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Gravitational wave (GW) detections of binary neutron star inspirals will be crucial for constraining
the dense matter equation of state (EoS). We demonstrate a new degeneracy in the mapping from
tidal deformability data to the EoS, which occurs for models with strong phase transitions. We find
that there exists a new family of EoS with phase transitions that set in at different densities and
that predict neutron star radii that differ by up to ~ 500 m, but that produce nearly identical tidal
deformabilities for all neutron star masses. Next generation GW detectors and advances in nuclear

theory may be needed to resolve this degeneracy.

Introduction.— Gravitational wave (GW) events offer
exciting prospects to constrain the properties of dense
matter [e.g., [IH4]. In particular, the GW signal emitted
during the final orbits of two colliding neutron stars con-
tains imprints of the tidal deformability parameter, A,
that can be related to the properties of dense matter in
terms of the equation of state (EoS) [e.g.,[5HI3]. In prac-
tice, this inference is limited by the sensitivity to which
the tidal deformability can be constrained. For example,
for the GW170817 event, A was constrained to 3007339
at 90% confidence [14], which has been translated to con-
straints on the neutron star radius of 10 < R < 13 km
[e.g., Bl [THIT].

When advanced LIGO reaches its fifth observing cam-
paign (called “A+7), it is expected that the tidal de-
formability will be able to be constrained to uncertain-
ties of o5 ~ 46 at 68% confidence, for a GW170817-like
event. With next-generation (XG) GW detectors, these
bounds on A will be further improved, leading to antici-
pated constraints of o5 < 8 from the inspiral GW signal
for a similar event, and o5 ~ 1 — 4 for a population of
mergers observed with XG detectors, depending on the
merger rate [I5]. From the usual quasi-universal rela-
tions that map tidal deformabilities to the neutron star
radius [e.g., 10 11} T6HI], one would typically assume
that small uncertainties in o5 directly translate to tight
constraints on R, potentially to 50-200 m accuracy [4],
assuming that dynamical tides are correctly accounted
for in the extraction of A [19] [20]. In all of these efforts,
a key goal is to determine what relevant degrees of free-
dom exist in the dense-matter cores of neutron stars — for
example, whether there exists a phase transition (e.g., to
deconfined quark matter), what the nature of the phase
transition is, and at what densities this transition occurs
le.g., 2TH2R].

In this work, we identify a new degeneracy in the map-
ping from the tidal deformability to the neutron star EoS,
which arises specifically for models with strong phase
transitions at densities around nuclear saturation. We

demonstrate this degeneracy with an example Bayesian
inference of the EoS, using mock tidal deformability data
generated from an EoS with a first-order phase transition.
For the sensitivity of the A+ LIGO configuration, we find
that it will be difficult to differentiate between certain
classes of EoSs that have first-order phase transitions set-
ting in at different densities, and that even models with
no phase transition at all can mimic the same tidal de-
formability data. With the sensitivity of proposed XG
detectors, the constraints on the EoS remain broad, but
the degeneracy between these different phase transitions
starts to resolve.

Using these inference results as motivation, we show
that it is generically possible to construct EoS mod-
els that have phase transitions that set in at signifi-
cantly different densities — leading to differences in the
predicted stellar radii of ~ 300 m — but that predict
nearly identical tidal deformabilities across the entire
range of astrophysically-observed neutron star masses
(corresponding to, e.g., absolute differences of AA < 5
and fractional differences < 1—2% for intermediate-mass
stars). Given the similarity of these models’ macroscopic
features, despite their significant differences in underly-
ing microphysics, we refer to these EoSs as “tidal de-
formability doppelgéngers”.

We demonstrate that with additional input from nu-
clear theory to extend the crust EoS to supranuclear den-
sities [e.g., 29H32], combined with the sensitivity of XG
GW observatories, it may be possible to break the de-
generacy when inferring strong phase transitions. The
degeneracy will be easiest to break for low-mass neutron
star binaries, if they exist in astrophysical populations.
At present, however, this degeneracy cannot be resolved
from GW data alone, and the inference of at least some
families of phase transitions will be highly sensitive to
the choice of priors assumed.

Inferring strong phase transitions from GW data.—
We begin by introducing the degeneracy with a sample
Bayesian inference of the EoS from mock GW data, fol-
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FIG. 1: Top row (in purple): Bayesian inference of the EoS for mock data, generated assuming Gaussian errors in tidal
deformability, A, for LIGO at the sensitivity of its fifth observing run (A+), for a series of GW170817-like events (oA=46).
From left to right, we show: the most likely tidal deformability curves, mass-radius curves, and EoSs inferred in our Bayesian
inference. To highlight the degeneracy of the solutions, we randomly sample curves from the 68% confidence interval and color
them according to their posteriors, relative to the most likely solution. Bottom row (in blue): an identical inference, but with

Gaussian errors in A for the proposed XG detector Cosmic Explorer (o4=8).

lowing the statistical framework outlined in [33]. In our
inference scheme, we assume that the crust EoS (ap3
[34]) is known perfectly to a fiducial density pg, which
we set here to be 1.2p4,¢, Where pgay = 2.7 X 10 g/cm3
is the nuclear saturation density. At higher densities, we
parameterize the uncertainty in the EoS using five piece-
wise polytropic segments. When performing our infer-
ence, we impose a set of minimal requirements: namely,
causality, stability, and the ability to support massive
(2.01 Mg) neutron stars; and we sample uniformly in
the pressure. Finally, we also require that the maximum
mass predicted by the EoS not exceed 2.3 Mg, in order
to be consistent with inferences from GW170817 and its
electromagnetic counterpart [35H39].

For the example inferences, we construct a series of
mock tidal deformability data which were generated from
an EoS that has a strong, first-order phase transition
starting at 1.7pgat. This EoS (which is shown as the dark
blue curve in the middle row of Fig.[2)) predicts the radius
of a 1.4 Mg neutron star to be Ry 4 = 11.6 km and the
tidal deformability at the same mass to be A; 4 = 257,
consistent with current astrophysical constraints [9], 14,
[40-4g].

In the first example inference, we assign Gaussian er-
rors to the tidal deformabilities based on the projected
sensitivity of the LIGO detectors in their fifth observ-
ing run (A+). We optimistically assume that the A+
detectors observe sixteen GW170817-like events, spaced
evenly in mass across the entire range of astrophysically-
observed neutron star masses (i.e., from 1.2-2M).! For

1 We consider the range of astrophysical neutron star masses to

such a scenario, the anticipated lo-measurement uncer-
tainties in the tidal deformability would be op = 46 [15].
We additionally assume that the masses are tightly con-
strained with Gaussian uncertainties of 0.025M.2

We show the resulting constraints in the top row of
Fig. [1] (in purple) . In this figure, we include only sam-
ples drawn from the 68% confidence interval for visual
clarity, and we color these according to their normalized
posteriors. We find that even with this optimistic set of
mock data, we are only able to constrain the radius of a
1.4 Mg neutron star to to within 500 m and the pressure
at 1.7pgat to within a factor of 5.8, at 68% confidence.
Moreover, as the color-shading indicates, there are mod-
els on either edge of this broad uncertainty band that
give comparably good posteriors. For example, models
with a strong phase transition that sets in at lower den-
sities (1.2psat) or higher densities (1.7psat) fit the data
comparably well, as does an EoS that goes right through
the middle of this uncertainty band with no phase tran-
sition at all. In short, we are not only unable to recover

range from the lightest observed radio pulsar at 1.17 Mg [49])
to 2.01 Mg [50L 5I]. Both quoted values correspond to the 1-o
lower limit on the masses. We note that the 90% lower-limit on
the secondary mass for GW170817 was also 1.17M ), and that no
lighter GW sources have yet been detected [52]. In general, the
differences in the tidal deformability are largest at low masses,
so taking the lower limit on the lowest mass considered provides
the most conservative estimates possible for the degeneracies dis-
cussed in this paper.

For simplicity, we also assume that these are equal mass bina-
ries, so that the component tidal deformabilities are constrained
directly. We explore the impact of unequal mass ratios on the de-
generacy between these tidal deformabilities in the Supplemental
Material.
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our initial EoS, but are also unable to rule out or confirm
the presence of exotic nuclear phases, such as deconfined
quark matter.

To further illustrate this degeneracy, we consider two
example EoSs drawn from opposite edges of this uncer-
tainty band. We show these EoSs in the middle row of
Fig. [2| where the dark blue curve shows the EoS model
used to generate the mock data, and the light blue curve
represents a separate EoS sampled in our inference. De-
spite the fact that these models predict first-order phase
transitions at different densities and accordingly differ
significantly in their supranuclear pressures, they fit the
data similarly well with a Bayes factor of 1.9, indicating
insufficient evidence to tell them apart [53].

This presents a significant degeneracy in the mapping
from tidal deformability measurements to the underly-
ing EoS. It has previously been shown that changing the
crust EoS (at densities below 1014 g/cm?) can change the
radius without significantly affecting the tidal deforma-
bilities [54]. Here, however, we find that large differences
in the EoS at supranuclear densities may also be indistin-
guishable, even with optimistic A+ data observed across
a wide range of masses.
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FIG. 2: Example pairs of EoS models that undergo a first-
order phase transition at significantly different densities (40%
fractional difference), and yet produce nearly identical tidal
deformability curves. From left to right, we show the EoS
models, their corresponding mass-radius relations, and their
corresponding tidal deformability curves. Each pair of EoS
models was constructed assuming perfect knowledge of the
crust EoS to psat (top row, in green), 1.2psa¢ (middle row, in
blue), or 1.5psa¢ (bottom row, in red).

In order to understand the sensitivity of this degen-
eracy to the measurement uncertainties, we perform a

second Bayesian inference with an identical set-up, but
now assuming Gaussian errors on the tidal deformabil-
ity measurements of oy, = 8. These smaller errors on
A correspond to the projected measurement uncertainty
for the proposed XG detector Cosmic Explorer [55], for
a GW170817-like event [I5]. The results of this inference
are shown in the bottom row of Fig. [I| (in blue) . Again,
we find a large spread in the inferred R; 4 of ~ 500 m
and in the pressure at 1.7pg,¢ of 5.7, at 68% confidence.
However, in this case, we see that the data have more dis-
cerning power for the most extreme EoS models in our
inferred sample, as indicated by the gradient in colors.

To illustrate this point, we again consider the two ex-
ample EoSs from the middle row of Fig. |2l which now
have a Bayes factor of 3.3 for the XG data, indicat-
ing “substantial” evidence [53] in favor of the dark blue
model (which was used to generate the mock data). In-
terestingly, the lowest-mass data points are the most con-
straining: for example, if we excise the mock data point
at 1.2 Mg, then the Bayes factor between these models
for the remaining data is only 1.6, which is insufficient
evidence to select the correct EoS. This suggests that,
if low-mass neutron star binaries exist in nature, they
may be particularly powerful for resolving this degener-
acy. We discuss this point further below.

In principle, with even one year of observations with
Cosmic Explorer, we can expect tighter constraints on
the tidal deformability than assumed here, of potentially
op &~ 1 — 4, depending on the astrophysical merger rate
[15]. With such sensitivity — in particular, if combined
with further input from nuclear theory — it will become
possible to distinguish between these EoS models with
higher confidence, as we show in the following section.

Finally, we note that we have taken very broad priors
in this analysis (namely, flat priors on the pressure with
minimal additional physical constraints). We make this
choice in order to clearly demonstrate the constraining
power of these mock GW data. Additional priors on the
sound speed or on the likelihood of phase transitions in
the EoS would readily differentiate between the inferred
EoSs shown in Fig. Indeed, we performed an addi-
tional set of inferences with more informative priors, and
we find that the inclusion of even a weak prior penalizing
variations in the sound speed acts to restrict the uncer-
tainty bands in Fig. but that such a prior can also
bias the inference to select the incorrect EoS, even in the
limit of high-quality XG data observed across a range
of masses (for details, see the Supplemental Material).
This suggests a strong sensitivity of such inferences to
the choice of priors, for at least some regions of the EoS
parameter space where the doppelganger degeneracy is
significant. In summary, these results demonstrate — for
the first time — the limitations of current GW data in dis-
tinguishing between certain classes of EoS models with
strong, supranuclear phase transitions, from the data di-
rectly.



Impact on future gravitational wave detections.— In
order to understand this degeneracy in more detail, we
construct several example pairs of EoS models that mimic
the features identified in Fig. [[] Because of their almost
identical tidal deformabilities despite large differences in
their EoSs, we refer to these models as tidal deformability
doppelgdngers .

We show these “doppelgénger ” EoSs in Fig. The
top row (in green) shows a pair of EoSs where the crust
EoS is assumed to be known perfectly up to psas, and
the phase transition is allowed to set in soon thereafter.
In the middle row (in blue), we show an example where
the crust EoS is assumed to 1.2p4,¢; these models corre-
spond to the extreme edges of our 68% confidence band
inferred in Fig. [I] as discussed in that section. Finally,
in the bottom row (in red), we show an example pair
of doppelgéangers where the crust EoS is assumed to be
known to 1.5psa¢. In all cases, we find that it is possible
to construct pairs of EoS models that have very different
microphysics — with first-order phase transitions that set
in at significantly different densities, and which accord-
ingly predict neutron star radii that differ by ~300 m —
and yet that predict tidal deformability curves that are
nearly identical across the entire range of astrophysically
observed masses.

We note that, although these are phenomenological
models, the qualitative features are similar to more re-
alistic calculations of EoSs with first-order phase transi-
tions to deconfined quark matter [e.g., B6HA8, and refer-
ences therein]. The difference in the transition densities
in Fig. 2] can thus be associated with a difference in the
deconfinement transition densities for these models; or,
more generally, with the onset densities for an exotic new
degree of freedom.

Although the tidal deformability curves in Fig. 2] are
very similar for a given pair of models, they are not per-
fectly identical. We show the differences in A for each of
these pairs of models in Fig. |3] where, for reference, we
also include estimates of the differences in A that could
be resolved at 68% confidence for a population of neutron
star mergers observed for one year with the sensitivity of
current and upcoming detectors. These sensitivity esti-
mates are shown with the vertical green band for aLIGO,
in orange for A+, and in blue for Cosmic Explorer [15].

We find that, in general, the differences in A for any of
these EoSs are most significant at low masses, consistent
with the findings of the previous section. In addition, as
the crust EoS is assumed to higher densities, the differ-
ences in A become more significant.

For example, if the crust EoS is assumed to be known
t0 psat (1.5psat), we will likely need the sensitivity of Cos-
mic Explorer (A+, for a population of low-mass neutron
star binaries) to distinguish the tidal deformabilities for
this example, based on GW data alone. Thus, adopt-
ing stronger nuclear input — in terms of the density to
which the crust EoS is assumed — can help to resolve this
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FIG. 3: Absolute differences in the tidal deformability, A,
between each pair of doppelgidngers shown in Fig. As the
crust EoS is assumed to higher densities, the tidal deformabil-
ity curves become more distinct, with the largest differences
emerging at low masses. The vertical shaded bands indicate
the expected 68%-measurement uncertainty in A for a popu-
lation of neutron star mergers observed over one year with the
sensitivity of LIGO at design sensitivity (aLIGO), the antici-
pated sensitivity of LIGO during its fifth observing run (A+),
and the proposed XG detector Cosmic Explorer (CE) [15].

tidal deformability degeneracy. In summary, the most
constraining data will likely come from low-mass neu-
tron star binaries, which may even be able to resolve this
degeneracy with current GW detectors, if combined with
sufficient input from nuclear theory at supranuclear den-
sities.

We note that our discussion here focuses on a few il-
lustrative examples, in order to discuss the implications
for inferences from current and upcoming observations.
We investigate the ubiquity of these doppelgingers and
their full parameter space in a separate work [59].

Prospects for post-merger GWs.— In addition to pro-
viding tighter constraints on the tidal deformability of
inspiraling neutron stars, another exciting prospect of
XG detectors is the possibility of capturing the post-
merger GW emission [see, e.g., [60H62]. Much work has
been devoted to understanding the connection of EoS
models to the post-merger frequency spectrum. These
quasi-universal relations rely to a large extent on corre-
lations between the dominant frequency fo and the tidal
deformabilities or radii of cold neutron stars [e.g., 63H73].
In particular, several works have investigated the possi-
bility of constraining strong phase transitions this way
[74-80].

To investigate this scenario, we perform binary neu-
tron star merger simulations for two extreme pairs of
doppelginger EoSs, where the crust EoS is assumed only
to 0.5psa¢- In one pair of doppelgédnger EoSs, the charac-
teristic radii are R14=10.8 and 11.2 km, similar to the
examples shown in Fig. 2] We also construct a second
pair of doppelgéangers that are significantly stiffer, such
that they predict characteristic radii of Ry 4 = 12.8 and
13.2 km, yet differ by AA; 4 < 1. We extend these zero-



temperature, EoSs to finite-temperatures and arbitrary
compositions using the framework of [81], and perform
merger simulations for each EoS using GW170817-like
binary parameters. Two of these fully-finite tempera-
ture models have been simulated previously [73] [82], and
the numerical set-up [83] [84] of our simulations here is
identical to that work [82]; we provide key details in the
Supplemental Material.

From these simulations, we extract the peak frequen-
cies of the post-merger GW emission and find that they
are nearly indistinguishable for a given pair of dop-
pelgangers . For the R; 4 = 10.8 and 11.2 km pair of
models, we find fo = 3.39 kHz in both cases; while for
the Ry 4 = 12.8 and 13.2 km pair of models, fo = 2.71
and 2.65 kHz, respectively.

These results are consistent with the predictions of
existing quasi-universal relations, to within the numer-
ical uncertainties in fo, which we conservatively estimate
to be at the 10% level [85]. In particular, the dop-
pelgingers do not violate reported quasi-universal rela-
tions between fo and the radius of a 1.8 My, star [72] [73],
or with the tidal deformability [86]. For additional dis-
cussion, see the Supplemental Material.

In summary, to within the current uncertainties of nu-
merical simulations — which may also be affected by sys-
tematic uncertainties in finite-temperature [87H89] and
neutrino physics [90H93] —, we find that the post-merger
peak frequencies may not be able to differentiate between
the strong phase transitions of some doppelgdnger mod-
els. However, the field is likely to progress significantly
by the XG era.

Summary.— In this work, we have identified a new de-
generacy in the mapping from tidal deformability data to
the underlying EoS, which arises for models with strong
phase transitions. We find that certain families of EoS
models, which have phase transitions that set in at sig-
nificantly different densities and which predict radii that
differ by ~ 300 m, can predict tidal deformabilities that
are nearly identical across the observed range of neutron
star masses.

While this degeneracy may limit the ability of the cur-
rent GW detectors to infer some classes of phase tran-
sitions from GW data in the absence of informative pri-
ors; we have shown that XG detectors will potentially
have the sensitivity to resolve this degeneracy, depending
on the neutron star mass distribution and merger rate.
These results thus provide additional motivation for the
construction of XG facilities such as Einstein Telescope
[94], Cosmic Explorer [55], or NEMO [95].

Adopting stronger input from nuclear theory can also
help to resolve the degeneracy between certain classes
of these models. Thus, continued advances in nuclear
theoretical constraints — in particular around nuclear
saturation [96, [O7] — will also help to provide further
constraints on these tidal deformability doppelgingers .
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Supplemental material for:
Degeneracy in the inference of phase transitions in the neutron star equation of state
from gravitational wave data

BAYESIAN INFERENCE WITH ADDITIONAL PRIORS

We perform an additional set of Bayesian inferences for the mock data used in Fig. 1 of the main Letter, with a
regularizer applied to weakly penalize variations in the sound speed. The regularizer is given by
(0*In P/01n p2)2

22

§=exp (S1)
where P is the pressure, p is the mass density, and A is a characteristic scale. We conservatively set A = 8, following
Ref. [33], who showed that the second logarithmic derivatives for a wide range of tabulated EoSs, (9% In P/d1n p?),
are typically < 2. The choice of A = 8 thus applies a weak prior to penalize extreme density-variations in the EoS.
The likelihood for each EoS drawn during the Markov Chain Monte Carlo fitting procedure is multiplied by this
regularizer. The details of the inference are otherwise identical to what was performed in the main Letter and follow
the methodology of [33]. We show the results of these inferences in Fig.

As expected, this regularizer has significantly restricted the 68% uncertainty bands for the inferred EoSs, compared
to the assumption of purely uniform priors in pressure (as in Fig. 1 of the main Letter). For example, Ry 4 is now
constrained to within 420 m (390 m) at 68% confidence for the A+ (CE) mock data, while the 68% error band in the
pressure at 1.7pg, now spans a factor of 3.6x (3.2x).

However, Fig. [ST] also demonstrates that — even with the sensitivity of the 16 mock Cosmic Explorer measurements
— the choice of this weak prior acts to select the incorrect EoS, as can be seen in the mismatch between the most-likely
inferred EoS (in dark blue) and the EoS that was used to generate the mock data (in gray). In other words, there is a
continuous range of EoS parameter space that can fit the mock data comparably well, even in the limit of high-quality
data observed across a wide range of masses. This is a direct consequence of the doppelgidnger degeneracy. As a
result, the choice of priors in such inferences will be very important for some regions of the EoS parameter space.
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FIG. S1: Bayesian inference of the equation of state from mock data that was generated assuming Gaussian errors in tidal
deformability, A, for a series of GW170817-like events observed with the sensitivity of LIGO in the A+ configuration (oa=46;
top panel); and for the proposed XG detector Cosmic Explorer (oA=8; bottom panel). In both cases, the mock data are
generated from the same EoS (gray dashed lines). From left to right, we show: the most likely tidal deformability curves, mass-
radius curves, and EoSs inferred in our Bayesian inference. The curves shown are randomly sampled from the 68% confidence
interval and colored according to their posteriors, relative to the most likely solution.



EQUATIONS OF STATE FOR THE SIMULATED PAIRS OF DOPPELGANGERS

We construct the zero-temperature, S-equilibrium equation of state (EoS) using the piecewise polytropic (PWP)
framework of [99HIOT]. In particular, we use five piecewise polytropic segments which are spaced uniformly in the
logarithm of the density between py and 7.4ps.t, and use a tabulated crust EoS at densities below py. In the PWP

formulation, the pressure P between two fiducial densities p;_1 and p; is given by
P(p) = Kip"', pi1<p<pi (52)

where p is the density, the polytropic constant, K, is determined by requiring continuity between adjacent polytropic
segments, according to

P P;
Ki = T, L— T’ (83)
o
and the polytropic index, I';, is given by
InP In(P/P_
P__@n _ In(Pi/P;_1) (S4)

" 9lmp  In(pi/pi-1)’

For the two pairs of doppelgidnger EoSs shown in Fig. S2, we start our parametrization at py = 0.5psa. For the
crust EoS at p < pg, we use the SFHo EoS [102]. In order to ensure continuity in the EoS, we fix the pressure at pg to
that of SFHo. We then vary the pressures at higher densities to construct examples of tidal deformability degeneracy,
while enforcing a set of minimal physical constraints, namely that the sound speed remain sub-luminal, that the star
remain hydrostatically stable, and that the EoS be able to support massive (2 M) neutron stars.

We report the pressures that uniquely characterize the PWP parametrization for the four doppelgingers EoSs from
Fig. S2 in Table [}

For use in our numerical merger simulations, we extend these zero-temperature, (-equilibrium EoSs to finite-
temperatures and arbitrary compositions using the framework of [81], which was recently validated in the context of
merger simulations in [I03]. The finite-temperature prescription is based on a two-parameter model of the particle
effective mass, for which we adopt the parameters ng = 0.12 fm~2 and o = 0.8, which correspond to an intermediate
set of parameters compared to values that are fit to a sample of nine existing finite-temperature EoS tables (as
reported in [81]). The extension to arbitrary proton fraction is based on a parametrization of the nuclear symmetry
energy. We use symmetry energy parameters Sy = 32 MeV for all four EoSs while the leading-order slope parameter
L is calculated in terms of the pressure at pgat, according to eq. (6) of [82]. This corresponds to L = 40 MeV
and 100 MeV for the Ry 4 = 10.8 km and 11.2 km models, respectively, and L = 50 MeV and 120 MeV for the
Ry.4 = 12.6 km and 13 km models. At densities below pgay, we smoothly connect to the full SFHo table to describe
the low-density EoS, using the free-energy matching scheme of [I104]. The implementation details for constructing the
full, finite-temperature versions of these EoS tables are otherwise identical to the procedure described in [82].
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FIG. S2: Two examples pairs of doppelginger EoSs, colored in blue and green. The crust EoS is taken to be the zero-

temperature, S-equilibrium slice of SFHo [102], and is assumed to 0.5psas. From left to right, we show: the neutron star tidal
deformability A as a function of mass M, the mass-radius relation, and the pressure-density function. The left panel also
includes a mock sample of tidal deformability measurements for a series of GW170817-strength events observed with Cosmic
Explorer (implying a 68% measurement uncertainty of oo = 8 [15]). The gray bands indicate the lowest observed neutron
star mass of 1.17 M. The doppelgéngers differ by < 30 in their tidal deformabilities across the range of observed neutron
star masses, but differ by 0.4-0.5 km in the radius of a 1.4 My neutron star and by ~2.5 times in the pressure at the nuclear
saturation density.



Ry [km] Ava P(0.86psat) P(1.47peat) P(2.52psat) P(4.32psat) P(7.40psat)
10.77 193 2.22¢+33 5.46e+33 3.90e+34 3.76e+35 1.30e+36
11.23 193 5.44¢+33 1.36e+34 3.12e+34 4.25e+35 1.09¢+-36
12.64 522 1.82¢+33 1.97¢+34 7.75e+34 5.21e4+35 1.50e+36
13.01 522 6.81e+33 1.56e+34 8.15e+34 5.22e+35 1.50e+-36

TABLE I: Model parameters for four example doppelgidnger FEoSs. The first column reports the radius of a 1.4 Mg neutron
star; the second column reports the tidal deformability of a 1.4 My star; and the remaining columns report the pressures at
each fiducial density in our parametrization. All pressures are in units of dyn/cm?.

BINARY TIDAL DEFORMABILITY

The inspiral gravitational waves are most sensitive not to the tidal deformabilities of the individual neutron stars
(A1 and As), but rather to the binary tidal deformability, A, which is a mass-weighted average of the two, defined
according to

_ 16 (m1 + 12my1)miAs + (ma + 12mq)m3As,

A=
13 (m1 +mg)d

(S5)

where m; 5 are the component masses. We calculate the binary tidal deformability for each of the simulated pairs of
doppelgéngers from Fig. S2, and we show the differences between each pair of doppelgingers for a range of masses
and mass ratios in Fig. As expected given the similarity between the tidal deformabilities of these models, the
differences in A are also very small, and are < 10 for most binary masses.
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FIG. S3: Contours showing the difference in binary tidal deformability, |A[~\\, as a function of the primary mass, mi, and
the mass ratio, g, for the softer pairs of doppelgénger EoSs (R1.4 ~ 11 km) from Fig. S2 in the left panel, and the stiffer pair
(R1.4 ~ 13 km) in the right panel.

NUMERICAL RELATIVITY SIMULATIONS OF DOPPELGANGERS

For our numerical relativity simulation of the doppelgénger models, we use the same setup as in [82]. In fact the
simulation results for the R; 4 ~ 11 km models have previously been presented there. In this section, we summarize
the main features of the simulations. We solve the coupled Einstein-hydrodynamics system using the Frankfurt-
/MlinoisGRMHD code (FIL) code [74], [83] [84]. This solves the general-relativistic (magneto-)hydrodynamics system
[105], 106] together with the Z4c formulation of Einsteins equations [I07) [I08]. In addition, we include a neutrino
leakage scheme [I09, 1T0], and evolve the system for vanishing magnetic fields. The computational infrastracture is
provided by the Einstein Toolkit [IT1] infrastructure. We impose reflection symmetry across the orbital plane, and
adopt a finest-level resolution of 262 m, with 8 levels of fixed mesh refinement [112]. The simulations are performed
for about 10 — 15 ms after the merger, sufficient to extract the fo peak frequency of the post-merger spectrum.
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FIG. S4: Quasi-universal relations between the peak frequency of the post-merger gravitational wave signal, fs, and properties
of the neutron star EoS. Left: correlation between fs and the radius of a 1.8 Mg neutron star from [72] in gray, with the colored
lines showing the two-parameter correlation with R1.s and the slope of the mass-radius relation [73]. Right: correlation between
f» and the binary tidal parameter, k3, from [86]. The markers correspond to the four merger simulations performed for the
two example pairs of doppelgdnger EoSs shown in Fig. We have assumed a 10% error on f, consistent with [85].

We summarize the peak frequencies of the post-merger GW emission for each of the four simulations in Fig.[S4] where
we compare these results against two existing quasi-universal relations [72}[86], as well as one with a proposed correction
that depends on the mass-radius slope, appropriate for the EoS models considered here [73]. We conservatively
estimate the numerical uncertainty of fo to be at the 10% level [R5]. Starting with the correlation between fo
and the radius for a 1.8M¢ star, R; s, we find that (to within current numerical and systematic uncertainties) the
doppelganger models considered here do not violate the existing relations of [72] [73] shown in the left panel of Fig.
Concerning the tidal coupling constant 2 (as defined in eq. 6 of [86]), the relation with f, is also approximately
consistent with the existing relations proposed by [86], to within the numerical errors of the calculations. We note
that the small disagreement between the computed frequencies at small x2 and the universal relations of [86] is likely
a result of numerical uncertainty and limited calibration in this regime in terms of EoS coverage [85] [86], [TT3HITH],
and may also be affected by uncertainties in finite-temperature [87H89] and neutrino physics [90H93].
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