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Bayesian inference, widely used in gravitational-wave parameter estimation, depends on the choice
of priors, i.e., on our previously existing knowledge. However, to investigate neutron star mergers,
priors are often chosen in an agnostic way, leaving valuable information from nuclear physics and in-
dependent observations of neutron stars unused. In this work, we propose to encode information on
neutron star physics into data-driven prior distributions constructed with normalizing flows, referred
to as neural priors. These priors take input from constraints on the nuclear equation of state and
neutron star population models. Applied to GW170817, GW190425, and GW230529, we highlight
two contributions of the framework. First, we demonstrate its ability to provide source classification
and to enable model selection of equation of state constraints for loud signals such as GW170817,
directly from the gravitational-wave data. Second, we obtain narrower constraints on the source
properties through these informed priors. As a result, the neural priors consistently recover higher
luminosity distances compared to agnostic priors. Our method paves the way for classifying future
ambiguous low-mass mergers observed through gravitational waves and for continuously incorporat-
ing advances in our understanding of neutron star properties into gravitational-wave data analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

Observing compact binary coalescences (CBCs)
through gravitational waves (GWs) offers a unique way
to probe the properties of compact objects in the Uni-
verse [1–5]. After the first part of the fourth observ-
ing run of the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) Collabora-
tions [5–8], more than 200 confident detections of CBCs
involving black holes (BHs) and neutron stars (NSs)
have been reported by Advanced LIGO [9], Advanced
Virgo [10], and KAGRA [11]. The characterization of
these sources relies on Bayesian inference [12–15], i.e.,
on the interplay between the constraining power of the
observed data and on our existing prior knowledge. In
current analyses, it is common to adopt agnostic priors
that do not encode any astrophysical assumption [16].
However, agnostic priors neglect the growing body of in-
formation on compact objects from both theory and ob-
servations outside the field of GW astronomy.

In the case of NSs, for instance, the macroscopic prop-
erties are dictated by the supranuclear equation of state
(EOS) [17–21]. This has two important implications for
GW data analysis. First, NSs are tidally deformed in
a binary due to the gravitational field of their compan-
ion, which modifies the GW signal with respect to the
point particle baseline [22–25]. The magnitude of this
deformation for a given NS mass depends on the EOS,
such that constraints on the EOS provide non-trivial
prior knowledge on the tidal deformabilities of NSs. Sec-
ond, the EOS predicts a maximum mass for non-rotating,
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spherically symmetric NSs, the Tolman-Oppenheimer-
Volkoff (TOV) mass (MTOV) [26, 27]. Since this informs
us about the transition from NS to BH masses, it can
be used in source classification, for instance, to distin-
guish between binary neutron star (BNS) and neutron
star-black hole (NSBH) mergers. Beyond these EOS-
dependent properties, the mass distribution of NSs can
be informed by observations of galactic binaries using ra-
dio timing [28, 29] and pulse profile modeling [30], provid-
ing information complementary to the EOS constraints.

Today, a diverse set of EOS constraints already exists
from nuclear theory and experiments, and observations
of NSs (see Ref. [31] for an overview). However, this
body of knowledge is expected to grow substantially with
more advanced electromagnetic (EM) observatories [32–
34] and upcoming ground-based GW detectors [35–38].
Therefore, the community requires a framework to co-
herently incorporate this information of NS properties
into GW inference.

Previous work has proposed incorporating NS physics
into the prior distributions for GW data analysis.
Ref. [39] uses mass distributions inspired by NS pop-
ulations. However, while they enforce NSs to follow
a common EOS, this is done through a universal re-
lation without incorporating existing EOS constraints.
Ref. [40] explicitly models the correlation between the
source-frame chirp mass and the mass-weighted tidal de-
formability [22, 41, 42] based on EOS constraints. How-
ever, they do not employ informed priors for the second
tidal deformability parameter for BNS systems or for the
masses. Therefore, past work has so far considered only
a subset of the relevant NS physics into priors for GW
data analysis.
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FIG. 1: Schematic overview of the neural priors. For
both BNS and NSBH binaries (left column), a training
dataset of masses and tidal deformabilities is generated,
where the former are obtained by assuming a specific
NS population (middle panel) and the latter from a
set of EOS constraints (right panel). A normalizing
flow (NF) is trained on these samples to render their
distribution tractable. The learned densities are used
as priors, which we refer to as neural priors. Further
details are given in Sec. II C 3.

In this work, we introduce a flexible framework to si-
multaneously incorporate information from both NS pop-
ulation models and EOS constraints into GW data anal-
ysis. The approach, illustrated schematically in Fig. 1,
generates training data by drawing source-frame masses
from population models and predicting tidal deforma-
bilities from sets of viable EOSs. We train normalizing
flows (NFs), a type of neural density estimators, on these
samples to create tractable prior distributions, which we
refer to as neural priors. These priors enable Bayesian
model selection between competing hypotheses based on
source type, population model, and EOS constraints.
Moreover, they result in narrower posteriors informed by
NS physics. By embedding these constraints in a joint
prior on masses and tidal deformabilities, we eliminate
the need to sample any additional population or EOS
hyperparameters. The data-driven nature of our frame-
work allows it to readily incorporate future advances in
our understanding of NS properties.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we pro-
vide a recap of Bayesian statistics, introduce the concept
of NFs, and provide details on the input and construc-
tion of our neural priors. By applying the method to
GW170817 [43], GW190425 [44], and GW230529 [45], we

show how these neural priors enable us to provide model
selection on the nature of the merger in Sec. III A. At the
same time, the informed priors provide narrower poste-
riors on the source parameters, as shown in Sec. III B.
In Sec. IV, we provide additional context to our method,
before concluding in Sec. V.

II. METHODS

A. Bayesian inference

Based on Bayes’ theorem, the posterior distribution
p(θ|d,H) of parameters θ conditioned on a hypothesis H
and data d is given by

p(θ|d,H) =
p(d|θ,H)p(θ|H)

p(d|H)
, (1)

where p(θ|H) is the prior distribution, p(d|θ,H) is the
likelihood function and p(d|H) is the Bayesian evidence.
Since the posterior distribution is intractable in GW

parameter estimation, it must be obtained through nu-
merical samplers [12–15]. In this work, we use nested
sampling [46–48] to obtain the posterior samples and to
estimate the Bayesian evidence. In particular, we use
the dynesty sampler [49, 50] implemented in bilby [51,
52] with 4096 live points. For the likelihood evalu-
ation, we use the IMRPhenomXP NRTidalv3 waveform
model [53, 54], and accelerate it with the multibanding
technique [55, 56].
The parameters of the GW waveform are detailed in

Appendix A, along with the prior choices that are com-
mon across the analyses conducted in this work. We
compare the posteriors obtained with our neural priors
against those that use the ‘default’ prior used in GW
parameter estimation. In particular, this samples the
component masses uniformly in a chirp mass range re-
stricted by the GW event and samples the component
tidal deformabilities uniformly in the range [0, 5000] (see
Appendix A for further details). Throughout the paper,
we also refer to these priors as ‘uninformed’ or ‘agnostic’,
as they do not assume any prior astrophysical knowledge
of NSs.
The Bayesian evidence, i.e., the normalization constant

of the posterior in Eq. (1), provides a quantitative mea-
sure of the plausibility between two competing hypothe-
ses H1 and H2 through the odds ratio

O1
2 =

p(d|H1)

p(d|H2)

p(H1)

p(H2)
= B1

2Π
1
2 , (2)

where B1
2 is the Bayes factor, and Π1

2 is the prior odds.
In this work, we assume the prior odds to be unity, such
that the Bayes factors are equal to the odds ratio. Fu-
ture work could consider using prior odds informed by,
for example, the expected rates of BNS and NSBH merg-
ers [57–59]. Therefore, the Bayes factor quantifies the
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TABLE I: Jeffreys’ scale for the interpretation of Bayes
factors in log10 scale. The final column shows the color
coding that will be used in Table II.

log10(B1
2) Interpretation Color

[0, 1
2
] Barely worth mentioning

[ 1
2
, 1] Substantial evidence

[1, 3
2
] Strong evidence

[ 3
2
, 2] Very strong evidence

> 2 Decisive evidence

relative preference for one hypothesis over another, bal-
ancing the goodness-of-fit to the data against the prior
volume, which penalizes more flexible models through the
Occam’s razor principle.

The Bayes factors are reported in log10 scale. When
log10(B1

2) > 0, hypothesis H1 is preferred over H2. To
interpret the magnitude of the Bayes factors, we will use
Jeffreys’ scale, shown in Table I. The last column intro-
duces a color scheme for the scale that will be used to
present our Bayes factor results in Table II.

B. Normalizing flows

Normalizing flows (NFs) are a class of generative ma-
chine learning models that enable flexible density estima-
tion, and are therefore often referred to as neural density
estimators [60–62]. The core idea of NFs is to transform a
tractable base distribution pZ(z) in a latent space (often,
a multivariate standard Gaussian) into a complicated tar-
get distribution pX (x) in the data space X through a
bijective transformation f : Z → X with a numerically
tractable Jacobian. As such, the density in the data space
can be computed with the change of variables formula:

pX (x) = pZ
(
f−1(x)

) ∣∣∣∣det(∂f−1(x)

∂x

)∣∣∣∣ . (3)

Besides density evaluation, the bijection can transform
samples from the base distribution to samples in the data
space. Being parametrized by neural networks, these
transformations are expressive and can be trained with
samples from the target distribution.

In GW data analysis, NFs have been widely used to
make parameter estimation more efficient, either through
likelihood-free inference (see, e.g., Refs [63–79]), by ac-
celerating samplers [80–86], or through variational in-
ference [73, 87]. Other works use NFs to estimate the
Bayesian evidence from GW posterior samples [88, 89] or
in hierarchical Bayesian inference, for instance, to model
population likelihoods [90–95] or the pseudo-likelihoods
for inferring the EOS from GW posteriors of BNS merg-
ers [96–98].

Outside of these applications, NFs are well-suited for
constructing data-driven, multi-dimensional joint prior
distributions, as they are normalized by design, have

tractable densities, and can efficiently generate samples.
This has already been shown in various applications of
Bayesian inference in astrophysics [99–107]. In the field
of GWs, Ref. [108] used kernel density estimators to ap-
proximate priors of GW parameters based on simulated
sources from population models and recommended NFs
for more complex distributions. Ref. [109] used NFs
to construct a repartitioned prior from a low-resolution
nested sampling run. Ref. [110] obtained an orthogo-
nal reparametrization of signal and noise parameters in
Bayesian inference of pulsar timing arrays with NFs. Fi-
nally, Ref. [111] relied on NFs to create informed priors on
their data-driven glitch model to simulate blip glitches.

In this work, we build on this line of research and use
NFs to parametrize prior distributions over masses and
tidal deformabilities for GW data analysis informed by
NS physics. In this paper, we refer to these priors as
neural priors. The next section outlines the input infor-
mation and the procedure used to construct our priors.

C. Neural priors

1. Equation of state constraints

Our prior expectations for the tidal deformabilities of
NSs are based on some of the existing constraints on the
EOS [31]. For this, we create sets of EOS samples from
a hybrid, phenomenological parametrization. From low
to high densities, this parametrization consists of a fixed
crust [112], a metamodel part [113–116], and an agnostic
expansion scheme based on the speed of sound [113, 117–
119]. In total, this provides a flexible parametrization,
with 26 parameters being varied on the fly. Further de-
tails are given in Ref. [96].

We constrain the EOS parameters with the following
constraints, acting as likelihoods in the Bayesian infer-
ence of the EOS:

• PSRs: Mass measurements of the heaviest pul-
sars (PSRs) observed so far, with masses around ∼
2M⊙, provide a lower bound on the TOV mass. In
practice, we use the measurements of PSR J1614-
2230 [28, 120] and PSR J0740+6620 [121].

• PSRS+χEFT: Chiral effective field theory (χEFT)
expands the nuclear Hamiltonian as a function of
the nucleon momenta divided by a breakdown scale
and provides predictions for the EOS at lower en-
ergies [122, 123]. After solving the nuclear many-
body calculations, the uncertainties due to the
truncation of this expansion can be tracked [124–
127]. As a result, χEFT provides an uncertainty
estimate that we use to constrain the EOS at low
densities. In particular, we directly take the con-
straints derived by Ref. [31], and refer readers to
this work for further details.
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• PSRs+NICER: The Neutron star Interior Com-
position ExploreR (NICER) obtains mass-radius
measurements of pulsars through pulse profile mod-
eling [30, 128, 129]. Here, we limit ourselves to
PSR J0030+0451 and PSR J0740+6620, since their
properties have been studied extensively [130–136].
Future work can consider the inclusion of more re-
cent mass-radius measurements [137–139].

As indicated by the notation, the χEFT and NICER con-
straints are each used jointly with the heavy PSRs con-
straint.

The posterior EOS samples, used in the construction of
the neural priors, are obtained by directly sampling our
parametrization with the bove constraints. To achieve
this, we use jester [96], which accelerates the inference
with GPUs [140] and NF-enhanced samplers [141, 142].
We note that the inclusion of the χEFT (NICER) con-
straints results in softer (stiffer) EOS posteriors [96],
which will also be reflected in the neural priors (see
Fig. 2).

2. Population models

There are various models proposed for the mass dis-
tribution of NSs in binary systems. Measurements of
galactic double NS systems point to models such as a
single Gaussian [19, 143, 144] or a double Gaussian [145–
151]. However, NS masses inferred from GWs from both
BNS and NSBH mergers are consistent with a uniform
distribution [152–154]. Therefore, our NS mass priors are
based on the following three population models:

• Uniform: The NS masses are drawn from a uni-
form distribution in the range [1M⊙,MTOV].

1 We
will detail how the uncertainty in MTOV is taken
into account in Sec. II C 3. The lower bound is mo-
tivated by the NS mass of ∼ 1.17M⊙ observed in
Refs. [156, 157], but is slightly lowered due to the
tentative observation of NSs with lower mass [158–
160].

• Gaussian: The NS masses are drawn from a Gaus-
sian distribution with mean 1.33M⊙ and standard
deviation 0.09M⊙ [19].

• Double Gaussian: The NS masses are drawn
from a weighted mixture of two Gaussian distri-
butions. The first has a mean of 1.34M⊙, a stan-
dard deviation of 0.07M⊙, and a relative weight2

of 0.65. The second has a mean of 1.80M⊙ and
standard deviation 0.21M⊙ [147].

1While the maximum mass of an NS is increased if it is spinning [58,
152, 155], we expect this effect to be negligible for our analyses,
since we use low-spin priors for NSs (see Appendix A).

2See Ref. [149] for a definition of the relative weight.

For BNS systems, we use the above models to generate
the source-frame masses msrc

1 ≥ msrc
2 with random pair-

ing [153].
In the case of NSBH systems, these models are used to

estimate the mass of the secondary component. For the
primary, we restrict our attention to BH masses that fall
within the lower mass gap [161–163]. However, we choose
a minimal mass distribution that only considers informa-
tion from the EOS. In particular, we sample the BH mass
uniformly in the range [MTOV, 5M⊙], where the upper
bound is chosen conservatively to accommodate the pri-
mary mass of GW230529 [45]. We note that the choice
of this upper bound determines the lower bound for the
mass ratio. For example, for the uniform mass distribu-
tion for NSs, it is restricted to q ≥ 1/5, and therefore
cannot be used for systems with more unequal masses,
such as GW190814 [164]. However, the events consid-
ered in this work have negligible support for primary
masses above 5M⊙, such that this choice is expected
to have a minimal impact on the posteriors. Besides,
future work can consider BH mass distributions that are
informed by proposed theoretical models [165–170] or ob-
servations [164, 171–174].

3. Construction of neural priors

With the EOS constraints from Sec. II C 1 and the
population models of Sec. II C 2 at hand, we now de-
tail the construction of the neural priors to model the
joint distribution of masses and tidal deformabilities.
In total, 18 different neural priors are constructed by
varying the source type (BNS or NSBH), the NS pop-
ulation model (uniform, Gaussian, or double Gaussian),
and the set of EOS constraints (PSRs, PSRs+χEFT, or
PSRs+NICER). For each neural prior, the training data
is created as follows:

• Draw an EOS curve, which determines the value of
MTOV and the function Λ(m) for this sample.

• Draw the source-frame masses msrc
1,2 according to

the specified NS population model and source type.
The uniform NS mass model and the BH mass dis-
tribution (for NSBH systems) take the MTOV value
from the current EOS sample.

• Compute Λ1,2 according to the EOS. For the NSBH
case, we only compute Λ2 = Λ(msrc

2 ) and enforce
Λ1 = 0. For the BNS case, we compute both Λ1 =
Λ(msrc

1 ) and Λ2 = Λ(msrc
2 ).

For BNS systems, this produces a 4-dimensional dis-
tribution of samples p(msrc

1 ,msrc
2 ,Λ1,Λ2|H), where H

encodes the specific hypothesis (BNS system, popula-
tion model, EOS constraints). For NSBH systems, on
the other hand, this gives a 3-dimensional distribution
p(msrc

1 ,msrc
2 ,Λ2|H).

We train NFs to approximate these distributions and
render them tractable to be used as priors in samplers.
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Further details on the numerical implementation and
training can be found in Appendix B. The resulting neu-
ral priors are shown in Fig. 2. We show the source-frame
chirp mass Msrc

c and mass ratio q = m2/m1, and (for

BNS systems) the mass-weighted tidal deformabilities Λ̃,

δΛ̃ (see, e.g., Refs. [22, 41, 42] for a definition), since
these are the combinations of parameters that affect the
GW waveform.

III. RESULTS

We apply the neural priors in inferences of GW170817,
GW190425, and GW230529. In the following sections,
we highlight the ability of the neural priors to perform
Bayesian model selection (Sec. IIIA) and to produce nar-
row posteriors informed by NS physics (Sec. III B).

A. Model selection

As discussed in Sec. II A, we perform model selection
by computing Bayes factors between hypotheses encoded
as different neural priors. For each GW event, we refer
to the hypothesis that achieves the highest Bayesian ev-
idence as the reference model. This model is marked as
‘ref.’ in the Tab. II, and we show the log10-Bayes fac-
tors between the reference model and other hypotheses.
The entries are color-coded according to Jeffrey’s scale
as shown in Tab. I. To give further context, Fig. 3 shows
the histograms of the log-likelihoods evaluated on the
obtained posterior samples for the different neural priors
(colors), compared against the posterior obtained from
the uninformed prior (gray), where we limit ourselves to
results from the source type and population model to
which the reference model belongs.

1. GW170817

For GW170817, we find overwhelming Bayes factors
in favor of the BNS hypothesis over the NSBH hypoth-
esis, which is in agreement with previous findings, e.g.,
Refs. [175, 176]. This is mainly due to the mass of the
signal, since GW170817 has a source-frame chirp mass
of around 1.186M⊙, where the NSBH neural priors have
negligible support (see Fig. 2).

Between the different BNS hypotheses, the reference
model comes from assuming a Gaussian population. The
double Gaussian and uniform population models are dis-
favored, with varying degrees of evidence. Within the
Gaussian population, the neural prior informed by χEFT

has substantial evidence in favor of it compared to the
other neural priors, implying that the GW170817 mea-
surement is consistent with a soft EOS. This observation
agrees with inferences on the EOS from GW170817 [177–
188] and conclusions drawn in other studies [113, 118,

189–193]. However, our work establishes this conclusion
directly from the GW data.
As shown in the top panel of Fig. 3, the higher evidence

for χEFT arises because this neural prior concentrates
more of its density in areas of high likelihood compared
to the other priors. The neural priors trained without
χEFT information cover these regions less well, resulting
in overall lower likelihoods.

2. GW190425

For GW190425, the Bayes factors in Table II show that
the BNS hypothesis is preferred with substantial to de-
cisive evidence over the NSBH hypothesis, depending on
the mass distribution and EOS constraints. However, in
contrast to GW170817, we cannot definitely rule out the
NSBH hypothesis across all prior choices, in line with
previous works [194–200].
Assuming a BNS origin, the highest evidence is

achieved for the uniform population due to the high
masses of GW190425. This is consistent with the find-
ings of Refs. [44, 152–154], stating that the masses of
GW190425 are outliers compared to the population of
galactic binaries. Indeed, the Gaussian, respectively dou-
ble Gaussian, population model is disfavored with de-
cisive, respectively substantial, evidence. Contrary to
GW170817, there is no evidence discriminating between
the different EOS constraints. This can be attributed to
the lower signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of GW190425 and
the higher masses, which result in lower tidal deforma-
bilities.
The middle panel of Fig. 3 shows that the distributions

of likelihood values have a larger median when using any
neural prior compared to the uninformed prior. There-
fore, all neural priors lead to a larger number of poste-
rior samples to fall in regions of high likelihood. Differ-
ences among the EOS sets are insignificant, such that
we can not rule out any models regarding the stiffness of
the EOS, consistent with the conclusions drawn from the
Bayes factors.

3. GW230529

The results in Table II classify GW230529 as an NSBH
merger with decisive evidence. While this conclusion is in
agreement with previous works [45, 201–203], our anal-
ysis establishes it robustly in a Bayesian context, with
consistent support across a range of prior choices.
The Bayes factors between the neural priors are barely

worth mentioning. Besides the low SNR of the signal,
this can further be attributed to two reasons. First, we
note that all neural priors for the NSBH systems shown
in Fig. 2 have similar support for a system with a source-
frame chirp mass of around ∼ 2M⊙. Second, effects
from tidal deformabilities are hard to measure in systems
like GW230529, since the NRTidalv3 waveform tapers off
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FIG. 2: Neural priors on source-frame masses and tidal deformabilities considered in this work. The top row (bot-
tom row) shows the priors for BNS (NSBH) systems, while the columns show different population models and the
colors denote the EOS constraints. The contour lines show the 68% and 95% probability areas of the distributions.

at low frequencies [54, 204]. Indeed, the amplitude of
the waveform is tapered at 641+318

−158 Hz when estimated

from the uninformed posterior samples, or at 858+113
−108

Hz if computed with posterior samples from the refer-
ence model (both at 90% credibility). Since phase differ-
ences due to the tidal deformabilities manifest themselves
mainly at higher frequencies, the effects of different EOS
constraints are hard to distinguish.

As a result, the histograms of log-likelihood values
overlap quite well between the different priors, as shown
in the bottom panel of Fig. 3. The neural prior that
additionally uses information from χEFT, respectively
NICER, leads to a lower, respectively higher, median
value, although the changes are too small to draw quan-
titative conclusions.

B. Parameter constraints

In the following subsections, we discuss the posteri-
ors obtained from the neural priors detailed in Sec. II C,
limiting ourselves to the population model to which the

reference model belongs. We focus the discussion on se-
lected GW parameters which show remarkable differences
compared to the uninformed priors. The constraints are
also given as 90% credible intervals in Table IV in Ap-
pendix C.

1. GW170817

Figure 4 shows the posterior distributions for the chirp
mass Mc, the mass ratio q, the mass-weighted tidal de-
formabilities Λ̃ and δΛ̃, and the luminosity distance dL
for the GW170817 signal. Regarding the masses, we note
that the posteriors on the chirp mass have reduced un-
certainties when using the neural priors compared to the
uninformed prior. The posteriors for mass ratio over-
lap significantly, although small differences are notice-
able due to the correlations with δΛ̃ that are present in
the priors (see Fig. 2). While the informed posteriors
have most of their probability mass lying above q = 0.9,
they have negligible support for an equal mass system
(i.e., q = 1), in contrast to the agnostic prior. This fea-
ture is due to the Gaussian population prior. Indeed,
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TABLE II: Bayes factors in log10 scale between the hypothesis obtaining the highest Bayesian evidence for a GW
event (marked ‘ref.’) and other hypotheses. The entries of the table are color-coded according to their interpreta-
tion of the Jeffrey’s scale (see Table I), with fainter (darker) shades of red referring to weaker (stronger) evidence.

Source Population EOS Constraints GW170817 GW190425 GW230529

BNS

Uniform

PSRs −1.83 −0.07 −13.14

PSRs+χEFT −0.80 −0.11 −13.12

PSRs+NICER −1.58 ref. −12.92

Gaussian

PSRs −0.68 −6.89 −18.82

PSRs+χEFT ref. −8.47 −18.83

PSRs+NICER −0.76 −5.45 −18.81

Double Gaussian

PSRs −1.36 −0.55 −13.75

PSRs+χEFT −0.59 −0.79 −13.77

PSRs+NICER −0.92 −0.57 −13.71

NSBH

Uniform

PSRs −224.65 −1.52 −0.08

PSRs+χEFT −224.66 −1.35 −0.02

PSRs+NICER −224.66 −1.63 −0.25

Gaussian

PSRs −224.67 −0.82 −0.05

PSRs+χEFT −224.66 −1.11 −0.20

PSRs+NICER −224.66 −1.43 ref.

Double Gaussian

PSRs −224.67 −4.11 −0.14

PSRs+χEFT −224.68 −3.83 −0.13

PSRs+NICER −224.67 −24.31 −0.05

we have verified that the mass ratio posterior shows a
similar feature when sampling the source-frame masses
from the Gaussian population while instead sampling
Λi ∈ [0, 5000] rather than informed by the EOS, which
gives q = 0.95+0.03

−0.03 at the 90% credible level.
As for the tidal deformabilities, the neural priors re-

cover narrower posteriors on Λ̃. As expected, the pos-
terior values reflect the EOS constraints embedded into
the prior, as the median is lower for the prior using infor-
mation from χEFT compared to the other neural priors.
Our reference model (using the PSRs+χEFT constraint)

infers Λ̃ = 385+141
−85 (90% credibility). Since δΛ̃ has a less

dominant contribution to the GW phase than Λ̃, there
is less distinction in its posterior between the different
hypotheses.

Finally, we note that the posterior on the luminosity
distance is shifted to higher median values when using the
neural priors compared to the uninformed prior, as also
apparent from Table IV. This is because the source-frame
chirp mass is constrained to lower values. Therefore, the
redshift (or equivalently, the luminosity distance) must
be increased to be consistent with the measured detector-
frame chirp mass.

Interestingly, we note that the posteriors we derived
are consistent with inferences that use information from
the EM counterpart of GW170817 [205]. For instance,
inferences that jointly model the GW and kilonova sig-
nal prefer more equal mass systems [184, 188, 206, 207].
Moreover, inference of the kilonova signal also leads to
the constraint of Λ̃ >∼ 300 [184, 188, 206, 207]. Finally,

fixing the sky location to that of the host galaxy excludes
lower luminosity distances [208]. However, our work es-
tablishes these constraints purely based on analysis of the
GW data and without invoking the EM information at
any point.

2. GW190425

Figure 5 shows the posterior distributions for the
source parameters of GW190425. Concerning the masses,
the posteriors on the chirp mass show more overlap be-
tween the different priors compared to the GW170817
analysis, which can be attributed to the lower SNR of
the signal. For the mass ratio, the neural priors consis-
tently recover systems with less equal masses compared
to the uninformed priors, having negligible support for
mass ratios above 0.9. This preference for a lower mass
ratio is not present in the priors (see Fig. 2), and there-
fore must come from the signal and correlations between
parameters introduced by the neural priors.
The posteriors on Λ̃ cluster around values consistent

with our prior expectations. As for GW170817, the me-
dian value is shifted based on the stiffness of the EOS
constraints used in the neural prior, whereas the poste-
riors for δΛ̃ overlap quite well.
The inferred luminosity distance increases when using

the neural priors, as we also observed for GW170817.
However, compared to GW170817, the difference be-
tween the informed and agnostic inferences is more
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FIG. 3: Histograms of the log-likelihood values of the
posterior samples obtained with the uninformed prior
(gray) and the neural priors (colors). For each GW
event, we only show the results for the preferred NS
population model.

apparent, likely due to the larger distance at which
GW190425 occurred. As shown in Table IV, our refer-
ence model recovers a luminosity distance of 182+41

−49 Mpc,
with other neural priors leading to similar values. The
agnostic inference, on the other hand, recovers a distance
157+64

−65 Mpc (both at 90% credibility).

3. GW230529

Figure 6 shows the posteriors for source parameters
of GW230529, namely, the chirp mass, mass ratio, z-
component of the spin of the primary χ1z, the tidal de-
formability for the secondary component Λ2, and the lu-
minosity distance. Due to the low SNR of the signal,
we find significant overlap between the different neural
priors, consistent with the observation that the Bayes
factors between them are quite low (see Table II).

Regarding the masses, the neural priors recover nar-
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FIG. 4: Inference results of some selected parame-
ters for GW170817 using the BNS hypothesis with
the Gaussian population model and varying EOS con-
straints (colors) compared to the inference using unin-
formed priors (in gray). The star indicates the reference
model with the highest evidence across the different
neural priors. The dark (light) contours denote the 68%
(95%) credible area.

rower posteriors on the mass ratio, excluding the tail
above q ≥ 0.4 (90% credibility). Due to a degeneracy
between the mass ratio and spins [209, 210], this leads
to improved measurements on the spin parameters of the
primary component. In particular, the neural priors yield
values for χ1z that are closer to zero compared to the un-
informed inference. Similar constraints on the mass ratio
and spins were also obtained by Ref. [211]. However,
Ref. [211] used astrophysically informed priors on masses
and spins, whereas we employed uninformed spin priors.

The tidal deformability posteriors are more prior-
dominated for GW230529. As already explained in
Sec. III A 3, this is due to the amplitude tapering of the
NRTidalv3 waveform, which limits our sensitivity to tidal
deformations in the GW230529 signal.

Finally, we find that the neural priors result in a higher
luminosity distance compared to the uninformed prior, as
was the case for GW170817 and GW190425. Our refer-
ence model finds a luminosity distance of 235+59

−58 Mpc,

compared to 201+84
−97 Mpc for the uninformed inference

(both at 90% credibility). While detailed calculations
regarding the possibility of an EM counterpart of the
merger are beyond the scope of this work (but see, e.g.,
Refs. [167, 203, 212–214]), this makes it less likely that
follow-up observations would have been able to detect a
potential EM counterpart [215].



9

0.
75

0.
90

q

15
0

30
0

Λ̃

40

80

δΛ̃

1.
48

64

1.
48

68

1.
48

72

Mc [M�]

10
0

20
0

30
0

d
L

[M
p

c]

0.
75

0.
90

q

15
0

30
0

Λ̃

40 80

δΛ̃

10
0

20
0

30
0

dL [Mpc]

PSRs

PSRs+χEFT

PSRs+NICER∗

Uninformed
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IV. DISCUSSION

A. Source classification

Inferring the nature of compact objects observed in
GW events from their inspiral is challenging for objects
with masses close to the TOV mass [216, 217]. One ap-
proach relies on the mass estimates derived from GW in-
ferences. For instance, by computing the overlap between
an object’s mass posterior and the posterior on MTOV,
the probability that the object is a BH or an NS can be
estimated [45, 164–166, 183, 201, 218–221]. However, this
implicitly assumes that the NS and BH populations are
non-overlapping [165], ignoring the possibility that com-
pact objects in the NS mass regime could be (primordial)
BHs [222–228] or exotic compact objects [229–231].

Besides the masses, one can hope to identify compact
objects through their tidal signature [232–234]. In prac-
tice, however, the difference in the waveforms due to tidal
deformations is small [235], such that this approach only
works well for sufficiently loud signals such as observed
by future ground-based detectors [236–243], for low-mass
NSs with large tidal deformabilities [244–246], or after
observing a population of mergers [247, 248].

In this work, we presented a method for Bayesian
source classification under the assumption that NSs and
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FIG. 6: Inference results of some selected parame-
ters for GW230529 using the NSBH hypothesis with
the Gaussian population model and varying EOS con-
straints (colors) compared to the inference using unin-
formed priors (in gray). The star indicates the reference
model with the highest evidence across the different
neural priors. The dark (light) contours denote the 68%
(95%) credible area.

BHs have non-overlapping mass distributions. In future
work, we will explore how well this approach can distin-
guish compact objects when this assumption is relaxed,
relying on neural priors to constrain the relation between
mass and tidal deformability a priori.

B. Prior to posterior information gain

Since the neural priors, by construction, restrict the
parameter space explored during inference, it is im-
portant to determine to what extent the posteriors in
Sec. III B are shaped by the prior or by the informa-
tion provided by the signal. To assess this, we compute
the information gain between the prior and posterior dis-
tributions for the tidal deformability. We construct the
priors by sampling the EOSs from the sets discussed in
Sec. II C 1 and evaluating their predictions for the tidal
deformabilities at the source-frame component masses of
the posterior samples. We quantify the degree of similar-
ity between these priors and the posteriors through the
Kullback-Leibler divergence (KL) divergence [249]. The
comparison is shown visually in Fig. 7, and the KL di-
vergences (measured in bits) between prior and posterior
pairs are given in the brackets in the legend. We note
that, as expected, the KL divergence is larger if the SNR
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FIG. 7: Comparison between the priors (dashed lines)
on tidal deformability, conditioned on the posterior
source-frame masses, and the corresponding posteriors
(solid lines). The values in brackets denote the KL di-
vergence in bits between each prior and posterior pair.

of the signal is larger, as there is more information con-
tent in the signal driving the inference. Nevertheless, we
still find noticeable shifts in the posteriors due to the sig-
nal in other events and neural priors, showing that the
analyses are not simply reproducing the informed priors.

C. Equation-of-state-informed GW inference

Previous works have considered different methods to
use EOS information during GW parameter estimation
for BNS systems. One example is the use of universal
relations [179, 250, 251]. However, these relations have
residuals that have to be accounted for [251], and can
lead to conceptual or technical problems when used in
Bayesian inference [252]. Moreover, these relations are
designed without assuming any constraints on the EOS,
and would therefore need to be modified to explicitly
incorporate such information.

Instead, the EOS can be sampled on the fly in two
ways. First, one can choose a parametrization for the
EOS and jointly sample the GW and EOS parameters,
using machine learning emulators of the TOV solver to
accelerate the likelihood evaluation [253–256]. However,
this leads to an increase in the number of parameters to
sample, which makes convergence less efficient. Second,
one can use a discrete set of tabulated EOSs, which is ei-
ther sampled during GW inference [31, 98, 188, 257–259],
or used in the postprocessing of GW posteriors that re-
lied on agnostic priors [260–263]. However, this requires
more memory to store the tabulated EOSs and might
lead to a low number of posterior samples when used to
analyze high SNR signals [258].
Finally, another option is to emulate the distributions

of the relevant parameters for GW inference as predicted
by the EOS constraints, which alleviates the issues de-
scribed above. To this end, Ref. [40] recently intro-
duced physics-informed priors based on EOS informa-
tion for GW inference, making it conceptually similar to
the present study. However, their method was limited
to modeling the conditional distribution of Λ̃ given the
source-frame chirp mass. Our approach instead mod-
els the joint distributions of both component masses and
tidal deformabilities, offering a more general framework
to directly incorporate EOS constraints into GW infer-
ence.

D. Future work

Before concluding, we highlight a few of our assump-
tions and how these present themselves as opportunities
to extend the methodology in future work.
First, we note that this work focused on the applica-

tion of neural priors in GW inference. For multimessen-
ger events like GW170817, joint inference on all messen-
gers could further constrain parameters and aid classifi-
cation. However, when using agnostic priors in such a
joint analysis, the Bayes factors still favor the BNS hy-
pothesis only mildly [176]. In the future, we will extend
our neural priors to additionally model parameters of the
EM counterpart. For instance, by making use of the fits
in Refs. [185, 207, 264, 265], the GW binary parameters
can be linked to the mass ejecta of kilonovae [188, 207]
(although the fits might be subject to systematic er-
rors [266]). In this way, the neural priors can be used
for informed multimessenger analyses.
Second, we note that we have neglected phenom-

ena that can soften or stiffen the EOS, such as dark
matter [267–271], pressure anisotropy [97, 272, 273],
phase transitions [274–277], modelling of the nuclear
physics [258, 278], or various compositions [279–284].
Therefore, the preference for soft EOSs could arise from
(a combination of) the aforementioned effects rather than
a purely hadronic, soft EOS. However, the neural priors,
being data-driven, can perfectly accommodate any set of
EOSs in the construction (see Sec. II C 3). Future work



11

will investigate whether the model selection introduced
in this work can generalize to discern such effects in suffi-
ciently loud BNS mergers or a collection of BNS mergers.

Finally, future work will consider, with a simulation
study, whether the use of informed priors in GW infer-
ence results in improved constraints on the EOS [40].

V. CONCLUSION

Data analysis of GW signals from mergers involving
NSs typically employs agnostic priors on the source pa-
rameters. In this work, we propose a flexible, data-driven
method to incorporate external knowledge of NS physics
into GW parameter estimation. In particular, we train
NFs, a type of neural density estimator, on predictions of
masses and tidal deformabilities for BNS and NSBH sys-
tems from NS population models and existing constraints
on the EOS. The flows can be used as priors in stochastic
samplers, and we refer to them as neural priors.

We construct such neural priors informed by existing
EOS constraints and population models. Applying them
to inferences of GW170817, GW190425, and GW230529,
we highlight two benefits from using the neural priors
over agnostic priors. First, we demonstrate that we can
perform Bayesian model selection by computing Bayes
factors between hypotheses encoded as different neural
priors. We classify GW170817 as a BNS merger, and
find substantial evidence for a soft EOS to explain the
tidal deformation in the signal. GW190425 is classi-
fied as a BNS merger, with strong to decisive evidence,
while GW230529 is decisively characterized as an NSBH
merger. While these findings are in line with previous
works, we assess them based on data-driven priors di-
rectly from analyzing the GW data.

Second, the neural priors result in narrower posteriors
on the GW source parameters. We find that the informed
constraints derived for GW170817 from the GW data
alone are consistent with multimessenger analyses of the
merger that jointly model the GW data and EM counter-
part. In particular, we find a preference for nearly-equal
mass systems, constrain Λ̃ >∼ 300, and recover a luminos-
ity distance consistent with information from the host
galaxy. For GW190425, our informed posteriors favor
less equal masses compared to agnostic priors, with al-
most no posterior support for mass ratios above 0.9. Re-
garding GW230529, we find narrower constraints on the
mass ratio and therefore the spins of the binary, while
the tidal deformation posterior is more prior-dominated
due to the termination of the waveform model at low fre-
quencies. For GW190425 and GW230529, we recover a
significantly larger luminosity distance compared to ag-
nostic inferences, due to a more constrained source-frame
chirp mass.

Looking ahead, we envision that our data-driven
methodology can easily incorporate information from ad-
ditional sources and can be generalized to inform other
parameters of interest. Therefore, it can easily accom-

modate the advances in our understanding of both the
NS population and dense nuclear matter in the coming
years.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The neural priors are implemented directly in the
bilby source code available at https://github.com/
ThibeauWouters/bilby/tree/neural_prior_bilby_
pipe. Accompanying code and data used to produce
the results shown in this work are available at https:
//github.com/ThibeauWouters/neural_priors/.
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Appendix A: Gravitational wave prior distributions

The IMRPhenomXP NRTidalv3 waveform has 17 param-
eters in total. Their default priors are listed in Ta-
ble III [52]. The default prior on the masses samples
the detector-frame component masses uniformly while
restricting the chirp mass and mass ratio q to particu-
lar ranges. In Table III, this is denoted by the symbol
Ucomp, with the ranges denoted in the brackets. For BHs,
spin magnitudes are varied up to the maximum value of
0.99, while for NSs, we restrict this range to be below
0.05. The geocentric time is sampled in a uniform inter-
val of width 0.1 centered on the GW trigger time for each
event given in the table. For the NSBH hypothesis, we
sample Λ2 in the interval [0, 5000] and fix Λ1 = 0.

Appendix B: Normalizing flow implementation

In this section, we provide more details on the numer-
ical implementation of the NFs. The flows are trained
with glasflow [285, 286], using the CouplingNSF archi-
tecture, which is a type of neural spline flow [287]. We
use 4 layers with widths of 256 neurons and a depth of
3 blocks for the conditioner networks. While this results
in fairly large networks, we have focused on robustness
of the flows across all 18 configurations shown in Fig. 2,
and leave further optimization to future work.

We use the procedure outlined in Sec. II C 3 to generate
200 000 samples, of which 80% is used as training data,
and the remaining 20% as validation data. We found
that training of the flows is improved when trained on the
source-frame chirp massMsrc

c and mass ratio q = m2/m1

rather than source-frame component masses. The train-
ing data is rescaled to the domain [0, 1], and we apply
a Jacobian factor to the flow’s log likelihood calculation
during sampling to account for this operation.

The flows are trained with the Adam optimizer [288],
with a fixed learning rate of 10−4 and a batch size of
1024 for a maximum of 2000 epochs, and early stopping
is employed if no improvement in the loss is observed
after 250 epochs.

To assess the accuracy of the flows, we evaluate the
Jensen-Shannon divergences (JSDs) [289] for each param-

TABLE III: Table of GW parameters and their prior
distributions. U refers to a uniform distribution,
Ucomp refers to a mass distribution that is uniform in
detector-frame masses while restricting the parameter
to the range given by the brackets, and Ucom.vol refers
to a luminosity distance distribution that is uniform in
comoving volume.

parameter symbol prior

co
m
m
o
n

Spin magnitude NS aj U(0, 0.05)
Spin magnitude BH aj U(0, 0.99)
Tilt sinφj U(−1, 1)

Misalignment [rad] ϕ12, ϕJL U(0, 2π)
Right ascension [rad] α U(0, 2π)
Declination [rad] δ U(0, 2π)
Inclination θJN Cosine(0, π)

Phase [rad] ϕ U(0, 2π)
Polarization [rad] ψ U(0, 2π)
Time delay [s] δtc U(−0.1, 0.1)

n
eu

ra
l Source-frame chirp mass Msrc

c

Mass ratio q see Sec. II C

Tidal deformabilities Λi
u
n
in
fo
rm

ed
G
W

1
7
0
8
1
7 Chirp mass [M⊙] Mc Ucomp(1.18, 1.21)

Mass ratio q Ucomp(0.125, 1)

Tidal deformability Λi U(0, 5000)
Luminosity distance [Mpc] dL Ucom. vol.(1, 75)

Trigger time [GPS] tc 1187008882.43

G
W

1
9
0
4
2
5 Chirp mass [M⊙] Mc Ucomp(1.485, 1.49)

Mass ratio q Ucomp(0.125, 1)

Tidal deformability Λi U(0, 5000)
Luminosity distance [Mpc] dL Ucom. vol.(10, 300)

Trigger time [GPS] tc 1240215503.02

G
W

2
3
0
5
2
9 Chirp mass [M⊙] Mc Ucomp(2.02, 2.04)

Mass ratio q Ucomp(0.125, 1)

Tidal deformability Λi U(0, 5000)
Luminosity distance [Mpc] dL Ucom. vol.(10, 500)

Trigger time [GPS] tc 1369419318.75

eter between the original distribution of training samples
and a distribution generated from the flow. Across all 18
neural priors that we consider, we find that the highest
JSD value is 6.2× 10−4 bits. Therefore, we can conclude
that the trained NFs are an accurate representation of
the underlying distributions.
The trained flows are then used inside a bilby prior

class called NFPrior, which subclasses the JointPrior
class. By design, generating samples and evaluating the
density of this JointPrior class are treated by the NF.
Certain nested samplers, like dynesty, sample a unit
hypercube from which physical samples are obtained by
rescaling with the appropriate transformations. In our
case, this is achieved by defining a joint multivariate
Gaussian distribution object internally in the NFPrior
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class of the same dimensionality. By first mapping sam-
ples from the unit hypercube to the unit Gaussian, they
can then be transformed into the physical space by using
the bijections learned by NF. While this work shows ap-
plications with nested samplers, we have verified that the
neural priors also work in MCMC-based samplers such as
jim [83, 84].

After training, the flows do not necessarily respect the
physical boundaries of the training data. For example,
the flow has a negligible, but non-zero, probability to
generate samples with a mass ratio above 1. We have
found that in less than 1% of the NF samples, the gen-
erated sample is unphysical. This behavior can be cor-
rected by clipping samples generated from the NF, as well
as setting the probability of a sample to 0 if it violates
any physical bounds. While this technically makes the
NFPrior class unnormalized (even if the NF is, by de-
sign), we have computed the normalization constant of
one flow with dynesty, finding that the distribution is

normalized within the errors of the evidence calculation.
Therefore, we consider the neural priors to be normalized
for the purposes of this work. In the future, this issue
can be alleviated by either transforming the flow before
fitting, to ensure its support matches the target distribu-
tion, or by transforming the data to an unbounded space
support before fitting to match the NF [290].

Appendix C: Posterior credible intervals

Table IV shows the median and 90% credible inter-
vals of posteriors of selected parameters between different
prior choices. The uninformed prior refers to the default
mass and tidal deformability priors listed in Table III.
We only present constraints for the source type (BNS or
NSBH) classified for each event, and do not show the con-
straints for GW190425 using the Gaussian population, as
this hypothesis was decisively ruled out.
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[19] F. Özel and P. Freire, Ann. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 54,
401 (2016), arXiv:1603.02698 [astro-ph.HE].

[20] G. F. Burgio, H. J. Schulze, I. Vidana, and J. B.
Wei, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 120, 103879 (2021),
arXiv:2105.03747 [nucl-th].

[21] K. Chatziioannou, H. T. Cromartie, S. Gandolfi,
I. Tews, D. Radice, A. W. Steiner, and A. L. Watts,
(2024), arXiv:2407.11153 [nucl-th].

[22] E. E. Flanagan and T. Hinderer, Phys. Rev. D 77,
021502 (2008), arXiv:0709.1915 [astro-ph].

[23] T. Damour and A. Nagar, Phys. Rev. D 80, 084035
(2009), arXiv:0906.0096 [gr-qc].

[24] T. Hinderer, B. D. Lackey, R. N. Lang, and J. S. Read,
Phys. Rev. D 81, 123016 (2010), arXiv:0911.3535 [astro-
ph.HE].

[25] T. Damour, A. Nagar, and L. Villain, Phys. Rev. D 85,
123007 (2012), arXiv:1203.4352 [gr-qc].

[26] R. C. Tolman, Phys. Rev. 55, 364 (1939).
[27] J. R. Oppenheimer and G. M. Volkoff, Phys. Rev. 55,

374 (1939).
[28] P. Demorest, T. Pennucci, S. Ransom, M. Roberts, and

J. Hessels, Nature 467, 1081 (2010), arXiv:1010.5788
[astro-ph.HE].

[29] G. Hobbs, R. Edwards, and R. Manchester, Mon.
Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 369, 655 (2006), arXiv:astro-
ph/0603381.

[30] S. Bogdanov et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 887, L25 (2019),
arXiv:1912.05706 [astro-ph.HE].

[31] H. Koehn et al., Phys. Rev. X 15, 021014 (2025),
arXiv:2402.04172 [astro-ph.HE].

[32] S.-N. Zhang et al. (eXTP), Sci. China Phys. Mech. As-
tron. 62, 29502 (2019), arXiv:1812.04020 [astro-ph.IM].

[33] A. L. Watts et al., Sci. China Phys. Mech. Astron. 62,
29503 (2019).

[34] P. S. Ray et al. (STROBE-X Science Working Group),
(2019), arXiv:1903.03035 [astro-ph.IM].

[35] M. Punturo et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 27, 084007
(2010).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031040
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.12907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.021053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.021053
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.14527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.022001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.022001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.01045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.041039
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.03606
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.03606
http://arxiv.org/abs/2508.18082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41114-020-00026-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.0670
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/adc4b6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/adc4b6
http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.02831
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.111.062002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.14607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/7/074001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/7/074001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.4547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/2/024001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/2/024001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.3978
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa125
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.05574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.022001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.022001
http://arxiv.org/abs/0801.4313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.062003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.062003
http://arxiv.org/abs/0911.3820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.104045
http://arxiv.org/abs/1201.1195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.042003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1409.7215
http://arxiv.org/abs/2508.18081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/319702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/319702
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0002232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-102711-095018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-102711-095018
http://arxiv.org/abs/1305.3510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081915-023322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081915-023322
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.02698
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2021.103879
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.03747
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.11153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.021502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.021502
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.1915
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.084035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.084035
http://arxiv.org/abs/0906.0096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.123016
http://arxiv.org/abs/0911.3535
http://arxiv.org/abs/0911.3535
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.123007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.123007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.4352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.364
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.374
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.374
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature09466
http://arxiv.org/abs/1010.5788
http://arxiv.org/abs/1010.5788
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.10302.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.10302.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0603381
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0603381
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab53eb
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.05706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.15.021014
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.04172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11433-018-9309-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11433-018-9309-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.04020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11433-017-9188-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11433-017-9188-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.03035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/8/084007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/8/084007


14

TABLE IV: Comparison of median and 90% credible intervals of posteriors of selected parameters under different
prior choices. The NS populations are uniform (U), Gaussian (G), and double Gaussian (DG). The reference model
(i.e., with the highest Bayesian evidence) is marked in bold.

Event Pop EOS msrc
1 [M⊙] msrc

2 [M⊙] q Λ1 Λ2 Λ̃ δΛ̃ dL [Mpc]

GW170817
(BNS)

Uninformed 1.47+0.12
−0.11 1.26+0.10

−0.10 0.86+0.14
−0.12 286+473

−286 448+603
−448 364+403

−234 0+158
−170 38+8

−11

U

PSRs 1.51+0.09
−0.06 1.23+0.05

−0.07 0.81+0.06
−0.09 413+110

−133 1477+636
−334 795+108

−71 119+68
−43 41+6

−8

PSRs+χEFT 1.52+0.08
−0.07 1.23+0.06

−0.06 0.81+0.08
−0.07 215+87

−111 712+219
−175 390+98

−93 58+19
−25 40+6

−8

PSRs+NICER 1.57+0.05
−0.07 1.19+0.05

−0.03 0.75+0.06
−0.05 264+86

−52 1399+367
−342 620+99

−82 116+37
−38 40+6

−8

G

PSRs 1.41+0.04
−0.03 1.32+0.03

−0.03 0.93+0.04
−0.05 578+131

−150 874+229
−174 713+143

−122 35+28
−23 39+7

−9

PSRs+χEFT 1.42+0.05
−0.04 1.31+0.03

−0.04 0.92+0.05
−0.06 298+130

−99 495+173
−118 385+141

−85 21+19
−13 40+6

−9

PSRs+NICER 1.39+0.02
−0.02 1.34+0.02

−0.02 0.96+0.03
−0.03 641+186

−128 826+277
−178 729+219

−133 21+22
−17 38+7

−8

DG

PSRs 1.40+0.03
−0.02 1.33+0.02

−0.02 0.95+0.02
−0.03 687+140

−156 960+183
−231 814+143

−185 29+21
−13 40+6

−7

PSRs+χEFT 1.39+0.02
−0.02 1.34+0.02

−0.02 0.96+0.03
−0.03 382+148

−111 507+153
−152 444+136

−131 11+12
−9 39+7

−7

PSRs+NICER 1.39+0.02
−0.02 1.33+0.02

−0.02 0.96+0.02
−0.03 703+184

−153 934+200
−200 806+157

−184 26+14
−17 38+7

−8

GW190425
(BNS)

Uninformed 1.75+0.13
−0.10 1.56+0.10

−0.10 0.89+0.11
−0.11 292+541

−292 415+694
−415 374+436

−333 0+187
−173 157+64

−65

U

PSRs 1.81+0.10
−0.09 1.50+0.07

−0.08 0.83+0.08
−0.09 109+56

−57 428+209
−200 230+73

−71 39+24
−23 173+54

−47

PSRs+χEFT 1.83+0.12
−0.10 1.48+0.07

−0.10 0.81+0.09
−0.09 58+40

−28 259+174
−107 132+44

−40 23+21
−12 187+48

−49

PSRs+NICER 1.82+0.10
−0.12 1.48+0.10

−0.07 0.81+0.11
−0.09 108+81

−56 449+132
−150 232+57

−51 40+15
−23 182+41

−49

DG

PSRs 1.93+0.08
−0.08 1.41+0.05

−0.05 0.73+0.06
−0.05 67+37

−38 636+217
−206 238+65

−61 63+21
−21 186+44

−44

PSRs+χEFT 1.94+0.07
−0.06 1.40+0.04

−0.05 0.72+0.04
−0.05 51+23

−24 408+125
−100 156+37

−45 37+10
−9 190+41

−47

PSRs+NICER 1.90+0.08
−0.07 1.42+0.06

−0.05 0.75+0.06
−0.06 96+41

−36 690+188
−164 283+45

−51 66+18
−17 186+41

−48

GW230529
(NSBH)

Uninformed 3.65+0.62
−0.85 1.43+0.26

−0.24 0.39+0.17
−0.13 – 2791+2113

−1950 182+243
−182 91+115

−91 201+84
−97

U

PSRs 3.73+0.28
−0.32 1.38+0.10

−0.09 0.37+0.06
−0.05 – 698+344

−303 41+8
−8 21+4

−4 238+61
−63

PSRs+χEFT 3.52+0.46
−0.45 1.46+0.18

−0.14 0.41+0.12
−0.08 – 322+206

−202 26+8
−7 13+4

−4 220+70
−64

PSRs+NICER 3.27+0.27
−0.57 1.54+0.25

−0.12 0.47+0.17
−0.08 – 368+213

−291 40+13
−14 19+6

−7 237+65
−67

G

PSRs 3.86+0.28
−0.26 1.34+0.08

−0.08 0.35+0.04
−0.05 – 933+497

−451 46+14
−16 23+7

−8 236+59
−58

PSRs+χEFT 3.83+0.25
−0.25 1.35+0.07

−0.07 0.35+0.04
−0.04 – 582+261

−198 30+7
−8 15+3

−4 242+59
−57

PSRs+NICER 3.89+0.22
−0.24 1.33+0.07

−0.06 0.34+0.04
−0.03 – 1000+321

−311 49+9
−9 25+4

−5 235+59
−58

DG

PSRs 3.78+0.23
−0.24 1.36+0.07

−0.06 0.36+0.04
−0.04 – 890+341

−333 49+12
−13 25+6

−7 237+63
−64

PSRs+χEFT 3.85+0.18
−0.21 1.34+0.05

−0.06 0.35+0.03
−0.03 – 516+194

−205 26+8
−8 13+4

−4 237+66
−71

PSRs+NICER 3.86+0.15
−0.16 1.34+0.04

−0.04 0.35+0.02
−0.02 – 1026+254

−306 52+11
−13 26+6

−6 229+65
−68
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