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Abstract

Quark matter (or quark nuggets), composed of quarks in the QCD deconfined and
chiral-symmetry restored phase, has been conjectured to exist in nature for over half a
century. With zero external pressure, it is stabilized by the balance between the quark
Fermi pressure and the QCD vacuum pressure. Whether quark matter is more stable than
ordinary nuclei has been a long-standing question, which requires understanding of the
QCD vacuum energy. In this work, we employ both theoretical and data-driven methods
to derive the QCD vacuum energy, utilizing the GMOR relation, the low-energy theorem,
the equation of state from Lattice QCD, and the instanton gas/liquid model. The QCD
vacuum energy is determined to be between (163MeV)4 and (190MeV)4. Alongside the
quark matter pressure calculated from perturbative QCD calculations, both the 2-flavor
(via Bodmer) and 2+1-flavor (via Witten) quark matter are found to be more than 100
MeV per baryon heavier than the nucleons. Therefore, we exclude the possibility of quark
matter being a more stable state than ordinary nuclei.
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1 Introduction

Long ago proposed by physicists such as Bodmer [1], Lee and collaborators [2–5], and Witten [6],
quark nuggets, the solitonic “bags” of quark matter (i.e., deconfined quarks) existing in the
zero-pressure vacuum, might in fact be the global ground state of baryon matter in quantum
chromodynamics (QCD) instead of ordinary hadron matter. The study of their possible existence
is not only of theoretical importance to the exploration of QCD, but can also potentially lead to
various phenomenological consequences. For instance, they could extend the periodic table by
introducing “exotic nuclei” with very large atomic and atomic mass numbers [7]. Furthermore, if
they were produced in the early universe and remain stable at the present time, they could serve
as a compelling dark matter candidate [6]. As a result, one of the most crucial questions about
quark matter is its stability, which, intriguingly, has remained unanswered for half a century
until now.

Quark matter is stabilized by the balance between the quark matter pressure described by
perturbative QCD (pQCD) and the nonperturbative QCD vacuum pressure, often collectively
described by the so-called “bag parameter”. The latter of these is closely tied to the QCD trace
anomaly that consists of two major parts: the gluon condensate that determines confinement and
the quark bilinear condensates that determine chiral symmetry. While, as we will discuss later,
one could in principle consider some more complicated scenarios that involve partial symmetry
restorations, we will assume complete deconfinement with zero gluon condensate and chiral-
symmetry restoration with zero quark bilinear condensates inside the quark nugget bags, the
same as in Ref. [6]. For a given balanced quark matter system, one can infer the associated
energy per baryon ϵ/nB. If ϵ/nB ≤ 930 MeV, the averaged mass per nucleon of the iron element
(the most stable nucleus), then the quark matter is stable in the thermodynamic limit (it will
become less stable once finite-size effects are included) and vice versa. To pin down the value
of ϵ/nB, it is essential to study pQCD and the QCD vacuum energy with sufficient precision.

On the pQCD side, the calculation of quark matter equation of state at finite baryon chemical
potential has been carried out up to O(g4) in Ref. [8] and more recently completed up to O(g6)
in Ref. [9]. Here, g is the QCD gauge coupling. As for the finite-temperature direction, the
framework of electrostatic QCD (EQCD) [10, 11] has been established up to O(g6) [12] for
massless quarks, while the massive quark effects have been accounted for up to O(g2) [13], with
the caveat of the still unknown nonperturbative contribution at O(g6) [14, 15] which we will
discuss more later. Moreover, when the quark number density is high enough, a considerable
superconducting gap will be induced, which will then lead to the formation of quark Cooper pairs
and thus the phenomenon of color superconductivity. In principle, the associated energy gap
will also contribute to the quark matter pressure, but, as shown in Refs. [16, 17] and analyzed
in Ref. [18], the corresponding contribution of qq Cooper pairs to the baryon matter pressure is
negligible for our purpose of studying quark matter stability.

On the other hand, because of its nonperturbative nature, determining the QCD vacuum
energy (or bag parameter) is the most challenging part of the question of quark matter stability.
To approach this issue, we analyze it from the following four perspectives:

1. The Gell-Mann, Oakes, Renner (GMOR) relation [19], which establishes a direct connec-
tion between the quark condensates and the pion mass and decay constant (also noticed
in Ref. [20]).
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2. The low-energy theorem for QCD [21] and the measurement of QCD topological suscepti-
bility χt through lattice QCD (LQCD) [22], which provides a robust lower bound on the
gluonic contribution to the bag parameter.

3. The fitting to the isospin-dense LQCD (LQCDI) [23] and finite-temperature LQCD (LQCDT)
[24–26] equations of state based on the frameworks of pQCD and EQCD, respectively.1

The former has already been conducted in Ref. [18], while the latter is presented in this
study. Although the currently available calculations still cannot resolve the value of QCD
vacuum energy due to data uncertainties, they can provide reliable upper bounds on it.

4. The instanton gas/liquid model, which provides a fairly accurate prediction for the vacuum
energy of the pure SU(3) Yang-Mills theory. Though in real QCD dynamical quarks play
a major role and thus somewhat spoil the dilute instanton picture, we still present our
analysis in this study and provide the corresponding (unreliable) prediction for the gluonic
QCD vacuum energy.

As we will eventually show, it is sufficient to exclude both stable 2- and 2+1-flavor quark matter
using methods 1 and 2 above, which is the main conclusion of our study that finally settles the
long-standing quest for stable quark matter. Compared to a recent study in Ref. [31] using a
phenomenological linear sigma model, we have included the important gluonic contribution to
the QCD vacuum energy that is neglected in Ref. [31] and arrived at an opposite conclusion
about the stability of the 2-flavor quark matter.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the QCD vacuum energy in terms
of the QCD trace anomaly and investigate it from the four perspectives mentioned above, with
the details of the EQCD formulas presented in Appendix A and those of the hot SU(3) LQCD
fit in Appendix B. After that, we discuss the issue of quark matter stability using the previously
obtained results and exclude the existence of both stable 2- and 2+1-flavor quark matter in
Section 3. Finally, we discuss and conclude our study in Section 4.

2 QCD vacuum energy

In the physical QCD vacuum with zero chemical potential and temperature, the QCD vacuum
energy is usually related to the quark-anti-quark (or simply quark) and gluon condensates. The
former is associated with the breaking of chiral symmetry, while the latter is not associated with
any apparent symmetry in real QCD with quarks.2 More explicitly, the QCD vacuum energy is
related to the trace anomaly of QCD which results from the breaking of the classical dilatation

1We have also considered the matching between the LQCD calculations of trace anomaly contributions to
nuclear masses (see for example Refs. [27, 28]) and the associated low-density theorems for nucleons and pions
in Ref. [29] and Ref. [30], respectively. However, as LQCD only measures the differential contributions between
the physical vacuum and the nuclear state, it is impossible to extract the warranted QCD vacuum energy with
this approach.

2In the pure SU(Nc) Yang-Mills theories, the Polyakov loop associated with the ZNc
center symmetry serves as

a good gauge-invariant order parameter to describe confinement [32]. After including quarks in the fundamental
representation as in real QCD, this center symmetry is no longer intact.
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symmetry at the quantum level. This trace anomaly operator is given by

Θµ
µ ≡

[β(g)
2g

Gµν
a Ga

µν +
∑

q=u,d,s

mq γm(g) qq
]
+
[ ∑
q=u,d,s

mq qq
]
. (2.1)

Here, Θµ
µ is the trace anomaly operator that depends on the renormalized fields and the QCD

gauge coupling g [33, 34], β(g) is the beta-function of the gauge coupling, and γm(g) is the quark
mass anomalous dimension [35]. Note that the quantities inside each bracket are altogether
renormalization-scale invariant.

Usually, one defines the QCD vacuum energy as −1
4
times the vacuum expectation value

(VEV) of the trace anomaly in the physical vacuum, or −1
4
⟨Θµ

µ⟩0. For the convenience of QCD
at high temperature or density, one can make a more general definition of the QCD vacuum
energy as the nonperturbative (NP) contributions to the trace anomaly, being separated from
the perturbative contributions. We use B(µ, T ) to denote the QCD “vacuum” energy in a matter
state with chemical potential µ and temperature T and define it as

B(µ, T ) ≡ 1

4

[
⟨Θµ

µ⟩NP(µ, T )− ⟨Θµ
µ⟩0

]
. (2.2)

The usual QCD vacuum energy is quoted to be µ- and T -independent, as given by

Bcon ≡ B(µ → ∞, T ) = B(µ, T → ∞) = −1

4
⟨Θµ

µ⟩0 , (2.3)

i.e., at either high temperature or high chemical potential, the corresponding QCD quark-gluon
plasma phase is fully deconfined with the chiral symmetry fully restored, and thus ⟨Θµ

µ⟩NP = 0
(the potential color superconducting phase in dense matter will be discussed later).

The main goal of this section is to obtain Bcon, which contains two renormalization-scale
invariant parts,

Bcon
G = −1

4

〈β(g)
2g

Gµν
a Ga

µν +
∑
q

mq γm(g) qq
〉
0
, and (2.4)

Bcon
F = −1

4

〈∑
q

mq qq
〉
0
. (2.5)

In the following, we will utilize several theoretical approaches, with or without Lattice QCD
(LQCD) inputs, to obtain either partial or complete information (lower or upper bounds) of
Bcon

G and/or Bcon
F . These approaches are ordered based on their rigor and the confidence we

have in their produced results, which is, of course, subject to our own understanding.

2.1 From the GMOR relation

We begin our discussion of the QCD vacuum energy using the Gell-Mann, Oakes, Renner
(GMOR) relation [19], which was mentioned in Ref. [20] and presented in Ref. [18]. Here,
we simply summarize the results. For the u, d light quarks, one has

f 2
πm

2
π

2
= −mℓ⟨ℓℓ⟩, ℓ = u, d , (2.6)
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where fπ ≈ 92 MeV is the pion decay constant, mπ ≈ 135 MeV is the pion mass, and mℓ =
(mu +md)/2 is the averaged light quark mass. Using the MS scheme at 2 GeV, one gets that

⟨ℓℓ⟩MS(2 GeV) = −(272 MeV)3 based on the SU(2) chiral perturbation theory [36], as well as
mu = 2.16 MeV, md = 4.70 MeV, and ms = 93.5 MeV [37], and thus

Bcon
F,2 = −1

4

∑
q=u,d

⟨mqqq⟩MS(2 GeV) = (76.8 MeV)4 . (2.7)

Correspondingly, the s-quark condensate ⟨ss⟩ is further given by lattice measurement [38] and
sum rule average [39] respectively by [18]

⟨ss⟩MS(2 GeV)

⟨ℓℓ⟩MS(2 GeV)
=

1.08± 0.16 [Lattice]

0.66± 0.10 [Sum Rule Average]
, (2.8)

which leads to

Bcon
F,2+1 ≡ −1

4

∑
q=u,d,s

⟨mqqq⟩MS(2 GeV) =

(153+6.0
−6.0 MeV)4 [Lattice]

(136± 5.0 MeV)4 [Sum Rule Average]
. (2.9)

For later convenience, we will label the above values as GMORL and GMORS, respectively.

2.2 From the low-energy theorem

In this subsection, we combine the NSVZ low-energy theorem (LET) and the LQCD calculation
of topological susceptibility to derive a lower bound on Bcon

G . The NSVZ LET can be derived
using the anomalous Ward identity of the dilatation symmetry [21], which states that

lim
q→0

i

∫
d4xeiqx⟨TO(x)Θµ

µ(0)⟩0 = (−dO) ⟨O⟩0 . (2.10)

Here, T stands for time ordering and dO is the engineer dimension of the operator O, with
dO = 4 for O = Gµν

a Ga
µν and dO = 3 for O = q̄q. To the leading order in small quark mass and

using the one-loop beta function for the gauge coupling, one has

lim
q→0

i

∫
d4x eiqx

〈
TO(x)

αs

8π
G2(0)

〉
0
=

dO
β0

⟨O⟩0 +O(mq) , (2.11)

where we have suppressed the Lorentz indices of the field strength tensors and simply write
Ga

µνG
µν
a ≡ G2. Here, β0 = (11Nc − 2Nf )/3 is the coefficient of the leading term in β(αs) ≡

dαs/d log µ = −β0α
2
s/(2π) + O(α3

s) [note that β(g) ≡ dg/d log µ = −β0 g
3/(16π2) + O(g5)]. For

our purpose of estimating the gluonic contribution to the QCD vacuum energy, we ignore the
O(mq) corrections and make a more conservative estimation.

Applying the LET to the G2 operator with dO = 4, one has

i

∫
d4x

〈
T
αs

8π
G2(x)

αs

8π
G2(0)

〉
0
=

4

β0

〈αs

8π
G2

〉
0
, (2.12)
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where we have used the equal sign by ignoring the small quark mass corrections. In the following,
we will show that the left-hand side of the above equation can be related to the topological
susceptibility through a simple algebraic inequality. We first translate this equation from the
Minkowski spacetime to the Euclidean spacetime (note that τ = it, G2 = −G2

E and GG̃ =

i GEG̃E with G̃ ≡ G̃µν = 1
2
ϵµνρσGρσ, where the fields without subscripts are defined in the

Minkowski spacetime). Using the inequality

G2
E =

1

2
(G2

E + G̃2
E) =

1

2

[
(GE − G̃E)

2 + 2GEG̃E

]
≥ GEG̃E , (2.13)

one can show that

4

β0

〈αs

8π
G2

〉
0

=

∫
d4xE

〈
T
αs

8π
G2

E(x)
αs

8π
G2

E(0)
〉
0

≥
∫

d4xE

〈
T
αs

8π
GEG̃E(x)

αs

8π
GEG̃E(0)

〉
0
≡ χt (2.14)

⇒ Bcon
G ≥ β2

0

16
χt . (2.15)

In the last step, we ignored the positive γm-term in Bcons
G , thus making the above lower bound

more conservative.3

The topological susceptibility, χt, is a measure of the fluctuation of the topological charge
Q(x) = g2

32π2GEG̃E(x) throughout spacetime. In the Euclidean spacetime, one simply has χt =
⟨Q2⟩/V with V as the spacetime 4-volume. Based on chiral perturbation theory, one can relate χt

to the pion mass and decay constant as χt =
1
4
(1 +O[m2

π/(4πfπ)
2])m2

πf
2
π [41–44]. Refs. [22, 45]

have used LQCD to perform precise calculations of this quantity and reported results that
are consistent with the prediction of the chiral perturbation theory. Here, we take the zero-
temperature value in Ref. [22], χt = (75.6 ± 2.0MeV)4, after combining the statistical and
systematic errors.

Substituting the value of χt into the bound given in Eq. (2.15) and taking β0 = 9 with Nc = 3
and Nf = 3, we arrive at a robust lower bound for Bcon

G ,

Bcon
G ≥ β2

0

16
χt = (113.4MeV)4 . (2.16)

2.3 From the equation of state

The third way we infer about the QCD vacuum energy is by analyzing the equation of state cal-
culated through LQCD at either finite temperature (LQCDT) or finite isospin density (LQCDI).
We first recap our previous analysis of the LQCDI data based on the perturbative QCD (pQCD)
framework [18]. By comparing the combined predictions of pQCD at finite density [8] and the
color superconducting (CS) gap [16, 17] to the LQCDI data from Ref. [23] (earlier results can
be found in Ref. [46]), we obtained the 90% CL upper bound on Bcon

2 as

Bcon
2 ≲ (160 MeV)4 , (from LQCDI) . (2.17)

3Keeping the leading term in O(mq), the bound becomes BG − 1
4 ⟨γmmq q̄q⟩ ≥ β2

0

16χt − 3
16 ⟨mq q̄q⟩, where

γm ≡ −d lnmR(µ)/d lnµ = 2αs/π+O(α2
s) with mR(µ) as the renormalized quark mass [35, 40]. Note that since

⟨mq q̄q⟩ < 0 and that γm < 3/4 for a perturbative αs, the bound becomes more stringent after including the
leading term in O(mq).
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As we will discuss more later, it is plausible that the s-quark condensate remains nonzero
and intact in the isospin-dense system. If we naively add the s-quark contribution from Eq. (2.8)
to this upper bound, we obtain the upper limit on the total QCD vacuum energy

Bcon
2+1 ≲

(185 MeV)4 [Lattice]

(176 MeV)4 [Sum Rule Average]
, (from LQCDI) . (2.18)

We can also subtract the light-flavor contributions to obtain an upper bound on Bcon
G as

Bcon
G ≲ (158 MeV)4 , (from LQCDI) . (2.19)

However, it is worth noting that B can in principle be µI-dependent, as we discussed in Section 2,
though we do not know at this point the proper way to model this dependence. This is also the
case for our discussion of the hot QCD system, as we now address.

To model the thermodynamic properties of a zero-density hot QCD system, we refer to the
framework of electrostatic QCD (EQCD), which is an effective field theory formulated by inte-
grating out the “hard modes” with energies of O(2πT ) and above after performing dimensional
reduction [10, 11]. The corresponding grand potential has been studied in the massless quark
limit at orders O(g2) [47, 48], O(g3) [49], O(g4 ln(1/g)) [50], O(g4) [51, 52], O(g5) [53], and
O(g6 ln(1/g)) [12], while the massive quark effects have been studied up to O(g2) [13]. It is
long known that nonperturbative effects kick in at O(g6), which result from the infinite number
of diagrams contributing to the grand potential through the gluon magnetic mass at the same
order [14, 15]. Although some of these nonperturbative terms have been studied in the litera-
ture [54, 55], including the most recent Ref. [56], the full expression at O(g6) remains unknown.
To address this issue, we follow the common prescription of assigning a dimensionless parameter
∆ at O(g6) to be fitted from the lattice data, assuming that it can successfully describe the
nonperturbative effects.4 As we will show later, this prescription can describe the lattice data
very efficiently, though one cannot know at this point the correctness of the parameter choice.
The quantity that we choose to fit is the normalized trace anomaly,

Θµ
µ

T 4
= T

∂

∂T

(pQCD

T 4

)
= T

∂

∂T

(pQCD,m

T 4

)
+

4Bcon
2+1

T 4
, (2.20)

where the EQCD formulas for the total QCD pressure pQCD and the quark-gluon plasma pressure
pQCD,m are summarized in Appendix A. Note that here Θµ

µ stands for the VEV of the trace
anomaly operator in the finite-temperature vacuum in accordance with the LQCD notation and
should not be confused with the operator defined earlier in Section 2. Here, we have chosen to
model the QCD vacuum energy using the constant value Bcon

2+1, which is only asymptotically valid
at high enough T given the crossover nature of the QCD phase transition in the normal QCD
vacuum [57, 58]. Otherwise, one might need to consider additional temperature-dependent bag
parameters, which do not directly contribute to the zero-temperature quark matter properties
but may affect the fit to the LQCD data. Note that after fixing the number of flavors Nf = 2+1,
one has pQCD,m = pQCD,m(XT , T ), where XT ≡ µ/(2πT ) is the renormalization scale parameter

4The argument for the validity of this prescription can be found in Ref. [12], which relies on the T - and
µ-dependence of the unknown O(g6) terms.
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with µ being the renormalization scale of the system. The reason for this parametrization, as
we have argued in Ref. [18], is because of the uncertainty in the choice of µ with respect to the
actual physical scale of a given system (see Refs. [8, 59] for example). As a result, there are
three parameters to fit from the LQCDT data: XT , ∆, and Bcon

2+1. Since one should expect the
confined plus chiral-symmetry-broken phase to have a lower vacuum energy than the deconfined
and chiral-symmetry-restored phase, we require a priori that Bcon

2+1 ≥ 0.

On the other hand, the LQCD calculations of the zero-density 2+1-flavor hot QCD system
had been carried out up to T ∼ 400 MeV by the Wuppertal-Budapest (WB) collaboration [24]
and ∼ 500 MeV by the HotQCD collaboration [25]. Later on, Ref. [26] (BPW) pushed the
calculation further up to T ∼ 2 GeV. More recently, Ref. [60] has performed the simulations for
Nf = 3 massless quarks and T ∼ 3–165 GeV. Since the bag parameter is only relevant in the
low-T regime, we do not include this latest dataset in our current study. In principle, one should
expect the EQCD and LQCDT calculations to match only when T is considerably high where
one can trust the perturbative calculations. Therefore, we truncate the data by introducing
a starting temperature Tstart and only fit the data with T ≥ Tstart. Nevertheless, as we will
demonstrate below, the ∆ prescription renders a pretty good fit even down to Tstart = 300 MeV.
We collect the trace anomaly data measured in these works in Figure 1, where the errorbars
contain both systematic and statistical uncertainties.

300 500 1000 2000
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

Figure 1: The lattice trace anomaly data of the zero-density 2+1-flavor hot QCD (LQCDT)
system from Refs. [24–26], as well as the best-fit curves (solid) with Tstart = 300, 350, 400 MeV.
For illustration purposes, we also show the dashed line which is for the Tstart = 400 MeV best-fit
point but with a nonzero Bcon

2+1 = (170 MeV)4. Note that the errorbars of the LQCDT data
contain both systematic and statistical uncertainties.

We choose Tstart = 300, 350, 400 MeV, and the best-fit points as well as the corresponding
degrees of freedom k and χ2 values are given by

Tstart = 300 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, Bcon
2+1) = (71, 55.8, 1.65,−3338, 0) ,

Tstart = 350 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, Bcon
2+1) = (52, 23.6, 1.52,−3087, 0) ,

Tstart = 400 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, Bcon
2+1) = (35, 13.2, 1.56,−3155, 0) ,

(2.21)
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with the corresponding best-fit curves shown in Figure 1. One can see that all the curves describe
the LQCDT data very well, even in the high-T regime where the uncertainties are relatively
small. On the other hand, because of the large uncertainties in the low-T regime where Bcon

2+1

plays a more significant role, the value of Bcon
2+1 remains unresolvable with the current LQCDT

measurements. For comparison, we also show the curve predicted by the Tstart = 400 MeV
best-fit point but with Bcon

2+1 = (170 MeV)4, which still agrees well with the high-T data but
clearly deviates from the low-T data more compared to the original best-fit curve. Moreover,
the parameter ∆ adds another layer of complication to the problem as it might falsely capture
some of the effects that should be attributed to Bcon

2+1. We also note that the data could prefer
Bcon

2+1 < 0, which we do not take into account since it is unphysical as stated before.

To obtain the constraints on the model parameters, we present the two-parameter 90% con-
fidence level (CL) contours on the [XT , (B

con
2+1)

1/4] and [∆, (Bcon
2+1)

1/4] planes in Figure 2. We also
show the lower bounds on Bcon

2+1 based on the values of the quark condensates derived from the
GMOR relation (see Section 2.1) and the low-energy theorem (LET) (see Section 2.2) in Fig-
ure 2. In both parameter spaces, the upper bounds inferred from the Tstart = 300 MeV case are
in tension with the lower bounds derived before, while for the Tstart = 350 and 400 MeV cases,
the loosest bound Bcon

2+1 ≲ (190 MeV)4 shows up when we fix the best-fit ∆ for Tstart = 400 MeV.
Consequently, we arrive at the following upper bound on the QCD vacuum energy based on the
2+1-flavor hot QCD system

Bcon
2+1 ≲ (190 MeV)4 , (from LQCDT) , (2.22)

which is consistent with the bounds obtained from the pQCD+LQCDI+CS analysis if we assume
that the s-quark condensate remains nonzero and intact in the isospin-dense system.

▼▼▼▼ ▼▼
1.50 1.55 1.60 1.65

0

50

100

150

200

250

▼▼ ▼▼▼▼
-3400 -3300 -3200 -3100 -3000
0

50

100

150

200

250

Figure 2: Left panel: The two-parameter 90% CL contours on the [XT , (B
con
2+1)

1/4] plane for
Tstart = 300, 350, 400 MeV. The horizontal lines are the lower bounds on Bcon

2+1 derived from
the GMOR relation using either the lattice (GMORL) or the sum rule average (GMORS) [see
Eq. (2.9)] plus the low-energy theorem (LET) [see Eq. (2.16)]. Right panel: Same as the left
panel but on the [∆, (Bcon

2+1)
1/4] plane.

Subtracting the s-quark condensate contribution from the total vacuum energy, one obtains
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the upper bound on Bcon
2 for the two light flavor system as

Bcon
2 ≲

(168 MeV)4 [Lattice]

(178 MeV)4 [Sum Rule Average]
, (from LQCDT) . (2.23)

Further subtracting the light-quark condensate contributions, one then has the upper bound on
Bcon

G as

Bcon
G ≲

(166 MeV)4 [Lattice]

(176 MeV)4 [Sum Rule Average]
, (from LQCDT) . (2.24)

For the following study on quark matter stability, we will only use the upper bound derived from
LQCDI for Bcon

2 and that from LQCDT for Bcon
2+1 so as to match the LQCD simulation setups

with the corresponding directly inferred upper bounds:

Bcon
2 ≲ (160 MeV)4, Bcon

2+1 ≲ (190 MeV)4 . (2.25)

2.4 From the instanton gas/liquid model

The last way we investigate the QCD vacuum energy is based on the instanton gas/liquid
model. To fully appreciate this perspective, we need to first discuss the pure Yang-Mills theory.
In addition to the LQCD data, we also perform an EQCD fit to the thermal SU(3) lattice
data from Refs. [61, 62] by setting Nf = 0. We leave the details of the fit to Appendix B
and only summarize the results here. Compared to the LQCDT data, the lattice simulations of
the SU(Nc) theories yield much smaller uncertainties and thus allow us to actually extract the
constant bag parameter Bcon

YM ≡ BYM, which, for various choices of Tstart, is consistently given
by BYM ∼ (250 MeV)4 for Nc = 3.

As already pointed out in Ref. [63], this result can actually be well described by the dilute
instanton gas model. To see this, we analyze the topological susceptibility χt = ⟨Q2⟩/V of the
system [see Eq. (2.14) for its definition]. Suppose the instanton gas is dilute enough for us to
neglect the correlations between the instanton and anti-instanton distributions, we can then use
Poisson statistics and the random-walk theory in 4 dimensions to obtain

√
⟨Q2⟩ = 3

4

√
π

2

√
N =

3

4

√
π

2

√
NI +NA ≈ 0.93

√
nI V , (2.26)

where NI,A are the numbers of instantons and anti-instantons and nI denotes the effective in-
stanton density in 4-dimensional spacetime. As a result, we can derive [64]

BYM = −1

4

〈
β(g)

2g
G2

〉
0

≈ 1

4

11Nc

3
nI =

11Nc

12

χt

0.932
. (2.27)

Using the lattice data from Ref. [65] with χ
1/4
t = 176.8(2.7)(4.2) MeV, we obtain BYM ≈

(236 MeV)4, which is indeed in agreement with our direct EQCD fit. This suggests that in the
absence of quarks, the dilute instanton gas model is a decent model for studying the thermo-
dynamic properties of the gluon fields. This is also supported by the following fact: we can

10



calculate the average distance among individual instantons as R = [nI(π
2/2)]−1/4 ≈ 0.72 fm.

Then, we quote the instanton number density distribution function [66]

nI(ρmax) =

∫ ρmax

0

dρ
0.47e−1.68Nc

(Nc − 1)!(Nc − 2)!

(
8π2

g2(ρ)

)2Nc

e−8π2/g2(ρ)ρ−5 , (2.28)

where ρ is the instanton size and ρmax is the size cutoff. Using nI = χt/0.93
2, one has ρmax ≈

0.25 fm for the reference scale ΛMS ≈ 1.26Tc ≈ 340 MeV [61]. The small ratio ρmax/R thus
justifies the dilute instanton gas approximation (see Ref. [64] for emphasizing this point).

Once dynamical quarks are included in the theory (such as real-world QCD), it is no longer
straightforward to apply the dilute instanton gas picture. ’t Hooft has shown that the presence
of light quarks will suppress the instanton density by ∼ (mq)

Nf [66], although spontaneous chiral
symmetry breaking could generate a dynamical quark mass to overtake the small current quark
mass effects [67, 68]. As a result, the simple relation between χt and nI given in Eq. (2.26) is
no longer supported (this is also hinted at by the instanton number density distribution given
by the lattice study in Ref. [69]).

Nevertheless, it is still worth exploring ways to improve the instanton gas model, such as the
effective bosonic theory based on the spectrum of pseudoscalar mesons that incorporates the
screening effects on the instanton density presented in Ref. [70]. Since instantons are related to
both the spontaneous breaking of the chiral symmetry and the U(1)A anomaly, one can write
down the following mass matrix of the (η0, η8) generator fields to the leading order in quark
mass,

V =
1

2

(
4

3
m2

K − 1

3
m2

π

)
η28 +

1

2

(
2

3
m2

K +
1

3
m2

π

)
η20 +

1

2

4
√
2

3

(
m2

π −m2
K

)
η28 +

Nf

f 2
π

nI η
2
0 , (2.29)

where nI is related to the meson masses through the Witten-Veneziano relation [71, 72],

f 2
π(m

2
η′ +m2

η − 2m2
K) = 2Nf nI . (2.30)

Once the mesonic degrees of freedom are taken into consideration, one can then use the phe-
nomenon of topological charge screening to derive the correction to the topological susceptibility,

χt = nI −
2Nf

f 2
π

n2
I

∫
d4x

[
cos2(ϕ)D(mη′ , x) + sin2(ϕ)D(mη, x)

]
, (2.31)

where ϕ is the η−η′ mixing angle and D(m,x) = m/(4π2x)K1(mx) is the Euclidean propagator
of a scalar particle with K1 as the modified Bessel function of the second kind. After plugging
in the physical masses and diagonalizing Eq. (2.29), one has

χt ≈ 0.05nI ⇒ Bcon
G ≈ β0

4
× 20χt = (196 MeV)4 , (2.32)

where we have again used the lattice result in Ref. [22] with χt = (75.6± 2.0MeV)4. Note that
this result is in tension with the LQCD results presented in Section 2.3. Given the crudeness of
the instanton liquid model, we have greater confidence in the results obtained with LQCD.
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2.5 Summary: bounds on the QCD vacuum energy

In this section, we briefly summarize the previous results. For the QCD vacuum energy (VE) de-
fined as Bcon

2+1, we have the lower bound from the GMOR relation plus the lattice (GMORL)/sum
rule average (GMORS) derivation for the strange quark condensate (Section 2.1) plus the low-
energy theorem (LET) (Section 2.2) and the upper bound from the equation of state (Sec-
tion 2.3):(163 MeV)4 [GMORL+LET]

(150 MeV)4 [GMORS+LET]
< QCD VE ≡ Bcon

2+1 < (190 MeV)4 [LQCDT+EQCD] . (2.33)

Note that for reasons we will discuss in the following, we have more confidence in the GMORL

result, though we still provide the GMORS result here for the readers’ reference. For the 2-flavor
quark matter property, we have also the following partial QCD vacuum energy when the strange
quark condensate is nonzero and intact with

(119 MeV)4 [GMOR+LET] < Bcon
2 < (160 MeV)4 [LQCDI+pQCD+CS] , (2.34)

where CS stands for color superconductivity. The central value predicted by the instanton
gas/liquid model (Section 2.4) is Bcon

G = (196 MeV)4, which is in tension with the upper bounds
in Eqs. (2.33) and (2.34). In the following, as we study the stability of quark matter, we will
make use of the more rigorous bounds given in Eqs. (2.33) and (2.34).

We also briefly comment on the approach of the QCD sum rules [73], which relies heavily
on the approximations of the two-point spectral functions and the validity of the operator
product expansion in the short-distance limit. As we have surveyed in our previous work [18]
(see also Ref. [74]), there remains a huge degree of disagreement among the different sum-rule-
based measurements of the gluon condensate ⟨αsG

2⟩ (see for example Ref. [75] for an overview).
While the approach of the sum rules does provide a phenomenologically accessible way to study
the nonperturbative properties of QCD, that its foundation is based on heuristic procedures
inherently sets a limit on its potential rigor, as reflected in the example of the gluon condensate.

3 Quark matter stability

One immediate implication of the QCD vacuum energy is the answer to the question of quark
matter stability. Quark matter could be stabilized by the balance between the quark matter
pressure described by pQCD and the vacuum pressure described by the constant bag parameter
Bcon, as first proposed by Witten [6] assuming the complete restoration of the quark and gluon
condensates in the quark matter phase. When the baryon chemical potential µB is high, the
quarks could form Cooper pairs and thus induce color superconductivity, the gap of which will
also contribute to the quark matter pressure. However, due to the color factor of the antitriplet
qq channel, this gap is significantly smaller than that of the color singlet qq channel only present
in the isospin-dense matter [16, 17], and its contribution has been found to be negligible in our
previous analysis [18].

When the two pressures are balanced, one can then derive the corresponding energy per
baryon ϵ/nB of the electrically neutral quark matter in the thermodynamic limit, which is in
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general a function of the renormalization scale parameter Xµ defined as

Xµ =



µR

2
Nc

(µu + µd + µs)
[2+1-flavor]

µR

2
Nc

(µu + 2µd)
[2-flavor]

µR

µu − µd

[isospin-dense]

, (3.1)

(do not confuse it with the XT defined with respect to T in Section 2.3), Bcon, and Nf . If
ϵ/nB ≤ 930 MeV, the averaged mass per nucleon of the iron element, then the quark matter is
stable in the thermodynamic limit.5 As we have studied in Ref. [18], the stable 2+1-flavor quark
matter is already excluded by considering the lower bound imposed by the GMOR relation
(see Section 2.1), while the fate of the stable 2-flavor quark matter still relies on the value
of Bcon

G if we assume that the s-quark condensate remains intact. We show in Figure 3 the
contour of ϵ/nB = 930 MeV predicted by the 2-flavor pQCD (pQCD2) in Ref. [18] and the
bounds given in Eq. (2.33). In this plot, the gray region with Xµ ≲ 1.4 denotes where pQCD
is unreliable and thus one may not be able to draw a robust conclusion. However, given the
monotonically increasing behavior of pQCD2 as a function of Xµ and the large allowed value of
Bcon

2 , the balanced quark matter system should prefer Xµ > 1.4. On the other hand, though we
do not show on the plot, the pQCD2 curve actually intersects with the GMOR+LET curve at
Xµ = 3.10, and thus the 2-flavor quark matter can still be stable for Xµ ≥ 3.10. However, the
existence of a system with such a large renormalization scale compared to the physical scale is
questionable, as supported by its inconsistency with the preferred range of 1.47 < Xµ < 2.09
(vertical dashed red lines) by the LQCDI data analyzed in Ref. [18]. Therefore, the exclusion of
the stable 2-flavor quark matter based on our study is robust.

In Figure 4, we also show the predicted quark matter mass per baryon or ϵ/nB curves for
Bcon

2 = (119 MeV)4 and Bcon
2 = (160 MeV)4, corresponding to the lower and upper bounds given

in Eq. (2.34). Together with the favored range 1.47 < Xµ < 2.09 based on the LQCDI data [18],
we arrive at the following range for the 2-flavor quark matter mass per baryon

1020MeV <
ϵ

nB

< 1370MeV , (2-flavor quark matter) , (3.2)

which clearly shows that the 2-flavor quark matter is less stable than a nucleon.

For the Nf = 2+1-flavor quark matter, we show the corresponding ϵ/nB = 930 MeV contour
in Figure 5 together with the bounds on Bcon

2+1 from Eq. (2.33). Similar to the 2-flavor quark
matter case, the stable 2+1-flavor quark matter is also excluded. In Figure 6, we show the mass
per baryon for the 2+1-flavor quark matter as a function of Xµ. Within the preferred range of
Xµ from analyzing the LQCDI data, the 2+1-flavor quark matter has mass per baryon of

1130MeV <
ϵ

nB

< 1320MeV , (2+1-flavor quark matter) , (3.3)

which is also heavier than the nucleon mass.

5Finite-size effects will further lower the stability of the quark nuggets, since they will increase the total
energy through surface tension, etc..
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Figure 3: The ϵ/nB = 930 MeV contour (orange) predicted by the 2-flavor pQCD (pQCD2) on
the [Xµ, (B

con
2 )1/4] plane [18]. The green and purple horizontal lines are the bounds on Bcon

2 in
Eq. (2.34). pQCD is invalid for µB < 930 MeV in the gray shaded region. The region between
the two red dashed lines mark the favored Xµ range by the LQCDI data analyzed in Ref. [18].
Note that the pQCD2 curve intersects with the GMOR+LET line at Xµ = 3.10, which is beyond
the usual range of the renormalization scale choices and far from the LQCDI-preferred range.
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Figure 4: The 2-flavor quark matter mass per baryon or [ϵ/nB](X,Bcon
2 ) as a function of Xµ for

Bcon
2 = (119 MeV)4 and Bcon

2 = (160 MeV)4, corresponding to the bounds given in Eq. (2.34).
The region between the two vertical red dashed lines denotes the combined favored Xµ range
by the LQCDI data [18].

We note that the previous arguments were made based on the assumption that the gluon and
quark condensates are totally restored in the quark matter phase or that there is a first-order
phase transition when µB is above some critical value. In reality, this might not necessarily be
true in a dense environment, as suggested in Refs. [21, 76, 77]. The partial restoration of the
condensates (especially the gluon condensate, since we are studying the quark matter) could
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Figure 5: The ϵ/nB = 930 MeV contour (blue) predicted by the 2+1-flavor pQCD (pQCD2+1)
on the [Xµ, (B

con
2+1)

1/4] plane [18]. The horizontal green and purple lines show the bounds on
Bcon

2+1 given in Eq. (2.33). pQCD is invalid for µB < 930 MeV in the gray shaded region. The
region between the two vertical red dashed lines marks the favored Xµ range by the LQCDI

data analyzed in Ref. [18].
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Figure 6: The 2+1-flavor quark matter mass per baryon or [ϵ/nB](X,Bcon
2+1) as a function of Xµ

for Bcon
2+1 = (150 MeV)4, (163 MeV)4, and (190 MeV)4, corresponding to the bounds given in

Eq. (2.33). The region between the two vertical red dashed lines denotes the combined favored
Xµ range by the LQCDI data [18].

potentially reduce the vacuum pressure and allow the existence of stable “quark matter”. On
the other hand, the quark energy inside a partially deconfined environment could be higher than
that in a completely deconfined phase, so the quark matter may not become more stable in this
intermediate situation. Nevertheless, we are not able to rely on the existing pQCD to calculate
the corresponding thermodynamic properties in this case, since pQCD is only well established in
the completely deconfined and chiral-symmetric phase. One possibility is to consider the quark
matter pressure in an instanton background (see Ref. [78] for a review of such studies in the

15



context of the Nambu-Jona-Lasinio model), but it might not be able to capture the complete
structure of the nonperturbative QCD vacuum, and thus so far we do not know how to answer
this question in a rigorous manner.

4 Discussion and conclusions

Another possible though indirect way to investigate the QCD vacuum energy is through studying
the Polyakov loop at finite chemical potential and/or temperature (see Ref. [79] for an example
of studying it using the SU(Nc) matrix model). In pure SU(Nc) Yang-Mills theory, the order
parameter of the center symmetry ZNc is the gauge-invariant Polyakov loop ℓNc ≡ Tr(L)/Nc with
L as the Wilson line in the fundamental representation. One can construct a corresponding ZNc-
symmetric effective potential to study the thermodynamic properties of the gluon fields, such
as [79]

VL(ℓNc , ℓ
∗
Nc
) = −m2|ℓNc |2 + Vvdm(ℓNc , ℓ

∗
Nc
) , (4.1)

where Vvdm is the so-called Vandermonde potential resulted from the SU(Nc) Haar measure in
the path integral [79], which will restrict ℓNc ∈ [0, 1] as required by its definition. Once quarks
are involved in the theory (such as the real-world QCD), the ZNc symmetry is then explicitly
broken, which can be described by a simple tadpole interaction such as

Vq(ℓNc , ℓ
∗
Nc
) = −h

2

(
eµ/ΛℓNc + e−µ/Λℓ∗Nc

)
, (4.2)

where h is the coupling strength, µ is the chemical potential, and Λ is some reference energy scale.
By examining the vacuum structure of Veff ≡ VL + Vq, one finds that the vacuum expectation
values ⟨ℓNc⟩ and ⟨ℓ∗Nc

⟩ as well as the vacuum energy Veff(⟨ℓNc⟩, ⟨ℓ∗Nc
⟩) are all functions of µ.

Although the gluon condensate in real QCD is not a good order parameter (not associated with
a good symmetry) of the theory (and thus of the already broken center symmetry), its close
relation to ℓNc through the gluon dynamics hints at the possibility of gradual restoration of the
gluon condensate with increasing quark matter density. While so far, at least to our knowledge,
there is no literature that explores this direction, it could serve as a complementary approach
to study the quark matter in a partially restored vacuum to the instanton background picture
briefly mentioned in Section 3.

Even though we have excluded the existence of stable quark matter (with the possible caveat
of its existence in a partially deconfined phase), it is a logical question to ask whether quark
matter or a quark nugget can be a long-lived state capable of surviving through the age of the
universe. One could use the picture of quantum tunneling, similar to the α decay of certain
nuclei, to estimate the decay rate or lifetime of a quark nugget. The decay rate is anticipated

to have an exponential suppression factor of e−d
√

2m(V−E), with d ∼ (100MeV)−1 representing
the surface thickness of the quark nugget, V the height of the potential barrier, and E the
emitting baryon energy with a mass m. Note that if the quark matter state were globally stable
(E < 0) or metastable (E ∼ 0), as opposed to our conclusion, then the tunneling would either
be prohibited or highly suppressed. For large quark nuggets, the total mass consists of the bulk
contribution of ∼ AB1/4 and the surface contribution of ∼ A2/3B1/4. The binding energy, or
V − E, for a small quark nugget bound by a large quark nugget is estimated to be O(B1/4).
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Since B1/4 and 1/d are both ∼ O(100MeV), there is no large exponential factor to suppress the
decay rate. Hence, we conclude that quark nuggets are short-lived.

Another possible mechanism to stabilize the quark nuggets is to introduce new physics that
can either supply additional charges beyond the baryon number to account for Q-ball stability
or an additional order-parameter potential that changes the energy configuration of the quark
matter. Some examples are a scalar field that interacts with the topological sector of QCD
and leads to the formation of domain walls (see for instance Ref. [80]) and the “axion quark
nuggets” [81]. These new physics are well motivated not only for their potential contribution to
the stability of the quark nuggets, but also for the possible production mechanism of the quark
nuggets in the early universe that they can provide, in contrast to the smooth QCD crossover
in the Standard Model QCD [57, 58].

In addition to the stability of quark matter, the QCD vacuum energy between (163MeV)4

and (190MeV)4 is also an important factor in the study of (hybrid) neutron stars. For a
neutron star with a dense enough core, it is expected that the core matter will exist in the
form of deconfined quarks. As the transition from ordinary hadron matter to deconfined quark
matter in a cold baryon-dense environment is expected to be first-order, the associated latent
heat will greatly affect the stability of the quark matter core and is responsible for the existence
of stable hybrid stars. One such limit derived from the perturbation of a small compact core is
called the Seidov limit [82], while there are also several studies on the stability of hybrid stars
with a macroscopic quark core (see for example Refs. [83, 84]). Moreover, the resulted equation
of state of the cold baryon matter will also determine the properties of the hybrid stars (see
for example Refs. [85, 86]). Since the QCD vacuum energy plays a major role in the properties
of the phase transition, the content explored in this paper will be useful for future studies of
neutron star properties.

Last but not least, the precise value of the QCD vacuum energy could also be important for
the Cosmological Constant (CC) Problem [20, 87, 88]. The cosmological constant in the current
universe is (2.25× 10−3 eV)4 [89], which is (2.0, 3.6)× 10−44 of the QCD vacuum energy bounds
derived in this study. Given that the QCD phase transition is the last known phase transition to
modify the vacuum energy, any dynamical solution to the CC problem is likely to be concerned
with QCD and possibly the precise value of the QCD vacuum energy. On the other hand, a
solution based on the landscape of multiple vacua is unlikely to care about its precise value.

In conclusion, the nonperturbative QCD vacuum energy has been studied in the language
of the QCD trace anomaly, with a focus on the completely deconfined and chiral-symmetric
phase that is parametrized by the T - and µ-independent Bcon. We have adopted several ap-
proaches, including the GMOR relation, the low-energy theorem plus the LQCD measurement
for the topological susceptibility, the fits to the equations of state from the LQCDT and LQCDI

calculations, and the instanton gas/liquid model, to obtain both the lower and upper bounds
on the QCD vacuum energy. The QCD vacuum energy is constrained within a small range of
(163 MeV)4 < QCD VE < (190 MeV)4. Using the completely deconfined and chiral-symmetry
restored picture and the bounds on the QCD vacuum energy, we have excluded both the stable
2+1- and 2-flavor quark matter. Therefore, we have come close to answering the half-century
question of the stability of quark matter, as proposed by both Bodmer and Witten. Based on
our findings, we have now excluded the possibility of stable quark matter.
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A EQCD formulas for the quark-gluon plasma pressure

We recap in this section the formulas of EQCD for the pressure of the quark-gluon plasma at a
finite temperature T from Refs. [12, 13]. For a system of Nf massless quark flavors with Nc = 3
and the renormalization scale µ, the pressure pQCD,0(µ, T,∆) is given up to O(g6 ln g) by

pQCD,0(µ, T,∆) =
8π2

45
T 4

[
6∑

i=0

(
αs(µ)

π

)i/2

pi

]
, (A.1)

where

p0 = 1 +
21

32
Nf , (A.2)

p1 = 0 , (A.3)

p2 = −15

4

(
1 +

5

12
Nf

)
, (A.4)

p3 = 30

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)3/2

, (A.5)

p4 = 237.2 + 15.96Nf − 0.4150N2
f +

135

2

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)
ln

[
αs

π

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)]
− 165

8

(
1 +

5

12
Nf

)(
1− 2

33
Nf

)
ln

µ

2πT
, (A.6)

p5 =

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)1/2 [
− 799.1− 21.96Nf − 1.926N2

f

+
495

2

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)(
1− 2

33
Nf

)
ln

µ

2πT

]
, (A.7)

p6 =

[
− 659.2− 65.89Nf − 7.653N2

f

+
1485

2

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)(
1− 2

33
Nf

)
ln

µ

2πT

]
ln

[
αs

π

(
1 +

1

6
Nf

)]
− 475.6 ln

αs

π
− 1815

16

(
1 +

5

12
Nf

)(
1− 2

33
Nf

)2

ln2 µ

2πT

+ (2932.9 + 42.83Nf − 16.48N2
f + 0.2767N3

f )
µ

2πT
+∆(Nf ) , (A.8)
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with ∆ being an unknown constant to be fit. In our study, we define the renormalization scale
parameter XT ≡ µ/(2πT ). We consider the running of αs and ms up to O(α2

s),

αs(µ) =
4π

β0L

(
1− 2β1

β2
0

lnL

L

)
, with L = ln

(
µ2/Λ2

MS

)
, (A.9)

ms(µ) = ms(2GeV)

(
αs(µ)

αs(2GeV)

)γ0/β0

×
1 + A1

αs(µ)
π

+
A2

1+A2

2

(
αs(µ)

π

)2

1 + A1
αs(2GeV)

π
+

A2
1+A2

2

(
αs(2GeV)

π

)2 , (A.10)

where we choose ΛMS = 378 MeV, ms(2GeV) = 93.5MeV, and

A1 = −β1γ0
2β2

0

+
γ1
4β0

, A2 =
γ0
4β2

0

(
β2
1

β0

− β2

)
− β1γ1

8β2
0

+
γ2

16β0

. (A.11)

The SU(3)C group theory factors as well as the βi and γj factors are summarized as follows:

dA = N2
c − 1 , CA = Nc , CF =

N2
c − 1

2Nc

,

β0 =
11CA − 2Nf

3
, β1 =

17

3
C2

A − CFNf −
5

3
CANf ,

β2 =
2857

216
C3

A +
1

4
C2

FNf −
205

72
CACFNf −

1415

216
C2

ANf +
11

36
CFN

2
f +

79

216
CAN

2
f ,

γ0 = 3CF , γ1 = CF

(
97

6
CA +

3

2
CF − 5

3
Nf

)
,

γ2 = CF

{
129

2
C2

F − 129

4
CFCA +

11413

108
C2

A + CFNf [−23 + 24ζ(3)]

+CANf

[
−278

27
− 24ζ(3)

]
− 35

27
N2

f

}
. (A.12)

The massive quark effects are only included up to O(g2) in Ref. [13] by modifying pQCD,0 by

pQCD,m(Nf , µ, T,∆) ≡

[
αMS
E1 + g2αMS

E2

]
(Nf )[

αMS
E1 + g2αMS

E2

]
(0)

× pQCD,0(µ, T,∆) , (A.13)

where

αMS
E1 = dA

π2

45
+ 4CA

Nf∑
i=1

F1

(
m2

i

T 2

)
, (A.14)

αMS
E2 = −dACA

144
− dA

Nf∑
i=1

{
1

6
F2

(
m2

i

T 2

)[
1 + 6F2

(
m2

i

T 2

)]
+

m2
i

4π2T 2

(
3 ln

µ

mi

+ 2

)
F2

(
m2

i

T 2

)
− 2m2

i

T 2
F4

(
m2

i

T 2

)}
, (A.15)
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with

F1(y) =
1

12π2

∫ ∞

0

dx

(
x

x+ y

)1/2

nF (
√
x+ y)x , (A.16)

F2(y) =
1

4π2

∫ ∞

0

dx

(
x

x+ y

)1/2

nF (
√
x+ y) , (A.17)
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]
, (A.18)

and nF (x) = 1/(ex + 1). Finally, we include the bag parameter B and obtain the total pressure

pQCD(Nf , µ, T,∆, B) = pQCD,m(Nf , µ, T,∆)−B . (A.19)

B Bag parameter inference in the hot SU(3) theory
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Figure 7: The lattice trace anomaly data of the hot pure SU(3) Yang-Mills model from Refs. [61,
62], as well as the best-fit curves with Tstart = 400, 600, 800, 1200 MeV. Note that the phase
transition temperature Tc ≈ 270 MeV.

We present the details of the pure SU(3) gauge theory lattice study [61, 62] in this section.
As in the case of the LQCDT study, the quantity we choose to fit is the normalized trace
anomaly (ΘYM)

µ
µ/T

4 = T∂(pYM/T
4)/∂T . Different from real-world QCD, however, the phase

transition of the SU(3) theory is first-order, and there is an additional “fuzzy bag parameter
(2BfuzzyT

2 ⊂ (ΘYM)
µ
µ) [90]” to the traditional bag parameter BYM, the latter as in the MIT bag

model [91, 92]. By setting Nf = 0 in the EQCD formulas, one has

pYM(T,XT ,∆, Bfuzzy, BYM) = pQCD,0(2πTXT , T,∆)−BfuzzyT
2 −BYM , (B.1)
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which contains four parameters to be fit: XT , ∆, Bfuzzy, and BYM. With Tc ≈ 270 MeV
(which also determines the reference scale ΛMS ≈ 1.26Tc [61]), we choose Tstart = 400, 600, 800,
1200 MeV, whose numbers of the degrees of freedom k and best-fit parameters are given by

Tstart = 400 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, B
1/2
fuzzy, B

1/4
YM) = (38, 34.0, 0.86,−3268, 176.3 MeV, 246.4 MeV) ,

Tstart = 600 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, B
1/2
fuzzy, B

1/4
YM) = (25, 16.0, 0.92,−3454, 173.9 MeV, 259.3 MeV) ,

Tstart = 800 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, B
1/2
fuzzy, B

1/4
YM) = (19, 14.6, 0.88,−3353, 169.2 MeV, 251.4 MeV) ,

Tstart = 1200 MeV : (k, χ2, XT ,∆, B
1/2
fuzzy, B

1/4
YM) = (16, 13.7, 0.88,−3341, 174.0 MeV, 238.9 MeV) .

(B.2)
The optimal p-value is obtained when Tstart = 600 MeV, which is 0.915. We present the lattice
data and the best-fit curves for different Tstart values in Figure 7. Note that we are able to
extract BYM, in contrast to the LQCDT case, because of the smaller uncertainties in the low-T
regime, which, for all four choices of Tstart, is consistently given by BYM ≲ T 4

c . In particular, for
Tstart = 600 MeV, we have BYM = 0.85T 4

c .
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