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Information on the phase structure of strongly interacting matter at high baryon densities can be
gained from observations of neutron stars and their detailed analysis. In the present work Bayesian
inference methods are used to set constraints on the speed of sound in the interior of neutron stars,
based on recent multi-messenger data in combination with limiting conditions from nuclear physics
at low densities. Two general parametric representations are introduced for the sound speed cs
in order to examine the independence with respect to choices for the parametrisation of Priors.
Credible regions for neutron star properties are analysed, in particular with reference to the quest
for possible phase transitions in cold dense matter. The evaluation of Bayes factors implies extreme
evidence for a violation of the conformal bound, c2s ≤ 1/3, inside neutron stars. Given the presently
existing data base, it can be concluded that the occurrence of a first-order phase transition in the
core of even a two-solar-mass neutron star is unlikely, while a continuous crossover cannot be ruled
out. At the same time it is pointed out that the discovery of a superheavy neutron star with a mass
M ∼ 2.3− 2.4M� would strengthen evidence for a phase change in the deep interior of the star.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutron stars are among the most extreme objects in
the universe. The densities inside their cores far exceed
those reachable in terrestrial experiments, so that they
provide a unique window into the physics of strongly in-
teracting matter under extreme conditions [1, 2].

For a long time the composition of neutron star in-
teriors has been subject to speculation. The situation
changed drastically when, via pulsar timing of (general
relativistic) Shapiro delays, several heavy neutron stars
with masses M ∼ 2M� were discovered [3–8]. These ob-
servations set severe constraints on the equation of state
(EoS) in the neutron star interior, since the pressure in-
side must be sufficiently high to stabilise such heavy ob-
jects against gravitational collapse. Further important
information came from the gravitational wave signals of
binary neutron star mergers observed by the LIGO and
Virgo Collaborations [9, 10], with resulting constraints
on their tidal deformabilities. Moreover, the NICER tele-
scope on board the International Space Station measured
the first pulse profiles of hot spots on the surfaces of
rapidly rotating pulsars. From those, the combined mass
and radius of the corresponding two neutron stars could
be inferred [11–14]. Many more multi-messenger data
samples are expected to become available in the future.

In principle the physics of dense matter in the core of
neutron stars is governed by Quantum Chromodynamics
(QCD). At asymptotically high baryon densities far be-
yond those encountered in neutron stars, with Fermi mo-
menta in the multi GeV range, weakly interacting quarks
and gluons are the relevant active degrees of freedom, and
perturbative QCD computations become feasible [15–17].
The opposite, low-density limit is accessible by Chiral
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Effective Field Theory (ChEFT) as the low-energy re-
alisation of QCD. ChEFT provides a systematic frame-
work with controllable uncertainties for dealing with nu-
clear many-body systems [18, 19]. This approach gives
satisfactory descriptions of nuclear and neutron matter
[20] in a range of validity up to densities n . 2n0, with
n0 ' 0.16 fm−3 the equilibrium density of nuclear matter.

Between these extremes, the nature and location of
the transition from cold dense nuclear or neutron mat-
ter to quark and gluon degrees of freedom is still largely
unknown. The ab-initio method of numerically solv-
ing QCD on a lattice has been successful in analysing
the phase structure at high temperatures and vanish-
ing baryon chemical potential [21, 22]. But at non-zero
baryon densities this approach is severely hindered by
the sign problem of the fermionic determinant [23]. Con-
sequently, calculations extending from n ∼ 2n0 to high
densities are mostly based on models. Various hypotheses
have been discussed in the literature, ranging from a first-
order (chiral) phase transition to a continuous hadron-
quark crossover [15, 18, 24–28]. Examples are Nambu -
Jona-Lasinio type models which, when treated in mean-
field approximation, commonly suggest the existence of
a first-order chiral phase transition well within the range
of densities encountered in neutron stars. Fluctuations
beyond mean-field, on the other hand, tend to convert
such a transition into a crossover shifted to much higher
baryon densities [29]. The idea of a smooth hadron-quark
crossover at high density and zero temperature has in-
deed gained much significance in recent years [2, 30–33].

All possible scenarios for phase transitions or
crossovers in dense matter would leave their characteris-
tic signatures in the speed of sound, cs(n), as a function
of baryon density n. For example, a first-order phase
transition would indicate itself by cs rapidly dropping
to zero. A crossover would show up less dramatically,
but still visibly in terms of a more or less pronounced
change of slope in cs(n). These are the distinctive fea-
tures that motivate our investigation of constraints on the

ar
X

iv
:2

20
8.

03
02

6v
2 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  3

1 
O

ct
 2

02
2

mailto:len.brandes@tum.de
mailto:weise@tum.de
mailto:nkaiser@tum.de


2

behaviour of the sound speed in neutrons stars, based on
the presently available observational data.

In this work we translate the recently collected ex-
terior neutron star observables, together with state-of-
the-art ChEFT results [34, 35], into restrictions for in-
terior neutron star properties using Bayesian inference,
an approach which has been used extensively in the lit-
erature [36–54]. There are notable differences between
these analyses. Here, we largely follow the procedure
outlined in Refs. [55, 56]. Alternative approaches use
neural networks for the inference procedure [57–63] or
remove equations-of-state that do not reproduce neutron
star properties within the credible intervals of the astro-
physical observables [64–68].

In our analysis we pay particular attention to the speed
of sound inside neutron stars. It is modelled using two
general representations that were introduced in previous
studies, namely a Gaussian parametrisation [36, 69] and
a parametrisation based on segment-wise linear interpo-
lations [64, 65]. A comparison of inference results with
these two forms as input gives an impression of the model
dependence caused by possible biases in the choices of
parametrisations. In contrast to previous works we sug-
gest a new implementation of the ChEFT constraint as a
Likelihood instead of employing it a priori. This has the
advantage of dealing with the low-density constraint in
a way consistent with the treatment of the astrophysical
data.

From the inferred behaviour of the sound speed and
a detailed assessment in terms of Bayes factors we de-
duce implications regarding the likelihood of phase tran-
sitions inside neutron stars. Such an extensive investiga-
tion of Bayes factors has not been performed in previous
work. Part of this discussion also concerns the possible
range of validity for a description of neutron star mat-
ter in terms of conventional baryonic degrees of freedom.
Recent studies have examined the potential impact of
asymptotic pQCD on neutron star properties [53, 68, 70].
In this context we investigate the role of different asymp-
totic behaviours, particularly with regard to phase tran-
sitions.

This paper is organised as follows: In Section II, fol-
lowing a quick introduction of the TOV equations, the
EoS and the speed of sound, we give a brief survey of
possible phases at high densities and introduce the two
parametrisations to model the speed of sound inside neu-
tron stars. In Section III the statistical procedure is ex-
plained, which we use to infer constraints for neutron
star properties based on current empirical data and the-
oretical low-density conditions. The results for the sound
speed and related properties are presented and discussed
in Section IV. Based on these findings, implications for
the phase structure inside neutron stars are examined. A
summary and conclusions follow in Section V.

II. SPEED OF SOUND IN NEUTRON STARS

A. TOV equations and EoS

A description of neutron star matter as a general rel-
ativistic ideal fluid with spherical symmetry leads to a
coupled system of differential equations, the Tolman-
Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equations:

∂P (r)

∂r
=− GN

r2
[ε(r) + P (r)]

[
m(r) + 4πr3P (r)

]
×
(

1− 2GN m(r)

r

)−1

, (1)

∂m(r)

∂r
= 4πr2ε(r) , (2)

where GN is the gravitational constant. Given an equa-
tion of state (EoS) P (ε), i.e. pressure as a function of
energy density ε, this system can be solved with the
boundary condition m(r = 0) = 0 and a central pres-
sure P (r = 0) = Pc. The mass of the star is given as

M = m(R) = 4π
∫ R

0
dr r2ε(r), while the star radius R is

determined as the point at which the pressure vanishes,
P (R) = 0. The TOV equations describe non-rotating
neutron stars. The effect of the rotation on R is ex-
pected to become only relevant for very high pulsar spin
frequencies [71, 72].

Matter in the interior of a neutron star can be de-
scribed in terms of the squared speed of sound,

c2s(ε) =
∂P (ε)

∂ε
≥ 0 , (3)

from which the EoS is determined as

P (ε) =

∫ ε

0

dε′ c2s(ε
′) . (4)

Causality demands that the speed of sound must always
remain smaller than or equal to the speed of light (c =1
in our units), i.e. cs ≤ 1. In addition, thermodynamic
stability of the star dictates that the derivative ∂P/∂ε is
non-negative. At extremely high densities perturbative
QCD calculations become feasible in terms of quark and
gluon degrees of freedom. They suggest that at densities
n ∼ 50n0 the squared speed of sound approaches the
conformal bound,

c2s → 1/3 , (5)

from below [73]. This limit can be derived from naive
dimensional analysis and asymptotic freedom [74]. In
fact it is expected that this bound holds in all confor-
mal theories, i.e. field theories in which the trace of the
energy-momentum tensor vanishes [69, 75]. However, re-
cent analyses based on astrophysical observables suggest
that this conformal bound can be violated inside neutron
stars [40, 41, 53, 66, 76, 77]. Squared sound velocities
with c2s > 1/3 were also found in recent Nc = 2 lattice
QCD computations [78]. A possible mechanism for the



3

violation of this bound, based on the trace anomaly in
strongly coupled matter, is discussed in Ref. [79]. In that
context it is interesting that Hard Dense Loop resum-
mation methods (going beyond basic perturbative QCD)
indicate that the conformal limit may be approached
asymptotically from above, with c2s > 1/3 [80]. In a later
section we shall examine whether this changed asymp-
totic behaviour has an impact on the sound speed at
neutron star core densities.

For neutron stars in binary systems the gravitational
field of the companion induces a quadrupole moment in
the star, which can be modelled by a linearised metric
perturbation [81, 82]. The resulting two coupled differ-
ential equations are solved simultaneously with the TOV
equations [83]. From the numerical solution the dimen-
sionless tidal deformability Λ can be inferred. When the
TOV equations and the equations for the tidal deforma-
bility are solved together for a variety of central pressures,
Pc, the mass-radius relation and the tidal deformabilities
(Mi, Ri,Λi) are obtained for each given EoS, or equiva-
lently, for given c2s(ε).

B. Phases of strongly interacting matter

At high temperatures and small baryon chemical po-
tentials the phase structure of the strong interaction is
well understood from lattice QCD [21, 22] and from high-
energy heavy ion collisions [84, 85]. At vanishing baryon
chemical potential a continuous crossover proceeds from
the hadronic to the quark-gluon phase around a pseudo-
critical temperature of about 155 MeV. This behaviour is
reflected in the speed of sound which grows rapidly with
increasing temperature in the hadronic phase and then
decreases along the crossover transition. At asymptoti-
cally high temperatures cs increases again to reach the
asymptotic value of the conformal limit from below [86].

At low baryon densities it is quite well established
that the thermodynamics of (isospin symmetric) nuclear
matter features a first-order liquid-gas phase transition,
with a critical point located empirically [87] at a tem-
perature Tcrit ' 18 MeV and density ncrit ' n0/3.
When viewed in a (T, µ) phase diagram, the first-order
liquid-gas transition line starting at the critical point
reaches the T = 0 axis at a baryon chemical potential
µ = mN−B ' 923 MeV corresponding to the binding en-
ergy per particle B ' 16 MeV of symmetric nuclear mat-
ter. With an empirical symmetry energy S ' 32 MeV,
this phase transition is absent in pure neutron matter.

At asymptotically high densities, n & 50n0, quark and
gluon degrees of freedom take over in a colour supercon-
ducting phase [15, 16, 88, 89]. Still unknown remains
the detailed nature and density range of the transition
from nuclear to quark matter. Many models have been
designed, with a variety of hypotheses predicting differ-
ent active degrees of freedom in this intermediate region.
With their core densities of up to n ∼ 6n0 [41] and
low temperatures, neutron stars are the objects of choice

to gain information about this speculative region of the
phase diagram.

As mentioned in the introduction, studies based on
Nambu - Jona-Lasinio type models in mean-field approx-
imation have commonly found a first-order chiral phase
transition at quite moderate baryon densities for T = 0
[24]. A first-order phase transition would manifest it-
self in the speed of sound rapidly decreasing to zero.
It could lead to mass-radius relations with a discon-
nected third-family branch of compact stars containing
exotic matter [90]. On the other hand, investigations us-
ing non-perturbative Functional Renormalization Group
techniques [29, 91, 92] found that fluctuations beyond
mean-field tend to convert the first-order chiral transition
into a crossover shifted to much higher baryon densities,
even beyond those realised in neutron star cores. In any
case, to support the observed heavy neutron stars with
masses M ∼ 2M�, a transition to quark matter in neu-
tron stars at relatively low densities is possible only if the
quark EoS is extremely stiff, or otherwise the transition
has to take place at high densities leading to small quark
cores [28, 93].

Models proposing a continuous crossover from
hadronic to quark matter are often referred to under
the key word quark-hadron continuity. Such models de-
scribe the low-density part of the EoS in agreement with
ChEFT calculations but still provide the necessary stiff-
ness to support heavy neutron stars, usually by intro-
ducing strongly repulsive correlations in the quark sec-
tor [2, 30–33]. A continuous crossover may be visible
as a maximum in the speed of sound as a function of
density and might be realized through an intermediate
phase of quarkyonic matter [25, 26], a combined phase of
quarks and nucleons derived from large Nc considerations
[15, 94].

At sufficiently high densities in neutron stars, the for-
mation of hyperons through electroweak processes may
become energetically favourable. It was frequently ar-
gued, however, that the additional degrees of freedom
introduced via the hyperons lead to a softening of the
equation of state such that heavy neutron stars with
M ∼ 2M� cannot be supported against gravitational
collapse [27, 95]. Introducing repulsive hyperon-nuclear
three-body forces is a possible way to inhibit the appear-
ance of hyperons in neutron stars altogether [96, 97]. An
alternative picture [98] couples baryons (including hyper-
ons) to a density-dependent non-linear scalar field that
effectively represents repulsive many-body correlations,
such that the required stiffness of the EoS can be main-
tained even in the presence of hyperons in the neutron
star core. A characteristic feature of this model is a
sharply dropping speed of sound at the onset density for
the appearance of hyperons.
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C. Parametrisations

A variety of parametrisations has been introduced to
represent the equation of state in neutron stars, among
the most prominent ones are piecewise polytropes [99]
or spectral representations [100]. As discussed in the
previous Section, various theories predict different phase
structures at high densities including phase transitions
or crossovers, which are reflected in the behaviour of the
speed of sound [67]. In the present analysis we employ
two different parametrisations for c2s(ε) inside neutron
stars: a skewed Gaussian function and piecewise seg-
mented linear interpolations. We prefer not to choose
parametrisations of P (ε) such as piecewise polytropes.
The reason is that such representations can cause un-
physical discontinuous effects in the speed of sound. In
contrast, the parametrisations employed here are contin-
uous in c2s(ε). They dependent on sets θ of either six or
eight parameters. A comparative study using these two
different forms will give an impression of possible system-
atic uncertainties induced by the choice of parametrisa-
tion. At very low densities, n ≤ 0.5n0, the speed of
sound is matched to the neutron star crust modelled
by the time-honoured Baym-Pethick-Sutherland (BPS)
parametrisation [101]. The effect of the neutron star
crust on observables studied in this work is expected to
be small.

1. Gaussian

Based on Refs. [36, 69] we represent the squared speed
of sound of neutron star matter at zero temperature as
a function of energy density by a skewed Gaussian. A
logistic function is added such that the parametrisation
reaches the conformal limit c2s → 1/3 at asymptotically
high energy densities. With x = ε/(mNn0) where mN

is the free nucleon mass, the squared speed of sound is
written as:

c2s(x, θ)=a1exp

[
−1

2

(x− a2)2

a2
3

](
1 + erf

[
a6√

2

x− a2

a3

])
+

1/3− a7

1 + exp [−a5(x− a4)]
+ a7 , (6)

with erf(z) = 2√
π

∫ z
0
dt e−t

2

the conventional error func-

tion. The parameter a7 is determined such that the tran-
sition to the neutron star crust is continuous. Hence,
six free parameters θ = (a1, . . . , a6) remain. When
c2s(x, θ) becomes negative, violating thermodynamic sta-
bility of the star, we set c2s = 0. In this way the
Gaussian parametrisation can describe arbitrarily strong
phase transitions. The combination of the Gaussian and
logistic function can also account for variable crossovers.
As argued in Section II B, a local maximum in the speed
of sound can indicate a transition from baryonic to quark
dynamics [2, 32, 74] or the onset of hyperonic degrees of
freedom [98].

2. Segments

The Gaussian parametrisation assumes a specific func-
tional form of the sound speed inside neutron stars.
At the present stage the empirical data base is still
limited, so that inference procedures can depend sen-
sitively on Prior choices including the functional form
of the parametrisation [37, 44]. For an alternative test,
results of broader generality can be produced using a
more universal parametrisation of the speed of sound
based on segment-wise linear interpolations, similar to
Refs. [64, 65]. The parameters of the model are N points
θ = (c2s,i, εi). The squared speed of sound c2s(ε, θ) is mod-
elled as a linear interpolation between these N points, i.e.
for ε ∈ [εi, εi+1] with i = 0, . . . , N :

c2s(ε, θ) =
(εi+1 − ε)c2s,i + (ε− εi)c2s,i+1

εi+1 − εi
. (7)

Here we choose N = 5. The i = 0 point is the transi-
tion point to the neutron star crust and the last point is
chosen such that the conformal limit is reached at very
high energy densities (c2s,5, ε5) = (1/3, 10 GeV fm−3). We
have checked that the results do not depend on the spe-
cific choice of ε5 as long as its value is large enough.
The asymptotic end point at ε5 = 10 GeV fm−3 corre-
sponds to a baryon chemical potential of µ ∼ 2.4 GeV in
the pQCD results from Ref. [17]. Ref. [66] uses a similar
parametrisation based on piecewise segments. There it
is found that five segments are sufficient to avoid numer-
ical artefacts, namely that for a larger number of seg-
ments the results do not change significantly any more.
An equivalent or smaller number of segments is used
to interpolate over the full range between ChEFT and
pQCD constraints in Refs. [64, 65]. The parametrisation
in terms of segments can also incorporate a variety of
phase transitions or crossovers. In contrast to the Gaus-
sian parametrisation it can also accommodate possible
steep rises as well as plateaus in the speed of sound.

III. BAYESIAN INFERENCE

A. Basics

Making use of a set of neutron star observables, we
aim now to find credible regions for the free parame-
ters θ of the two parametrisations described in Sec. II C.
For that purpose we use Bayesian inference, similar to
Refs. [36–54], and follow Refs. [55, 56]. For given data D
and a model M which includes all assumptions such as
the choice of parametrisation, the Posterior probability
distribution for the parameters θ can be computed using
Bayes’ theorem:

Pr(θ|D,M)

=

∫
dPc

Pr(D|θ, Pc,M) Pr(Pc|θ,M) Pr(θ|M)

Pr(D|M)
,

(8)
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where the Posterior probability distribution is
marginalised over the central pressures Pc. The
probability distribution Pr(θ|M) for the parameters
given the model M is denoted the Prior and given by
the chosen parameter distributions. The Prior for the
central pressures, Pr(Pc|θ,M), depends on θ because the
maximum central pressure leading to a stable solution
is different for each set of parameters. The probability
Pr(D|θ, Pc,M) for the data D to occur, given the pa-
rameters θ, the central pressures Pc and the model M,
is usually referred to as the Likelihood. By numerically
solving the coupled system of TOV equations and the
equations for the tidal deformability, a set of parameters
θ and central pressures Pc is deterministically linked to
a mass-radius relation M , R and tidal deformabilities Λ.
Therefore we can write

Pr(D|θ, Pc,M) = Pr(D|M,R,Λ,M) . (9)

For computational feasibility we assume that we can use
the Posterior distributions from the analyses of neutron
star observables as Likelihoods for external neutron star
parameters, similar to the treatments in Refs. [36, 55]:

Pr(D|M,R,Λ,M) ∝ Pr(M,R,Λ|D,M) . (10)

This is valid if the Prior of (M,R,Λ) used in the analy-
ses of the observational data is sufficiently flat, which is
the case for the observables analysed in this work [39].
The Likelihood Pr(M,R,Λ|D,M) can then be evaluated
for a given set of parameters based on the observables
as explained in Sec. III C. The probability distribution
Pr(D|M) in the denominator of Eq. (8) is usually re-
ferred to as the Evidence or marginal Likelihood. It is
determined by the normalization of the Posterior:

Pr(D|M)

=

∫
dθ

∫
dPc Pr(D|θ, Pc,M) Pr(Pc|θ,M) Pr(θ|M) .

(11)

Depending on the number of parameters this may be
a high-dimensional integral which can be difficult to
solve numerically. In Bayesian inference, sampling al-
gorithms such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo or nested
sampling are commonly used. For a sufficiently low-
dimensional parameter space, samples from the Prior
Pr(θ|M) weighted with the Likelihood Pr(D|θ, Pc,M)
marginalised over the central pressures yield the Poste-
rior probability distribution up to a multiplicative con-
stant. In this case it needs to be checked whether the
number of samples is large enough such that sufficient
probability mass of the Posterior has been covered. From
this Posterior probability distribution credible regions for
the parameters θ can be inferred.

To transform these credible regions to the EoS space,
we follow Ref. [36] in discretizing energy densities on a
grid {εi}. For each Posterior sample the pressure is de-
termined at each discrete energy density P (εi, θ), up to

the maximum central energy density εc,max, correspond-
ing to the endpoint Mmax of the mass-radius relation.
In this way we obtain the Posterior distribution for the
pressure Pr

(
P
∣∣εi,D,M) at each energy density. We can

then determine the highest density credible interval [a, b]
at the levels α = 68% or 95% as

α =

∫ b

a

dP Pr
(
P
∣∣εi,D,M) . (12)

Combining the credible intervals at each εi gives a Pos-
terior credible band for P (ε). Similarly we can find cred-
ible bands for c2s(ε), R(M), Λ(M), etc. In contrast, dis-
playing neutron star properties such as the EoS P (ε) via
a two-dimensional credible region depends on the cho-
sen Prior in ε, so that different Prior choices can lead
to different results. Hence in the literature, with few
exceptions, the procedure in terms of credible bands is
favoured [36–41, 54]. Note that each EoS is only used up
to its respective endpoint, i.e. the point at which the cen-
tral energy density εc,max generates the maximum mass
Mmax of the neutron star. At higher energy densities (or
masses), the credible intervals computed via Eq. (12) are
determined on the basis of correspondingly fewer equa-
tions of state. This loss of expressive power at higher
energy densities and masses is not reflected in the credi-
ble bands.

For two competing hypotheses the ratio of their
marginal Likelihoods is referred to as the Bayes factor. It
permits a quantification of the evidence for one hypoth-
esis over the other one, based on the data. More details
on the evaluation of Bayes factors as well as a commonly
used classification scheme from Refs. [102, 103] can be
found in Appendix A.

B. Priors

To compute the Posterior probability distribution (8),
Prior probability distributions for the parameters and
for the central pressures must be chosen. The central
pressures are taken from a uniform distribution Pc ∈
[1.56 MeV fm−3, Pc,max(θ)], where Pc,max(θ) is the max-
imum pressure corresponding to the last stable solution
with maximum mass for each parameter set θ. As noted
in Ref. [12], the pressure increases rapidly towards the
upper end of the mass-radius relation, so that this chosen
Prior leads to a higher weighting of larger masses. In the
literature some works use instead Priors that are uniform
in the individual masses. However, with increasing max-
imum mass, the EoS probability to support such masses
decreases. So, a stronger weighting of larger masses is
indeed advised.

In order to ensure maximum generality of the re-
sults we choose very broad parameter ranges for both
parametrisations, covering most of the speed-of-sound
space. However, as in Refs. [37–39], we discard parame-
ter sets that lead to multiple disconnected stable mass-
radius relations. EoS with multiple stable branches were
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Parameter RangeLANIII

a1 0.2 − 3

a2 0.5 − 12

a3/a2 0.05 − 10

a4 0.1 − 15

a5 0.1 − 5

a6 -15 − 15

TABLE I. Prior ranges for the six parameters of the Gaussian
parametrisation of the speed of sound inside neutron stars
given in Eq. (6).

found to be disfavoured by the data in previous analy-
ses, because their majority cannot support neutron star
masses as high as 2M� [104]. The similar radii of the
two pulsars measured with NICER also render a twin-
star scenario unlikely at high densities. At the same time,
ChEFT in combination with EoS constraints from heavy-
ion collisions [105], as inferred in Ref. [54], rule out such
a scenario at densities n . 3n0.

1. Gaussian

The six free parameters of the Gaussian parametri-
sation (referred to in the following as version G) are
sampled from uniform intervals listed in Table I. These
parameter ranges were chosen guided by previous stud-
ies [36, 69]. The resulting functions cover the speed-
of-sound space sufficiently well. Only those combina-
tions of parameters are kept that lead to causal EoS,
i.e. c2s(ε) < 1 for all energy densities. In our default
version G the asymptotic conformal limit, c2s = 1/3, is
approached from below as in standard pQCD [73], im-
plying that the derivative of the speed of sound must be
positive, ∂c2s/∂ε > 0, at very high energy densities. In
practice this onset of asymptotic behaviour is imposed
at three different values, ε = 4, 8 and 16 GeV fm−3. We
have checked that this specific choice does not affect the
inference results as long as these energy densities are suf-
ficiently large.

2. Segments

The segment-wise parametrisation (referred to in the
following as version S) depends on four speeds of sound
and energy densities (c2s,i, εi). The energy densities are

sampled logarithmically from εi ∈ [εcrust, 4 GeV fm−3],
where εcrust refers to the endpoint of the neutron star
crust. With this sampling the large multitude of EoS’s
in the Prior is represented, on average, by 3 - 4 segments.
The speed-of-sound values are collected from logarithmic
intervals c2s,i ∈ [0, 1], so they are causal by construction
and at the same time open to the possible occurrence

of phase transitions. The asymptotic conformal limit
is approached from below, which is realised by restrict-
ing the last speed-of-sound value before the end point
to c2s,4 < 1/3. With two more parameters and a more
general functional form, the Segments parametrisation
allows, in principle, to describe more complex structures.
As a stability test we have checked that shifting the up-
per limit of the logarithmic interval downward from its
value εi,max = 4 GeV/fm3 induces small changes in the
Prior but does not affect the final Posterior results.

The Prior credible bands for both G and S parametri-
sations are depicted in Fig. 1. The bands are very broad
in both interior and exterior parameter spaces. Because
the ChEFT constraint is employed as Likelihood and
hence not present in the Priors, there is Prior support for
rapidly increasing speeds of sound at low densities, lead-
ing to large neutron star radii. Hence the Prior credible
bands have strong weights both at small sound speeds
and large radii.

The parameter ranges are chosen to minimise any pos-
sible restrictions, such that the Posterior distribution has
maximum freedom to be governed by the empirical data.
The Prior probability distributions of versions G and S
differ because of the different functional forms and cho-
sen parameter ranges. This permits an assessment of the
impact of different Prior choices on the inference results.
If the results for versions G and S turn out to be very
similar, we can conclude that the inference procedure is
robust against variations in the functional form of the
Prior.

Both Priors at the 95% level support very small speeds
of sound, c2s . 0.05. In fact the 68% credible band of
the G version reaches down to c2s = 0. Accordingly,
every fourth EoS in the Gaussian parametrisation po-
tentially has a first-order phase transition in the sense
that the minimum speed of sound becomes smaller than
c2s,min ≤ 0.1, whereas every fifth EoS in the Segments
parametrisation features such a phase transition. In con-
trast, each EoS in the (later determined) Posterior cred-
ible bands is constrained by astrophysical data and thus
limited by its emerging maximum central energy den-
sity, εc,max. The mass-radius trajectory deduced from
each given EoS, with or without a phase transition, ter-
minates at this point. An EoS’s mass-radius sequence
normally ends after a first-order phase transition. As a
consequence small sound speeds appear with lower weight
in the Posteriors than in the Priors.

For both parametrisations, the pressures at asymptotic
energy densities agree with the pQCD results of Ref. [17]
within the uncertainty band from a variation of the renor-
malisation scale.

3. Monotonically rising speed of sound

The previous, general choice of Priors is open, in prin-
ciple, to possible phase transitions in the EoS if the data
suggest such an option. At the same time we also, ad-
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FIG. 1. Marginal Prior probability distributions at the 95% and 68% level for the Gaussian (left) and Segments parametrisation
(right) of the squared speed of sound c2s and pressure P as a function of energy density ε. Also shown is the Prior for the
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ditionally, wish to investigate a more restrictive case,
namely the hypothesis that neutron star matter is com-
posed of conventional hadronic (nucleon and meson) de-
grees of freedom, with spontaneously broken chiral sym-
metry intact and no complex phase structure. A success-
ful historical example of this kind is the APR equation of
state [106]. Another example, already mentioned previ-
ously, is a model based on chiral nucleon-meson field the-
ory [91, 92]. The parameters of the model are adjusted
to reproduce low-density nuclear phenomenology includ-
ing the liquid-gas phase transition. Fluctuations beyond
mean-field approximation are treated non-perturbatively
using Functional Renormalization Group methods. The
effect of these fluctuations is to stabilize dense matter
against a first-order chiral restoration phase transition
and to convert it into a crossover at high densities [29].
In such a scenario matter behaves as a strongly corre-
lated, relativistic Fermi liquid [107]. The speed of sound
rises monotonically with increasing density and exceeds
the conformal boundary at densities n ∼ 4n0.

With the aim of studying whether such a picture is
compatible with the empirical data base, the additional
Prior assumption is implemented that neutron star mat-
ter displays no phase transition or crossover up to a given
transition density ntr. This is equivalent to the speed of
sound rising monotonically up to ntr:

∂c2s
∂ε

> 0 for n < ntr . (13)

For densities n > ntr, the system is allowed any freedom
to undergo transitions or changes of degrees freedom. In
practice, based on the findings in [29], we vary the tran-
sition density in the range ntr = 3− 6n0.

C. Constraints from observations and theory

In this Section we give a summary of the data base
used to compute the Likelihoods that are needed, in turn,
to determine Posterior distributions. This includes neu-
tron star masses, radii and tidal deformabilities, and low-
density constraints from nuclear theory.

1. Shapiro time delay

If a pulsating neutron star is in a binary system with
a white dwarf companion, the gravitational field of the
companion changes the pulsar signal frequency, an effect
referred to as the Shapiro time delay. Via a General
Relativistic modelling of this delay the pulsar mass can
be extracted with high precision. The most interesting
measurements are those of the heaviest neutron stars as
this sets a lower limit on the maximum mass that the
neutron star EoS has to support. Several neutron stars
with masses as high as two times the solar mass M�
were measured in this way, namely PSR J1614–2230 [3–
5], PSR J0348+0432 [6] and PSR J0740+6620 [7, 8], with

masses evaluated at the 68% level:

PSR J1614–2230 M = 1.908± 0.016M� , (14)

PSR J0348+0432 M = 2.01± 0.04M� , (15)

PSR J0740+6620 M = 2.08± 0.07M� . (16)

To compute the respective Likelihoods we follow previous
analyses [38, 39, 46] and assume that the mass measure-
ments based on the Shapiro time delay are distributed
as Gaussians, N (M,µ, σ) = 1/

√
2πσ2 exp[−1/2 (M −

µ)2/σ2] with mean values µ and standard deviations
σ. For a given set of parameters θ the solution of the
TOV Eqs. (1 - 2) yields the maximum supported mass
Mmax(θ) for this respective EoS. Then the Likelihood
for each measurement is computed as

Pr
(
M(θ)

∣∣DShapiro,M
)

=∫ Mmax(θ)

0

dM N (M,µ, σ) Pr(M(θ)) . (17)

The mass Prior Pr(M(θ)) is implicitly defined via the
chosen Prior distribution of central pressures. Note that
this implies a general mass population of neutron stars,
similar to the one used in the analyses in [40, 41]. Once
the number of available data increases by future mea-
surements, the resulting Posterior distributions may be
affected [108], such that the neutron star population may
have to be inferred together with the Posterior [109]. The
total Likelihood for all Shapiro time delay measurements
is given by the product of the individual Likelihoods.

2. Pulse profile modelling

The emission of soft X-rays from hot spots on the mag-
netic polar caps of rapidly rotating neutron stars is mod-
ulated by the gravitational field of the star. The pulse
amplitude and shape depend on the compactness, M/R,
of the star and on its mass M . Using a model of the hot
spots and the neutron star atmosphere, Bayesian Poste-
rior distributions for the mass and radius can be inferred
from X-ray profiles measured by the Neutron Star Inte-
rior Composition ExploreR (NICER). So far two neutron
stars were measured and subsequently analysed by two
independent groups. Here we use the results of Miller et
al. [11, 12] for masses and radii at the 68% level:

PSR J0030+0451 R= 13.02+1.24
−1.06 km ,

M= 1.44+0.15
−0.14M� , (18)

PSR J0740+6620 R= 13.7+2.6
−1.5 km ,

M= 2.08± 0.07M� . (19)

to be seen in comparison with an alternative analysis by
Riley et al. [13, 14]:

PSR J0030+0451 R= 12.71+1.14
−1.19 km ,

M= 1.34+0.15
−0.16M� , (20)

PSR J0740+6620 R= 12.39+1.30
−0.98 km ,

M= 2.072+0.067
−0.066M� . (21)
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The results of these analyses are publicly available as
samples from the mass-radius Posterior. To approximate
the underlying probability distribution we use the Kernel
Density Estimation (KDE) technique (for a brief intro-
duction see Appendix B). The TOV equations are solved
for a given set of parameters θ and for N central pres-
sures Pc, resulting in N points of the mass-radius rela-
tion (Mi, Ri)(θ). The Likelihood for each measurement
is given by the KDE computed at these points:

Pr
(
(M,R)(θ)

∣∣DNICER,M
)

=
1

N

N∑
i

KDE
(
(Mi, Ri)(θ)

)
.

(22)
For largeN this is equivalent to the line integral along the
mass-radius curve C

(
(M,R)(θ)

)
weighted with the mass-

radius Prior Pr
(
(M,R)(θ)

)
that is implicitly defined by

the Prior distribution Pr(Pc|θ,M) of the central pres-
sures:

lim
N→∞

Pr
(
(M,R)(θ)

∣∣DNICER,M
)

=∫
C((M,R)(θ))

ds KDE
(
(M,R)(θ)

)
Pr
(
(M,R)(θ)

)
.

(23)

Here, ds denotes the line element along the mass-radius
curve C

(
(M,R)(θ)

)
. Because the mass measurement in

Eq. (16) has been used in the NICER analysis of PSR
J0740+6620, we do not include this mass measurement
in the total Likelihood to avoid double counting.

3. Neutron star mergers

The merger of two neutron stars in a binary produces
gravitational waves that are detectable in earth-based de-
tectors by the LIGO and Virgo Scientific Collaborations.
A detected merger signal can be compared to theoret-
ical waveform models, which depend on the mass ratio
of the two neutron stars, M2/M1, and a mass-weighted
combination of their tidal deformabilities

Λ̄ =
16

13

(M1 + 12M2)M4
1 Λ1 + (M2 + 12M1)M4

2 Λ2

(M1 +M2)5
.

(24)
Hence from the gravitational wave measurement a
Bayesian Posterior for the masses (M1,M2) and tidal
deformabilities (Λ1,Λ2) can be inferred. So far, two
binary neutron star merger events, GW170817 [9] and
GW190425 [10], were detected, yielding the following
constraints at the 90% level

GW170817 Λ̄ = 320+420
−230 ,

GW190425 Λ̄ ≤ 600 . (25)

Notice that different analyses of the gravitational wave
data produced slightly changed results [110]. The first
one of these events (GW170817) was further evaluated

together with electromagnetic signals [39, 111, 112]. The
following masses and tidal deformabilities of the indi-
vidual neutron stars in the binary were reported in
Ref. [112]:

M1 = 1.46+0.13
−0.09M� Λ1 = 255+416

−171 ,

M2 = 1.26+0.09
−0.12M� Λ2 = 661+858

−375 . (26)

Other detected events are under discussion as possibly
being neutron star-black hole mergers and so we do not
include them in the present analysis.

For a given set of parameters θ, we numerically solve
the differential equations to obtain (Λi,Mi). From this
we can interpolate the function Λ(M). We approximate
the Posterior (Λ1,Λ2) for each measurement using again
Kernel Density Estimation. To compute the Likelihood
we insert the N mass Posterior samples (M1j ,M2j) into
the function Λ(M) which is in turn inserted into the
(Λ1,Λ2) KDE

Pr
(
(Λ,M)(θ)

∣∣DGW,M
)

=

1

N

N∑
j

KDE
(
Λ(M1j , θ),Λ(M2j , θ)

)
. (27)

Using the above procedure, we do not have to assume
that the chirp mass Mchirp = (M1M2)3/5(M1 +M2)−1/5

of the event is fixed as was done in previous analyses
[37–39, 56]. Note that we again implicitly assumed the
population of neutron stars is given by our central pres-
sure Prior.

4. Low densities: Chiral effective field theory

In addition to the measurements listed above we can
use constraints from theory to determine the neutron star
EoS at low densities. Chiral effective field theory involves
a systematic expansion of nuclear forces at low energies
with controlled uncertainties. It can be extended to finite
densities using many-body methods and gives a good de-
scription of nuclear phenomenology [20]. At its current
state of development ChEFT is believed to be valid up to
densities of n ∼ 1− 2n0. The nuclear and neutron mat-
ter results have been extended to neutron star matter by
including beta equilibrium conditions [113].

Previous analyses [36–39, 46, 47] have incorporated
this low-density constraint by only considering those EoS
which fall inside the ChEFT uncertainty band. We take
a different approach here, using a treatment similar to
that of the previously discussed observables which is con-
sidered to be statistically more meaningful. It allows to
take possible structure within the uncertainty band into
account and gives a finite (but low) probability to EoS
outside that band. There is no obvious reason to trust
the uncertainty estimates of ChEFT calculations more
than those of the observables. A statistically well-defined
treatment similar to that of the empirical data base al-
lows a balancing between different constraints.
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Recently a Bayesian framework was introduced to com-
pute the combined uncertainty resulting from many-
body approximations and convergence errors in ChEFT
[114–116]. Based on this approach, constraints for the
sound velocity in neutron star matter can be derived
[34]. In their work the authors trust the next-to-next-
to-next-to-leading-order (N3LO) results up to a density
of n = 2n0. However, the differences between N2LO and
N3LO results may hint towards possible convergence is-
sues. Therefore we take a more conservative choice, us-
ing the uncertainty estimate at n = 1.3n0, similar to the
one derived in Ref. [117]. Also in Ref. [104], the authors
find that ChEFT results are preferred by astrophysical
data up to n ∼ 1.3n0. In addition, we set the Like-
lihood to zero for all EoS with speed of sound larger
than the 99.7% credible interval at n = 2.0n0. This pro-
hibits EoS which rise very quickly beyond the ChEFT
constraint at n = 1.3n0. Because the uncertainty esti-
mate in Refs. [34, 35] is based on a Gaussian process, the
Likelihood for the ChEFT constraint can be computed in
terms of a Gaussian distribution. Accordingly, the upper
limit of the 99.7% credible interval can be determined as
the mean value µ plus three times the standard devia-
tion σ. This upper limit at 2n0 is implemented via a
Heaviside step function multiplied to the Gaussian nor-
mal distribution:

Pr
(
c2s(n, θ)

∣∣DChEFT,M
)

=

N
(
c2s
(
1.3n0, θ

)
, µ1.3n0 , σ1.3n0

)
× θ(µ2n0 + 3σ2n0 − c2s

(
2.0n0, θ

)
) . (28)

It turns out that a statistically well-defined incorpora-
tion of the ChEFT constraint leads to more freedom at
small and intermediate densities compared to previous
approaches. In addition the incorporation of the ChEFT
constraint into the Likelihood in contrast to using it as
a Prior assumption avoids an unphysical discontinuity in
the speed of sound at low densities.

In several previous studies measurements from quies-
cent low-mass X-ray binaries and thermonuclear bursters
were also used [1, 42, 118, 119]. However, these data
involve lots of specific model features and are therefore
neglected in modern analyses. Recent measurements of
the neutron skin thickness of 208Pb suggest a stiff EoS for
densities close to the nuclear saturation density n ∼ n0

[120]. Uncertainties are still large and there is potential
tension with other laboratory probes [121]. Therefore,
we do not include this measurement in the total Like-
lihood. Together with the neutron star merger event
GW170817 the short gamma ray burst GRB170817A
and the kilonova AT2017gfo were detected [122]. Some
recent Bayesian analyses include information about
this kilonova [39, 46, 47], which however introduces a
series of model assumptions and consequently raises the
systematic uncertainties.

Summarizing the preceding Sections, the full proce-
dure to obtain credible bands for neutron star proper-

ties consists of the following steps: first a set of param-
eters θ is sampled from the Prior Pr(θ|M). We need
in total more than 300, 000 − 600, 000 samples for each
parametrisation in order to generate statistically solid re-
sults that cover enough probability mass such that they
remain stable after a further increase in the number of
samples. For this sampled set of parameters we compute
the speed of sound for the respective parametrisation and
then the EoS, P (ε, θ), using Eq. (4). Given the equation
of state we can numerically solve the coupled system of
differential equations for

(
M,R,Λ

)
(θ). The total Likeli-

hood, already marginalised over the central pressures Pc,
can then be determined as the product of the individual
marginalised Likelihoods for the different measurements
and constraints:

Pr(D|θ,M) ∝Pr
(
M(θ)

∣∣DShapiro,M
)

× Pr
(
(M,R)(θ)

∣∣DNICER,M
)

× Pr
(
(Λ,M)(θ)

∣∣DGW,M
)

× Pr
(
c2s(n, θ)

∣∣DChEFT,M
)
. (29)

The Prior probability distribution weighted with the
above Likelihood yields the Posterior probability distri-
bution, Pr

(
θ
∣∣D,M), for the parameters. We can then

marginalize over this Posterior probability distribution
to compute the median as well as the highest density
credible intervals at the 68% and 95% level for different
neutron star properties, as well as the credible bands at
different levels as explained in Sec. III A.

IV. RESULTS

A. General Priors

Following the procedures outlined in the preceding Sec-
tions, the resulting marginal Posterior credible bands for
the squared speed of sound, c2s(ε), and for the pressure
P (ε) are displayed in Fig. 2 for both parametrisations.
Note that the general Prior used here is free of assump-
tions about monotonically rising sound speeds as intro-
duced in Sec. III B 3. Compared to the Prior credible
bands in Fig. 1, we can see how the Posterior bands have
become much narrower because of the constraints implied
by the observational data. The credible bands for both
parametrisations agree rather well, especially at energy
densities ε . 700 MeV fm−3. In this regime the squared
speed of sound rises until it exceeds the conformal limit,
c2s = 1/3, around ε ∼ 600 MeV fm−3 at the 95% level.
As in Refs. [36–39, 53] we implemented the transition to
the neutron star crust discontinuously. This is visible
in the speed-of-sound credible bands at very low energy
densities but of no quantitative significance.

According to Fig. 2, there are only small differences
at the 68% level between the two parametrisations at
low energy densities. The 95% band of the Segments
parametrisation extends to smaller sound speeds at low
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ε and then rises to higher speeds of sound, as this
parametrisation allows for steeper slopes. The conserva-
tive upper limit at n = 2n0 based on the ChEFT calcula-
tion in Refs. [34, 35] prohibits extremely steep rises of c2s
in the low-density region that were seen in some previous
works [53, 66, 123]. Even though there remain uncertain-
ties about the convergence of ChEFT at higher densities,
there is no indication of a steep rise in the sound speed
at small densities in different ChEFT analyses [124–126].

In the FOPI heavy-ion experiment Au nuclei were col-
lided at energies from 0.4 to 1.5 GeV/A. The EoS of sym-
metric nuclear matter deduced from these data [54, 105]
indicates that smaller pressures are allowed for densities
n ≤ 2.1n0 as compared to recent ChEFT results [127].
This further contests a strong increase in the speed of
sound at low densities.

Going to higher energy densities, the 68% credible
band stays above the conformal limit whereas the 95%
band allows for sound speeds below this bound from
ε & 700 MeV fm−3 onward, but with very low probabil-
ity. The 68% credible range for the S version appears to
continue increasing while it tends towards a plateau for
the G version.

The region beyond ε & 1.2 GeV fm−3 already exceeds
the central credible densities for neutron stars with mass
M ∼ 2.1M�. This region is therefore much less re-
stricted by the observational data collected in Sec. III C.
So this extrapolated behaviour is more sensitive to the
Prior of each parametrisation. The 95% credible bands
for both parametrisations remain systematically larger
than c2s > 0.1 up to the central energy density of a 2.1M�
neutron star, εc = 0.9 ± 0.4 GeV fm−3 [128], making a
first-order phase transition unlikely. This behaviour is
reflected in the credible bands for the equation of state
P (ε) in Fig. 2.

For the 68% bands the squared sound velocity always
stays above the conformal limit from energy densities
ε > 500 MeV fm−3 upward. Due to the integrated na-
ture of the pressure, Eq. (4), the differences between the
two parametrisations are less prominently visible com-
pared to those in the speed of sound. At energy densities
ε . 800 MeV fm−3 the median of the Posterior distri-
butions shows a close correspondence to the APR EoS
[106] [129], but the inference results suggest a lower pres-
sure at high energy densities. It is a known feature that
the APR EoS becomes too stiff and even violates causal-
ity at the highest energy densities. The credible bands
of the pressure at an energy density of ε = 1 GeV fm−3

agree within uncertainties with the softer EoS extrapo-
lated from pQCD in Ref. [53].

Using the method described in Appendix A, we can
compute the Bayes factor comparing the evidence for the
Gaussian and the Segments parametrisation, with the
result:

BGaussian
Segments = 1.65 , (30)

which indicates that neither parametrisation is preferred
by the data following the classification in Tab. VII. The

Bayes factor Bc
2
s,max>1/3

c2s,max≤1/3 comparing equations of state

with maximum squared speed of sound larger than 1/3,
i.e. violating the conformal limit, versus EoS with maxi-
mum squared sound speed smaller than 1/3 is

Bc
2
s,max>1/3

c2s,max≤1/3 = 26.2× 102 (31)

in the Segments parametrisation and Bc
2
s,max>1/3

c2s,max≤1/3 =

16.2 × 104 in the Gaussian parametrisation. The Seg-
ments parametrisation can describe steeper slopes as
well as plateaus, resulting in a description more consis-
tent with the data for EoS with maximum sound speeds
smaller than 1/3 and consequently a smaller Bayes factor.
Nevertheless, in both parametrisations there is extreme
evidence that the speed of sound reaches values larger
than c2s = 1/3 inside neutron stars, exceeding the con-
formal limit. This is consistent with other recent studies
[40, 41, 53, 66, 76, 77].

The Posterior credible bands for the mass-radius re-
lation and for the tidal deformability Λ(M) are shown
in Fig. 3. We choose to limit the R(M) median and
credible bands by the median, the upper 68% and 95%
credible intervals of the maximum mass at each radius.
As explained in Sec. III A, we display credible bands in-
stead of two-dimensional credible regions, because the
former are independent of the Priors for the variables
ε and M . However, in the credible bands representa-
tion there is no natural ending criterion for the bands.
Therefore the results for the mass-radius relation are of-
ten just cut after the upper 95% interval of the maxi-
mum possible mass for all radii [14, 41, 50, 51, 53, 54].
The results for both parametrisations agree well up to
the observed ∼ 2M� mass range. The extrapolated in-
ference to larger masses is much less constrained by ob-
servations and the two parametrisations start varying,
reflecting the differences in the speed of sound in Fig. 2.
The Segments parametrisation leads to a maximum mass
of Mmax = 2.08+0.26

−0.13M� and a maximum central den-

sity of nc,max = 6.5+1.2
−1.3 n0. The marginalized Poste-

rior distributions for Mmax are compared to the Priors
in Fig. 4. Both Priors are almost uniform throughout
a large range of masses, and the Posterior distributions
are nearly identical. In Fig. 2, there is good agreement
with the marginalised 68% error bars inferred from the
NICER measurement of PSR J0030+0451. However, the
error bars inferred from the NICER measurement of PSR
J0740+6620 are shifted to smaller radii compared to the
R(M) credible bands at M ∼ 2.08M�. This is because
the gravitational wave event GW170817 prefers smaller
radii, as noted in Ref. [130]. Here the balancing between
different observables and theoretical constraints becomes
visible which requires a statistically well-defined analysis
in contrast to simple cuts used e.g. in Refs. [64–68]. Fur-
thermore, the error bars in Fig. 3 display only the 68%
levels inferred from the NICER measurements. The 95%
levels would extend to smaller radii. The NICER analy-
ses chose to use central credible intervals. If instead, as
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FIG. 2. Marginal Posterior probability distributions at the 95% and 68% level for the Gaussian (left) and Segments parametri-
sation (right) for the squared speed of sound c2s and pressure P as a function of energy density ε. At each ε, there exist 95% and
68% Posterior credible intervals for c2s(ε) and P (ε). These intervals are connected to obtain the Prior credible bands. Similarly,
the medians of the marginal Posterior probability distributions at each ε are connected (solid lines). Grey areas mark the 68%
credible intervals of the central energy densities of neutron stars with masses M = 1.4M� (left columns) and 2.1M� (right
columns) in each figure. The dashed black line indicates the value of the conformal limit for the speed of sound and the APR
EoS [106] for the pressure.

in the present work, highest density intervals were used,
these intervals would reach to smaller radii. There is
good agreement with the masses and tidal deformabili-
ties derived in Ref. [112] for the two neutron stars in the
merger event GW170817. Finally, if we use the NICER
data analyses by Riley et al. for the inference procedure
instead of the one by Miller et al., we find very similar
results. So we can restrict ourselves to the latter.

Tab. II shows medians and credible intervals for se-
lected properties of neutron stars with characteristic
massesM = 1.4M� or 2.1M�, including the central den-
sity, the energy density and pressure as well as the radius
and tidal deformability. Again these numbers demon-
strate agreement within uncertainties between the two
parametrisations.

At the 95% level (version S) the inferred radius of
a 1.4M� neutron star, R = 12.7+0.6

−0.9 km, agrees with
the values found in Ref. [39] for a piecewise polytrope
parametrisation and a speed of sound model similar to
our Gaussian parametrisation, while the authors addi-
tionally included constraints from modelling of the kilo-

nova AT2017gfo. The 68% credible intervals of the radius
and tidal deformability of a 1.4M� neutron star listed
in Tab. II agree within uncertainties with the results
in Ref. [49] which include a theory prediction and the
PREX II measurement of the 208Pb neutron skin thick-
ness. Our result for the 1.4M� radius also agrees with
the value found in Ref. [54], where the authors addition-
ally incorporated constraints on the EoS deduced from
relativistic heavy-ion collisions.

For a 2.1M� neutron star representative of the heav-
iest currently observed star, the inferred radius is R =
11.6 ± 1.0 km, the tidal deformability is Λ = 15+18

−10 and
the central density is nc = 4.8 ± 1.6n0. In the Bayesian
analysis of Ref. [12], no ChEFT constraint was included
at low densities. Their prediction for the radius of a
neutron star with mass M = 1.4M�, based on multiple
different parametrisations, agrees nonetheless with our
result at the 68% level. Their result for the radius of the
2.08M� neutron star is larger compared to our result
for the radius of a generic 2.1M� neutron star. How-
ever, within the 68% credible intervals the two results
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sation (right) for the radius R and tidal deformability Λ as a function of mass M . At each M , there exist 95% and 68%
Posterior credible intervals for R(M) and Λ(M). These intervals are connected to obtain the Posterior credible bands. Simi-
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compared to the marginalised intervals at the 68% level from the analysis of the NICER measurements of PSR J0030+0451
and PSR J0740+6620 by Miller et al. (blue) [11, 12] and by Riley et al. [13, 14] (black). Λ(M) is compared to the masses and
tidal deformabilities inferred in Ref. [112] for the two neutron stars in the merger event GW170817 at the 90% level.
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Gaussian Segments

95% 68 % 95% 68%

nc/n0 2.8+0.5
−0.4 ±0.2 2.8+0.5

−0.4 ±0.2

εc [MeV fm−3] 451+88
−68

+35
−40 453+83

−72
+34
−37

1.4M� Pc [MeV fm−3] 60+19
−13

+7
−8 60+20

−13
+6
−7

R [km] 12.6+0.6
−0.8 ±0.3 12.7+0.6

−0.9
+0.4
−0.3

Λ 471+167
−168

+88
−76 485+157

−194
+83
−71

nc/n0 4.9+1.3
−1.6

+0.9
−0.8 4.8± 1.6 +1.1

−0.9

εc [MeV fm−3] 904+329
−372

+208
−187 883+390

−371
+183
−277

2.1M� Pc [MeV fm−3] 312+226
−169

+69
−134 300+257

−171
+84
−143

R [km] 11.6± 0.9 ±0.5 11.6± 1.0 ±0.6

Λ 15+16
−9

+5
−7 15+18

−10
+6
−8

TABLE II. Median, 95% and 68% credible intervals for selected neutron star properties for the Gaussian and Segments
parametrisations. These are computed from the one-dimensional Posterior probability distribution marginalised over all other
parameters. Listed are the central density, energy density, pressure, radius and tidal deformability of neutron stars with masses
M = 1.4M� and 2.1M�.

are still consistent and the differences can be accounted
for by the ChEFT constraint. At the current state of
investigations with a limited neutron star data base and
correspondingly large uncertainties, it is still justified to
use parametric functional forms as long as they are suf-
ficiently general.

In Ref. [131] the authors compare different parametri-
sations and argue that inferred neutron star results de-
pend on the chosen parametrisation. However, in their
comparison the primary differences in the inferred equa-
tions of state occur at small densities, mainly because
of different implementations of the neutron star crust,
and in the high density regime not constrained by data.
In the intermediate region, n ∼ 1.5 − 6n0, the different
parametrisations agree within their uncertainties. One
exception is a Gaussian parametrisation which, unlike
our G version, does not allow skewed Gaussians and is
therefore not sufficiently general to reproduce the cur-
rent astrophysical data, a feature that is already visible
from its Prior. Our point regarding the stability of in-
ference results with respect to different parametrisations
is further supported by the work of Ref. [54] where very
similar neutron star properties are found for two qual-
itatively different parametrisations, namely a Segments
parametrisation similar to our S version and a piecewise
polytrope representation. In the future many more data
are expected and a non-parametric description of the EoS
in terms of a Gaussian Process [40, 41, 76, 131] or neural
network [123, 132] might be preferable.

The quest for a possible phase transition or crossover
within the density range realised in the core of neutron
stars can be addressed by assuming that the squared
sound speed develops a maximum, c2s,max, at some den-

sity n(cs,max), and then a minimum, c2s,min, at a higher

density n(cs,min) > n(cs,max). At even much higher
(asymptotic) densities, c2s should approach the confor-
mal limit from below if one follows the standard pQCD
scenario.

In Tab. III credible intervals for c2s,max are displayed
for both S and G parametrisations in comparison. For
version S at 68% level such a (shallow) maximum is
reached at densities n(cs,max) ∼ 5.3+1.7

−1.2 n0. (Notably
this density range is much higher than values of n(cs,max)
deduced from analyses in which the ChEFT constraint
is implemented only at a density as low as n = 1.1n0

[53, 66]. ) A similarly shallow minimum at higher densi-
ties follows at n(cs,min) ∼ 6.7+0.7

−0.5 n0. Such a high density
could possibly be reached in a speculative super-heavy
neutron star for which the speed of sound is, however,
only marginally constrained by the existing data. For
version G the resulting densities n(cs,max) and n(cs,min)
are located at slightly lower values, indicating the prin-
cipal possibility of a phase transition or crossover in the
deep interior of a 2M� neutron star, but with low prob-
ability.

This discussion can be further quantified by consider-
ing the Bayes factors in Tab. IV. Here the evidence for
EoS with c2s,min < 0.1 is compared to EoS with larger
speeds of sound. The Bayes factors are computed for
different maximum neutron star masses, i.e. analysing
the sound speed minimum up to this mass. For neutron
stars with masses up to M ≤ 1.9M�, there is extreme
evidence that the squared speed of sound inside the neu-
tron star does not fall below 0.1 after exceeding the con-
formal limit. For heavier neutron stars smaller minimal
sound speeds become more likely, but there is still strong
evidence for the absence of a first-order phase transition
inside a M ≤ 2.0M� star. Altogether, Tables III and IV



15

Gaussian Segments

95% 68 % 95% 68%

c2s,max 0.68+0.29
−0.24

+0.13
−0.19 0.76+0.24

−0.26
+0.17
−0.15

n(cs,max)/n0 4.8± 1.9 +1.0
−1.1 5.3+1.9

−2.8
+1.7
−1.2

c2s,min 0.34+0.44
−0.34

+0.15
−0.34 0.56+0.37

−0.50
+0.32
−0.19

n(cs,min)/n0 6.3+1.3
−2.3

+0.8
−0.7 6.7+1.0

−1.7
+0.7
−0.5

TABLE III. Median, 95% and 68% credible intervals for selected neutron star properties for the Gaussian and Segments
parametrisations. These are computed from the one-dimensional Posterior probability distribution marginalised over all other
parameters. Displayed are the maximum squared speed of sound, c2s,max, together with the density n(cs,max) at which this
maximum is located, and the minimum speed of sound c2s,min following the maximum at a higher density, n(cs,min) > n(cs,max).

Bc2s,min>0.1

c2s,min≤0.1

M/M� Gaussian Segments

1.9 5.89 ×103 1.75 ×104

2.0 15.17 17.76

2.1 2.51 2.01

2.2 1.67 1.39

TABLE IV. Bayes factors Bc2s,min>0.1

c2s,min≤0.1
comparing EoS samples

with the following competing scenarios: a) minimum squared
speed of sound (following a maximum), with c2s,min larger
than 0.1, excluding a first-order phase transition; versus b)
EoS with c2s,min ≤ 0.1. The Bayes factors are calculated for
a given maximum neutron star mass M , i.e. the minimum
speed of sound up to the corresponding mass is used. There
is extreme evidence that the minimum squared sound speed,
after exceeding the conformal limit, does not drop to values
smaller than 0.1 for neutron stars with mass M ≤ 1.9M�.
There is strong evidence that c2s,min does not become smaller
than 0.1 in neutron stars with mass M ≤ 2.0M�.

suggest that a first-order phase transition can only pos-
sibly take place in a very heavy neutron star with mass
M > 2M�. In the future, observations of such very
heavy neutron stars will be of prime interest.

In Fig. 5 Posterior credible bands for the baryon den-
sity as a function of energy density are displayed. From
this relation or its inverse, ε(n), all other quantities at
T = 0 can be deduced via the Gibbs-Duhem relation

n
∂ε

∂n
= P + ε . (32)

For practical applications the EoS P (ε), the baryon den-
sity, the energy per particle E/A and the squared sound
speed are tabulated in Tab. VIII of Appendix C using
a fit to the median of n(ε) in the Segments parametrisa-
tion. The energy per particle can be computed as

E

A
=
ε

n
−mN , (33)

which is displayed in Fig. 6 as a function of baryon den-

Bn−≤ntr
n−>ntr

ntr/n0 Gaussian Segments

3 0.02 0.32

4 0.17 0.76

5 0.45 1.50

6 1.71 3.20

TABLE V. Bayes factors Bn−≤ntr
n−>ntr

comparing EoS in which

the derivative of the squared sound velocity, ∂c2s/∂ε, turns
negative at a density n− below the transition density ntr, ver-
sus EoS with n− > ntr. There is strong evidence for the Gaus-
sian parametrisation and moderate evidence for the Segments
parametrisation that ∂c2s/∂ε > 0 at least up to ntr = 3n0.

sity. Here we take mN ∼ 939.5 MeV, the neutron mass
with minor adjustment for a small proton fraction of
∼ 10% as in the APR EoS.

Fig. 7 shows examples of energy density and baryon
density profiles for neutron stars with masses M =
1.4M� and 2.0M�. For each parametrisation the me-
dian displayed in Fig. 2 is used as the corresponding
equation of state. There is once again good agreement
between both parametrisations for M = 1.4M�. Com-
pared to the APR EoS the resulting neutron star radii are
larger by about 1.3 km. For a 2.0M� neutron star, both
parametrisations lead to similar radii but the Segments
parametrisation prefers a larger central energy density,
εc, and central density nc.

B. Monotonically rising speed of sound

With Priors prepared in broad generality and unre-
stricted initialization of the speed of sound, the previ-
ous inference results pointed out some (perhaps) unex-
pected properties of a heavy (2.1M�) neutron star. In
particular, the central baryon density in the core of the
star is not extreme: it does not exceed nc ' (5 ± 1)n0

(at 68% credibility) in both parametrisations. For an
interpretation, suppose that the neutron star centre is
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FIG. 5. Posterior 95% and 68% credible bands and medians for the Gaussian (left) and Segments parametrisation (right):
baryon density n, in units of the nuclear saturation density n0 = 0.16 fm−3, as a function of energy density ε. For tabulated
values of the median in the Segments parametrisation see Tab. VIII.
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composed of baryons viewed as rigid spheres with a typ-
ical “hard core” radius of R ' 0.5 fm. Then the criti-
cal density even for random close packing of such hard
spheres, ncrit ' 0.16/R3 ∼ 8n0 (for a packing volume
fraction φ ' 0.66 [133]), is still significantly higher than
nc. In the same context, the average distance between
two baryons at density n ∼ (5−6)n0 is still around 1 fm,
considerably larger than the typical hard core range. One
expects that such a scenario is characterized by a mono-
tonically increasing c2s as function of baryon density n,
with no phase transition in the neutron star core. It is
then instructive to investigate whether or not this picture
is compatible with the existing empirical data.

Following Sec. III B 3, related insights can be gained by
examining a restrictive scenario in which c2s is assumed to
increase monotonically up to a given transition density,
ntr. No phase transition or crossover occurs at baryon
densities n ≤ ntr, while freedom for phase changes or
the appearance of new degrees of freedom exists at den-
sities n > ntr, within the constraints provided by the
empirical data. For the preparation of a corresponding
Bayes factor analysis, introduce a generic density, n−,
characterised by the slope ∂c2s/∂ε < 0 being negative at
that density, i.e. the counter example to a continuously
increasing sound velocity. (For n− exceeding neutron
star central densities, i.e. in the range not constrained
by data, we assume that the corresponding equation-of-
state P(ε) continues rising.) Consider now the following
two scenarios: hypothesis H0 corresponds to the case
n− > ntr, i.e. the sound velocity increases monotoni-
cally at densities up to ntr. The sound speed may then
change its slope and decrease at some higher density, n−.
The counter hypothesis, H1, assumes that this change of
slope in c2s occurs at a lower density instead, n− ≤ ntr, in
which case ntr simply acts as a density scale for compar-
ison with the opposite hypothesis H0. The Bayes factors

Bn−≤ntr

n−>ntr
then ask for the Likelihoods of the competing

hypotheses and quantify the evidence of H1 over H0 for
given values of ntr. In Tab. V these Bayes factors are
listed for different values of ntr. There is strong evidence
in the Gaussian and moderate evidence in the Segments
parametrisation that ntr = 3n0 is preferred by the data.
This means that an EoS with monotonically rising sound
speed, ∂c2s/∂ε > 0 up to n . ntr = 3n0, is on aver-
age more likely than an EoS that develops a plateau or
decreasing sound speed in this regime, indicating that a
crossover or phase transition below this transition density
is unlikely.

In Ref. [28] the author argues that if a nuclear descrip-
tion is trusted up to ∼ 2n0, then a first-order phase tran-
sition is unlikely and a quark-hadron continuity scenario
may be favoured. Such a picture would be consistent
with the results of the present work which uses a conser-
vative ChEFT constraint and assumes a description in
terms of nucleonic matter to be valid up to about 2n0.
The Bayes factors in Tab. V actually indicate that such a
description might remain valid at least up to 3n0. There
is no evidence for or against larger transition densities,

Bn−≤ntr
n−>ntr

Gaussian Segments

Mnew [M�] 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.2 2.3 2.4

ntr/n0

3 0.04 0.07 0.15 0.66 0.98 1.51

4 0.32 0.54 1.02 1.88 3.15 5.40

5 0.73 1.27 3.07 3.69 6.57 10.75

6 3.32 6.83 22.68 6.97 10.05 12.64

TABLE VI. Similar to Table V, here the Bayes factors

Bn−≤ntr
n−>ntr

are displayed for various transition densities ntr.
The Bayes factors are computed assuming the existence of
an additional hypothetical heavy neutron star with mass
Mnew = 2.2M�, 2.3M� or 2.4M� and an uncertainty
σMnew = ±0.1M�. The observation of a Mnew = 2.4(1)M�
neutron star would lead to strong evidence that the speed
of sound does not rise monotonically up to a density of
ntr = 6n0 in the Gaussian and in the Segments parametrisa-
tion.

which implies that a description of neutron stars in terms
of nucleonic matter up to n ∼ 6n0, characterized by a
monotonically rising speed of sound [107], cannot be ex-
cluded by the currently available data.

In Fig. 8 the 68% and 95% Posterior credible bands of
c2s(ε) for ntr/n0 = 4 and 6 are displayed. The credible
bands with ntr = 4n0 differ very little from those with
ntr = 0 shown in Fig. 2, most likely because the data in-
deed prefer equations of state that rise continuously with
positive curvature at least up to 3n0, as explained in the
previous paragraph. For ntr = 6n0 the differences to the
ntr = 0 case are more visible. The speed of sound is now
preconditioned to increase up to high energy densities
ε ∼ 1.3 GeV fm−3. No complex phase structure appears
in neutron stars with masses M ≤ 2.1M�. In the Seg-
ments parametrisation with its greater freedom, the 95%
band is much wider for ntr = 6n0 and comparable to the
ntr = 4n0 case up to ε ∼ 550 MeV fm−3. This behaviour
of the sound speed is also reflected in the Posterior credi-
ble bands for P (ε) shown in Fig. 9 and in the mass-radius
relation and tidal deformability plotted in Fig. 10.

Next, we investigate the impact that the observation of
a possible supermassive neutron star would have on the
previous analysis. Assume the existence of a speculative
heavy neutron star with mass Mnew = 2.2M�, 2.3M�
or 2.4M�. Its mass is included as an additional hypo-
thetical (Gaussian) measurement such that the Likeli-
hood can be computed according to Eq. (17). We choose
σMnew

= ±0.1M� assuming the uncertainty to be com-
parable to the measurements in Eqs. (14 - 16). We re-
peat the analysis of the Bayes factors in Tab. V with the
additional hypothetical data in Tab. VI. A future mea-
surement of a heavy neutron star with mass M = 2.2M�
would lead to moderate evidence for the possibility that
cs may drop at a density n < ntr = 6n0. For even
higher masses, M = 2.4M�, this evidence becomes still
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FIG. 8. Posterior 95% (top) and 68% (bottom) credible bands and medians of the squared speed of sound c2s as a function of
energy density ε for two different transition densities, ntr/n0 = 4 and 6, up to which the speed of sound is preconditioned to
rise monotonically. In grey the 68% intervals of the central energy densities of neutron stars with masses M = 1.4M� and
2.1M� are displayed. The dashed black line indicates the value of the conformal limit.

more definite. This means the speed of sound would need
to drop before this transition density, hinting towards a
more complex phase structure possibly with a transition
to different degrees of freedom. Therefore the observa-
tion of such a very heavy neutron star would open up the
discussion of a more involved phase structure in the EoS.
In particular, in order to support such a heavy object,
the sound velocity would need to rise steeply at densi-
ties beyond the ChEFT range. As seen in Fig. 8 such a
behaviour has less support for ntr = 6n0 compared to
lower transition densities.

The presently available empirical information includ-
ing up to ∼ 2M� objects may be updated by the recent
observation of the fastest spinning and heaviest known
galactic neutron star [134]. In this context the ongo-
ing speculations about a very heavy neutron star based
on the recent observation of gravitational wave signals
from a black hole merger with a compact object of mass
2.6M� [135] are worth mentioning. Note, however, if
the binary merger product produced in GW170817 was
indeed a hyper-massive neutron star supported against
gravitational collapse by differential rotation, as sug-
gested by the measured electromagnetic counterparts

[136–138], then a reduced upper limit is likely for the
maximum possible mass of non-rotating neutron stars.
Similarly, the condition that the EoS needs to be causally
connected to pQCD results at very high densities makes
extremely massive neutron stars more unlikely [53].

C. Conformal limit reached from above

A recent analysis based on Hard Dense Loop resum-
mation techniques found that, in contrast to standard
perturbative QCD results, the speed of sound reaches
the conformal limit from above at asymptotically high
densities [80]. To analyse the impact of this assumed
alternative asymptotic behaviour, we repeat our anal-
ysis with the same steps as before, but now modified
such that the squared speed of sound reaches the confor-
mal limit, c2s → 1/3, from above. We restrict ourselves
to the Segments parametrisation. With the changed
asymptotic behaviour the descriptive power of the Gaus-
sian parametrisation is severely hindered. The resulting
Posterior credible bands are displayed in Fig. 11. Com-
pared to the case with c2s → 1/3 reached from below in
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FIG. 9. Posterior 95% (top) and 68% (bottom) credible bands and medians of the pressure P as a function of energy density
ε for two different transition densities, ntr/n0 = 4 and 6, up to which the squared speed of sound is preconditioned to rise
monotonically. In grey the 68% intervals of the central energy densities of neutron stars with masses M = 1.4M� and 2.1M�
are displayed.

Figs. 2 and 3, the sound velocities up to energy densi-
ties ε . 650 MeV fm−3 remain unchanged, implying that
both asymptotic behaviours lead to M = 1.4M� neu-
tron stars with almost exactly the same properties as in
Tab. II. Even at higher energy densities the 68% credi-
ble bands look very similar. However, when the confor-
mal limit is reached from above, the lower limit of the
95% credible band lies at higher sound speeds. In con-
trast the standard pQCD asymptotic constraint leads to
a softening of the EoS at high densities as was already
concluded in the Bayesian analyses of Refs. [53, 68]. The
similarity in the speed of sound translates into the cred-
ible bands for P (ε), M(R) and Λ(M). Additionally,
the 68% credible M(R) band extends to slightly larger
masses. There are also only minor changes in ε(n) and
E(n)/A as displayed in Fig. 12. For a 2.1M� neutron
star, when the conformal limit is reached from above,
we find a radius R = 11.6+1.0

−0.9 km, the central pressure

Pc = 311+248
−189 MeV fm−3, tidal deformability Λ = 15+17

−9

and central density nc = 4.9+1.6
−1.7 n0, again very similar

to the previous results in Tab. II. This means that the
description of neutron stars at all mass ranges is to large
extent independent of the high density asymptotic be-

haviour as long as the speed of sound is causally con-
nected to the conformal limit. However, with less sup-
port for small speeds of sound, the modified asymptotic
behaviour makes strong first-order phase transitions in-
side neutron stars even more unlikely.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The present work has focused on several principal ques-
tions relevant to the inference of neutron star properties
(masses, radii, tidal deformabilities) from the presently
available empirical astrophysical data and their detailed
analysis:

a) To what extent can the inference results be consid-
ered independent of the choices of Priors ?

b) Is it feasible to draw statistically significant conclu-
sions about the equation of state of dense matter con-
cerning the possible occurrence of a phase transition or
crossover inside neutron stars ?

A key quantity to address these issues is the speed
of sound, cs =

√
∂P/∂ε, in neutron star matter. We

have modelled cs using two generic parametrisations, a
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FIG. 10. Posterior credible bands at the 95% level and medians of the radius R and the tidal deformability Λ as a function
of mass M for two different transition densities, ntr/n0 = 4 and 6, up to which the speed of sound is preconditioned to rise
monotonically. R(M) is compared to the marginalised intervals at the 68% level from the analysis of the NICER measurements
of PSR J0030+0451 and PSR J0740+6620 by Miller et al. (blue) [11, 12] and by Riley et al. [13, 14] (black). Λ(M) is compared
to the masses and tidal deformabilities inferred in Ref. [112] for the two neutron stars in the merger event GW170817 at the
90% level.

skewed Gaussian in combination with a logistic function,
and a more general form based on piecewise linear seg-
ments. Using Bayesian inference methods, multimessen-
ger data sets from Shapiro time delay observations of
selected pulsars, NICER X-ray measurements and grav-
itational wave signals from binary neutron star mergers
have been translated into constraints on the sound ve-
locity inside neutron stars. The asymptotic behaviour of
the squared sound speed, reaching the conformal limit,
c2s → 1/3, either from below following perturbative QCD
considerations, or from above when applying Hard Dense
Loop (HDL) resummation techniques in QCD, is imple-
mented and discussed. At low baryon densities n around
n0 = 0.16 fm−3, the equilibrium density of normal nu-
clear matter, state-of-the-art Chiral EFT constraints are
incorporated. But unlike several approaches in the re-
cent literature, these nuclear physics constraints are im-
plemented in terms of Likelihoods similar to those for the
empirical data in order to warrant a statistically consis-
tent Bayesian framework.

The results and conclusions are summarised as follows:
i) Good agreement is found between the output Pos-

teriors for both parametrisations up to energy densities
ε ∼ 1.2 GeV fm−3 which cover the central energy densi-
ties of M ∼ 2M�, neutron stars. For larger energy den-
sities differences between the parametrisations become
more prominent because this high-mass region is unre-
stricted by observational data. Bayes factors comparing
the two hypotheses indicate that no parametrisation is
statistically preferred over the other. The implementa-
tion of a conservative upper limit at n = 2n0 based on
ChEFT results prohibits steeply rising sound speeds seen
in some previous analyses, highlighting the importance
of nuclear physics constraints at low and intermediate
densities. The overall conclusion is that the Bayesian in-
ference approach generates results that are indeed stable
with respect to variations in the functional form of the
Prior if the initial parametrisation is chosen sufficiently
general.

ii) A quantitative Bayes factor analysis gives extreme
evidence that the conformal bound c2s ≤ 1/3 is violated
inside neutron stars. If combined with the behaviour
at ultra-high densities derived from standard perturba-
tive QCD, with the conformal limit reached asymptot-
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FIG. 11. Posterior 95% and 68% credible bands and medians for the Segments parametrisation with the conformal limit reached
asymptotically from above. Shown are the squared speed of sound, c2s, and pressure P as a function of energy density ε, as well
as the mass-radius relation M(R) and tidal deformability Λ as a function of neutron star mass M .
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FIG. 12. Posterior 95% and 68% credible bands and medians for the Segments parametrisation with the conformal limit reached
asymptotically from above. Shown are the baryon density n as a function of energy density ε and the energy per particle E/A
as a function of density n.

ically from below, this suggests that the squared speed
of sound displays a non-monotonic behaviour including
at least two extrema, a maximum c2s,max followed by a

minimum c2s,min. However, this minimum would occur

at very high baryon densities, n(c2s,min) = 6.7+0.7
−0.5 n0 (at

68% level) and correspondingly at neutron star masses
M & 2.1M�, i.e. at the borderline or beyond the ob-
jects presently observed. Accordingly, there is extreme
evidence that c2s,min stays larger than 0.1 for neutron
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stars with mass M ≤ 1.9M� and still strong evidence for
M ≤ 2.0M�. This indicates that a first-order phase tran-
sition in the core of even the heaviest observed neutron
stars is unlikely, while a continuous crossover (as realised
for example in the quark-hadron continuity picture) is
not ruled out. In our analysis, we assume that such a
phase change does not produce twin-star solutions which
are implausible given the available data.

If the asymptotic behaviour of the sound velocity is
changed such that the conformal limit is reached from
above as suggested in the HDL scenario, the gross fea-
tures of the inferred speed of sound inside neutron stars
do not alter. The only difference is that at high en-
ergy densities, the 95% level of c2s remains at larger
sound speeds, shifting possible phase changes to even
higher densities. Nevertheless, the behaviour of c2s at
asymptotic densities has relatively minor influence on the
properties of typical neutron stars with masses between
M = 1.4M� and 2.1M�.

iii) The characteristic baryon densities reached in the
centre of a two-solar mass neutron star, nc ∼ (5− 6)n0,
are not extreme, suggesting that a description based en-
tirely on baryonic degrees of freedom can still be vi-
able. Such a picture is realised for example in Functional
Renormalization Group studies based on chiral baryon-
meson field theory or in a related treatment of neutron
star matter as a relativistic Fermi liquid. Its basic feature
is a monotonically increasing sound velocity as a function
of baryon density. We have investigated whether such an
option can be accommodated with or excluded by the
existing empirical data. With the additional assumption
that the speed of sound is preconditioned to rise mono-
tonically up to a certain transition density ntr, a corre-
sponding Bayes factor analysis points out that there is
strong evidence in the Gaussian and moderate evidence
in the Segments parametrisation that ntr & 3n0. Even
a monotonically rising speed of sound up to very high
densities, ntr = 6n0 cannot be excluded by the cur-
rent data and further supports the moderate evidence
against a phase transition at any density in the core of
neutron stars. However, an extension of the Bayes factor
evaluation including a hypothetical object with a mass
beyond 2.1M� suggests that the observation of a super-
heavy neutron star with mass M ∼ 2.3 − 2.4M� would
provide indication for a more complex phase structure in
the deep interior of the star.

The expected expansion of the observational data base
in the future will lead to even tighter constraints on the
speed of sound in neutron stars, with a chance of further
clarifying the phase structure of QCD at high baryon den-
sities and low temperatures. In this context our studies
point out that the observation of a neutron star with
even larger mass than the presently heaviest existing one
would be most informative.
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Appendix A: Bayes factors

With Bayes factors one can compare two competing
hypotheses H0 and H1 and quantify the evidence for one
hypothesis over the other. Given a data set D, the Bayes
factor is defined as the quotient of the marginal likeli-
hoods:

BH1

H0
=

Pr(D|H1,M)

Pr(D|H0,M)
. (A1)

Using Bayes’ theorem in Eq. (8), we can rewrite the
marginal Likelihoods in terms of Posterior and Prior
probabilities

BH1

H0
=

Pr(H1|D,M)

Pr(H1|M)

Pr(H0|M)

Pr(H0|D,M)
. (A2)

The probability distribution for a general hypothesis H is
given by the integral over all parameter sets that support
this hypothesis, θ ∈ ΘH :

Pr(H|D,M)

Pr(H|M)
=

∫
θ∈ΘH

dθ Pr(θ|D,M)∫
θ∈ΘH

dθ Pr(θ|M)

≈
∑
θ∈ΘH

Pr(θ|D,M)

Nθ∈ΘH

, (A3)

where Nθ∈ΘH
denotes the number of parameter sets that

support the hypothesis H. The last line holds only if the
number of samples is large enough to approximate the
integration over the multidimensional parameter space
by a sum. To interpret the resulting Bayes factors we use
the established evidence classification of Ref. [102, 103]
listed in Tab. VII.

Appendix B: Kernel Density Estimation

Kernel Density Estimation is a non-parametric method
to determine the probability density function of a given
data set. Assume a set of N points, (x1, x2, . . . , xN ),
which are independent and identically distributed ac-
cording to the unknown density function f(x). The Ker-
nel Density Estimator (KDE) of this underlying density
function is

f̂h(x) =
1

Nh

N∑
i=1

K

(
x− xi
h

)
, (B1)
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BH1
H0

Interpretation

> 100 Extreme evidence for H1

30 - 100 Very strong evidence for H1

10 - 30 Strong evidence for H1

3 - 10 Moderate evidence for H1

1 - 3 Anecdotal evidence for H1

1 No evidence

1/3 - 1 Anecdotal evidence for H0

1/10 - 1/3 Moderate evidence for H0

1/30 - 1/10 Strong evidence for H0

1/30 - 1/100 Very strong evidence for H0

< 1/100 Extreme evidence for H0

TABLE VII. Interpretation of Bayes factors for comparing the
evidence for hypotheses H0 and H1 according to the evidence
classification in Ref. [102] with the updated terminology of
Ref. [103].

where h is a smoothing parameter called the bandwidth
and K is a Kernel function. This Kernel function must
integrate to one and be symmetric and non-negative.
There is a range of possible Kernel functions, e.g. uni-
form, linear or exponential and here we use a normalized

Gaussian Kernel:

K(z) =
1√
2π

exp(−z2/2) . (B2)

The choice of the bandwidth h is done such that a proper
balance is achieved between maintaining important fea-
tures in the density function and smoothing over irrele-
vant fine structure in the estimator. To find an appro-
priate value for h we use the rule of thumb developed
by Silverman [139]. The above approach can be straight-
forwardly generalized to the case with data on a higher
dimensional space.

Appendix C: EoS Tabular

For practical purposes and applications, the median
values of the baryon density n(ε) as a function of en-
ergy density, as shown in Fig. 5, are listed in Tab. VIII.
Based on these values the energy per particle can be com-
puted using Eq. (33). The pressure can be computed us-
ing the Gibbs-Duhem relation, Eq. (32), and then Eq. (3)
for squared speed of sound. The asymmetry of the Pos-
terior distribution causes small deviations between the
pressure computed from the Gibbs-Duhem relation and
the median of the pressure in Fig. 2.
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Rev. Mod. Phys. 80, 1455 (2008).
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