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We reanalyze the binary-neutron-star signals, GW170817 and GW190425, focusing on the inspiral regime to avoid uncertainties on waveform modeling in the postinspiral regime. We use
post-Newtonian waveform models as templates, which are theoretically rigid and efficiently describe
the inspiral regime. We study potential systematic difference in estimates of the binary tidal deformability Λ̃ by using different descriptions for the point-particle dynamics and tidal effects. We
find that the estimates of Λ̃ show no significant systematic difference among three models for the
point-particle parts: TF2, TF2g, and TF2+, when they employ the same tidal model. We compare
different tidal descriptions given by different post-Newtonian orders in the tidal phase. Our results
indicate that the estimates of Λ̃ slightly depend on the post-Newtonian order in the tidal phase
and an increase in the tidal post-Newtonian order does not lead to a monotonic change in the estimate of Λ̃. We also compare the estimate of Λ̃ obtained by the post-Newtonian tidal model and
numerical-relativity calibrated tidal models. We find that the post-Newtonian model gives slightly
larger estimate of Λ̃ and wider posterior distribution than the numerical-relativity calibrated models. According to Bayesian model comparison, it is difficult to identify a preference among the
post-Newtonian orders by relying on the GW170817 and GW190425 data. Our results indicate
no preference among numerical-relativity calibrated tidal models over the post-Newtonian model.
Additionally, we present constraints on equation-of-state models for neutron stars with the postNewtonian model, which show that the GW170817 data disfavor less compact models, though they
are slightly weaker constraints than the numerical-relativity calibrated tidal models.

I.

INTRODUCTION

The post-Newtonian (PN) formalism is theoretically
rigid and can efficiently describe the inspiral regime of
gravitational waves (GWs) for compact binary coalescences [1–3]. The formalism is an approximation of general relativity, which is valid under the assumption of
slow-motion and weak-field. GWs provide the unique
laboratory of extremely high density objects through extraction of tidal effects [4–8]. The tidal deformability of
neutron star (NS) matter can quantify tidal effects and
characterize equation-of-state (EOS) models for NSs [9–
11]. For binary neutron stars (BNSs), closer to the
merger, corrections due to the finite-size effects of NSs become important, which can be described by the tidal deformability [12–14]. PN expansion gives us conservative
constraints on the tidal deformability and EOS models
for NSs. PN tidal waveform (hereafter we call it PNTidal)
have been derived up to 2.5PN (relative 5+2.5PN) order
for phase [15–17] and have used in analyses of the BNS
signals detected by the Advanced LIGO and Advanced
Virgo detectors, GW170817 and/or GW190425 [18–27]
(see also Refs. [28–30]). Some results have shown the
tendency that the PNTidal model gives weaker constraint
on the binary tidal deformability, Λ̃, than the numericalrelativity (NR) calibrated models (e.g., [19, 26, 27]).
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Recently, the complete and correct PN tidal phase up
to 5+2.5PN order for mass quadrupole, mass octupole,
and current quadrupole interactions have been derived by
the PN-matched multiplolar-post-Minkowskian formalism [31]. In our previous study [32], we rewrite the the
complete and correct form for the mass quadrupole interactions as a function of the dimensionless tidal deformability for the individual stars, Λ, in a convenient way for
data analyses. And we have reanalyzed the data around
low-mass events identified as binary black holes (BBHs)
by using the corrected version of the PNTidal model to
test the exotic compact object hypothesis. However, the
corrected PNTidal model has not been used in analyses
of BNS signals yet.
Many signal injection studies have investigated waveform systematic biases in the inference of Λ̃ from injected
BNS signals. They have found that for the BNS signals
with signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) higher than 80, waveform systematics may introduce biases in the inference
of the injected Λ̃ [27, 33–37] and in the inference of
EOS models for NSs [27, 38–40]. Some of them have
implied when the TEOBResumS waveform [41–43] or hybridized waveforms with NR waveforms are injected, the
”IMRPhenom” BBH baseline employing the NRTidal [44]
model as a tidal part systematically underestimates Λ̃,
while the TF2 PNTidal model yields overall consistent estimates. Ref. [27] has discussed that this is understandable from that the difference in the point-mass and tidal
sector between the models have opposite sign and partially compensate each other. Here, TF2 is the abbreviation of TaylorF2, which is the PN waveform model for
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a point-particle part [1, 45, 46]. The above ”IMRPhenom”
series are phenomenological constructed inspiral-mergerringdown models for the BBH baseline part for convenience in data analyses, represented by IMRPhenomD,
which is a model for spins (anti) aligned to the orbital angular momentum [47, 48], and IMRPhenomPv2, which is a
spin precessing model [49–51]. The TEOBResumS model is
based on the effective-one-body (EOB) description of the
general relativistic two-body problem [52, 53] for (anti)
aligned spin compact binary coalescences. The model is
extended to the BNS coalescences. The NRTidal model
is a NR simulation calibrated tidal model.
Waveform systematics in the inference of tidal parameters from BNS signals GW170817 and/or GW190425
have been investigated for the point-particle part as well
as tidal effects [19, 26, 27, 54]. Basically, all studies have shown the agreement in the estimate of Λ̃ for
GW170817 and GW190425 between the different waveform models employed in the inference under a similar
setup. This is mainly because for GW170817, with its
SNR of ∼ 30, waveform systematics are within the statistical error. However, a closer look at the results reveals that the NRTidal and NRTidalv2 [55] models give
slightly smaller Λ̃ and tighter constraints for GW170817
than the TF2 PNTidal and TEOBResumS models. While
this is simply a consequence of the phase shift, taking
into account the results of the BNS signal injection studies, the NR calibrated models might bias on the estimates
of Λ̃ for GW170817. Refs. [24, 26, 27] have shown that
the inspiral-only analyses with the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz give larger Λ̃ and weaker constraints
than the full analyses with fhigh = 2048 Hz. Ref. [26]
has shown that for the NRTidalv2 model, Λ̃ = 445+412
−330
for fhigh = 1000 Hz and 312+498
−208 for fhigh = 2048 Hz.
The KyotoTidal model [56] also gives smaller estimate
of Λ̃ and tighter constraint as for the NRTidalv2 model
than the PNTidal model [26]. Ref. [27]’s result that
the marginalized posterior distribution of Λ̃ measured
with the TEOBResumS model is comparable with the
TF2 PNTidal model for fhigh = 1000 Hz is also interesting. Here, the NRTidalv2 model is an upgrade of the
NRTidal model and the KyotoTidal model is another NR
calibrated model for the inspiral regime of BNS mergers.
Model comparison among waveform models has been
investigated on GW170817 and GW190425. Ref. [27]
has shown that the values of Bayesian evidences indicate
that it is not possible to identify a preferred waveform
model exclusively on the GW170817 data by comparing
different waveform models: TEOBResumS, TF2 PNTidal,
and NRTidal. Ref. [54] has applied a hypermodel approach to analyze GW170817, GW190425, and the subthreshold candidate GW200311 103121. The method
finds that the TEOBResumS model is the most successful at predicting the GW170817 data. Although the
odds do not exceed the threshold of a significant preference to the TEOBResumS, they stress that the mild preference to the TEOBResumS model over the NRTidalv2 and

SEOBNRv4T [57, 58] models is worthy of further investigation.
Some studies have investigated constraints on EOS
models for NSs by using information obtained from
GW170817 [18–20, 26, 59–64]. They have found that
it is difficult to rule out the majority of theoretical models, while less compact models are disfavored. Furthermore, it is also difficult to rule out the possibility that
GW170817 was a BBH or BH-NS coalescence by the GW
data alone [60].
In this paper, we reanalyze the data around two BNS
signals, GW170817 and GW190425, focusing on the inspiral regime with the frequency up to 1000 Hz to avoid
the uncertainties on waveform modeling in the postinspiral regime. We mainly use PN waveform models as templates here, which are theoretically rigid and efficiently
describe the inspiral regime, while we focused on NR
calibrated waveform models in our previous study [26].
We study potential systematic difference in estimates of
Λ̃ for GW170817 and GW190425 by using different descriptions for the point-particle dynamics and tidal effects. First, we compare the estimates of Λ̃ among three
post-Newtonian models for the point-particle parts: the
TF2, TF2g, and TF2+ models. Here, the TF2g model [35]
and the TF2+ model [56] are phenomenological extended
models of the TF2 model. Then, we compare different
tidal phase description described by different PN orders in the tidal phase up to 5PN, 5+1PN, 5+1.5PN,
5+2PN, and 5+2.5PN orders. By analyzing GW170817
and GW190425, we examine a systematic difference in estimates of Λ̃ among them. For comparison, we discuss a
systematic difference in the estimates of Λ̃ for GW170817
between the PN and NR calibrated models and examine
a preference to the PN model over the NR calibrated
models by Bayesian model comparison. Finally, we also
present the constraints on EOS models for NSs with the
corrected PN tidal waveform model.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we explain the methods of Bayesian parameter
estimation for GWs including waveform models used in
our analyses. In Sec. III, we mainly present results of
our analyses of GW170817 and GW190425 by using the
TF2+ PNTidal waveform model. We compare the results
by using the TF2, TF2g, and TF2+ waveform models for a
point-particle part. We examine the effect of the different PN orders in the tidal phase. We discuss a systematic
difference between the PN and NR calibrated models for
tidal effects. We also present the constraints on EOS
models for NSs. Section IV is devoted to a conclusion.
In Appendix A, we present phase difference between the
old and corrected versions of the PNTidal model. In Appendix B, we present estimates of source parameters for
completeness obtained by using three models for a pointparticle part: the TF2, TF2g, and TF2+ models.
We employ the units c = G = 1, where c and G are
the speed of light and the gravitational constant, respectively.
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II.

PARAMETER ESTIMATION METHODS
A.

Tidal deformability

There are several features of NSs that depend on EOS
(see Refs. [4–7] for review). In this paper, we focus on
the tidal deformability.
In inspiraling BNSs, at the leading order, the tidally
induced quadrupole moment tensor Qij,Tidal is proportional to the companion’s tidal field Eij as Qij,Tidal =
−λEij . The information about the EOS (or structure)
can be quantified by the tidal deformability parameter
λ [12]. The leading-order tidal contribution to the GW
phase evolution (relative 5PN order) arises through the
symmetric contribution of tidal deformation, the binary
tidal deformability [9, 12, 14]
Λ̃ =


16 
(1 + 11X2 ) X14 Λ1 + (1 + 11X1 ) X24 Λ2 , (1)
13

which is a mass-weighted linear combination of the both
component tidal parameters, with X1,2 = m1,2 /M where
m1,2 is the component mass, M = m1 + m2 is the total mass, and Λ1,2 is the dimensionless mass quadrupole
tidal deformability parameter of each object defined as
Λ1,2 = λ1,2 /m51,2 . The tidal effects to the GW phase
are dominated by the symmetric contributions of Λ̃ and
the antisymmetric contributions of δ Λ̃ are always subdominant for realistic cases [65, 66]. For the equal NSs
with the same mass (m1 = m2 ) and identical tidal deformability (Λ1 = Λ2 = Λ), Λ̃ → Λ and δ Λ̃ → 0. The
tidal deformability characterize the compact objects. For
NSs, Λ is ∼ 100 − 2000 for m ∼ 1.4 M , depending on
the EOS models for NSs [4, 7, 11, 13–15, 60]. The upper
bound on the binary tidal deformability Λ̃ by GW170817
is about 800 by using the IMRPhenomPv2 NRTidal model
for the low-spin prior and the upper frequency cutoff
2048 Hz [19] (see also Refs. [25, 26] for reanalysis). The
constraint can be further improved [59, 60] by assuming the EOS to be common for both NS [67–69] (but see
also Ref. [70] for systematic effects due to assuming the
EOS-independent relations). Λ for BHs in classical GR
vanishes as shown for a Schwarzschild BH [71, 72] and
for a Kerr BH [73–79].

B.

Waveform models for inspiraling binary neutron
stars

We use the PN waveform models, summarized in Table I, which can efficiently describe the inspiral regime
of GWs for compact binary coalescences [1–3]. The
frequency-domain gravitational waveform for BNSs can

be written as
h̃BNS (f ) = (ABBH (f ) + ATidal (f )) ei(ΨBBH (f )+ΨTidal (f )) ,
(2)
where both amplitude and phase of the GW signal consist of the BBH part: ABBH (f ) and ΨBBH (f ), and the
additional tidal effects: ATidal (f ) and ΨTidal (f ). The
PN amplitude formula for ABBH (f ) is up to the 3PN
order as summarized in Ref. [47], where the point particle and the spin effects are included. The leading-order
term is written as approximately ∼ DL−1 (Mdet )5/6 f −7/6
where DL is the luminosity distance to the source and
Mdet = (1 + z)(m1 m2 )3/5 /(m1 + m2 )1/5 is the detectorframe (redshifted) chirp mass, which gives the leadingorder evolution of the binary amplitude and phase, and
z is the source redshift.
ΨBBH (f ) consists of the point-particle and spin parts.
We use the TF2 model [1, 45, 46] and extended models of the TF2 model: the TF2g and TF2+ models as a
point-particle part. For the TF2 model, the 3.5PN order formula is employed for the phase as summarized in
Refs. [46, 47]. For the TF2g model, the phase is extended
to the quasi 5.5PN order, which is derived by the Taylor
expansion of the EOB dynamics taking into account the
notion in the test particle limit [35]. We set the uncalculated terms at 4PN order and beyond to zero. For the
TF2+ model, both the phase and the amplitude are extended to the 6PN order, which is derived by the fitting
to the SEOBNRv2 model [80] for the BNS mass range [56].
The added higher PN order terms enable us to reduce
the tidal deformability biasing. In Fig. 1, we show absolute magnitude of the point-particle phase difference of
the TF2+ and TF2g models from the TF2 model for the
unequal-mass case of (m1 , m2 ) = (1.68 M , 1.13 M ).
The phase difference between the TF2+ and TF2g models is also shown, which is less than 0.5 (rad) up to
1500 Hz. Here, we align different waveform models for
10 Hz ≤ f ≤ 100 Hz to plot the phase difference. All
waveform models for BNSs used in our parameter estimation analyses assume that the spins of component
objects are aligned with the orbital angular momentum
and incorporate the 3.5PN order formula in couplings
between the orbital angular momentum and the component spins [81], 3PN order formula in point-mass spinspin, and self-spin interactions [82, 83] as summarized in
Ref. [47]. The different PN order terms for spin effects
could help to break degeneracy between parameters.
We also use the PN formula for the tidal effects
(PNTidal). Recently, Ref. [31] have derived the complete
and correct form up to 2.5PN order (relative 5+2.5PN
order) for the mass quadrupole, current quadrupole,
and mass octupole contributing to the GW tidal phase
ΨPNTidal (f ). We rewrite it for the mass quadrupole interactions to use data analysis as a function of the dimensionless tidal deformability of each object Λ1,2 by [32]

4

2
5
3 5/2 X
4
2
3
x
ΛA XA −24(12 − 11XA ) − (3179 − 919XA − 2286XA
+ 260XA
)x
ΨPNTidal (f ) =
128η
28
A=1

+24π(12 − 11XA )x3/2


193986935 14415613
57859 2
209495 3
965 4
5
−5
−
XA −
X −
X +
X − 4XA x2
571536
381024
378 A
1512 A
54 A
i
π
2
3
+ (27719 − 22415XA + 7598XA
− 10520XA
)x5/2 ,
28

where x = [πM (1 + z)f ]2/3 is the dimensionless PN expansion parameter, and η = m1 m2 /(m1 + m2 )2 is the
symmetric mass ratio. The tidal phase terms at 5+2PN
order (line three) in Eq. (3) corresponds to the complete version of uncalculated coefficients in Ref. [31] and
the 5+2.5PN terms (line four) in Eq. (3) corresponds
to the correct version in Ref. [31]. The tidal amplitude APNTidal (f ) is up to 5+1PN order as summarized
in Refs. [26, 56, 84].
For realistic cases, the tidal contributions to the GW
phase are dominated by the symmetric contribution in
terms of Λ̃. Motivated by this fact, ignoring the asymmetric contributions in terms of δ Λ̃, the Λ̃-form is obtained as


3
39
ΨΛ̃−form
(f
)
=
−
Λ̃
x5/2
PNTidal
128η
2


3115
379931975 2 2137 5/2
× 1+
x − πx3/2 +
x −
πx
.
1248
44579808
546
(4)
The
NR
calibrated
tidal
waveform
models,
KyotoTidal [56], NRTidal [44], and NRTidalv2 [55], are
constructed by extension of this form. Therefore, we
use this form only when comparing the PN tidal with
the NR calibrated waveform models in Sec. III. The
NRTidal model is a NR simulation calibrated model,
which provides a tidal description based on a fit of hybrid
EOB-NR waveforms with the Padé approximation. The
NRTidalv2 model is an upgrade of the NRTidal model,
by enforcing consistency with the analytical 5+2.5PN
knowledge at the low frequency limit and including a
tidal amplitude correction. The KyotoTidal model is
another NR calibrated model for the inspiral phase of
BNS mergers employing hybrid waveforms combining
SEOBNRv2T [57, 58] and NR. It employs the 5+2.5PN
order tidal-phase formula by multiplying the Λ̃ by a
nonlinear correction to model the tidal part of the
phase. It is calibrated only up to 1000 Hz to avoid
uncertainties in the postinspiral regime associated with
physical effects that are not taken into the simulation.
In Fig. 2, we present the tidal phase in the frequency
domain of different PN order. Here, they are divided
by the leading-order tidal phase at the relative 5PN,
Ψ5PN
PNTidal (f ), and calculated for the same unequal-mass
case as used in Fig. 1. We compare the old and corrected
version of tidal phase in the 5+2PN and 5+2.5PN orders.

(3)

As an old model, we use Agathos et al. model [17]. As
a corrected model, we use Eq. (3). The phase difference
between the old and corrected versions of the PNTidal
model in the 5+2PN and 5+2.5PN orders are numerically
very small, which are at most 10−5 Λ̃ (rad) up to 1500 Hz.
(See Fig. 7 in Appendix A, which shows the absolute
magnitude of the phase difference between the old and
corrected versions of the PNTidal model in the 5+2PN
and 5+2.5PN orders.) We also show the NR calibrated
models: the KyotoTidal, NRTidal, and NRTidalv2 models, for comparison. The phase shift does not monotonically change as the PN order in PNTidal increases. Since
the half-PN orders, 5+1.5PN and 5+2.5PN, are repulsive effect, the terms at 5+1PN and 5+2PN orders give
larger phase shift than the half-PN orders and are closer
to the KyotoTidal model up to around 1000 Hz than the
half-PN orders. Other NR calibrated models, NRTidalv2
and NRTidal, give larger phase shift as the frequency increases. Figure 3 shows the absolute magnitude of the
tidal phase difference of the different PN orders and NR
calibrated models from the PNTidal model with 5+2.5PN
order.

TABLE I. PN waveform models used to reanalyze GW170817
and GW190425. The TF2, TF2g, and TF2+ models are models
for a point-particle part. The TF2 model employs the 3.5PN
order formula for the phase and 3PN order formula for the
amplitude. For the TF2g model, the phase is extended to the
quasi 5.5PN order. For the TF2+ model is a phenomenological
extended to 6PN order for both the phase and amplitude,
which is derived by fitting to the SEOBNRv2 model. We treat
the same spin description for all models as follows: aligned
spins, 3.5PN order formula in spin-orbit interactions, 3PN
order formula in spin-spin, and self-spin interactions for the
phase. The spin amplitude is up to 3PN order. The PNTidal
model employs the PN formula up to 5+2.5PN order for the
phase and 5+1PN order for the amplitude.
Model name Amplitude
Phase
TF2
3PN
3.5PN
TF2g
3PN
quasi 5.5PN
TF2+
6PN
6PN
PNTidal
5+1PN
5+2.5PN

5
3.0
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TF2+ - TF2g
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FIG. 1.
Absolute magnitude of the point-particle phase
difference of the TF2+ (green, dashed) and TF2g (cyan, dotdashed) models from the TF2 model for the unequal-mass case
of (m1 , m2 ) = (1.68 M , 1.13 M ). Phase difference between
the TF2+ and TF2g models is also shown (blue, dotted), which
is less than 0.5 (rad) up to 1500 Hz. Here, we align different
waveform models for 10 Hz ≤ f ≤ 100 Hz to plot the phase
difference.

1.8

1.6
1.5
1.4

1.1
600

600

800
f (Hz)

1000

1200

1400

FIG. 3. Absolute magnitude of the tidal phase difference of
the different PN orders and NR calibrated models from the
PNTidal model with 5+2.5PN order. Here, they are calculated for the same unequal-mass case as used in Fig. 1.

C.

Bayesian inference

L(d|θ)π(θ)
,
Z

(5)

where L(d|θ) is the likelihood function of the data for
given parameters θ, π(θ) is the prior distribution for θ,
and Z is the evidence. By assuming stationarity and
Gaussianity for the detector noise, the likelihood function
is evaluated as,


hd − h(θ)|d − h(θ)i
L(d|θ) ∝ exp −
,
(6)
2

1.2

400

400

p(θ|d) =

1.3

200

200

We employ Bayesian inference for GW parameter estimation and model comparison between waveform models
(see Refs. [85–87] for review). Given data d, which contains the signal and the noise, according to Bayes’s theorem, the posterior distribution of the signal parameters
θ that the waveform h̃(θ) depends on is given by

5+1PN
5+1.5PN
5+2PN (old)
5+2PN (corrected)
5+2.5PN (old)
5+2.5PN (corrected)
KyotoTidal
NRTidalv2
NRTidal

1.7

tidal/ 5PN
PNTidal
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PNTidal
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FIG. 2. Tidal phase in the frequency domain normalized by
the leading-order PN tidal phase at the relative 5PN for the
same unequal-mass case as used in Fig. 1. We show 5+1PN
(red, dot-dashed), 5+1.5PN (green, dashed), the old version
of 5+2PN (magenta, solid), the corrected version of 5+2PN
(cyan, dotted), the old version of 5+2.5PN (black, solid),
and the corrected version of 5+2.5PN (orange, loosely dotdashed) for PNTidal. We also show the NR calibrated models:
KyotoTidal (yellowgreen), NRTidal (salmon), and NRTidalv2
(gray) for comparison.

where the noise-weighted inner product h·|·i is defined by
Z fhigh
ã∗ (f )b̃(f )
df
ha|bi := 4Re
,
(7)
Sn (f )
flow
using the noise power spectrum density Sn (f ). We use
Sn (f ) obtained with the BayesLine algorithm [88–90],
which model the PSD as a cubic spline for the broadband structure and a sum of Lorentzians for the line
noise. The lower limit of the integration flow is the seismic cutoff frequency and the higher limit fhigh is the
cutoff frequency of waveforms. Similarly to the previous
analyses, we set the lower frequency cutoff flow = 23 Hz
for GW170817 [19] and 19.4 Hz for GW190425 [22]. To
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restrict the analysis to the inspiral regime of the signals,
we set the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz.
The evidence is obtained as the likelihood marginalized
over the prior volume,
Z
Z = dθL(d|θ)π(θ).
(8)
To perform model comparison between the waveform
model A and B, we compute the ratio between two different evidences, called the Bayes factor1 ,
BFA/B =

ZA
.
ZB

(9)

The one-dimensional posterior for a specific parameter is
obtained by marginalizing the multidimensional posterior
over the other parameters. We compute posterior probability distribution functions (PDFs) by using Bayesian
stochastic sampling based on the nested sampling algorithm [92, 93]. Specifically, we use the parameter estimation software, LALInference [87], which is one of the software programs of LIGO Algorithm Library (LAL) software suite [94].

D.

Source parameters and their priors

The source parameters and their prior probability distributions are basically chosen to follow those adopted
in the papers on LVC’s analyses of GW170817 [19],
GW190425 [22], and our analyses of them [25, 26]. We
mention the specific choices adopted below.
For BNS coalescences, the parameters are the component masses m1,2 , where we assume m1 ≥ m2 ; the
orbit-aligned dimensionless spin components of the stars
χ1z,2z defined as χ1z,2z = S1z,2z /(m21,2 ) where S1z,2z are
the magnitudes of the spin angular momenta of the components; the binary tidal deformability Λ̃; the asymmetric contribution of tidal deformability δ Λ̃; the luminosity
distance to the source DL ; the binary inclination angle
θJN defined as cos θJN = Jˆ · N̂ , which is the angle between the total angular momentum J and the line of
sight N (a hat symbol ˆ represents a unit vector); the
polarization angle ψ. In our analyses, we marginalized
over the coalescence time tc and the phase at the coalescence time φc semi-analytically. For GW170817, we fix
the sky location to the position of AT 2017gfo, which is
an electromagnetic counterpart of GW170817 [95–97].
We employ a uniform prior on the detector-frame component masses mdet
with an
1,2 in the range [0.5, 5.0]M
additional constraint on the mass ratio q = m2 /m1 >
0.0556, and the detector-frame total mass M det in the
range [1.0, 10.0]M . We assume a uniform prior on the

1

spin magnitudes χ1z,2z in the range [−0.05, 0.05]2 , which
is astrophysically motivated from the maximum spin observed in Galactic BNSs that will merge within the Hubble time [98]. We assume a uniform prior both on the binary tidal deformability Λ̃ in the range [0, 3000] and the
asymmetric contribution δ Λ̃ in the range [−3000, 3000].
On the other hand, in the LVC’s analyses, they analyze
with a uniform prior on the component Λ1,2 , and weight
the posterior by dividing by the prior to effectively obtain
a uniform prior on Λ̃ [18, 19]. We note that the asymmetric contribution δ Λ̃ terms are ignored only for the
Λ̃-form defined as Eq. (4) and the NR calibrated models:
the KyotoTidal, NRTidal, and NRTidalv2 models. This
ignorance reduces the prior volume.
For GW190425, we estimate the sky location of the
source with an isotropic prior. We assume the priors for
the detector-frame component mass, the spins, and the
binary tidal deformability are the same as the ones for
GW170817.
In our analyses, we use the EOS-insensitive relations
between tidal deformability and spin-induced quadrupole
moment called Love-Q relations predicted by theoretical
studies [99, 100], which have been used in Refs. [19, 22,
25, 26, 59].

log10 BF > 1.5 is often interpreted as a strong preference for one
model over another, and log10 BF > 2 is interpreted as decisive
evidence [91].

III.

RESULTS

We reanalyze the data around BNS coalescence events
GW170817 and GW190425 using the corrected PNTidal
model. We use the publicly abailable data on the Gravitational Wave Open Science Center (https://www.gwopenscience.org) released by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA
(LVK) Collaborations [101].
As a sanity check, we compare the results for
GW170817 and GW190425 by using the old and corrected versions of the PNTidal model for |χ1z,2z | ≤ 0.05
and the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz. We show
the results for representative model, the TF2+ PNTidal
model. We find good agreement between the marginalized symmetric 90% credible intervals of the binary tidal
deformability Λ̃ by using the old and corrected versions of the PNTidal model as expected by the tidal
phase difference shown in Fig. 3 as follows: 579+486
−437 with
+485
the old model and 574−425 with the corrected model
for GW170817, and 297+589
−266 with the old model and
295+578
with
the
corrected
model for GW190425. The
−265
log Bayes factor between the old and corrected model,
log BFcorrected/old = 0.25 for GW170817 and −0.15 for
GW190425, which shows no preference for the corrected
model against the old model.
The 90% credible intervals of the source parameters
for the TF2+ PNTidal model are presented in Table II.

2

The low-spin prior for the LVC’s analyses is a uniform on the
magnitudes of the spins in the range [−0.05, 0.05] [18, 19].
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We show the estimates of mass parameters (the component masses m1,2 , the chirp mass M, the detectorframe chirp mass Mdet , the mass ratio q, and the total
mass M ); the effective inspiral spin parameter χeff =
(m1 χ1z + m2 χ2z )/M , which is the most measurable combination of spin components [102, 103]; the luminosity
distance to the source DL ; and the binary tidal deformability Λ̃. Since we find that the asymmetric contribution δ Λ̃ is uninformative relative to a prior for both
events, we do not show them. The source-frame masses
are derived by assuming a value of the Hubble constant
H0 = 69 km s−1 Mpc−1 (adopted from Planck 2013 results [104]). The posterior PDFs of parameters obtained
with the TF2+ PNTidal model are presented in Appendix
B. We check that estimates of all parameters we obtained
by using the corrected version of the TF2+ PNTidal model
are broadly consistent with the previous results by using
the old version of the TF2+ PNTidal model presented in
Refs. [26].
First, we discuss the waveform systematics with respect to the point-particle part in the inference of Λ̃.
Figure 4 shows the posterior PDFs of Λ̃ for GW170817
(left panel) and GW190425 (right panel) estimated by
using three different point-particle part models, TF2,
TF2g, and TF2+, employing the same tidal part PNTidal.
The estimates of Λ̃ show the absence of significant
systematic difference associated with the phase difference among waveform models for point-particle part.
This result shows that the higher-order point-particle
terms, which are incorporated in TF2g and TF2+, do
not significantly affect the estimate of Λ̃ for GW170817
and GW190425 for fhigh = 1000 Hz. In Table III,
we present the log Bayes factor of the TF2+ PNTidal
model relative to the other point-particle baseline
models: the TF2g PNTidal and TF2 PNTidal models,
log BFTF2+ PNTidal/TF2g PNTidal, TF2 PNTidal , for GW170817
and GW190425. The values indicate no preference
among the different point-particle models by relying on
the GW170817 and GW190425. In Appendix B, we
demonstrate the absence of significant systematic difference in source parameters associated with the phase
difference among point-particle baseline models. Our
inspiral-only analyses with the upper frequency cutoff
fhigh = 1000 Hz give larger Λ̃ and wider posterior distributions than the full analyses with fhigh = 2048 Hz
in Ref. [19], as discussed in Refs. [24, 26, 27]. The differences in the prior on the tidal deformability do not
significantly affect the estimates of Λ̃ for GW170817, as
shown in Ref. [20, 26].
Then, we examine systematic difference in the estimates of Λ̃ among different PN orders in the tidal phase
for the PNTidal model. Figure 5 shows the posterior
PDFs of Λ̃ for GW170817 (left panel) and GW190425
(right panel) estimated with the different PN orders, from
5PN through 5+2.5PN, in the PNTidal model. Here
the point-particle baseline is the TF2+ model in common.
The estimates of Λ̃ slightly depend on the PN orders in
the tidal phase. For both events, we find that the results

are consistent with the phase shift as shown in Fig. 2 and
an increase of the PN order does not lead to a monotonic change of estimates of Λ̃. Since the leading-order
terms at 5PN do not model the tidal effects efficiently
at high frequency, the posterior distribution of Λ̃ is the
widest. The terms up to 5+1PN and 5+2PN give slightly
smaller values of median for Λ̃ than the terms at 5+1.5PN
and 5+2.5PN. These are related to the half-PN orders at
5+1.5PN and 5+2.5PN being repulsive effect. This PN
order dependence is consistent with the GW170817-like
signal injection studies in Ref. [34]. In Table IV, we show
the log Bayes factor of the terms at 5+2.5PN relative to
the other PN orders, log BF5+2.5PN/different PN . The values indicate no preference among the different PN orders
over the 5+2.5PN terms by relying on the GW170817
and GW190425.
For comparison, we also present the posterior PDFs
of Λ̃ estimated by the NR calibrated models, the
KyotoTidal, NRTidalv2, and NRTidal in Fig. 5. These
results are obtained by reanalyses with the same setting as the ones for the TF2+ PNTidal model (we set
the TF2+ model as a point-particle part, the spin amplitude formula up to 3PN order, |χ1z,2z | ≤ 0.05, and
fhigh = 1000 Hz as an upper frequency cutoff). The
posterior PDFs of Λ̃ estimated by the terms at 5+1PN
and 5+2PN are closer to the KyotoTidal model than the
half-PN orders: 5+1.5PN and 5+2.5PN. The NRTidalv2
and NRTidal models give slightly smaller Λ̃ than the
KyotoTidal. These results are expected by the tidal
phase shift shown in Fig. 2. In Table V, we show the
log Bayes factor of the PNTidal model relative to the
NR calibrated models, log BFPNTidal/NR calibrated model ,
for GW170817 and GW190425. We also show the results for the TF2+ model as a BBH (nontidal) hypothesis
in the last row. The values indicate no strong preference
among the NR calibrated models over the PNTidal by
relying on the GW170817 and GW190425. We note that
these NR calibrated models are constructed by extension
from the Λ̃-form Eq. (4) and the asymmetric contributions in terms of δ Λ̃ are not included. Therefore, we use
the Λ̃-form defined as Eq. (4) for calculation the Bayes
Factor here to fairly compare the PNTidal model with the
NR calibrated waveform models. We find that the Bayes
factor of Λ1,2 -form Eq. (3) relative to Λ̃-form Eq. (4):
log BFEq.(3)/Eq.(4) = −8.17 for GW170817 and -4.11 for
GW190425, which indicate that neglecting the δ Λ̃ terms
largely affect the log Bayes factor. This is related that
ignoring the asymmetric contribution δ Λ̃ terms reduces
the prior volume.
Finally, we discuss constraints on EOS models for NSs
by combining information obtained from GW170817 and
GW190425 by using the TF2+ PNTidal model. In Fig. 6
we plot prediction of various EOS models for NSs on posterior of the chirp mass and the binary tidal deformability
M-Λ̃ (left panel) as well as the chirp mass and binary’s
chirp radius R-M (right panel). Here, the chirp radius R
is a conveniently scaled dimensionful radius-like parameter defined by R = 2MΛ̃1/5 [66], . The contours show

8
50% and 90% credible regions for GW170817 (red) and
GW190425 (blue) estimated by using the TF2+ PNTidal
model. The dots are the values predicted by various
EOS models for NSs, where we select binaries with equal
masses. Our constraints on EOS models for NSs by using
the TF2+ PNTidal model show that less compact models,
MS1, MS1B, and H4, lie outside the 90% credible region

of M-Λ̃ plane for GW170817 and they are disfavored,
which is consistent with the previous results obtained by
using several waveform models for fhigh = 2048 Hz (or
1000 Hz) presented in Refs. [18, 19, 26, 59–63]. The 90%
allowed range of the chirp radius is 9 km . R . 15 km
for GW170817 with the TF2+ PNTidal waveform model,
which is slightly weaker constraint than the constraint
obtained with the TF2+ KyotoTidal model [26].

TABLE II. The 90% credible intervals of source parameters for GW170817 and GW190425 estimated using the TF2+ PNTidal
model for |χ1z,2z | ≤ 0.05 and the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz. (In Appendix B, we demonstrate these results
are robust to systematic uncertainty among three PN point-particle models.) Mass values are quoted in the source-frame,
accounting for uncertainty in the source redshift by assuming a value of the Hubble constant H0 = 69 km s−1 Mpc−1 . We give
the 0%-90% interval for m1 , while we give the 10%-100% interval for m2 and q. We give symmetric 90% credible intervals, i.e.,
5%–95%, for the other parameters with the median as a representative value. We also give hyghest-probability-density (HPD)
interval for Λ̃. (Since we find that the asymmetric contribution δ Λ̃ is uninformative relative to a prior for both events, we do
not show them.)
Parameters
GW170817
GW190425
Primary mass m1
1.36 − 1.57 M
1.62 − 1.89 M
Secondary mass m2
1.19 − 1.37 M
1.44 − 1.68 M
+0.022
Chirp mass M
1.187+0.004
M
1.436
−0.002
−0.020 M
+0.0001
det
Detector-frame chirp mass M
1.1976−0.0001 M 1.4867+0.0003
−0.0003 M
Mass ratio q = m2 /m1
0.76 − 1.00
0.76 − 1.00
Total mass M = m1 + m2
2.73+0.04
3.31+0.06
−0.01 M
−0.05 M
+0.014
Effective inspiral spin χeff
0.003−0.008
0.009+0.015
−0.012
Luminosity distance DL
40.2+7.0
160+67
−14.0 Mpc
−73 Mpc
+433
+578
+423
Binary tidal deformability Λ̃ (symmetric/HPD) 574+485
−425 / 574−467 295−265 / 295−295

IV.

CONCLUSION

Recently, PN tidal phase has been completed for
5+2PN order terms and corrected for 5+2.5PN order
terms. We present the results for the reanalyses of the
BNS signals GW170817 and GW190425 by using the PN
tidal waveform model PNTidal: estimates on the binary
tidal deformability Λ̃ and constraints on EOS models for
NSs. To restrict to the inspiral regime, we set the upper
frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz.
As a sanity check, we compare the results for the BNS
events obtained by using the old and corrected versions
of the PNTidal model employing the same point-particle
model TF2+. Since the correction is numerically very
small, a large difference in the inference of the BNS signals GW170817 and GW190425 between the old and corrected PN tidal phase is not expected. As expected, we
confirm that our corrected result agrees well with the previous result obtained with the old PN tidal phase model.
However, the incorrect one should not be used.
First, we study a potential systematic difference in estimates of Λ̃ for GW170817 and GW190425 among different descriptions for the point-particle part. We compare
the results obtained with three PN models for the point-

TABLE III. The log Bayes factor of the TF2+ PNTidal
model relative to the other point-particle baseline
models, the TF2g PNTidal and TF2 PNTidal models,
log BFTF2+ PNTidal/TF2g PNTidal, TF2 PNTidal , for GW170817 and
GW190425.
Waveform
TF2g PNTidal
TF2 PNTidal

GW170817
0.09
−0.20

GW190425
0.12
−0.18

particle part, TF2, TF2g, and TF2+, employing the same
tidal model PNTidal. We find the absence of significant
systematic difference in the estimates of Λ̃ among three
PN point-particle models. The Bayes factors indicate no
preference among the different point-particle models for
GW170817 and GW190425.
Then, by varying the PN orders from 5PN to 5+2.5PN
for the tidal phase in the PNTidal model for our analyses, we investigate the effect of each PN order term on
the estimate of Λ̃. The estimates of Λ̃ slightly depend
on the PN orders in the tidal phase. We find that the
estimates of Λ̃ does not monotonically change as the PN
order increases and these results are well understood by
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FIG. 4. Marginalized posterior PDFs of the binary tidal deformability Λ̃ for GW170817 (left) and GW190425 (right) estimated
by using three point-particle part models, employing the same tidal model PNTidal for |χ1z,2z | ≤ 0.05 and the upper frequency
cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz. The curves correspond to the TF2 PNTidal (green), TF2g PNTidal (cyan), and TF2+ PNTidal (orange)
models. The corresponding 90% credible intervals are presented in Table II. There are no large difference in the estimates of
Λ̃ among three PN point-particle models.
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FIG. 5. Same as Fig. 4 but estimated by using the point-particle model TF2+ in common. The tidal phasing is varied from
5PN through 5+2.5PN in the PNTidal model. For comparison, the results obtained by using the NR calibrated models: the
KyotoTidal, NRTidalv2, and NRTidal models, are also shown. Here the BBH baseline is the TF2+ model, |χ1z,2z | ≤ 0.05 and
the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz are set.
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FIG. 6. Posterior PDFs of M-Λ̃ (left) and R-M (right) plane compared across posteriors and EOS model predictions. 50%
and 90% contours show constraints obtained from GW170817 (red) and GW190425 (blue) by using the TF2+ PNTidal model
for |χ1z,2z | ≤ 0.05 and the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz. The dots are selected EOS predictions (different colors and
symbols), which correspond to binaries with equal masses. Models that predict larger Λ̃: MS1 (black, point), MS1B (orange,
square), and H4 (green, star) lie outside 90% credible regions of M-Λ̃ for GW170817.
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TABLE IV. The log Bayes factor of the terms at 5+2.5PN
relative to the other PN orders, log BF5+2.5PN/different PN , for
GW170817 and GW190425.
PN order
5PN
5+1PN
5+1.5PN
5+2PN

GW170817
−0.17
0.20
−0.04
0.09

GW190425
−0.40
0.14
−0.03
0.02

TABLE V. The log Bayes factor of PNTidal relative to the NR
calibrated models: the KyotoTidal, NRTidalv2, and NRTidal
models, log BFPNTidal/NR calibrated model , for GW170817 and
GW190425. Only here, the Λ̃-form defined as Eq. (4) is used
for the PNTidal model to take into account of the prior volume reduction. In the last row, we show the values for the
TF2+ model as a BBH (nontidal) for comparison. The values
indicate no preference model on GW170817.
Waveform
KyotoTidal
NRTidalv2
NRTidal
BBH (nontidal)

GW170817
0.25
0.23
0.46
0.79

GW190425
0.22
0.32
0.37
−1.58

comparing with the tidal phase shift for the different PN
orders. We also compare the results obtained by using
the PNTidal and the NR calibrated tidal models: the
KyotoTidal, NRTidalv2, and NRTidal models. Here,
they employ the same point-particle model TF2+. We
find that the posterior PDFs of Λ̃ estimated by using the
terms at 5+1PN and 5+2PN orders are closer to the NR
calibrated models than the terms at the half-PN orders:
5+1.5PN and 5+2.5PN orders. These results are consistent with the tidal phase shift. We compare the models
with the Bayes factor. The absolute magnitudes of the
log Bayes factors between models are always less than
1, which indicate no preference among the different PN
orders nor the NR calibrated models over the PNTidal
model by relying on the two BNS signals.
Finally, we present constraints on EOS models for
NSs by combining information obtained from GW170817
and GW190425. Our constraints with the TF2+ PNTidal
model for fhigh = 1000 Hz show that GW170817 disfavor
less compact EOS models, which are consistent with the
previous constraints obtained by the NR calibrated models for fhigh = 2048 Hz. The 90% allowed range of the
chirp radius given by TF2+ PNTidal is 9 km . R . 15 km
for GW170817, which is slightly weaker constraint than
the TF2+ KyotoTidal model.
For GW170817, with low SNR of ∼ 30, we find no
significant systematic difference in the estimates of Λ̃
among PN point-particle models or PN and NR calibrated tidal models. This means that the PN models
work as a good approximation for the current detected
BNS events. The KAGRA detector has recently joined

the international network of GW detectors [105, 106] and
the Advanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo detectors are
improving their sensitivities now. They will detect BNS
signals with high SNR and provide more information on
the sources in coming observation runs [107]. As the
number of BNS coalescence events increases and sensitivities of detectors are improved, the systematic differences among different point-particle models and tidal
effects will become significant and constraints on EOS
models for NSs will significantly improved as shown in
Refs. [17, 27, 33–37, 39, 40, 62, 108–111]. Therefore, future data will reveal importance of extended waveform
models from the PN models.
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Appendix A: Comparison between the old and
corrected PN tidal phases
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FIG. 7.
Absolute magnitude of the tidal phase difference
between the old and corrected versions of PNTidal for 5+2PN
(orange, solid) and 5+2.5PN (cyan, dotted) orders. Here,
they are divided by Λ̃ and calculated for the same unequalmass case as used in Fig. 1. The difference between the old
and corrected versions are numerically very small.

Appendix B: Waveform systematics for the
point-particle part in the source properties

Here, we summarize phase difference between the old
and corrected versions of the tidal phase in the PNTidal
model. Figure 7 shows absolute magnitude of the tidal
phase difference between the old and corrected versions of
the PNTidal model for the 5+2PN and 5+2.5PN orders.
Here, they are divided by Λ̃ and calculated for the same
unequal-mass case as used in Fig. 1. This figure shows
that the difference between old and corrected versions are
numerically very small.

In this Appendix, we present estimates of source parameters for completeness obtained by using three models
for a point-particle part, the TF2, TF2g, and TF2+ models,
employing the same tidal model PNTidal for |χ1z,2z | ≤
0.05 and the upper frequency cutoff fhigh = 1000 Hz. We
demonstrate the results are robust to systematic uncertainty in the PN point-particle waveform models.
Figures 8 and 9 show two-dimensional posterior PDFs
of (M det , Mdet , q, η, χeff , Λ̃) for GW170817 and
GW190425, respectively. The corresponding 90% intervals for the TF2+ PNTidal model are shown in Table II. The estimates of source parameters presented show
the absence of significant systematic difference associated
with a difference among PN waveform models for pointparticle parts: the TF2, TF2g, and TF2+ models.
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F. Ohme, G. Pratten and M. Pürrer, “Simple Model of
Complete Precessing Black-Hole-Binary Gravitational
Waveforms,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 151101 (2014)
[arXiv:1308.3271 [gr-qc]].
P. Schmidt, M. Hannam and S. Husa, “Towards models
of gravitational waveforms from generic binaries: A simple approximate mapping between precessing and nonprecessing inspiral signals,” Phys. Rev. D 86, 104063
(2012) [arXiv:1207.3088 [gr-qc]].
P. Schmidt, F. Ohme and M. Hannam, “Towards models of gravitational waveforms from generic binaries II:
Modelling precession effects with a single effective precession parameter,” Phys. Rev. D 91, 024043 (2015)
[arXiv:1408.1810 [gr-qc]].
A. Buonanno and T. Damour, “Effective one-body
approach to general relativistic two-body dynamics,”
Phys. Rev. D 59, 084006 (1999) [arXiv:gr-qc/9811091
[gr-qc]].
A. Buonanno and T. Damour, “Transition from inspiral
to plunge in binary black hole coalescences,” Phys. Rev.
D 62, 064015 (2000) [arXiv:gr-qc/0001013 [gr-qc]].
G. Ashton and T. Dietrich, “Understanding binary neutron star collisions with hypermodels,”
[arXiv:2111.09214 [gr-qc]].
T. Dietrich, A. Samajdar, S. Khan, N. K. JohnsonMcDaniel, R. Dudi and W. Tichy, “Improving the NRTidal model for binary neutron star systems,” Phys.
Rev. D 100, 044003 (2019) [arXiv:1905.06011 [gr-qc]].
K. Kawaguchi, K. Kiuchi, K. Kyutoku, Y. Sekiguchi,
M. Shibata and K. Taniguchi, “Frequency-domain
gravitational waveform models for inspiraling binary
neutron stars,” Phys. Rev. D 97, 044044 (2018)
[arXiv:1802.06518 [gr-qc]].
T. Hinderer, A. Taracchini, F. Foucart, A. Buonanno,

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

J. Steinhoff, M. Duez, L. E. Kidder, H. P. Pfeiffer,
M. A. Scheel and B. Szilagyi, et al. “Effects of neutronstar dynamic tides on gravitational waveforms within
the effective-one-body approach,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116,
181101 (2016) [arXiv:1602.00599 [gr-qc]].
J. Steinhoff, T. Hinderer, A. Buonanno and A. Taracchini, “Dynamical Tides in General Relativity: Effective
Action and Effective-One-Body Hamiltonian,” Phys.
Rev. D 94, 104028 (2016) [arXiv:1608.01907 [gr-qc]].
B. P. Abbott et al. [LIGO Scientific and Virgo Collaborations], “GW170817: Measurements of neutron star
radii and equation of state,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121,
161101 (2018) [arXiv:1805.11581 [gr-qc]].
B. P. Abbott et al. [LIGO Scientific and Virgo Collaborations], “Model comparison from LIGO-Virgo data on
GW170817’s binary components and consequences for
the merger remnant,” Class. Quant. Grav. 37, 045006
(2020) [arXiv:1908.01012 [gr-qc]].
P. Landry and R. Essick, “Nonparametric inference of
the neutron star equation of state from gravitational
wave observations,” Phys. Rev. D 99, 084049 (2019)
[arXiv:1811.12529 [gr-qc]].
P. Landry, R. Essick and K. Chatziioannou, “Nonparametric constraints on neutron star matter with
existing and upcoming gravitational wave and pulsar observations,” Phys. Rev. D 101, 123007 (2020)
[arXiv:2003.04880 [astro-ph.HE]].
C. D. Capano, I. Tews, S. M. Brown, B. Margalit, S. De,
S. Kumar, D. A. Brown, B. Krishnan and S. Reddy,
“Stringent constraints on neutron-star radii from multimessenger observations and nuclear theory,” Nature
Astron. 4, 625-632 (2020) [arXiv:1908.10352 [astroph.HE]].
C. Pacilio, A. Maselli, M. Fasano and P. Pani, “Ranking
Love Numbers for the Neutron Star Equation of State:
The Need for Third-Generation Detectors,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 128, 101101 (2022) [arXiv:2104.10035 [gr-qc]].
M. Favata, “Systematic parameter errors in inspiraling
neutron star binaries,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 101101
(2014) [arXiv:1310.8288 [gr-qc]].
L. Wade, J. D. E. Creighton, E. Ochsner, B. D. Lackey,
B. F. Farr, T. B. Littenberg and V. Raymond, “Systematic and statistical errors in a bayesian approach to the
estimation of the neutron-star equation of state using
advanced gravitational wave detectors”, Phys. Rev. D
89, 103012 (2014) [arXiv:1402.5156 [gr-qc]].
K. Yagi and N. Yunes, “Binary Love Relations,” Class.
Quant. Grav. 33, 13LT01 (2016) [arXiv:1512.02639 [grqc]].
K. Yagi and N. Yunes, “Approximate Universal Relations among Tidal Parameters for Neutron Star
Binaries,” Class. Quant. Grav. 34, 015006 (2017)
[arXiv:1608.06187 [gr-qc]].
K. Chatziioannou, C. J. Haster and A. Zimmerman, “Measuring the neutron star tidal deformability
with equation-of-state-independent relations and gravitational waves,” Phys. Rev. D 97, 104036 (2018)
[arXiv:1804.03221 [gr-qc]].
W. Kastaun and F. Ohme, “Finite tidal effects in
GW170817: Observational evidence or model assumptions?,” Phys. Rev. D 100, no.10, 103023 (2019)
[arXiv:1909.12718 [gr-qc]].
T. Binnington and E. Poisson, “Relativistic theory of
tidal Love numbers,” Phys. Rev. D 80, 084018 (2009)

17
[arXiv:0906.1366 [gr-qc]].
[72] T. Damour and A. Nagar, “Effective One Body description of tidal effects in inspiralling compact binaries,”
Phys. Rev. D 81, 084016 (2010) [arXiv:0911.5041 [grqc]].
[73] E. Poisson, “Tidal deformation of a slowly rotating
black hole,” Phys. Rev. D 91, no.4, 044004 (2015)
[arXiv:1411.4711 [gr-qc]].
[74] P. Pani, L. Gualtieri, A. Maselli and V. Ferrari, “Tidal
deformations of a spinning compact object,” Phys. Rev.
D 92, 024010 (2015) [arXiv:1503.07365 [gr-qc]].
[75] P. Landry and E. Poisson, “Tidal deformation of a
slowly rotating material body. External metric,” Phys.
Rev. D 91, 104018 (2015) [arXiv:1503.07366 [gr-qc]].
[76] A. Le Tiec and M. Casals, “Spinning Black Holes
Fall in Love,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 131102 (2021)
[arXiv:2007.00214 [gr-qc]].
[77] H. S. Chia, “Tidal deformation and dissipation of rotating black holes,” Phys. Rev. D 104, 024013 (2021)
[arXiv:2010.07300 [gr-qc]].
[78] W. D. Goldberger, J. Li and I. Z. Rothstein, “Nonconservative effects on spinning black holes from worldline effective field theory,” JHEP 06, 053 (2021)
[arXiv:2012.14869 [hep-th]].
[79] P. Charalambous, S. Dubovsky and M. M. Ivanov, “On
the Vanishing of Love Numbers for Kerr Black Holes,”
JHEP 05, 038 (2021) [arXiv:2102.08917 [hep-th]].
[80] A. Taracchini, A. Buonanno, Y. Pan, T. Hinderer,
M. Boyle, D. A. Hemberger, L. E. Kidder, G. Lovelace,
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