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ABSTRACT

The discovery of two neutron star–black hole coalescences by LIGO and Virgo brings the total

number of likely neutron stars observed in gravitational waves to six. We perform the first in-

ference of the mass distribution of this extragalactic population of neutron stars. In contrast to

the bimodal Galactic population detected primarily as radio pulsars, the masses of neutron stars

in gravitational-wave binaries are thus far consistent with a uniform distribution, with a greater

prevalence of high-mass neutron stars. The maximum mass in the gravitational-wave population

agrees with that inferred from the neutron stars in our Galaxy and with expectations from dense matter.

1. INTRODUCTION

To date, the vast majority of neutron star (NS) masses

have been measured through the binary interactions of

Galactic radio pulsars (Özel & Freire 2016). Beginning

with Thorsett & Chakrabarty (1999), population-level

analyses have been performed on these Galactic pul-

sars, revealing a mass distribution with a double-peaked

structure (Antoniadis et al. 2016; Alsing et al. 2018; Farr

& Chatziioannou 2020; Shao et al. 2020). The dou-

ble NSs among these Galactic observations, however,

have only been found with both component masses near

1.35M� (Özel et al. 2012; Kiziltan et al. 2013).

The first NS binary observed in gravitational waves

(GWs), GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2017), fell neatly

into the mass range anticipated from these radio ob-

servations. On the other hand, GW190425 (Abbott

et al. 2020a), the second low-mass GW binary discov-

ered, illustrated that the compact object population de-

tected with GWs need not be the same as that observed

in our Galaxy: its total mass is a 5σ outlier relative

to known Galactic double NSs. With the recent neu-

tron star–black hole (NSBH) discoveries GW200105 and

GW200115 (Abbott et al. 2021a), LIGO (LIGO Scien-

tific Collaboration et al. 2015) and Virgo (Acernese et al.

2015) have now recorded four confirmed signals whose

progenitor likely contains at least one NS. In this Let-

ter, we consider these to be six extragalactic NSs known

through GW astronomy, and investigate the collective

properties of this incipient NS population. We follow the

hierarchical Bayesian population inference framework of

Mandel (2010) and Mandel et al. (2019), which accounts

for statistical uncertainty in the measured parameters

of each GW signal and for selection effects in the ob-

served population. This kind of population inference has

a history of applications inside (e.g. Abbott et al. 2019;

Roulet et al. 2020; Abbott et al. 2021b) and outside (e.g.

Loredo 2004; Hogg et al. 2010; Foreman-Mackey et al.

2014) of GW astronomy.

One of the chief aims of this work is to compare the

GW and Galactic NS mass distributions. We also inves-

tigate the maximum mass inferred for the extragalactic

NS population, the NS pairing probability for assem-

bling BNSs, and the effect of including or excluding an

outlier observation, GW190814 (Abbott et al. 2020b);

the nature of its 2.6M� secondary component is chal-

lenging to interpret, as it falls into the mass gap between

known high-mass NSs (Cromartie et al. 2020) and low-

mass black holes (BHs; Thompson et al. 2019).

On the whole, we find that a minimalistic model

consisting of a uniform mass distribution with random

pairing into BNSs is adequate for explaining the pop-

ulation of NSs observed so far with GWs. Moreover,
these first observations already reveal interesting dif-

ferences between this extragalactic NS population and

that which we observe in our own Galaxy.

2. NEUTRON STARS IN GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE

BINARIES

The set of observations informing our population in-

ference consists of the BNS mergers GW170817 and

GW190425, and the NSBH mergers GW200105 and

GW200115. We separately consider treating GW190814

as another NSBH merger, given the uncertainty in the

nature of its secondary component. GWs from compact

binary inspirals such as these provide accurate measure-

ments of their source’s primary and secondary masses,

m1,2, as well as its luminosity distance DL. These mea-
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surements, in the form of a three-dimensional marginal

likelihood P (d|m1,m2, DL), are the observational in-

put for our population inference. The marginal like-

lihood can be obtained from the full GW likelihood

P (d|m1,m2, DL,θ) by marginalizing over nuisance pa-

rameters θ, such as the source’s inclination and spins.

Although our NS population model is independent of

DL, we must retain the luminosity distance dependence

in the likelihood in order to model GW selection effects.

For each of the observations, we calculate the marginal

likelihood from the GW posterior samples released

by the LIGO–Virgo Collaboration.1 That is, we

weight every posterior sample (m1,m2, DL) by a fac-

tor of 1/π∅(m1,m2, DL) to convert from the prior

π∅(m1,m2, DL) adopted for GW parameter estimation,

which is uniform in redshifted masses mz
1,2 = (1+z)m1,2

and quadratic in the luminosity distance, to the uniform-

in-m1,2-DL prior required for the likelihood. Gaus-

sian kernel density estimates of the one-dimensional

marginal component mass likelihoods constructed from

these weighted samples are plotted in the upper panel

of Fig. 1 to illustrate the mass measurements that drive

the population inference.

3. MODELING THE NEUTRON STAR MASS

DISTRIBUTION

Motivated by a few basic considerations, we inves-

tigate several simple models for the NS mass distri-

bution. Firstly, causality arguments place an upper

bound of ∼ 3M� on the maximum NS mass (Rhoades

& Ruffini 1974; Kalogera & Baym 1996). Plausible su-

pernova formation channels do not produce NSs below

1M� (Fryer et al. 2012; Woosley et al. 2020) and the

standard LIGO/Virgo searches target masses greater

than 1M� (Abbott et al. 2016; Usman et al. 2016;

Mukherjee et al. 2021). Our population models are con-

sequently formulated for m ∈ [1, 3)M�.

Second, although there is evidence that recycled and

nonrecycled pulsars in the Galactic population originate

from different mass distributions (Özel et al. 2012; Far-

row et al. 2019), we do not expect the current limited set

of GW mass measurements to have the resolving power

to discriminate between different subpopulations. We

therefore assume that all NSs in BNSs and NSBHs orig-

inate from a common mass distribution π(m|λ).

Third, again because of the relatively small number

of NS observations at hand, we prefer simple shapes—

uniform or Gaussian—for the common mass distribu-

tion. We also consider a sum of two Gaussians to fa-

cilitate a direct comparison with the bimodal Galactic

population (Antoniadis et al. 2016; Alsing et al. 2018;

Farr & Chatziioannou 2020; Shao et al. 2020).

Given these considerations, we adopt one of three

models for the basic NS mass distribution:

πu(m|mmin,mmax) :=U(m|mmin,mmax), (1a)

πn(m|µ, σ,mmin,mmax) :=N (m|µ, σ)U(m|mmin,mmax)/A, (1b)

πnn(m|µ, σ, µ′, σ′, w,mmin,mmax) := [wN (m|µ, σ)/B + (1− w)N (m|µ′, σ′)/C]U(m|mmin,mmax), (1c)

and subject the population parameters λ to the con-

straint 1M� ≤ mmin < µ < µ′ < mmax < 3M�. The

normalization constants A, B, and C in Eqs. (1b)-(1c)

ensure that
∫
π(m|λ) dm = 1.

1 We use the minimal spin-assumption (“high spin”) posterior
samples from https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P1800061/public
for GW170817, https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2000026/public
for GW190425, https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2100143/public
for GW200105 and GW200115, and https://dcc.ligo.org/
LIGO-P2000183/public for GW190814. These samples are
available through the Gravitational-Wave Open Science Cen-
ter (https://www.gw-openscience.org; Vallisneri et al. 2015;
Abbott et al. 2021c).

The astrophysical processes of stellar evolution and bi-

nary interaction that eventually result in a merging sys-

tem containing one or two NSs have significant complex-

ity and uncertainty (Dominik et al. 2012; Fragos et al.

2019; Broekgaarden et al. 2021; Mandel et al. 2021; San-

toliquido et al. 2021). In the absence of a definite, astro-

physically motivated prescription for the pairing func-

tion that connects the masses of the two components in

a GW binary, we suppose that the pairing probability

is a power law in the mass ratio q = m2/m1. This phe-

nomenological model is a good descriptor of pairing in

the binary BH population (Kovetz et al. 2017; Abbott

et al. 2019; Fishbach & Holz 2020; Abbott et al. 2021b).

https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P1800061/public
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2000026/public
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2100143/public
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2000183/public
https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-P2000183/public
https://www.gw-openscience.org
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Figure 1. Measured masses and inferred mass distri-
bution for NSs in GW binaries. Top: marginal one-
dimensional mass likelihoods P (d|m) for the NSs in the
BNS mergers GW170817 and GW190425, the NSBH merg-
ers GW200105 and GW200115, and the candidate NSBH
merger GW190814. Bottom: median and symmetric 90%
confidence interval of the mass distribution inferred for the
flat model. The gray traces plot 1000 independent samples
from the flat population posterior. The dashed line is the
median for the flat q model. The dotted line is the flat
median when GW190814 is interpreted as an NSBH.

The binary mass distribution characteristic of BNSs and

NSBHs is thus taken to be

π(m1,m2|λ) ∝

π(m1|λ)π(m2|λ)qβ if BNS

πbh(m1)π(m2|λ)qβbh if NSBH,
(2)

with separate pairing parameters β and βbh for the BNSs

and NSBHs. We assume definite a priori classifications

for the GW sources.2 Because there are so few obser-

vations of BHs in NSBH systems, we do not attempt to

infer the BH mass distribution πbh(m); rather, we fix

it to be uniform and nonoverlapping with the NS mass

distribution: πbh(m) = U(m|3M�, 30M�). In prac-

tice, the criterion in Eq. (2) that distinguishes BNSs

from NSBHs is m1 < 3M�. The BH mass distribu-

2 If we were instead to classify the sources probabilistically based
on their measured parameters, Eq. (2) would involve a mixing
fraction between BNSs and NSBHs that depends on their relative
detection rate.

tion’s upper bound is chosen to encompass the mea-

surement for GW190814’s primary component. We also

choose to fix the NSBH pairing parameter to βbh = 0,

which corresponds to a minimal assumption of random

pairing. These choices do not strongly impact the in-

ferred NS mass distribution, which is driven by the NS

mass model and measurements. Indeed, we have tested

a different BH mass model—a power law ∝ m−2—and

a different NSBH pairing parameter—βbh = 2, a value

that lies within the 90% credible region preferred by the

entire compact binary population in the second LIGO–

Virgo GW transient catalog (Abbott et al. 2021d,b)—

and found a negligible impact on the inferred NS mass

distribution.

We also take Eq. (2) to be independent of the GW

binary’s luminosity distance. This amounts to an as-

sumption that the NS and BH populations do not evolve

with distance, which is a reasonable approximation for

nearby signals (Fishbach et al. 2018; Mapelli et al. 2019).

Hence, the binary mass model (2) is specified by a

choice of basic NS mass distribution π(m|λ) and a choice

of BNS pairing parameter β. In light of limited existing

GW observations, we make a minimalistic assumption

for the latter: we assume random pairing, i.e. β = 0.

(We will revisit this assumption in Section 5.) Our three

fiducial models, which we call flat, peak and bimodal

in Table 1, therefore differ only by the basic NS mass dis-

tribution shape they adopt: respectively uniform, Gaus-

sian, and double Gaussian.

4. GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE POPULATION

INFERENCE

Bayesian population inference supplies a prescription

for evaluating the likelihood of our set d of GW ob-

servations, given a population model π(m1,m2|λ) that

depends on unknown population parameters λ (Mandel

2010; Mandel et al. 2019). Formally,

P (d|λ) =
∏
i

1

ζ(λ)

∫ [
P (di|m1,m2, DL)π(m1,m2|λ)

× P (DL)
]
dm1 dm2 dDL, (3)

where the three-dimensional marginal likelihood

P (d|m1,m2, DL) is the observational input from the

GWs. The detection fraction

ζ(λ) =

∫ [
Pdet(m1,m2, DL)π(m1,m2|λ)

× P (DL)
]
dm1 dm2 dDL, (4)

which acts as a normalization in Eq. (3), cap-

tures GW selection effects. The selection function
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Model π(m|λ) β mmin (M�) mmax (M�) µ (M�) σ (M�) µ′ (M�) σ′ (M�) w ∆AIC

flat u 0 1.1+0.2
−0.1 2.0+0.4

−0.3 - - - - - 0.0

peak n 0 1.1+0.2
−0.1 2.1+0.7

−0.3 1.5+0.5
−0.3 1.0+0.9

−0.7 - - - 3.7

bimodal nn 0 1.0 2.1+0.7
−0.3 1.3+0.5

−0.3 1.0+0.9
−0.8 1.7+0.6

−0.4 1.0+0.9
−0.9 0.5+0.5

−0.4 5.5

flat q u 2 1.2+0.1
−0.2 2.0+0.3

−0.3 - - - - - 1.1

peak q n 2 1.1+0.2
−0.1 2.0+0.7

−0.2 1.5+0.5
−0.3 1.0+0.9

−0.7 - - - 4.8

bimodal q nn 2 1.0 2.1+0.7
−0.3 1.3+0.5

−0.3 0.9+1.0
−0.8 1.7+0.5

−0.4 1.0+0.9
−0.9 0.5+0.5

−0.4 8.1

Table 1. Inferred Population Parameters for the NS Mass Distribution According to Each of the Models Considered. Medians
and symmetric 90% credible intervals of the marginal one-dimensional posterior distributions are reported. The minimum mass
is fixed to 1 M� for the bimodal and bimodal q models. The AIC statistic, used for ranking the models, is also reported
relative to the flat model.

Pdet(m1,m2, DL) gives the probability of detection for

a GW signal as a function of its source properties. We

adopt a simple analytic model of a hard signal-to-noise

(SNR) ratio threshold following Chatziioannou & Farr

(2020), which produces a selection function that scales

likeMz
5/2, whereMz = (1+z)(m1m2)3/5/(m1+m2)1/5

is the redshifted chirp mass. In Eqs. (3)-(4), the distance

prior P (DL) ∝ DL
2 encodes the quadratic increase in a

GW survey’s ratio of sensitive volume to distance in the

local universe.

The posterior probability of a set of population param-

eters λ within a given population model follows from

Eq. (3) via Bayes’ theorem: P (λ|d) ∝ P (d|λ)P (λ),

where P (λ) is their prior distribution. The model’s pre-

diction for the intrinsic NS mass distribution is obtained

by marginalizing its binary mass distribution over the

posterior uncertainty in λ and averaging over the indi-

vidual m1 and m2 distributions:

Pλ(m|d) =
1

2

∫
π(m1,m|λ)P (λ|d) dλ dm1

+
1

2

∫
π(m,m2|λ)P (λ|d) dλ dm2. (5)

The corresponding prediction for the observed NS mass

distribution P obs
λ (m|d)—i.e., the one filtered through

selection effects—can be obtained by inserting factors

of ζ(λ) within the integrals.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

For each of the models described in Sec. 3, we

follow the previous section’s formalism and evalu-

ate P (λ|d) with a Markov Chain Monte Carlo algo-

rithm implemented with emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al.

2013). We use the marginal likelihoods from GW170817,

GW190425, GW200105, and GW200115 as the observa-

tional input. We sample from uniform priors over the

population parameters, subject to the constraints listed

after Eq. (1), within the ranges mmin ∈ [1.0, 1.5)M�,

mmax ∈ [1.5, 3.0)M�, µ, µ′ ∈ [1.0, 3.0)M�, σ, σ′ ∈
[0.01, 2.00]M� and w ∈ [0.0, 1.0]. For the bimodal

model, we fix mmin = 1.0 to reduce the dimensionality

of the population parameter space. The detection frac-

tion ζ(λ) for each realization of the population model

is evaluated via Monte Carlo integration of Eq. (4), and

likewise the inferred mass distribution (5) is computed

from the posterior distribution P (λ|d).

Inferred neutron star mass distribution—We first examine

the inferred mass distribution for the three fiducial mod-

els described above to discern the key characteristics of

the NS population in GW binaries. The median and

symmetric 90% confidence interval of the mass distribu-

tion inferred for the flat, bimodal and peak models

are plotted in Figs. 1, 2 and 3, respectively. These plots

also feature traces of individual realizations of the mass

distribution drawn from the population posterior. Ta-

ble 1 reports the median and symmetric 90% confidence

interval of the one-dimensional marginal posterior dis-

tribution for each population parameter.

The inferred flat mass distribution extends from ap-

proximately 1–2M�, with considerable uncertainty in

the minimum and maximum mass cutoffs, as expected

from only a handful of GW observations; Chatziioannou

& Farr (2020) estimate that 50 BNS signals are needed

to determine both cutoffs to within 0.2M�. Nonethe-

less, the observations constrain the mmin and mmax pa-

rameters away from the prior, disfavoring in particu-

lar the largest maximum mass values allowed a priori.

The lower bound on mmax is driven by the precise mass

measurement for GW200105’s 1.9M� secondary, which

must be accommodated by the mass distribution; this

causes the pileup in traces that corresponds to the pre-

cipitous fall in the median at 2M� in Fig. 1. The over-

lap of the less sharply peaked likelihoods in the 1.1–

1.6M� range is responsible for the slightly more gradual

initial rise in the median.

The mass distributions inferred with the bimodal

and peak models are very similar. Both are unimodal
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Figure 2. Comparison between the inferred mass distribu-
tions for NSs in GW binaries and NSs in the Galaxy. Top:
posterior predictive check of the bimodal and Galactic pop-
ulation models. One hundred realizations of the observed
NS masses are plotted against 100 samples from the pre-
dicted bimodal and Galactic mass distributions P obs

λ (m|d).
The black line with unit slope indicates perfect agreement
between the model and the observations; a model that over-
predicts (underpredicts) the number of NS observations of
a given mass will systematically produce scatter points be-
low (above) the line. Bottom: same as Fig. 1, but for the
bimodal model as compared to the median of the Farr &
Chatziioannou (2020) Galactic mass distribution.

on average, with a broad peak at ∼ 1.6M�; although

many bimodal traces have two peaks, the peak loca-

tions are relatively unconstrained by the observational

data, which washes out the bimodality in the median.

Similarly, despite many individual realizations of the

mass distribution having a sharp high-mass cutoff, the

GW observations primarily bound mmax & 2M� for

these models, allowing the median to taper off smoothly

at high masses. At the low-mass end, we observe a simi-

lar tapering in the peak mass distribution, while the bi-

modal mass distribution is dominated by the imposed

sharp cutoff at mmin = 1M�.

Besides examining the NS mass distribution predicted

by each of the three models, we can attempt to deter-

mine which model is preferred by the observations. We

adopt the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike

1981), AIC = 2n − 2 logP (d|λ̂), as the metric for

this comparison. The AIC is simply the (logarithm of

Figure 3. Same as Fig. 2, but for the peak model and the
best-fit Gaussian Galactic double NS mass distribution from
Kiziltan et al. (2013).

the) maximal likelihood P (d|λ̂) for a given population

model, where λ̂ are the maximum-likelihood parame-

ters, plus a correction term that penalizes the model

according to its number of free parameters n. The

smaller the AIC, the greater the data’s preference for

the model. The AIC is used for model selection in the

astrophysics literature (e.g. Shi et al. 2012; Krishak &

Desai 2020), with exp (∆AIC/2) corresponding to the

relative likelihood of model B compared to model A for

∆AIC = AICA − AICB. Values of ∆AIC > 6 are con-

sidered significant for model selection (Liddle 2009).

To rank our population models, for each one we iden-

tify the mass distribution realization with the largest

likelihood among our discrete population posterior and

calculate ∆AIC relative to the flat model. Based on

the results listed in Table 1, we find that the peak

and bimodal models are moderately disfavored by the

data, in part from their larger number of free parameters

(n = 4 and n = 6, respectively). The more parsimonious

(n = 2) flat model is preferred.

Thus, a uniform NS mass distribution is sufficient to

fit current GW observations. There is no clear evidence

of bimodality in this GW population of NSs, nor is there

unambiguous evidence of a sharp minimum or maximum

mass cutoff; these latter features only appear in the in-

ferred flat mass distribution, which includes them by

construction.
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Comparison with the Galactic neutron star population—

The Galactic population of NSs, observed via electro-

magnetic astronomy, has been studied extensively (Özel

& Freire 2016). The double NS subpopulation appears

to conform to a sharply peaked Gaussian mass distri-

bution with µ = 1.33M� and σ ≈ 0.11M� (Kizil-

tan et al. 2013), at least when assuming a common

distribution for recycled and nonrecycled pulsars (Özel

et al. 2012; Farrow et al. 2019). The full NS pop-

ulation is characterized by a bimodal mass distribu-

tion (Antoniadis et al. 2016; Alsing et al. 2018; Farr &

Chatziioannou 2020; Shao et al. 2020). A recent study

(Farr & Chatziioannou 2020) found Gaussian peaks at

µ = 1.35+0.04
−0.03M� and µ′ = 1.8+0.6

−0.2M�, with respec-

tive widths σ = 0.08+0.03
−0.03M� and σ′ = 0.3+0.3

−0.1M�,

a maximum mass cutoff at mmax = 2.3+0.8
−0.3M�, and

w = 0.7+0.1
−0.2.3 Comparing these two Galactic models

with our inferred peak and bimodal mass distributions,

which are directly analogous, allows us to investigate the

differences between the Galactic and GW populations of

NSs.

In Fig. 2, we compare the double-Gaussian mass dis-

tribution from Farr & Chatziioannou (2020) with the

bimodal model. Unlike the Galactic mass distribution,

the one inferred from GWs is unimodal, predicting far

fewer low-mass and moderately more high-mass NSs in

the population. The bimodal mass distribution may

also support a gentler maximum mass cutoff. The ap-

parent difference at the low-mass end of the Galactic

and GW mass distributions is an artifact of our choice

to fix mmin = 1M� in the bimodal model—consistent

with our prior bounds—whereas Farr & Chatziioannou

(2020) set mmin = 0.

Similarly, in Fig. 3, we compare the Gaussian double

NS mass distribution from Kiziltan et al. (2013) against

the peak model. The peak in the latter mass distribu-

tion is much broader than the Galactic one and occurs

at a higher mass scale. Hence, the peak model predicts

many more heavy double NSs in the population than

are observed in our Galaxy. This is consistent with the

discovery of GW190425, whose total mass of approxi-

mately 3.4M� is already recognized as an outlier from

the observed Galactic double NS population (Abbott

et al. 2020a).

To reinforce the conclusion that the observed popu-

lations of NSs in the Galaxy and in GW binaries are

distinct, we perform a posterior predictive check of the

models. Essentially, we test whether the Galactic mod-

3 We use the population posterior samples from Farr & Chatzi-
ioannou (2020) made available at https://github.com/farr/
AlsingNSMassReplication.

els provide an equally good fit to the observed GW pop-

ulation of NSs as our bimodal and peak models. To

do so, we draw one mass sample from each of the GW

marginal mass likelihoods to constitute a realization of

the observed NS population, and we draw the same num-

ber of samples from either the GW or Galactic mass dis-

tribution P obs
λ (m|d). This constitutes the prediction for

the detected NS population, accounting for selection ef-

fects. Iterating over 100 instances of this procedure, we

pair up the observed and predicted masses in sequence

of increasing mass, and plot the resulting scatter points

in the upper panels of Figs. 2 and 3. A model that fits

the observations perfectly would have its scatter points

distributed along the line of unit slope. Despite the con-

siderable statistical uncertainty in the mass likelihoods

and inferred mass distribution for the GW population

models, we see that their scatter points are generally

oriented along this line. On the other hand, the scat-

ter points for both Galactic models skew above the line,

indicating that they underpredict the number of high-

mass NSs observed with GWs. This is especially appar-

ent for the double NS model from Kiziltan et al. (2013)

in Fig. 3.

Thus, a mass model distinct from the existing Galac-

tic ones is indeed required to accurately describe the

detected GW population of NSs. We account for the

GW selection bias toward detecting heavy masses, so

this may reflect a difference in the observed properties

of Galactic pulsars vs. the intrinsic properties of merging

compact binaries as a result of different binary evolution

pathways. For example, Galaudage et al. (2021) suggest

that the rapid merger of high-mass systems reduces their

radio visibility, which could explain the relative lack of

such systems seen in our Galaxy. More generally, the

properties of the observed Galactic population are af-

fected by radio selection effects (Chattopadhyay et al.

2020), which we do not explore in this work. It may

be possible to reconcile the two observed populations by

building additional parameters such as the spins or the

orbital period into the model (Kruckow 2020).

Maximum mass—The best-constrained population pa-

rameter in each model is the maximum mass, mmax.

We investigate whether the maximum mass in the GW

population of NSs agrees with (1) the maximum mass in

the Galactic population, and (2) the maximum Tolman–

Oppenheimer–Volkoff (TOV) mass supported by the NS

equation of state (EOS). A discrepancy with the former

could be informative about differences between GW and

electromagnetic selection effects; a discrepancy with the

latter could indicate that the NS mass spectrum is lim-

ited by the astrophysical formation channel rather than

the EOS.

https://github.com/farr/AlsingNSMassReplication
https://github.com/farr/AlsingNSMassReplication
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In Fig. 4, we plot the mmax posterior distribution in-

ferred with the flat and bimodal models. Both pos-

teriors peak around 2M�, but the bimodal model has

support for mmax as large as 3M� because its allows

for tapering instead of a sharp cutoff. The flat model

predicts a maximum mass of 2.0+0.4
−0.3M�, while the bi-

modal model predicts 2.1+0.7
−0.3M�. The lower bound

on mmax is driven by the well-resolved mass of the sec-

ondary in GW200105 in both cases. The mmax posterior

for the peak model is almost identical to the bimodal

model.

Our estimate of the Galactic NS population’s maxi-

mum mass comes from the double-Gaussian model of

Farr & Chatziioannou (2020), which predicts mmax =

2.3+0.8
−0.3M�. The corresponding posterior distribution is

displayed in Fig. 4. As can be seen, this Galactic max-

imum mass is completely consistent with the flat and

bimodal estimates of mmax within current uncertain-

ties: there is no discrepancy in the maximum masses of

Galactic and extragalactic NSs.

For the maximum TOV mass—the maximum mass of

a nonrotating NS—predicted by the dense-matter EOS,

we take the value of MTOV = 2.2+0.4
−0.2M� obtained by

Landry et al. (2020) from nonparametric inference based

on radio pulsar, X-ray and GW observations of NSs, an

analysis that did not interpret GW190814’s secondary

as a NS. We find good agreement between the EOS-

informed maximum NS mass posterior, also shown in

Fig. 4, and that inferred from the GW population with

both the flat and bimodal models: the maximum

mass for extragalactic NSs is consistent with MTOV,

suggesting that stellar and binary evolution are able

to produce GW binaries containing the heaviest NSs.

This conclusion persists even when GW190814 is incor-

porated into the population inference as an NSBH ob-

servation, as long we also account for it in the analysis

of the EOS; as a high-mass outlier, it dictates MTOV.

GW190814—The results presented up to this point

have relied on four GW observations—GW170817,

GW190425, GW200105, and GW200115—that are read-

ily interpretable as BNS or NSBH mergers. In this sub-

section, we also consider GW190814, whose secondary

component has a mass of 2.6+0.1
−0.1M� (Abbott et al.

2020b). Although its nature is uncertain (e.g. Most et al.

2020; Biswas et al. 2021; Tews et al. 2021), and compar-

isons with various maximum NS mass estimates sug-

gest its secondary may be a low-mass BH (Abbott et al.

2020b; Essick & Landry 2020), we now entertain the

scenario in which it is a NS and revisit our population

inference under this assumption. Because GW190814 is

such an outlier relative to the other GW observations,

Figure 4. Inferred maximum mass for the population of NSs
in GW binaries. Posterior distributions P (mmax|d) for the
maximum mass parameter in the flat and bimodal mod-
els are compared against the maximum mass inferred from
the Galactic NS population in Farr & Chatziioannou (2020)
and the maximum TOV mass from the EOS inference in
Landry et al. (2020). The dotted curves show the maximum
mass posterior when GW190814’s secondary is treated as a
NS; we simulate the impact of this assumption on MTOV by
discarding samples with MTOV < 2.5M�, the 90% credi-
ble lower bound on GW190814’s secondary mass, from the
Landry et al. (2020) posterior.

its inclusion in the population has a significant impact

on the inferred mass distribution.

Its primary effect is to flatten and extend the NS
mass distribution beyond 2.5M�, as can be seen in

Figs. 1, 2 and 3 when it is included in the flat, bi-

modal and peak analyses, respectively. Indeed, the

mmax posterior is particularly sensitive to the inclusion

of GW190814. For the flat model, the inferred max-

imum mass in the GW population of NSs shifts from

2.0+0.4
−0.3M� to 2.7+0.2

−0.2M�, as illustrated in Fig. 4. For

the bimodal model, a comparable shift from 2.1+0.7
−0.3M�

to 2.7+0.3
−0.1M� occurs (the mmax values for the peak

model are very similar). If the population of NSs in

GW binaries is taken to include GW190814’s secondary

component, there is likely a difference between the max-

imum masses observed in the Galactic and GW pop-

ulations, although the uncertainties in mmax are large

enough that the posteriors still overlap. This difference

could be indicative of a radio selection effect like the
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one discussed in Galaudage et al. (2021). Of course, the

simplest reconciliation of this discrepancy between the

Galactic and GW populations is that GW190814 does

not contain a NS, as is suggested by a detailed com-

parison of its secondary mass with an EOS-informed es-

timate of MTOV based on other astrophysical observa-

tions (Essick & Landry 2020).

Pairing function—Thus far, our population models

have assumed random pairing of NSs into BNSs. We

now revise that assumption and investigate mass-ratio–

dependent pairing as an alternative, using a power-law

pairing function as in Fishbach & Holz (2020). We

choose β = 2 as our fixed BNS pairing parameter to

match our aforementioned alternative NSBH pairing pa-

rameter choice βbh = 2. We introduce flat q, peak q

and bimodal q models that differ from the fiducial

ones only by this choice of β in Eq. (2). For each of

these new models, we repeat the analysis described at

the beginning of this section and examine how the in-

ferred mass distributions and population parameter con-

straints change. We then compute AICs to determine

whether the data prefer random or q-dependent pairing.

The medians of the inferred mass distributions for the

flat q, bimodal q and peak q models are plotted in

Figs. 1, 2 and 3, respectively, alongside their random-

pairing counterparts. In all cases there is little differ-

ence between the mass distributions inferred with and

without q-dependent pairing. This is also apparent from

the population parameter constraints in Table 1.

We compute AICs for the new models, listing their

∆AIC values relative to the flat model in Table 1. The

AIC is marginally larger for the flat q, peak q and bi-

modal q models than their respective random-pairing

counterparts. Overall, we find no systematic evidence

that a q2 pairing function is preferred over random pair-
ing for BNSs. This conclusion also holds when we test

a more extreme pairing power law (β = 7); GW obser-

vations cannot yet constrain the BNS pairing function.

6. CONCLUSIONS

With this first look at NSs in GW binaries as a pop-

ulation, we find a broad spread of masses over the

range compatible with NSs, consistent with a uniform

mass distribution. There is no clear evidence in the

GW population of the double-peaked structure inferred

from Galactic NS mass measurements, nor of the nar-

row low-mass peak associated specifically with Galactic

double NSs. Indeed, we find that high-mass NSs are

relatively more prevalent in GW binaries than in the

those surveyed with electromagnetic astronomy. How-

ever, the maximum NS mass we infer from the GW

population agrees with the sharp high-mass cutoff in

the Galactic NS mass distribution, provided we do not

interpret the outlier event GW190814 as an NSBH. Re-

gardless of GW190814’s classification, this maximum

mass is consistent with the maximum nonrotating NS

mass supported by the dense-matter EOS. The current

set of extragalactic NS observations does not allow us

to distinguish whether NSs pair randomly or preferen-

tially in equal-mass BNSs. Given the small number of

observations currently at hand, near-future NS mass

measurements with GWs will have a significant impact

on this early picture of the population.
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