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Neutron stars (NSs) which could contain exotic degrees of freedom in the core and the self-
bound quark stars (QSs) made purely of absolutely stable deconfined quark matter are still two
main candidates for the compact objects observed in pulsars and gravitational wave (GW) events
in binary star mergers. We perform a Bayesian model-agnostic inference of the properties of NSs
and QSs by combining multi-messenger data of GW170817, GW190425, PSR J0030+0451, PSR
J0740+6620, PSR J1614-2230, PSR J0348+0432 as well as ab initio calculations from perturbative
quantum chromodynamics and chiral effective field theory. We find the NS scenario is strongly
favored against the QS scenario with a Bayes factor of NS over QS BNS

QS = 11.5. In addition,

the peak of the squared sound velocity c2s ∼ 0.5c2 around 3.5 times nuclear saturation density n0

observed in the NS case disappears in the QS case which suggests that the c2s first increases and then
saturates at c2s ∼ 0.5c2 above ∼ 4n0. The sound velocity and trace anomaly are found to approach
the conformal limit in the core of heavy NSs with mass M ≳ 2M⊙, but not in the core of QSs.

Introduction.— Understanding the nature of compact
stars (CSs) observed in pulsars and gravitational wave
(GW) events in binary star mergers is one of fundamental
questions in contemporary nuclear physics, astrophysics
and cosmology. The baryon number density in the core
of CSs can reach several times nuclear saturation density
(n0 = 0.16 fm−3), making the CSs be ideal laborato-
ries to study the properties of dense nuclear matter and
QCD phase diagram at extreme high densities and low
temperatures [1–9], which is unaccessible in terrestrial
labs. Theoretically, it is still a big challenge to deter-
mine the properties of dense nuclear matter at several
times of n0 from ab initio QCD calculations due to the
complicated nonperturbative feature of QCD [10], and
thus the composition inside the CSs is largely unknown.
As discussed in Ref. [2], the CSs could be neutron stars
(NSs) for which besides the conventional neutrons and
protons, some exotic degrees of freedom such as hyper-
ons, meson condensates and even quark matter may ap-
pear in the core. A popular alternative for CSs is the
self-bound quark stars (QSs) made purely of absolutely
stable deconfined quark matter (QM) composed of u, d
and s [11–14] or u and d [15–17] quarks with some lep-
tons. The CSs could be even self-bound strangeon stars
in a solid state comprised of strangeons (quark-clusters
with three-light-flavor symmetry) [18, 19].

Thanks to the fast development in astrophysical obser-
vation facilities, significant progress has been made in the
last decades for the measurement of CSs. For example,
the mass of several heavy pulsars with mass M ∼ 2M⊙
was measured precisely by Shapiro delay [20]. The mass
and radius of PSR J0030+0451 with M ∼ 1.4M⊙ and
PSR J0740+6620 with M ∼ 2M⊙ were determined si-
multaneously by NICER via pulse-profile modeling [21–
24]. Especially, in recent years, two gravitational wave
(GW) events GW170817 [25, 26] and GW190425 [27]

from binary star mergers were reported by the LIGO
Scientific and Virgo Collaborations (LVC), which inau-
gurates a new era of multimessenger astronomy.

Theoretically, ab initio calculations of dense mat-
ter have also made significant progress in recent years.
At the low density limit, chiral effective field the-
ory (ChEFT) [28, 29], which is the low-energy realiza-
tion of QCD, provides a satisfactory constraint on the
equation of state (EOS) of the NS matter up to densi-
ties n ≈ 1 ∼ 2n0 with controllable uncertainties [30, 31].
At asymptotically high densities with baryon chemical
potential of multi GeV, perturbative QCD (pQCD) com-
putations become feasible [32] and provide potential con-
straints on the EOS of dense matter at intermediate den-
sities inside CSs by combining the results at low densi-
ties [33–36]. Based on these state-of-the-art ab initio cal-
culations together with the multi-messenger data, it is
extremely interesting to perform a comparative study on
NSs and QSs, which may provide valuable information
on the nature of CSs and the properties of dense matter.

We perform here a Bayesian model-agnostic inference
of the properties of NSs and QSs by combining the
data on the mass of heavy pulsars with M ∼ 2M⊙
determined by Shapiro delay, the mass and radius of
PSR J0030+0451 and PSR J0740+6620 from NICER,
the tidal deformabilities of CSs from GW170817 and
GW190425 together with ab initio calculations from
pQCD and ChEFT. We find the current multi-messenger
data and constraints from pQCD and ChEFT strongly fa-
vor the NS scenario against the QS scenario. In addition,
our analyses on the sound velocity and trace anomaly
suggest that the conformal limit is violated inside QSs,
but reached in the core of heavy NSs with M ≳ 2M⊙.

Model-agnostic EOS— To construct model-agnostic
EOSs for NS matter, we adopt the EOS derived from
ChEFT at low densities and extrapolate it to high den-
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sity to match the pQCD constraints by speed of sound ex-
tension approach [37]. In particular, following Ref. [34],
in the density region of n ∈ [0.58n0, 1.1n0], we choose
“Soft”, “Intermediate” and “Stiff” EOSs of Ref. [30], and
match them to BPS EOS [38] below 0.58n0. The speed of
sound extension [37] is then utilized to obtain EOS of NS
matter from 1.1n0 to 12n0, in which we uniformly sample
a sequence of stitching points {(ni, c

2
s,i)}Ni=1 (nj > nk for

j > k). These matching points are then connected using
piecewise-linear function to obtain c2s (n) as

c2s (n) =
(ni+1 − n) c2s,i + (n− ni) c

2
s,i+1

ni+1 − ni
, (1)

and the EOS of NS matter from 1.1n0 to 12n0 can then be
obtained using the fundamental thermodynamic relation
(see, e.g., Ref. [36])

µ(n) = µ1 exp

[∫ n

n1

dn′ c
2
s (n

′)

n′

]
, (2)

ε(n) = ε1 +

∫ n

n1

dn′µ (n′) , (3)

p(n) = −ε(n) + µ(n)n. (4)

We set n1 = 1.1n0 and nN = 12n0, and c2s,1 (also the
corresponding chemical potential µ1 and energy density
ε1) is fixed at the corresponding value from ChEFT, ni

(i = 2, · · · , N − 1) and c2s,i (i = 2, · · · , N) is uniformly
sampled in [1.1n0, 12n0] and [0, 1] respectively. In the
following we use N = 6 and we note that the results just
change slightly when N vary from 5 to 10. The nested
sampler pymultinest [39] (which is installed in bilby [40])
is then used to sample over parameter {(ni, c

2
s,i)}Ni=1 and

generate posterior distribution.

For QS matter (also for strangeon matter), its EOS is
unknown even at low densities, and so we only consider
its basic self-bound property with minimum assumption
that the pressure becomes to zero at finite baryon number
density n1 corresponding to the QS surface. Assuming
n1 > n0 and nN = 12n0, we uniformly sample ni (i = 1,
· · · , N − 1) (nj > nk for j > k) and c2s,i (i = 1, · · · , N)
in [n0, 12n0] and [0, 1], respectively. At the same time,
we also uniformly sample the chemical potential µ1 at n1

in [µ1,min, 930] MeV with µ1,min = 500 MeV, considering
the fact that µ1 should be less than the binding energy
per baryon of the observed stable nuclei (i.e., 930 MeV)
to satisfy the absolutely stable condition [11–14]. The
energy density at n1 can then be obtained as ε1 = µ1n1.
The full EOS of QS matter can be then obtained similarly
as in the case of NS.

Bayesian analysis— We use Bayesian hierarchical
model to combine constraints from multiple observations
with uncertaintes and then make parameter estimate.
According to Bayes’ theorem, as discussed in Ref [41, 42],

for the given data set d⃗ and hypothesis H, the posterior

distribution of EOS parameters θ can be written as

p(θ|d⃗,H) =

∏
i L(di|θ,H)π(θ|H)

ZH(d⃗)
, (5)

where i runs over individual constraints and each con-
straint is independent of each other, π(θ|H) is the hyper-
prior distribution for θ and here is chosen as uniform
distribution, L(di|θ,H) is the likelihood of the EOS pa-
rameters under the assumption of H for data di, and
the ZH(d⃗) ≡

∫ ∏
i L(di|θ,H)π(θ|H)dθ is a normalization

factor called evidence which quantifies how much the hy-
pothesis is preferred by the data. Based on the data set
d⃗, the Bayes factor BNS

QS for CSs as NSs against QSs can
be obtained as [43]

BNS
QS = ZNS(d⃗)/ZQS(d⃗). (6)

In the present Bayesian analyses, we combine the
Shapiro delay mass measurements of heavy CSs, the
NICER mass-radius of PSR J0030+0451 and PSR
J0740+6620 analyzed by Miller et al. [21, 22] (Similar
to Ref. [44]), the tidal information of GW170817 [25, 26]
and GW190425 [27] together with the pQCD constraints
at ultra high densities [32, 36, 45, 46] (and ChEFT results

for NSs) as our default data set d⃗def.
For the mass measurements, the prior distribution

of CS mass for a given EOS parameter θ can be

written as [47, 48] π(m|θ) =
1[Mlow,MTOV(θ)]

MTOV(θ)−Mlow
, where

Mlow = 0.1M⊙ is the assumed lower bound of the
mass of CSs and MTOV(θ) is the maximum mass of
static CSs determined by the EOS. For a given mass
measurement data dM , the likelihood is L(dM |θ) =∫
dmL(dM |m)π(m|θ). We consider here the precise

Shapiro delay mass measurement of PSR J1614-2230 [49–
51], PSR J0348+0432 [52], PSR J0740+6620 [20] and
use Gaussian function N (1.908, 0.0162), N (2.01, 0.042),
N (2.08, 0.072) to approximate these mass measurements
L(dM |m), respectively.
Similarly, for the NICER mass-radius mea-

surement data dR of PSR J0030+0451 or PSR
J0740+6620, the likelihood can be written as
L(dR|θ) =

∫
dmL[dR|m,R(m, θ)]π(m|θ) and we

use Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) to approximate
the posterior mass-radius distribution [53, 54]. To avoid
double counting, for PSR J0740+6620 [20], we do not
use its Shapiro delay mass data if we include its NICER
mass-radius data. For PSR J0437-4715, we use 2D
Gaussian distribution N ([13.6, 1.44]⊤,diag(0.852, 0.072))
to approximate its mass-radius joint distribution.
For the measurements of GW events, the likelihood can

be written as L(dGW|θ) =
∫
dωL(dGW|ω)π(ω|θ) [55],

where ω = {Mc, q,Λ1,Λ2} and L(dGW|ω) is the
nuisance-marginalized likelihood [41] which has
marginalized over extrinsic parameters of the source.
With the convention m1 ≥ m2, the tidal parameter Λi
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of each compact object could be uniquely determined by
the chirp mass Mc, mass ratio q, and EOS parameter θ,
i.e. Λi(Mc, q, θ).

Based on thermodynamic stability and causality, the
results from pQCD can be utilized to constrain the
EOS at intermediate density region by fully taking
advantage of thermodynamic potentials [45]. At a
high chemcial potential µH = 2.6 GeV (i.e. n ≈
40n0), the uncertainties of thermodynamics quantity
could be parameterized by a dimensionless parame-
ter X and could be expressed by a set β⃗pQCD(X) =
{ppQCD (µH , X) , npQCD (µH , X) , µH}. By integrating
the uncertainties, one can obtain the corresponding likeli-
hood L(pQCD|θ) =

∫
dβ⃗HP (β⃗H)1[∆pmin,∆pmax](∆p) [36],

with ∆p = ppQCD − pL and pL is the pressure of the
last point (i.e., nN = 12n0 here) of interpolated EOS. It
should be noted that the pL value depends on the EOS
at the low density n1 as well as the sequence of stitching
points {(ni, c

2
s,i)}Ni=1 in the speed of sound extension.

Results and discussions— Using the default data set
d⃗def, we perform Bayesian model-agnostic inference of
the properties of NSs and QSs. Firstly, for MTOV,
our present analyses indicate that it is MTOV,NS =
2.17+0.26

−0.15M⊙ for NSs and MTOV,QS = 2.49+0.47
−0.35M⊙ for

QSs in 90% credible interval (CI), indicating the QSs
would have a significantly larger MTOV than the NSs.
The MTOV,NS = 2.17+0.26

−0.15M⊙ is in nice agreement with

the value of 2.18+0.27
−0.13M⊙ estimated recently by taking

advantage of the various structures sampling by a single-
layer feed-forward neural network model embedded in
the Bayesian nonparametric inference [56], implying our
present result is independent of the detailed realization
of the model-agnostic EOSs.

Secondly, for the radius R1.4 of CSs with canonical
mass of 1.4M⊙, its value is estimated to be R1.4, NS =
12.44+0.74

−0.71 km for NSs and R1.4, QS = 11.41+0.64
−0.61 km

for QSs in 90% CI, suggesting NSs have a larger R1.4

than QSs. R1.4, NS = 12.44+0.74
−0.71 km well agrees with

R1.4 = 12.42+0.52
−0.99 km (95% CI) reported in Ref. [57]

where an ensemble of EOSs is generated in advance and
weight each EOS according to the likelihood. Our result
on R1.4, NS is also consistent with R1.4 = 11.98+0.35

−0.40 (90%
CI) [58] obtained recently by combining all the EOS-
sensitive observations, including data of the kilonovae
and the GRB afterglow. In addition, though different
methods are adopted to construct EOS, our result on
R1.4, NS is in agreement with previous work [44, 59–66]
within the uncertainty. For the case of QSs, our result
also agrees with R1.4 = 11.50+0.52

−0.55 km obtained by Miao
et al. [67] within the MIT bag model.

Thirdly, the tidal deformability Λ1.4 of a 1.4M⊙ CS
is estimated to be Λ1.4,NS = 504+223

−174 for NSs and

Λ1.4,QS = 642+260
−204 for QSs in 90% CI, and thus QSs would

have a significantly larger Λ1.4 than NSs. The obtained
Λ1.4,NS nicely agrees with the result 507+234

−242 in Ref. [60]

where the Gaussian processes are applied to construct
the model-independent EOSs. Our result on Λ1.4,QS is
also consistent with Λ1.4 = 650+230

−190 obtained in Ref. [67]
within the MIT bag model.
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FIG. 1. Posterior distribution of radius of NSs and QSs
at different masses (90% CI). The NICER mass-radius poste-
rior distributions (90% CI) of PSR J0030+0451 [21] and PSR
J0740+6620 [22] are also shown for comparison.

The above discussions indicate that the NS and QS
scenarios lead to different predictions of MTOV, R1.4 and
Λ1.4 for CSs. To assess the preference of the NS and
QS hypotheses in the description of the current multi-
messenger data under the constraints from pQCD and
ChEFT, we evaluate the Bayes factor of NS over QS
and find BNS

QS = 11.5. This value of BNS
QS means that

the NS hypothesis for CSs is strongly preferred against
the QS hypothesis according to the interpretation of
Bayes factor, i.e., the BH1

H0
∈ [10, 30] indicates strong

evidence for hypothesis H1 [68]. To see the main rea-
son leading to the large value of BNS

QS = 11.5, we cal-

culate the BNS
QS by removing individually the data from

the default data set d⃗def, and we find the value of BNS
QS

changes to 16.1, 5.1, 10.6, 12.4 and 1.3 by removing
the data/constraints of pQCD, GW170817, GW190425,
PSR J0740+6620 and PSR J0030+0451, respectively.
The large value of BNS

QS = 11.5 is thus mainly due to
the constraint from PSR J0030+0451, and next from
GW170817. To see more clearly the influence of PSR
J0030+0451, we show in Fig. 1 the 90% CI of radius at
different masses for NSs and QSs. It is seen that the
NS hypothesis can indeed describe the NICER measure-
ments of PSR J0030+0451 much better than the QS hy-
pothesis as the latter just marginally overlaps with the
NICER mass-radius of PSR J0030+0451 where the prob-
ability density is relatively low. Therefore, our results
suggest that the multi-messenger data prefer CSs as NSs
over QSs, implying the conjecture of QM (as well as the
strangeon matter) as the true ground state of QCD mat-
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ter [11–14] is disfavored. This may provide a natural
explanation on the fact that there is so far no definite ev-
idence for the existence of strangelet-like exotic objects
after decades experimental and observational searching
(See, e.g., Refs. [69, 70]).

0 .00 .20 .40 .60 .8(c1 /3a)1 0-11 001 011 02 NS ma tte r (6 8 %  CI) NS ma tte r (Me d ia n  va lu e ) QS ma tte r (6 8 %  CI) QS ma tte r (Me d ia n  va lu e )b) (M eV/fm01234567891 0-0 .2-0 .10 .00 .10 .20 .3c)/n
FIG. 2. Posterior distributions (68% CI) and the correspond-
ing median values for squared speed of sound c2s (a), pressure
p (b) and trace anomaly ∆ (c) of NS matter and QS matter
as functions of baryon number density.

The sound velocity cs is an important quantity to fea-
ture the EOS of density matter. Shown in Fig. 2(a) is
the 68% CI of c2s as a function of baryon density for NS
matter and QS matter. One sees the squared speed of
sound c2s,NS for NS matter first increases with baryon

density and reaches a peak value of c2s,NS,max ∼ 0.5c2

(c is the speed of light in vacuum) around n ≈ 3.5n0

(i.e., npk,NS = 0.55+0.19
−0.14 fm−3), then decreases and ap-

proaches the conformal limit c2/3 above n ≈ 4.5n0. This
peak structure may be related to the quarkyonic mat-
ter [71] or the high density behavior of the symmetry
energy [72]. It is interesting to mention that according
to percolation theory, the critical density that nucleons
begin overlap with each other is estimated to be 0.57+0.12

−0.09

fm −3 [73], very close to the npk,NS. We have checked that
the peak structure will disappear if the pQCD constraint
is removed from d⃗def. Furthermore, if the constraints

of heavy CSs with M ≈ 2M⊙ are excluded from d⃗def,
the c2s,NS will increase monotonously until 12n0. There-
fore, the constraints from pQCD and heavy CSs with
M ≈ 2M⊙ are necessary conditions for the sound veloc-
ity peak structure in NS matter.

In contrast to c2s,NS, it is interesting to see from

Fig. 2(a) that the squared speed of sound c2s,QS for QS
matter first increases with baryon density and then es-
sentially saturates at about 0.5c2 above n ∼ 4n0. There-
fore, the peak structure is not present in c2s,QS although
the constraints of pQCD and heavy CSs with M ≈ 2M⊙
are both considered. This feature clearly shows that the
pQCD limits on the EOS and c2s of dense matter at inter-
mediate densities inside CSs significantly depends on the
input EOS at low densities. Indeed, the low density EOS
is very different for NS and QS matters, as illustrated
in Fig. 2(b) where the 68% CI of pressure as a function
of baryon density is dislayed for NS and QS matters.
One sees from Fig. 2(b) that the pressure of NS mat-
ter is well constrained by BPS EOS and ChEFT below
1.1n0 but the pressure of QS matter around n0 rapidly
drops to zero due to absolutely stable condition although
with large uncertainties. Quantitatively, the energy per
baryon µ1 and the number density n1 at zero pressure
point of QS matter are estimated to be [654, 812] MeV
and [0.24, 0.35] fm−3 (68% CI), respectively.

Very recently, the trace anomaly normalized by the en-
ergy density, i.e., ∆ = 1/3 − p/ϵ, is proposed as a new
measure of conformality [74]. Shown in Fig. 2(c) is the
68% CI of the (normalized) trace anomaly ∆ as a function
of baryon density for NS and QS matters. One sees the
∆ for NS matter first decreases with baryon density and
then essentially approaches the conformal limit ∆ = 0
above n ≈ 4.5n0. On the other hand, for QS matter, the
∆ decreases monotonously and becomes negative above
n ≈ 5n0. As pointed out in Ref. [74], the sound velocity
can be decomposed into the derivative and the nonderiva-
tive terms in terms of ∆, i.e., c2s/c

2 = 1/3−∆− ϵd∆/dϵ,
and the sound velocity peak observed in NS matter can
be attributed to the derivative term from ∆. In addi-
tion, our results indicate while the NS matter seems to
obey the conjecture [74] that the matter part of the trace
anomaly is positive definite, the QS matter violates it.

Furthermore, we note that the central density in 2M⊙
and maximum mass (M = 2.17+0.26

−0.15M⊙) NS are esti-

mated to be nc,NS,2M⊙ = 0.56+0.14
−0.10 fm

−3 and nc,NS,max =

0.90+0.11
−0.12 fm −3, respectively. The corresponding values

for QS are nc,QS,2M⊙ = 0.54+0.11
−0.09 fm −3 and nc,QS,max =

0.97+0.16
−0.14 fm −3, respectively. These results imply that

the conformal symmetry may be restored in the core of
heavy NSs with M ≳ 2M⊙, consistent with the conclu-
sion obtained recently from other groups [73–75].

Conclusion.— Based on Bayesian model-agnostic in-
ference of the properties of NSs and QSs by combin-
ing the multi-messenger data and ab initio calculations
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from pQCD and ChEFT, we find that the NS scenario is
strongly favored against the QS scenario for the CSs, and
the NS and QS matters display rather different density
behaviors of sound velocity and trace anomaly. Our find-
ing sheds light on the nature of CSs observed in pulsars
and gravitational wave events in binary star mergers and
provides valuable information on the properties of dense
matter inside CSs.
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