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At sufficiently high densities and low temperatures matter is expected to behave as a degenerate
Fermi gas of quarks forming Cooper pairs, namely a color superconductor, as was originally sug-
gested by Alford, Rajagopal and Wilczek [Nuclear Physics B 537, 443 (1999)]. The ground state is
a superfluid, an electromagnetic insulator that breaks chiral symmetry, called the color-flavor locked
phase. If such a phase occurs in the cores of compact stars, the maximum mass may exceed that
of hadronic matter. The gravitational-wave signal GW190814 involves a compact object with mass
2.6M⊙, within the so-called low mass gap. Since it is too heavy to be a neutron star and too light
to be a black hole, its nature has not been identified with certainty yet. Here, we show not only
that a color-flavor locked quark star with this mass is viable, but also we calculate the range of the
model-parameters, namely the superconducting gap ∆ and the bag constant B, that satisfies the
strict LIGO constraints on the equation of state. We find that a color-flavor locked quark star with
mass 2.6M⊙ satisfies the observational constraints on the equation of state if ∆ ≥ 200MeV and
B ≥ 83MeV/fm3 for a strange quark mass ms = 95 MeV/c2, and attains a radius (12.7 − 13.6)km
and central density (7.5− 9.8)1014g/cm3.

I. INTRODUCTION

The LIGO/Virgo Collaboration announcement of the
signal GW190814 [1] initiated a discussion on the na-
ture of the merger’s secondary component with mass
2.59+0.08

−0.09M⊙. There are theoretical and observational
uncertainties regarding the maximum mass of neutron
stars [1–8] and the lower mass of black holes [9–11], which
do not allow concluding with certainty on the nature
of this secondary GW190814 component. The heaviest,
observed, neutron star is 2.01 ± 0.04M⊙ [12] and PSR
J0740+6620 may host a 2.14+0.10

−0.09M⊙ neutron star [13],
while stellar evolution seems to not allow stellar black
holes to be formed with mass less than 5M⊙ [9–11]. Con-
sequently, the existence and nature of compact objects
in the mass range ∼ [2.5, 5]M⊙, the ‘low mass gap’, are
highly uncertain [9, 10, 14].
A primary candidate as the secondary GW190814

member is a stellar black hole [1, 15–17], but still multi-
tude other proposals have been put forward. These in-
clude a primordial black hole [18–21], a heavy neutron
star with stiff equation of state [22–26], a fast pulsar
[26–29], a compact star grown via accretion [30, 31], an
anisotropic star [32, 33], a spinning compact star with
deconfinement phase transition [34], a strange star [35],
a quark or hyperon star [36–38], a compact star with a
population III star progenitor [39], and modified gravity
scenarios [40, 41].
In the present work we propose to consider yet an-

other possibility, namely the case of QCD color super-
conductivity. It has been shown by Alford, Rajagopal
and Wilczek [42] (see also [43, 44]) that at sufficiently
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high density, quarks of different color and flavour form
Cooper pairs with the same Fermi momentum. This
superfluid ground state was called a color-flavor locked
(CFL) phase. The quark matter in the CFL phase is
electrically neutral and electrons cannot be present [43].
Later the CFL phase for up, down and strange quarks
was argued to exist inside compact stars [45–52], called
CFL quark stars. Studies of the structure of these ob-
jects have revealed that color superconductivity allows
for large maximum masses [50, 53, 54]. Using the con-
straints on the equation of state suggested by LIGO from
the combined study of GW170817 and GW190814 [1] we
will narrow down the CFL parameters, namely the su-
perconducting gap ∆ and the bag constant B, that allow
for an equation of state of a 2.6M⊙ CFL quark star that
satisfies these constraints.

The plan of our work is the following. In the next
section we briefly review the structure equations describ-
ing hydrostatic equilibrium of a CFL quark star interior
solutions. In section III we calculate the region in the
parameter space of a 2.6M⊙ CFL quark stars for which
the LIGO constraints are satisfied. Stability conditions
are also discussed. Finally, in the last section we close
with some concluding remarks.

II. CFL QUARK STARS

Lugones and Horvath [55] have found that the CFL
strange matter phase can be the true ground state of
hadronic matter for a wide range of the parameters of the
model (see also [50]), which are the QCD gap of Cooper
pairs ∆ and the bag energy density B within an MIT bag
model. They further derive a full equation of state and

http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11020v2
mailto:Zacharias.Roupass@bue.edu.eg


2

an analytic approximation, that is

P =
3µ4

4π2~3c3
+

9αµ2

2π2~3c3
−B, (1)

ρ =
9µ4

4π2~3c5
+

9αµ2

2π2~3c5
+

B

c2
, (2)

where

α = −
1

6
m2

sc
4 +

2

3
∆2 (3)

and ms is the strange quark mass. From the above we
get

ρ(P ) = 3
P

c2
+ 4

B

c2
− 9

α(µ(P ))2

π2~3c5
(4)

(µ(P ))2 = −3α+

(

9α2 +
4

3
π2(P +B)~3c3

)1/2

(5)

that can be used to solve the Tolman-Oppenheimer-
Volkoff (TOV) problem [56, 57]

dP

dr
= −

(

ρ(r) +
P (r)

c2

) GM(r)
r2 + 4πGP (r)

c2 r

1− 2GM(r)
rc2

, (6)

dM

dr
= 4πρ(r)r2. (7)

We denote M = M(r) the mass of a compact star in-
cluded inside a radius r, and P = P (r), ρ = ρ(P (r))
are the pressure and mass density, respectively. We
shall denote R the radius of the CFL-quark core and
MQS = M(r = R) the total mass. We integrate the TOV
problem up to zero boundary pressure at the radius of the
core and match with the exterior Schwarzschild metric
[58]

ds2 = −f(r)dt2 + f(r)−1dr2 + r2(dθ2 + sin2θdφ2) (8)

where the lapse function is given by

f(r) = 1−
2GMQS

rc2
, r ≥ R. (9)

We fill further comment on the matching below, at the
end of the section.
The bag constantB induces a mass density-scale, char-

acteristic for the system, which in turn induces a radius-
scale and a mass-scale

ρ⋆ ≡
B

c2
, r⋆ ≡

(

4πG

c2
ρ⋆

)−1/2

, M⋆ ≡
r⋆c

2

G
. (10)

We further introduce the dimensionless variables

x =
r

r⋆
, ρ̃ =

ρ

ρ⋆
, P̃ =

P

ρ⋆c2
, M̃ =

M

M⋆
(11)

as well as the dimensionless quantities

λ =
9α2

π2B~3c3
, κ(P̃ ) =

µ(P̃ )2

α
. (12)

Models MQS = 2.6M⊙

∆[MeV] B[MeV

fm3 ] R[km] ρ0[10
14 gr

cm3 ]

200 83 13.51 8.97
210 85-87 13.62-13.41 8.33-9.10
220 89-91 13.50-13.31 8.49-9.24
230 91-94 13.56-13.30 8.07-9.02
240 95-98 13.44-13.18 8.29-9.22
250 97-102 13.47-13.07 8.01-9.44
260 99-105 13.48-13.03 7.81-9.36
270 102-108 13.41-12.98 7.87-9.34
280 104-112 13.40-12.86 7.76-9.65
290 105-115 13.45-12.80 7.51-9.69
300 108-118 13.36-12.74 7.65-9.78

TABLE I: Bag constant, B, and semiconducting gap, ∆,
for ms = 95MeV/c2 that allow for a CFL quark star, as a
GW190814-candidate, with MQS = 2.6M⊙ which meets the
LIGO constraints of Figure 1(a). On the third and fourth
columns are depicted the radius and central density values of
the quark star for each model. These radius values correspond
to compactness 0.28 − 0.30.

The problem is reformulated in the dimensionless format

dP̃

dx
= −

(

ρ̃(x) + P̃ (x)
)

M̃(x)
x2 + P̃ (x)x

1− 2M̃(x)
x

, (13)

dM̃

dx
= ρ̃(x)x2. (14)

with

ρ̃(P̃ ) = 3P̃ + 4− λ · κ(P̃ ) (15)

κ(P̃ ) = −3 + 3

(

1 +
4

3λ
(P̃ + 1)

)1/2

(16)

where

λ = 0.118682

(

α

(100MeV)2

)2 (
B

100MeV/fm3

)−1

(17)

and α is given in (3). We may also write

ρ⋆ = 1.7827 · 1014gr/cm3 B

100MeV/fm3 , (18)

r⋆ = 24.518km

(

B

100MeV/fm3

)−1/2

, (19)

M⋆ = 16.5989M⊙

(

B

100MeV/fm3

)−1/2

. (20)

Due to the matching with the exterior Schwartzschild
geometry the system (13)-(14) is subject to the constraint

P̃

(

R

r⋆

)

= 0, (21)

from which the radius of the CFL core may be calculated
for any given central pressure. The mass is subject to the
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initial condition

M̃(0) = 0, (22)

while following integration of (13)-(14) the total mass is

given simply by the value M̃(R/r⋆), where R is such that
(21) is satisfied.
The matching with Schwartzschild geometry in the ex-

terior would imply that the whole star is comprised of
CFL quark matter, but this is not what we argue here
to be the case. We consider this matching only as an
approximation and to be precise the condition (21) is
realized as P (R)/ρ⋆c

2 ≪ 1. This approximation is suffi-
cient for our purposes, that are to estimate the mass of
the star for an inner core that satisfies the CFL quark
matter equation of state and compare with the LIGO
contraints in this high density region. The approxima-
tion is valid provided that the mass of the core dominates
the mass of the star, as is commonly assumed (e.g. by
Oppenheimer & Volkoff [57]).
In a more realistic scenario, the hadronic matter would

undergo a first-order phase transition designating QCD
deconfinement close to the nuclear saturation density
[59]. In the case of CFL color superconductivity, as
Schäfer & Wilczek [60] discussed, it is possible the sym-
metries of the CFL phase to be smoothly connected to
those of a superfluid baryon phase in hadronic matter,
without a sharp phase separation. In lack of sufficient
observational evidence [61] and definite theoretical gen-
eral consensus, we preferred not to match the CFL phase
of the interior core with an exterior metric on the crust or
outer core generated at some density by some hadronic
equation of state, among a high multitude of possibili-
ties. This would also delimit our main argument that
focuses on the CFL equation of state in the core of the
secondary GW190814 and not on the equation of state in
the outer layers of the star. Instead, we preferred to ap-
ply the simple assumption that the quark core dominates
the neutron star mass, which justifies a simple matching
with Schwartzschild exterior geometry, following the tra-
dition initiated by Oppenheimer & Volkoff.

III. ANALYSIS

The green shaded region of Figure 1(a) designates
the LIGO constraints (see Figure 8 of [1]) on the equa-
tion of state (EoS) imposed by the combined analysis of
GW170817 and GW190814. Setting ms = 95 MeV/c2,
we calculate the range of parameter values for ∆, B for
which these constraints are met, for a CFL quark star
with MQS = 2.6 M⊙, as in Table I. Our calculated val-
ues of ∆, B are the same at three digits accuracy for the
whole range of strange mass ms = 93+11

−7 MeV/c2 given
in the latest review by the Particle Data Group [62].
The radius of the corresponding CFL quark star is

found to lie within the range (12.7 − 13.6)km, that cor-
responds to compactness values CQS ≡ GMQS/Rc2 =

(a)

10 11 12 13 14
1

1.5

2

2.5

3

(b)

FIG. 1: The solid blue, black dash-dotted, red dotted lines,
correspond respectively to models {∆ = 200MeV, B =
83MeV/fm3}, {∆ = 250MeV, B = 100MeV/fm3}, {∆ =
300MeV, B = 110MeV/fm3} with ms = 95MeV/c2. (a)
The equation of state for each solution MQS = 2.6M⊙

that satisfy LIGO constraints. (b) The M − R curves for
the three models. The maximum masses and correspond-
ing radii are for each case respectively (2.70M⊙, 13.03km),
(2.75M⊙, 12.85km), (2.85M⊙, 12.90km).

0.28− 0.30. The CFL quark star is almost twice as com-
pact than a 1.4M⊙ canonical neutron star satisfying the
same LIGO constraints on the EoS, which attains com-
pactness CNS = 0.16 according to the LIGO/Virgo anal-
ysis [1].
Our values of ∆, B given in Table I are constrained

with minimum values ∆ ≥ 200MeV, B ≥ 83MeV/fm3.
From the QCD side there have been made several es-
timates of B depending for example on which energies
to include in B and which in quarks [63–66]. In par-
ticular, in the early MIT bag model it was estimated
that B ∼ (60 − 80)MeV/fm3 [63]. On the other hand,
in the Nambu-Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model [64, 65] it has
been calculated B ∼ 296MeV/fm3 [66]. Likewise, the
value of quark pairing gap ∆ depends on phenomenolog-
ical assumptions. Within the context of the NJL model,
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FIG. 2: The range of values of the bag constant B and
semiconducting gap ∆, assuming ms = 95 MeV/c2, for
which a CFL quark star with mass MQS = 2.6M⊙ meets the
LIGO constraints on the equation of state, depicted in Figure
1(a).This is a visualization of Table I.

for the densities of interest, it has been estimated that
∆ ∼ (100 − 200)MeV [67] or higher, depending on as-
sumptions regarding the, so called, vector repulsion pa-
rameter and the diquark pairing interaction parameter.
Thus, our ∆, B values of Table I are consistent with the
current phenomenology on the subject.
In Figure 1(a) we show for three concrete models that

the LIGO constraints are satisfied for a CFL quark star
with mass MQS = 2.6M⊙. The allowed region in the
parameter space is then depicted graphically in Figure 2.
Our results show that for a given energy gap ∆, the bag
constantB takes values in a certain range, which becomes
wider as ∆ increases. Note that the LIGO constraints
naturally do not allow for exactly zero pressure at any
density. That is why at very low pressures of Figure 1(a)
the pressure of all models lie outside the green shaded
region, since in our approximation of the star the exterior
metric is matched with the Schwartzschild solution that
requires zero pressure on the boundary.

In Figure 1(b) we demonstrate for the same three mod-
els that the maximum mass exceeds 2.6M⊙, and there-
fore the CFL EoS considered here allows for a quark star
with such high mass. Note that the LIGO combined
study of GW170817 and GW190814 gives for a canon-
ical 1.4M⊙ neutron star a radius of 12.9+0.8

−0.7km [1]. In
our models, we get the larger radius, R = 11.8km, of
an 1.4M⊙ CFL quark core, for the lower ∆, B values,
namely ∆ = 200MeV, B = 83MeV/fm3. However, it was
shown by Annala et al. [59] that neutron stars of different
masses have cores with strikingly different properties and
in particular that an 1.4M⊙ neutron star cannot contain
a quark core.

Regarding tidal deformability, we remark that there
was no evidence of measurable tidal effects in the sig-
nal GW190814 as reported by the LIGO/Virgo col-
laboration [1] and therefore the tidal deformability of

the secondary GW190814 component was not estimated
by LIGO/Virgo. For the three indicative models of
Figure 1, namely {∆, B} = {200MeV, 83MeV/fm3},
{250MeV, 100MeV/fm3}, {300MeV, 110MeV/fm3}, the
tidal deformability Λ (for a definition see for instance [68–
70]) of a 2.6M⊙ CFL quark core is respectively Λ = 5.22,
4.51, 4.56.
We further study stability and physical requirements

for the solutions of Table I. Firstly, we stress that CFL
quark matter is absolutely stable if the energy per baryon
is smaller than the neutron mass, mn = 939 MeV/c2.
This condition is satisfied if [50]

S ≡ B~
3c3 +

m2
sm

2
nc

8

12π2
−

∆2m2
nc

4

3π2
−

m4
nc

8

108π2
< 0. (23)

In Figure 3(a) we demonstrate that this stability condi-
tion is satisfied for all parameter values of Table I.
In addition, the 2.6M⊙ solution satisfies the stability

condition of the adiabatic index [71]

Γ ≡
1

c2
dP

dρ

[

1 +
ρc2

P

]

>
4

3
, (24)

for all models of Table I. We demonstrate this in Figure
3(b) for the three models of Figure 1. For the same three
models we demonstrate in Figure 3(c) that the causality
condition

0 < v2s ≡
dP

dρ
< c2 (25)

is also satisfied, where vs denotes the speed of sound.
It is evident that the speed of sound violates the con-

formal limit, which would require v2s ≤ c2/3, in accor-
dance with earlier calculations of the speed of sound in
deconfined quark matter [72, 73]. In particular, at the
phase transition point to quark deconfinement the speed
of sound presents a pick way above the conformal limit
and then it decreases with increasing density, in accor-
dance with Figure 3(c). The phase transition is predicted
[22] to occur at about (1− 3)ρsat, where ρsat = 2.7g/cm3

is the nuclear saturation density in direct agreement with
our Figure 3(c), where the phase transition point corre-
sponds to the lower density of each curve.
Note that the value of v2s depends on α defined in (3).

In the conformal limit, i.e. when all mass scales are set
to zero, α = ms = ∆ = 0, it is v2s = c2/3. For α < 0,
it is v2s < c2/3, while for α > 0 it is v2s > c2/3. It is
a non-vanishing and sufficiently large ∆ that forces vs
to violate the conformal limit. In all our models α is
positive, however there are viable CFL models for which
α is negative, see e.g [50].
Finally, we require [74–77] that the strong energy con-

dition

ρc2 + P ≥ 0 , ρc2 + 3P ≥ 0 (26)

is satisfied. This is true for all models of Table I, as it
is evident in Figure 1(a) for our three indicative models.
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FIG. 3: Stability and physical requirements. (a) The quantity S defined in (23) with respect to the superconducting gap ∆ for
the marginal values of B for all models of Table I. Stability of the CFL phase requires S < 0. (b) The adiabatic index Γ with
respect to the radius in the interior of a 2.6M⊙ CFL quark star for the three models of Figure 1. Stability requires Γ > 4/3.
(c) The velocity of sound squared v2

s
with respect to the density in the interior of a 2.6M⊙ CFL quark star for the three models

of Figure 1. Causality requires vs < c.

Note that since the strong energy condition is satisfied
it follows that all other energy conditions are satisfied,
namely the weak energy condition {ρ ≥ 0, ρc2 +P ≥ 0},
the null energy condition {ρc2+P ≥ 0} and the dominant
energy condition {ρc2 ≥ |P |}.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In the present work we have investigated the possibil-
ity that strange quark stars in the CFL phase comprise
the secondary GW190814 component, with an observed
mass at MQS = 2.6 M⊙. QCD superconductivity effects
lead to a non-linear, but still analytical, EoS character-
ized by three parameters, namely the bag constant B,
the superconducting energy gap ∆ as well as the mass
of the strange quark ms. Assuming for the latter a nu-
merical value compatible with the Particle Data Group
review at ms = 95 MeV/c2, we obtain the region in the
(B −∆) plane for which the stringent LIGO constraints
on the EoS are met. In particular, we have obtained the

M−R relationships, and our main numerical results show
that the EoS adopted here can support a CFL quark star
with a mass MQS = 2.6 M⊙ provided that the semicon-
ducting gap ∆ ≥ 200MeV, and that the bag constant
B ≥ 83MeV/fm3 with a range of values depicted in Fig-
ure 2. For these values, we further verify that stability,
causality and energy conditions are met, suggesting that
our solutions are physical within the context of General
Relativity. The radius of the corresponding CFL quark
star is found to lie within the range (12.7−13.6)km, while
the central density ρ0 is found to take values in the range
(7.5− 9.8)1014g/cm3.
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