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Fully general-relativistic binary-neutron-star (BNS) merger simulations with quark-hadron crossover (QHC)
equations of state (EOSs) are studied for the first time. In contrast to EOSs with purely hadronic matter or with a
first-order quark-hadron phase transition (1PT), in the transition region QHC EOSs show a peak in sound speed,
and thus a stiffening. We study the effects of such stiffening in the merger and post-merger gravitational (GW)
signals. Through simulations in the binary-mass range 2.5 < M/M� < 2.75, characteristic differences due to
different EOSs appear in the frequency of the main peak of the post-merger GW spectrum ( f2), extracted through
Bayesian inference. In particular, we found that (i) for lower-mass binaries, since the maximum baryon number
density (nmax) after the merger stays below 3–4 times the nuclear-matter density (n0), the characteristic stiffening
of the QHC models in that density range results in a lower f2 than that computed for the underlying hadronic
EOS and thus also than that for EOSs with a 1PT, (ii) for higher-mass binaries, where nmax may exceed 4–5n0

depending on the EOS model, whether f2 in QHC models is higher or lower than that in the underlying hadronic
model depends on the height of the sound-speed peak. Comparing the values of f2 for different EOSs and BNS
masses gives important clues on how to discriminate different types of quark dynamics in the high-density end
of EOSs and is relevant to future kilohertz GW observations with third-generation GW detectors.

Introduction. Multi-messenger astronomy, including grav-
itational, electromagnetic, and neutrino signals, has started
offering new ways of obtaining information on ultra-high-
density matter [1]. Observations of the inspiral of a binary
neutron-star (BNS) merger may provide information on the
equation of state (EOS) at a few times the nuclear saturation
number density (n0 = 0.16 fm−3), and even higher densities
(several times n0) may be investigated through observations
of the post-merger phase, where matter is also hotter than in
the inspiraling NSs [2, 3]. In the near future, the detection
of BNS mergers will happen on a daily basis and this will
also allow one to perform improved statistical analyses of the
properties of their EOS.

The EOS plays a crucial role in determining the structure
of NSs. See Fig.1 for schematic plots of the mass-radius and
energy-pressure relations in NSs with different types of EOSs.
Nuclear EOSs based on microscopic nuclear two- and three-
body forces are supposed to be valid up to number densi-
ties n ' 1.5–2n0, and thus to describe somewhat accurately
the equatorial radii of canonical NSs (mass M ' 1.4M�),
which have core densities around 2–3n0. The most massive
NS known, PSR J0740+6620, has mass M/M� = 2.08 ± 0.07
[4] and inferred core density & 3–4n0. This is close to the den-
sity at which baryons with radii ' 0.5–0.8 fm begin to overlap,
presumably resulting in matter beyond the purely hadronic
regime, such as quark matter.

One of the fundamental questions in the study of ultra-
dense matter is how the quark-hadron phase transition takes
place. The most intensively studied scenario is the one in-

volving first-order quark-hadron phase transitions (1PTs). In
this case, it is usually believed that pressure support (and thus
the radius of the material object resulting from the merger)
decreases abruptly after the phase transition. Such a change
in compactness would appear, in turn, as a (possibly measur-
able) shift to higher values of the frequency of gravitational
waves (GWs) emitted from the merged object [5–11]. A too
large reduction of the stellar radius, however, is disfavored by
the recent NICER observations and analyses, reporting similar
radii for NSs with masses of 1.4M� and 2.1M� [12–15].

An alternative to a 1PT is a continuous crossover from
hadronic matter to quark matter. Some of the present authors
constructed quark-hadron-crossover (QHC) EOSs [16–19],
generally finding a peak in the sound speed, cs/c =

√
dP/de,

exceeding the conformal limit c/
√

3, with c being the speed of
light; see Fig.2. Microscopic considerations on the structure
of such a peak [20, 21] emphasize the importance of quark
substructure in baryons and of quark Pauli blocking effects.
Peaks in sound speed are absent in EOSs involving 1PTs or in
purely hadronic models. In the latter, stiffening results from
nuclear many-body repulsions, which keep growing with den-
sity, leading to monotonic growth in sound speed. The exis-
tence of a peak in sound speed in QHC EOSs is unique and
can be taken as the signature for the onset of quark-matter for-
mation.

In this Letter, for the first time, results of numerical simula-
tions of BNS mergers with EOSs based on QHC are reported.
We adopt the QHC19 EOS [18], which is based on the Togashi
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FIG. 1. Schematic plots for the mass-radius relations (main fig-
ure) and pressure P vs. energy density e (inset) for some EOSs
satisfying constraints from terrestrial experiments and the observa-
tional fact that a NS of mass ≈ 2M� exists; “H" refers to a purely
hadronic model, "1PT" to a hybrid model with a first-order quark-
hadron phase transition, and “QHC" to models with a quark-hadron
crossover. QHC models show stiffening at densities lower than in the
other two cases, typically leading to larger radii and smaller central
densities for NSs with masses 1.4–2M�. The grey, green, and yellow
shaded areas in both the main figure and inset correspond to the num-
ber density ranges of n ∼ 1–2n0, ∼ 2–4n0, and & 4n0, respectively.

nucleonic EOS [22] for n ≤ 2n0 and a pure quark EOS for
n & 5n0, with the crossover region calculated through inter-
polation [18]. We compare results with simulations adopting
the Togashi EOSs over the whole density range. The QHC19
and Togashi EOSs differ substantially only for n & 3n0, and,
since the maximum values of n in our inspiraling NSs are
around 3n0 (cf. Fig. 3), the properties (like tidal deformabil-
ity [23, 24]) of stars built with the above different EOSs and
their dynamics (like the evolution of the central number den-
sity or of the GW frequency) during the inspiral differ by less
than 1% (see Table 1 in the Supplemental Material). More
remarkable differences are expected only during and after the
merger.

Numerical setup. As a first step to explore the role of
a QHC in BNS mergers, we focus on equal-mass configu-
rations, and, with the goal of studying post-merger dynam-
ics, we chose four relatively low-mass models, in which the
gravitational masses of each NS at infinite separation are
M/M� = 1.250, 1.300, 1.350, 1.375. We refer to these as
M1.25, M1.30, M1.35, M1.375, respectively. The last 5-7 or-
bits are simulated for the different models, all starting from
the same orbital separation.

We performed fully general-relativistic simulations adopt-
ing two QHC models, QHC19B (named here QHC19-soft),
QHC19D (named QHC19-stiff) [18], and the purely hadronic
Togashi EOS [22]. Additional description of the EOSs, the
codes, the NS properties, and some of the numerical parame-
ters used in our simulations is presented in the Supplemental
Material. Here, we briefly comment only on how we mimic
thermal effects in matter, even when adopting an EOS, like
QHC19, that does not contemplate them. Ours is a standard
treatment in numerical relativity, but we discuss it neverthe-
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FIG. 2. Square of sound speed normalized to the speed of light,
c2

s/c
2 = dP/de, for our QHC EOSs with soft and stiff sets of quark

model parameters and for representative hadronic EOSs: Togashi
EOS [22], SFHo [25], and DD2 [26]. The yellow band is the al-
lowed region in the model-agnostic approach of Legred et al. [27]
(see also [28]). The conformal limit, c2

s = c2/3, which should be
reached in the high-density limit, is also shown as a guide.

less because it may be of interest to a wider audience. Ap-
proximate thermal effects are included by adding to the pres-
sure given by the cold EOS a component calculated by as-
suming an ideal-gas behavior with a constant ideal-gas index
Γth, chosen in the range 1.5–2.0 to reproduce realistic values
(see, e.g., [29–37]). Note that the lifetime before collapse to
black hole of the material object formed in the merger depends
also on thermal support and thus on the ad hoc value of Γth,
but post-merger oscillation frequencies (see below) are rela-
tively insensitive to it [38]. The lifetime before collapse is a
quantity that anyway cannot currently be estimated accurately
in numerical simulations, because it depends sensitively on
many factors, including non-physical ones like grid setup and
resolution. We focus, instead, on post-merger oscillation fre-
quencies and, in order to have higher power in the oscillation
modes, we chose the highest reasonable value, Γth = 2, which
gives the longest lifetime before collapse. See Sec. IV of the
Supplemental Material for details.

Results and discussion. As seen in Fig.2, both QHC19-
soft and QHC19-stiff are stiffer (have higher sound speed) than
the Togashi EOS at densities slightly above 2n0. The Togashi
EOS is stiffer than QHC19-soft for n & 3.5n0, and stiffer than
QHC19-stiff for n & 4.0n0. Within the density range reached
in our BNS simulations (cf. Fig. 3), QHC19-stiff is thus al-
ways stiffer than the Togashi EOS for all models with different
masses considered here, while QHC19-soft is softer, in some
regions, for high-mass BNSs.

In QHC19-stiff, the sound speed (and thus pressure support)
around 3.5n0 increases the most; it is then expected that in-
spiraling stars and merged objects in BNSs with QHC19-stiff
are less compact than those with the Togashi or QHC19-soft
EOSs, as can be ascertained in Fig. 3: the maximum number
density nmax(t) is smaller than for the other EOSs, in the in-
spiral, after the merger, and (on average) during the merger.
Even in our most massive case, nmax for QHC19-stiff reaches
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FIG. 3. Evolution of the maximum number density for simula-
tions employing the QHC19 and Togashi EOSs with different initial
masses. tmerger is the merger time defined as the time of the maximum
amplitude of |h| ≡ (h2

+ + h2
×)1/2.

up only to ≈ 3.8n0. At such densities, indeed, stiffening due
to the crossover is still important.

In QHC19-soft, in contrast, the evolution of nmax is different
for binaries of different masses. Since for densities . 3.5n0
QHC19-soft is stiffer than the Togashi EOS, in our lowest-
mass case, M1.25, in which densities higher than 3.5n0 are
reached only toward the end of our simulations, we see that
nmax is always smaller than that for the Togashi EOS. For
M1.30, where the maximum density after the merger reaches
3.5–4n0, the differences between the QHC19-soft and Togashi
EOS appear to average out (their sound-speed curves cross
around 3.5n0; cf. Fig. 2), leading to similar evolution. For
even larger masses, M1.35 and M1.375, during and after the
merger, densities greater than ∼ 3.5n0 are reached in a wide
region, and hence QHC19-soft leads to a considerably more
compact merged object.

The oscillations of the merged object produce intense GW
emission, characterized by distinct peaks in the power spec-
trum, whose frequencies are found to correlate with stel-
lar properties like compactness, average density, or tidal de-
formability [38–43]. At least three peaks ( f1, f2, and f3, some-
times referred to with different names in the literature) may be
identified in most cases, but basically only one, f2, is not tran-
sient and remains even after a few milliseconds [2, 44–49].
The f2 frequency slightly changes in time, as the density pro-
file changes because of GW emission and angular-momentum
transfer from inner parts to outer parts [50].

Figure 4 displays the fundamental and dominant harmonic
mode (` = m = 2) of the plus polarization of the GW strain,
h22

+ , for the M1.35 configurations (top panels) and the cor-
responding time-frequency evolution and instantaneous fre-
quency (bottom panels). Some similarities and differences
between our purely hadronic and QHC models are apparent.
The damping times for post-merger GWs (signaled by the ex-
tinguishing of the red color over the whole frequency band in
the spectrogram) are seen to be dependent on the EOS, and
the time interval in which a wide range of frequencies has a
lot of power (the time interval in which the spectrogram has

a bright band) is shorter for QHC19-stiff. This means that the
transient period between the merger and the time when grav-
itational radiation settles to a well-identified main frequency,
f2, is shorter for QHC19-stiff.

We also note that in all our simulations (with and without
a QHC), the instantaneous frequency in the late post-merger
phase after the transient period approximately approaches a
constant, though a different one for different models. This is
in contrast with hybrid EOS models with 1PTs that predict
an abrupt decrease in pressure support, causing the object to
shrink rapidly and thus an increase of the instantaneous GW
frequency [5–11].

To estimate quantitatively the peak frequencies together
with their uncertainty range, we employ a Markov Chain
Monte Carlo fitting method [51] based on Bayesian inference
[52]. We fit the f1 peak with a Gaussian model and the f2
peak with a model that considers skewness. The latter has
been chosen to describe the decay of the mode and the fre-
quency shift during the transient phase [38, 44] (see also Sec.
III of the Supplemental Material).

As is well known, the relations between the values of f2 in
different configurations are similar to the respective relations
between the values of nmax (on average) since post-merger fre-
quencies are related to compactness or average density [38–
43], but comparing the values of f2 for different EOSs and
BNS masses gives important clues on how to discriminate ob-
servationally different types of quark dynamics in the high-
density end of EOSs. Figure 5 shows the fitting results of f2
for different EOSs and binary masses, with their 68% fitting
uncertainty, which is comparable to the numerical accuracy of
our simulations (see Sec. II of the Supplemental Material).

For all masses, f2 for QHC19-stiff is lower than that for the
Togashi EOS, and this is related to the lower compactness of
the merged object, which is, in turn, related to the pronounced
peak in sound speed for QHC19-stiff. For QHC19-soft, ex-
cept for our lowest-mass case, f2 is higher than that for the
Togashi EOS. In models M1.25, f2 for both QHC19-soft and
QHC19-stiff is lower than that for the Togashi EOS. This is be-
cause quark-matter densities (∼ 5n0), where the QHC EOSs
are softer than the Togashi EOS, are not reached, and thus the
remnant is less compact. This is a unique feature of the peak
in sound speed present in QHC models and is independent of
the height of such peak (namely, of the parameters of the spe-
cific QHC EOS). Note, however, that, since the stiffening in
the crossover domain is strongly affected by the quark-matter
EOS it is attached to, even in lower-mass models one may
still, in principle, gain from observations useful information
on how quarks are liberated in high-density hadronic matter.

In order to study further whether it may be possible to dis-
criminate observationally between EOSs with a QHC or with
a 1PT, we define ∆ f2 as the difference between the f2 resulting
from an EOS with a 1PT or crossover and the f2 resulting from
its baseline EOS: ∆ f2 ≡ f phase transition or crossover

2 − f baseline
2 .

For the QHC EOSs employed here, ∆ f2 is in the range
±(50 − 100) Hz and, more importantly, is negative for all
QHC19-stiffmodels and for the lower-mass model of QHC19-
soft. This is in contrast to the case of EOSs with a 1PT, in
which ∆ f2 is always found to be positive in the literature (see
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FIG. 4. Top: Fundamental and dominant harmonic mode (` = m = 2) of the plus polarization of the GW strain with amplitude envelope for the
M1.35 models. Bottom: Spectrogram (brighter colors indicate higher power in the spectrum) and instantaneous frequency of the same models.
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FIG. 5. Relation between f2 and the total mass of the binary.

also Sec. V of the Supplemental Material). This is a qualita-
tive feature that makes relatively simple to discriminate obser-
vationally between these different types of EOSs. In particu-
lar, an observation of a low-mass BNS system, as our M1.25
model, would allow one to distinguish between QHC EOSs
and EOSs with a 1PT, according to the sign of the measured
∆ f2.

For higher masses and for (weak) 1PTs that result in a ∆ f2
comparable to that of QHC EOSs, it may be difficult to dis-
criminate from observations, unless the 1PT occurs some time
after the merger. In this case, the value of f2 would change
abruptly [8] and, if this change can be measured, it would be
a clear difference with respect to QHC EOSs (cf. Fig. 4).

Conclusions. In this Letter, we performed the first (and
fully general-relativistic) simulations of BNS mergers with
EOSs based on QHC (QHC19) and discussed how they could

be distinguished from purely hadronic EOSs or hybrid quark-
hadron EOSs with 1PTs.

We found that a QHC EOS with a pronounced peak in
sound speed, like QHC19-stiff, leaves a clear and unique sig-
nature in the post-merger main frequency: for any binary
mass, f2 is lower than that of the baseline hadronic EOS, and
thus also lower than that expected for EOSs with a 1PT. In
higher-mass mergers with the QHC19-soft EOS, instead, it
may be difficult to discriminate from a weak 1PT, unless the
value of f2 is observed to change rapidly in time, a signature
of a 1PT occurring after the merger [8].

Results of this Letter will become relevant to observations
when GWs in the kilohertz band are surveyed with higher sen-
sitivity by upgraded detectors [53] and third-generation ob-
servatories (e.g., the Einstein Telescope [54] and Cosmic Ex-
plorer [55]), also with a specifically optimized design (e.g.,
NEMO [56]).

In fact, sensitivities on the order of 50 Hz in this band, suf-
ficient to distinguish a QHC EOS from a purely hadronic one,
are estimated to be reached in these detectors. For example,
Ref. [57] estimated that f2 can be measured to within about
36 (27){45} Hz at the 90% credible level for a stiff (moder-
ate) {soft} EOS at a post-merger signal-to-noise ratio of 5.
Other works make similar predictions, for signal-to-noise ra-
tio & 10 [58]. A signal-to-noise ratio & 5 − 10 is predicted to
be attainable easily for sources at 200 Mpc or even more by
Cosmic Explorer [59] and Einstein Telescope [54], leading to
reasonably frequent measurements.

This work is a first attempt to study in BNS mergers the
unique features of QHC EOSs. We plan to extend the anal-
ysis in several directions, first of all by adopting the QHC21
[19] EOS, which improves further over QHC19 under the mi-
croscopical point of view and which was made public after
we finished our simulations. We will explore the relationship
between some EOS parameters and observable quantities, as
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well as finite-temperature effects, expected to be important for
the onset of quark saturation [21]. We also plan to perform
simulations of unequal-mass binaries and study the influence
of QHC EOSs on mass ejecta.
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I. NUMERICAL SETUP

We have generated initial data for quasiequilibrium irrota-
tional BNSs at a separation of 45 km (which leads to about 5 -
7 orbits before merger) using the open-source code Lorene
[1]. We have performed fully general-relativistic hydrody-
namic simulations using the WhiskyTHC code [2, 3], which
is written in the Einstein Toolkit framework [4]. In
particular, we have employed a finite-volume scheme with
5th-order monotonicity-preserving reconstruction [5] and the
Harten-Lax-van Leer-Einfeldt (HLLE) Riemann solver [6].
The spacetime evolution is calculated in the Z4c formulation
[7] through the CTGamma code, with “1 + log” slicing and
“Gamma-driver” shift conditions [8, 9]. For the time inte-
gration of the coupled set of the hydrodynamic and Einstein
equations we have used the method of lines, with a third-
order strong-stability-preserving Runge-Kutta scheme [10]
with a Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) factor of 0.075 (such a
small value is necessary when adopting flux reconstruction in
local-characteristic variables using the adopted monotonicity-
preserving scheme [5]). The simulation grids with adaptive-
mesh refinement are managed through the Carpet code [11].
The simulation domain extends to ≈ 1477 km, and we use
seven mesh-refinement levels with the finest grid spacing
≈ 231 m for our fiducial simulations.

II. NUMERICAL ACCURACY

We have checked the dependence of f2 on numerical reso-
lution. Figure S1 shows the power spectral density (PSD) of
the GW signal for the M1.250 models with the Togashi EOS
with three resolutions: Low (finest grid spacing ∆x ≈ 369 m),
Medium (∆x ≈ 231 m) and High (∆x ≈ 185 m). While the
difference in f2 between the Low and Medium resolutions is
somewhat large, the one between the Medium and High res-
olutions is smaller (∼ 20 Hz) and comparable with the error
resulting from the fitting procedure. Therefore, we adopt the
Medium resolution as our fiducial one.

Low

Medium

High
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FIG. S1. The GW spectrum of the Togashi EOS for the M1.25 con-
figuration with low (∆x ≈ 369 m, blue), medium (∆x ≈ 231 m,
black), and high (∆x ≈ 185 m, red) resolution, respectively.

III. FITTING OF THE GW SPECTRUM

We give here details about our analysis of the GW spec-
trum. We considered the procedure employed in [12] and tried
to improve it further in several directions. Here is a list of the
main differences. The procedure itself will be described in
detail further below.

First, we have employed Bayesian inference [15] and the
Markov-chain-Monte-Carlo (MCMC) method [16] in the es-
timation of parameters describing the GW spectrum. With this
method, we can estimate the optimal value and its confidence
interval for each parameter. MCMC also allows for a more
efficient search in a large parameter space, avoiding local ex-
trema in the optimization of fitting results.

Second, we choose an alternative treatment for removing
the contribution of the inspiral to the post-merger GW spec-
trum. To limit the uncertainty resulting from including in the
MCMC fitting the very-low-frequency unphysical peak aris-
ing from the high-pass filter used in [12] (cf. Fig. 3 of [12]),
we have tried to single out the GW contribution of the inspiral
and removed it before fitting the post-merger peaks. By in-
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TABLE I. Properties of the BNS merger systems simulated in this work. The quantities in the table are, from left to right, gravitational mass
M of one of the NSs when in isolation, baryon mass Mb of one NS, radius R of one of the NSs when in isolation, Arnowitt-Deser-Misner
(ADM) mass MADM of the BNS system at the initial time, total angular momentum J at the initial time, orbital frequency forb at the initial time,
dimensionless tidal deformability Λ = 2

3 k2(R/M)5 where k2 is the tidal love number [13, 14], contact frequency fcont = C3/2/(2πM), where C
is compactness, post-merger main frequency f2, described by model parameter F2 in Eq. (S6) with its 68% confidence interval, and the mean
frequency of the f2 peak f2,mean.

Model M[M�] Mb[M�] R[km] MADM[M�] J[M2
�] forb[Hz] Λ fcont[Hz] f2[Hz] f2,mean[Hz]

QHC19-soft-M1.25 1.250 1.37 11.58 2.47 6.39 272.92 608.24 1646.87 2738+6
−7 3119

QHC19-soft-M1.30 1.300 1.43 11.58 2.57 6.82 277.26 483.85 1744.62 2873+13
−12 3187

QHC19-soft-M1.35 1.350 1.49 11.59 2.67 7.26 281.50 386.72 1844.80 3005+3
−3 3271

QHC19-soft-M1.375 1.375 1.52 11.59 2.72 7.44 283.45 346.02 1895.79 3010+3
−3 3273

QHC19-stiff-M1.25 1.250 1.37 11.58 2.47 6.39 272.97 608.79 1646.65 2715+20
−17 3046

QHC19-stiff-M1.30 1.300 1.43 11.59 2.57 6.82 277.27 484.72 1744.17 2816+5
−4 3177

QHC19-stiff-M1.35 1.350 1.49 11.60 2.67 7.26 281.39 387.99 1843.85 2884+10
−10 3195

QHC19-stiff-M1.375 1.375 1.52 11.60 2.72 7.49 283.42 347.61 1894.57 2923+28
−19 3213

Togashi-EOS-M1.25 1.250 1.37 11.57 2.47 6.39 273.00 603.32 1647.29 2795+11
−10 3136

Togashi-EOS-M1.30 1.300 1.43 11.58 2.57 6.82 277.27 478.87 1745.75 2838+3
−3 3190

Togashi-EOS-M1.35 1.350 1.49 11.58 2.67 7.26 281.39 381.75 1846.71 2950+5
−5 3257

Togashi-EOS-M1.375 1.375 1.52 11.58 2.72 7.49 283.39 341.27 1898.25 2980+7
−7 3254

specting power spectra of BNS systems that do not show clear
post-merger peaks (like those in Fig.6 of [17]), we have noted
that the contribution of the inspiral to the power spectrum
could be approximately described by a power-law at lower
frequencies and an exponential decay at higher frequencies
(the post-merger part). We then use such a power-low-plus-
exponential-decay profile to filter out the inspiral contribution
before fitting the post-merger peaks.

Third, although the three post-merger peaks in the GW
spectrum, f1, f2 and f3, can be described, for example, with
a toy model based on a harmonic oscillator embedded in a
rigidly rotating disk [12], there are currently no analytical
clues about the shape and width of the peaks. Therefore, we
adopt a simple model with as few parameters as possible to
avoid overfitting. In practice, in our analysis we focus on
the f1 and f2 peaks and use a Gaussian function for fitting
f1 and a skewed Gaussian function for fitting f2, since the f2
peak is usually asymmetric as the frequency of this oscillation
changes slightly after the merger (especially in the first few
milliseconds). A skewed Gaussian function has an additional
parameter that describes the shape of the curve. In total, seven
parameters are used.

Hereafter, we summarize the whole fitting procedure.

1. We use a Tukey window function [12, 18, 19] with a
factor of 0.25 to reduce the non-physical noise from
waveform truncation.

2. We calculate PSD of the root-mean-square amplitude h̃
for the whole duration of our simulations, namely, from
the initial orbital separation of 45 km to 19 ms after
the merger time, defined as the time of the maximum
amplitude of the GW amplitude.

h̃( f ) ≡

√∣∣∣h̃+( f )
∣∣∣2 +

∣∣∣h̃×( f )
∣∣∣2

2
(S1)

where the h̃+ and h̃× are the Fourier transforms of the
two polarization modes (h+ and h×) of the GW with a
30 Hz high-pass filter, namely,

h̃+,×( f ) ≡


∫
h+,×(t)e−i2π f tdt ( f ≥ 30 Hz)

0 ( f < 30 Hz)
(S2)

In this work, we consider only the l = m = 2 mode,
which is the dominant one both in the inspiral and after
the merger:

h+,× =

∞∑

`=2

∑̀

m=−`
h`m+,×Y (s)

`m(θ, ϕ) ≈ h22
+,×Y (s)

22 (θ, ϕ), (S3)

which represents the expansion of the GW strain in
terms of the s spin-weighted spherical harmonics,
Y (s)
`m(θ, ϕ). Here s = −2. [20].

3. We fit the contribution of the inspiral to the post-merger
GW spectrum using a power-law function at low fre-
quencies, with exponential damping starting at the con-
tact frequency fcont = C3/2/(2πM) (where C is com-
pactness).

4. We perform Bayesian inference to determine the peak
parameters with their uncertainty (68% confidence in-
terval). The posterior probability of the parameters θi
of the fitting model can be written as:
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P(θi|2h̃( f ) f 1/2,H) =
P(2h̃( f ) f 1/2|θi,H)P(θi|H)

P(2h̃( f ) f 1/2|H)
, (S4)

where 2h̃( f ) f 1/2 is the PSD of the strain, and H rep-
resents the fitting model. The parameters in the prior
P(2h̃( f ) f 1/2|H) are uniformly sampled in the allowed
parameter space. The likelihood function can be writ-
ten as:

ln P(2h̃( f ) f 1/2|θi,H) =

− 1
2

∑

n


(S (θ1, ..., θi, fn) − 2h̃( fn) f 1/2

n )2

s2
n

+ ln(2πs2
n)
 .

(S5)

It gives the expected probability with the given set
of parameters in the model S (θ1, ..., θi, fn) (for sim-
plicity, hereafter, we use the symbol S ( f ) instead of
S (θ1, ..., θi, fn)). In practice, we perform the MCMC
fitting via the emcee code [16], and the variance s2

n is
estimated by emcee during the fitting.

For step 3, we describe the contribution of the inspiral to
the GW spectrum h̃insp( f ) as follows:

h̃insp( f ) =


c0Log10 f + c1, f < fcont

c0Log10 f + c2 + c3 f , f ≥ fcont
(S6)

where ci (i = 0, 1, 2, 3) are model parameters. Parameter c2 is
determined by imposing continuity of h̃insp( f ):

c2 = c1 − c3 fcont. (S7)
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FIG. S2. Fitting for the contribution of the inspiral to the GW spec-
trum, for model QHC19-soft-M1.35. The black line is the PSD of the
whole signal. The red dashed line describes the power-law evolution
for the inspiral spectrum and is extended to higher frequencies as a
reference (blue dashed line). Exponential decay is assumed to start
from the contact frequency (gray vertical line), and the data points
(red dots) selected by removing the post-merger peaks are used in
fitting the high-frequency contribution of the inspiral.

As an example, Fig. S2 illustrates our fitting procedure for
the inspiral contribution in the case of the QHC19-soft-M1.35
configuration. The black line is the PSD of the whole signal
and the red dashed line shows the contribution of the inspi-
ral part to the PSD. We assume that a power-law in the PSD
of the waveform, h̃eff( f ) ≡ Log10(2h̃( f ) f 1/2), describes the
binary inspiral until the contact frequency fcont (gray verti-
cal line). Such power law also provides an upper limit for
the inspiral contribution at higher frequencies (blue dashed
line). This means that we consider the data points that have
lower power than the extension of the power-law describing
the inspiral (blue dashed line) as not-belonging to the post-
merger. We mark these data points as red dots in the figure,
fit them with the power-law + exponential-decay described in
Eq. (S6) (red dashed line), up to 104 Hz, and subtract the re-
sult from h̃eff( f ) to obtain a better estimate of the PSD in the
post-merger: h̃post( f ) = h̃eff( f ) − h̃insp( f ).

QHC19-soft

QHC19-stiff

Togashi EOS

� �
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FIG. S3. The GW spectrum after removing the higher-frequency
contribution of the inspiral for QHC19-soft (blue), QHC19-stiff (red)
and Togashi EOS (black) for the M1.35 configuration. Dotted, con-
tinuous and dashed lines represent, respectively, data points, fitting
curves and the optimal value of parameter F2 [cf. eq. (S9)], which
corresponds to the main post-merger frequency.

Figure S3 shows the two post-merger peaks of interest ( f1
and f2), after such a removal of the contribution from the in-
spiral. We fit the f1 and f2 peaks with seven parameters. The
fitting function, S ( f ), that we use for the two peaks is

S ( f ) = A1e
− ( f−F1)2

2W2
1 + S 2, (S8)

where

S 2 = A2e
− ( f−F2)2

2W2
2

∫ α2
( f−F2)

W2

−∞
e−

t2
2 dt, (S9)

and Ai, Wi, Fi (i = 1, 2) describe the height, width, and lo-
cation of each peak, respectively. This means that we use a
skewed Gaussian model with one more parameter α2 to de-
scribe the shape of f2 [21]. In Table I, we report the median of
the posterior probability of model parameter F2 directly, with
its uncertainty as the peak frequency f2 and show it in Fig.5
of the main text. For a better connection with other works, in
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FIG. S4. Contour plots for the probability of the fitting results with their probability-density distributions for the QHC19-soft-M1.35 configu-
ration. Besides the parameters used in the fitting of the PSD, two additional quantities Cinsp and Prior are shown. They represent the residual
of the contribution of the inspiral at high frequencies and the prior distribution of our fitting, respectively. Each parameter converges well to
its optimal value.

Table I we also show the mean of f2, following the definition
of Eq. (21) in [12], together with other physical quantities of
our models.

We find a first guess for the values (reference values) of
the parameters using nonlinear least-squares methods, then
extend the parameter space around the reference values and
perform MCMC fitting. Figure S4 shows the contours of rele-

vant results for simulation model M1.35 with the QHC19-soft
EOS.

To test whether a further parameter may still be needed to
describe the contribution of the inspiral to the post-merger
spectrum, we have also tried to consider a further additive
constant, Cinsp, in the right-hand-side of Eq. (S8). Fitting
results in Fig. S4 show that the value of Cinsp is less than 1%,
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indicating that our scheme for removing the high-frequency
contribution of the inspiral is efficient and thus that additional
parameters are not required.

IV. EQUATIONS OF STATE

In this section we give more details on the equations of state
(EOSs) that we adopted in our simulations.

A. Quark-Hadron-Crossover equation of state

Quark-Hadron-Crossover (QHC) EOSs consist in three
parts: a nuclear matter EOS at the lowest densities, a quark-
matter EOS at the highest densities and, in the region of
crossover between hadrons and quark matter, an interpolation
that uses the above two EOSs as boundary conditions [22–26].
Here we briefly present the underlying physics of the nuclear
and quark-matter EOS.

Nuclear matter in QHC EOSs contains protons, neutrons,
electrons, and muons as the effective degrees of freedom.
The many-body Hamiltonian used do describe these systems
contains empirical nuclear two- and three-body forces which
are determined from two-body scattering experiments and the
spectroscopy of light nuclei. Electrons and muons are treated
as ideal gases but play important roles in maintaining the
charge neutrality of the system. For a given baryon density,
such a many-body Hamiltonian is used to calculate the en-
ergy density of the system, e(n), namely the EOS [27–31]. In
QHC19 [25] (adopted in our numerical simulations), we use
the Togashi EOS [27] up to 2n0. The Togashi EOS is based
on variational calculations in which trial many-body wave-
functions are optimized to achieve the minimum energy of
the system. The Togashi EOS is similar to the time-honored
Akmal-Pandharipande-Ravenhall (APR) EOS [28] for the nu-
clear liquid part but also contains the crust EOS not included
in the APR EOS. The Togashi EOS is consistent with nuclear
data around n ' n0. Moreover, the advantage of using mi-
croscopic interactions over phenomenological nuclear-matter
models (density functionals arranged to fit the nuclear satu-
ration properties [31]) is that one can keep tracking the rela-
tive importance between two- and three-body potentials, and
therefore one can check whether the truncation of forces be-
yond three-body forces is valid. It turns out that three-body
forces are sizable for & 2n0 (see, e.g., Ref.[28]), suggesting
that the many-body expansion does not converge. This pre-
vents us from using nuclear EOSs beyond ∼ 2n0.

For describing quark matter, we use the Nambu–Jona-
Lasinio (NJL) quark model as a template in which gluonic
processes are replaced by effective quark interactions. The
model contains up-, down-, and strange-quarks [32] in the
QCD part and also includes electrons and muons for charge
neutrality. The model can explain the constituent quark
masses in hadrons (about 1/3 of baryon masses and 1/2 of
meson masses) as dynamically generated masses. The model
provides good descriptions for hadron phenomenology related

to the dynamics of the constituent quarks and to the Nambu-
Goldstone bosons (e.g., pions) associated with chiral symme-
try breaking. Although the NJL model itself does not have
dynamical effects to confine quarks into hadrons, the model is
useful to describe quark dynamics inside of a hadron whose
radius is ' 0.5–0.8 fm [33]. In the context of dense mat-
ter, baryons should overlap at n ' 4–7n0, and then the con-
stituent quarks begin to directly contribute to the EOS. Here
we assume the validity of the NJL descriptions and hence in
QHC19 we directly use the NJL estimates on the EOS for
n & 5n0, with the addition of two effective interactions which
are supposed to become more important at a higher density.
The first is short range density-density repulsion (vector repul-
sion), whose strength is characterized by the coupling strength
gV, and the second is attractive diquark correlation, with cou-
pling strength H, which drives color superconductivity in the
high-density regime. Ref. [25], which introduces the QHC19
EOS, explored wide ranges of gV and H and identified the
region in the (gV,H) plane where there is consistency with
constraints obtained from NS observations. Later, Ref. [34]
also studied what are the plausible regions in that plane by
matching with microscopic theoretical calculations that man-
ifestly include nonperturbative gluons, and found consistency
with NS constraints. While there is still room for quantita-
tive improvements, the importance of nonperturbative physics
around n = 5–10n0 is well established, and this is consis-
tent with the breakdown of the weak-coupling calculations for
. 40n0 [35].

The EOS in the density range between ∼ 2n0 and ∼ 5n0
is the most difficult to calculate since the degrees of free-
dom, baryons or quarks or something intermediate, are not
clear-cut. For the EOSs in this density domain, we inter-
polate the nuclear and quark EOSs in pressure with fifth-
order polynomials in the baryon chemical potential µ [26].
The interpolating polynomials are matched with the nuclear
and quark-matter EOS boundaries up to second-order deriva-
tives, and constrained by imposing thermodynamic stability
(∂2P/∂µ2 ≥ 0) and causality (∂P/∂e = c2

s ≤ c2 with cs and c
being the sound and light speeds, respectively) conditions.

The interpolated EOS generally leads to a peak in sound
speed, shown in Fig.2 of the main text. The corresponding
M-R relations are shown in Fig.S5 of this Supplemental Ma-
terial. In this framework of phenomenological interpolation,
the peak in sound speed arises from the need to reconcile
soft nuclear EOS at low densities with the 2M� constraints
[22–26, 37–39]. Recently several works addressed the ori-
gin of peaks directly from microscopic considerations [40–
43]. The importance of quark substructure for nucleons and
of the Pauli blocking effects at quark level is highlighted in all
these works. As discussed in Ref. [42], quark states at low
momenta in a many-nucleon system are saturated at a den-
sity not much larger than n0, certainly less than the density
where baryon cores overlap. As density increases the satu-
rated quark levels gradually establish a quark Fermi sea. At
the same time, descriptions of baryons become drastically dif-
ferent from what we would expect from a pure nucleonic pic-
ture; the quark Pauli blocking constraint requires baryons to
occupy higher momentum states, pushing baryons from non-
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FIG. S5. M-R relations for pure hadronic EOSs (Togashi EOS,
SFHo, DD2), QHC19-soft and QHC19-stiff. See also Fig.2 in the
main text for the corresponding sound speeds. Two filled circles on
each curve display the locations where the maximum density of the
NS is 2n0 and 5n0.The mass of PSR J0740+6620, M/M� = 2.08 ±
0.07 [36], is also shown.

relativistic to relativistic regimes [40]. In this scenario, rapid
stiffening and the associated peak in sound speed are triggered
by quark saturation effects, and hence the peak in sound speed
can be regarded as the signature of the onset of quark-matter
formation [42].

QHC21 [24], QHC19 [26], and QHC18 [25] are available
at the CompOSE archive at https://compose.obspm.fr.

Note that in this work we adopted only two of the four QHC
models proposed in [44], which correspond to different EOS
parameter sets (named A, B, C, D in [44]), relative to the way
of connecting the hadron and quark EOSs. Set A is not dis-
cussed here because it leads to an EOS resulting in a maxi-
mum mass for NSs that is smaller than the mass of some ob-
served NSs. Among the remaining three sets, for simplicity
we have chosen only two: the softest (model B) and stiffest
(model D) ones in the crossover region.

B. Thermal part of the equation of state

As mentioned in the main text and as often done in
numerical-relativity simulations adopting cold EOSs, we
mimic thermal effects by adding to the pressure given by the
cold EOS a component calculated approximately (and not tak-
ing into account the composition of matter) by assuming an
ideal-gas behavior with a constant ideal-gas index Γth, which
is chosen in the range 1.5–2.0 to reproduce somewhat realis-
tic values (see, e.g., [45–53]). Also note that the constant Γth
as defined here cannot be larger than 2, because that would
violate causality (see, e.g., [46]).

More in detail, the total pressure P and specific internal en-
ergy ε (note that the relation between energy density and spe-
cific internal energy is e = (ε + c2)ρ, where ρ is the rest-mass
density) are set to be the sum of a cold and a thermal compo-

nent, P = Pc +Pth and ε = εc +εth, where the cold components
are from the adopted EOS table and the thermal component
for pressure is obtained as Pth = ρεth(Γth − 1). From ρ and ε
numerically computed from the hydrodynamics equations at
a given time step, Pc, εth and Pth are calculated. Finally, P is
calculated as the sum of Pc and Pth.

V. COMPARISON WITH EQUATIONS OF STATE WITH A
FIRST-ORDER PHASE TRANSITION

As mentioned in the main text, several works [54–60] have
studied the GW signal from BNS mergers described by an
EOS containing a first-order phase transition. In general, it
is thought and observed in simulations that, after a first-order
phase transition has taken place after the merger, the f2 fre-
quency is higher than that expected from the inspiral signal,
which is produced before its occurrence [56, 58]. Here, we
want to present a qualitative comparison between the EOSs
with a QHC used in our simulations and EOSs with a first-
order phase transition. In particular, we highlight how the f2
frequency is different from that expected from the baseline
hadronic EOS, using the quantity ∆ f2 already defined in the
main text:

∆ f2 ≡ f phase transition or crossover
2 − f baseline

2 . (S10)

We compare our results with those obtained in other works
that used the DD2F-SF7 [56, 57] EOS, which has the DD2F
EOS [61–63] as hadronic baseline, or the BLQ EOS [60],
which has the BLh EOS [64] as hadronic baseline.

QHC19-soft

QHC19-stiff

BLQ

DD2F-SF7

2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9
-100

0

100

200

300

400

Mass (M/M☉)

Δ
f 2

(H
z)

FIG. S6. Difference between the f2 frequency for models with a QHC
(QHC19-soft, blue, QHC19-stiff, red) or a first-order phase transition
(DD2F-SF7 [57], orange, BLQ [60], green) with respect to the f2

frequency for their respective baseline hadronic EOS, for different
BNS masses. Data taken from [57, 60].

Note that this comparison can only be qualitative for two
main reasons. First, the hadronic baseline EOSs in the EOSs
with a first-order phase transition are different from the one we
employed (Togashi EOS). Second, the procedure to extract the
f2 frequency from simulation data is different.

Keeping the above caveats in mind, in Fig. S6 we show
∆ f2 for the two QHC models that we discuss in the main text,
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and for DD2F-SF7 and BLQ. The most notable difference is
that, for any BNS mass, ∆ f2 is positive for the EOS with a
first-order phase transition, while for both QHC models ∆ f2
is negative for the lowest binary mass that we have simulated
(for QHC-19-stiff it is negative for all binary masses). This is
because of the rapid stiffening in QHC EOS, to be contrasted
with the softening of the EOS with a first-order phase transi-
tion.

Note that here we only focus on the sign of ∆ f2, while the
quantitative differences are more model dependent. Choos-
ing different models for EOSs with a first-order phase transi-
tion among those of [56, 57, 60], would only change Fig. S6
quantitatively (∆ f2 may be hundred of Hz in some models of
first-order phase transition), but not qualitatively.
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