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This study presents the first comprehensive Bayesian inference of neutron star matter, incorporating ∆-
resonances alongside hyperons and nucleons within a density-dependent relativistic hadron (DDRH) framework.
Using constraints from nuclear saturation properties, chiral effective field theory (χEFT), NICER radius mea-
surements, and tidal deformability data from GW170817, we systematically explore the impact of ∆-resonances
on the equation of state (EoS) of dense matter and neutron star observables. Our results demonstrate that the
inclusion of ∆-baryons softens the EoS at low densities while maintaining sufficient stiffness at high densities to
support 2M⊙ neutron stars. This naturally reconciles neutron star radius constraints with the recent observation
of the low-mass compact object in HESS J1731-347 while simultaneously exhibiting excellent agreement with
GW170817 tidal deformability constraints, reinforcing the astrophysical viability of ∆-admixed neutron stars.
Additionally, ∆-resonances are found to populate the outer layers of the neutron star core, which may have
implications for neutron star mergers and their cooling. Furthermore, we show that the presence of ∆-baryons
might significantly influence neutron star cooling via the direct Urca process. We also investigate quasi-normal
f -mode oscillations within a fully general relativistic framework, revealing strong correlations between the f -
mode frequency, neutron star compactness, and tidal deformability. With the inclusion of ∆-resonances and ad-
herence to astrophysical constraints, we obtain f1.4 = 1.97+0.17

−0.22 kHz and the damping time τf1.4 = 0.19+0.05
−0.03

s at the 1σ confidence level.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutron stars, among the most extreme objects in the uni-
verse, serve as cosmic laboratories that test the limits of phys-
ical theories under conditions unattainable on Earth. These
stellar remnants have become key to multimessenger astro-
physics, with recent breakthroughs from gravitational wave
detections of binary neutron star (BNS) mergers [1] and pre-
cise radius measurements from NICER [2, 3] providing un-
precedented constraints on the neutron star equation of state
(EoS). Additionally, laboratory experiments, such as heavy-
ion collisions [4], provide complementary insights by probing
dense hadronic matter in terrestrial laboratories. Despite these
advances, the internal composition of neutron stars remains an
open question.

Their intricate structure spans an outer crust of heavy nu-
clei, an inner crust with free neutrons and nuclear clusters,
and a core where conventional nucleonic matter may give
way to more exotic states [5–7]. The presence of hyperons
(e.g. Λ,Σ,Ξ) [7–9], meson condensates (pion and kaon con-
densates) [10–12], and resonant baryonic states such as ∆-
resonances [13–15] could dramatically alter the neutron star
EoS, influencing its mass-radius relation, tidal deformability,
and stability. The transition to quark matter in the core [16–
18] or the formation of a color superconducting phase [19, 20]
may further modify neutron star properties, potentially lead-
ing to hybrid stars with mixed phase interiors. Understanding
the role of these exotic components is crucial for refining neu-
tron star models and the fundamental nature of dense matter.
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Although extensive research has explored the presence of
hyperons, kaon condensates, and deconfined quarks in neu-
tron stars, relatively few studies have investigated whether ∆
resonances can also exist in these compact stellar objects. Hy-
perons emerge at 2–3 times the nuclear saturation density (ρ0),
playing a more prominent role in the composition and struc-
ture of neutron stars [21–23]. The inclusion of hyperons in
neutron star matter leads to a significant softening of the EoS,
resulting in the well-known “hyperon puzzle.” A similar is-
sue, referred to as the “∆ puzzle” has also been discussed in
Ref. [24], raising concerns about how ∆-baryons might fur-
ther soften the EoS and affect neutron star stability.The semi-
nal works of Glendenning et al. [7, 12, 25], demonstrated that
∆-resonances are expected to appear only at densities signifi-
cantly higher than those typically found in the cores of neutron
stars, making their presence astrophysically negligible. How-
ever, recent studies [26, 27] shows ∆ resonance can appear
even before two times ρ0, which is well below the typical cen-
tral density of neutron stars. Even though the appearance of
∆ softens the matter EoS, with density dependent relativistic
hadronic model, massive neutron stars are not ruled out with
∆ particles [27].

Recently, several studies on ∆-resonances in neutron stars
have emerged within the framework of relativistic mean-field
(RMF) models [24, 28–35]. Some of these works indicate that
∆-resonances, may appear in nuclear matter at densities as
low as (1− 2)ρ0 [24, 33, 34, 36], in contrast to earlier studies
that predicted significantly higher onset densities. While some
investigations neglect hyperons to isolate the effects of ∆-
isobars on the nucleonic EoS [28, 29, 35], more recent stud-
ies incorporate both hyperons and ∆-baryons, demonstrating
that covariant density functional (CDF) parametrizations sat-
isfying the 2M⊙ maximum mass constraint remain valid even
with the inclusion of ∆-resonances [14, 36]. An important
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consequence of this inclusion is that the resulting neutron star
radii shift towards lower values, aligning well with observa-
tional constraints on neutron star radii and the tidal deforma-
bility constraints from the GW170817 event. These studies
suggest the possible existence of “deltic stars,” where up to
20% of the baryons at the stellar core could be ∆-resonances
[37]. Furthermore, the properties of neutron stars with ∆-
admixed hyperonic matter are found to be highly sensitive
to the coupling of ∆-resonances with the σ and ω mesons
[34, 36]. Few studies have also explored hypernuclear matter
as an intermediate phase between nucleonic and quark mat-
ter in the literature [33, 38–40]. The early onset of ∆ reso-
nances was shown to be essential to ensure the stability of the
hadronic star branch [33]. All these studies consider a range of
∆-resonance couplings, as their values remain uncertain due
to the lack of direct experimental data. Additionally, a recent
study using the quark-meson coupling (QMC) model suggests
that the appearance of ∆-isobars may be prohibited [41], fur-
ther emphasizing the need for a more detailed and systematic
understanding of their role in neutron star EoS.

However, because of uncertainties in hyperon interactions,
it is possible to fine-tune phenomenological models by cali-
brating hyperonic interactions to hypernuclear data and ovar-
ious observational constraints from neutron stars, including
their masses, radii, tidal deformabilities, and rotational prop-
erties. [21–23, 42–44]. The addition of ∆-baryons further
complicates this problem, as their inclusion might further
soften the EoS and potentially make it difficult to support
the observational constraint of ∼ 2M⊙ neutron stars [45].
Furthermore, the potential interactions of hyperons in dense
matter are relatively well-constrained, as they have been ex-
tensively studied through hypernuclear experiments and as-
trophysical observations [43]. In contrast, the interactions of
∆-resonances remain significantly more uncertain due to the
lack of direct experimental data and their complex coupling to
the nuclear medium [15, 36].

Given the significant uncertainties in ∆-baryon interac-
tions, a systematic study is crucial to understanding their role
in dense matter and their impact on neutron star properties.
While Bayesian inference has been successfully applied to
nucleonic and hyperonic matter to explore the nuclear inter-
action parameter space and constrain models using astrophys-
ical data [46–49], no such analysis has been performed for
∆-baryons. As a result, their effects on the EoS, neutron star
structure, and compatibility with observational constraints re-
main largely unexplored in a statistically rigorous framework.
Previous studies on the ∆-resonance sector using the rela-
tivistic framework have primarily varied the couplings of σ-
∆, ω-∆ and ρ-∆ while keeping the nuclear EoS fixed. This
approach restricts a comprehensive understanding of how ∆-
baryons influence neutron star properties, as it assumes fixed
nuclear matter properties. Consequently, such studies only
reveal the effects of ∆-resonances within a predetermined
nuclear EoS rather than exploring the full parameter space,
which includes nuclear matter properties, hyperons, and ∆-
baryons together. A systematic statistical analysis could pro-
vide deeper insights into the onset density of ∆-resonances,
their impact on EoS , and a more robust determination of ∆-

resonance couplings. Additionally, it would clarify their rela-
tionship with nuclear matter properties and their compatibility
with both neutron star observational data and nuclear matter
observables in a unified framework.

This study aims to construct a comprehensive modeling
framework using the Density Dependent Relativistic Hadron
(DDRH) approach to explore nuclear matter properties, with
a specific emphasis on the influence of ∆-resonances in neu-
tron stars. The DDRH approach has been successfully ap-
plied to various nuclear physics problems, including finite
nuclei, heavy-ion collisions, and the equation of state of
dense matter, demonstrating its effectiveness in describing nu-
clear interactions across different regimes [50–53]. We in-
corporate the entire baryon octet alongside ∆-resonances to
provide a unified description of dense matter. Our models
are constrained using chiral effective field theory (χEFT),
nuclear saturation properties, and astrophysical observations
from PSR J0030+0451, PSR J0740+6620 [3, 54], and the
GW170817 event [1]. Through Bayesian statistical analy-
sis, we determine ∆-resonance couplings, their impact on the
EoS, and their effects on key neutron star properties, including
the mass-radius profile, tidal deformability, speed of sound,
and their role in the Direct Urca process. Additionally, we as-
sess whether the inclusion of ∆-resonances is consistent with
observational constraints from NICER and LIGO/Virgo. We
further conduct a correlation analysis to examine the relation-
ships between nuclear matter properties, ∆-resonance cou-
plings, and neutron star characteristics. Furthermore, we per-
form a non-radial (f and p1 mode) oscillation analysis within
the framework of full general relativity (FGR), as it provides
crucial insights into neutron star interiors, composition, com-
pactness, and underlying nuclear physics [55–58].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we briefly
discuss the density-dependent relativistic hadron (DDRH)
field theory formalism incorporated in this work. We intro-
duce the priors and constraints for our Bayesian analysis. The
results are presented in Section III, where we discuss the pos-
terior distribution of various nuclear matter and neutron star
properties and associated correlations. We summarize our
work in Section IV.

II. FORMALISM

A. CDF Model for dense matter

In this section, we present the density-dependent model for
analyzing the appearance of ∆-resonances as additional de-
grees of freedom beside hyperons and nucleons. The mat-
ter composition is considered to consist of the baryon octet
(b ≡ N,Λ,Σ,Ξ), ∆-resonances (d ≡ ∆++,∆+,∆0,∆−),
alongside leptons (l) such as electrons (e) and muons (µ).
The strong interactions among baryons are mediated by the
scalar σ, isoscalar-vector ωµ, and isovector-vector ρµν meson
fields, with couplings that evolve as functions of density. The
hyperon-hyperon interactions are considered to be addition-
ally mediated by the hidden strangeness meson ϕµ. Through-
out this model, we adopt natural units (ℏ = c = 1). In general,
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the total Lagrangian density describing the system is given
by:[59–62]

L = LB + Ld + Ll +
1

2
(∂µσ∂

µσ −m2
σσ

2)− 1

4
ωµνω

µν

+
1

2
m2

ωωµω
µ − 1

4
ρµν · ρµν +

1

2
m2

ρρµ · ρµ − 1

4
ϕµνϕ

µν

+
1

2
m2

ϕϕµϕ
µ,

(1)
where Li with i = B, d, l represent the lagrangian densities
of baryon octet, ∆− baryons and leptonic matter respectively
and are given by,

LB =
∑
B

ψ̄B(iγµD
µ −m∗

B)ψB ,

Ld =
∑
d

ψ̄d(iγµD
µ −m∗

d)ψd,

Ll =
∑
l

ψ̄l(iγµ∂
µ −ml)ψl.

(2)

where the fields ψB , ψd, and ψl correspond to the baryon
octet, ∆-baryon, and lepton fields respectively. The covari-
ant derivative Dµ(j) = ∂µ + igωjωµ + igρjτj · ρµ, with ‘j’
denoting the baryon octet, ∆− resonances and τj the isospin
projections. The interactions between mesons, nucleons, hy-
perons, and ∆− resonances are governed by couplings gij ,
where i represents the mesons and j denotes the nucleons,
hyperons, and ∆− resonances. The Dirac effective baryon
masses in Eq. (2) are given by,

m∗
B = mB − gσBσ

m∗
d = md − gσdσ.

(3)

The ground-state expectation values of various meson fields
are discussed in [26, 63]. The scalar density and baryon
(vector) density for baryons are given by ρs = ⟨ψ̄ψ⟩ and
ρ = ⟨ψ̄γ0ψ⟩ respectively.

In the density-dependent model, the meson-nucleon cou-
pling constants vary as a function of density [64–66] as,

giN (ρ) = giN (ρ0)fi(x), for i = σ, ω (4)

where x = ρ/ρ0, and the density-dependent function fi(x) is
defined as

fi(x) = exp
(
−xai−1

)
(5)

for σ and ω mesons, while for the ρ-meson, it is given by

fi(x) = e−aρ(x−1). (6)

The details of the field equations, energy density, pressure,
and other relevant expressions are readily available in the lit-
erature. For reference, one can consult [14, 26, 46, 50, 51]
and the references therein. The onset of ∆-baryons in neu-
tron star matter can occur as either a first-order (spinodal in-
stability) [67] or second-order phase transition, depending on

the density-dependent interactions of ∆-resonances with nu-
cleons and mesons. If the transition is of first order, a mixed
phase is formed where two distinct states coexist: one com-
posed of purely nucleonic matter and the other containing
a significant fraction of ∆-baryons. In such a scenario, the
Gibbs conditions, along with global baryon number conserva-
tion and charge neutrality, must be satisfied to determine the
properties of the mixed phase [59, 68, 69]. For simplicity,
in this work, we adopt the maxwell construction as was per-
formed in [67]. This approach allows for the construction of
the EoS for neutron star matter, incorporating the presence
of ∆-baryons. To solve the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff
(TOV) equations, this core EoS must be smoothly matched
with the EoS of the neutron star crust. In this study, the outer
crust EoS is taken from the well-established work of BPS [70],
and the inner crust eos is smoothly matched with the core EoS.
For more detail please see [71].

B. Meson-hyperon and meson-∆ Coupling parameters

For the meson-hyperon vector coupling parameters, we
adopt the SU(6) symmetry and the quark counting rule, lead-
ing to the following relations:

gωΛ = gωΣ =
1

2
gωN , gωΞ =

1

3
gωN , (7)

2gϕΛ = 2gϕΣ = gϕΞ = −
√
2

3
gωN , (8)

gρΣ = gρΞ = gρN , gρΛ = 0. (9)

The scalar meson-hyperon couplings are determined by
considering the hyperon optical potentials, with values set as
UΛ = −30 MeV, UΣ = +30 MeV, and UΞ = −14 MeV
[26]. Due to the limited experimental data on ∆-resonances,
the meson-∆ baryon couplings are treated as free parame-
ters. These couplings are defined as Rσ∆ = gσ∆/gσN ,
Rω∆ = gω∆/gωN and Rρ∆ = gρ∆/gωN . In this work, we
consider that the ρ−meson to be interacting similarly as for
both nucleons as well as non-strange ∆−baryons, so we fix
Rρ∆ = 1. Because of the fact that the ∆−resonances do not
couple with the strange meson ϕµ, so we consider gϕd = 0.

C. Bayesian Analysis

Bayesian inference is employed to estimate the model pa-
rameters X by updating prior knowledge using observational
as well as experimental data (D), following Bayes’ theorem:

P (X|D) =
P (D|X)P (X)

P (D)
. (10)

Here, P (X) represents the prior distribution of parame-
ters, updated through the likelihood function P (D|X), while
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P (D) ensures normalization. The parameter set X in-
cludes the density-dependent couplings of ∆-resonances in
the DDRH framework. Bayesian inference allows for a sys-
tematic exploration of parameter uncertainties and their corre-
lations by constraining models against astrophysical and nu-
clear data.

To efficiently sample the posterior distribution, we use
the nested sampling Monte Carlo algorithm MLFriends,
developed by Buchner [72, 73], as implemented in the
UltraNest package [74]. This method is particularly ef-
fective for exploring complex posterior distributions, includ-
ing those that are multi-modal, exhibit non-linear correla-
tions, and involve large parameter uncertainties. Within
UltraNest, the Slice sampler [75] is employed to ef-
ficiently navigate high-dimensional parameter spaces while
ensuring consistent convergence rates. The number of sam-
pling steps is determined through iterative nested sampling
runs, terminating once the natural logarithm of the Bayesian
evidence, logZ, reaches convergence.

1. Parameters and Priors

The coupling constants of the DDRH models are treated
as free parameters in our Bayesian analysis. The prior dis-
tribution for these coupling constants is detailed in Table I.
The range for the minimum and maximum values of the cou-
pling constants is informed by Ref. [64], where Bayesian
inference was conducted on hyperon signatures within neu-
tron stars using a model akin to the one employed in this
study. The coupling constants between ∆-resonances and
mesons remain poorly constrained due to the lack of exper-
imental data. In theoretical studies, these couplings are typ-
ically treated as free parameters and varied across different
ranges. Some studies adopt fixed values, such as Rω∆ = 1.10
and Rρ∆ = 1 [14, 36], while others impose conditions where
Rσ∆ > Rω∆ > 1 and Rρ∆ > 1 [37] or 0.8 ≤ Rσ∆ ≤ 1.8,
0.6 ≤ Rω∆ ≤ 1.6 and 0.5 ≤ Rρ∆ ≤ 3 [28, 67, 76]. Addition-
ally, certain models constrain the difference between scalar
and vector couplings within a limited range, ensuring a phys-
ically motivated hierarchy. Other studies explore variations
with Rρ∆ = 1, 0.8 ≤ Rω∆ ≤ 1.6, and Rσ∆ = Rω∆ ± 0.2
[14, 77]. Given this wide range of possible values, we adopt
Rσ∆ within [1.0, 1.5] and Rω∆ within [0.8, 1.5], ensuring a
broad yet physically motivated parameter space for our anal-
ysis. We fix the Rρ∆ = 1 for this work as explicitly used
in literature [26, 36, 77]. On the experimental front, phe-
nomenological model analyses of electron and pion scattering
off nuclei, as well as photoabsorption [13] and ∆ production
in heavy-ion collisions [28, 78], provide insights into the ∆
potential. However, there remains no clear consensus on its
exact value. Given this uncertainty, we focus on constrain-
ing the coupling of ∆-resonances with mesons, treating the ∆
potential as a free parameter. This potential is determined at
nuclear saturation density following the standard formulation
in terms of the nucleon isoscalar potential. Finally, for each,
set of parameter in Table I, we calculate the hyperon coupling
at a fixed value of potential as mentioned in Sec. II B.

TABLE I. The prior (P ) configuration used for the parameters of the
DDRH model in this study. The terms ’min’ and ’max’ refer to the
lower and upper limits of the considered distribution, respectively.

Parameters Prior Minimum Maximum

MσN (MeV) Fixed 550 550
MωN (MeV) Fixed 783 783
MρN (MeV) Fixed 783 783
gσN Uniform 8.5 12
gωN Uniform 9.5 14
gρN Uniform 2.5 8.0
aσ Uniform 0.0 0.20
aω Uniform 0.0 0.20
aρ Uniform 0.0 1.0
Rσ∆ Uniform 1.0 1.5
Rω∆ Uniform 0.8 1.6

2. Constrants

Nuclear matter saturation properties: The parameters
from the DDRH model are directly linked to the properties
of nuclear saturation. Given a specific set of isoscalar and
isovector parameters, it becomes possible to calculate several
crucial nuclear saturation properties. The EoS of nuclear mat-
ter can be decomposed into two parts as [79–81]

ϵ(ρ, α) = ϵ(ρ, 0) + S(ρ)α2, (11)

where ϵ is the energy per nucleon at a given density ρ and
isospin asymmetry α =

ρn−ρp

ρn+ρp
. S(ρ) is defined as the density

dependent symmetry energy of the system:

S(ρ) =
1

2

(∂2ϵ(ρ, α)
∂α2

)
α=0

. (12)

The symmetry energy at saturation, denoted as J or Jsym,0,
is a fundamental nuclear matter property [82–85]. The EoS
at saturation density ρ0 can be characterized by bulk nuclear
matter properties such as the energy per nucleon ϵ0, incom-
pressibility coefficient K0, skewness Q0, and kurtosis Z0.
Similarly, the symmetry energy is expanded around ρ0 in
terms of its slope Lsym,0, curvature Ksym,0, skewness Qsym,0,
and kurtosis Zsym,0. These properties are well-constrained by
experimental data, defining a plausible range for nuclear mat-
ter parameters. The constraints considered in this study are
summarized in Table II. In this work, we consider two sets
of nuclear matter constraints that differ in the range of sym-
metry energy. Set I includes constraints derived from purely
theoretical approaches or extracted through the theoretical in-
terpretation of experimental data. Set II incorporates the re-
cent PREX-II results on the neutron skin thickness of 208Pb,
which suggest a stiffer symmetry energy [86]. The motiva-
tion for using a stiffer symmetry energy range is to explore
its impact on ∆-admixed hyperonic neutron stars. Previous
studies have indicated that a stiff symmetry energy can lead
to a tension between the predicted tidal deformability and the
observed values from GW170817 [86]. Here, we aim to in-
vestigate how this discrepancy manifests in the presence of
∆-baryons in extension with the work as in Ref. [87].
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TABLE II. The constraints used in the Bayesian inference of the
model parameters to generate the DDRH set with ∆-resonances.
These include saturation density ρ0, energy at saturation e0, incom-
pressibility K0, symmetry energy Jsym,0, and energy per particle de-
rived from the N3LO calculation based on chiral nucleon-nucleon
(NN) and three-nucleon (3N) interactions for symmetric (SNM) and
pure neutron matter (PNM) [88]. The N3LO band is expanded by
5%.

Nuclear Matter Constraints

Parameter Unit Set I Set II

SNM

ρ0 fm−3 0.153 ± 0.005 0.153 ± 0.005 [89]
ϵ0 MeV -16.1 ± 0.2 -16.1 ± 0.2 [90]
K0 MeV 230 ± 40 230 ± 40 [91]
Jsym,0 MeV 30 − 35 [82–85] 33 − 43 [86]
ε(ρ)/ρ MeV N3LO N3LO [88]

PNM ε(ρ)/ρ MeV N3LO N3LO [88]

To impose constraints on nuclear matter properties at sat-
uration density, we utilize a probability function that as-
signs higher likelihood to values within an expected range
while strongly suppressing those outside it [47, 71]. This
function, defined as a super-Gaussian (pNMP = −0.5 ×
|center−NMP |10

width10 ), determines the probability based on the de-
viation of a given property from its central value relative to
its allowed range, ensuring a smooth transition instead of a
hard cut-off. By incorporating this approach, we improve the
convergence speed of the inference process [49].

Symmetric (SNM) and pure neutron (PNM) matter: In
addition to nuclear matter properties, we incorporate con-
straints from chiral EFT calculations for symmetric (SNM)
and pure neutron matter (PNM) by Drischler et al. [88]. Using
many-body perturbation theory with seven different Hamilto-
nians, the authors computed the energy per particle for vari-
ous isospin asymmetries at low densities. We extract energy
values manually from their dataset, sampling at ten equidis-
tant points within the density range of 0.02 to 0.2 fm−3. To
account for theoretical uncertainties, the χEFT bands are ex-
panded by 5%, ensuring compatibility with other ab initio cal-
culations. Constraints on pressure are not applied due to un-
certainties in the density derivative of the energy per nucleon,
as discussed in [92].

GW170817: GW170817 provides key constraints on the
EoS through its tidal deformability measurement. The likeli-
hood function for GW170817 is obtained by interpolating the
likelihood distribution provided in [93], which was derived
from fitting the strain data released by the LIGO/Virgo col-
laboration. This likelihood is incorporated within the Python
package toast1 and is expressed as

LGW170817 = F (Λ1,Λ2,M, q), (13)

1 https://git.ligo.org/francisco.hernandez/toast

where the chirp mass, M, is given by

M =
(M1M2)

3/5

(M1 +M2)1/5
, (14)

with M1 and M2 representing the masses of the binary
components, and q = M1/M2 denoting the mass ratio. The
tidal deformabilities, Λ1(M1) and Λ2(M2), characterize how
each star deforms under the gravitational field of its compan-
ion and depend on the respective masses. To determine these
deformabilities, along with the mass and radius of the star, one
must simultaneously solve the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff
(TOV) equation and the perturbed tidal field equation [94].
This is achieved by integrating both equations from the star’s
core to its surface, where the pressure vanishes, given a spe-
cific equation of state (EoS) and central pressure.

PSR J0030+0451 and PSR J0740+6620: Precise mass
and radius measurements of the pulsars PSR J0030+0451 and
PSR J0740+6620, obtained by the NICER collaboration, have
placed strong constraints on the equation of state (EoS). For
PSR J0030+0451, Riley et al. [3] reported mass and radius
estimates at a 68% confidence level as M = 1.34

(+0.15)
(−0.16) M⊙

and R = 12.71
(+1.14)
(−1.19) km, while Miller et al. [95] pro-

vided an alternative measurement of M = 1.44
(+0.15)
(−0.14) M⊙

and R = 13.02
(+1.24)
(−1.06) km. Similarly, for PSR J0740+6620,

Miller et al. [54] determined the mass and radius to be
M = 2.072

(+0.067)
(−0.066) M⊙ and R = 12.39

(+1.30)
(−0.98) km, while

an alternative analysis reported M = 2.062
(+0.090)
(−0.091) M⊙ and

R = 13.71
(+2.61)
(−1.50) km [54].

To incorporate the most recent constraints, we include the
latest radio timing measurement of PSR J0740+6620, which
estimates a mass of 2.08 ± 0.07 M⊙ [96]. Additionally, we
utilize the ST+PST model samples for PSR J0030+0451 [97]
and the NICER and XMM observational samples for PSR
J0740+6620 [98]. These datasets are processed using the
kernel density estimation (KDE) method to generate poste-
rior distributions, which are subsequently treated as likelihood
functions in our analysis following the approach outlined in
[47, 99].

Incorporating data from NMP, gravitational waves (GW),
and NICER mass-radius measurements, we adopt the follow-
ing total likelihood function form:

L(D|X) = LNMP × LGW170817 × LNICER. (15)

D. Non-Radial Modes: f- and p1-Mode Oscillations

In neutron stars, non-radial oscillation modes emerge as a
result of disturbances in both the stellar matter and the sur-
rounding spacetime. The characteristic frequencies and damp-
ing times of these oscillations offer crucial information about
the internal composition and fundamental properties of com-
pact objects. By expressing these perturbations in terms of

https://git.ligo.org/francisco.hernandez/toast
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spherical harmonics, they can be categorized into even and
odd parity components. Among the non-radial modes, the
fundamental f -mode and the first overtone p1-mode are par-
ticularly relevant. They are the non-radial oscillations with
pressure as restoring force. The f -mode has no radial nodes
and provides insights into the star’s compactness, whereas the
p1-mode, with one radial node, is highly sensitive to the in-
ternal structure and EoS. In this study, we focus on such non-
radial modes which originate from fluid perturbations that in-
teract with gravitational waves. Specifically, we consider the
dominant quadrupolar (l = 2) even-parity perturbations us-
ing full GR description within the framework of the Regge-
Wheeler metric [100]:

ds2 =− e2Φ(r)[1 + rlH0(r)Ylme
iωt]dt2 − 2iωrl+1H1(r)

Ylme
iωtdtdr + e2Λ(r)[1− rlH0(r)Ylme

iωt]dr2+

r2[1− rlK(r)Ylme
iωt][dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2].

(16)
Here, H0, H1, and K represent the perturbation functions,
while Ylm denote the spherical harmonics. The complex non-
radial mode frequency, ω, consists of a real part corresponding
to the oscillation’s angular frequency and an imaginary part
whose inverse determines the damping time. The fluid pertur-
bations within the star are described by the fluid Lagrangian
displacement vector, given by

ξi ={rl−1e−ΛW (r),−rl−2V (r)∂θ,−rl−2 sin−2 θV (r)∂ϕ}
Ylm(θ, ϕ)eiωt,

(17)
where W and V represent the amplitudes of fluid perturba-
tions. At the star’s surface, these fluid perturbations van-
ish, leaving only space-time perturbations, which can be de-
composed into incoming and outgoing gravitational waves
at infinity. The complex frequency, ω, is determined as the
value for which only the outgoing component remains non-
trivial [101, 102]. Several techniques exist to compute non-
radial oscillation frequencies, including resonance matching
[103, 104], the continued fraction method [105], and the WKB
[106]. In this study, we use direct numerical integration
[101, 102] to determine oscillation frequencies and damping
times. For more details, see Refs. [107–111]

III. RESULTS

In this section, we examine the posterior probability dis-
tributions for our model that incorporate ∆-resonances. We
analyze the relationships between input parameters, isoscalar
and isovector components of the nuclear EoS, and key neutron
star properties. By evaluating the marginalized probability
density functions (PDFs) for nuclear matter (NM), and neu-
tron star observables, we identify correlations and compare
trends with existing literature. Our EoS model considers the
full baryon octet alongside ∆-resonances, with leptons (e−

and µ−) ensuring charge neutrality and β−equilibrium. Using

Bayesian parameter estimation, we infer the DDRH model pa-
rameters while imposing constraints from nuclear matter satu-
ration properties (e.g., ρ0, ϵ0, K0, and Jsym,0), chiral effective
field theory (χEFT) predictions [88], and astrophysical obser-
vations such as PSR J0030+0451 [97], PSR J0740+66 [98],
and tidal deformability from GW170817 [113].

The generated EoSs are required to satisfy causality
(cs/c < 1), thermodynamic stability (dP/dρ > 0), the ob-
served maximum neutron star mass (Mmax ≥ 2M⊙) [96],
and a positive symmetry energy at all densities [114]. In the
DDRH model, causality (cs/c < 1) is inherently ensured by
construction. The saturation density ρ0, appearing in Eq. (4),
is determined self-consistently for each model. If ρ0 falls out-
side a predefined range, the sampler rejects the input param-
eters, following a method similar to Ref. [66, 71]. Approxi-
mately 15,000 valid EoS configurations are generated for both
Set I and Set II after evaluating ∼150,000 likelihood func-
tions. We use the corner.py package 2 [115] to visualize the
one- and two-dimensional projections of the posterior distri-
butions. In the 2D plots, we display contours at 1σ (39.3%),
68%, and 90% confidence intervals (CIs), providing a com-
prehensive statistical representation of the inferred EoS pa-
rameters.

Fig. 1 presents the marginalized posterior distributions
of the model parameters listed in Table I, considering the
constraints defined as Set I and Set II, which differ in the
range of symmetry energy. The parameters gσN , gωN , gρN ,
aσ , aω , aρ, Rσ∆, and Rω∆, along with the derived quantity
Dσω = Rσ∆ − Rω∆, are shown with vertical lines indicat-
ing their median values. The 68% confidence intervals (CIs)
are displayed at the top of each parameter distribution, while
the 2D contour plots illustrate the 1σ, 2σ, and 3σ confidence
intervals. A strong correlation is observed between gσN–gωN

and aσ–aω , primarily due to the stringent constraints imposed
on the energy (ϵ0) and saturation density (ρ0). Set II, which
considers a larger symmetry energy (J), favors systematically
higher values of the model parameters. Notably, both gσN and
gωN are well-constrained, with posterior distributions favor-
ing the ranges ≈ [9.6–9.9] and [11.6–12.0], respectively, com-
pared to their priors. The parameters Rσ∆ and Rω∆ exhibit
values > 1, a result similar to Ref. [37]. Specifically, Rσ∆ is
found to be 1.38+0.08

−0.10 for Set I and 1.35+0.10
−0.16 for Set II, while

Rω∆ is constrained to 1.18+0.12
−0.11 and 1.18+0.15

−0.11, respectively.
These values align with prior theoretical expectations, where
Rω∆ is often assumed to be ∼ 1.10 [77, 110]. The derived
parameter Dσω is found in the range [0.06–0.29] for Set I and
[-0.02–0.28] for Set II, in reasonable agreement with theoret-
ical expectations of Dσω ∼ [0, 0.2] [36], though our results
suggest a slightly broader upper bound. The posterior distri-
bution of Dσω shows a distinct peak for Set I, owing to its
narrow symmetry energy range, while Set II exhibits a flatter
distribution, indicating greater uncertainty. While Rσ∆ and
Rω∆ do not show strong correlations with other parameters,
Dσω exhibits some level of correlation, suggesting its signifi-

2 https://corner.readthedocs.io/en/latest/

https://corner.readthedocs.io/en/latest/


7

9.57+0.31
−0.32

9.85+0.32
−0.33

10
.8

11
.4

12
.0

12
.6

g ω
N

11.59+0.46
−0.49

12.02+0.48
−0.50

6.
4

7.
2

8.
0

8.
8

9.
6

g ρ
N

7.23+0.35
−0.24

8.11+0.80
−0.60

0.
04

0.
06

0.
08

0.
10

a
σ

0.07+0.02
−0.02

0.07+0.02
−0.02

0.
02

50.
05

00.
07

50.
10

0

a
ω

0.05+0.04
−0.03

0.05+0.03
−0.03

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

a
ρ

0.53+0.04
−0.07

0.43+0.13
−0.15

1.
1

1.
2

1.
3

1.
4

R
σ

∆

1.38+0.08
−0.10

1.35+0.10
−0.16

0.
90

1.
05

1.
20

1.
35

1.
50

R
ω

∆

1.18+0.12
−0.11

1.18+0.15
−0.11

8.
8

9.
2

9.
6

10
.0

10
.4

gσN

0.
0

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

D
σ
ω

10
.8

11
.4

12
.0

12
.6

gωN
6.

4
7.

2
8.

0
8.

8
9.

6

gρN
0.

04
0.

06
0.

08
0.

10

aσ
0.

02
5
0.

05
0
0.

07
5
0.

10
0

aω
0.

0
0.

2
0.

4
0.

6
0.

8

aρ
1.

1
1.

2
1.

3
1.

4

Rσ∆
0.

90
1.

05
1.

20
1.

35
1.

50

Rω∆

0.
0

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

Dσω

0.20+0.09
−0.14

0.12+0.16
−0.14

Set-I Set-II

FIG. 1. The marginalized posterior distributions of the model parameters. Vertical lines mark the 68% confidence intervals (CIs). Additionally,
the plot includes ellipses representing the 1σ, 2σ, and 3σ CIs, with darker shades indicating tighter confidence intervals and lighter shades
indicating wider intervals in the two-dimensional posterior distributions.

cance in constraining the model. A more detailed analysis of
correlation strengths will be discussed in a later section.

Next, we perform the analysis of nuclear matter proper-
ties using the posterior distributions obtained from the com-
puted model parameters. Fig. 2 presents the marginalized 1D
and 2D posterior distributions of the nuclear matter properties
(NMPs) and the ∆ resonance coupling strengths. The com-
pressibility K0 lies on the higher end of the currently allowed
range, measured as 240 ± 10 MeV [116] or 248 ± 8 MeV
[117]. Although Bayesian fitting constrains K0 to 230 ± 40
MeV, lower values fail to support a 2 M⊙ star with a ∆-
admixed hypernuclear neutron star. Similarly, Q0 is also rel-
atively high compared to the posterior analysis of the EoS
without ∆ resonances [65, 66]. It was shown in Ref. [77]
that compact star featuring both hyperons and ∆ resonances
can be obtained if the value of Q0 is large enough using a
set of hadronic EoSs derived from relativistic density func-
tional theory. Our results point in the same direction; how-
ever, they are obtained by exploring the full parameter space.

Set II estimates a slightly higher incompressibility compared
to Set I due to the wider and higher range of J used in the
constraints to account for PREX-II data. The values of J and
L fall within the range constrained by various experimental
analyses [82–84]. Notably, for Set II, J prefers the lower val-
ues within the imposed constraint range, i.e., [33–43] MeV.
Therefore, despite the PREX-II constraints, the symmetry en-
ergy remains in the lower range, aligning with the current
value of J = 32.5± 1.8 MeV, rather than favoring the higher
value estimated by PREX-II. The slope parameter L for Set II
is slightly larger than that of Set I and does not lie within the
region estimated by PREX-II, which suggests L = 106 ± 37
MeV. Therefore, it seems that the inclusion of ∆ resonances
in neuron star EoS does not favour a high symmetry energy
and slope parameter. Furthermore, using the same RMF for-
malism as in this work, Bayesian analysis with antikaons was
studied in [71]. The distribution of NMPs appears to show
minimal variation between these two studies. Since there is no
consensus on the magnitude of the ∆ potential in nuclear mat-
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FIG. 2. The marginalized posterior distributions of the nuclear matter properties of the parameter sets in Fig. 1. Vertical lines mark the 68%
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ter [36], with values of U∆/VN typically considered between
1 and 5/3 [14, 36, 110, 118], we have instead varied the cou-
pling strength and computed U∆/VN as a posterior parameter.
We find that the fraction U∆/VN varies between [1.41-2.18]
for Set I and [1.05-2.22] for Set II. It should be noted that in
the literature, the appearance of ∆-resonances through a first-
order transition is often omitted, despite the fact that they can
emerge via a first-order transition, potentially leading to spin-
odal instabilities [67]. Our approach considers both first- and
second-order transitions, favouring a slightly deeper potential
forU∆. The coupling strengthsRσ∆ andRω∆ do not exhibit a
strong correlation with the nuclear matter properties, whereas
their difference, Dσω , shows a relatively strong correlation.

In Fig. 3, we present the marginalized posterior distribu-
tions of NS properties, including Mmax, central pressure (Pc)

in MeV-fm−3, radius at maximum mass (Rmax) in km, tidal
deformability at maximum mass (Λmax), radius of the canoni-
cal 1.4M⊙ star (R1.4) in km, and its tidal deformability (Λ1.4),
f1.4 and p11.4 mode frequency in kHz and their respective de-
cay time in units of seconds are shown along with the dis-
tribution of Rσ∆, Rω∆ and Dσω . The 2D ellipses and ver-
tical lines have the same interpretation as in Fig. 1. Mmax
of the neutron star remains consistently above 2M⊙ due to
the constraints imposed in our model. Notably, Set II ex-
hibits a broader mass distribution owing to the wide range
of symmetry energy values considered. Mmax is relatively
lower compared to many studies involving purely nucleonic
or hyperonic matter, primarily due to the appearance of ∆
resonances. The predicted radius of a 1.4M⊙ neutron star
(R1.4) falls comfortably within the recently reported range of
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FIG. 3. The marginalized posterior distributions of NS properties, including the maximum mass (Mmax), central pressure (Pc) in MeV-fm−3,
radius at maximum mass (Rmax) in km, tidal deformability at maximum mass (Λmax), radius of the canonical 1.4M⊙ star (R1.4) in km, and its
tidal deformability (Λ1.4), f1.4 and p1.4 mode frequency in kHz and their respective decay time in Sec. are shown along with the distribution
of Rσ∆, Rω∆ and Dσω . The 2D ellipses and vertical lines have the same interpretation as in Fig. 1.

R1.4 = 12.01+0.78
−0.77 km [112], which investigated constraints

on neutron-star matter through microscopic and macroscopic
collisions, utilizing data from χEFT, multi-messenger astro-
physics, and heavy-ion collision (HIC) experiments. Com-
pared to purely nucleonic [64] or hyperonic equations of state
(EoS) [65], our results forR1.4 are lower, highlighting the im-
pact of ∆ baryons in reducing the neutron star radius making
it more compact. The dimensionless tidal deformability Λ1.4

falls well within the range allowed by NICER [54] and the
GW170817 event [113]. Additionally, we compute the funda-
mental (f -mode) and (p1-mode) oscillation frequencies using

a fully general relativistic formalism to avoid the limitation
of Cowling approximation [56]. Our reported values for the
f -mode frequency are: 1.97+0.17

−0.22 kHz for Set I and 1.77+0.26
−0.14

kHz on 68% CI. These values align well with gravitational
wave constraints from GW170817. The 90% credible inter-
val for the f -mode frequency in GW170817 was reported as
1.43 kHz < f < 2.90 kHz for the more massive component
and 1.48 kHz < f < 3.18 kHz for the less massive compo-
nent [119]. The f -mode oscillation frequency plays a crucial
role in neutron star astrophysics as it is directly linked to the
star’s compactness and EoS. It is expected to be a key observ-
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FIG. 4. The 50% and 90% credible intervals (CI) for the EoS of neu-
tron star matter with ∆-resonance admixed hyperonic components.
The EoS is compared with the recent estimations from a combina-
tion of microscopic nuclear theory and multi-messenger astrophysics
[112], as well as constraints from GW170817. The vertical solid and
dashed lines represent the central densities of a 1.4M⊙ neutron star
and the maximum mass neutron star, respectively. The left panel cor-
responds to Set I, while the right panel corresponds to Set II.

able in future gravitational wave detections. The p1-mode, on
the other hand, provides insight into the high-frequency os-
cillations driven by pressure waves, which can help probe the
inner structure of neutron stars. Unlike bulk nuclear matter
properties, the parameterDσω strongly influences neutron star
properties in ∆-admixed hyperonic neutron stars. We find a
strong correlation between key neutron star observables such
as R1.4, Λ1.4, and f1.4 and Dσω , emphasizing the significant
role of ∆ baryons in neutron star structure and oscillation dy-
namics.

Fig. 4 illustrates the EoS for neutron star matter with
∆-resonance admixed hyperonic components. The EoS is
compared with recent estimations derived from a combina-
tion of microscopic nuclear theory and multi-messenger as-
trophysics constraints [112], as well as the EoS constraints
from GW170817. Set II exhibits a stiffer EoS band com-
pared to Set I, primarily due to its larger symmetry energy
and incompressibility. This study explores the emergence of
∆ resonances through both first- and second-order phase tran-
sitions. Notably, the first-order transition introduces spinodal
instabilities, a feature often overlooked in prior investigations
of ∆ resonances. Our analysis reveals that at lower densi-
ties, the 50% and 95% CI bands display a broader spread, at-
tributed to the early onset of ∆ resonances. Specific values
of the coupling parameters Rσ∆ and Rω∆ trigger spinodal in-
stabilities, which we mitigate using a Maxwell construction,
following the method outlined in [67]. This approach leads
to a pronounced softening of the EoS at low densities. Fur-
thermore, the occurrence of a first-order phase transition at
such densities suggests the possibility of a twin-star configu-
ration, akin to the scenario observed in hadron-quark transi-
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FIG. 5. Particle fractions of various species inside the neutron star for
Set I (solid lines) and Set II (dashed lines). The fractions correspond
to the median values at each baryon density, representing the average
composition.

tions [122]. Both Set I and Set II EoS results are consistent
with the EoS constraints derived from GW170817. It should
be noted that although the symmetry energy in Set II was con-
strained using values derived from the PREX-II experiment,
the inclusion of ∆ resonances disfavors an excessively high
symmetry energy and slope parameter, as discussed in previ-
ous sections. This tension between the PREX-II results and
the current understanding of neutron star properties has been
reported in the literature [123] and persists even with the in-
clusion of ∆ resonances. Additionally, we find that a higher
value of the parameter Dσω leads to further softening of the
EoS at low and intermediate densities. This highlights the
crucial role of ∆ resonances in shaping the neutron star matter
EoS, particularly at lower densities where their effects become
more pronounced.

To highlight the role of ∆ resonances in the EoS, Fig. 5
shows the particle fractions of various species inside the neu-
tron star. The solid lines correspond to Set I, while the dashed
lines represent Set II. The particle fractions at each density
correspond to median values, providing an average composi-
tion profile. The ∆− resonance appears first at low densities,
followed by ∆0 and then the Λ hyperon. The ∆+ emerges at
moderate densities, while the ∆++ appears only at very high
densities with minimal contribution. The Σ hyperon is absent
owing to the repulsive interaction in nuclear matter, while the
Ξ− appears at intermediate densities and the Ξ0 at higher den-
sities. The early onset of ∆− and ∆0 at low densities, leads
to a decrease in the muon fraction due to charge conservation.
At lower densities, ∆− and ∆0 play a dominant role, whereas
at higher densities, the Λ hyperon becomes more significant.
This results in a softer EoS at low densities and a stiffer EoS
at high densities. A higher symmetry energy in Set II results
in a delayed onset of ∆ resonances compared to Set I, which
significantly impacts the overall EoS and the particle compo-
sition of dense matter. Moreover, in Set II, the appearance of
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[120] for neutron stars of masses 1.4 and 2.08 M⊙, respectively. The shaded regions in dark and light blue represent the constraints from the
heavy mass pulsar PSR J0740+6620 by Riley et al. [3] and Miller et al. [95], respectively. Similarly, the shaded regions in pink and orange
represent the constraints from the millisecond pulsar PSR J0030+0451 by Riley et al. [98] and Miller et al.. The solid Green line corresponds
to the 50 % and 90 % CI for supernova remnant HESS J1731-347 [121].

Λ and Ξ hyperons occurs at lower densities than in Set I.
Fig. 6 presents the 95% CI bands for the mass-radius (M-

R) relationship derived from the ensemble of EoSs obtained in
Fig. 4. The M-R relation is compared with various astrophys-
ical constraints, including those from the millisecond pulsars
PSR J0030+0451 and PSR J0740+6620, the binary compo-
nents of the GW170817 event, and the radius constraints re-
ported by Miller et al. [120] for neutron stars with masses of
1.4M⊙ and 2.08M⊙. Furthermore, we compared our results
with the recently measured compact low-mass object in the
supernova remnant HESS J1731-347, which has an estimated
mass of M = 0.77+0.20

−0.17M⊙ and a radius of R = 10.4+0.86
−0.78

km [121]. The M-R posterior agrees well with the observa-
tional constraints of PSR J0030 + 0451, PSR J0740 + 6620,
and the binary components of the GW170817 event. A no-
table consequence of ∆ resonance formation is a systematic
reduction in stellar radii, which serves as a distinctive feature
of our results. One of the most compelling aspects of our find-
ings is the remarkable agreement between the M-R posterior
and the recently detected low-mass compact object in the su-
pernova remnant HESS J1731-347. Although this object was
not initially regarded as a constraint in neutron star modeling,
our results naturally accommodate its observed mass and ra-
dius. This is particularly striking, as many previous studies
have encountered difficulties in explaining such a low-mass
compact star within the framework of conventional EoSs. In-
stead, alternative interpretations have been proposed, classi-
fying it as a neutron star with heavy baryons [124], antikaon
condensation [125], strange star [126, 127], or even a com-
pact star with a dark matter component [128]. A major chal-

lenge is reconciling the need for a low-radius solution at lower
masses, as required by HESS J1731-347, with the require-
ment for a maximum mass exceeding 2M⊙, as imposed by
GW170817 and pulsar data. This necessitates an EoS that is
soft at low densities while becoming sufficiently stiff at high
densities to support massive neutron stars. The inclusion of ∆
resonances naturally achieves this balance. In the literature,
exotic scenarios such as twin-star branches from first-order
hadron-quark phase transitions and deep antikaon potentials
have been explored to explain this dichotomy [124–126, 128].
Our results demonstrate that the inclusion of ∆ resonances
provides a natural resolution: their appearance in the outer
layers of the core softens the EoS sufficiently to accommodate
the compact nature of HESS J1731-347 while still supporting
massive neutron stars exceeding 2M⊙, as required by NICER
and GW observations. Thus, the presence of ∆ resonances
offers a unified explanation that simultaneously satisfies both
the high-mass constraint from GW and pulsar observations
and the low-mass constraint from HESS J1731-347, reinforc-
ing their critical role in neutron star structure.

To further understand the effect of ∆ resonances, in Fig.
7 we present the probability distribution P (Λ1,Λ2), where
Λ1 and Λ2 represent the dimensionless tidal deformability pa-
rameters corresponding to the BNS merger observed in the
GW170817 event. To compute P (Λ1,Λ2), we adopt a chirp
mass of M = 1.188M⊙ and a mass ratio defined as q =
m2/m1, constrained within the range 0.7 < q < 1. We fixm1

and determine m2 such that the conditions M = 1.188M⊙,
0.7 < q < 1, and 2.73 ≤ m1 +m2 ≤ 2.78M⊙ are satisfied.
Using the computed values of m1 and m2, we then evaluate
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FIG. 7. The posterior probability distributions for P (Λ1,Λ2) for Set I (left) and Set II (right) respectively, are illustrated. Here, Λ1 and Λ2 refer
to the dimensionless tidal deformability parameters associated with the BNS merger observed in the GW170817 event. The figure showcases
the unphysical region where Λ1 is less than Λ2, illustrated in gray shading. Meanwhile, the green, blue, and orange lines signify the 50%
(dashed) and 90% (solid) credible levels for the posterior distributions obtained using EoS-insensitive relations, a parametrized EoS without a
maximum mass requirement, and independent EoSs, respectively, from the GW170817 event [114]. the colorbar represents the probability on
log scale.

Λ1 and Λ2. The results are compared with posterior distri-
butions derived using EoS-insensitive relations, a parameter-
ized EoS without a maximum mass constraint, and indepen-
dent EoS models inferred from the GW170817 event [114].
Our posterior results show excellent agreement with those
derived from the GW170817 event, with the region of high-
est probability falling within the 50% credible interval of the
GW170817 BNS merger. Although Set II exhibits a broader
distribution compared to Set I, both calculations strongly sug-
gest that the binary in GW170817 favors the presence of ∆-
isobars in addition to hypernuclear matter. This finding sup-
ports the argument of Ref. [77], which posits that delta res-
onances with an attractive ∆ potential in nuclear matter can
explain GW170817 in a manner similar to a strong hadron-
quark phase transition. However, unlike the hadron-quark
phase transition, ∆ resonances appear at relatively lower den-
sities, potentially providing a unique observational signature
to distinguish the two scenarios. One can analyze these in
the plot of the two tidal deformabilities Λ1 and Λ2 of BNSs
[129], as well as in the weighted average tidal deformability
Λ̄ at a given chirp mass M [130], and in General-Relativistic
Neutron-Star Mergers [131].

In neutron stars, the direct Urca (DU) process is a crucial
mechanism that enables rapid cooling via neutrino emission
when the proton fraction exceeds a critical threshold. The in-
clusion of hyperons lowers this threshold, allowing the DU
process to occur at lower densities, thereby significantly en-
hancing cooling. In Fig. 8, we show the DU process threshold
in a ∆-admixed hyperonic neutron star. We consider four key
DU processes: n → p + e− + ν̄e, ∆− → Λ + e− + ν̄e,
Λ → p + e− + ν̄e, and Ξ− → Λ + e− + ν̄e. For a gen-
eral DU reaction, B1 → B2 + l + ν̄l and its inverse process
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FIG. 8. The marginalized posterior distribution of the direct Urca
(DU) processes: n → p + e− + ν̄e, ∆− → Λ + e− + ν̄e, Λ →
p+ e− + ν̄e, and Ξ− → Λ + e− + ν̄e.

B2+l → B1+νl, whereB1 andB2 represent the participating
baryons, l is the lepton (electron or muon), and νl (ν̄l) denotes
the corresponding neutrino (antineutrino). For the DU process
to occur, the phase-space momentum conservation condition
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must be satisfied, imposing a constraint on the Fermi momenta
of the participating particles: |pB2

F − plF | ≤ pB1

F ≤ pB2

F + plF
[132], where pB1

F , pB2

F , and plF are the Fermi momenta of the
initial baryon, final baryon, and lepton, respectively. If this
condition is not met, the process is kinematically forbidden
due to momentum conservation. With the inclusion of ∆ res-
onances, the proton fraction increases while the electron frac-
tion decreases, leading to a lower threshold for the neutron di-
rect Urca (DU) process. For the neutron DU process, a sharp
peak at zero density indicates that the process is not allowed
in those cases. However, when allowed, the threshold density
ρDU
n typically occurs around twice the nuclear saturation den-

sity. The threshold densities for the ∆− and Λ DU processes
are nearly identical. These densities fall within the mass range
of a 1.4M⊙ neutron star and are favored in most EoSs within
the posterior distribution. The Ξ− DU process is absent due to
the very low lepton fraction at high densities, as seen in Fig.
5. A strong positive correlation is observed between ρDU

∆− and
ρDU
Λ , indicating a close connection between their onset con-

ditions. The possible existence of neutron, ∆−, and Λ DU
processes within a 1.4M⊙ neutron star suggests that ∆ reso-
nances could significantly modify the neutrino emission rates,
particularly when ∆ baryons populate the outer layers of the
neutron star core.

Gravitational wave asteroseismology has emerged as a
powerful tool for probing neutron star interiors, offering cru-
cial insights into their composition and EoS [133]. Among the
various oscillation modes, the fundamental f -mode is partic-
ularly significant, as it is primarily governed by the star’s bulk
properties, including mass, radius, and compactness. The fre-
quency and damping time of the f -mode are directly linked to
the EoS, making them key observables for constraining dense
matter physics. Future GW observatories, such as the Einstein
Telescope and LISA, are expected to enable high-precision
measurements of gravitational waves generated from various
sources, providing deeper constraints on neutron star struc-
ture and the possible existence of exotic matter at supranu-
clear densities. In Fig. 9, we present the posterior probability
distribution of the f -mode oscillation frequency and the cor-
responding damping time as a function of neutron star mass
within the general relativity framework. We use the ensemble
of EoSs from Set I, as it is based on more stringent constraints
on J compared to Set II, which is informed by PREX II. As
shown earlier, our model with ∆-resonances does not favor
the higher values of J and L prescribed by PREX II. The f -
mode frequency ranges from 1.5 to 2.6 kHz, increasing mono-
tonically with NS mass. At 1.4M⊙, the most probable value
is found to be 1.97+0.17

−0.22 kHz at 68% CI. In Table III, we com-
pare our predicted f1.4 value for delta-admixed hypernuclear
matter with results from previous studies using different EoS
with various compositions. It can be seen that the f -mode fre-
quency is relatively higher for the EoS with ∆-admixed hyper-
ons due to the increased compactness of the star in the pres-
ence of ∆-resonances. Moreover, as stated earlier, our val-
ues are consistent with those obtained from GW170817 [119].
The damping time decreases monotonically with mass, and
the obtained ranges for both f -mode frequency and damping
time are consistent with literature results for purely nucleonic

as well as hyperonic EoS.

TABLE III. Reported f -mode frequencies and damping times for
neutron stars with a mass of 1.4 M⊙.

Study f1.4 (kHz) τ (s) Framework

This work 1.97+0.17
−0.22 0.19+0.05

−0.03 FGR
Guha Roy et al. (2023) [56] 1.8+0.7

−0.12 0.2–0.25 FGR
Wen et al. (2019) [57] 1.67 – 2.18 0.155 – 0.255 FGR
Mohanty et al. (2024) [134] 1.75+0.23

−0.15 − FGR

In the literature, empirical relations are often used to quan-
tify the relationship between the f -mode frequency, stellar
density, and compactness. We use the following two empir-
ical relations forms [55]:

f = a

√
M

R3
+ b (18)

and

R4

M3τf
= a

M

R
+ b. (19)

These empirical relations are shown in the middle panel of
Fig. 9, along with the fitted values of a and b. When compared
with results from other studies using nucleonic or hyperonic
EoSs [56, 119, 135], our values, while comparable, exhibit
variations across different works, highlighting their model de-
pendencies. Furthermore, empirical relation (19) deviates for
small values of M/R. In the presence of Delta resonances,
the EoS becomes significantly softer at low densities, leading
to a breakdown of the empirical relation. Additionally, this
relation is known to be invalid for M/R > 0.25 [136]. It
can be observed that the linear relation in (19) does not pro-
vide a good fit. Instead, a second-order polynomial offers
a better explanation, as demonstrated in [136]. In the right
panel of Fig. 9, we present the distribution of the p1 mode
frequency. The p1-modes exist for both radial and non-radial
oscillations, with their frequencies determined by the time it
takes for acoustic waves to propagate across the star. The
p1-mode frequency varies between 4 and 11 kHz, increasing
with mass up to a certain point before subsequently decreas-
ing. Unlike τf , the damping time τp1 exhibits a wider spread,
increasing with mass and reaching values on the order of a few
hundred seconds. For the ∆ admixed neutron star we found
p11.4 = 7.47+1.35

−1.10 kHz
We now discuss the general correlation among various nu-

clear matter properties, neutron star parameters, and delta res-
onance coupling parameters, complimenting our analysis in
Figs. 1, 2 and 3. In Fig. 10 we present the Kendall rank
correlation matrix among different nuclear matter properties
at saturation density, including effective mass (m∗), incom-
pressibility coefficient (K0), skewness (Q0), kurtosis (Z0),
symmetry energy coefficient (J), slope parameter (L), cur-
vature (Ksym), skewness (Qsym), and kurtosis (Zsym). Addi-
tionally, we consider the delta resonance coupling parame-
ters (Rσ∆, Rω∆, Dσω ,U∆/VN ), and neutron star properties
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FIG. 9. Left panel: The posterior probability distribution of f -mode oscillation frequency and the corresponding decay time as a function of
NS mass. The colorbar represents the probability density on a logarithmic scale. Middle panel: The empirical relation between the f -mode
frequency and the average stellar density, as well as the relation between the dimensionless gravitational-wave (GW) damping time and the
stellar compactness. The red lines indicate the linear fit of the form y = ax + b. Right panel: The posterior probability distribution of
p1-mode oscillation frequency and the corresponding decay time as a function of NS mass.

such as maximum mass (Mmax), central energy density (Ec),
central pressure (Pc), and central density (ρc). Furthermore,
we include the radius corresponding to the maximum mass
(Rmax), tidal deformability at maximum mass (Λmax), and the
radius and tidal deformability for neutron stars of mass 1.4
M⊙. We also examine the fundamental (f1.4) and pressure
(p1.4) mode frequencies, along with their respective decay
times. The color bar in the correlation matrix represents the
strength of the correlation, where blue indicates a strong neg-
ative correlation, and orange signifies a strong positive corre-
lation. The values in white text highlight strong correlations.

Several studies in the literature have investigated the cor-
relations between nuclear matter properties at saturation den-
sity, astrophysical observables, and their linear combinations
[56, 66, 71, 80, 138–144]. In our study, It has been observed
that there is no significant correlation between isoscalar and
isovector parameters, as also reported in [66, 71]. A strong
positive correlation is found between the effective mass (m∗)
and the kurtosis parameter (Z0), consistent with the findings
of [66, 71], which explored the dense matter EoS using a sim-
ilar formalism and Bayesian approach, albeit with a different
composition. We also observe a negative correlation between
the slope parameter (L) and the skewness of the symmetry
energy (Qsym), though the correlation is not very strong. Fur-
thermore, there is no significant correlation between the delta-
resonance coupling parameters (Rσ∆, Rω∆, Dσω) and nu-
clear matter properties at saturation density, except in a few
cases where Rσ∆ exhibits a strong negative correlation with
the slope parameterL and the kurtosis of the symmetry energy
(Zsym).

Additionally, nuclear matter properties at saturation den-
sity do not exhibit a significant correlation with neutron star

observables. The individual delta-resonance couplings (Rσ∆,
Rω∆) also do not show meaningful correlations with neu-
tron star properties. However, the parameter Dσω and the
relative strength of the delta potential to the nucleon poten-
tial (U∆/VN ) significantly influence neutron star properties in
delta-resonance-admixed neutron stars. Specifically, central
energy density (Ec), pressure (Pc), and density (ρc) are neg-
atively correlated with Dσω and U∆/VN , whereas the max-
imum mass radius (Rmax), tidal deformability at maximum
mass (Λmax), and the radius and tidal deformability for neu-
tron stars with mass 1.4 M⊙ are strongly positively corre-
lated. This highlights the relative difference between Rσ∆

and Rω∆, encapsulated in Dσω , as a defining parameter in
delta-resonance-admixed neutron stars.

While many systematic and well-established correlations
among various neutron star properties are evident, we observe
several important and notable results. There is a very strong
correlation between the fundamental mode frequency at 1.4
M⊙ (f1.4) and the radius at 1.4 M⊙ (R1.4), with a correla-
tion coefficient of −0.94. Similarly, f1.4 is strongly corre-
lated with the tidal deformability at 1.4 M⊙ (Λ1.4), exhibiting
a correlation coefficient of −0.98. These trends are also vis-
ible in their marginalized posterior distributions, as shown in
Fig. 3 and it can be seen that the relationship is linear. A sim-
ilar correlation was reported in [56, 135], although we find an
even stronger correlation among these pairs when delta reso-
nances are included in neutron star matter. Additionally, f1.4
is strongly correlated with maximum mass neutron star prop-
erties, such as the radius corresponding to the maximum mass
(Rmax) and the tidal deformability at maximum mass (Λmax).
The pressure (p11.4) mode frequency exhibits a similar trend
to the fundamental (f ) mode frequency, although the corre-
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FIG. 10. Kendall rank correlation matrix among various nuclear matter properties at the saturation density (i.e. energy (e0), incompressibility
coefficient K0, the skewness Q0, and the kurtosis Z0, symmetry energy coefficient J , the slope L, the curvature Ksym, the skewness Qsym,
(and the kurtosis Zsym) and effective mass (m∗), Rσ∆, Rω∆, Dσω and the neutron star properties with maximum mass (Mmax), central
energy, pressure and density Ec, Pc and ρc respectively, radius corresponding to maximum mass (Rmax), tidal defomability corresponding
to maximum mass (Λmax), and the radius and tidal deformability for neutron star mass 1.4 M⊙ f1.4 and p1.4 mode frequency in kHz and
their respective decay time in Sec. The color bar represents the strength of the correlation, with blue representing a strong negative and orange
representing a strong positive correlation. The value in white text represent strong correlations.

lation strength is slightly lower. Similar to the f -mode, the
damping time of the fundamental mode at 1.4 M⊙ (τf1.4 ) is
strongly correlated with both R1.4 and Λ1.4, but with a posi-
tive correlation. In contrast, the damping time of the pressure
mode (τp1.4

) exhibits a strong negative correlation with R1.4

and Λ1.4.

The relationship between the f -mode oscillations and the
stellar radius is crucial due to its connection between two dif-
ferent channels of neutron star measurements, namely grav-
itational waves (GW) and X-ray observations. In this con-
text, it is valuable to establish empirical relations for the pairs
f1.4 − R1.4 and f1.4 − Λ1.4. To quantify these relationships,

we fit the data using the empirical formula [56, 135]:

f1.4 = aR1.4 + b (20)

based on the ensemble of equations of state (EoS) from our
posterior distributions. The fitted coefficients for these rela-
tions are provided in Table IV.

A remarkable consistency is observed in the values of a
and b between this study and the work of Guha et al., both
of which employ the FGR framework. In contrast, Kumar et
al. [135] utilized the Cowling approximation, which is known
to introduce deviations of up to 10–30%. This strong agree-
ment suggests that the empirical relation between the f -mode
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FIG. 11. The speed of sound squared (C2
s ), trace anomaly (δ), and conformality factor (dc) for the ensemble of EoS in our posterior with the

∆ resonance admixed hypernuclear matter. The vertical solid and dashed lines represent the central densities of a 1.4M⊙ neutron star and the
maximum mass neutron star, respectively. The black dashed line represents the 90% credible interval (CI) value of dc derived from Annala et
al. [137]

TABLE IV. Comparison of the fitted parameters (a and b) for the
empirical relation f = aR1.4+ b obtained in this study and previous
studies. The frameworks used in each study are also indicated.

Study (Framework) a b

Current Study (FGR) -0.1989 4.2108
Guha et al. [56] (FGR) -0.1933 4.1949
Kumar et al. [135] (Cowling) -0.22 5.1

frequency and the stellar radius may be a fundamental and
universal relation. Notably, this relation holds true regardless
of the underlying composition of the neutron star. While the
present study incorporates a delta-resonance-admixed hyper-
nuclear EoS, previous works primarily considered nucleonic
EoSs. This universal nature of the f -mode and radius relation
has profound implications for neutron star astrophysics, of-
fering a powerful tool for constraining stellar properties from
gravitational wave and X-ray observations. In the ∆-admixed
neutron star with the DDRH model, one can see from Fig. 10
and Fig. 3 that Dσω significantly impacts the global proper-
ties of the neutron star. While a greater value of Dσω corre-
sponds to a lower radius and tidal deformability, it also leads
to a higher f -mode frequency. While Ref. [145] estimated a
strong correlation between the f -mode frequency and the ef-
fective nucleon mass M∗, we see no such correlation in our
study. Furthermore, we did not find any strong positive or
negative correlation between non-radial oscillation mode fre-
quencies and nuclear matter saturation properties. Ref. [110]
reported some correlations among pairs such as the f -mode
and Ksat, Qsat, and Ksym. Ref. [110] reported some corre-
lations among pairs such as the f -mode and Ksat, Qsat, and
Ksym. However, as evident from their Fig. 3, the correlations
are not particularly strong.

Finally, in Fig. 11, we present the speed of sound squared
(C2

s ), trace anomaly (δ), and conformality factor (dc) for the
ensemble of EoS in our posterior, incorporating the ∆ reso-

nance in hypernuclear matter. The speed of sound is a fun-
damental quantity that provides crucial insights into the in-
terior composition of neutron stars. The right panel of Fig.
11 illustrates the 90% CI for the speed of sound squared as a
function of baryon density. A prominent peak in the speed of
sound is observed within a neutron star of mass M ∼ 1.4M⊙,
while also displaying a broad range of values. This behavior
is primarily attributed to the presence of ∆ resonances as nue-
cleonic or hypersonic eos do not show such a large bump in
the speed of sound [64, 65]. Notably, the peak in the speed
of sound aligns well with results reported in the literature
[146, 147] using the ensemble of equations of state that fulfill
multimessenger constraints.

Recently, the trace anomaly, defined as δ = 1
3 − P

E , has
been proposed as a measure of conformality in neutron stars
[137, 148]. As matter approaches the conformal limit, the
value of δ tends to zero. In our case, within the ∆-resonance
admixed hyperonic neutron star scenario, δ consistently ap-
proaches zero from above. Literature suggests that in some
cases, the conformal limit can be reached both from above
and below [146]. Another recent study introduced an alterna-
tive measure of conformality by combining the trace anomaly
with its logarithmic derivative [148]. The conformality factor
is defined as dc =

√
δ2 + (δ′)2, where δ′ = dδ

d lnE . This mea-
sure has been proposed based on the observation that hadronic
equations of state (EoS) can be distinguished from conformal
systems using dc. It has been further conjectured that confor-
mal matter can be identified by the criterion dc < 0.2, which is
represented by the blue dashed line in Fig. 11 [137]. Although
our posterior for dc lies well within the range proposed by An-
nala et al. [137], it crosses the dc = 0.2 threshold just beyond
the canonical neutron star mass, even without incorporating a
quark matter phase transition. Examining our posterior dis-
tributions, we observe that they exhibit hybrid EoS kind of
behavior and do not comply with this conjecture reported in
[137]. These results suggest that the properties proposed for
identifying deconfined matter are not universally unique but
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rather model-dependent, warranting further investigation. A
similar behavior has been observed in certain purely nucleonic
EoS, such as the FSU2R EoS [147]. Additionally, a noticeable
bump appears at low densities in dc, a feature that is typically
absent in purely hyperonic or nucleonic EoS. This anomaly
arises from the fact that many EoS exhibit a first-order phase
transition associated with the onset of ∆ resonances at low
densities—a behavior reminiscent of the hadron-quark phase
transition. We use Set I for this analysis and have verified that
Set II follows the same trend.

IV. SUMMARY

In this work, we present a Bayesian analysis of neu-
tron star matter incorporating ∆-resonances within a density-
dependent relativistic hadron (DDRH) framework. Our study
systematically investigates the role of ∆-baryons in shaping
the equation of state, neutron star observables, and the fun-
damental properties of dense matter, leveraging constraints
from both nuclear physics and multi-messenger astrophys-
ical observations. Using Bayesian inference, we constrain
the model parameters by integrating nuclear matter satura-
tion properties, theoretical constraints from chiral effective
field theory (χEFT), and astrophysical data, including pulsar
mass–radius measurements from NICER and tidal deforma-
bility limits from the GW170817 event. To assess the sen-
sitivity of our findings to nuclear matter properties, we con-
sider two sets of constraints that differ in the assumed range
of symmetry energy, providing a comprehensive analysis of
∆-baryon effects in neutron star matter.

Our findings reveal that the inclusion of ∆-resonances leads
to a significant softening of the EoS at low densities while
maintaining sufficient stiffness at high densities to support
neutron stars exceeding 2M⊙. Furthermore, the presence of
∆-resonances effectively satisfies the constraints imposed by
GW170817 on the EoS and tidal deformability. Notably, ∆-
resonances contribute to a more compact neutron star configu-
ration, leading to a reduced radius. Our analysis does not favor
high values of the symmetry energy J and its slope L when
incorporating the PREX-II constraints, a tension that has also
been reported in the literature. Among the ∆-resonances, ∆−

and ∆0 are found to appear before the Λ hyperon, suggesting
that they can exist in the outer layers of the neutron star core.
Since these particles populate the outer core, they might influ-
ence the dynamics of neutron star mergers, potentially affect-
ing the tidal deformability, mass ejection, and post-merger os-
cillations, which could have observable consequences in grav-
itational wave signals.

Our Bayesian analysis provides robust statistical con-
straints on the coupling strengths of ∆-resonances to mesonic
fields, revealing that in the DDRH framework, the relative
strength of the scalar and vector couplings, characterized by
the parameter Dσω , plays a crucial role in determining neu-
tron star properties. We find that, while we fix Rρ∆=1, values
of Rσ∆ and Rω∆ greater than 1 are preferred, with Rω∆ ly-
ing in the range [1.07− 1.3], and the difference Rσ∆ − Rω∆

favored in the range [0.06 − 0.29], when adhering to the cur-

rently accepted symmetry energy range of 30− 33 MeV. Cor-
relation analyses further indicate that Dσω significantly influ-
ences neutron star radii, tidal deformability, and f -mode os-
cillation frequencies. Furthermore, we study the impact of ∆-
resonances on neutron star cooling via the direct Urca (DU)
process. While it is well known that ∆-resonances lower the
DU threshold for neutrons, we find that the ∆− and Λ DU
processes have approximately the same threshold density and
are favored to occur at the central density of a canonical neu-
tron star. This could have a significant impact on neutron star
cooling.

We systematically investigate the influence of ∆-
resonances on neutron star observables, including the mass-
radius (M–R) relation, tidal deformability, and non-radial os-
cillation modes. The fundamental (f -mode) and first pres-
sure (p1-mode) oscillation frequencies are computed within
full general relativity, providing new empirical relations that
link f -mode frequencies to stellar compactness. We find a
strong correlation between the f -mode frequency and neu-
tron star radius, reinforcing the potential of gravitational wave
asteroseismology in probing the internal structure of neutron
stars. Additionally, we analyse empirical linear relationship
between the f -mode frequency at 1.4M⊙ (f1.4) and the cor-
responding radius (R1.4), demonstrating that this relation re-
mains valid with a similar fitting coefficient even when com-
paring neutron stars with different internal compositions. A
more compact neutron star, resulting from the presence of
∆-resonances, leads to a slightly higher f -mode frequency.
Additionally, we analyze the speed of sound squared (C2

s ),
the trace anomaly (δ), and the conformality factor (dc) to ex-
plore deviations from conformal behavior in neutron star mat-
ter. Our results indicate that the presence of ∆-baryons leads
to a characteristic peak in the speed of sound and a model-
dependent behavior of the conformality factor, which crosses
the dc = 0.2 threshold without invoking a quark phase tran-
sition. This suggests that the criteria proposed in previous
literature for identifying deconfined quark matter are not uni-
versally unique and remain model-dependent.

In conclusion, our study highlights the astrophysical rele-
vance of ∆-resonances in neutron stars and their potential role
in shaping the dense matter EoS. By integrating nuclear the-
ory with multi-messenger astrophysical constraints, we pro-
vide new constraints on the dense matter EoS while consider-
ing ∆-resonances as additional degrees of freedom.
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[50] G. A. Lalazissis, T. Nikšić, D. Vretenar, and P. Ring, Phys.
Rev. C 71, 024312 (2005).
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[128] S. Kubis, W. Wójcik, D. A. Castillo, and N. Zabari, Phys. Rev.
C 108, 045803 (2023).

[129] J.-E. Christian, A. Zacchi, and J. Schaffner-Bielich, Phys. Rev.
D 99, 023009 (2019).

[130] S. Han and A. W. Steiner, Phys. Rev. D 99, 083014 (2019).
[131] E. R. Most, L. J. Papenfort, V. Dexheimer, M. Hanauske,
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