
White dwarf mass-radius relation in theories beyond general relativity

Khursid Alam1 and Tousif Islam2, 3, 4

1Department of Physical Sciences, Indian Institute of Science Education and Research Kolkata, Mohanpur - 741 246, WB, India
2Department of Physics, University of Massachusetts, Dartmouth, MA 02747, USA

3Department of Mathematics, University of Massachusetts, Dartmouth, MA 02747, USA
4Center for Scientific Computing and Visualization Research, University of Massachusetts, Dartmouth, MA 02747, USA

(Dated: January 23, 2023)

We explore the internal structures of the white dwarfs in two different modified theories of gravity:
(i) scalar-tensor-vector gravity and (ii) beyond Horndeski theories of G3 type. The modification of
the gravitational force inside the white dwarf results in the modification of the mass and radius of
the white dwarf. We use observational data from various astrophysical probes including Gaia to test
the validity of these two classes of modified theories of gravity. We update the constraints on the
parameters controlling the deviation from general relativity (and Newtonian gravity in the weak
field limit) as : 0.007 ≤ α for the scalar-tensor-vector gravity and −0.08 ≤ γ ≤ 0.007 for the beyond
Horndeski theories of G3 type. Finally, we demonstrate the selection effect of the astrophysical data
on the tests of the nature of gravity using white dwarf mass-radius relations specially in cases where
the number of data-points are not many.

I. INTRODUCTION

General relativity (GR) is a highly successful theory
because of its conceptual simplicity and geometrical in-
terpretation, and various experimental tests have verified
it [1]. But, there are some fundamental issues in its theo-
retical understanding. For example, GR fails to explain
spacetime singularities in gravitational collapse [2]. At
fundamental level, the quantum nature of all other forces
are well understood except gravity, or more specifically
GR.
When GR is used to describe the dynamics of the

Universe, it is crucial to understand the content of the
Universe. With the known baryonic content of the Uni-
verse, GR fails to clarify many observational phenomena
like the rotation curves of the galaxies, mass profiles of
the galaxy clusters, gravitational lensing effects, struc-
ture formation, and several cosmological data [3]. The
standard cosmological model, i.e. ΛCDM, introduced a
cosmological constant (dark energy) and cold dark matter
to explain cosmic acceleration, galaxy rotation curves and
structure formation. But, we do not understand why the
scale of the required cosmological constant is so small
compared to its theoretically expected value and how
gravity couples with the vacuum energy [4]. At the same
time, there is no convincing non-gravitational evidence of
cold dark matter.

On the other hand, it is quite possible that the descrip-
tion of gravitational force is non-Einsteinian in nature [5].
In this case, the role of dark matter and dark energy is
mimicked by modified gravitational equations. Modified
theories of gravity also serve as important test beds to
analyse how well GR agrees with experiments. Motivated
by these above reasons, many modified gravity theories
have been proposed like the Modified Newtonian Dynam-
ics theory (MOND) [6, 7], scalar-tensor-vector gravity
theory (STVG) of Modified Gravity (MOG) [8], beyond
Horndeski theories of G3 type [9], Weyl Conformal gravity
[10, 11], etc. These modified gravity theories succeed in

explaining the dynamics of galaxies and globular clusters
without invoking dark matter [12–14]. Modified gravity
theories have successfully explained the observed rotation
curves of a large selection of galaxies ([15, 16] for MOND;
[17–22] for Weyl gravity; [23] for MOG; for beyond Horn-
deski theories of G3 type [24]). All these modified gravity
theories should also be verified for their predictions for
some compact objects like binary pulsars, white dwarfs
and neutron stars. Recently, white dwarfs have been
used to test the astrophysical viability of various modified
theories of gravity [25–27].

In this paper, we want to specifically consider two mod-
ified gravity theories: MOG [8] and beyond Horndeski
theories of G3 type [28–30]. In MOG, the gravitational
coupling constant G is considered to be a scalar field
whose numerical value usually exceeds Newton’s constant
(GN ). This theory can correctly explain galaxy rotation
curves [31], clusters dynamics [32], Bullet Cluster phe-
nomena [33], and also cosmological data [34], without
considering the existence of dark matter and dark energy.
Similarly, there exists a healthy extension of Horndeski
theory via beyond Horndeski theory which can explain
cosmic acceleration of the present universe and is a viable
competitors of the ΛCDM model [35, 36]. In this work, we
use the equation of state of the white dwarf to solve two
different modified Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV)
equations of the above mentioned alternative theories of
gravity. We first calculate the mass-radius relations of
the white dwarfs. These theoretical masses and radii of
white dwarfs are then subsequently compared with the
observed white dwarfs mass-radius data. Finally, we find
the best-fitted parameters of the modified gravity theories
by performing chi-square fitting on white dwarf data.

This work is organized as follows: in Sec. II A, we briefly
discuss the structure of white dwarfs in general relativity
(GR), scalar-tensor-vector gravity theory or MOG theory
and beyond Horndeski theories of types G3. In Sec. II B,
we discuss the equation of state of the white dwarfs while
we comment on the observational mass-radius data of
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white dwarfs in Sec. II C. Finally, in Sec. III, we provide
an outline to calculate the mass-radius of the white dwarf
and perform χ2 fitting to compare the observational mass-
radius data with the theoretically predicted values. We
draw our conclusions and discuss possible caveats in our
analysis in Sec. IV.

II. SETUP

In this section, we first provide an executive summary
of white dwarf structures in beyond Horndeski theories
of gravity and in scalar-tensor-vector gravity (or MOG
theory). We then discuss the equation of state of the
white dwarfs used in this study and provide a summary
of the observational data.

A. White dwarfs in beyond GR theories

The general class of beyond Horndeski theories of G3

type are generally described by an action functional [28–
30, 37]

S[gµν , ψ(i)] =
∫
d4x
√
−gL[gµν , ψ(i)], (1)

in which the Lagrangian density L is a Lorentz-scalar
which depends locally on the metric and matter fields
(gµν , ψ(i)) and their derivatives. In these theories, the
modified Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation
for the hydro-static equilibrium of the star reads [24, 25,
36, 38, 39]:

dP

dr
= −Gmρ

r2 − γ

4Gρ
d2m

dr2 , (2)

where P and ρ are the pressure and energy density at the
distance r from the center of the star respectively andm is
the enclosed mass within the radius r. The dimensionless
parameter γ characterizes the effects of modification of
gravity. The mass m contained within the radius r is
calculated from the mass continuity equation:

dm

dr
= 4πr2ρ. (3)

We then rewrite Eq.(2) using Eq.(3) as:

dP

dr
= −Gmρ

r2

[
1 + πr3γ

m

(
2ρ+ r

dρ

dr

)]
. (4)

We note that, in Eq.(4), when γ = 0, we recover the TOV
equation in Newtonian gravity (i.e. in the weak-field limit
of GR). To solve for the internal structure of a star, we
then integrate Eq.(3) and Eq.(4) simultaneously.

Scalar-tensor-vector gravity (STVG), otherwise known
as modified gravitational (MOG) theory [8], includes a
massive vector field φµ and three scalar fields G, µ and ω.
This theory has the following form of action [8, 40, 41]:

S =
∫
d4x
√
−g
[

1
16πGR+ 1

4B
µνBµν

]
+ SM , (5)

where Bµν is the Faraday tensor of the vector field φµ
which is defined by Bµν = ∂µφν−∂νφµ, and SM is possible
matter sources. The modified TOV equation for MOG
theory reads [8, 40, 41] :

dP

dr
=Qg
r4

dQg
dr
− exp(λ)

r2

(
ρc2 + P

)
×

(
4πG
c4 r3P −

2GQ2
g

c4r
+ Gm

c2 + 2πG
c4

∫
dr
Q2
g

r2

)
(6)

where G = GN (1 + α), Qg =
√
αGNM and

exp(−λ(r)) = 1− 2Gm(r)
c2r

− 4πG
rc4

∫
dr
Qg(r)
r2 . (7)

The parameter α quantifies the effect of modification of
gravity with α = 0 implying a pure GR scenario. Finally,
solving for Eq.(3) and Eq.(6) gives us the structure of a
star in MOG theory.

B. Equation-of-state for white dwarfs

In a white dwarf, the electron becomes degenerate. The
resulting degeneracy pressure in the stellar interior bal-
ances the inward gravitational pull, and a hydrostatic
equilibrium is achieved. Following the formalism devel-
oped in Ref. [42], we use a simple model of carbon-oxygen
white dwarfs at zero temperature. The model assumes
that degenerate electron gas is in the ground state and
the star is in a completely ionized state. For such white
dwarfs, electron degeneracy pressure is given by [42]

Pe = 2
3h3

∫ pF

0

p2c2

(p2c2 +m2
ec

4)1/2 4πp2dp

= 8πm4
ec

5

3h3

∫ x

0

x4dx√
(1 + x2)

= 1.4218× 1024φ(x) N.m−1, (8)

where pF is the Fermi momentum, x = pF

mec
is the di-

mensionless Fermi momentum, me is the electron mass
and

φ(x) = 1
8π2

{
x
(
x2 + 1

)1/2
(

2x2

3 − 1
)

+

+ ln
[
x+

(
1 + x2)1/2

]}
. (9)

On the other hand, the total energy density of the white
dwarf is the sum of the energy density of electrons and
non-relativistic carbon atoms, ρ = ρe + ρC . However, ρ
is completely dominated by ρC that reads

ρC = mCne
6 = 1.9479× 109x3 kg.m−3, (10)
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where mC is the mass of ionized carbon and 6 is carbon’s
atomic number, and ne = x3

3π2λ3
e
is the number density of

electrons with λ being the electron Compton wavelength.
Since the pressure from carbon PC � Pe, the total pres-
sure becomes P ' Pe. Therefore, once we know x, we can
compute both the energy density ρC (using Eq.(10)) and
the pressure Pe (using (8)). In practice, we know either
the density or the pressure of the white dwarf. We then
calculate x either from Eq.(10) or Eq.(8). Finally, from
x, we obtain the other quantity.

C. Description of the observational data

The mass and radius data of several white dwarfs,
along with their respective errors, specially in binary sys-
tems, have been determined through various astrophysical
probes. We use the mass-radius data for 63 white dwarfs
from Gaia DR1 [43] and Hipparcos [43]. Samples are
obtained by combining measurements of white dwarf par-
allaxes and spectroscopic atmospheric parameters. We
consider white dwarfs that have been observed directly
and those observed in wide binaries. Furthermore, we
extract the white dwarf’s mass-radius data from Ref. [44]
(Holberg et al), which are derived from spectroscopic
temperatures and gravity, and Ref. [45] (Parsons et al),
which are derived from the photometric observations of
the eclipses and kinematic parameters, and are almost
completely independent of white dwarf model of the at-
mospheres.

III. RESULTS

In this section, we now briefly summarise white dwarf
structures in modified theories of gravity and test theoret-
ically predicted white dwarf mass-radius relation against
the observational data.

A. White dwarf structures

We first investigate the internal structure of white-
dwarfs by solving the modified TOV equation (Eq.(4) for
beyond Horndeski class of theories and Eq.(6) for MOG)
and the mass continuity equation (Eq.(3)) simultaneously
for a given theory of gravity. We assume the white dwarfs
to be at zero temperature and in hydro-static equilibrium.
The details of the chosen equation of state is given in
Sec.II B.

We take the initial conditions to be m(r = 0) = 0 and
ρ(r = 0) = ρc where ρc is the central density. The pressure
at the center of the star is calculated from the central
density using the equation of state. We further assume
that the density of the white dwarf is the same within
a small radius r0. This allows us to write pressure and
mass at a distance r0 from the center as: P (r0) = P (ρc)
and m(r0) = 4π

3 ρcr
3
0. We then solve the modified TOV
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Figure 1. We show the massm(r) (blue), pressure P (r) (green)
and density ρ(r) (red) at a distance r from the center of the
white dwarf for a particular central density ρc = 1010kg.m−3

in three different theories of gravity: GR (solid lines; α = 0.0),
MOG theory (dashed lines; α = 0.01) and beyond Horndeski
theory of type G3 (dotted lines; γ = 0.15; referred as bHD).
The details are in the text.

equations (and the mass continuity equation) inside out
until the pressure P (r) becomes zero. The point where
P (r) becomes zero determines the radius R of the white
dwarf. The mass contained within the radius R gives the
total mass of the star and is denoted by M . This process
gives us the mass, density and pressure profiles of the
white dwarfs as a function of the radius.

Figure 1 shows the mass profile m(r) (blue lines), den-
sity profile ρ(r) (red lines) and the pressure profiles P (r)
(green lines) for a representative white dwarf in both
MOG theory (dashed lines) as well as in beyond Horn-
deski theory of type G3 (dotted lines). We choose the
central density to be ρc = 1010kg.m−3. As expected, the
mass m(r) increases as the distance from the center, r,
increases while both the pressure P (r) and the density
ρ(r) decrease with r. For MOG theory, we consider α,
the parameter that controls the strength the modification
of gravity, to be 0.01. For beyond Horndeski theory of
type G3, we choose γ, the parameter that controls the
strength the modification of gravity, to be 0.15. For com-
parison, we also show the corresponding GR predictions
(obtained by setting α = 0 in MOG theory) in solid lines.
We find that the white dwarf mass is M = 0.819 M� in
beyond Horndeski theories, M = 0.976 M� in MOG and
M = 0.81 M� in GR while the radius is R = 7836 km in
beyond Horndeski theories, R = 7737 km in MOG and
R = 7276 km in GR.
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Figure 2. We show the mass M and the radius R of white
dwarfs as a function of the modification parameter γ (α) for
the beyond Horndeski theories of G3 type (scalar-tensor-vector
gravity) for a fixed central density ρc = 1010kg.m−3 in the
upper panel (lower panel).

We conclude this section by showing how the masses
and the radii of the white dwarf change as a function of
the deviation parameters γ and α in beyond Horndeski
theories of G3 type and in scalar-tensor-vector gravity
respectively (Fig. 2) for a fixed value of the central den-
sity ρc = 1010kg.m−3. We observe that as γ increases,
white dwarfs become slightly more massive and its radius
increases almost linearly. For MOG, we find that the
dependence of the radii on the deviation parameter α is
weak while the mass of the white dwarf changes quite
linearly with α.

B. Testing mass-radius relation

We, now, validate our numerical results against the
mass-radius data compiled in Section IIC from five dif-
ferent astronomical surveys. In Fig 3, we show the data
with associated error bar as well as the theoretically pre-
dicted white dwarf mass-radius curves for both the be-
yond Horndeski theory of type G3 and MOG theory. To
compute the theoretical mass-radius relation curves, we
consider a range of values for the central density ρc of
the white dwarf from 3× 108kg.m−3 to 1013kg.m−3, typ-
ical for astrophysical white-dwarfs. For each value of
ρc, we obtain the total mass M(R) and the radius R
of the white dwarf following the methods mentioned in
the previous section. We then build cubic spline of M
as a function of R using scipy.interpolte.splrep [46]
and scipy.interpolte.splrev [47] to compute the cor-
responding white dwarf mass for any arbitrary value of
R.

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000
Radius [km]
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Gaia (Wide Binaries)
Holberg et al (WD)
Parsons et al (WD)

Figure 3. We show the theoretical mass-radius curves for
the white dwarfs in different theories of gravity (GR in blue,
MOG in orange and beyond Horndeski theory of type G3 in
green/red respectively) and the astrophysical mass-radius data
compiled in Section IIC (details are in text).

For the MOG theory, we show the predicted mass-radius
relation for a fiducial value of α = 0.01 (orange line). For
beyond Horndeski class of theories, we choose two different
values of the modification parameters: γ = 0.5 (green line)
and γ = −0.5 (red line). Finally, we include the mass-
radius relation curve computed within GR (blue line) for
comparison. We find that the qualitative behaviour of the
mass-radius relation is the same across different theories
of gravity. However, the total mass of the white dwarfs
are quite different depending on the theory of gravity and
the value of the modification parameters (α and γ). In
beyond Horndeski class of theories, negative values of γ
yield less massive white dwarfs than in GR and positive
values of γ predicts more massive white dwarfs.

1. χ2 statistics

To understand how well the astrophysical data matches
the theoretical predictions, we compute the χ2 values
between them. For a set of astrophysical mass-radius
data-set {Ri,M i(Ri)} and the corresponding theoretical
predictions {Ri,Mth(Ri)}, χ2 value is defined as

χ2 =
N∑
i

∆χ2
i (Ri), (11)

where

∆χ2
i (Ri) = (Mth(Ri)−Mi)2

σ2
M,i

(12)

and N is the total number of observational white dwarfs.
The d.o.f. is the number of degrees of freedom, which is
(2N−n−1). Here, the factor 2 comes from the fact that we
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have two independent observations for each white dwarf,
and n is the number of fitting parameters. The value of n
is unity for both the beyond Horndeski theory of type G3

and MOG theory. Smaller values of χ2 indicate a better
match between data and prediction while larger values
signify deviations from the observed data. The best fit
values of the modification parameters α or γ corresponds
to the minima in the χ2 curve.

2. Best-fit values for α and γ

To find out the best-fit value of γ for the beyond Horn-
deski theory of type G3, we perform the χ2 fitting using
the combined set of data containing 63 points and show
the results in Fig. 4 (upper panel). We find that the min-
imum in χ2 occurs at γ = −0.025, close to the Newtonian
gravity expection of γ = 0. At this point, we ask the
question whether the best-fit γ value can change due the
selection effect in the astrophysical data. To understand
that, we repeat our analysis for all individual data-sets.
We observe that, for three of the individual datasets
(white dwarf data obtained from the wide binary systems
in the Hipparcus survey, from the wide binary systems
in Gaia survey and from observing the individual white
dwarfs directly in the Hipparcus survey respectively), the
best-fit value of γ deviates from zero.

To further understand the selection effect, we perform
the following experiment. We select a total of 25 mass-
radius data points from the combined set of 63 points and
perform the χ2 fit and obtain the best-fit value. We then
repeat this step 100 times to emulate 100 independent
astrophysical survey data. Fig. 4 (lower panel) shows all
100 different χ2 curves as a function of γ as well as the
averaged χ2 curve (bold black line). We call the averaged
χ2 curve as the bootstrap average. The plot features
cases where the minima of the χ2 curves are far away
from γ = 0 with no strong preference for the positive or
negative values of γ. The best-fit value of γ(= −0.075)
obtained from the averaged χ2 curve is close to zero.
We then repeat the analysis for the MOG theory and

show the resultant χ2 curves as a function of the modifica-
tion parameter α in Fig. 5. Unlike γ in beyond Horndeski
theory of type G3, α can not be negative. We find that
the overall qualitative results are similar to the ones ob-
tained for the beyond Horndeski theory of type G3. Our
result suggests that the selection effect in data may be
important to understand while interpreting the best-fit
parameters in modified gravity theories from white-dwarf
mass-radius relation.

3. 90% credible intervals

Finally, we compute the likelihood of the modification
parameters α and γ from their respective χ2 values as:

L(x) ∝ e−(χ2/2). (13)
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104
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d.
o.

f

Hipparcos (WD)
Gaia (WD)
Hipparcos (WB)
Gaia (WB)

Holberg et al
Parsons et al
Combined

0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

102
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2
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f
Individual
Average

Figure 4. Upper panel : χ2 curves for the beyond Horndeski
theory of type G3 computed using six different astrophysical
data-set as well as from the combined data-set. Lower panel : a
selection of 100 χ2 curves (blue) for the beyond Horndeski the-
ory of type G3 computed using a data-set containing randomly
selected 25 points from the combined data-set. Solid black
line is the averaged χ2 curve obtained from the 100 χ2 curves
shown in blue. Red vertical line denotes a χ2 value of zero
obtained when the data matches the theoretical predictions
exactly. The details are in the text.

The likelihood function L(x) gives the probability of a
particular value of x (in our case, α or γ) describing the
data. The most probable value of x maximizes the like-
lihood function. This condition is, therefore, equivalent
to minimizing the χ2 values. However, the advantage
of using the likelihood function is that it will allow us
to compute the best-fit values of x (in our case, α or
γ) with its associated 90% credible intervals. In Fig. 6
(upper panel), we show the best-fit γ, for the beyond
Horndeski theory of type G3, along with the error bars at
the 90% credible intervals obtained from using different
sets of astrophysical data. We find that the data-set from
Parsons et al, the combined data-set and the bootstrap
average yields the most constrained measurement of γ. As
a sanity check, we further confirm that our measurement
of γ from the data-set compiled in Parsons et al matches
to the values obtained by Jain et al [25]. We then repeat
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Figure 5. Upper panel : χ2 curves for the MOG theory com-
puted using six different astrophysical data-set as well as from
the combined data-set. Lower panel : a selection of 100 χ2

curves (blue) for the MOG theory computed using a data-set
containing randomly selected 25 points from the combined
data-set. Solid black line is the averaged χ2 curve obtained
from the 100 χ2 curves shown in blue. Red vertical line de-
notes a χ2 value of zero obtained when the data matches the
theoretical predictions exactly. The details are in the text.

the analysis for the MOG theory and provide the best-fit
α values using different dataset in Fig. 6 (lower panel).

IV. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have explored the imprints of the mod-
ification of gravity on the stellar structure of the white
dwarfs. In particular, we have studied two distinct classes
of the alternative theories of gravity: (i) scalar-tensor-
vector gravity and (ii) beyond Horndeski theories of G3
type. Both the theories have been studied extensively as
viable alternatives to general relativity in explaining as-
trophysical observations at the galactic and extra-galactic
scales. We observe that the modification of the under-
lying theory of gravity changes some of the white dwarf
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Figure 6. We show the constraints on the deviation parameters
γ (α) for the beyond Horndeski theory of type G3 (MOG-
theory) at the 90% credible intervals obtained from different
sets of astrophysical data.

observable such as the masses and the radii. We then use
the observed mass-radius relation data from the white
dwarfs to test the predicted mass-radius relation in both
the theories. As a part of our analysis, we also provide up-
dated constraints on γ and α, parameters controlling the
deviation of the gravitational force from the GR values in
beyond Horndeski theories of G3 type and scalar-tensor-
vector gravity theories respectively. Our best-fitted values
are: 0.007 ≤ α for the scalar-tensor-vector gravity and
−0.08 ≤ γ ≤ 0.007 for the beyond Horndeski theories of
G3 type.
One of our interesting observations is that the best

fitted values for γ and α change significantly depending
on the astrophysical data used. This motivates us to dig
into the selection effect in data from different astrophysical
catalogs on the test of gravity using white dwarfs. To do
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this, we randomly select a subset of the all astrophysical
data to imitate different catalogs of white dwarf mass
radius relation data and obtain the best-fitted γ and α
respectively. We repeat this exercise multiple times to
obtain the average best-fitted γ and α. We find that the
average best-fitted γ and α obtained this way is very close
to the GR expectation while γ and α values obtained
from some of the individual data-set may exhibit sign of a
deviation from GR. Our results therefore ask for caution
while interpreting results of any exercise involving the test
of gravity using astrophysical data (specially for the white
dwarfs). We stress that it is important to understand the
systematic of the data collection in order to combine mass-
radius relation data from different astrophysical probes.
While this is important for developing more stringent
tests of gravity using white-dwarfs, it will require further
investigation which is beyond the scope of this work.

At this point, it is important to note that our treatment
of the white dwarfs is very simplistic in nature. We have
assumed simple carbon-oxygen white dwarfs structure
which is not always true. In particular, we know of
some low mass Helium white dwarfs which are created by
Hydrogen burning through carbon-nitrogen-oxygen cycle
[48]. Furthermore, we assume a zero temperature equation

of state for the white dwarfs. In reality, white dwarfs may
have finite temperature equation of state [49]. In future,
it will be interesting to understand whether assuming
finite temperature equation-of-states may change any of
our results (and results appeared elsewhere) significantly.
We leave that as an important future work.

While this paper focuses on the white dwarfs, one
can extend this to other compact objects such as the
brown dwarfs and the neutron starts [38, 50]. Particularly,
it will be interesting to cross-correlate the best-fitted
deviation parameters obtained using neutron star data in
the electromagnetic window and the ones obtained from
gravitational waves observations.
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