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ABSTRACT
The maximum mass of neutron stars (𝑀TOV) plays a crucial role in understanding their equation of state (EoS). Previous studies
have used the measurements for the compactness of massive pulsars and the tidal deformability of neutron stars in binary neutron
star (BNS) mergers to constrain the EoS and thus the 𝑀TOV. The discovery of the most massive pulsar, PSR J0952-0607, with a
mass ∼ 2.35𝑀⊙ , has provided a valuable lower limit for 𝑀TOV. Another efficient method to constrain 𝑀TOV is by examining the
type of central remnant formed after a BNS merger. Gravitational wave (GW) data can provide the total mass of the system, while
accompanying electromagnetic signals can help infer the remnant type. In this study, we combine all the previous constraints
and utilize the observational facts that about 24% of the short gamma-ray bursts are followed by an X-ray internal plateau, which
indicate that roughly this fraction of BNS mergers yield supermassive neutron stars, to perform (Markov Chain) Monte Carlo
simulations. These simulations allow us to explore the probability density distribution of 𝑀TOV and other parameters related to
BNS mergers. Our findings suggest that 𝑀TOV is likely around 2.49𝑀⊙ − 2.52𝑀⊙ , with an uncertainty range of approximately
[−0.16𝑀⊙ , 0.15𝑀⊙] ([−0.28𝑀⊙ , 0.26𝑀⊙]) at 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level. Furthermore, we examine the type of merger remnants
in specific events like GW170817 and GW190425 to further constrain 𝑀TOV and other relevant parameters, which can help to
understand the physical processes involved in BNS mergers.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The equation of state (EoS) for neutron stars (NSs) has long been
an open question, although astronomical observations continues to
tighten the allowed parameter space. Generally, constraints on the
EoS for NSs come from two main perspectives: their compactness at
a certain mass or radius, and their maximum mass under non-rotating
conditions (𝑀TOV).

The compactness of a NS can be inferred through the jointly mea-
suring its mass and radius. In the case of a known massive pulsar
with precise mass measurement (usually done through Shapiro de-
lay) (e.g. Antoniadis et al. 2013; Cromartie et al. 2020; Romani et al.
2022), its radius can be inferred from X-ray observations, such as
those conducted by the X-ray observations by the Neutron star Inte-
rior Composition Explorer (NICER) (e.g. Miller et al. 2019; Riley
et al. 2019; Miller et al. 2021; Riley et al. 2021). Once the radius
of a NS at a specific mass is constrained, any EoS predicting a ra-
dius outside the allowed region at this mass could be ruled out. The
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tidal deformability of NSs which reflects their compactness, can also
be inferred from the GW waveform in the late-inspiral phase of bi-
nary neutron star (BNS) mergers (Flanagan & Hinderer 2008; Favata
2014). Constraints on the parameters related to the NS EoS has been
derived from GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2017a, 2018) and GW190425
(Abbott et al. 2020). Dietrich et al. (2020) made the first attempt to
combine as many as multi-messenger observations, including the
pulsar mass measurements of PSR J0740+6620, PSR J0348+4042,
and PSR J1614–2230 (Demorest et al. 2010; Antoniadis et al. 2013;
Arzoumanian et al. 2018; Cromartie et al. 2020), GW data from the
NS mergers GW170817 and GW190425, information from the kilo-
nova AT 2017gfo and the gamma-ray burst GRB 170817A and its
afterglow (Abbott et al. 2017a,b,c), and the NICER observation of
PSR J0030+0451 (Riley et al. 2019; Miller et al. 2019), to pose a joint
constraint on the EoS of NSs. Under this framework, people continues
to refine the constraints with updated observational data and models,
e.g. adding the NICER and XMM-Newton measurements for PSR
J0740+6620 (Riley et al. 2021; Miller et al. 2021; Biswas 2021; Li
et al. 2021a; Annala et al. 2022; Somasundaram & Margueron 2022;
Raaĳmakers et al. 2021; Legred et al. 2021; Pang et al. 2021). A
comprehensive review on the previous related works is presented in
Pang et al. (2021). Generally, the existing constraints on the charac-
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teristic radius 𝑅1.4 of NSs are much more stringent than those on
𝑀TOV, e.g. 𝑅1.4 = 12.56+0.45

−0.40km and 𝑀TOV = 2.27+0.34
−0.18𝑀⊙ with

the uncertainties at 1𝜎 confidence level in Miller et al. (2021).
A tight constraint on the maximum mass of NSs (𝑀TOV) is sorely

needed now, because along with the already well-constrained com-
pactness, it becomes much easier to differentiate NS EoSs proposed
in the literature. A direct lower limit on 𝑀TOV is the mass of the most
massive pulsar observed. For example, as mentioned above, several
pulsars with masses greater the 2𝑀⊙ have been confirmed, such as
PSR J0348+0432 (𝑀 = 2.01+0.04

−0.04𝑀⊙) (Antoniadis et al. 2013), PSR
J0740+6620 (𝑀 = 2.072+0.067

−0.066𝑀⊙) (Cromartie et al. 2020; Riley
et al. 2021) and PSR J0952-0607 (𝑀 = 2.35+0.17

−0.17𝑀⊙) (Romani
et al. 2022), with PSR J0952-0607 being the currently most massive
one. Therefore, approximately 𝑀TOV > 2.35𝑀⊙ is obtained.

Another method to constrain 𝑀TOV is based on the type of central
remnant of the BNS mergers. In theory, the type of merger remnant
depends on 𝑀TOV and the remnant mass 𝑀rem (Rosswog et al. 2000;
Rezzolla et al. 2010, 2011; Howell et al. 2011; Lasky et al. 2014;
Rosswog et al. 2014; Ravi & Lasky 2014; Gao et al. 2016; Radice
et al. 2018; Ai et al. 2020), while the latter can be calculated from the
total mass of the BNS-merger system extracted from the GW data.
When

𝑀rem,0 > (1 + 𝜒𝑟 )𝑀TOV, (1)

a black hole (BH) or short-lived hyper-massive NS (HMNS) would
be produced; When

𝑀rem,0 < (1 + 𝜒𝑟 )𝑀TOV, 𝑀b,rem > 𝑀b,TOV, (2)

a long-lived super-massive NS (SMNS) with rigid rotation would be
produced; When

𝑀b,rem < 𝑀b,TOV, (3)

a stable NS (SNS) would be produced. Here 𝜒𝑟 ≲ 0.2 stands for the
critical enhancement factor for NS mass for different types of merger
remnants (Cook et al. 1994; Lasota et al. 1996; Breu & Rezzolla
2016; Ai et al. 2020). The mass with subscript “0” represents the
value at the initial spin period for a rigidly rotating NSs, while the
mass with subscript “b” is the baryonic mass. The remnant mass can
be calculated from the total mass of the BNS system. In short, if we
know both the type and mass of the merger remnant, we can obtain
constraints on 𝑀TOV.

It has been long believed that BNS mergers are the source of short
gamma-ray busrts (SGRBs) (Paczynski 1986; Eichler et al. 1989;
Paczynski 1991; Narayan et al. 1992), before it was confirmed by
the joint detection of GW and electromagnetic (EM) signals. Obser-
vationally, a good fraction (∼ 24%, see Appendix A for details) of
sGRBs are followed by an internal X-ray plateau (a plateau followed
by an extremely steep decay) on the GRB afterglow’s light curve.
This feature cannot be explained within the framework of external
shock, but can be naturally attributed to the collapse of the post-
merger SMNS to a BH. Therefore, about 24% of the BNS mergers
would produce a SMNS. Due to the lack of mass information on
these BNS systems, no constraint on 𝑀TOV can be made with indi-
vidual sources. However, given the mass distribution of BNS merger
systems, the fraction of SMNS as the merger remnants can be esti-
mated for each 𝑀TOV. By comparing the inferred fraction from the
theory with the observed one, constraints on 𝑀TOV can be made, e.g.
𝑀TOV ∼ 2.3𝑀⊙ (Gao et al. 2016).

So far, only two BNS merger events have been identified through
GW observation: GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2017a) and GW190425
(Abbott et al. 2020). GW170817 was the first event to be detected

through both GW and EM observations, providing valuable in-
sights into the physical processes involved in BNS mergers (Abbott
et al. 2017b,c). However, the nature of the remnant formed after
GW170817 is still a subject of debate. While the existence a short-
lived hyper-massive NS after the merger can explain most of the EM
signals, including the 1.7s time delay for the sGRB after the merger1
and the required ejecta mass to power the two-component kilonova,
some argue that a long-lived neutron has to be produced to serve as
the central engine that powers the bright kilonova emission (Yu et al.
2018; Li et al. 2018). Based on the scenario in which a short-lived
HMNS was produced in GW170817, lasting for ∼ 1.7s, various stud-
ies have constrained the maximum mass of NSs (Margalit & Metzger
2017; Rezzolla et al. 2018; Ruiz et al. 2018), e.g. 𝑀TOV ≤ 2.16𝑀⊙
(Margalit & Metzger 2017). To provide a comprehensive analysis, Ai
et al. (2020) proposed several universal relations for the masses and
spin periods of rigidly rotating NSs, and summarized the constraints
on 𝑀TOV for different assumptions regarding the types of merger
remnants. They claim that, if the merger remnant was a short-lived
HMNS, one should have 𝑀TOV < 2.09+0.11

−0.09𝑀⊙ ; if it was a long-lived
SMNS, one should have 2.09+0.11

−0.09𝑀⊙ < 𝑀TOV < 2.43+0.10
−0.08𝑀⊙ ; if

it was a SNS, one should have 𝑀TOV > 2.43+0.10
−0.08𝑀⊙ . The uncer-

tainties are in the 2𝜎 confidence level. The results from all of these
works are under the assumption that 𝜒𝑟 ∼ 0.2. However, Shibata
et al. (2019) claimed that the angular momentum of the remnant
might be efficiently lost during the differential rotating phase, so that
the initial spin of the SMNS (if it was formed) cannot be Keplerian,
and 𝜒𝑟 could be significantly smaller than 0.2. Again, based on the
scenario that the merger remnant of GW170817 was a short-lived
HMNS, they relaxed the constraint on 𝑀TOV to be approximately
smaller than 2.3𝑀⊙ . Recently, Margalit et al. (2022) also suggested
that, after the merger, a rigidly rotating core inside the HMNS may
form and later collapses into a BH before the differential rotation
vanishes, so that 𝜒𝑟 < 0.2.

In the case of GW190425, the total mass of the BNS system was
found to be approximately 3.4𝑀⊙ (Abbott et al. 2020), which devi-
ates significantly from the total mass of Galactic DNSs. Interestingly,
a fast radio burst (FRB) FRB190425A was discovered at ∼ 2.5 hours
after the merger time of GW190425, and there is a possibility of asso-
ciation between the two events at a 2.8𝜎 confidence level (Moroianu
et al. 2023; Panther et al. 2023). If the association is indeed true,
the blitzar FRB model could be applied. This model predicts that
non-repeating FRBs could be emitted when a SMNS collapses into
a BH (Zhang 2014; Falcke & Rezzolla 2014; Most et al. 2018). In
this scenario, under the framework of NSs, roughly 𝑀TOV > 2.6𝑀⊙
is required (Moroianu et al. 2023). According to the follow-up study
by Panther et al. (2023), the most possible common host galaxy
for GW190425 and FRB 20190425A is UGC10667, with a redshift
𝑧 = 0.03136. Knowing the exact distance and the sky location of the
source, the parameters of the BNS-merger system extracted from the
GW data can be refined. Bhardwaj et al. (2023) found that, if the
host galaxy of GW190425 was UGC10667, our viewing angle for
this BNS merger should be greater than 30 degree, where the mas-
sive merger ejecta would cause a significant attenuation for the FRB
signal at 400MHz. Therefore, the proposed association could not be

1 The 1.7𝑠 time delay is not necessarily due to the delayed formation of the
BH. This is because: 1) Recent numerical simulations show that a jet could
be launched in the BNS merger with a magnetar as the central engine (Kiuchi
et al. 2023); 2) The 1.7𝑠 delay could be decomposed in several components,
with the dominant portion naturally explained by the travel time of the jet
before the release of gamma-ray photons (Zhang 2019).
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real. Note that there are still several other candidate host galaxies for
FRB 20190425A that could allow the association, even though with
smaller chance probabilities (Panther et al. 2023). In this work, we
still treat the pair as a possible association and discuss its contribution
to the constraints on 𝑀TOV and other parameters.

In this work, based on the previous constraints on NS EoS with
multi-messenger method, we focus on the central remnants of BNS
mergers to establish joint constraints on the maximum mass of NSs
(𝑀TOV). Section 2 introduces the fundamental formula for the masses
associated with BNS mergers. In Section 3, we gather all the obser-
vations into a Bayesian framework and employ Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) simulations to infer 𝑀TOV and other essential pa-
rameters. Our conclusions and discussions are presented in Section
5.

2 FORMULA FOR THE MASSES RELATED TO BNS
MERGERS

2.1 remnant mass of a BNS merger

The masses of NSs obtained from the GW data are gravitational
masses, while what was conserved during the merger is the total
baryonic mass of the system. In order to calculate the mass of merger
remnant, universal relations that independent to NS EoSs, to convert
between the gravitational mass and baryonic mass are needed. Gao
et al. (2020) proposed several universal relations based on a collection
of common EoSs with 𝑀TOV ranging from 2.05𝑀⊙ to 2.78𝑀⊙ ,
which cover the generally believed 𝑀TOV range. A more detailed
comparison between the microscopic and macroscopic parameter
spaces for the EoSs used to construct the universal relations and the
parameter spaces constrained by latest multi-messenger observations
is shown in Appendix D.

Consider a BNS merger system with the masses of two pre-merger
NSs as 𝑀1 and 𝑀2 (𝑀1 ≥ 𝑀2), respectively. Supposing the spins
of the pre-merger NSs are relatively low, their baryonic masses can
be calculated with the universal relation for non-rotating or slow-
rotating NSs, which reads as (Gao et al. 2020)

𝑀𝑏,𝑖 = 𝑀𝑖 + 𝐴0𝑀
2
𝑖 , (4)

where 𝑖 = 1, 2 and 𝐴0 = 0.08. The baryonic mass of the central
remnant could be calculated as

𝑀b,rem = 𝑀𝑏,1 + 𝑀𝑏,2 − 𝑀ej, (5)

where 𝑀ej is the mass ejected during the merger Applying the relation
of gravitational mass and baryonic mass for a post-merger rapidly
rotating NS with an arbitrary rigid rotation period (Gao et al. 2020),

𝑀𝑏 = 𝑀 + 𝐴𝑠𝑀
2 (6)

with 𝐴𝑠 = 0.073, the gravitational mass for the remnant 𝑀rem,0 can
be estimated (assume the remnant is a rigidly rotating NS first and
test the hypothesis later). Hereafter, the initial gravitational mass of
the merger remnant is simply denoted as 𝑀rem instead of 𝑀rem,0.
According to Gao et al. (2020), the conversion between the two types
of masses introduce a non-negligible uncertainty, denoted as 𝑓err,
which is at most 6% and does not have a clear dependence on the
mass of the neutron star. In this work, we add this percentage error
directly to the baryonic mass of the central remnant to simplify the
calculation, which reads as

𝑀b,rem = 𝑀𝑏,1 + 𝑀𝑏,2 − 𝑀ej + 𝑓err (𝑀𝑏,1 + 𝑀𝑏,2). (7)

In different converting directions, the uncertainties would partially

cancel each other out, so we do not introduce another uncertainty on
the gravitational mass of the merger remnant. For GW170817, the
ejecta mass inferred from the kilonova observation is 𝑀ej ≈ 0.06𝑀⊙
when only radioactive heating of the ejecta is considered (e.g. Vil-
lar et al. 2017). In principle, the required ejecta mass could be
lower if a long-lived central engine existed. The existing numeri-
cal simulations predict that the ejecta mass might be in order of
10−4𝑀⊙ ∼ a few × 10−2𝑀⊙ (Rezzolla et al. 2011; Rezzolla &
Zanotti 2013; Hotokezaka et al. 2013; Siegel & Metzger 2017; Fu-
jibayashi et al. 2018). Generally, the gravitational mass of the central
remnant can be expressed as 𝑀rem = G(𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej), where
𝑀tot = 𝑀1 + 𝑀2 represents the total mass and 𝑞 = 𝑀2/𝑀1 is the
mass ratio, from which 𝑀1 and 𝑀2 can be easily calculated. For
a certain total mass 𝑀tot, the influence of different mass ratios on
the remnant mass is also tested. We find that, for 𝑞 = 0.5 − 1, the
influence is negligible. So, we always set 𝑞 = 1 when 𝑞 is unknown.

2.2 mass distribution of BNS-merger systems

Currently, the measurement of the total mass of BNS merger sys-
tems can only be achieved through the detection of GWs (Li et al.
2021b). Due to the limited number of detections (only two events),
obtaining a meaningful mass distribution for BNS merger systems
is challenging. The most similar system to the BNS merger is the
Galactic double neutron star (DNS) systems. Even if we exclude
DNS systems that will not merge within the Hubble timescale, the
overall mass distribution remains largely unchanged (Farrow et al.
2019). This distribution can be described by a Gaussian distribution
with {𝜇𝐺 , 𝜎𝐺} = {2.64𝑀⊙ , 0.13𝑀⊙} (See Appendix B for details).

Before the detection of GW170817 and GW190425, it is generally
believed that mass of BNS merger systems follows the mass distribu-
tion of the Galactic DNS systems. However, for GW190425, the total
mass reaches ∼ 3.3𝑀⊙ with low-spin prior assumption for the pre-
merger NSs, and ∼ 3.4𝑀⊙ with high-spin prior assumption. These
values lie outside the 5𝜎 confidence region of the distribution of the
Galatic DNS systems (Abbott et al. 2020). Therefore, besides the
contribution of Galactic-DNS-like systems, a high-mass component
must exist in the mass distribution of BNS mergers.

Recycled pulsars, which include all millisecond pulsars and ac-
creting NSs with low-mass companions, form a population of NSs
with masses higher than their birth masses. Their mass distribu-
tion can be described by a Gaussian distribution with {𝜇𝑟 , 𝜎𝑟 } =

{1.54𝑀⊙ , 0.23𝑀⊙}, which significantly deviates from the mass dis-
tributions of slow pulsars and NSs in the Galactic DNS systems
(Özel & Freire 2016). The masses of slow pulsars and NSs in
the Galactic DNS systems also follow Gaussian distributions, ex-
pressed as {𝜇𝑠 , 𝜎𝑠} = {1.49𝑀⊙ , 0.19𝑀⊙} and {𝜇DNS, 𝜎DNS} =

{1.33𝑀⊙ , 0.09𝑀⊙}, respectively (Özel & Freire 2016). These mass
distributions are shown in the upper panel of Figure 1. It is natural
to expect that high-mass BNSs are supposed to contain at least one
recycled neutron star. Given that the formation channels of merging
BNS systems are still uncertain, we randomly select NSs from the
three populations, each with an equal chance, following the mass
distribution of each population, to form high-mass BNS systems to-
gether with the recycled NSs. The mass distribution of the secondary
NSs is also shown in the upper panel of Figure 1. The overall dis-
tribution of the total masses of BNS merger systems can be written
as

DBNS (𝑀tot | R) = (1 − R)D𝐺 (𝑀tot) + RDH (𝑀tot), (8)

whereD𝐺 andDH represent the mass distributions of Galactic DNSs

MNRAS 000, 1–12 (2015)
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Figure 1. Upper panel: The solid lines represent the mass distributions of
NSs in different populations. The black dashed line stands for the mass
distribution of the secondary NSs in the high-mass BNS systems. Middle
panel: The probability density distributions of the total masses (𝑀tot) for
GW170817 and GW190425, under the high-spin (HS) and low-spin priors
(LS), respectively. Lower panel: The solid lines represent the mass distribution
of the Galactic DNS systems and the high-mass component. The dashed black
line represents the resultant mass distribution of BNS mergers with R = 0.5 as
an example. The dotted vertical lines represents the 3𝜎 upper bounds for the
mass distributions. The black and pink shades represent the range of the total
mass for GW190425 under the low-spin and high-spin priors, respectively.

and the high-mass BNSs, respectively. R is a fraction parameter that
represents the contribution of the high-mass component.

3 CONSTRAINTS ON THE MAXIMUM MASS OF
NEUTRON STARS

Multi-messenger observations can place constraints on the maximum
mass of NSs (𝑀TOV). However, sometimes the observations are also
related to other parameters, such as the maximum enhancement fac-
tor for the mass of the post-merger rigidly rotating NS (𝜒𝑟 ), and the
fraction of high-mass components for the mass distribution of BNS
merger systems (R). Besides, we also include the ejecta mass of BNS
merger (𝑀ej) and the uncertainty of the universal relations for the
𝑀 − 𝑀𝑏 conversion ( 𝑓err) into the parameter set. These parameters
are included in 𝚯 = {𝑀TOV, 𝜒𝑟 ,R, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej}. The Bayesian infer-

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

PD
F

original
modified, HS
modified, LS

Figure 2. The probability density distributions for the fraction parameter R
inferred from the total mass of GW170817 and GW190425. The measure-
ments of 𝑀tot for the two GW-BNS-merger events with both high-spin prior
and low-spin prior assumptions are shown, respectively. We do not consider
the case where one event has a high-spin prior while the other has a low-spin
prior, as it could result in a curve located between the two shown modified
priors.

ence method is applied in this section. Before constraining 𝑀TOV,
we first need to determine reasonable priors for these parameters. In
the absence of convincing information on 𝜒𝑟 , it can only be assumed
to be uniformly distributed in the range [0.02, 0.2] (Shibata et al.
2019). Similarly, the prior of 𝑓err is set to be a uniform distribution
in the range [−6%, 6%] while the prior of 𝑀ej is set to be a uni-
form distribution in logarithmic space in the range [10−4, 6× 10−2].
The probability density function of R can be inferred from the total
mass of the two BNS merger systems detected via GWs (GW170817
and GW190425), independently from the other two parameters. Be-
fore the detection of BNS merger via GWs, it was assumed that
the mass distribution of BNS mergers follows that for the Galatic
DNSs (R = 0.0), while it would be highly unlikely that most of
the BNS-merger systems consist of two massive millisecond pulsars
(R = 1.0). Therefore, we set R to follow a Gaussian distribution
with {𝜇R , 𝜎R } = {0.0, 0.33}, R > 0, as the original prior (𝑝(R)).
This distribution can be modified by the GW170817 and GW190425
systems as

𝑝(R | Mtot) ∝
[∏

𝑖

∫
DBNS (𝑀tot,i | R)𝑝(𝑀tot,i)𝑑𝑀tot,i

]
𝑝(R) (9)

where Mtot = {𝑀tot,i} and 𝑀𝑖 represents the total mass of each
BNS-merger system. The probability density distribution (𝑝(𝑀tot,i))
can be obtained by conducting kernel density estimation for the
posteriors for the masses provided by LIGO-Virgo-Kagra science
collaboration2, which are shown in the middle panel of Figure 1.
The joint distributions of 𝑀tot and mass ratio 𝑞 for GW170817 and
GW190425 are shown in Figure C1 in Appendix C. The total mass
distribution depends on the spin prior for the two pre-merger NSs, so
that these cases will be discussed separately. The original prior and
the modified priors of R are shown in the lower panel of Figure 2,
with the latter being used for future calculations.

We divide the observations related to 𝑀TOV into two Categories,

2 The public data for GW170817 and GW190425 can be access through
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P1800370/public and https://dcc.
ligo.org/LIGO-P2000026/public, respectively.
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Figure 3. Constraints on 𝑀TOV with the facts in Catalog I. The blue and
orange solid lines are extracted from Miller et al. (2021) and Li et al. (2021a),
respectively.

based on whether it can be constrained independently from the other
four parameters in 𝚯 (Category I) or not (Category II).

3.1 Observations: Category I

The observations included in Category I are denoted as dI = {𝑑I,𝑖},
which are listed as:

• 𝑑I,1: The constraints on 𝑀TOV presented in previous works,
based on the GW data from BNS merger events GW170817 and
GW190425, as well as the joint measurements for the radii and
masses of some massive pulsars (i.e. PSR J0030+0451 and PSR
J0740+6620), assuming the NSs are composed of predominately
neutrons without a quark core (i.e. Miller et al. 2021) or with a quark
core (i.e. Li et al. 2021a).

• 𝑑I,2: The heaviest pulsar so far, PSR J0952-0607, with gravi-
tational mass 𝑀 = 2.35 ± 0.17𝑀⊙ (Romani et al. 2022). 𝑀TOV >

2.35 ± 0.17𝑀⊙ can be obtained.

The observation 𝑑I,1 summarizes the constraints on 𝑀TOV from pre-
vious works and can directly give the probability density distribution
of 𝑀TOV, which is shown in Figure 3. When 𝑑I,2 is included, the
posterior of 𝑀TOV can be expressed as

𝑝(𝑀TOV | dI) ∝ L(𝑑I,2 | 𝑀TOV)𝑝(𝑀TOV | 𝑑I,1), (10)

where

𝑃(𝑑I,2 | 𝑀TOV) =
∫ 𝑀TOV

−∞

1
√

2𝜋𝜎NS
exp

[
− (𝑚 − 𝑀NS)2

2𝜎2
NS

]
𝑑𝑚, (11)

with 𝑀NS = 2.35𝑀⊙ and 𝜎𝑀 = 0.17𝑀⊙ adopted. The new PDF of
𝑀TOV is also shown in Figure 3. The observations in this category can
be used to constrain 𝑀TOV independently to the other two parameters.
We have 𝑀TOV ∼ 2.43 − 2.50𝑀⊙ with an uncertainty [−0.19𝑀⊙ ,
0.23𝑀⊙] ([−0.34𝑀⊙ , 0.42𝑀⊙]) at 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level (see
Table 1).

3.2 Observations: Category II

The observations included in Category II, denoted as dII, are related
to the type of remnant of BNS mergers. They are further divided into
two sub categories, IIA (dIIA) and IIB (dIIB), based on whether they
come from population properties or from one specific BNS merger.
The observations in Category IIA are listed as,

• 𝑑IIA,1: According to the observation of X-ray internal plateaus
in the sGRB afterglows, ∼ 24% of the BNS mergers would produce
a SMNS.

The observations in Category IIB are listed as,

• 𝑑IIB,1: The possible association of GW190425 and FRB
20190425A indicates that the merger remnant of GW190425 might
be a SMNS.

• 𝑑IIB,2: The type of merger remnant of GW170817 is un-
der debate. In different cases, 𝑑IIB,2 can be written as 𝑑IIB,2,BH,
𝑑IIB,2,SMNS and 𝑑IIB,2,SNS, respectively.

Generally, the posterior of 𝚯 can be expressed as

𝑝(𝚯 | dII) ∝
[∏

𝑖

L(𝑑IIA,i | 𝚯)
] [∏

𝑖

L(𝑑IIB,i | 𝚯)
]

× 𝑝(𝑀TOV | dI)𝑝(𝜒𝑟 )𝑝(R | M). (12)

where the priors of 𝑀TOV and R in this step come from Equations 9
and 10, respectively.

In details, for the observation 𝑑IIA,1, the likelihood can be ex-
pressed as

L(𝑑IIA,1 | 𝚯) ∝ 𝑝( 𝑓SMNS | 𝑀TOV, 𝜒𝑟 ,R, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej, 𝑓𝑋), (13)

where 𝑓𝑋 = 0.243 (see Appendix A) represents the observational
fraction of X-ray internal plateau in sGRBs. According to the De
Moivre-Laplace Central Limit Theorem, we know that the probability
of the observed fraction deviates from the real fraction within a small
positive value 𝜖 is

𝑃( | 𝑓𝑋 − 𝑓SMNS | < 𝜖) ≈ 2Φ
(
𝜖

√︂
𝑛

𝑓SMNS (1 − 𝑓SMNS)

)
− 1, (14)

where Φ(𝑥) is the cumulative distribution function for the standard
normal distribution and 𝑛 = 144 is the total number of sGRBs in our
sample (see Appendix A). The approximation in Equation 14 is valid
when 𝑛 𝑓SMNS > 5. Therefore, the likelihood can be further written
as

L(𝑑IIA,1 | 𝚯) ∝ 1
√

2𝜋
exp


−

[
𝜖 ′
√︃

𝑛
𝑓SMNS (1− 𝑓SMNS )

]2

2


(15)

where

𝜖 ′ = | 𝑓𝑋 − 𝑓SMNS (𝚯) |. (16)

For a certain parameter set 𝚯, the predicted fraction of SMNS as the
merger remnant can be written as

𝑓SMNS =

∫ 𝑀th,2
𝑀th,1

𝑝(𝑀rem | R, 𝑞, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej)𝑑𝑀rem∫ ∞
0 𝑝(𝑀rem | R, 𝑞, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej)𝑑𝑀rem

, (17)

where

𝑀th,1 = (1 + 𝜒𝑟 )𝑀TOV (18)

and

𝑀th,2 =
−1 +

√︁
1 + 4𝐴𝑠𝑀b,TOV

2𝐴𝑠
. (19)

The probability density distribution of 𝑀rem under a certain param-
eter set can be expressed as

𝑝(𝑀rem (𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej) | R, 𝑞, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej)𝑑𝑀rem (20)
∝ D(𝑀tot | R)𝑑𝑀tot,
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where

𝑑𝑀rem =
𝜕G(𝑀tot, 𝑞, 𝑓err, 𝑀ej)

𝜕𝑀tot
𝑑𝑀tot. (21)

For the observations dIIB,1, the likelihood function can be ex-
pressed as

L(𝑑IIB,1 | 𝚯) =
∫

𝑑𝑀tot

∫
𝑑𝑞L(𝑑IIB,1 | 𝚯, 𝑀tot, 𝑞)𝑝(𝑀tot, 𝑞), (22)

where

L(𝑑IIB,1 | 𝚯, 𝑀tot, 𝑞) =
{

1 if GW190425 − SMNS,
0 ELSE, (23)

and 𝑝(𝑀tot, 𝑞) can be numerically obtained by conducting 2D kernel
density estimation from the posteriors of 𝑀tot and 𝑞 from GW public
data (See detailed in Appendix C). L(𝑑IIB,2 | 𝚯) for GW170817 can
be expressed in a similar way but different types of merger remnant
are considered. For each parameter set, the merger remnant can be
determined following the criteria listed in the introduction.

3.3 Results

We employ the python module emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013)
to conduct the Bayesian MCMC parameter estimation. The con-
straints on 𝑀TOV solely with dI has been presented in Section 3.1.
Here, we first combine the observations in Category I and IIA to con-
strain 𝚯. Figure 4 shows an example with 𝑀tot inferred using low-
spin prior for both GW170817 and GW190425, assuming the NSs are
made of pure neutrons. It is worth noting that, instead of close to 0.2,
the probability density distribution of 𝜒𝑟 is supposed to peak at about
0.1, although with a relatively large uncertainty. The detailed results
with different assumptions are listed in Table 1. In general, when con-
sidering both dI and dIIA, we find 𝑀TOV ≈ 2.49𝑀⊙ − 2.52𝑀⊙ with
an uncertainty range of [−0.16𝑀⊙ , 0.15𝑀⊙] ([−0.28𝑀⊙ , 0.26𝑀⊙]);
𝜒𝑟 ≈ 0.10 with an uncertainty range of [−0.04, 0.06] ([−0.06, 0.08]);
and R ≈ 0.41 − 0.44 with an uncertainty range of [−0.20, 0.22]
([−0.31, 0.36]). All the uncertainties presented here are at 1𝜎 (2𝜎)
confidence level.

The observations in Category IIB are not confirmed, so that we
have to discuss them case by case. Generally, the posterior of 𝚯 is
expressed as

𝑝(𝚯 | 𝑑IIB,i, dIIA, dI) ∝ L(𝑑IIB,i | 𝚯)𝑝(𝚯 | dIIA, dI)
∝ L(𝑑IIB,i | 𝚯)L(dIIA | 𝚯)𝑝(𝚯 | dI).(24)

The posteriors of 𝚯 with observations in Category I and IIA, along
with one certain case in Category IIB are shown in Figure 5 and 6.
These figures display the inferences made using the remnant type of
GW190425 and GW170817, respectively. The central values and 1𝜎
(2𝜎) uncertainties with different assumptions are listed in Table 2.
The results can be summarized as follows:

• If one assumes that the remnant of GW170817 collapses directly
into a BH after the differential rotating phase, a preferred value of
𝑀TOV around 2.30𝑀⊙ − 2.35𝑀⊙ is obtained, with an uncertainty
range of [−0.13𝑀⊙ , 0.12𝑀⊙] ([−0.20𝑀⊙ ,0.19𝑀⊙]) at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎)
confidence level. The maximum enhancement factor for the mass of
a rigidly rotating NS produced after a BNS merger would be more
likely to be 𝜒𝑟 ∼ 0.07 with an uncertainty range of [−0.03,0.05]
([−0.03, 0.08]) at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level.

• If one assumes that the remnant of GW170817 is a SMNS, a
preferred value of 𝑀TOV around 2.47𝑀⊙ −2.51𝑀⊙ is obtained, with
an uncertainty range of [−0.09𝑀⊙ , 0.10𝑀⊙] ([−0.14𝑀⊙ , 0.15𝑀⊙])
at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level. The maximum enhancement factor

for the mass of a rigidly rotating NS produced after a BNS merger
would be more likely to be 𝜒𝑟 ∼ 0.08 − 0.10 with an uncertainty
range of [−0.03, 0.06] ([−0.04, 0.08]) at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence
level.

• If one assumes that the remnant of GW170817 is a SNS, a
preferred value of 𝑀TOV around 2.58𝑀⊙ −2.63𝑀⊙ is obtained, with
an uncertainty range of [−0.10𝑀⊙ , 0.12𝑀⊙] ([−0.17𝑀⊙ , 0.21𝑀⊙])
at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level. The maximum enhancement factor
for the mass of a rigidly rotating NS produced after a BNS merger
would be more likely to be 𝜒𝑟 ∼ 0.14 with an uncertainty range of
[−0.04, 0.04] ([−0.06, 0.05]) at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level.

• If the association of GW190425 and FRB 20190425A is real, a
preferred value of 𝑀TOV around 2.66𝑀⊙ −2.69𝑀⊙ is obtained, with
an uncertainty range of [−0.11𝑀⊙ , 0.11𝑀⊙]([−0.17𝑀⊙ , 0.19𝑀⊙])
at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level. In this case, it is highly likely that
the merger remnant of GW170817 is a SNS. The value of 𝜒𝑟 should
be very close to 0.2.

In all cases, the fraction of high-mass component in the BNS mass
distribution, denoted as R, cannot be well constrained, while the
central value is around R ∼ 0.37 − 0.51.

4 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We attempted to constrain the maximum mass of NSs (𝑀TOV), the
maximum enhancement factor for the mass of rigidly rotating NSs
produced after BNS mergers (𝜒𝑟 ), and the fraction of high-mass
components in the BNS merger mass distribution (R) by combining
as many astronomical observations as possible.

Starting from the previous constraints on 𝑀TOV in the litera-
ture based on the compactness (tidal deformability) measurements
for NSs, we added constraints on 𝑀TOV from the most massive
pulsars observed so far (PSR J0952-0607), and the facts that ap-
proximately 24% sGRBs are followed by an X-ray internal plateau,
which indicates that about 24% of BNS mergers would produce
a SMNS. This led to a preferred value of 𝑀TOV to be approx-
imately 2.49𝑀⊙ − 2.52𝑀⊙ , with an uncertainty of [−0.16𝑀⊙ ,
0.15𝑀⊙]([−0.28𝑀⊙ , 0.26𝑀⊙]) at the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence level.

Furthermore, we can impose additional constraints based on the
type of merger remnants in GW170817 and GW190425. The remnant
type could be inferred from the electromagnetic signals during and
after the merger, but is still under debate. If the remnant collapsed
into a BH immediately after the differential rotating phase, a value of
𝑀TOV around 2.3𝑀⊙ − 2.4𝑀⊙ would be preferred. In this case, the
maximum mass of rigidly rotating NSs produced by BNS mergers
can only be 𝜒𝑟 ∼ 0.07 greater than 𝑀TOV; If the remnant was a
SMNS, a higher value of 𝑀TOV around 2.5𝑀⊙ would be preferred.
The central value of 𝜒𝑟 would be around 0.08 - 0.10; If the merger
remnant was a SNS, a larger value of 𝑀TOV around 2.6𝑀⊙ would be
preferred. The central value of 𝜒𝑟 would be approximately 0.14. The
constraints on R, the fraction of high-mass components in the BNS
merger mass distribution, are relatively loose. However, in any case,
a high mass component for the mass distribution of BNS merger
system is expected to exist.

The possible association of GW190425 and FRB 20190425A in-
dicates that the merger remnant of GW190425 might be a SMNS. If
that was true, 𝑀TOV ∼ 2.7𝑀⊙ would be preferred while 𝜒𝑟 should
be very close to 0.2. Again, the constraints on R is loose.

If a SNS was produced in GW170817, constraints from the ob-
servations of its electromagnetic counterparts suggest that the sur-
face magnetic field of the remnant should be relatively low, with a
poloidal magnetic field 𝐵𝑝 less than approximately 1011 G (Ai et al.
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Table 1. Constraints on 𝚯 with observations in Category I (dI, including the measurements for compactness, tidal deformabilities and the mass of the most
massive pulsar) and IIA (dIIA, the fraction of X-ray internal plateaus in sGRBs). “HS" and “LS" represent the high-spin prior and low-spin prior for the
pre-merger NSs in GW170817 and GW190425, which influence the modified prior of R.

dI dI + dIIA

NS without
a quark core

(HS)
𝑀TOV = 2.43+0.20(+0.41)

−0.18(−0.32)𝑀⊙

𝑀TOV = 2.49+0.14(+0.23)
−0.16(−0.28)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.10+0.06(+0.08)
−0.05(−0.05)

R = 0.42+0.22(+0.36)
−0.20(−0.30)

NS without
a quark core

(LS)
—-

𝑀TOV = 2.49+0.14(+0.23)
−0.16(−0.28)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.10+0.06(+0.09)
−0.04(−0.05)

R = 0.41+0.21(+0.36)
−0.19(−0.29)

NS with
a quark core

(HS)
𝑀TOV = 2.50+0.23(+0.42)

−0.19(−0.34)𝑀⊙

𝑀TOV = 2.52+0.15(+0.26)
−0.16(−0.28)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.11+0.06(+0.08)
−0.04(−0.06)

R = 0.44+0.21(+0.36)
−0.20(−0.31)

NS with
a quark core

(LS)
—-

𝑀TOV = 2.52+0.15(+0.25)
−0.16(−0.28)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.11+0.06(+0.08)
−0.04(−0.06)

R = 0.42+0.21(+0.36)
−0.20(−0.30)

2018). However, numerical simulations indicate that the magnetic
field on the surface of neutron stars can be highly amplified during
the merger (e.g. Kiuchi et al. 2023). Although most simulations only
cover a short time-scale of less than 1s, a plausible mechanism is
needed to dampen the enhanced magnetic field.

It is worth noting that, the prior of 𝑀TOV in this work is directly
extracted from Miller et al. (2021) and Li et al. (2021a). Raaĳmakers
et al. (2021) independently analized the NICER data and found a quite
different probability density distribution for 𝑀TOV on compared with
Miller et al. (2021). They claimed that 𝑀TOV is smaller that 2.4𝑀⊙
at 95% confidence level. Combined with the mass measurement of
J0952-0670 (∼ 2.35𝑀⊙), 𝑀TOV should be well constrained near
2.3𝑀⊙ − 2.4𝑀⊙ . A long-lived remnant is unlikely to be produced
after GW170817 and the GW-FRB association is not real.
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Figure 4. Constraints on 𝚯 with the facts in Category I and IIA. Low-spin priors were adopted when using the masses of the BNSs GW170817 and GW190425,
to estimate the prior of R. The neutron stars are assumed to be composed of predominately neutrons without a quark core. The titles show the central value and
uncertainties at 1𝜎 confidence level.
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Table 2. Constraints on 𝚯 with observations in Category I, IIA, and IIB (dIIB, remnant type in GW170817 or G190425) with uncertainty at 1𝜎 (2𝜎) confidence
level. “HS" and “LS" have the same definitions as in Table 2

𝑑IIB,i GW170817-BH GW170817-SMNS GW170817-SNS GW190425-FRB 20190425A

NS without
a quark core

(HS)

𝑀TOV = 2.33+0.12(+0.19)
−0.13(−0.20)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.07+0.05(+0.08)
−0.02(−0.03)

R = 0.39+0.23(+0.37)
−0.19(−0.28)

𝑀TOV = 2.49+0.10(+0.15)
−0.09(−0.13)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.10+0.06(+0.08)
−0.03(−0.04)

R = 0.37+0.24(+0.42)
−0.18(−0.27)

𝑀TOV = 2.60+0.11(+0.19)
−0.10(−0.15)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.14+0.04(+0.05)
−0.04(−0.06)

R = 0.47+0.18(+0.32)
−0.17(−0.27)

𝑀TOV = 2.68+0.11(+0.18)
−0.10(−0.16)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.18+0.02(+0.02)
−0.03(−0.05)

R = 0.51+0.16(+0.29)
−0.13(−0.22)

NS without
a quark core

(LS)

𝑀TOV = 2.30+0.11(+0.17)
−0.12(−0.18)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.07+0.05(+0.09)
−0.03(−0.03)

R = 0.37+0.22(+0.35)
−0.18(−0.27)

𝑀TOV = 2.47+0.09(+0.14)
−0.08(−0.13)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.08+0.03(+0.07)
−0.02(−0.03)

R = 0.37+0.26(+0.44)
−0.20(−0.28)

𝑀TOV = 2.58+0.11(+0.20)
−0.10(−0.14)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.14+0.04(+0.05)
−0.04(−0.06)

R = 0.43+0.18(+0.33)
−0.17(−0.27)

𝑀TOV = 2.66+0.11(+0.19)
−0.10(−0.17)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.18+0.02(+0.02)
−0.03(−0.05)

R = 0.48+0.16(+0.28)
−0.13(−0.22)

NS with
a quark core

(HS)

𝑀TOV = 2.35+0.12(+0.19)
−0.11(−0.18)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.07+0.04(+0.07)
−0.02(−0.03)

R = 0.39+0.23(+0.38)
−0.19(−0.28)

𝑀TOV = 2.51+0.10(+0.15)
−0.09(−0.14)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.10+0.05(+0.08)
−0.03(−0.04)

R = 0.37+0.24(+0.42)
−0.18(−0.27)

𝑀TOV = 2.63+0.12(+0.21)
−0.11(−0.17)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.14+0.04(+0.05)
−0.04(−0.06)

R = 0.49+0.18(+0.32)
−0.17(−0.28)

𝑀TOV = 2.71+0.11(+0.19)
−0.11(−0.17)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.17+0.02(+0.02)
−0.03(−0.05)

R = 0.53+0.17(+0.29)
−0.14(−0.23)

NS with
a quark core

(LS)

𝑀TOV = 2.32+0.10(+0.16)
−0.10(−0.16)𝑀⊙

𝜒𝑟 = 0.07+0.04(+0.08)
−0.02(−0.03)

R = 0.37+0.21(+0.44)
−0.18(−0.28)

𝑀TOV = 2.48+0.09(+0.13)
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APPENDIX A: INTERNAL X-RAY PLATEAUS

We analyzed 144 sGRBs observed with Swift from 2005 January to
2023 January. In principle, we geometrically extrapolated the BAT-
band (15–150 keV) data to the XRT-band (0.3–10 keV) by assuming
a single power-law spectrum, and then performed a temporal fit to
the combined light curve with a smooth broken power-law function
to search for a possible plateau feature (shallow decay slope smaller
than 0.5). In particular, we focused on collecting those sGRBs that
exhibit a plateau followed by a decay index steeper than 3 as our
internal plateau sample. The steeply decay slope would suggest a
sudden cessation of central engine activity, which is very likely due
to the collapse of a supra-massive NS into a BH. We finally found
35 sGRBs with internal plateau characteristic, which comprises 24%
in the entire short GRBs’ sample. An example of the internal X-
ray plateau light-curve fitting is shown in Figure A1. Remarkably,
this fraction should be considered as a lower limit for supra-massive
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Figure A1. An example of internal X-ray plateau light-curve fitting for GRB
160821B. The red solid line shows the broken power-law function fits, and
the black circles and gray triangles represent XRT and BAT observation data,
respectively.

NSs formation fraction from binary neutron star mergers, since some
sGRBs may come from NS + BH mergers or some supermassive NSs
collapsed so late that the relevant data were missed.
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Table B1. List of confirmed and candidate Galactic DNS systems.

Pulsar 𝑀tot (𝑀⊙ ) Reference

J0453+1559 2.734(4) Deneva et al. (2013)
Martinez et al. (2015)

J0509+3801 2.805(3) Lynch et al. (2018)

J0514-4002A 2.4730(6) Freire et al. (2007)
Ridolfi et al. (2019)

J0737-3039A 2.587052(+9/-7) Kramer et al. (2006)J0737-3039B
J1325-6253 2.57(6) Sengar et al. (2022)
J1411+2551 2.538(22) Martinez et al. (2017)
J1518+4904 2.7183(7) Janssen et al. (2008)
B1534+12 2.678463(4) Fonseca et al. (2014)

J1748-2021B 2.92(15) Freire et al. (2008)
J1756-2251 2.56999(6) Ferdman et al. (2014)
J1757-1854 2.732882(12) Cameron et al. (2018, 2023)
J1759+5036 2.62(3) Agazie et al. (2021)
J1807-2500B 2.57190(73) Lynch et al. (2012)
J1811-1736 2.57(10) Corongiu et al. (2007)

J1823-3021G 2.65(7) Ridolfi et al. (2021)
J1829+2456 2.60551(38) Champion et al. (2005)
J1906+0746 2.6134(3) van Leeuwen et al. (2015)
J1913+1102 2.8887(6) Ferdman et al. (2020)
B1913+16 2.828378(7) Weisberg et al. (2010)
J1930-1852 2.54(3) Swiggum et al. (2015)
J1946+2052 2.50(4) Stovall et al. (2018)
B2127+11C 2.71279(13) Jacoby et al. (2006)

APPENDIX B: MASS DISTRIBUTION OF GALACTIC DNS
SYSTEMS

We collected the confirmed and candidate Galactic DNS (containing
at least one pulsar) systems with total mass measured in Table B1.
Then we use a Gaussian function with mean value 𝜇𝐺 and standard
deviation 𝜎𝐺 to characterize the distribution of their total masses.
Using the Bayesian inference MCMC simulation, the probability
density distribution of 𝜇𝐺 and 𝜎𝐺 can be obtained, which are shown
in Figure B1.

APPENDIX C: TOTAL MASSES AND MASS RATIOS OF
GW170817 AND GW190425

The posteriors of the parameter estimations for GW170817 and
GW190425. For GW170817, the posteriors of 𝑀𝑑,1 and 𝑀𝑑,2 in
the detector’s frame. Considering that the redshift of GW170817 is
known (𝑧 = 0.008) (Abbott et al. 2017b), the masses in the source
frame are be calculated as 𝑀𝑖 = 𝑀𝑑,𝑖/(1 + 𝑧). For GW190425, the
masses in the source frame are directly given. The values shown in
Figure C1 are all defined in the source frame.

APPENDIX D: PARAMETER SPACES OF EQUATION OF
STATES USED TO CONSTRUCT UNIVERSAL RELATIONS

Gao et al. (2020) used a collection of common NS EoSs in the
literature to build the universal relations of the gravitational and
baryonic masses of non-rotating and rapidly rotating NSs. Their 𝑃-𝑛
and 𝑀-𝑅 relations are shown in Figure D1, together with the allowed
parameter spaces for NS EoS constrained in Miller et al. (2021).
Please find the list the EoS names, 𝑀TOV and 𝑅1.4 values in Gao
et al. (2020) and the references therein. Generally, the EoSs used in
Gao et al. (2020) can well cover the allowed parameter space in Miller
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Figure B1. The probability density distribution of parameters to describe the
mass distribution of Galactic DNSs. The titles show the central value and
uncertainties at 1𝜎 confidence level.

et al. (2021), so that the use of their proposed universal relations is
conservative.
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Figure C1. The joint probability density distributions of the total masses and mass ratios of the BNS-merger systems GW170817 and GW190425 in the source
frame.
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Figure D1. The microcosmic and macroscopic parameter space for NS EoSs.
The black solid and dashed lines are extracted from Miller et al. (2021),
which show the allowed parameter spaces at 68% and 95% confidence levels,
respectively. The colored dotted lines show the 𝑃-𝑛 and 𝑀-𝑅 relations for
the EoSs used to build the universal relation for 𝑀-𝑀𝑏 conversion in Gao
et al. (2020).
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