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Bayesian analyses on both isoscalar and isovector nuclear interaction parameters are carried out
based on the Korea-IBS-Daegu-SKKU (KIDS) model under the constraints of nuclear structure data
of 208Pb and 120Sn. Under the constraint of the neutron-skin thickness, it is found that incorporating
the curvature parameter Ksym of nuclear symmetry energy as an independent variable significantly
broadens the posterior probability distribution function (PDF) of the slope parameter L, and affects
the related correlations. Typically, the anticorrelation between L and the symmetry energy at
saturation density disappears, while a positive correlation between L and Ksym is observed. Under
the constraint of the isoscalar giant monopole resonance (ISGMR), incorporating the skewness
parameter as an independent variable also significantly broadens the posterior PDF of the nuclear
matter incompressibility K0. Even with the broad uncertainties of higher-order parameters of the
equation of state (EOS), robust constraints of L < 90 MeV and K0 < 270 MeV are obtained. Our
results suggest some compatibility between the ISGMR data of 208Pb and 120Sn but not of the
isovector observables especially the neutron-skin thickness.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding properties of nuclear interactions is one
of the main goals of nuclear physics. These properties are
mostly characterized by the nuclear matter EOS and the
in-medium nucleon effective mass, containing isoscalar
and isovector parts. The knowledge of the density de-
pendence of the symmetric nuclear matter (SNM) EOS
and the nuclear symmetry energy as well as the infor-
mation of the nucleon effective mass is important in un-
derstanding nuclear systems from nuclear structures, nu-
clear reactions, and nuclear astrophysics. So far diffi-
culties in understanding the accurate knowledge of the
nuclear matter EOS and the nucleon effective mass ap-
pear in two aspects. On one hand, nuclear systems are
mostly neutron-rich systems, so observables are thus af-
fected by both isoscalar and isovector nuclear interac-
tions, and they can be sensitive to not only the nuclear
matter EOS but also the nucleon effective mass, ham-
pering us from constraining accurately each individual
physics quantity. On the other hand, different observ-
ables are sensitive to nuclear matter properties at differ-
ent density regions, calling for better knowledge of de-
tailed EOS parameters and a nuclear interaction model
with a more flexible energy-density functional (EDF).

Thanks to the available experimental data sets in the
multimessage era of nuclear physics, the Bayesian analy-
sis serves as a suitable tool to constrain multiple physics
quantities from multiple observables, and it has several
advantages over the traditional χ2 fitting in revealing
the relevant model parameters [1]. Besides obtaining
the posterior PDF of an individual physics quantity, the
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Bayesian analysis can also reveal the correlation between
model parameters under the constraint of the experimen-
tal data. One has to keep in mind that these correlations
between model parameters are generally built with given
experimental data based on a particular nuclear interac-
tion model, and the Bayesian analysis serves as a useful
tool with which to reveal that correlation. The resulting
posterior PDFs and correlations can be model dependent.

Observables from nuclear structure and collective re-
sponse are reliable probes of the nuclear matter EOS up
to saturation density and more generally of the nuclear
interaction in both isoscalar and isovector channels. The
excitation energy of the ISGMR, a breathing oscillation
mode of a nucleus, serves as a good probe of the incom-
pressibility K0 of normal nuclear matter [2–9]. How-
ever, it has been observed that within a given theoret-
ical model, the ISGMR data always favor a smaller K0

value for Sn isotopes than for heavy nuclei, leading to
the question of why Sn is so soft (soft Tin puzzle) [9–
11]. The isoscalar giant quadrupole resonance (ISGQR),
an oscillation mode with quadrupole deformation of a nu-
cleus, has been found to be much affected by the isoscalar
nucleon effective mass m?

s [2, 12–19]. The neutron-skin
thickness ∆rnp is the difference in root-mean-square neu-
tron and proton radii, and its values for heavy nuclei are
among the most robust probes of the nuclear symme-
try energy at subsaturation densities [20–30]. The recent
PREXII data of ∆rnp = 0.283± 0.071 fm for 208Pb from
parity violating electron-nucleus scatterings [31] favors
a rather stiff nuclear symmetry energy [32], inconsistent
with the old ∆rnp data for Sn isotopes from proton elastic
scattering experiments [33] as well as the CREX data for
48Ca to be announced [34]. The IVGDR is an oscillation
mode in which neutrons and protons move collectively
relative to each other, and is a good probe of the nuclear
symmetry energy [5, 35–46] and the isovector nucleon ef-
fective mass m?

v [16, 17, 19]. The stiff nuclear symmetry
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energy from the PREXII data is also inconsistent with
the IVGDR data [47], leading to another puzzle (PREXII
puzzle).

In previous studies [48–50], the posterior PDFs of the
nucleon effective mass, the value and the slope parame-
ter L of symmetry energy at saturation density, and the
nuclear matter incompressibility as well as its isospin de-
pendence were extracted by employing the Bayesian anal-
ysis based on the standard Skyrme-Hartree-Fock (SHF)
model. In the present study, we employ a similar anal-
ysis method but based on a more flexible KIDS model,
and try to address both puzzles mentioned above. With
more parameters in the KIDS model, the higher-order
EOS parameters, e.g., the curvature parameter Ksym of
symmetry energy and the skewness EOS parameter Q0 of
SNM at saturation density, can be varied as an indepen-
dent model parameter. This may have important effects
on constraining the symmetry energy as well as the in-
compressibility of nuclear matter. In the present work,
we investigate the posterior PDFs of physics quantities
step by step by incorporating more and more available
nuclear structure data of 208Pb and 120Sn. As we will
see, incorporating Ksym as an independent variable may
largely affect the constraint on L and related correlations,
while incorporating Q0 may largely affect the constraint
on both the isoscalar and the isovector part of the in-
compressibility. Under the constraints of the neutron-
skin thickness, the IVGDR, and the ISGMR, substantial
overlaps of the PDFs from the data of 208Pb and 120Sn
are observed for L and for K0. We have also compared
predictions of 120Sn observables using the posterior PDFs
from the constraints of 208Pb data to the corresponding
experimental data, and vice versa, in order to quantify
the “PREXII puzzle” and the “soft Tin puzzle”.

This manuscript is structured as follows. In Sec. II,
we present the theoretical framework, namely the KIDS
EDF and the standard SHF model, elements of random-
phase approximation, and the Bayesian analysis method
as well as the parameters and data used in the analysis.
In Sec. III, we present and discuss our results. First, in
Sec. IIIA, a simple sensitivity study provides an overview
of how strongly the different variables can affect the pre-
dictions for the observables of interest. Next, in Sec.
IIIB, we incorporate the constraints from the neutron-
skin thickness and examine the posterior PDFs in both
the SHF and KIDS models. We demonstrate the com-
patibility of the various data by extracting predictions
for isovector quantities based on the PREXII measure-
ment and comparing with existing data. Next, in Sec.
IIIC, we incorporate all constraints from isovector ob-
servables and examine the resulting PDFs in both the
SHF and KIDS models, showing, among other things,
that the strong constraints on Ksym obtained within SHF
disappear within KIDS. Finally, in Sec. IIID, we incor-
porate the additional constraint from the ISGMR data
and discuss the posterior PDFs in the SHF and KIDS
model, and compare predictions of observables with the
experimental data. In Sec. IV we summarize our find-

ings.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In the present study, the effective nuclear interaction
is taken from the KIDS model, and the standard Skyrme
interaction is also compared as a reference [51]. For both
EDFs of the KIDS and the standard SHF model, coef-
ficients can be explicitly expressed in terms of macro-
scopic quantities but with different numbers of indepen-
dent variables. The standard Hartree-Fock method is
used to obtain the ground-state properties of spherical
nuclei of interest, and the random-phase approximation
method is used to study nucleus resonances of different
types. The Bayesian analysis method is used in evalu-
ating the posterior probability distribution function of
physics parameters as well as their correlations by com-
paring properties of ground-state nuclei and nucleus res-
onances with the available experimental data.

A. The effective nuclear interaction

The KIDS framework for the nuclear matter EOS and
EDF offers the possibility to explore systematically the
effect of EOS and other interaction parameters on pre-
dictions for a variety of observables. The EOS of ho-
mogeneous nuclear matter is expressed as an expansion
in the cubic root of the density, which is physically well
motivated [52]. Although up to four terms have been
found optimal for a wide range of densities, the expan-
sion can be extended to accommodate any set of EOS
parameters [53] so that they can be varied independently
of each other. Any set of EOS parameters characteriz-
ing, typically, the saturation point and the density de-
pendence of the symmetry energy, is readily transposed
to a nuclear EDF for finite nuclei in the highly conve-
nient form of an extended Skyrme functional, with the
additional freedom of choosing the values for the effec-
tive mass and other interaction parameters which are not
active in homogeneous nuclear matter [53, 54]. Studies
of symmetry-energy parameters based on astronomical
observations and bulk nuclear properties were publicized
recently [55, 56], and a pilot study of the neutron-skin
thickness was also conducted [57].

The effective interaction for the KIDS model can be
considered as an extension of that for the standard SHF
model, and the interaction form between two nucleons at
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the positions ~r1 and ~r2 can be expressed as

vKIDS(~r1, ~r2) = (t0 + y0Pσ)δ(~r)

+
1

2
(t1 + y1Pσ)[~k′2δ(~r) + δ(~r)~k2]

+ (t2 + y2Pσ)~k′ · δ(~r)~k

+
1

6

imax∑
i=1

(t3i + y3iPσ)ρi/3(~R)δ(~r)

+ iW0(~σ1 + ~σ2)[~k′ × δ(~r)~k]. (1)

In the above, ~r = ~r1 − ~r2 and ~R = (~r1 + ~r2)/2 are re-
spectively the relative and central coordinates of the two

nucleons, ~k = (∇1−∇2)/2i is the relative momentum op-

erator and ~k′ is its complex conjugate acting on the left,
and Pσ = (1 + ~σ1 · ~σ2)/2 is the spin exchange operator.
Note that the above effective interaction is the same as
the standard Skyrme interaction except for the density-
dependent term, which in the standard SHF model is
written as

v
(ρ)
SHF =

1

6
(t3 + y3Pσ)ρα(~R)δ(~r), (2)

with t3, y3, and α being the parameters. The density-
dependent term in Eq. (1) is now a summation of terms
from power 1/3 to imax/3, and we take imax = 3 in the
present study.

The default values of parameters in the KIDS model
are determined as follows. Except for the spin-orbit cou-
pling constant, which we fix at W0 = 133 MeVfm5 [51],
the other 12 parameters t0, t1, t2, t31, t32, t33, y0, y1,
y2, y31, y32, and y33 in the KIDS model can be solved
inversely from the macroscopic quantities, i.e., the sat-
uration density ρ0, the binding energy E0, the incom-
pressibility K0, and the skewness EOS parameter Q0 of
SNM at ρ0, the isoscalar and isovector nucleon effective
mass m?

s and m?
v in normal nuclear matter, the symme-

try energy E0
sym and its slope parameter L, curvature

parameter Ksym, and skewness parameter Qsym at ρ0,
and the isoscalar and isovector density gradient coeffi-
cient GS and GV . For the detailed expressions, we refer
the reader to Appendix A. The isoscalar nucleon effec-
tive mass m?

s = 0.82m, with m being the bare nucleon
mass, presently chosen so as to reproduce both the exci-
tation energies of isoscalar giant quadruple resonance in
208Pb and 120Sn, to be shown later. GS = 132 MeVfm5,
GV = 5 MeVfm5, and m?

v = 0.7m are chosen as the
default values as those in the MSL0 model [51], while
the default values of other EOS parameters are taken to
be those from the KIDS-P4 parameterization that repro-
duces the APR EOS rather well [54]. In the present study
using the Bayesian analysis, we only vary the quantities,
to which the experimental observables are most sensi-
tive after doing the sensitivity analysis, within their prior
ranges, while other quantities are fixed at their default
values, as shown in Table I.

In the case of the standard SHF model, which we will
use for comparison, we proceed in a similar manner, but

there are fewer parameters that can be explored freely.
Specifically, the higher-order EOS parameters, i.e., Q0

and Ksym, are not varied independently because they can
be fully expressed in terms of other parameters. Indeed,
based on the standard SHF EDF [51], Q0 is related to
lower-order EOS parameters through the relation

Q0 = −3(3α+ 1)
3

5

(
3π2

2

)2/3 ~2

2m
ρ
2/3
0

+ 45(α+ 1)E0 + (3α+ 2)K0. (3)

Ksym is related to lower-order EOS parameters through
the relation [55]

Ksym = (2− 3α)
2

3

(
3π2

2

)2/3 ~2

2m
ρ
2/3
0

×
[
−3

(
m

m?
v

− 1

)
+ 4

(
m

m?
s

− 1

)]
− 3(1 + α)(3E0

sym − L)

+ (1 + 3α)
1

3

(
3π2

2

)2/3 ~2

2m
ρ
2/3
0 . (4)

α in the above formulas is the exponential coefficient in
Eq. (2), and it depends in a non-linear way on ρ0, E0,
K0, and m?

s via the relation

9(1 + α)E0 +K0

=

[
(1 + 3α) + 2(2− 3α)

(
m

m?
s

− 1

)]
× 3

5

(
3π2

2

)2/3 ~2

2m
ρ
2/3
0 . (5)

With a fixed α, one sees that Q0 is linear in K0 and
Ksym is linear in 3E0

sym − L without any constraints in
the standard SHF model. We will return to this point
later.

The potential energy per nucleon in the KIDS EDF,
which formally corresponds to the effective interaction
[Eq. (1)] employed in the Hartree-Fock approximation,
has the form

Epot =
3

8
t0ρ−

1

8
(t0 + 2y0)

ρ23
ρ

+

imax∑
i=1

[
1

16
t3iρ

1+i/3 − 1

48
(t3i + 2y3i)ρ

−1+i/3ρ23

]
+

1

16
(3t1 + 5t2 + 4y2)ρτ

− 1

16
(t1 + 2y2 − t2 − 2y2)ρ3τ3

+
1

64
(−9t1 + 5t2 + 4y2)ρ∇2ρ

+
1

64
(3t1 + 6y1 + t2 + 2y2)ρ3∇2ρ3

− 3

4
W0ρ∇ · ~J −

1

4
W0ρ3∇ · ~J3, (6)
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TABLE I: Default values of macroscopic quantities as well
as their prior ranges in the KIDS model used in the present
study.

default value prior range

ρ0 (fm−3) 0.16 -

E0 (MeV) −16 -

K0 (MeV) 240 200 ∼ 300

Q0 (MeV) −373 −800 ∼ 400

Esym (MeV) 33 25 ∼ 35

L (MeV) 49 0 ∼ 120

Ksym (MeV) −156 −400 ∼ 100

Qsym (MeV) 583 0 ∼ 1000

m?
s/m 0.82 -

m?
v/m 0.7 0.5 ∼ 1

GS (MeVfm5) 132 -

GV (MeVfm5) 5 -

W0 (MeVfm5) 133 -

where ρ = ρn + ρp, τ = τn + τp, and ~J = ~Jn + ~Jp are the
isoscalar nucleon number density, the kinetic density, and
the spin-current density, respectively, and ρ3 = ρn − ρp,
τ3 = τn − τp, and ~J3 = ~Jn − ~Jp are the correspond-
ing isovector densities, respectively. For the standard
SHF EDF, we refer the reader to Ref. [51] for compari-
son. Here we assume that the nuclei investigated in the
present study are spherical and consider only time-even
terms in the EDF. Using the variational principle, one ob-
tains the single-nucleon Hamlitonian and the Schrödinger
equation. Solving the Schrödinger equation leads to the
eigen-energies and wave functions of constituent nucle-
ons, based on which the binding energy, the charge ra-
dius, and the neutron-skin thickness can be obtained
from this standard procedure [58].

B. Giant resonances from RPA method

The nuclear response to external fields is studied by
applying the random phase approximation (RPA) and
using the Hartree-Fock basis obtained from the above
EDF. For the present study, we use the open source rou-
tine of Ref. [59], after modifying to incorporate the ex-
tended density dependence in Eq. (1). The operators
for exciting the IVGDR, ISGMR, and ISGQR are chosen
respectively as

F̂IVGDR =
N

A

Z∑
i=1

riY1M(r̂i)−
Z

A

N∑
i=1

riY1M(r̂i), (7)

F̂ISGMR =

A∑
i=1

r2i Y00(r̂i), (8)

F̂ISGQR =

A∑
i=1

r2i Y2M (r̂i), (9)

where N , Z, and A are respectively the neutron, proton,
and nucleon numbers in a nucleus, ri is the coordinate
of the ith nucleon with respect to the center-of-mass of
the nucleus, and Y00(r̂i), Y1M(r̂i), and Y2M (r̂i) are the
spherical harmonics with the magnetic quantum num-
ber M degenerate in spherical nuclei. Using the RPA
method [59], the strength function

S(E) =
∑
ν

|〈ν||F̂ ||0̃〉|2δ(E − Eν) (10)

of a nucleus resonance in a given channel can be ob-
tained, where the square of the reduced matrix element
|〈ν||F̂ ||0̃〉| represents the transition probability from the
ground state |0̃〉 to the excited state |ν〉 under the action

of the external field F̂ . The moments of the strength
function for the corresponding resonance type can then
be calculated from

mk =

∫ ∞
0

dEEkS(E). (11)

For the IVGDR, the centroid energy E−1 and the electric
polarizability αD can be obtained from the moments of
the strength function through the relation

E−1 =
√
m1/m−1, (12)

αD =
8πe2

9
m−1. (13)

For the ISGMR, the RPA results of the excitation energy

EISGMR = m1/m0 (14)

are compared with the corresponding experimental data.
For the ISGQR, we compare the peak values of the
strength function directly to the corresponding experi-
mental data.

C. Bayesian analysis

We employ the Bayesian analysis method to obtain the
PDFs of model parameters from the experimental data,
and the calculation method can be formally expressed as
the Bayes’ theorem

P (M |D) =
P (D|M)P (M)∫
P (D|M)P (M)dM

, (15)

where P (M |D) is the posterior probability for the model
M given the data set D, P (D|M) is the likelihood func-
tion or the conditional probability for a given theoretical
model M to predict correctly the data D, and P (M)
denotes the prior probability of the model M before be-
ing confronted with the data. The denominator of the



5

TABLE II: Experimental data of the neutron-skin thickness ∆rnp, the centroid energy E−1 of the IVGDR and electric polar-
izability αD, the excitation energy EISGMR of the ISGMR, the average energy per nucleon Eb, and the charge radius Rc in
208Pb and 120Sn used for the Bayesian analysis. For 208Pb, both the EISGMR data by TAMU and RCNP are used.

∆rnp (fm) E−1 (MeV) αD (fm3) EISGMR (MeV) Eb (MeV) Rc (fm)

208Pb 0.283 ± 0.071 13.46 ± 0.10 19.6 ± 0.6 14.17 ± 0.28 & 13.9 ± 0.1 −7.867452 ± 3% 5.5010 ± 3%
120Sn 0.150 ± 0.017 15.38 ± 0.10 8.59 ± 0.37 15.7 ± 0.1 −8.504548 ± 3% 4.6543 ± 3%

right-hand side of the above equation is the normaliza-
tion constant. For the prior PDFs, we choose the model
parameters p1 = E0

sym uniformly within 25 ∼ 35 MeV,
p2 = L uniformly within 0 ∼ 120 MeV, p3 = m?

v/m uni-
formly within 0.5 ∼ 1, and p4 = K0 uniformly within
200 ∼ 300 MeV. In order to study the isospin depen-
dence of the incompressibility, we also choose p5 = Ksym

uniformly within −400 ∼ 100 MeV based on analyses of
terrestrial nuclear experiments and EDFs [60, 61]. Al-
though it is not the purpose to constrain Qsym, we vary
p6 = Qsym uniformly within 0 ∼ 1000 MeV in order to
take into account the uncertainties of higher-order EOS
parameters and thus obtain a conservative constraint on
other quantities. In addition, p7 = Q0 is varied uniformly
within −800 ∼ 400 MeV [60, 61] in the most complete
calculation with the ISGMR data incorporated. The the-
oretical results of dth1 = ∆rnp, d

th
2 = E−1, dth3 = αD, and

dth4 = EISGMR from the SHF-RPA method are compared
with the experimental data dexp1∼4, and a likelihood func-
tion is used to quantify how well these model parameters
reproduce the corresponding experimental data

P [D(d1, d2, d3, d4)|M(p1, p2, p3, p4, p5, p6, p7)]

= Π4
i=1

{
1

2πσi
exp

[
− (dthi − d

exp
i )2

2σ2
i

]}
, (16)

where σi is the 1σ error of the data dexpi . The calcula-
tion of the posterior PDFs is based on the Markov-Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) approach using the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm [62, 63]. Since the MCMC process
does not start from an equilibrium distribution, initial
samples in the so-called burn-in period have to be thrown
away. After the average of each model parameter be-
comes stable, the posterior PDF of a single model pa-
rameter pi can be calculated from

P (pi|D) =

∫
P (D|M)P (M)Πj 6=idpj∫
P (D|M)P (M)Πjdpj

, (17)

while the correlated PDF of two model parameters pi and
pj can be calculated from

P [(pi, pj)|D] =

∫
P (D|M)P (M)Πk 6=i,jdpk∫
P (D|M)P (M)Πkdpk

. (18)

In the present study, we incorporate the experimental
data and the corresponding sensitive model parameters
step by step, so that we can understand where the cor-
relation between model parameters as well as their pos-
terior PDFs come from.

Details of the experimental data for 208Pb and 120Sn
used in the present study are shown in Table. II. For
the neutron-skin thickness, we adopt the latest PREXII
data of ∆rnp = 0.283 ± 0.071 fm for 208Pb from par-
ity violating electron-nucleus scatterings [31], and the
predicted values of ∆rnp = 0.150 ± 0.017 fm for 120Sn

from L(ρ? = 0.10 fm−3) = 43.7 ± 5.3 MeV extracted in
Ref. [29], with the latter deduced from the neutron-skin
thickness of Sn isotopes from proton elastic scattering ex-
periments [33]. For 208Pb, the experimental results of the
centroid energy E−1 = 13.46 MeV of the IVGDR from
photoneutron scatterings [64], and the electric polariz-
ability αD = 19.6±0.6 fm3 from polarized proton inelas-
tic scatterings [65] and with the quasi-deuteron excitation
contribution subtracted [42], are used in the Bayesian
analysis. For 120Sn, we use the experimental data of
E−1 = 15.38 MeV of the IVGDR from photoneutron
scatterings [64], and αD = 8.59± 0.37 fm3 from combin-
ing the proton inelastic scattering and photoabsorption
data [66] and with the quasi-deuteron excitation contri-

bution subtracted [42], overlaping with αD = 8.08± 0.60
fm3 from the latest data extracted through proton in-
elastic scatterings [67, 68]. The 1σ error of E−1 for both
208Pb and 120Sn is chosen to be 0.1 MeV representing
the scale of its uncertainty so far [64]. For the excitation
energy of the ISGMR from inelastic scatterings of α par-
ticles, we use EISGMR = 15.7 ± 0.1 MeV for 120Sn by
the RCNP, Osaka University [69], and for 208Pb we use
both EISGMR = 14.17±0.28 MeV by the TAMU [3] and
EISGMR = 13.9 ± 0.1 MeV by the RCNP [70]. Besides
comparing with the experimental data of E−1, αD, ∆rnp,
and EISGMR, we have also used a strong constraint that
the theoretical calculation should reproduce the binding
energy and charge radius of the corresponding nucleus
within 3%, an uncertainty range for reasonable SHF pa-
rameterization as shown in Ref. [51], otherwise the likeli-
hood function [Eq. (16)] is set to 0. This condition guar-
antees that we are exploring a reasonable space of model
parameters, and the experimental data of the binding en-
ergies and charge radii of 208Pb and 120Sn are taken from
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Refs. [71, 72]. A more precise description of these data
is possible, but for each set of EOS parameters it would
require fits of the density gradient and spin-orbit param-
eters to the properties of several more nuclei (to avoid
over-fitting), which is beyond the scope of the present
study.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In the present study, we first fix the value of the
isoscalar nucleon effective mass by reproducing the exci-
tation energies of the ISGQR in 208Pb and 120Sn. Next,
we investigate the sensitivity of involved observables to
the physics quantities of interest. The Bayesian anal-
ysis is then carried out step by step, by incorporating
more observables and physics quantities in the analysis.
Results from the KIDS model are compared with those
from the standard SHF model, in order to understand
the difference from previous studies [48–50] as well as
the model dependence.

A. Sensitivity study

10.6

10.8

11.0

11.2

E x (
M

eV
) o

f I
SG

Q
R

208Pb

0.80 0.82 0.84
12.2

12.4

12.6

12.8

13.0 120Sn

m*
s/m

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1: The excitation energy of ISGQR in 208Pb (upper)
and 120Sn (lower) from SHF-RPA calculations using default
parameters in Table I but varying m?

s . The experimental data
shown by bands are compared.

We first show how we determine the isoscalar nucleon
effective mass m?

s from the ISGQR in 208Pb and 120Sn,
which is less sensitive to other physics quantities of inter-
est here. As shown in Fig. 1, the excitation energies Ex of
the ISGQR in both 208Pb and 120Sn from SHF-RPA cal-
culations based on the KIDS model are seen to decrease
with increasing m?

s/m, and the Ex is seen to be smaller
in 208Pb compared with that in 120Sn. This is consistent
with the intuitive picture that the oscillation frequency
becomes smaller in a heavier system with a larger nu-
cleon number or nucleon effective mass. The bands rep-
resent the experimental data of Ex = 10.9± 0.1 MeV in
208Pb [15, 73–76] and Ex = 12.7± 0.4 MeV in 120Sn [76]
from α inelastic scatterings, respectively shown in panels
(a) and (b). It is seen that m?

s/m = 0.82 reproduces the
Ex values of the ISGQR in 208Pb rather well, while the
large range of Ex for 120Sn covers m?

s/m = 0.80 ∼ 0.84.
We thus fix m?

s/m = 0.82 in the present study.
We further carry out a sensitivity study, by showing

the dependence of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 208Pb
to E0

sym, L, m?
v, Ksym, Qsym, K0, and Q0 within the

prior ranges of these physics quantities as in Table. I.
In the SHF-RPA calculation based on the KIDS model,
we change one quantity at a time while others are fixed
at their default values in Table. I. Results for 208Pb are
shown in Fig. 2 while those for 120Sn are shown in Fig. 3,
and the sensitivities for the observables of interest are
similar in the two systems. We note that this is an illus-
tration of sensitivities free from the experimental data.
∆rnp is seen to be most sensitive to L and moderately
sensitive to Ksym. E−1 is seen to be most sensitive to
L and moderately sensitive to E0

sym, m?
v, and Ksym. αD

is seen to be most sensitive L and moderately sensitive
to E0

sym and Ksym. EISGMR is seen to be most sen-
sitive to K0, moderately sensitive to Q0, and slightly
sensitive to Ksym. It is seen that none of the observ-
ables here is sensitive to Qsym, varying which does not
affect much the conclusion in the present study. Varying
other physics variables within their empirical uncertainty
ranges, such as GS , GV , and W0, leads to effects on the
nuclear structure observables at most comparable to that
from Qsym. The sensitivity study justifies the validity of
the Bayesian analysis by choosing proper physics vari-
ables. We also note that the apparent sensitivities of ob-
servables to higher-order EOS parameters, such as Ksym

and Q0, are due to their large prior ranges in Table. I.

B. Bayesian inference on ∆rnp

We first apply the constraint of only the neutron-skin
thickness ∆rnp in Table. II. As in Ref. [29], we vary m?

v,
L, and E0

sym and investigate their posterior PDFs un-
der the constraint of ∆rnp based on the Bayesian anal-
ysis. Figure 4 displays the correlated PDFs between L
and E0

sym calculated from Eq. (18) in different scenar-
ios, while the posterior correlated PDFs between m?

v and
L or E0

sym are trivial, see, e.g., Ref. [29], where similar
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FIG. 2: Sensitivity of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 208Pb to E0
sym, L, m?

v, Ksym, QSym, K0, Q0 by changing one quantity
a time within its prior range with other quantities fixed at their default values in Table I.
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FIG. 3: Same as Fig. 2 but for 120Sn.

results were obtained. Fig. 4(a) and Fig. 4(b) respec-
tively for 208Pb and 120Sn are based on the standard
SHF model [51]. One sees in Fig. 4(b) that the anticor-
relation between L and E0

sym from the ∆rnp in 120Sn is
almost identical to that in Fig. 1(c) of Ref. [29]. Com-

pared to the analysis for 120Sn, the ∆rnp in 208Pb favors
a larger L and with a larger error bar, so the anticorrela-
tion band is shifted and not so obvious due to the limited
prior ranges of L and E0

sym, as shown in Fig. 4(a). In the
KIDS model, the value of Ksym is decoupled from L and
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Esym, different from the case in the standard SHF model,
and we will vary it later on. Fig. 4(c) and Fig. 4(d) dis-
play the correlated PDFs between L and E0

sym with a
fixed Ksym = −156 MeV, and Fig. 4(e) and Fig. 4(f) dis-
play the similar results but with a fixed Ksym = 0 MeV.
The anticorrelations between L and E0

sym is no longer

seen, i.e., ∆rnp constrains only L regardless of E0
sym,

when Ksym is fixed as an independent variable rather
than coupled to the lower-order parameters. This is dif-
ferent from the intuitive derivation in the appendix of
Ref. [29], where the density dependence of the symme-
try energy is parameterized as Esym(ρ) = E0

sym(ρ/ρ0)γ .
Since the L and Ksym are now decoupled in the KIDS
model, Esym(ρ) can no longer be parameterized in a den-
sity power form with a single γ factor. It is also seen
that the correlated PDFs depend on the value of Ksym.
For the results of 208Pb in all scenarios, the regions of
too large L and too small E0

sym are ruled out by the
rigourous constraint of reproducing the binding energy
in the ground state.
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FIG. 4: Upper: Posterior correlated PDFs between L and
E0
sym under the constraint of ∆rnp based on the standard

SHF model; Middle: Posterior correlated PDFs of L and E0
sym

under the constraint of ∆rnp based on the KIDS model using
Ksym = −156 MeV; Lower: Posterior correlated PDFs of L
and E0

sym under the constraint of ∆rnp based on the KIDS
model using Ksym = 0 MeV. Results are from only varying L,
E0
sym, and m?

v, and those in left (right) panels are for 208Pb
(120Sn).

It is not surprising that the posterior PDFs under
the constraint of ∆rnp depend on the value of Ksym,
since from the sensitivity study (Figs. 2 and 3) ∆rnp
is moderately sensitive to Ksym. We thus vary m?

v, L,
E0
sym, Ksym, and also Qsym, and the posterior corre-
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FIG. 5: Upper: Posterior correlated PDFs between L and
E0
sym under the constraint of ∆rnp based on the KIDS model;

Lower: Posterior correlated PDFs between L and Ksym under
the constraint of ∆rnp based the KIDS model. Results are
from only changing L, E0

sym, m?
v, Ksym, and Qsym, and those

in left (right) panels are for 208Pb (120Sn).

lated PDFs of interest under the constraint of ∆rnp from
the Bayesian analysis are shown in Fig. 5. One sees from
Fig. 5(a) and Fig. 5(b) that the posterior correlated PDFs
between L and E0

sym are now smeared out, but can be ba-
sically regarded as superpositions of the correlated PDFs
at different fixed Ksym. Interestingly, although there is
no strong correlation between L and E0

sym, we observe
a positive correlation between L and Ksym, as found in
Ref. [30] based on a different extension of the SHF model.
The latter is completely understandable from the posi-
tive (negative) correlation between L (Ksym) and ∆rnp
in Figs. 2 and 3, so both L and Ksym should increase
or decrease to get a similar ∆rnp. The latter can be
further intuitively understood since both L and Ksym

characterize the density dependence of symmetry energy
so their effects compensate for each other. As shown in
Refs. [26, 29], the ∆rnp is dominated by the slope param-
eter of the symmetry energy at about 2

3ρ0 based on the
standard SHF model, while such sensitivity needs further
investigations once Ksym becomes an variable indepen-
dent of L. A similar slope of the L−Ksym correlation is
observed for 208Pb and 120Sn, though the intercept val-
ues are different, due to overall larger L values favored by
the ∆rnp in 208Pb than in 120Sn. Under the constraint of
∆rnp, it is seen that an accurate constraint on L requires
the accurate knowledge of Ksym.

Figure 6 compares the posterior PDFs of the slope pa-
rameter L of symmetry energy from the four scenarios
analyzed in Figs. 4 and 5. Compared with the correlated
PDFs, the PDFs of L are basically from integrating other
variables according to Eq. (17). It is seen that the results
depend on the EDF as well as the chosen independent
variables. From a fixed Ksym = −156 to 0 MeV, the
maximum a posteriori (MAP) value of L changes from
75 to 97 MeV under the constraint of the ∆rnp in 208Pb,
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FIG. 6: Posterior PDFs of L under the constraint of ∆rnp
from the four scenarios in Figs. 4 and 5. Results in the left
(right) panel are for 208Pb (120Sn).

and changes from 43 to 63 MeV under the constraint of
the ∆rnp in 120Sn. By incorporating Ksym and Qsym
as independent variables, the posterior PDFs of L be-
come much broader. However, the resulting PDFs of L
are similar to those from the Bayesian analysis based on
the standard SHF model, where Ksym can be determined
by L, Esym, and other quantities. Although we do not
show here, we note that none of the scenarios is able
to constrain m?

v, E
0
sym, Ksym, and Qsym from only the

constraint of ∆rnp.
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FIG. 7: Predictions of ∆rnp in 120Sn (a), ∆rnp in 48Ca (b),
E−1 of 208Pb (c), and αD of 208Pb (d), from the posterior
PDFs of physics quantities under the constraint of the ∆rnp
in 208Pb based on the standard SHF and KIDS model, with
vertical bands being the available experimental data for com-
parison.

Using the posterior PDFs of the physics quantities,
especially those of L, Ksym, and E0

sym, constrained by

the ∆rnp in 208Pb obtained above, we display in Fig. 7
what we can predict on the ∆rnp in 120Sn and 48Ca as
well as the IVGDR results for 208Pb, where the avail-
able experimental data are shown with vertical bands for

comparison. Although the mean value of ∆rnp in 208Pb
favors a large L [32], its large error bar leads to a diffu-
sive PDF of L as shown in Fig. 6, giving wide predictions
of all observables mentioned above. Generally, there are
overlaps compared to ∆rnp = 0.150 ± 0.017 fm in 120Sn
from Ref. [29], ∆rnp = 0.10 ∼ 0.19 fm in 48Ca estimated
from Ref. [34], E−1 = 13.46 ± 0.10 MeV from Ref. [64],
and αD = 19.6± 0.6 fm3 from Refs. [42, 65]. With more
independent variables, especially Ksym, the KIDS model
gives slightly wider predictions than the standard SHF
model. We will demonstrate the predictions from the
posterior PDFs under the constraints of more experimen-
tal data later.

C. Bayesian inference on ∆rnp, E−1, and αD
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FIG. 8: First row: Posterior correlated PDFs between m?
v,

L, and E0
sym under the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1, and αD

in 208Pb based on the standard SHF model; Second row:
Same as the first row but based on the KIDS model using
Ksym = −156 MeV; Third row: Same as the second row but
using Ksym = 0 MeV; Bottom row: Same as the second and
the third rows but letting Ksym change as an independent
variable.

In addition to the neutron-skin thickness data, we now
incorporate the constraint of the IVGDR data, i.e., the
centroid energy E−1 and the electric polarizability αD
from the IVGDR in 208Pb and 120Sn. By varying m?

v,
L, and E0

sym, their posterior correlated PDFs under the
constraints of ∆rnp, E−1, and αD are compared in Fig. 8
for 208Pb and in Fig. 9 for 120Sn from the Bayesian anal-
ysis, based on the standard SHF model and the KIDS
model with fixed Ksym = −156 and 0 MeV, respectively.
Comparing especially the E0

sym−L correlations in Figs. 8
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FIG. 9: Same as Fig. 7 but under the constraints of the nu-
clear structure data of 120Sn.

and 9 to those in Fig. 4, one sees that the more precise
IVGDR data dominate the results, compared with the
∆rnp data with a larger error bar. This can be seen from
the positive correlation between L and Esym under the
constraint of the IVGDR data [48, 49] in the standard
SHF model, and it can again be understood from the
positive (negative) correlation between E−1 and E0

sym

(E−1 and L) as well as the negative (positive) correla-
tion between αD and E0

sym (αD and L) in Figs. 2 and 3.
The large L values in the L−m?

v plane are ruled out, and
this is also seen in the E0

sym − L plane as a result of the

limited prior range for E0
sym. Due to the sensitivity of

E−1 to m?
v, m

?
v is also constrained. Again, the correlated

PDFs in the L−m?
v planes and in the E0

sym−L plane are
also affected by the fixed value of Ksym, while those in
the E0

sym−m?
v plane are not affected by much. The cor-

related PDFs from the standard SHF model, with Ksym

dependent on L, E0
sym, and other quantities, have similar

shapes but are more diffusive, compared with those from
the KIDS model for a fixed Ksym.

Under the constraints of both ∆rnp and IVGDR data,
we have further incorporated the independent variables
Ksym and Qsym based on the KIDS model, and the re-
sulting correlated PDFs of interest for both 208Pb and
120Sn are shown in the bottom rows of Figs. 8 and 9,
respectively. Again, the correlated PDFs in the L −m?

v

plane and in the E0
sym−L plane are basically the super-

positions of those at different fixed Ksym, while those in
the E0

sym −m?
v plane are approximately independent of

Ksym, compared with those in the second and third rows
of Figs. 8 and 9. The correlated PDFs between Ksym

and m?
v, L, and E0

sym from such analyses are displayed
in Fig. 10 for both the standard SHF and KIDS models.
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FIG. 10: First row: Posterior correlated PDFs between Ksym

and m?
v, L, and E0

sym under the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1,
and αD in 208Pb based on the standard SHF model; Second
row: Same as the first row but based on the KIDS model;
Third row: Same as the first row but under the constraints of
the nuclear structure data of 120Sn; Fourth row: Same as the
second row but under the constraints of the nuclear structure
data of 120Sn.
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FIG. 11: Posterior correlated PDFs between Ksym and
3E0

sym − L under the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1, and αD in
208Pb (left) and 120Sn (right) based on the standard SHF
(upper) and KIDS (lower) model.

For the standard SHF model, Ksym is not an indepen-
dent variable but can be obtained from other parame-
ters through Eq. (4), so it is understandable that the
correlated PDFs are narrow and sharp. For the KIDS
model, we observe similar positive correlations between
L and Ksym as in Fig. 5. This can again be understood
from the sensitivity study shown in Figs. 2 and 3, where
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FIG. 12: Posterior PDFs of m?
v/m, L, E0

sym, Ksym, and Kτ under the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1, and αD in 208Pb (upper) and
120Sn (lower) from the four scenarios in Figs. 8 and 9.

∆rnp and αD increase with increasing L but decrease
with increasing Ksym, and E−1 decreases with increas-
ing L but increases with increasing Ksym. With the same
constraints from the ∆rnp and IVGDR data, the corre-
lated PDFs are much more constrained in the standard
SHF than in the KIDS model, due to more independent
variables and flexibility in the latter case.

The linear anticorrelation between Ksym and 3E0
sym−

L has been found to be a general one in various EDFs [77].
In the standard SHF model, it can be attributed to
Eq. (4) with given α (through Eq. (5)), ρ0, and the nu-
cleon effective masses (see also Ref. [55]). Under the
constraints of ∆rnp and IVGDR data for 208Pb and
120Sn, the posterior correlated PDFs between Ksym and
3E0

sym−L are displayed in Fig. 11 based on the standard
SHF and KIDS model. The white line for the standard
SHF model is from Eq. (4) obtained using default val-
ues of ρ0, E0, K0, m?

s, and the MAP value of m?
v. One

sees that the correlated PDFs are consistent with Eq. (4)
within the restricted range of 3E0

sym−L, while the small
deviations are likely due to the diffusive PDF of m?

v. In-
terestingly, without the intrinsic relation as Eq. (4), the
KIDS model also gives a linear anticorrelation between
Ksym and 3E0

sym−L under the constraint of the nuclear

structure data, but with the correlated PDFs more dif-
fusive and with a different slope. Some differences in the
correlated PDFs are also observed from the 208Pb and
120Sn data in both standard SHF and KIDS models. Ad-
ditional constraints from astrophysical observables would
further reduce the range of Ksym and 3E0

sym−L as shown
in Ref. [55].

Integrating the other physics variable in the correlated
PDFs leads to the one-dimensional PDFs of m?

v/m, L,
E0
sym, and Ksym shown in Fig. 12 for both 208Pb and

120Sn for the four scenarios discussed in Figs. 9 and 10,
where the PDF of

Kτ = Ksym − 6L− Q0

K0
L (19)

characterizing the isospin-dependence of the incompress-
ibility of nuclear matter [78] is also displayed. One sees
that the PDFs of m?

v and E0
sym are not much affected

by the EDF or the value of Ksym, and the correspond-
ing PDFs are similar to those obtained in Ref. [48], while
those of L, Ksym, and Kτ can be different in different sce-
narios. The data favors a large value of E0

sym but limited
by its prior range 25 ∼ 35 MeV deduced from various
earlier analyses [79, 80]. The L is mostly constrained
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within moderate values from the IVGDR data, while the
208Pb data still leads to a slightly larger L value than
120Sn attributed to the ∆rnp data by PREXII. In the
KIDS model, although the combined data of ∆rnp, E−1,
and αD are unable to constrain Ksym, they help to con-
strain Kτ , whose PDF is affected by both L and Ksym.
In the standard SHF model, Ksym depends on L, E0

sym,
etc, and can be constrained from the combined data of
∆rnp and IVGDR, with the 208Pb (120Sn) data favoring
a larger (smaller) Ksym value. The standard SHF model
also gives much sharper PDFs of L and Kτ as a result of
less independent parameters.

D. Bayesian inference on ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and
EISGMR

We now further incorporate the ISGMR data and
add the incompressibility K0 as an independent vari-
able in the Bayesian analysis. Since the excitation energy
EISGMR of ISGMR is rather insensitive to isovector pa-
rameters as shown in Figs. 2 and 3, the posterior PDFs of
isovector parameters as well as their correlations are not
much affected. On the other hand, since both 208Pb and
120Sn are neutron-rich nuclei, where EISGMR is affected
by both K0 and Kτ , one expects that there are corre-
lations between K0 and isovector EOS parameters [50],
and these correlations hamper us from constraining ac-
curately K0 from the ISGMR in neutron-rich nuclei [5].
Figures 13 and 14 display the posterior correlated PDFs
between K0 and L, E0

sym, Ksym, and Kτ under the con-

straints of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 208Pb and
120Sn, respectively, based on the standard SHF and KIDS
model. In the standard SHF model we vary m?

v, E
0
sym,

L, and K0 in the Bayesian analysis, while in the KIDS
model we vary the additional Ksym and Qsym as indepen-
dent variables besides m?

v, E
0
sym, L, and K0. With more

independent variables, the PDFs are generally more dif-
fusive. In addition, although the weak positive K0−E0

sym

correlations are observed in all scenarios, there are sig-
nificant differences in the correlated PDFs in the K0−L
plane and in the K0 −Ksym plane in different scenarios.
In the standard SHF model, weak positive K0 − L and
K0−Ksym correlations are observed for 208Pb, but there
are almost no correlations between K0 and L for 120Sn.
The stronger correlation in the 208Pb case is likely due to
its larger isospin asymmetry compared with 120Sn. After
incorporating Ksym as an independent variable, negative
K0−L and K0−Ksym correlations are observed for both
208Pb and 120Sn based on the KIDS model compared
with those based on the standard SHF model, where the
value of Ksym depends on L, E0

sym, etc. Interestingly,
despite the different K0−L and K0−Ksym correlations
in the standard SHF and KIDS model, both models give
the similar K0 −Kτ correlations, though the correlated
PDF based on the KIDS model is more diffusive com-
pared with that based on the standard SHF model. The
weak negative K0 −Kτ correlation under the constraint

of EISGMR is completely understandable, since both K0

and Kτ contribute positively to EISGMR. We haven’t
observed nontrivial correlation between K0 and m?

v or
Qsym.

The posterior PDFs of m?
v/m, L, E0

sym, Ksym, Kτ ,
and K0 from integrating the other variable in the corre-
lated PDFs in Fig. 13 and 14 are displayed in Fig. 15,
and results obtained from the Bayesian analysis based
on the standard SHF and KIDS model and under the
constraints of nuclear structure data of 208Pb and 120Sn
are compared. The PDFs of m?

v/m and E0
sym are similar

based on the standard SHF and KIDS model, while those
of L and Ksym as well as the resulting Kτ depends on the
EDF and the chosen independent variables. The poste-
rior PDFs of these isovector variables, obtained after the
ISGMR data are incorporated, are similar to those with-
out incorporating the constraint of ISGMR, as shown in
Fig. 12. For the obtained PDF of K0, both the standard
SHF and KIDS model give the overall larger values from
the ISGMR data of 208Pb compared with 120Sn. This is
qualitatively consistent with the ”soft Tin puzzle” men-
tioned in the introduction, while significant overlaps in
the PDFs of K0 obtained for 208Pb and 120Sn are ob-
served, especially based on the KIDS model that gives a
more diffusive PDF.

As shown in Fig. 2, since the EISGMR is also sensitive
to the skewness EOS parameter Q0 of SNM, Q0 should be
varied in the Bayesian analysis based on the KIDS model
to get a more reliable posterior PDFs of physics quanti-
ties. Again, incorporating Q0 affects mostly the isoscalar
EOS parameters and the corresponding correlations. Fig-
ure 16 displays the posterior correlated PDFs betweenK0

and Q0 based on the nuclear structure data of 208Pb and
120Sn in this most complete scenario. For the standard
SHF model, Q0 is not an independent variable, but can
be obtained from other parameters through Eq. (3), and
such intrinsic relation before being confronted with the
data is also compared in Fig. 16. One sees that the cor-
related PDFs overlap with the curve from Eq. (3) in a
certain range in the standard SHF model, where both
Q0 and K0 are significantly constrained mostly from the
EISGMR data. Interesting, without such intrinsic rela-
tion as Eq. (3), the KIDS model gives almost linear posi-
tive correlations between Q0 and K0 under the constraint
of EISGMR. This can be understood from Fig. 2, where
EISGMR in both 208Pb and 120Sn increases with increas-
ing K0 (decreasing Q0). It is interesting to see that the
correlated PDF for 120Sn is shifted slightly to the lower
part but with a similar slope compared with that for
208Pb.

The final posterior PDFs of m?
v/m, L, E0

sym, Ksym,
Kτ , and K0 with seven independent physics variables ad-
justed within their prior ranges in Table I based on the
KIDS model are included in Fig. 15 for both 208Pb and
120Sn. Again, the PDFs of isovector parameters m?

v/m,
L, E0

sym, and Ksym are similar to those without incorpo-
rating Q0. Although not shown here, the nuclear struc-
ture data considered here are unable to constrain Q0,
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FIG. 13: First row: Posterior correlated PDFs between K0 and L, E0
sym, Ksym, and Kτ under the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1,

αD, and EISGMR in 208Pb based on the standard SHF model; Second row: Same as the first row but based on the KIDS model.
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FIG. 14: Same as Fig. 13 but under the constraints of the nuclear structure data of 120Sn.

like other higher-order EOS parameters Ksym and Qsym.
On the other hand, incorporating Q0 significantly broad-
ens the PDF of K0, and the PDF of Kτ is also affected
according to Eq. (19).

A more complete calculation would involve incorporat-
ing at the same time the constraints from both 208Pb
and 120Sn. However, that would be extremely time-
consuming, and not necessarily more illuminating. One
expects that the resulting PDFs are roughly close to the
average of those from the separate constraints of 208Pb
and 120Sn, depending on the relative values of σi in the
likelihood function [Eq. (16)]. With this limitation in
mind, in order to show to what extent the ’soft Tin puz-
zle’ and the ’PREXII puzzle’ mentioned in the introduc-
tion are resolved, we display in Fig. 17 the predictions of
∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 120Sn from the posterior
PDFs of seven independent physics variables in the KIDS
model (the scenario of ’KIDS, p1−7’ in Fig. 15) as well as
those of four independent physics variables in the stan-
dard SHF model (the scenario of ’SHF, p1−4’ in Fig. 15)
constrained by the 208Pb data, and vice versa. Predic-
tions on the ∆rnp in 48Ca are displayed in both cases, and
the corresponding experimental data for all observables

shown by bands are compared. One sees that the poste-
rior PDFs of physics variables from the 208Pb data pre-
dict compatible ∆rnp in 120Sn, while those from the 120Sn
data underpredict the ∆rnp in 208Pb. The compatibility
in the former case is because the posterior PDFs of isovec-
tor model parameters from the Bayesian analysis are
dominated by the more accurate IVGDR data of 208Pb,
which favors a softer symmetry energy, rather than the
less accurate ∆rnp data of 208Pb, which favors a stiffer
symmetry energy. This shows the effect of incorporating
additional constraints compared to Fig. 7. In addition,
the posterior PDFs of physics variables from the 208Pb
data underpredict the E−1 in 120Sn, and those from the
120Sn data overpredict the E−1 in 208Pb. In other cases,
there are appreciable overlaps between the predicted val-
ues and the experimental data. The standard SHF model
gives very similar predictions with slightly sharper distri-
butions for these observables, compared to those from the
KIDS model.
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FIG. 15: Upper: Posterior PDFs of m?
v/m, L, E0

sym, Ksym, Kτ , and K0 under the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR

in 208Pb; Lower: Same as the upper panels but under the constraints of the nuclear structure data of 120Sn. Results from
adjusting different numbers of independent variables based on the standard SHF model and the KIDS model are compared.
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FIG. 16: Posterior correlated PDFs between K0 and Q0 under
the constraints of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 208Pb (left)
and 120Sn (right) based on the standard SHF (upper) and
KIDS (lower) model.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the KIDS model and using the Bayesian
approach, we have obtained the posterior PDFs of
physics quantities of interest under the constraints of
the neutron-skin thickness, the IVGDR, and the ISGMR
data. In the Bayesian analysis, we gradually increase the
number of constraints and independent physics variables,
to understand where the correlation between physics
quantities as well as their PDFs come from. Results
are compared with those obtained based on the standard
SHF model in order to understand the influence of choos-
ing different independent variables, and those obtained
under the different constraints of nuclear structure data
of 208Pb and 120Sn are also compared.

It is seen that incorporating Ksym as an independent
variable can significantly broaden the posterior PDFs of
L and Kτ . Ksym cannot be constrained at all from nu-
clear data within the KIDS model, although we should
note that it can be constrained from astronomical obser-
vations, which probe higher densities, with existing data
strongly suggesting −200 MeV < Ksym < 0 [55]. A pos-
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FIG. 17: Upper: Predictions of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 120Sn and ∆rnp in 48Ca from the posterior PDFs of seven
independent physics variables in the KIDS model as well as those of four independent physics variables in the standard SHF
model constrained by the 208Pb data; Lower: Predictions of ∆rnp, E−1, αD, and EISGMR in 208Pb and ∆rnp in 48Ca from
the posterior PDFs of seven independent physics variables in the KIDS model as well as those of four independent physics
variables in the standard SHF model constrained by the 120Sn data. The corresponding experimental data shown by bands are
compared.

itive Ksym − L correlation based on the KIDS model,
instead of the negative E0

sym − L correlation obtained
based on the standard SHF model, is observed under the
constraint of the neutron-skin thickness. In the isoscalar
channel, a positive K0 −Q0 correlation is observed, and
incorporating Q0 as an independent variable significantly
broadens the PDF of K0 and also affects that of Kτ . In
this sense, although the nuclear structure data studied
here are good probes of L and K0, the large uncertainty
ranges of Ksym and Q0 hampers us from constraining ac-
curately the corresponding lower-order EOS parameters.
This is different from the standard SHF model, where
Ksym and Q0 can be well constrained by the same nu-
clear structure data, mainly because Ksym and Q0 can
be generally expressed in terms of lower-order EOS pa-
rameters. Considering the empirical uncertainty ranges
of higher-order EOS parameters, we obtained robust con-
straints of L < 90 MeV and K0 < 270 MeV based on the
KIDS model, serving as a baseline to rule out unreason-
able parameterizations.

Finally, we have addressed the “PREXII puzzle” and
the “soft Tin puzzle” quantitatively, by comparing the
overlaps of PDFs of L under different constraints as
well as those of K0, and predictions of observables us-
ing posterior PDFs of physics quantities with the corre-
sponding experimental data. With the posterior PDFs of
physics quantities under the constraints of the neutron-
skin thickness of 208Pb from PREXII only, we obtain
broad predictions and thus significant overlaps with the
data of the neutron-skin thickness of 120Sn and 48Ca as

well as the IVGDR in 208Pb. Using the posterior PDFs of
physics quantities from more complete nuclear structure
data of 208Pb or 120Sn, predictions are mostly compat-
ible with the corresponding experimental data though
there are exceptions. Predictions from posterior PDFs
of physics quantities from all 208Pb data underestimate
the centroid energy of IVGDR in 120Sn, while predic-
tions from posterior PDFs of physics quantities from all
120Sn data underestimate the neutron-skin thickness but
overestimate the centroid energy of IVGDR in 208Pb.
This shows that the “PREXII puzzle” remains an is-
sue. On the other hand, the significant overlaps between
the PDFs of K0 from the ISGMR in 208Pb and 120Sn
as well as the compatibility between predictions and IS-
GMR data indicate that one can find a compromise for
the “soft Tin puzzle”. The next challenge would be to
make use of the newly revealed correlations and PDFs
in order to explore whether indeed a KIDS EDF can si-
multaneously reproduce the seemingly conflicting data
examined in this work. It will also be interesting to in-
corporate both constraints from nuclear structure data
and astrophysical observables in the Bayesian analysis,
and thus further constrain model parameters character-
izing the nuclear matter EOS from low to high densities.
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Appendix A: Relation between macroscopic
quantities and model parameters in KIDS

The binding energy per nucleon in isospin asymmetric
nuclear matter with nucleon density ρ = ρn + ρp and
isospin asymmetry δ = (ρn − ρp)/ρ can be expressed as

E(ρ, δ) = E(ρ, 0) + Esym(ρ)δ2 +O(δ4), (A1)

where the symmetry energy is defined as

Esym(ρ) =
1

2

[
∂2E(ρ, δ)

∂δ2

]
δ=0

. (A2)

Around the saturation density ρ0, E(ρ, 0) and Esym(ρ)

can be expanded in the power of χ = ρ−ρ0
3ρ0

as

E(ρ, 0) = E(ρ0, 0) +
K0

2!
χ2 +

Q0

3!
χ3 +O(χ4),

Esym(ρ) = Esym(ρ0) + Lχ+
Ksym

2!
χ2 +

Qsym
3!

χ3 +O(χ4).

In the above, the linear term in the expansion of E(ρ, 0)
vanishes due to zero pressure of SNM at ρ0. The in-
dependent EOS parameters in the KIDS model are the
saturation density ρ0, the binding energy E0, the incom-
pressibility K0, and the skewness parameter Q0 of SNM
at ρ0, the symmetry energy E0

sym and its slope parameter
L, curvature parameter Ksym, and skewness parameter
Qsym at ρ0, and they are defined respectively as[

∂E(ρ, 0)

∂ρ

]
ρ=ρ0

= 0, (A3)

E0 ≡ E(ρ0, 0), (A4)

K0 = 9ρ20

[
∂2E(ρ, 0)

∂ρ2

]
ρ=ρ0

, (A5)

Q0 = 27ρ30

[
∂3E(ρ, 0)

∂ρ3

]
ρ=ρ0

, (A6)

E0
sym ≡ Esym(ρ0), (A7)

L = 3ρ0

[
∂Esym(ρ)

∂ρ

]
ρ=ρ0

, (A8)

Ksym = 9ρ20

[
∂2Esym(ρ)

∂ρ2

]
ρ=ρ0

, (A9)

Qsym = 27ρ30

[
∂3Esym(ρ)

∂ρ3

]
ρ=ρ0

. (A10)

Higher-order parameters do not vanish, but they are fully
determined by the lower-order ones through the KIDS
EOS expansion in terms of the cubic root of the den-
sity [52, 54].

From the Hartree-Fock method, the effective interac-
tion [Eq. (1)] leads to the energy per nucleon expressed
as

E(ρ, δ) = T (ρ, δ) +

imax∑
i=0

ci(δ)ρ
1+i/3, (A11)

where the kinetic energy per nucleon is expressed as

T (ρ, δ) =
~2

2mρ
hk(ρ5/3n + ρ5/3p ), (A12)

with hk ≡ 5
3 (3π2)2/3 and m being the bare nucleon mass,

and the coefficients in the potential contribution can be
parameterized as

ci(δ) = αi + βiδ
2, (A13)

except for i = 2 for which the corresponding term is
related to the momentum-dependent interaction and the
coefficient can be written as

c2(δ) = α2 + β2δ
2

+ Ceffhk

[(
1 + δ

2

)5/3

+

(
1− δ

2

)5/3
]

+ Deffhkδ

[(
1 + δ

2

)5/3

−
(

1− δ
2

)5/3
]
,

where αi, βi, Ceff , and Deff are constant coefficients.
From i = 0 to imax = 3 in the present study, they are re-
lated to the coefficients in the KIDS model by comparing
with Eq. (6), and their relations can be expressed as

t0 =
8

3
α0, t3i = 16αi (for i = 1, 2, 3),

y0 = −1

2
t0 − 4β0, y3i = −1

2
t3i − 24βi (for i = 1, 2, 3),

and t1, t2, y1, and y2 are related to the nucleon effective
mass and the density-gradient coefficients through

t1
y1
t2
y2

 =
2

3


2 0 −8 0

−1 −3 4 12

6 −12 8 −16

−3 15 −4 20




Ceff
Deff

−GS/2
GV /2

 , (A14)

with GS and GV being respectively the isoscalar and
isovector density gradient coefficients, and

Ceff =
~2

2mρ0

(
m

m?
s

− 1

)
, (A15)

Deff =
~2

2mρ0

(
m

m?
s

− m

m?
v

)
, (A16)

where m?
s and m?

v are the isoscalar and isovector nucleon
effective mass, respectively. We note that GS and GV are
trivially related to the coefficients C12 and D12 defined
in other studies [55, 57], namely GS = −2C12, GV =
2D12. From Eq. (A11) the nuclear symmetry energy can
be expressed as

Esym(ρ) = σ

(
~2

2m
+ Ceffρ

)
hkρ

2/3 + ϕDeffhkρ
5/3

+

imax∑
i=0

βiρ
1+i/3, (A17)
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where σ ≡ 5
9

1
22/3

≈ 0.35 and ϕ ≡ 5
3

1
22/3

≈ 1.05 are
constants. Finally, the coefficients αi for i = 0 ∼ 3 can

be expressed as functions of isoscalar EOS parameters
through


α0ρ0
α1ρ

4/3
0

α2ρ
5/3
0

α3ρ
2
0

 =


20 −19/3 1 −1/6

−45 15 −5/2 1/2

36 −12 2 −1/2

−10 10/3 −1/2 1/6




E0 −
(

~2

2m + Ceffρ0

)
hk(ρ0/2)2/3

−
(

2 ~2

2m + 5Ceffρ0

)
hk(ρ0/2)2/3

K0 +
(

2 ~2

2m − 10Ceffρ0

)
hk(ρ0/2)2/3

Q0 +
(
−8 ~2

2m + 10Ceffρ0

)
hk(ρ0/2)2/3

 , (A18)

and the coefficients βi for i = 0 ∼ 3 can be expressed as functions of isovector EOS parameters through


β0ρ0
β1ρ

4/3
0

β2ρ
5/3
0

β3ρ
2
0

 =


20 −19/3 1 −1/6

−45 15 −5/2 1/2

36 −12 2 −1/2

−10 10/3 −1/2 1/6




E0
sym −

[
σ
(

~2

2m + Ceffρ0

)
+ ϕDeffρ0

]
hkρ

2/3
0

L−
[
σ
(

2 ~2

2m + 5Ceffρ0

)
+ 5ϕDeffρ0

]
hkρ

2/3
0

Ksym +
[
σ
(

2 ~2

2m − 10Ceffρ0

)
− 10ϕDeffρ0

]
hkρ

2/3
0

Qsym +
[
σ
(
−8 ~2

2m + 10Ceffρ0

)
+ 10ϕDeffρ0

]
hkρ

2/3
0

 . (A19)
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[4] U. Garg and G. Coló, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 101, 55

(2018).
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