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With the increasing sensitivity of gravitational-wave detectors, we expect to observe multiple
binary neutron-star systems through gravitational waves in the near future. The combined analysis
of these gravitational-wave signals offers the possibility to constrain the neutron-star radius and the
equation of state of dense nuclear matter with unprecedented accuracy. However, it is crucial to
ensure that uncertainties inherent in the gravitational-wave models will not lead to systematic biases
when information from multiple detections are combined. To quantify waveform systematics, we
perform an extensive simulation campaign of binary neutron-star sources and analyse them with a
set of four different waveform models. Based on our analysis with about 38 simulations, we find that
statistical uncertainties in the neutron-star radius decrease to ±250m (2% at 90% credible interval)
but that systematic differences between currently employed waveform models can be twice as large.
Hence, it will be essential to ensure that systematic biases will not become dominant in inferences
of the neutron-star equation of state when capitalizing on future developments.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) emitted from binary
neutron-star (BNS) coalescences allow us to probe the
equation of state (EOS) of dense nuclear matter. This
was successfully demonstrated by the LIGO-Virgo Collaboration and other research groups following the first
GW observation of a BNS system, GW170817, using
Bayesian analyses of the GW signal [1–5]. Such constraints have been further improved in numerous multimessenger analyses, e.g., Refs. [3, 6–16], by incorporating data from associated electromagnetic observations,
AT2017gfo and GRB170817A [17], nuclear-physics computations [7, 18, 19], nuclear-physics experiments [20–22],
as well as radio and X-ray observations of isolated neutron stars (NSs) [23–29].
Extracting information from observational data always
requires certain modeling assumptions. For example, to
infer information from the measured GW data it is necessary to cross-correlate the observed GW signal with theoretical models describing the compact binary coalescence
for various binary parameters. Following this approach,
the matching introduces systematic uncertainties that
originate from the approximations made to describe the
general relativistic two-body problem. These approximations range from an analytical description using the PostNewtonian (PN) framework [30], the effective-one-body
(EOB) model [31, 32] to numerical-relativity simulations,
e.g., Refs. [33, 34]. Since it is expected that statistical
uncertainties will be reduced for high signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) signals or when multiple signals are combined, systematic uncertainties introduced by the waveform models will become increasingly prominent and it is crucial

to understand all sources of systematic uncertainties for
a reliably quantification of EOS constraints.
Previous studies have shown that EOS constraints
based on tidal deformabilities extracted from GW170817
were dominated by statistical uncertainties, e.g., Ref. [3],
and that systematic biases were under control, i.e., noticeably smaller than statistical ones. For example,
Ref. [35] used an injection study to investigate systematic uncertainties by using different gravitational waveform models in the parameter estimation for GW170817.
The authors concluded that for GW170817 no systematic bias is expected but that for GW170817-like sources
observed with Advanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo design sensitivity different waveform models can lead to
noticeable biases, i.e., the recovered 90% credible intervals would not contain the injected values. Similarly,
Ref. [36] used simulated, non-spinning GW170817-like
BNS sources measured at design sensitivity and found
that for unequal mass systems the obtained tidal parameters can get noticeably biased. Ref. [37] extended this
work by studying the imprint of precession as well as
the source localization obtained through a possible electromagnetic counterpart. Ref. [38] introduced a method
to quantify systematic biases during parameter estimation and found that existing GW waveform models used
for the analysis of GW170817 will be dominated by systematic uncertainties for SNRs above 80. Finally, very
recently, Ref. [39] also discussed numerous systematic biases that enter GW analyses and quantified the waveform accuracy required to achieve the radius measurement projected for Voyager and 3G detectors, outlining
the importance of waveform systematics.
As pointed out in, e.g., Refs. [40–43], even low SNR
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signals can be used and combined to constrain the tidal
deformability parameter to an accuracy of ∼ 10% with
only a few tens of detections; cf. also Refs. [44, 45]. Using such a procedure, systematic biases are introduced
through “stacking,” i.e., combining multiple GW measurements. However, to our knowledge no study has
addressed waveform systematics introduced through the
stacking of signals within a realistic injection study employing state-of-the-art waveform models. Here, we address this issue to determine at which point systematic
biases dominate. We use a set of 40 simulated signals
analysed with four different waveform models and perform a total of 160 BNS parameter estimation simulations assuming Advanced GW detectors at design sensitivity [46, 47] to estimate systematic biases.1
The article is structured as follows: In Sec. II, we describe
numerical methods, employed waveform models, and our
injection setup. In Sec. III, we discuss our results and
summarize and conclude our main findings in Sec. IV.
Throughout this work, geometric units are used by setting G = c = 1. Further notations are M = MA + MB
for a system’s total mass, q = MA /MB for the mass ratio, and ΛA , ΛB for individual tidal deformabilities of the
stars.

II.
A.

METHODS

Bayesian Inference
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By using Bayes’ theorem, the posterior p(θ|d,
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and p(d|H) are the likelihood,
prior, and evidence, respectively. The prior describes our
knowledge of the parameters before the observation. It
also naturally acts as a gateway for additional observations to be included as part of the analysis. The likelihood quantifies how well the hypothesis describes the
data at a given point θ in the parameter space and the
evidence marginalizes over the whole parameter space.
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By assuming Gaussian noise, the likelihood p(d|θ,
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a GW signal h(θ) with parameters θ embedded in the
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where ñ(f ) and h̃(f ) are the Fourier transform of n(t)
~ Sn (f ) is the one-sided power spectral density
and h(t; θ),
of the noise. In our study, all simulations are performed
in Gaussian noise assuming Advanced LIGO [46] and Advanced Virgo [47] design sensitivity and we set flow and
fhigh to 20 Hz and 2048 Hz.
The evidence p(d|H) is given by
Z
~ H)p(θ|H)d
~
~
p(d|H) =
p(d|θ,
θ,
(3)
V

which is the normalization constant for the posterior distribution. The landscape of the likelihood function is
explored using the nested sampling algorithm [49] implemented in parallel bilby [50].
B.

Combining information from multiple detections

Extracting tidal effects from GW data requires information about the EOS. In this study, we will use EOSs
that are constrained by chiral effective field theory (EFT)
at low densities [19, 51]. Chiral EFT is a systematic theory for nuclear forces that provides an order-by-order
scheme for the interactions among neutrons and protons [52, 53]. These interactions can then be used in
microscopic studies of dense matter up to densities of ∼ 2
times the nuclear saturation density (nsat = 0.16 fm−3 ).
In Ref. [13], 5000 EOSs constrained by quantum Monte
Carlo calculations using chiral EFT interactions up to
1.5nsat were computed. For this article, we employ the
most-likely EOS of Ref. [13] for our injections. With
regard to the recovery, we are using the same set of
5000 EOSs, but taking into account the mass measurements of PSR J0348+4042[23], PSR J1614-2230[54], and
PSR J0740+6620[55] in the prior, similar to the approach
taken in Ref [13]. In contrast to Ref [13], the NICER
observation on PSR J0030+0451[26, 27] and the upper
bound of maximum mass derived from GW170817[56] are
not included. As including additional experiments can
potentially mask the systematics induced in GW analysis.
To sample over the EOS, we add a “hyperparameter”.
Hence, we compute the tidal deformability distribution
for a given mass and EOS via
p(Λi |mi , EOS) = δ(Λi − Λ(mi ; EOS)),

with mi and Λi denoting the mass and tidal deformability of the stars. In addition to the tidal behavior, the
EOS also determines the maximum allowed mass Mmax
for NSs. Therefore, we choose a uniform NS mass distribution given by
p(m1 , m2 |EOS) =

1

We note that two simulated BNS sources did not converge in the
parameter estimation. Therefore, our analysis will be based on
the remaining 38 simulations.

(4)

2Θ(m1 − m2 )Θ(Mmax − m1 )
,
(Mmax − Mmin )2

(5)

where Mmin is the minimum NS mass and Θ is the Heaviside step function. We choose Mmin to be 0.5M .
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FIG. 1. Frequency dependence of the tidal phase within
the 7.5PN order (orange), NRTidal (purple), and NRTidalv2
(blue) model. For comparison, we show the merger frequency
for an irrotational, equal-mass binary with M1 = M2 =
1.35M and Λ̃ = 392, cf. Ref. [59].

The joint posterior for the EOS with Nobs detections
{di } is then given by [57]
p({d~i }|EOS) =
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~ is the probability of detecting the GW sigwhere pdet (θ)
~ In this
nal corresponding to the source parameters θ.
work, a threshold SNR of 7 is enforced for the detections
~ using a neural-network classifier
and we estimate pdet (θ)
as described in Ref. [58].
C.

Waveform Models

The frequency-domain representation of a gravitational waveform can be written as
h̃(f ) = Ã(f )e−iψ(f ) ,

(7)

with the frequency f , the amplitude Ã(f ), and GW phase
ψ(f ). The phase can be further decomposed into
ψ(f ) = ψpp (f ) + ψSO (f ) + ψSS (f ) + ψT (f ) + · · · , (8)
with ψpp being the non-spinning point-particle contribution, ψSO corresponding to contributions caused by spinorbit coupling, ψSS to contributions caused by spin-spin
effects, and ψT denoting the tidal effects present in the
GW phase. We note that higher-order effects, e.g., cubicin-spin, could also be included.
The dominant quantity describing EOS-related tidal
effects on the GW signal is the mass-weighted tidal deformability [44, 60, 61]
32
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k2A,B [61–63], and XA,B = MA,B /(MA + MB ). The
leading-order PN contribution to the tidal phase, which is
proportional to Λ̃, starts at the 5PN order, i.e., becomes
most relevant at the late inspiral; cf. Fig. 2 of Ref. [34].
To quantify the modelling systematics, we employ four
different GW waveform models. These are based on different point-particle and tidal descriptions and, hence,
lead to different estimates on the extrinsic source properties. The models and their main properties are described
below.
TaylorF2 (TF2) is a purely analytical model derived
within the Post-Newtonian approximation, see Ref. [30]
for a review. The model includes point-particle [64–69]
and aligned spin terms [69–72] up to 3.5PN order as well
as tidal effects up to 7.5PN order [73–76].2
IMRPhenomD NRTidal (PhenDNRT) uses a binary
black hole (BBH) baseline given by the phenomenological
frequency-domain model IMRPhenomD, which was introduced in Refs. [79, 80] and calibrated to untuned EOB
waveforms [81], as well as numerical-relativity hybrids.
The model describes spin-aligned systems throughout the
inspiral, merger, and ringdown. The BBH model is augmented by the NRTidal phase description of Refs. [82,
83], which is based on analytical PN knowledge up to
6PN order, a tidal EOB model [84, 85], and numericalrelativity simulations. In PhenDNRT, no additional contributions from EOS-dependent spin-spin or cubic-inspin effects are included.
IMRPhenomD NRTidalv2 (PhenDNRTv2) uses the
same underlying BBH model as PhenDNRT, but has
a different description of the tidal sector and the NRTidalv2 phase contribution is employed [59]. This tidal
description incorporates PN information up to 7.5PN order and is calibrated to an updated set of tidal EOB and
NR waveforms as outlined in Ref. [59]. These updates
also include tidal contributions to the GW amplitude as
well as the EOS-dependence on the quadrupole and octupole moment in the spin-spin (up to 3PN order) and
cubic-in spin (up to 3.5PN order) contributions.
SEOBNRv4 ROM NRTidalv2 (SEOBNRTv2) also
uses the NRTidalv2 description for the tidal sector
which includes amplitude- and EOS-dependent spin
effects. However, in contrast to PhenDNRTv2, the
waveform model is based on an effective-one body
description. The underlying BBH waveform model
SEOBNRv4 was introduced in Ref. [86] and its reducedorder model SEOBNRv4 ROM is constructed following
the methods outlined in Ref. [87]. The differences
between PhenDNRTv2 and SEOBNRTv2 will enable us
to understand the importance of the underlying BBH
model for the inference of the EOS parameters.
The variety of employed waveform models allows us to

#
k2A

+ (A ↔ B)

, (9)

with the compactness parameters of the individual undisturbed stars CA,B = MA,B /RA,B , the Love numbers

2

We note that we employ the existing publicly available TF2 implementation in LALSuite that was used for the analysis of previous GW detections but does not incorporate recently updated
7PN and 7.5PN order terms [77, 78].
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model which led to a total of 160 injections and from the
most-likely EOS of Ref. [13], employed in this study, we
find that the injected radius of a typical 1.4M NS, R1.4 ,
to be ∼ 11.55km corresponding to a dimensionaless tidal
deformability of Λ1.4 ∼ 292.46. A first analysis of our obtained injection data revealed that two injections did not
converge in the sampling process for all waveform models.
Hence, our NS radius measurement results, described in
the following, are based on 38 configurations.

FIG. 2. Constraints on the radius of a typical NS R1.4 from
simulated raw data for the injection model PhenDNRTv2.
The radius for the injected EOS is shown as red dashed line.

III.
A.

disentangle the effects of the tidal contribution, comparing PhenDNRT vs. PhenDNRTv2, and the point-particle
information, comparing PhenDNRTv2 vs. SEOBNRTv2.
The comparison against TF2 serves as a “worst case” scenario in which both point-particle and tidal contributions
are varied with respect to the injected waveform set.
While the interpretation of the point-particle differences among the waveform models is difficult, an easy
interpretation of the tidal contribution for our employed
models can be extracted from Fig. 1, where the 7.5PN
order (as employed in TF2 in this work), the NRTidal,
and the NRTidalv2 frequency-domain phase contribution are shown. NRTidalv2 clearly predicts larger tidal
effects than the 7.5PN order contribution and smaller
tidal effects than NRTidal for the same tidal deformability. Hence, it is expected that NRTidal models will
predict smaller NS radii and TaylorF2 will potentially
predict larger radii with respect to our reference model
NRTidalv2.
Considering the differences in the employed pointparticle contribution, we refer to Fig. 3 of Ref. [36], where
it was found that when using the same tidal contribution
both TaylorF2 and SEOBNRv4 ROM lead to smaller
estimated tidal deformabilities than IMRPhenomD. A
summary of the expected biases and the final result is
given in Tab. I.

D.

Injection setup

A network of interferometers consisting of Advanced
LIGO and Advanced Virgo at design sensitivity is simulated [46, 47]. The BNS sources in our injection set are
uniformly distributed in a co-moving volume with the
optimal network SNR ρ ranging within ρ ∈ [7, 100]. The
sources’ sky locations (α, δ) and the orientations (ι, ψ)
are placed uniformly on a sphere. Based on the observed BNS population the spins of NSs are expected
to be small [88], and we have restricted the spin magnitudes of the two stars (a1 , a2 ) to be uniformly distributed,
ai ∈ [−0.05, 0.05]. The component masses are sampled
from a uniform distribution of m1,2 ∈ [1, 2] M . For our
40 BNS setups, we have used PhenDNRTv2 as injection

RESULTS

Radius measurements and intrinsic biases

Based on the injection setup described before, we extract the tidal deformabilities of the individual events.
In Fig. 2, we present our results for the NS radius, R1.4 ,
for the injection model PhenDNRTv2. In this figure,
we show our simulated population ordered by the injection number, i.e., a random identifier used during the
study. The results for R1.4 represent preliminary estimates obtained from our raw data for each individual
injected GW event, whereas the uncertainties reflect the
90% confidence intervals. Depending on the source properties, the SNR and the particular noise realisation, different GW events place tighter or weaker constraints on
the neutron star radius.
To improve our radius estimate and constraints on the
underlying EOSs, one can combine multiple GW events.
In Fig. 3, we show the R1.4 results for successively combined GW events. Fig. 3(a) clearly shows that the combination of multiple GW events significantly reduces the
uncertainty of a NS radius measurement. Furthermore,
in order to avoid an arbitrary ordering effect, we randomly reshuffle the order of the 40 simulated events for
1000 times and compute the median over all permutations; cf. Fig. 3(b).
At this stage, our study still includes an additional selection bias of the tested gravitational-wave population
due to our inability of detecting arbitrarily weak GW
signals [57]. Therefore, we are systematically more sensitive to sources with higher SNRs. In our case, this means
that more massive binaries are favoured due to their high
SNRs. Because these systems also correspond to lower
tidal deformabilities, this selection effect could lead to
smaller R1.4 -predictions. When correcting for this selection bias using the neural network classifier of Ref. [58],
we obtain our final result for R
√1.4 shown in Fig. 3(c).
We recover the expected ∼ 1/ N falloff of the statistical uncertainty of the radius measurement, where N
denotes the number of combined GW detections. When
all GW events are combined, we obtain a final NS radius estimate for the injection model PhenDNRTv2 of
11.55+0.24
−0.25 km which is in perfect agreement with the injected value for the NS radius of 11.55km (red dashed
line). The injection set corrections illustrated in the different panels of Fig. 3 were likewise applied to the other
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Model
PhenDNRTv2
PhenDNRT
SEOBNRTv2
TF2
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(c)
√
fit function ∝ 1/ N
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TABLE I. Overview of the expected and measured shift in the
NS radius measurement, R1.4 , for our selected set GW models
with respect to PhenDNRTv2. ◦ marks no expected bias, ⇑
an expected larger radius estimate, and ⇓ an expected smaller
estimated radius, and m notes situations in which competing
effects are present. The injected NS radius is 11.55 km. The
last two columns list the final result of NS radius measurement
and the systematic shift ∆R1.4 of the median value for each
model from the injected value.
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FIG. 3. Overview of the applied injection set corrections for
the injection model PhenDNRTv2: (a) combined injection
data, (b) combined and randomly reshuffled injection data,
and (c) same data as before but corrected for the selection
effect as detailed in Sec. II. The injected NS radius is 11.55 km
and is shown as red-dashed line.

waveform models used in this study. The final NS radius measurements for all waveform models are listed in
Tab. I and are shown in Fig. 4.
From our NS radius measurement for the injection
model PhenDNRTv2, we conclude that our results are in
agreement with the findings of Ref. [40] who found that
the tidal deformability can be measured with a statistical
uncertainty of ∼ 10% after a few tens of detections.
B.

Waveform-model systematics

In Tab. I, we show our expectations of potential systematic biases originating from different modelling assumptions, which we compare with our final results for
all waveform models in Fig. 4. As mentioned before, the
injection model PhenDNRTv2 perfectly recovers the injected value, but all other models employed in this study
introduce a considerable bias in the NS radius measurement. PhenDNRT predicts lower NS radii which can
be explained by the different tidal descriptions in the
model PhenDNRT (i.e., NRT) and the injection model
(NRTv2). This leads to overall smaller tidal deformabilities, and, hence, to smaller NS radii; cf. Tab. I. Due
to this systematic bias and decreasing statistical uncertainties, the model recovers the injected value within the

ψpp
◦
◦
⇓
⇓

ψT
◦
⇓
◦
⇑

ψ
◦
⇓
⇓
m

R1.4 [km]
11.55+0.24
−0.25
11.22+0.26
−0.30
11.12+0.28
−0.25
11.71+0.24
−0.26

∆R1.4 [m]
−3
−329
−437
+158

90% credible interval only when less than 20 GW events
are combined. Combining all 38 GW events, PhenDNRT
recovers a NS radius of 11.22+0.26
−0.30 km which is lower than
the injected value by ∼ 300m. We note that the bellshaped PDF curve seen for PhenDNRT in Fig. 4 is an
effect of our correction for selection bias as described in
Sec. II and is not present when excluding this correction.
We find the same trend towards smaller NS radii for
SEOBNRTv2. Here, the different point-particle phase
description in the model predicts smaller tidal deformabilities and, hence, smaller NS radii. From the results
in Fig. 4, we find that the model is able to recover the
injected NS radius in the 90% credible interval when less
than 30 GW events are combined. The SEOBNRTv2
model predicts a final NS radius of 11.12+0.28
−0.25 km when
all injections are combined and shows a systematic shift
of ∼ 400m towards smaller NS radii. In comparison to
the injection model PhenDNRTv2, the systematic biases
present in PhenDNRT and SEOBNRTv2 lead to overall
smaller NS radii for all combined GW events. However,
our analysis of the injection raw data showed that for
some individual simulations PhenDNRT predicts slightly
larger NS radii than PhenDNRTv2.
Finally, the PN model TF2 shows an indefinite trend
for R1.4 , giving smaller NS radii for a smaller number of
combined GW events, whereas with more than 23 combined GW events TF2 overestimates the injected NS radius. Notably, this model shows the largest uncertainties
when less than 10 GW events are combined. Using all
38 detections, TF2 predicts a NS radius of 11.71+0.24
−0.26 km
which is larger than the injected value by ∼ 150m. The
trend of the TF2 model could be explained by the different point-particle and tidal-phase descriptions compared
to the injection model PhenDNRTv2. Because the pointparticle sector is described up to 3.5PN order whereas
tidal effects are included up to 7.5 PN order in TF2, the
uncertainties of ψpp will dominate for smaller numbers of
combined GW events and lead to smaller NS radii while
uncertainties of ψT at 7.5PN order begin to dominate
when larger numbers of GW events are combined leading to larger NS radii.
Notably, the R1.4 -estimates combining the first few
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FIG. 4. Constraints on the radius of a typical NS with with 1.4M , R1.4 , versus number of successively combined GW signals
for the GW models PhenDNRT, TF2, and SEOBNRTv2 and the injection waveform model PhenDNRTv2. The value for the
injected EOS is shown as black-dashed line. The right panel shows the posterior distribution function (PDF) for each waveform
model when all simulated GW signals are combined.

events in Fig. 4 follows the same pattern regardless which
waveform model is employed. The first event results in
an overestimation of R1.4 because it is largely driven by
our heavy-pulsar prior. The non-zero support of Λ = 0
for low Λ injections results in an underestimation of R1.4
when including few additional events.
We find that our extracted systematic shifts of the NS
radius of up to ∼ 400m are smaller than the one estimated in the study of Ref. [38]. From their mock analysis
of 15 binaries, they found that systematic errors dominate over statistical errors from binaries at SNR & 80
and projected a systematic NS radius shift of ∆R ∼ 1km
for current advanced detectors at design sensitivity. The
difference could originate from the fact that we directly
sampled over a restricted EOS set in our parameter estimation runs to obtain combined R1.4 estimates, while
Ref. [38] used spectral parametrizations and universal relations for the EOS to translate binary tidal parameters
into NS EOS and radius information. Consequently, our
parameter estimation accounts for more physical information on the NS radius which affects systematic biases.
Moreover, systematics only become important once information across several events are combined. As shown
in Appendix A, we do not find significant systematic biases when estimating the mass parameters with different
waveform models.

IV.

CONCLUSION

In this work, we have performed a large injection campaign with a total of 160 BNS parameter estimation simulations to understand how the combination of information from multiple BNS detections will decrease statisti-

cal measurement uncertainties in the NS radius and to
quantify the impact of waveform model systematics. For
this purpose, we have used four different waveform models with different point-particle and tidal phase descriptions. Based on 152 usable BNS simulations, our main
findings are summarized below:
i) We verified that both the combination of multiple
GW sources and GW detections with high SNR will
be influenced by the different modelling assumptions
of existing GW models.
ii) From a total number of 38 combined simulations,
one could constrain the NS radius with an accuracy
of ±250m for our injection model.
iii) Our results have shown that systematic effects substantially affect the NS radius measurement. In this
work, these are strongest for the models PhenDNRT and SEOBNRTv2 (up to ∼ 440m). Hence,
these models cannot recover the injected NS radius
in their 90% credible interval when more than 20 or
30 GW events are combined, respectively.
Overall, with increasing GW detector sensitivity and
the projected BNS merger rate of 10+52
−10 detections per
year estimated by [89] or even 9–88 forecasted by [90]
for O4, waveform model systematics will influence extracted NS properties. Moreover, it might be possible
that systematic uncertainties in GW modelling could
lead to inconsistencies in the measured NS properties
between different messengers, in particular, when information from electromagnetic counterparts of potential
multi-messenger observations or tighter constraints by future X-ray observations similar to [26, 28] are included.
In fact, given the expectations of 1 − 13 well-localized

7
(≤ 100 deg2 at 90% credible areas) GW detections for
BNS systems with corresponding kilonova detection rates
of 0.5−4.8 events per year in O4 [90], one can expect systematic effects when using currently available waveform
models in the next observing runs.3
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Contrasting our statistical uncertainties of 250m after 38 combined detections to the study of [39] which found that a radius
statistical uncertainty of 50 − 200m could be present with one
GW170817-like event observed either with 3G detectors [91–94]
or with a 4-year Voyager operation [95], we conclude that waveform systematics could already become important during the
next observing runs, O4 and O5, of Advanced LIGO [46], Advanced VIRGO [47] and KAGRA [96].

Appendix A: Assessment on systematic biases on
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gravitational waves from nonprecessing black-hole binaries. II. A phenomenological model for the advanced detector era, Phys. Rev. D93, 044007 (2016),
arXiv:1508.07253 [gr-qc].
A. Taracchini, A. Buonanno, Y. Pan, T. Hinderer,
M. Boyle, et al., Effective-one-body model for black-hole
binaries with generic mass ratios and spins, Phys.Rev.
D89, 061502 (2014), arXiv:1311.2544 [gr-qc].
T. Dietrich, S. Bernuzzi, and W. Tichy, Closed-form
tidal approximants for binary neutron star gravitational
waveforms constructed from high-resolution numerical
relativity simulations, Phys. Rev. D96, 121501 (2017),
arXiv:1706.02969 [gr-qc].
T. Dietrich et al., Matter imprints in waveform models for
neutron star binaries: Tidal and self-spin effects, Phys.
Rev. D99, 024029 (2019), arXiv:1804.02235 [gr-qc].

11
[84] A. Nagar et al., Time-domain effective-one-body gravitational waveforms for coalescing compact binaries with
nonprecessing spins, tides and self-spin effects, Phys.
Rev. D98, 104052 (2018), arXiv:1806.01772 [gr-qc].
[85] S. Bernuzzi, A. Nagar, T. Dietrich, and T. Damour, Modeling the Dynamics of Tidally Interacting Binary Neutron Stars up to the Merger, Phys.Rev.Lett. 114, 161103
(2015), arXiv:1412.4553 [gr-qc].
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