arXiv:2409.02147v1 [astro-ph.HE] 3 Sep 2024

Anisotropic pressure effect on central EOS of PSR J0740+6620 in the light of dimensionless TOV equation

Zhihao Yang^1 and Dehua Wen^{∗1} 1School of Physics and Optoelectronics, South China University of Technology, Guangzhou 510641, P.R. China (Dated: October 18, 2024)

Abstract

It is generally agreed upon that the pressure inside a neutron star is isotropic. However, a strong magnetic field or superfluidity suggests that the pressure anisotropy may be a more realistic model. We derived the dimensionless TOV equation for anisotropic neutron stars based on two popular models, namely the BL model and the H model, to investigate the effect of anisotropy. Similar to the isotropic case, the maximum mass M_{max} and its corresponding radius R_{Mmax} can also be expressed linearly by a combination of radial central pressure p_{rc} and central energy density ε_c, which is insensitive to the equation of state (EOS). We also found that the obtained central EOS would change with different values of λ_{BL} (λ_H ), which controls the magnitude of the difference between the transverse pressure and the radial pressure. Combining with observational data of PSR J0740+6620 and comparing to the extracted EOS based on isotropic neutron star, it is shown that in the BL model, for λ_{BL} = 0.4, the extracted central energy density ε_c changed from 546 – 1056 MeV/fm^3 to 510 – 1005 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted radial central pressure p_{rc} changed from 87 – 310 MeV/fm^3 to 76 – 271 MeV/fm^3. For λ_{BL} = 2, the extracted ε_c and p_{rc} changed to 412 – 822 MeV/fm^3 and 50 – 165 MeV/fm^3, respectively. In the H model, for λ_H = 0.4, the extracted ε_c changed to 626 – 1164 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted p_{rc} changed to 104 – 409 MeV/fm^3. For λ_H = 2, the extracted ε_c decreased to 894 – 995 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted p_{rc} changed to 220 – 301 MeV/fm^3.

∗ Corresponding author. wendehua@scut.edu.cn

I. INTRODUCTION

Constraining the equation of state (EOS) of neutron stars (NSs) is one of the most fundamental and significant problems in nuclear physics and astrophysics [1–5]. Over the last few years, observation of several objects such as GW170817 [6], PSR J0740+6620 [7–10] and PSR J0030+0451 [11, 12] creates excellent opportunities for the study of EOS of NSs.

It is a common assumption that the pressure inside a NS is isotropic. However, observation of exotic compact objects such as the secondary component of GW190814 with a measured mass between 2.50 and 2.67 M_⊙ (M_⊙ is the solar mass) [13], and the black widow pulsar PSR J0952–0607 with a measured mass of M = 2.35 ± 0.17 M_⊙ [14] have aroused the interest in anisotropic NSs. It is concluded by [15] that even if the system is initially assumed to be isotropic, physical processes are expected in stellar evolution like dissipative fluxes, energy density inhomogeneities, or the appearance of shear in the fluid flow, will always tend to produce pressure anisotropy. The occurrence of pressure anisotropy due to some exotic phenomena, such as pion-condensation [16, 17] or kaon-condensation [18], strong magnetic field [19–30], the existence of a solid core [31, 32], a mixture of two fluids [33], superfluidity [34], and viscosity may be a source of local anisotropy [35–38], etc. Please see Ref. [39, 40] for a review. There is also much research focused on the anisotropic NSs [41–45].

Since many properties of NSs depend directly on the choice of the EOS, there is still a great deal of uncertainty in the understanding of the EOS of the high-density nuclear matter, which means that there is also a great deal of uncertainty in the NS properties. To constrain EOS from NS observation, one can use machine learning [46–48], Bayesian Inference [49, 50]. Besides, it is expected to establish an EOS-insensitive universal relation between the observables and unobservables. Over the past few decades, many relations have been built, such as the I-LOVE-Q relations [51], quasi-universal relations for static and rapid rotating NSs [52], relations between EOS parameters and canonical NSs [53], and the relations between other properties [54–61]. In addition, the universal relations between anisotropic NSs are also studied [62, 63].

The TOV equation helps us calculate the NS global properties based on EOS, conversely, using the TOV equation to obtain EOS constraint from NS observation might be worth a try. Recently, the scaled TOV equation has been deduced and then used to constrain the core states and access to the ultimate limit for the pressure and energy density [64, 65], which offered us a novel approach to insight into the relations between the global properties of NSs and the core EOS through universal relations, and have a high consistency with previous research in understanding the basic problems about NSs. Considering the existence of anisotropic NSs cannot be excluded by current observation, and previous research focusing on anisotropic NSs only give out how the pressure anisotropy affect the NS global properties but the effect on the extraction of the NS core EOS is not given any further, we try to solve it in this work.

In the present work, we aim to deduce the dimensionless TOV equation for anisotropic NS, and further investigate the anisotropy effect while extracting the central EOS of PSR J0740+6620. 36 EOSs with a maximum mass larger than 1.8 M_⊙ are employed in this work. These include (1) 5 consistent relativistic mean-field (CRMF) EOSs, i.e., G2* [66], IU-FSU [67], TW99 [68]; (2) 19 DDRMF and NLRMF EOSs such as DD [69], DD-ME1[70], DD- LZ1 [71], NL1 [72], NLZ [73], NLSV1 [74], TM1[75]; (3) 9 microscopic EOS such as ALF2 [76] EOS based on hybrid (nuclear+quark) matter, APR3 EOS [77] based on variational calculations of two-nucleon and three-nucleon interactions, ENG [78] and MPA1 [79] EOS based on the Dirac-Brueckner-Hartree-Fock method, WFF1 EOS [80] based on different two-nucleon and three-nucleon potentials; (4) 3 EOS based on the quark mean-field bag (QMFB) model by incorporating the bag confinement mechanism, i.e., QMFL40, QMFL60, and QMFL80 [81].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, the process of deducing the dimensionless TOV equation of anisotropic NS is presented. In Sec. III, the effect of anisotropy in extracting the central EOS is given and discussed. Finally, a summary is given in Sec. IV. To simplify the equations, the geometric units G = c =1 is adopted.

II. DIMENSIONLESS TOV EQUATION OF ANISOTROPIC NEUTRON STAR

A. TOV equation for anisotropic neutron star

Considering a static and spherically symmetric equilibrium distribution of matter, the energy-momentum tensor (T^{μν} ) is defined as [82, 83]

T^{μν} = p_tg^{μν} + (ε + p_t)u^μu^ν + (p_r − p_t)k^μk^ν , (1)

where g^{μν} is the space-time metric, u^μ is the 4-velocity of the fluid, k^μ is the radial unit vector, p_t, p_r and ε is the tangential pressure, radial pressure and energy density. These 4-vectors satisfy the following conditions

k^μk_μ = 1, u^μk_μ = 0. (2)

The Schwarzschild metric for the star having a spherically symmetric and static configuration is described as

ds^2 = e^ν dt^2 − e^λdr^2 − r^2dθ^2 − r^2sin^2θdφ^2. (3)

To exactly calculate the global properties of NS, one should indeed take into account the magnetic field, rotation, and thus deformation that deviates from spherical symmetry. However, it is stimulated by Pattersons et. al that even with strong anisotropy and slow rotation, with the mass increase, the star is getting more spherical[84]. Overall, since we ignore the effect of rotation and focus on the maximum mass of anisotropic neutron star, we assume spherical symmetry is still valid. Thus the modified Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation can be obtained by solving Einstein’s equations as [85] dp_r dr = − (ε + p_r)(m + 4πr^3p_r) r^2 − 2mr + 2σ r , (4) dm dr = 4πr^2ε, (5)

where σ ≡ p_t - p_r is the anisotropy parameter, and m is the enclose mass corresponding to radius r. Equation (4) and (5) can be integrated from center r =0, m = 0, p_r = p_{rc} (p_{rc} is the radial central pressure) to the surface r = R, m = M , p_r = 0.

B. Models of anisotropic neutron star

In this work, we use two popular model, namely the BL model [85]and the H model[86], these two models are based on the assumptions that[87, 88]:

(i) The anisotropy should vanish at the origin, i.e. P_r = P_t at r=0; (ii) The pressure and energy density must be positive, i.e. P_r, P_t, ε <0; (iii) The radial pressure and energy density must be monotonically decreasing, i.e.^{dPr}_{dr} and^{dε}_{dr} <0;

(iv)The anisotropic fluid configurations with different conditions such as the null energy (ε > 0), the dominant energy (ε+P_r > 0, ε+P_t > 0), and the strong energy (ε+P_r+2P_t > 0) must be satisfied inside the star;

(v)The speed of sound inside the star must obey 0 < c^2_{s,r} < 1, 0 < c^2_{s,t} < 1, where c^2_s =^{∂P}_{∂ε} . For the BL model, the relation between p_t and p_r is given as

p_t = p_r + λ_{BL} 3 (ε + 3p_r)(ε + p_r)r^3 r − 2m , (6)

where λ_{BL} represent the measure of anisotropy. Previous research has given the limit for the BL model, -2≤λ_{BL}≤2 [82]. With the increased positive value of λ_{BL}, the model will give out a bigger tangential pressure, resulting in a bigger mass at a fixed radius. However, with the decrease of the negative value of λ_{BL}, the model will give out a smaller tangential pressure thus a smaller mass with a smaller corresponding radius, and may lead to a negative tangential pressure. In this work, we only consider the positive value of λ_{BL}.

To illustrate the effect of anisotropy, the M − R relation of several selected EOSs based on the BL model is shown in Fig. 1. Each coloured region corresponds to the observational constraint, and different colours of the curves represent different values of λ_{BL}, where the purple solid one refers to an isotropic NS and the red short-dotted one is the highest anisotropic. It can be seen that the introduction of anisotropy plainly increases the maximum mass and the corresponding radius of the NSs since the positive value of λ_{BL} in the BL model means a bigger tangential pressure that can stabilize the structure. Nevertheless, even with such a great change in the M − R curve, all the results still satisfy the observational constraint. Moreover, the introduction of anisotropy makes the M − R curve fall into the interval of GW190814 secondary, which provides a possible mechanism to support the currently observed most massive NS.

For the H model, ref.[83] also gives the limit, -2≤λ_H ≤2. For comparison, we only adopt that 0≤λ_H ≤2. The relation between p_t and p_r is given by

p_t = p_r − 2λ_H p_r m r . (7)

The M − R relation of the same selected EOSs based on the H model is shown in Fig. 2. Compared with Fig. 1, it is shown that the introduction of anisotropy based on the H model decreases the maximum mass and the corresponding radius of NSs, since the positive value of λ_H means a smaller tangential pressure, resulting in a less massive NS.

C. Dimensionless TOV equation for anisotropic neutron star

To constrain the central EOS of NSs matter by using certain astrophysical data such as observed NSs radii and masses without using any specific EOS, ref.[64, 65] propose a new way

FIG. 1: M − R curves for anisotropic NSs based on the BL model. Different colours of the curves represent different values of λ_{BL}, where the red short-dotted one is the highest anisotropic, and the purple solid one is isotropic. The green rectangle is the mass constraint from GW190814 secondary with a mass M = 2.59^{+0.08}_{−0.09} M_⊙ [13]. The yellow rectangle is the mass constraint from black widow pulsar PSR J0952–0607 with a mass M = 2.35^{+0.17}_{−0.17} M_⊙ [14]. The pink, orange, and blue areas correspond to the mass-radius constraint from GW170817 [6], PSR J0030+0451 [11], PSR J0740+6620 [8].

to insight into NSs core and provides us a direct way to explain the universal relation, which is developed from analyzing perturbatively the dimensionless Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation. However, considering the effect of the anisotropic pressure mentioned above, some corrections to the dimensionless TOV equation need to be proposed.

Noting that G = c =1, define S = (4πε_c)^{− 1}2 (ε_c is the central energy density), then one can get the reduced mass ^m ≡ m/S, radius ^r ≡ r/S, radial pressure ^p_r ≡ p_r/ε_c, tangential pressure ^p_t ≡ p_t/ε_c, energy density ^ε ≡ ε/ε_c, which changes the Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) as d^p_r d^r = − (^ε + ^p_r)( ^m + ^r^3 ^p_r) ^r^2 − 2 ^m^r + 2(^p_t − ^p_r) ^r , (8) d ^m d^r = ^r^2^ε. (9)

As there exists a difference in tangential pressure between the different models, the BL model and H model will be discussed separately. For the BL model, according to Eq. (6), by using the reduced radial pressure ^p_r, reduced tangential pressure ^p_t and other properties in reduced form, Eq.(6) now becomes

^p_t = ^p_r + λ_{BL} 12π (^ε + 3^p_r)(^ε + ^p_r)^r^3 ^r − 2 ^m . (10)

FIG. 2: Same as Fig. 1, but for the H model.

Since we only focus on the EOS of the core region and the densest matter inside the NS, which is close to the origin, in this case, the radial coordinate can be viewed as a small parameter and thus can be expanded. The ^ε, ^p_r, ^p_t, ^m can be expanded in polynomials in terms of dimensionless radial coordinates,

^ε = 1 + a_1^r + a_2^r^2 + a_3^r^3 + · · · , (11) ^p_r = ^p_{rc} + b_1^r + b_2^r^2 + b_3^r^3 + · · · , (12) ^p_t = ^p_{tc} + c_1^r + c_2^r^2 + c_3^r^3 + · · · , (13) ^m = d_1^r + d_2^r^2 + d_3^r^3 + · · · . (14)

Putting them into the Eq. (8)–Eq. (10), matching the coefficients, and ignoring the higher order (For we only focus on the core region of the maximum mass of NS, which will be mostly governed by the core region, the ignorance of the higher order will lead to a small effect, as shown in the APPENDIX of [64]), one has b_1 = 0, c_1 = 0, d_1 = 0, d_2 = 0, d_3 = 1/3, and b_2 = 1 6 ( λ_{BL} 2π − 1)(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1), c_2 = 1 6 ( λ_{BL} π − 1)(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1). (15)

The boundary condition ^p_r = 0 means ^p_{rc}+b_2^r^2=0, thus ^r = √ −^p_{rc}/b_2, i.e., ^r = ( 6^p_{rc} (1 −^{λBL}_{2π} )(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{12} , (16)

then multiplied by the scale S ≡ (4πε_c)^{− 1}2 ∼ ε^{− 12}c , the stellar radius R ∼ ε^{− 12}c ^r turn out to be R ∼ β ≡ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} (1 −^{λBL}_{2π} )(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{12} . (17)

Noting that d_1 = d_2 = 0, d_3 = 1/3, thus ^m = ^r^3/3, multiplied by the scale S, the stellar mass M ∼ ε^{− 12}c ^r^3 becomes M ∼ α ≡ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} (1 −^{λBL}_{2π} )(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{32} . (18)

To simplify the expression, the symbols β and α are used in Eq. (17) and Eq. (18) (κ and γ in Eq. (19) and Eq. (20)) to denote the formula. For the H model, it has a similar process but a different result, due to their difference in tangential pressure, that is (Please see APPENDIX A for details) R ∼ κ ≡ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} 4λ_H ^p_{rc} + (^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{12} , (19)

M ∼ γ ≡ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} 4λ_H ^p_{rc} + (^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{32} . (20)

The distinction between Eq. (17), Eq. (18) and Eq. (19), Eq. (20) lies in the denominator. For the BL model, it adds a coefficient that only depends on the value of λ_{BL}, while for the H model, it adds a linear term that is related to the value of λ_H and ^p_{rc}. It is also clear that when λ_{BL}=0 or λ_H =0, Eq. (17)–Eq. (20) goes back to the isotropic case [64].

The relaions of M – α (M – γ) and R – β (R – κ) for a given value of λ_{BL} (λ_H ) are shown in Fig. 3 (Fig. 4). Each point represents the maximum mass configuration of the chosen EOS, and each colour of the points corresponds to a particular value of λ_{BL} (λ_H ), resulting in different degrees of anisotropy. The milky–yellow region represents the mass and radius constraint from PSR J0740+6620, M = 2.08^{+0.07}_{−0.07} M_⊙, R = 12.39^{+1.30}_{−0.98} km [7, 8]. For the BL model, the relations of M_{max} – α and R_{Mmax} – β are shown in Fig. 3, and its fitting formula for λ_{BL} = 0, 0.4, 1.2 and 2 are given by

M^{max}_{λBL=0} = 0.172^{+0.007}_{−0.007} × 10^4α − 0.062^{+0.094}_{−0.094}, M^{max}_{λBL=0.4} = 0.151^{+0.005}_{−0.005} × 10^4α + 0.040^{+0.084}_{−0.084}, M^{max}_{λBL=1.2} = 0.123^{+0.003}_{−0.003} × 10^4α + 0.065^{+0.062}_{−0.062}, (21) M^{max}_{λBL=2} = 0.096^{+0.001}_{−0.001} × 10^4α + 0.158^{+0.038}_{−0.038}.

R^{Mmax} λ_{BL}=0 = 0.969

+0.043 −0.043 × 10

3β + 1.052^{+0.462}_{−0.462}, R^{Mmax} λ_{BL}=0.4 = 0.903

+0.037 −0.037 × 10

3β + 1.323^{+0.414}_{−0.414}, R^{Mmax} λ_{BL}=1.2 = 0.826

+0.031 −0.031 × 10

3β + 1.280^{+0.400}_{−0.400}, (22) R^{Mmax} λ_{BL}=2 = 0.730

+0.031 −0.031 × 10

3β + 1.463^{+0.458}_{−0.458}.

Obviously, for a given value of λ_{BL}, there exist a linear correlation between M_{max} and α or R_{Mmax} and β. For M_{max} – α, when λ_{BL} = 0, 0.4, 1.2, and 2, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.975, 0.979, 0.990, and 0.997, respectively. And for the R_{Mmax} – β, when λ_{BL} = 0, 0.4, 1.2, and 2, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.968, 0.973, 0.977, 0.970. The reason why mass is more dependent on α is that mass is mostly contributed by the core region, while for radius it will be more influenced by the crustal region that does not appear in the expression of β.

FIG. 3: Relations of M_{max} – α (left) and R_{Mmax} – β (right), calculated by using 36 different EOS introduced above. The milky–yellow region represents the mass and radius constraint from PSR J0740+6620 [7, 8], M = 2.08^{+0.07}_{−0.07}M_⊙, R = 12.39^{+1.30}_{−0.98}km.

It is also important to note that with the increase of anisotropy, the slope of both relations decreases, implying the tendency for mass (radius) to increase with α (β) slows down. that is owing to the tangential pressure, which plays a more important role in stabilizing the structure.

The relations of the M_{max} – γ and R_{Mmax} – κ for the H model are presented in Fig. 4, and its fitting formula are given by

M^{max}_{λH =0} = 0.172^{+0.007}_{−0.007} × 10^4α − 0.062^{+0.094}_{−0.094}, M^{max}_{λH =0.4} = 0.248^{+0.013}_{−0.013} × 10^4γ − 0.332^{+0.135}_{−0.135}, M^{max}_{λH =1.2} = 0.478^{+0.040}_{−0.040} × 10^4γ − 1.086^{+0.251}_{−0.251}, (23) M^{max}_{λH =2.0} = 0.779^{+0.060}_{−0.060} × 10^4γ − 1.773^{+0.264}_{−0.264}.

R^{Mmax} λ_H =0 = 0.969

+0.043 −0.043 × 10

3β + 1.052^{+0.462}_{−0.462}, R^{Mmax} λ_H =0.4 = 1.159

+0.060 −0.060 × 10

3κ + 0.388^{+0.566}_{−0.566}, R^{Mmax} λ_H =1.2 = 1.741

+0.123 −0.123 × 10

3κ − 2.490^{+0.960}_{−0.960}, (24) R^{Mmax} λ_H =2.0 = 2.213

+0.249 −0.249 × 10

3κ − 4.370^{+1.708}_{−1.708}.

The meaning of the milky–yellow region is the same as in Fig. 3. Although the slope changes with the given value of λ_H again, it is contrary to the trend of the BL model. What’s more, the Pearson’s coefficient for M_{max} – γ relations when λ_H = 0, 0.4, 1.2 and 2 is 0.975, 0.955, 0.899, 0.913; while 0.968, 0.957, 0.924, 0.837 for the R_{Mmax} – κ relations, respectively. In the BL model, an increasing positive parameter results in an increasing repulsive force that can support a larger mass and is more affected by the core region. However, in the H model, it indicates an attractive force that results in a smaller maximum mass. As a result, the radius will be less affected by the core region, leading to a decreasing Pearson’s coefficient for R_{Mmax} – κ relations with increasing λ_H .

FIG. 4: Relation of the M_{max} – γ (left) and R_{Mmax} – κ (right). The meaning of the milky–yellow region is the same as in Fig. 3.

III. EXTRACTING THE CENTRAL EQUATION OF STATE

From Eq. (17) - Eq. (20), it is shown that the combination of central pressure and energy density can explain the maximum mass and the corresponding radius. Thus the observation of maximum mass and its radius of NS will lead to a constraint on the central pressure and energy density. With further observation of NSs, one can decrease the uncertainty of core-state EOS, which still can not be achieved by ab initio calculation. For the BL model, combining the Eq. (17), Eq. (18), Eq. (21), and Eq. (22) one can obtain Eq. (25). One would find that in both sides of the Eq. (25) it still contains the pressure term, to separate the pressure term, one should guess the functional form between pressure and energy density. p^{M−constraint} rc = DA^{23} ε^{43}c (3^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc} + 1), p^{R−constraint}_{rc} = DB^2ε^2_c (3^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc} + 1), (25) and D ≡ (1 − λ_{BL} 2π ), A ≡ M_{max} M_⊙ − b k , B ≡ R_{Mmax} km − b k , (26)

where k and b are the slope and intercept with the y-axis corresponding to each formula in Eq. (21) and Eq. (22). Assuming that p_{rc} can also be written in the polynomials of central energy density ε_c, p^{M−constraint} rc = DA^{23} ε^{43}c (1 + aA^{23} ε^{13}c + bA^{43} ε^{23} c + cA^{63} ε^3c + · · · ), (27) p^{R−constraint} rc = DB^2ε^2_c (1 + aB^2ε_c + bB^4ε^2_c + cB^6ε^3_c + · · · ). (28) Putting the Eq. (27) and Eq. (28) back into the Eq. (25) separately, matching their coefficients, the coefficients turn out to be

a = 4D, b = 19D^2, c = 100D^3, · · · (29)

So the Eq. (25) becomes p^{M−constraint} rc = DA^{23} ε^{43}c (1 + 4DA^{23} ε^{13}c + 19D^2A^{43} ε^{23}c + 100D^3A^{63} ε^3c + · · · ), (30)

FIG. 5: Central EOS of PSR J0740+6620 [7, 8] extracted from the BL model based on Eq. (30) and Eq. (31), for λ_{BL} = 0.4 (left) and λ_{BL} = 2 (right), compared with the isotropic case. Suffix “M” (“R”) represents the result combining mass (radius) observation data with Eq. (30) (Eq. (31)). The abbreviation “Iso” stands for isotropic NS, while the “Aniso” stands for anisotropic NS, and the “Co” stands for the intersection of mass and radius constraints bands. The black line indicates the causality constraint from Eq. (32). The green-striped region results from isotropic NS, and the red-striped region from anisotropic NS. p^{R−constraint} rc = DB^2ε^2_c (1 + 4DB^2ε_c + 19D^2B^4ε^2_c + 100D^3B^6ε^3_c + · · · ). (31)

However, causality should also be considered when constraining the central EOS. Using Eq. (18) and the boundary condition dM/dε_c = 0, the sound speed square is obtained as (see APPENDIX B for details)

c^2_s ≡ dp_{rc} dε_c = ^p_{rc}( 1 + 3^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc} 3(1 − 3^p^2_{rc})

+ 1), (32)

which have the same form as the isotropic NS, so that their sound speed constraint does not change with the value of λ_{BL}, and so have the same limit, ^p_{rc} = 0.374 [64]. Using Eq. (30) – Eq. (32), we can now constrain the central EOS.

To show the effect of anisotropy on the extracted central EOS of PSR J0740+6620, the results for the BL model according to Eq. (30) and Eq. (31) are shown in Fig. 5. For λ_{BL} = 0.4 in the left panel and λ_{BL} = 2 in the right panel, compared to the isotropic case, the striped area indicates the intersection of the M and R constraint. As anisotropy increases, the R constraint gives a stiffer result, while the M constraint yields a softer result. Consequently, the central pressure is smaller for the same energy density, owing to the tangential pressure playing a more significant role in stabilizing the star. For λ_{BL} = 0.4, the left panel shows that the extracted central energy density range changed from 546 – 1056 MeV/fm^3 to 510 – 1005 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted radial central pressure range changed from 87 – 310 MeV/fm^3 to 76 – 271 MeV/fm^3. For λ_{BL} = 2, the extracted central energy density changed to 412 – 822 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted radial central pressure changed to 50 – 165 MeV/fm^3. Note that both results are also consistent with the causality constraint.

FIG. 6: Same as Fig. 5, but for H model. The causality constraint is from Eq. (36).

For the H model, according to Eq. (19), Eq. (20), Eq. (23) and Eq. (24), the relations change into the following form, P^{M−constraint} rc = A^{23} ε^{43}c (1 + DA^{23} ε^{13}c + (D^2 + 3)A^{43} ε^{23}c + (D^3 + 9D)A^{63} ε^3c + · · · ), (33) P^{R−constraint} rc = B^2ε^2_c (1 + DB^2ε_c + (D^2 + 3)B^4ε^2_c + (D^3 + 9D)B^6ε^3_c + · · · ), (34)

where D ≡ 4 + 4λ_H , A ≡ M_{max} M_⊙ − b k , B ≡ R_{Mmax} km − b k , (35)

and the meanings of k and b are the same as in the BL model.

In addition, the sound speed square of the H model gets some change,

c^2_s ≡ dp_{rc} dε_c = ^p_{rc}( 1 + 3^p^2_{rc} + (4 + 4λ_H )^p_{rc} 3(1 − 3^p^2_{rc})

+ 1). (36)

Comparing Eq. (32) with Eq. (36), it is found that the two models have different results by causality constraints, for the BL model it does not change with the value of λ_{BL}, while for the H model it will change with the value of λ_H , thus resulting in different maximum ^p_{rc}. The difference origin at Eq. (6) and Eq. (7), then occur in Eq. (17), Eq. (18), and Eq. (19), Eq. (20), representing different ways about the anisotropy affecting the central radial pressure. The extracted EOS based on the H model is shown in Fig. 6. As the anisotropy changes, the causality boundary gives different constraints, for λ_H = 0.4 is ^p_{rc} = 0.354, but ^p_{rc} = 0.303 for λ_H = 2. Also, the M and R constraint bands change with the introduction of anisotropy. For λ_H = 0.4, the left panel shows that the extracted central energy density range changed from 546 – 1056 MeV/fm^3 to 626 – 1164 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted radial central pressure range changed from 87 – 310 MeV/fm^3 to 104 – 409 MeV/fm^3. For λ_H = 2, the extracted central energy density range changed to 894 – 995 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted radial central pressure range changed to 220 – 301 MeV/fm^3.

To directly demonstrate how ^p_{rc} changes with a given value of λ_H , we deliver Fig. 7. The pink line means the constraint of γ, while the orange line means that causality is obeyed.

FIG. 7: Maximum ^p_{rc} as a function of λ_H . The pink line means the constraint of γ, while the orange one means that causality is obeyed. The blue–striped region means that both conditions are satisfied.

Note that the denominator of Eq. (19) and Eq. (20), namely 1 + 3^p^2_{rc} + (4 + 4λ_H)^p_{rc}, should larger than 0 for each given value of λ_H , and the causality means that Eq. (36) should larger than 0 and smaller than 1. This gives another constraint that varies with the given λ_H , when both conditions are satisfied it becomes the blue–striped region in Fig. 7. Therefore, it is noticed that with the changing λ_H , the maximum ^p_{rc} will change a lot.

IV. SUMMARY

The presence of a strong magnetic field, superfluidity, and other situations will cause anisotropy, leading to an apparent change in the stellar structure. Observations of several exotic compact objects have been made through observation, these fascinating objects possess unknown properties that have motivated the research of anisotropic NSs.

Recently, ref.[64, 65] derived the dimensionless TOV equation for isotropic NSs, then extracted the central EOS under the observational data of PSR J0740+6620, which has reduced a great uncertainty of the EOS of NSs core matter. In this work, we present the anisotropic dimensionless TOV equation to facilitate the extraction of the central EOS of anisotropic NSs. The result indicates that anisotropy will cause a non-negligible impact on the extraction of the central EOS of PSR J0740+6620. In the BL model, for λ_{BL} = 0.4, the extracted central energy density ε_c changed from 546 – 1056 MeV/fm^3 to 510 – 1005 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted radial central pressure p_{rc} changed from 87 – 310 MeV/fm^3 to 76 – 271 MeV/fm^3. For λ_{BL} = 2, the extracted ε_c and p_{rc} changed to 412 – 822 MeV/fm^3 and 50 – 165 MeV/fm^3, respectively. In the H model, for λ_H = 0.4, the extracted ε_c changed to 626 – 1164 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted p_{rc} changed 104 – 409 MeV/fm^3. For λ_H = 2, the extracted ε_c changed to 894 – 995 MeV/fm^3, and the extracted p_{rc} changed to 220 – 301 MeV/fm^3. Additionally, the introduction of anisotropy will result in different causality constraints, for the BL model, it shares the same limit with the isotropic one, ^p_{rc} = 0.374 [64], while for the H model, it changes with the given value of λ_H , for λ_H = 0.4 is ^p_{rc} = 0.354, but ^p_{rc} = 0.303 for λ_H = 2. It is worth noting that with the different values of λ_{BL}

(λ_H ), the result will differ a lot. In short, a positive λ_{BL} or a negative λ_H will give out a softer EOS region, while a negative λ_{BL} or a positive λ_H ) will give out a stiffer EOS region.

Although the existence of a strong magnetic field is considered to be the reason for anisotropy, not all NSs are capable of such strong magnetic fields. Ref.[89] claim that for quark star, when the baryon density is about 3n_0 (n_0= 0.16 fm^{−3} is the normal nuclear matter density), the transverse pressure P_⊥ (which is perpendicular to the magnetic field) and the longitudinal pressure P_{//} (which is parallel to the magnetic field) starts to split out at B≈ 1.5×10^{17} G, B≈4.5×10^{17} G for 5n_0 and B≈6×10^{17} G for 7n_0. It is also calculated by Ref.[90] that if one takes the assumption p_t=p_r+^{B2}_{4π} , when the central magnetic field is B_0≈ 10^{18} G, then p_t-p_r≤ 200MeV·fm^{−3}. In ref.[43], the anisotropy parameter λ_{BL} is still independent of the distributions of a magnetic field in the modified BL model. In the subsequent work, it might be worth connecting them and further investigating the effect of magnetic field and anisotropy.

V. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This work is supported by NSFC (Grants No. 12375144, 11975101) and Guangdong Natural Science Foundation (Grants No. 2022A1515011552, 2020A151501820).

Appendix A: Derivation of central EOS via polynomial expansion

One can expand the ^ε, ^p_r, ^p_t, ^m as

^ε = 1 + a_1^r + a_2^r^2 + a_3^r^3 + · · · , (A1) ^p_r = ^p_{rc} + b_1^r + b_2^r^2 + b_3^r^3 + · · · , (A2) ^p_t = ^p_{tc} + c_1^r + c_2^r^2 + c_3^r^3 + · · · , (A3) ^m = d_1^r + d_2^r^2 + d_3^r^3 + · · · . (A4)

For the BL model, matching their coefficients according to the Eq. (8)–Eq. (10), it has b_1 = 0, c_1 = 0, d_1 = 0, d_2 = 0, d_3 = 1/3, and

2b_2 = −(^p_{rc} + 1)(^p_{rc} + 1 3 ) + 2(c_2 − b_2), (A5)

c_2 − b_2 = λ_{BL} 4π (^p_{rc} + 1)(^p_{rc} + 1 3 ). (A6)

Thus one can obtain

b_2 = 1 6 ( λ_{BL} 2π − 1)(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1), c_2 = 1 6 ( λ_{BL} π − 1)(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1). (A7)

Boundary condition ^p_r = 0 means ^p_{rc}+b_2^r^2=0, thus ^r = √ −^p_{rc}/b_2, i.e., ^r = ( 6^p_{rc} (1 −^{λBL}_{2π} )(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{12} , (A8) then multiplied by the scale S ≡ (4πε_c)^{− 1}2 ∼ ε^{− 12}c , the stellar radius R turn out to be R ∼ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} (1 −^{λBL}_{2π} )(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{12} . (A9)

Noting that d_3 = 1/3, thus ^m = ^r^3/3, multiplied by the scale S, the stellar mass M becomes M ∼ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} (1 −^{λBL}_{2π} )(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{32} . (A10)

Once the relation of Eq. (A9) or Eq. (A10) is obtained (as we have shown in Eq. (21)-Eq. (22)), it can be changed as p^{M−constraint} rc = DA^{23} ε^{43}c (3^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc} + 1), p^{R−constraint}_{rc} = DB^2ε^2_c (3^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc} + 1). (A11) where D ≡ (1 − λ_{BL} 2π ), A ≡ M_{max} M_⊙ − b k , B ≡ R_{Mmax} km − b k , (A12) and k and b are the slope and intercept with the y-axis corresponding to each formula in Eq. (21) and Eq. (22), for example, when λ_{BL} = 0.4, D = 1 − (0.4/2π), A = (M_{max}/M_⊙ − 0.0402)/1506, B = (R_{Mmax}/km − 1.3229)/903. The Eq. (A9) can also be written into the following form (we here only show the process of deducing from Eq. (A9), for Eq. (A10) it has a similar process), p^{R−constraint} rc = DB^2(3p^2_{rc} + 4p_{rc}ε_c + ε^2_c ). (A13) Assuming that p_{rc} can also be written in the polynomials of central energy density ε_c, p^{R−constraint} rc = DB^2ε^2_c (1 + aB^2ε_c + bB^4ε^2_c + cB^6ε^3_c + · · · ). (A14) Putting Eq. (A14) back into Eq. (A13), and matching the coefficients, one have

a = 4D, b = 19D^2, c = 100D^3, · · · (A15) Finally, the central EOS can be extracted from Eq. (A9), p^{R−constraint} rc = DB^2ε^2_c (1 + 4DB^2ε_c + 19D^2B^4ε^2_c + 100D^3B^6ε^3_c + · · · ). (A16) For Eq. (A10), it becomes p^{Mconstraint} rc = DA^{23} ε^{43}c (1 + 4DA^{23} ε^{13}c + 19D^2A^{43} ε^{23}c + 100D^3A^{63} ε^3c + · · · ). (A17) For the H model, the Eq. (7) can be changed into ^p_t = ^p_r − 2λ_H ^p_r ^m r , (A18)

combining with Eq. (8) and Eq. (9), it has b_1 = 0, c_1 = 0, d_1 = 0, d_2 = 0, d_3 = 1/3, and

2b_2 = −(^p_{rc} + 1)(^p_{rc} + 1 3 ) + 2(c_2 − b_2), (A19) c_2 − b_2 = − 2 3 λ_H ^p_{rc}. (A20) Thus

b_2 = − 1 6 [(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1) + 4λ_H ^p_{rc}], c_2 = − 1 6 [(^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1) + 8λ_H ^p_{rc}], (A21) and R ∼ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} 4λ_H ^p_{rc} + (^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{12} , M ∼ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} 4λ_H ^p_{rc} + (^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{32} .

(A22) The central EOS becomes p^{M−constraint} rc = A^{23} ε^{43}c (1 + DA^{23} ε^{13}c + (D^2 + 3)A^{43} ε^{23}c + (D^3 + 9D)A^{63} ε^3c + · · · ), (A23) p^{R−constraint} rc = B^2ε^2_c (1 + DB^2ε_c + (D^2 + 3)B^4ε^2_c + (D^3 + 9D)B^6ε^3_c + · · · ), (A24) where D ≡ 4 + 4λ_H , A ≡ M_{max} M_⊙ − b k , B ≡ R_{Mmax} km − b k , (A25) and the meanings of k and b are the same as in the BL model.

Appendix B: Deravation of sound speed square

For the BL model, one has M ∼ 1 √ ε_c ( ^p_{rc} 4λ_H ^p_{rc} + (^p_{rc} + 1)(3^p_{rc} + 1)

)^{32} , (B1)

which is a function of central energy density ε_c. Taking derivative of M with respect to ε_c gives dM dε_c = M(ε_c) 2ε_c [3( ε_c p_{rc} dp_{rc} dε_c − 1) 1 − 3^p^2_{rc} 1 + ^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc}

− 1]. (B2)

In addition, the derivative of ^R with respect to ^p_{rc} gives d ^R d^p_{rc} = ^R 1 − 3^p^2_{rc} 2^p_{rc} + 8^p^2_{rc} + 6^p^3_{rc}

, (B3)

and the derivative of ^p_{rc} with respect to ε_c gives d^p_{rc} dε_c = d^{prc}_{εc} dε_c = 1 ε_c ( dp_{rc} dε_c − p_{rc} ε_c ). (B4)

When dM/dε_c = 0 gives out the expression of sound speed square s^2_{r,c} ≡ dp_{rc}/dε_c as c^2_{r,s} ≡ dp_{rc} dε_c = ^p_{rc}( 1 + 3^p^2_{rc} + 4^p_{rc} 3(1 − 3^p^2_{rc})

+ 1), (B5)

which is the same as in [64, 65].

For the H model, it becomes c^2_{r,s} ≡ dp_{rc} dε_c = ^p_{rc}( 1 + 3^p^2_{rc} + (4 + 4λ_H )^p_{rc} 3(1 − 3^p^2_{rc})

+ 1). (B6)

Appendix C: EOS extracted from PSR J0030+0451

FIG. 8: EOS extracted from the radius observation of PSR J0030+0451[91], for (a) λ_{BL}=0.4, (b) λ_{BL}=2.0.

Besides the observation of PSR J0740+6620, the observation of a 1.4M_⊙ NS also gives a new constraint on NS radii, 11.96 < R_{1.4} < 14.26 km [11], and 11.52 < R_{1.4} < 13.85 km [12]. Here we take the revised result 11.80 < R_{1.4} < 13.10 km [91]. Thus, as above, we can get the relation and the EOS constraint from the radius observation of PSR J0030+0451. However, for the maximum mass NS, different EOS predict a different maximum mass and a corresponding radius, but for the canonical neutron star, it predicts a different radius but with the same mass. Thus, we can only use the radius observation of PSR J0030+0451 now, with the future observation of the moment of inertia imposing another constraint on the central EOS of PSR J0030+0451.

For the BL model, we have

R^{1.4}_{λBL =0} = 0.671 × 10^3β + 2.783, R^{1.4}_{λBL =0.4} = 0.354 × 10^3β + 6.765, R^{1.4}_{λBL =1.2} = 0.311 × 10^3β + 7.353, (C1) R^{1.4}_{λBL =2} = 0.255 × 10^3β + 8.232.

with r=0.948, 0.598, 0.517, 0.421 for λ_{BL}=0, 0.4, 1.2, 2.0.

For the H model, we have

R^{1.4}_{λH =0} = 0.671 × 10^3β + 2.783, R^{1.4}_{λH =0.4} = 0.423 × 10^3β + 6.136, R^{1.4}_{λH =1.2} = 0.428 × 10^3β + 6.614, (C2) R^{1.4}_{λH =2} = 0.435 × 10^3β + 7.075.

with r=0.948, 0.698, 0.752, 0.783 for λ_H =0, 0.4, 1.2, 2.0.

The constraint region from the BL model is showed in the Fig. 8. As we have concluded, the pressure anisotropy also affect the extraction of central EOS of NSs. However, compared to the result from PSR J0740+6620, the constraint from PSR J0030+0451 have a bigger uncertainty, which comes from the crust effect in the low mass NS.

[1] J. Lattimer and M. Prakash, Astrophys. J. 550, 426 (2000). [2] F. Özel and P. Freire, Ann. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 54, 401 (2016). [3] M. Oertel, M. Hempel, T. Klahn and S. Typel, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 015007 (2017). [4] J. Lattimer, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Phys. 71, 433 (2021). [5] N. Yunes, M. C. Miller and K. Yagi, Nat. Rev. Phys. 4, 237 (2022). [6] B. P. Abbott et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 161101 (2018). [7] E. Fonseca et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 915, L12 (2021). [8] T. E. Riley et al., Astrophys. J. 887, L21 (2019). [9] M. C. Miller et al., Astrophys. J. 887, L24 (2019). [10] T. Salmi et al., Astrophys. J. 941, 150 (2022). [11] M. C. Miller et al., Astrophys. J. 887, L24 (2019). [12] T. E. Riley et al., Astrophys. J. 887, L21 (2019) [13] R. Abbott et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 896, L44 (2020). [14] R. W. Romani et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 934, L17 (2022). [15] L. Herrera, Phys. Rev. D 101, 104024 (2020) [16] J. B. Hartle, R. F. Sawyer and D. J. Scalapino, Astrophys. J. 199, 471 (1975). [17] R. F. Sawyer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 29, 382 (1972).

[18] T. Takatsuka and R. Tamagaki, Prog. Theoret. Phys. 94, 457(1995). [19] F. Weber et al., Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 59, 94 (2007). [20] V. Canuto and H. Y. Chiu, Phys. Rev. 173, 1210 (1968). [21] S. S. Yazadjiev, Phys. Rev. D 85, 044030 (2012).

[22] J. Frieben and L. Rezzolla, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 427, 3406 (2012). [23] R. Ciolfi, V. Ferrari and L. Gualtieri, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 406, 2540 (2010). [24] A. G. Pili, N. Bucciantini and L. Del Zanna, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 470, 2469 (2017). [25] E. J. Ferrer, V. delalncera, J. P. Keith, I. Portillo and P. L. Springsteen, Phys. Rev. C 82, 065802 (2010).

[26] G. H. Bordbar and M.Karami, Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 1 (2022). [27] M. Bocquet el al., arXiv: General Relativity and Quantum Cosmology (1995). [28] K. Konno, T. Obata and Y. Kojima, arXiv: General Relativity and Quantum Cosmology, 373 (1999).

[29] L. Gualtieri, R. Ciolfi and V. Ferrari, Clas. Quan. Grav. 28, 114014 (2011). [30] A. G. Pili, N. Bucciantini and L. Del Zanna, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 447, 2821 (2015). [31] M. Ruderman, Annu. Rev. Astro. Astrophys. 10, 427(1972). [32] V. Canuto, Annuals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 302, 514 (1977). [33] P. S. Letelier, Phys. Rev. D 22, 807 (1980).

[34] R. Kippenhahn, A. Weigert and A. Weiss, Stellar Structure and Evolution (1990). [35] P. D. Mannheim and D. Kazanas, Astrophys. J. 342, 635 (1989). [36] B. F.Schutz, Sources of Gravitational Radiation, 3–17 (1989). [37] A. W. Barreto and S. Rojas, As. Sp. Sc, 193, 201 (1992).

[38] J. D. Barrow and S. Hervik, Phys. Rev. D 73, 023007 (2006). [39] L. Herrera and N. Santos, Phys. Rep. 286, 53 (1997). [40] J. Kumar and P. Bharti, New Astro. Rev. 95, 101662 (2022). [41] A. Rahmansyah and A. Sulaksono, Phys. Rev. C 104, 065805 (2021). [42] B. Biswas and S. Bose, Phys. Rev. D 99, 104002(2019). [43] D. Deb, B. Mukhopadhyay and F. Weber, Astrophys. J. 922, 149 (2011). [44] H. C. Das and L. L. Lopes, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 525, 3571 (2023). [45] J. D. V. Arbañil, C. V. Flores, C. H. Lenzi and J. M. Z. Pretel, Phys. Rev. D 107, 124016 (2023).

[46] Yuki Fujimoto, Kenji Fukushima, and Koichi Murase, Phys. Rev. D 98, 023019 (2018). [47] Yuki Fujimoto, Kenji Fukushima, and Koichi Murase, J. High Energ. Phys. 2021, 273 (2021) [48] Z.H. Wu and D. H. Wen, Chin. Phys. C 48, 024101 (2024).

[49] Margherita Fasano, Tiziano Abdelsalhin, Andrea Maselli and Valeria Ferrari, Phys. Rev. Lett.

123, 141101 (2019) [50] Z.Y. Zhu, A. Li and T. Liu, Astrophys. J. 943, 163 (2023). [51] K. Yagi and N. Yunes, Science 341, 365 (2013).

[52] W. J. Sun, D. H. Wen and J. Wang, Phys. Rev. D 102, 023039 (2020). [53] J. Richter and B. A. Li, Phys. Rev. C 108, 055803(2023). [54] S. Yang, D. H. Wen, J. Wang, J. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D, 105, 063023 (2022). [55] K. Yagi and N. Yunes, Phys. Rep. 681, 1 (2016). [56] D. D. Ofengeim, Phys. Rev. D 101, 103029(2020).

[57] C. Chirenti, G. H. de Souza and W. Kastaun, Phys. Rev. D 91, 044034 (2015). [58] C. J. Kruger and S. H. Volkel, Phys. Rev. D 108, 124056(2023). [59] T. Q. Zhao and J. M. Lattimer, Phys. Rev. D 106, 123002 (2022). [60] Y. H. Sham, L. M. Lin and P. T. Leung, Astrophys. J. 781, 66 (2014). [61] S. S. Luk and L. M. Lin, Astrophys. J. 861, 141 (2018). [62] K. Yagi and N. Yunes, Phys. Rev. D 91, 123008 (2015). [63] H. C. Das, Phys. Rev. D 106, 103518 (2022).

[64] B. J. Cai, B. A. Li and Z. Zhang, Astrophys. J. 952, 147 (2023). [65] B. J. Cai, B. A. Li and Z. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 108, 103041 (2023). [66] A. Sulaksono and T. Mart, Phys. Rev. C 74, 045806 (2006).

[67] F. J. Fattoyev, C. J. Horowitz, J. Piekarewicz and G. Shen, Phys. Rev. C 82, 055803 (2010). [68] S. Typel and H. Wolter, Nucl. Phys. A 656, 331 (1999). [69] S. Typel, Phys. Rev. C 71, 064301 (2005).

[70] T. Nikŝić, D. Vretenar, P. Finelli, and P. Ring, Phys. Rev. C 66, 024306 (2002). [71] B. We et al., Chin. Phys. C 44, 074107 (2020). [72] P. G. Reinhard, Rep. Prog. Phys. 52, 439 (1989).

[73] M. Bender, K. Rutz, P. G. Reinhard, J. A. Maruhn and W. Greiner, Phys. Rev. C 60, 034304 (1999).

[74] M. M. Sharma, A. R. Farhan and S. Mythili, Phys. Rev. C 61, 054306 (2000). [75] Y. Sugahara and H. Toki, Nucl. Phys. A579, 557 (1994). [76] M. Alford et al., Astrophys. J. 629, 969 (2005).

[77] A. Akmal, V. R. Pandharipande and D. G. Ravenhall, Phys. Rev. C 58, 1804 (1998). [78] L. Engvik el al., Astrophys. J. 469, 794 (1996).

[79] H. Müther, M. Prakash and T. Ainsworth, Phys. Lett. B 199, 469 (1987). [80] R. B. Wiringa, V. Fiks and A. Fabrocini, Phys. Rev. C 38, 1010 (1988).

[81] Z. Y. Zhu, A. Li, J. N. Hu, H. Shen, Phys. Rev. C 99, 025804 (2019). [82] D. D. Doneva and S. S. Yazadjiev, Phys. Rev. D 85, 124023 (2012). [83] H. O. Silva et al., Clas. Quan. Grav., 32, 145008 (2015). [84] M. L. Pattersonsa and A. Sulaksono, Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 698 (2021). [85] R. L. Bowers and E. P. T. Liang, Astrophys. J. 188, 657 (1974). [86] D. Horvat, S. Ilijic and A. Marunovic, Clas. Quan. Grav. 28, 025009 (2010). [87] Gabino Estevez-Delgado and Joaquin Estevez-Delgado, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 673 (2018). [88] A. M. Setiawan and A. Sulaksono, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 755 (2019). [89] P. C. Chu, L. W. Chen, and X. Wang, Phys. Rev. D. 91.023003 (2014). [90] A. Sulaksono, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 24, 1550007 (2015). [91] M. C. Miller et al., Astrophys. J. Lett., 918, L28 (2021).