuration produces both the
highest peak and the largest peak-to-valley ra-
tio, implying a higher total flux than in the
other shift cases. Finally, the z–direction shift
presents an interesting contrast. Although the
north polar cap appears fainter than the south
cap in Figure 3, the observer inclination I = 90◦

(equatorial viewing) brings the north cap closer
to the line of sight. As a result, the pulse profile
exhibits the smallest peak-to-valley ratio, and
the south cap’s higher temperature does not
substantially exceed the emission level seen in
the centered-dipole configuration.

4. REAL CASE STUDY: PSR J0030+0451
AND PSR J0437–4715 HOTSPOT MAP

CONSTRUCTION

In the sections above, we computed physics-
motivated hotspots on the neutron star with
an off-center dipole magnetic configuration and
derived the temperature distribution of these
hotspots. We want to test how well the off-
center dipole model can reproduce some of the
X-ray observations, and use the results to as-
sess whether higher-order multipole moments

are necessary to fully account for the pulsar’s
X-ray emission.
In this case study, we focus on two sources:

PSR J0030+0451 (J0030) and PSR J0437–4715
(J0437). PSR J0030+0451 was the first mil-
lisecond pulsar that NICER source for which
detailed pulse profile modeling was performed.
The original report on the hotspot configuration
of this star, by Riley et al. (2019) and Miller
et al. (2019), described one circular hotspot
combined with an elongated hotspot, both in
the same hemisphere, suggesting the presence
of higher-order multipole moments. However,
with additional data and new methodologies,
Vinciguerra et al. (2024) carried out a follow-
up study, and concluded that higher-order mul-
tipoles may not be necessary, but a dipole with
nontrivial polar cap temperature distribution
might be sufficient to explain the data. Whether
higher-order multipoles are preferred in the in-
ference method described here for this source is
thus of great interest.
The other source, PSR J0437–4715, is the

brightest source currently available. Recent
analysis of its hotspot configuration by Choud-
hury et al. (2024) reports a ring-shaped hotspot
plus a circular hotspot, which clearly indicates
a multipole feature. Investigating whether this
shifted dipole field can adequately recover the
data for PSR J0437–4715 is also a very intrigu-
ing problem.

4.1. Inference methodology

We carry out Bayesian inference using the
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method
to find the best-fitting parameters for a shifted
dipole model that can best reproduce the ob-
served X-ray pulse profiles of the two target
sources. To simplify this problem, we fix the
mass and radius of these two sources to the max-
imum likelihood values reported in recent litera-
ture. For J0030, these values are M = 1.385M⊙
and R = 11.70 km, as suggested by the max-
imum likelihood value from ST-PDT case by
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Model Parameters PSR J0030+0451 PSR J0437–4715

Mass M⋆ 1.385 M⊙ 1.418 M⊙

Radius R⋆ 11.70 km 11.36 km

Earth distance D 0.2 kpc 156.98 pc

ν 205.3 Hz 174 Hz

B 5× 108 G 5× 108 G

Table 1. This is a summary for all the pulse-profile modeling parameters setting for (a) PSR J0030+0451
and (b) PSR J0437–4715. The J0030 parameters are also used in Section 3 to compute the hot spot
temperature distribution of centered and shifted dipoles. Mass M⋆ Radius R⋆ refers the neutron star mass
and radius, earth distance D defined as the distance between this source and earth, ν is the Coordinate
frequency of the mode of radiative asymmetry in the photosphere that is assumed to generate the pulsed
signal [Hz]. B in G [Gauss], is the surface magnetic field that take into the computation of magnetic moment.

Model Parameters Prior

observer inclination I U(0, π2 )
magnetic inclination ι U(0, π2 )
x0 U(−R⋆, R⋆)

y0 U(−R⋆, R⋆)

z0 U(−R⋆, R⋆)

log10 Ts U(0, 10)

Table 2. Summary of Inference Model Parameters
and Prior Settings: The observer inclination is de-
noted by I and the magnetic inclination by ι. The
off-center dipole displacements along the x–, y–,
and z–axes are represented by x0, y0, and z0, re-
spectively. Ts denotes the temperature of the neu-
tron star’s non-hotspot region (in arbitrary units).
Here, U denotes a uniform distribution.

Vinciguerra et al. (2024). For J0437, the values
are M = 1.418M⊙ and R = 11.36 km, which
corresponded to the result reported by Choud-
hury et al. (2024). We summarize these fixed
model input value in Table 1 for J0030 and
J0437 separately. This approach effectively fixes
the space-time properties of the pulsar, allowing
us to focus solely on the influence of the pulse
profile introduced by the hotspot configuration,
greatly reducing the parameter space and the
amount of computational power required. A
comprehensive inference that jointly infers the
whole space-time properties and hotspot infor-
mation will be reserved for future study.

The free parameters need to be explored in-
clude the the observer inclination I, magnetic
inclination angle ι, and the x–, y–, z– direction
shifts in the magnetic field: x0, y0, and z0. Since
our model predicts only the temperature of the
hotspots, we must also account for the temper-
ature of the star’s surface outside the hotspot
regions. We assume this surface temperature,
Ts, to be uniform across the whole star surface.
This parameter is also free and needs to be ex-
plored by our inference.
In principle, the normalization constant of

surface temperature, T0/j
1/4
0 , should be in-

cluded as a fitting parameter as well. However,
since we only use the normalized 1D pulse pro-
file as our MCMC input, discarding the X-ray
spectra, the shape of the light curve only de-
pends on the ratio T0/Ts. As we have chosen

T0/j
1/4
0 to be unity for simplicity, having Ts as

a free parameter is enough degrees of freedom.
The prior settings for all free parameters are

summarized in Table 2. All six free parameters
are set with a uniform prior (denoted as U) to
reflect the fact that we do not have a clear pref-
erence for any specific values. The x–, y–, z–
direction shifts have a potential constraint: the
total shift of the dipole field should be smaller
than the star’s radius. The likelihood of the
simulated light curve compared to the real data
is expressed as a mean square difference error,
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posterior with Case 1: without return current. Red posterior is result in Case 2: with return current. The
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levels. The title of this plot indicates the median of the distribution as well as the range of the 68% credible
interval. Here, x–y–z shifts are measured in km, while Ts is in numerical units.

Highest Likelihood Case 1 Case 2

observer inclination I 0.82 0.84

magnetic inclination ι 1.56 1.51

x0 (km) -0.51 0.43

y0 (km) -0.32 -0.35

z0 (km) 0.31 0.66

log10 Ts 3.09 2.85
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Figure 6. (a) The maximum-likelihood hotspot configuration in Case 2: with return current, the color
scale indicating the temperature. (b) The maximum-likelihood parameters produced pulse profile of J0030
results comparing with the data

reflecting how closely the simulated pulse pro-
file matches the observed data. By combining
the prior and likelihood, we can extract the pos-
terior distribution and explore the allowed pa-
rameter space.
All the computations of X-ray light curve are

based on the X-PSI package (Riley et al. 2023),
incorporating a newly developed global temper-
ature map module. This module theoretically
handles arbitrary shapes of hotspots and tem-

perature distributions, taking into account ef-
fects such as general relativistic light bending
and rotational Doppler shift. A similar module
has been implemented in Das et al. (2024). The
MCMC fitting is performed using the emcee

software (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013).
In these analyses, we set up two cases to ex-

plore the effects of the volumetric return cur-
rent, which is typically neglected in the stan-
dard dipole configuration of Lockhart et al.
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Highest Likelihood Case 1 Case 2

observer inclination I 0.64 0.81

magnetic inclination ι 1.36 1.14

x0 (km) -1.21 -1.28

y0 (km) -0.36 -0.42

z0 (km) -1.32 -0.90

log10 Ts 1.89 2.51
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Figure 8. (a) Polar cap temperature distribution for the maximum-likelihood hotspot configuration in Case
2: with return current for PSR J0437–4715. (b) The maximum-likelihood parameters produced pulse profile
of J0437 results comparing with the data
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(2019). As discussed above, ignoring this ef-
fect leads to a slightly altered hotspot configu-
ration and omits one potential hotspot compo-
nent. Since its impact has not been proved to
be negligible in an off-center dipole scenario, we
quantify its influence by performing Bayesian
inference under each cases and comparing the
resulting maximum-likelihood parameters.

4.2. Inference results: PSR J0030+0451

Figure 5 shows the J0030 full posterior distri-
butions of the model parameters. Whether we
perform the fitting without the return current
(Case 1) or with return current (Case 2), most
parameters converge to pronounced peaks in the
posterior space. The observer inclination an-
gle exhibits a consistent peak around 1.0 rad in
both cases, suggesting that this geometry is ro-
bust to the presence or absence of return current
effects. Interestingly, in Case 2 (with return cur-
rent), the posterior for the observer inclination
is slightly sharper. Conversely, the magnetic in-
clination angle ι does not converge to a single
dominant peak, showing multiple local maxima.
One noteworthy peak lies near π/2, indicating
that placing both hotspots near the equatorial
plane can plausibly reproduce the observed light
curve. Analysis of the two-dimensional poste-
rior parameter space defined by I and ι in this
corner plot reveals a significant degeneracy be-
tween these parameters. Specifically, when I
approaches π/2—indicating an equatorial view-
ing geometry—the magnetic inclination tends
to peak at approximately 0.8 rad. Conversely, as
the magnetic inclination is toward π/2, an alter-
native peak emerges near 0.6 rad. This behav-
ior underscores the intrinsic degeneracy between
the observer’s angle and the magnetic inclina-
tion. Moreover, the presence of multiple peaks
in the magnetic inclination distribution suggests
that its convergence is incomplete, implying
that the constraints remain insufficiently pre-
cise. Notably, although both the observer an-
gle and the magnetic inclination exhibit promi-

nent features near the 90◦ region, these peaks
are not directly correlated, further emphasizing
the fundamental degeneracy between these two
parameters.
For the x–, y–, and z–shifts, the posterior

distributions reveal that the star’s dipole dis-
placement is constrained to a relatively small
fraction of the stellar radius. However, the z–
direction shift remains less constrained than the
other two, likely because its influence on the
pulse profile (see Figure 4) is more moderate.
In terms of the surface temperature outside the
hotspot, Ts, both cases yield similar peak val-
ues, but the uncertainty range is larger with-
out the return current included (Case 1) than
the one with it included (Case 2). This result
indicates that including the return current pro-
vides tighter constraints on the overall hotspot
geometry. Although the more constrained pa-
rameter range in Case 2 suggests that includ-
ing the return current generally provides tighter
constraints on the overall hotspot geometry, our
maximum-likilhood analysis indicates an mag-
netic inclination of approximately 90◦. At this
inclination, the impact of the return current on
the hotspot geometry is minimal in this specific
regime. Taken together, these findings suggest
that the model with return current (Case 2)
yields a more better-constrained set of param-
eters, implying that return current effects may
be still essential for accurately modeling the ob-
served emission.
Notably, the highest peaks for the x–, y–, and

z– shifts are all very close to zero, indicating
that a minimal shift can explain the data quite
well. It is also worth commenting on the incli-
nation angle constraint. From gamma-ray ob-
servations (Abdo et al. 2013), the magnetic in-
clination angle presented here is consistent with
other observation within 64% uncertainty range.
However, given that we are fixing the mass, ra-
dius, this agreement is remarkable and interest-
ing.
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In the top panel of Figure 6, we present
the hotspot configuration corresponding to the
maximum-likelihood sample in Case 2, with the
detailed model parameters listed in Case 2 col-
umn of Figure 5. This configuration shows that
both hotspots lie near the equatorial plane, and
one appears slightly brighter than the other.
The resulting structure is more complex than
the configuration inferred by Vinciguerra et al.
(2024), which did not include the temperature
gradient as incorporated in our approach. This
increased complexity leads to a larger magnetic
inclination than the previous result, which is
approximately 71.7◦ inferred from Vinciguerra
et al. (2024) ST+PDT maximum likelihood
sample.
On the bottom of Figure 6 compares the 1-D

pulse profile data with the pulse profiles cor-
responding to the maximum likelihood samples
in with and without return current cases. The
bottom panel shows the residuals between the
model and the data. The maximum-likelihood
model explains the data well, with the main dis-
crepancy occurring slightly in the valley and
peak of the pulse profile. Given that we
fixed the mass, radius, this is a good result
achieved with a minimal number of parameters.
There are still some degrees of freedom, such
as the temperature normalization constant of
each hotspot and the temperature-current rela-
tion polynomial index.
This minimal model demonstrates that Case 1

and Case 2 produce similar maximum-likelihood
results with comparable residuals. As the mag-
netic inclination approaches 90◦, incorporating
a return current produces an almost identical
hotspot configuration, which is consistent with
our expectations. Overall, the pulse profile of
J0030 can potentially be understood within the
framework of this off-center dipole field with a
good fit, this result also match with the analysis
in Vinciguerra et al. (2024). A comprehensive
analysis, including a detailed treatment of the

joint analysis of the energy spectrum and the
background, will be pursued in future studies.

4.3. Inference results: PSR J0437–4715

In the analysis of source J0437, We applied
the same inference procedure as for J0030,
with the exception of predefined model param-
eters—namely, mass M⋆, radius R⋆, Earth dis-
tance D, and coordinate frequency ν—which
differ from those used in the J0030 analysis. In
this study, we keep consistent with the inference
set-up for Earth distance and coordinate fre-
quency as described in Choudhury et al. (2024)
and adopt their best-model result for mass and
radius as our standard inputs, as detailed in
Table 1. Figure 7 displays the posterior dis-
tributions of the model parameters for the both
cases: with and without return current. In both
scenarios, the highest likelihood sample is high-
lighted in the table located at the top-right cor-
ner of the figure. The radio band observations
provide a precise estimate of the observer incli-
nation angle, approximately ∼ 0.741 rad, which
is evident in the tighter constraint of this pa-
rameter when the return current is included.
Although the inference is not yet fully con-
verged, this preliminary result is encouraging.
For the magnetic inclination angle ι, simi-

lar to the J0030 case, the posterior distribu-
tion for Case 2 exhibits a pronounced peak
near π/2 along with additional multi-peak fea-
tures that extend over a broad range, suggest-
ing that this parameter remains poorly con-
strained by the current observations. The joint
two-dimensional posterior distribution for the
observer inclination I and magnetic inclina-
tion ι reveals two distinct peaks. One solu-
tion shows the magnetic inclination approach-
ing π/2 with an observer inclination of approx-
imately 0.7 rad, paralleling the behavior seen
in the J0030 analysis. The alternative solu-
tion, however, features both the observer and
magnetic inclinations peaking near 1.0 rad, in-
dicating a nontrivial configuration. Nonethe-
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less, due to the incomplete convergence of the
inference for these angles, it remains ambigu-
ous which peak will ultimately dominate the
final results. the posterior distributions for
the dipole center shifts in the x–, y–, and z–
directions are generally broader and the central
value are larger compared to the J0030 inference
result. This suggests that a larger dipole cen-
ter shift is required to adequately explain the
J0437 data. Furthermore, when comparing the
scenarios with and without return current, the
inclusion of return current necessitates a larger
dipole shift to fit the data while simultaneously
providing tighter constraints on the parameter
space. This aligns with our findings from the
J0030 analysis, indicating a preference for the
model with return current due to its more con-
strained parameter space and better alignment
of the maximum-likelihood observer inclination
value with radio observations.
All dipole-shift parameters in both cases have

significantly decoupled from their priors and ex-
hibit high-peak distributions. Regarding the
surface temperature outside the hotspot, Ts, the
posterior distributions are nearly identical be-
tween the two scenarios. However, for J0437, it
is important to note that our inferred observer
inclination is roughly consistent with the prior
used in Choudhury et al. (2024), which is in-
formed by radio observations (Reardon et al.
2024). However, if we were to restrict the
prior to maintain this consistency, our inference
would fail to adequately explain the observa-
tional data. There are two possible explana-
tions for this discrepancy: first, the tempera-
ture map reported in Choudhury et al. (2024)
includes a ring-shaped hotspot accompanying a
circular hotspot, introducing distinct multipolar
features that an off-center dipole model cannot
fully capture. Second, Choudhury et al. (2024)
assumes that the radio-observed orbital inclina-
tion corresponds directly to the observer incli-
nation angle, based on the assumption that the

millisecond pulsar spin axis has aligned with the
spin axis of its binary system over long-term
evolution. Our results suggest a more flexible
assumption, allowing for a potential misalign-
ment.
The resulting hotspot configuration, derived

from the highest-likelihood sample, is illus-
trated in the top of Figure 8 for the case that
includes return current. The detailed parame-
ter setup is also shown in the top-right corner
of Figure 7 for case 2. This configuration indi-
cates that both the northern and southern hemi-
spheres contain hotspots of similar area, with
the northern hotspot having a slightly higher
temperature. In addition, each hotspot exhibits
an arched component, a feature arising from the
inclusion of return current.
Comparing the light curves corresponding to

the return-current and no-return-current cases
against the observational data reveals that, al-
though both scenarios can produce reasonably
convergent posterior distributions, neglecting
the return current leads to a noticeably poorer
fit—particularly around the half-integer phase.
In the no-return-current configuration, an devi-
ation appears at this phase, resulting in larger
residuals. This outcome underscores the impor-
tance of accounting for the return current in this
computation.
In the return-current scenario, the maximum-

likelihood sample continues to align reasonably
well with the pulse profile data. Together with
the posterior distribution in Figure 7, these re-
sults suggest that an off-center dipole field con-
figuration, when augmented by return-current
effects, can capture the majority of the system’s
X-ray emission features.
In all of our analyses, the high computational

cost of these inferences has prevented the poste-
rior distributions from fully converging or being
rigorously tested across multiple sampler con-
figurations. The main objective of this work is
to propose a new physics-motivated off-center-
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dipole field modeling procedure and demon-
strate its feasibility using a state-of-the-art in-
ference pipeline. Consequently, at this proof-
of-concept stage, the current inference precision
is considered acceptable. Future studies will
undertake more advanced, large-scale inference
runs that relax the currently fixed mass–radius
inputs, in favor of treating the complete set
of spacetime-related properties as free parame-
ters to derive comprehensive inference once this
physics-motivated framework is fully refined.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONLUSION

In this study, we employed an off-center dipole
magnetic field model to investigate the tem-
perature distribution on the surfaces of neu-
tron stars, focusing on two key sources: PSR
J0030+0451 and PSR J0437–4715. Our ap-
proach builds on recent development of the
theoretical understanding of pulsar magneto-
spheres and surface heating due to magneto-
spheric current. Using the approximate force-
free dipole solution, our model explicitly com-
putes the temperature distribution of polar caps
for an arbitrary off-center magnetic dipole mo-
ment of the neutron star, with or without the
volumetric return current. The off-center dipole
model provides a simplified yet powerful frame-
work for capturing the essential features of the
magnetic field configuration, which influences
the X-ray emission observed from these stars.
For PSR J0030+0451, our results suggest that

the inferred hotspot configuration within the
context of an off-center dipole field can yield
pulse profiles largely consistent with the ob-
servation data. The temperature gradient ob-
served in our model introduces a larger mag-
netic inclination than that inferred from Fermi
gamma-ray data (Abdo et al. 2013; Chen et al.
2020), indicating that higher-order multipole
moments might still be necessary to fully ac-
count for the star’s multi-wavelength emission.
As for PSR J0437–4715, the inferred hotspot

configuration is notably asymmetric, with one

hotspot being significantly larger and fainter
than the other. This configuration aligns with
the observation data, as only one single peak is
observed per rotation period. In this particu-
lar case, we see that the model with volumetric
return current fits the data significantly better,
indicating that it may be non-negligible at least
in some scenarios.
Our results demonstrate that the off-center

dipole field model, despite its simplicity, is al-
ready capable of reproducing the observed pulse
profiles of both sources with a considerable de-
gree of accuracy. However, for both sources
studied in this paper, there are features that
are not fully accounted by this simple model.
For example, our fitted magnetic inclination for
J0030 is somewhat too large, which is in ten-
sion with its gamma-ray pulse profile. Our fit-
ted observer inclination for J0437 my not be
completely consistent with the very well con-
strained geometry inferred from the orbital mo-
tion. Both cases likely can be further improved
with a more rigorous fitting procedure that
takes into account the energy-dependent pulse
profile. But these inconsistencies may also point
to the need for multipole magnetic configura-
tions as those suggested by Bilous et al. (2019),
Chen et al. (2020) and Kalapotharakos et al.
(2021).
In this study, we directly employed the force-

free model developed by Gralla et al. (2017) to
compute the magnetospheric current in the off-
center dipole scenario. This solution relies on
an empirical formula for a crucial quantity Λ
that determines the magnitude of the current.
The empirical formula was found by compar-
ing with first-principles PIC simulations, and
its validity in the off-center dipole regime has
not been confirmed. Future work should carry
out a quantitative comparison between the so-
lution we constructed with global PIC simula-
tions, which may significantly improve the qual-
ity of our model.
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Similarly, we have employed a non-relativistic
definition of the Euler potential α to account
for the modifications introduced by the shifted
dipole. This assumption ignores the general rel-
ativistic correction to the dipole solution, which
is difficult to incorporate as the dipole center
no longer coincides with the mass center. Nev-
ertheless, we have compared the GR dipole so-
lution from Gralla et al. (2017) with our non-
relativistic model, and the deviation is up to
around 3%. They do not significantly alter the
overall distribution of the temperature map or
the area of the bright regions. Therefore, we ar-
gue that even in the absence of a comprehensive
treatment of GR effects, our theoretical com-
putations remain reliable and approximate the
hotspot geometry adequately. A more compre-
hensive GR solution could be pursued in future
studies.
Another crucial assumption in this paper is

the simple surface heating model where the
power is directly proportional to the electric
current j. Since the polar cap heating is ul-
timately controlled by the complex QED pair
cascade process, it is natural to expect that the
temperature profile has more complicated de-
pendence on j than Equation (14). To the best
knowledge of the authors, such a phenomenolog-
ical model has yet to be developed. A detailed
microphysical description of how the Poynting

flux is dissipated and converted to plasma ki-
netic energy, which in turn heats the surface of
the neutron star, may significantly improve the
reliability of future physics-based X-ray pulse
profile modeling.
At this stage, conducting a full-scope inference

using the energy-resolved 2D pulse profile data
with the physics-motivated hotspot model from
this paper remains a challenging task due to
the extreme computational cost associated with
the large dimension of data and computation
requirement of the temperature map. Further
optimization of the pipeline that computes the
energy-resolved pulse profiles from the physical
parameters is needed. We defer this nontrivial
problem to a future study.
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