arXiv:2308.05308v1 [hep-ph] 10 Aug 2023

Cold quark matter in a quasiparticle model: thermodynamic consistency and stellar properties

Zhi-Jun Ma,^1 Zhen-Yan Lu,^{1, ∗} Jian-Feng Xu,^2 Guang-Xiong Peng,^{3, 4} Xiangyun Fu,^1 and Junnian Wang^1 1Hunan Provincial Key Laboratory of Intelligent Sensors and Advanced Sensor Materials, School of Physics and Electronics, Hunan University of Science and Technology, Xiangtan 411201, China 2College of Information Engineering, Suqian University, Suqian 223800, China 3School of Nuclear Science and Technology, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China 4Institute of High Energy Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China (Dated: August 11, 2023)

The strong coupling in the effective quark mass was usually taken as a constant in a quasiparticle model while it is, in fact, running with an energy scale. With a running coupling, however, the thermodynamic inconsistency problem appears in the conventional treatment. We show that the renormalization subtraction point should be taken as a function of the summation of the biquadratic chemical potentials if the quark’s current masses vanish, in order to ensure full thermodynamic consistency. Taking the simplest form, we study the properties of up-down (ud) quark matter, and confirm that the revised quasiparticle model fulfills the quantitative criteria for thermodynamic consistency. Moreover, we find that the maximum mass of an ud quark star can be larger than two times the solar mass, reaching up to 2.31M⊙, for reasonable model parameters. However, to further satisfy the upper limit of tidal deformability Λ̃1.4 ≤ 580 observed in the event GW170817, the maximum mass of an ud quark star can only be as large as 2.08M⊙, namely Mmax ≲ 2.08M⊙ . In other words, our results indicate that the measured tidal deformability for event GW170817 places an upper bound on the maximum mass of ud quark stars, but which does not rule out the possibility of the existence of quark stars composed of ud quark matter, with a mass of about two times the solar mass.

I. INTRODUCTION

The accepted theory for a precise description of the strong interaction between quarks and gluons is the Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) [1], in which the running coupling α_s(Λ^2) acts as one of the basic parameters. The relevant theoretical and experimental researches show that QCD has two special features: color confinement and asymptotic freedom [2–4]. The former has been proposed because a single quark cannot be observed from experiments even at the present time, but the quantum number of the so-called color is indispensable in order to explain the confusion of the requisite antisymmetry wave function of hadrons. The latter reveals that the interaction between quarks gets weaker with increasing energy scales. These two extraordinary features of QCD happen at two extreme energy scale: the asymptotic freedom is related to the high-energy region while the color confinement comes up in the infrared domain. Due to the difficulties in the non-perturbative regime and the consistent implementation of finite density in lattice simulations, some QCD-inspired phenomenological models have been constructed to study the properties of strongly interacting quark matter, e.g. the MIT bag model [5–8], Nambu-Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model [9– 14], perturbative QCD model [15–17], density-dependent quark mass model [18–22], etc.

Employing a two-flavor NJL model including the vector interactions, Yuan et al. [23] found that there is a

∗ luzhenyan@hnust.edu.cn

possibility for both ud and strange (uds) quark matter being absolutely stable, depending on the interplay of the confinement with quark vector interaction and the exchange interaction channels. As stated by Buballa in Ref. [24], however, the NJL model does not support the idea that uds quark matter is more stable than the ud quark matter. In particular, by using an effective theory with Yukawa coupling to quarks Holdom et al. [25] demonstrated that ud quark matter generally has lower bulk energy per baryon than normal nuclei and uds quark matter. Moreover, within a confining quark matter model, Cao et al. [26] demonstrated that the reported GW190814’s secondary component with a mass greater than two times the solar mass could be an ud quark star. After the proposal that ud quark matter is more stable than uds quark matter, the study of the properties of strongly interacting ud quark matter and its astrophysical implications has recently received increased interest in the literature, e.g., Refs. [27–33].

The quasiparticle model, as one of the QCD-inspired phenomenological models, has also been extensively studied and widely applied to the study of quark matter over the last two decades. In the case of a hot gluon gas, the equation of state with the effective mass agrees well with the lattice results even at temperatures where the QCD coupling constant is not small [34–37]. Motivated by the successful application of the hard-thermal-loop approximation at finite temperature, many authors have applied the hard-dense-loop approximation at finite density to investigate the properties of the strongly interacting cold quark matter [36–39]. Its original version keeps all the thermodynamic quantities in the same form as those of a free particle system [40–42]. The thermodynamic treatment in this model has been much discussed [43–45]. If the QCD coupling is treated as a real constant, the thermodynamic inconsistency problem can be removed by including an additional term in the thermodynamic potential density [39]. However, the actual QCD coupling is running, i.e. it depends on where the subtraction point is chosen in the renormalization scheme [46, 47]. In high energy physics, the subtraction point Λ is usually taken as the momentum transfer of the corresponding process. While in dense quark matter, it should be a function of the chemical potentials of the quarks through the subtraction point [48–50]. In this case, the additional term is determined by a path integral. Because the thermodynamic quantity is a state function, it should thus be independent of the chosen path. Otherwise, the thermodynamic inconsistency problem will appear [18, 51]: the pressure at the minimum energy per baryon deviates from zero, which contradicts fundamental thermodynamics. In this work, we will show that the renormalizationgroup subtraction point should be generally taken as a function of the biquadratic summation of respective chemical potential for quarks.

In this study, we focus on the thermodynamic inconsistency problem of a two-flavor quasiparticle model at zero temperature and finite chemical potential with an effective quark mass. Within the revised quasiparticle model, we are particularly interested in the stability windows and thermodynamic properties of the ud quark matter. Through our research, we seek to understand the behavior of quark matter under extreme conditions and its implications for cosmological and astrophysical phenomena including, in particular quark star structure and tidal deformability. The results for the mass-radius relation as well as the tidal deformability of quark stars indicate that the recently observed massive pulsars with a mass of about two solar masses could be made of ud quark matter.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we review the conventional treatment in the quasiparticle model with an effective quark mass and show the thermodynamic inconsistency in this treatment. Then in Sec. III, we limit the form of the renormalization subtraction point as a function of the chemical potentials and determine a medium-dependent effective bag constant which makes the thermodynamic treatment selfconsistent. In Sec. IV, we present the numerical results for the calculations. Finally, a summary is given in Sec. V.

II. THERMODYNAMIC INCONSISTENCY IN THE CONVENTIONAL VERSION OF QUASIPARTICLE MODEL

Due to the strong interaction between quarks, the quark masses are medium-dependent, namely, the quark masses vary with the environment. The effective quark mass is obtained from the zero momentum limit of the quark dispersion relation, which follows the so-called hard-dense-loop approximation of the quark self-energy, giving [36, 52]

m^∗_i = √ 2α_s 3π μ_i (i = u, d), (1)

where μ_i represents the chemical potential for the ith flavor of quarks.

At zero temperature, the quasiparticle contribution to the thermodynamic potential density of the system is given by

Ω_i = − g_i 48π^2 ( μ_ik_{F,i}(2μ^2_i − 5m^∗_i^2) + 3m^∗_i^4 ln μ_i + k_{F,i} m^∗_i ) , (2) where k_{F,i} = √ μ^2_i − m^{∗2}_i is the Fermi momentum, and g_i is the statistical factor with g_i=6 for quarks and g_i = 2 for electrons. In addition, the thermodynamic potential density of electrons is Ω_e = −μ^4_e /12π^2 with μ_e being the electron chemical potential.

FIG. 1. Pressure versus energy per baryon of ud quark matter in the quasiparticle model without adding an effective bag constant (inconsistent case). It is clear that the energy minimum denoted by a triangle does not locate at the zero pressure point denoted by a circle.

By using the basic relations of standard thermodynamics P = −Ω and E = Ω + μn with Ω being the thermodynamic potential density of the system, n the number density of the particles, in Fig. 1 we plot the energy per baryon of ud quark matter as a function of the pressure without adding an effective bag constant.

As proved in Refs. [51, 53, 54] that any consistent thermodynamic treatment must ensure that δ = P − n^{2 d}_{dn} (_E n ) = 0 at arbitrary density. In particular, the pressure at the minimum energy per baryon must be zero. From Fig. 1, however, it is evident that the energy minimum does not locate at the zero pressure point, as required by the thermodynamic consistency of phenomenological models. In other words, the quasiparticle model with a chemical potential-dependent quark mass but without adding an effective bag constant is thermodynamically inconsistent. We should emphasize that if one takes the strong coupling constant α_s as a free input parameter and also adds a medium-dependent effective bag constant to the thermodynamic potential density of the system, as was done in Refs. [38, 55–58], the phenomenological models do not encounter thermodynamic inconsistency problems, but we note that the strong coupling runs with the energy scale. Hence, in the next section we will show that a thermodynamically determined effective bag constant with a running strong coupling constant can solve this problem properly.

III. SELF-CONSISTENT THERMODYNAMIC TREATMENT AT FINITE CHEMICAL POTENTIALS

The quasiparticle model is based on the idea that quarks can be treated as quasiparticles with an effective quark mass, which is determined by the quark self-energy and quark-quark interaction. The self-consistency of this model is maintained by adding a new term, which is a chemical potential dependent variable at zero temperature. In the two-flavor case, the total thermodynamic potential density of the system can be written as [38] Ω = ∑ i Ω_i(μ_i, m^∗_i ) + B^∗({μ_i}), (3)

where B^∗({μ_i}) ≡ B({μ_i}) + B_0 is defined as an effective bag constant including the energy contributions both from the vacuum B_0 and medium effects B({μ_i}). Following the procedure proposed in Refs. [59], we have

n_i = − dΩ dμ_i | | |_{μj≠i} = − ∂Ω_i ∂μ_i − [ ∂Ω_i ∂m^∗_i ∂m^∗_i ∂μ_i + ∑ j=u,d ∂Ω_j ∂m^∗_j ∂m^∗_j ∂α_s ∂α_s ∂Λ ∂Λ ∂μ_i + ∂B ∂μ_i ]

=0 (4)

for ith flavor quark in the two-flavor quasiparticle model. The derivative of the quasiparticle contribution of the thermodynamic potential density with respect to the effective quark mass m^∗_i is given by ∂Ω_i ∂m^∗_i = g_im^∗_i 4π^2 ( μ_ik_{F,i} − m^∗_i^2 ln μ_i + k_{F,i} m^∗_i ) . (5)

From the quasiparticle point of view, quarks are considered quasiparticles with an effective quark mass generated by medium effects. In this case, the quark number density should have the same form as in the standard statistical mechanics, with the current quark mass replaced by the effective mass. i.e.,

n_i = g_i 6π^2 k^3_{F,i}. (6)

This is, in fact, the first term on the right hand side of the second equality of Eq. (4). By also considering the contribution from the down quark, we immediately get

dB = −Fdμ_u − Mdμ_d, (7)

where

F(μ_u, μ_d) =

∂Ω_u ∂m^∗_u ∂m^∗_u ∂μ_u + ∑ j=u,d ∂Ω_j ∂m^∗_j ∂m^∗_j ∂α_s ∂α_s ∂Λ ∂Λ ∂μ_u , (8)

M(μ_u, μ_d) =

∂Ω_d ∂m^∗_d ∂m^∗_d ∂μ_d + ∑ j=u,d ∂Ω_j ∂m^∗_j ∂m^∗_j ∂α_s ∂α_s ∂Λ ∂Λ ∂μ_d . (9)

Because the thermodynamic quantity should be a function of the independent state variables, the integral of Eq. (7) should be path independent [60, 61]. Mathematically, this can be achieved by imposing the following condition:

∂F(μ_u, μ_d) ∂μ_d = ∂M(μ_u, μ_d) ∂μ_u . (10)

Obviously, if the QCD coupling constant was assumed to be a pure constant as in Ref. [38], the above Cauchy conditions in Eq. (10) would always be satisfied. However, the QCD coupling is running with the quark chemical potentials. We thus need to find the condition that ensures the equality in Eq. (10). Substituting the explicit expressions for F and M in Eqs. (8) and (9) into Eq. (10) and simplifying the corresponding expression then gives

μ^3_u ∂Λ ∂μ_d = μ^3_d ∂Λ ∂μ_u . (11)

Eq. (11) is a quasilinear partial differential equation, and its general solution is an arbitrary function of μ^4_u + μ^4_d, i.e., Λ = f(μ^4_u +μ^4_d). Since the subtraction point Λ carries the dimension of an energy, we take the simplest form

Λ = C^4 √ μ^4_u + μ^4_d

N_f

, (12)

where C is introduced as a dimensionless model parameter, and N_f = 2 is the number of flavors.

In this case, the bag constant B can be obtained by a path integral as B = ∫_{(μu,μd )} (0,0)

F (μ^′_u, μ^′_d) dμ^′_u + M (μ^′_u, μ^′_d) dμ^′_d. (13)

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Considering a system composed of up, down quarks and electrons in β equilibrium achieved by the weak reactions d ↔ u + e + ν̄_e, one easily obtains the following equality

μ_u = μ_d + μ_e. (14)

Neutrinos are assumed to enter and escape the system freely, so the chemical potential of neutrinos is zero. The baryon number density n_b is defined as

n_b = 1 3 (n_u + n_d). (15)

The charge neutrality condition is also imposed on the system, i.e. 2 3 n_u − 1 3 n_d − n_e = 0. (16)

The strong coupling constant α_s, which is related to the running coupling constant g by α_s = g^2/4π, is, in fact, a function of the renormalization subtraction point Λ. In this work, we adopt the analytic QCD coupling constant proposed by Shirkov et al. at the one-loop level [62], which is written as

α_s(Λ^2) = 4π β_0 [ 1 ln(Λ^2/Λ^2_{QCD}) + Λ^2_{QCD} Λ^2_{QCD} − Λ^2 ] , (17)

where β_0 = 11 − 2N_f /3, the QCD scale parameter Λ_{QCD} = 147 MeV [63], and N_f = 2 is the quark flavor considered in the system.

For a given baryon density n_b, the chemical potentials μ_i are obtained by solving a set of Eqs. (14)-(16). Because the integrand in Eq. (13) is long and complicated, only numerical studies will be possible. Accordingly, by substituting Eq. (13) into Eq. (3), the energy density and the pressure of the system can then be derived

E = Ω + ∑ i μ_in_i, P = −Ω. (18)

A. Parameter space and equation of state of quark matter

We note that the energy per baryon of ud quark matter should be greater than 930 MeV in order not to contradict the standard nuclear physics requirement. Consequently, the stable condition and the two solar masses of compact stars usually set strict constraints on the parameter space of phenomenological models. In Fig. 2, we show the parameter space for ud quark matter in C versus B^{1/4}_0 plane, where the region above the red solid line corresponds to the allowed region for the ud quark matter.

FIG. 2. Stability windows for ud quark matter in the C − B^{1/4}_0 plane. The down-right black shaded area is forbidden, where the energy per baryon of ud quark matter is less than 930 MeV. Meanwhile, the region between the red dashed and blue dotted lines with star symbols corresponds to the ud quark matter stable region with an equation of state that can support an ud quark star with the maximum mass in the range 2.01 ≤ Mmax/M⊙ ≤ 2.08. The selected typical model parameters are indicated with solid black dots.

In contrast, the lower right shaded region below the red solid line are forbidden since the energy per baryon of ud quark matter is less than 930 MeV. In addition, the measured gravitational mass of PSR J0740+6620 [64] with a central value of 2.08 M_⊙ and a lower limit of 2.01 M_⊙ are also translated into the C − B^{1/4}_0 plane, indicated by the red dashed and blue dotted lines with star symbols. Therefore, only the region between the red solid and dashed blue lines is the stable region for ud quark matter and in which the equation of state meets the requirement that the maximum mass of ud quark stars can be as large as or even greater than 2.01M_⊙, where M_⊙ is the solar mass.

Considering the ud quark matter with the equations of state satisfying the requirement of two solar masses of ud quark stars, the parameters are set as (C, B^{1/4}_0 /MeV) = (0.5, 138), (0.5, 142), (8, 142), as indicated in Fig. 2 by dots. Fig. 3 shows the energy per baryon of ud quark matter as a function of the baryon density with the selected parameter sets. It can be seen that for the revised quasiparticle model the energy minima lie exactly at the corresponding zero pressure points, thus satisfying the thermodynamic requirement of the model. However, for the model without adding the effective bag constant as shown by the black dashed line, the energy minimum does not coincide with the zero pressure point. Furthermore, comparing the three typical lines, we find that with the increase in B_0 (C), the minimum energy per baryon increases (decreases). This is because, with increasing

FIG. 3. Density behavior of the energy per baryon of ud quark matter with different values of C and B0. The result from the model without adding an effective bag constant is also shown for comparison. It is clear that in the revised quasiparticle model, the zero pressure points denoted by circles are exactly located at the minimum energy per baryon denoted by triangles, except for the inconsistent case denoted by the dashed line.

B_0 (C), the thermodynamic potential density of the system Ω in Eq. (3) and in turn energy density increases (deceases) according to Eq. (18).

FIG. 4. Equations of state of cold quark matter in the revised quasiparticle model with different values of C and B0. For comparison, we also show the results for inconsistent case and P = E. Conventions for line styles and colors are the same as in Fig. 3.

In Fig. 4, we show the equations of state of ud quark matter in the revised quasiparticle model, and the result for the inconsistent case and P = E are also shown for comparison. From left to right, the green dotted, blue dash-dotted, red solid, and black dashed lines correspond to the revised quasiparticle model with parameter sets (C, B^{1/4}_0 /MeV) = (0.5, 138), (8, 142), (0.5, 142) and the inconsistent case, respectively. One can see that the pressure increases with the energy density without any exception. In particular, as the bag constant B_0 increases, the line moves to higher values of the energy density, whereas for a larger value of C, the line moves to a lower value of the energy density. Furthermore, except for the black dashed line (inconsistent case), the other three typical lines, representing the results obtained in the revised quasiparticle model, almost coincide at large energy densities.

FIG. 5. Density behavior of the effective bag constant with different values of C and B0. Conventions for line styles and colors are the same as in Fig. 3.

Fig. 5 shows the effective bag constant B^∗ as a function of the baryon density for several parameter sets. For comparison, we also show results, indicated by the dashed line, for the inconsistent case without any correction to the energy density and pressure. For the revised quasiparticle model, as shown by the solid, dotted, and dashdotted lines, the values decrease with increasing baryon density in all cases. This is consistent with the fact that color confinement becomes less important at sufficiently high densities.

B. Mass-radius relations and tidal deformability of quark stars

Quark stars are a class of hypothetical, theoretical compact stars composed of quark matter. Using the quark matter equation of state obtained from the revised two-flavor quasiparticle model shown in Eq. (18), one can solve the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equations to obtain the mass-radius relation for dense quark stars. The equilibrium structure of a static spherically symmetric quark star is determined by the TOV equation dP (r) dr = − GmE r^2 (1 + P/E) ( 1 + 4πr^3P/m ) 1 − 2Gm/r , (19)

and the subsidiary condition dm(r) dr = 4πr^2E, (20)

where G = 6.7 × 10^{−45} MeV^{−2} is the gravitational constant, r is the radial coordinate of the quark star, and m is the gravitational mass contained within the radius r.

FIG. 6. Mass-radius relations for ud quark stars. The maximum masses are denoted by the solid circles. Conventions for line styles and colors are the same as in Fig. 3.

Taking the equation of state shown in Fig. 3 as an input, the coupled TOV equations are solved numerically, and the obtained mass-radius relations of quark stars are shown in Fig. 6. As can be seen from Fig. 6 that the inconsistent case supports a maximum mass of about 1.56 M_⊙ and the other curves show the maximum mass about two times the solar mass for the selected parameter sets in our model. Under the assumption that the ud quark matter is more stable than the uds quark matter, the observed two solar masses of compact stars [65, 66] can be described as a 2 M_⊙ ud quark star.

Very recently, the determination of the gravitational mass of the compact star PSR J0740+6620 has been updated to 2.08^{+0.07}_{−0.07} M_⊙ [64]. Moreover, two more massive compact stars, MSR J0740+6620 [67] and PSR J2215+5135 [68], have been measured to be 2.14 ±^{0.10}_{0.09} M_⊙ and 2.27^{+0.17}_{−0.15} M_⊙ respectively. Fig. 7 shows the maximum mass and radius of ud quark stars as functions of the bag constant B^{1/4}_0 at fixed C = 0.1. One can see that, both the maximum mass and the corresponding radius decrease with the increase in C. In particular, for the given equation of state with a small

FIG. 7. Maximum mass and the corresponding radius of ud quark stars as a function of the bag constant B0 for C = 0.1.

value of C, e.g. C = 0.1, the maximum mass of a quark star composed of ud quark matter has been calculated to be up to 2.31 M_⊙. This result demonstrates the potential for ud quark stars to be more massive than neutron stars, which are limited to a maximum mass of about or greater than 2 M_⊙, suggesting that ud quark stars may be an important component of the astrophysical landscape [69].

We mention that, besides the mass-radius relation, owning to the recent detection of gravitational waves for event GW170817 [70] the measured tidal deformability also provides a stringent experimental constraints on the equation of state for compact stars [71–73]. Over the recent years, many efforts have been made to constrain the properties of quark star matter [74–83], based on the improved estimate of tidal deformability Λ̃_{1.4} = 190^{+390}_{−120} from the GW170817 event, where Λ̃_{1.4} is the dimensionless tidal deformability of a compact star with a mass of 1.4 M_⊙. The response of the quark star to the gravitational field is described by the tidal Love number k_2, which depends on the quark star structure and consequently on the mass and the equation of state of quark matter. In General Relativity, the dimensionless tidal deformability Λ̃ is related to the l = 2 tidal Love number k_2 as [70, 84]

Λ̃ = 2 3β^5 k_2, (21)

where β = GM/R and R are the compactness parameter and radius of the star, respectively. While the Love number k_2 can be expressed as [85]

k_2 =

8β^5 5 (1 − 2β)^2[2 + 2β(y_R − 1) − y_R] ×{4β^3 [ 13 − 11y_R + β(3y_R − 2) + 2β^2(1 + y_R) ] +3(1 − 2β)^2[2 − y_R + 2β(y_R − 1)] ln(1 − 2β) +2β[6 − 3y_R + 3β(5y_R − 8)]}, (22) where y_R ≡ y(R), and y(r) is determined by solving the following differential equation r dy(r) dr + y^2(r) + y(r)F (r) + r^2Q(r) = 0. (23)

Here, F (r) and Q(r) are, respectively, defined as F (r) ≡ 1 − 4πr^2[E(r) − P (r)]G f(r) (24) and Q(r) ≡ 4π f(r) [ 5E(r)G + 9P (r)G + E(r) + P (r) V^2_s (r) G − 6 4πr^2 ] − 4 [ m(r) + 4πr^3P (r) r^2f(r) G ]_2 , (25)

where V^2_s represents the squared sound velocity of quark matter, and f(r) takes the form f(r) = 1 − 2Gm(r)/r.

FIG. 8. Tidal deformability of ud quark stars as a function of the star mass for different selected parameter sets. The black shaded area represents the improved estimate of the tidal deformability Λ̃1.4 = 190^{+390}_{−120} for GW170817.

Fig. 8 shows the tidal deformability of ud quark stars as a function of the star mass, for the revised quasiparticle model with different parameter sets in Fig. 2. The vertical black solid line corresponds to the quark stars with a mass of 1.4M_⊙, whereas the black shaded area between the two horizontal orange dotted lines indicates the range of tidal deformability Λ̃_{1.4} = 190^{+390}_{−120}, measured by LIGO and Virgo collaboration in the event GW170817 [70]. Obviously, the tidal deformability decreases rapidly with increasing quark star mass, indicating that lighter quark stars can be deformed easier than heavier ones, as expected. Furthermore, as can be noticed from the plots, with the increase in B_0 the intersection of the green dashed line and the black solid line moves towards lower values of tidal deformability. More specifically, except for the green dotted line, the intersections of red solid, blue dash-dotted lines with the vertical black solid line are located in the black shaded area. This indicates that the equations of state for these two selected parameter sets can simultaneously satisfy the constraint of the tidal deformability 70 ≤ Λ̃_{1.4} ≤ 580 measured for GW170817 and the astrophysical observations of the compact star PSR J0740+6620 with a mass of 2.08^{+0.07}_{−0.07} M_⊙. In particular, we have verified that for the parameter sets located in the blue shaded area shown in Fig. 2, the corresponding equations of state can only satisfy the requirement that the massive compact stars with a mass about or even greater than two times the solar mass. While for the parameter sets taken from the region bounded by the red dashed line and the blue dotted line with star symbols can simultaneously satisfy the constraint of the tidal deformability 70 ≤ Λ̃_{1.4} ≤ 580 extracted from GW170817 and the astrophysical observations of the compact stars PSR J0740+6620 and PSR J1614-2230 with a mass of 2.08^{+0.07}_{−0.07} M_⊙ and 1.97^{+0.04}_{−0.04} M_⊙, respectively.

We close this section by noticing that the recently observed massive compact stars have already ruled out a large number of equations of state since these equations of state are too soft to support a compact star with a mass about two times the solar mass. However, there are still various ways to obtain a massive quark star. One way is to assume the presence of the pion superfluid phase in the quark star [86], since the speed of sound in the pion superfluid phase is much larger than that of normal quark matter and ordinary nuclear matter [87]. In fact, the inclusion of non-Newtonian gravity effect can also significantly enhance the mass of quark stars [73, 88].

V. CONCLUSIONS

The quasiparticle model is an essential phenomenological model for studying the properties of strongly interacting quark matter. However, the model with a mediumdependent quark mass that accounts for the strong interactions can lead to thermodynamic inconsistency problems. In particular, thermodynamic consistency limits the functional form of the renormalization subtraction on the chemical potentials. In this work, we have shown that the renormalization subtraction point should be taken as a function of the summation of the biquadratic chemical potentials if the quark’s current masses vanish in order to ensure full thermodynamic consistency. Taking the simplest form, we have studied the thermodynamic properties of ud quark matter and the mass-radius relation of compact stars in a revised thermodynamically consistent two-flavor quasiparticle model, considering the running of the QCD coupling constant. It is found that there is allowed parameter space for ud quark matter and simultaneously satisfies the recently observed massive pulsars with a mass larger than two times the solar mass, reaching up to 2.13 M_⊙.

We have also computed the dimensionless tidal deformability of ud quark stars in the revised quasiparticle model. We found, however, that in order to further respect the upper limit of tidal deformability Λ̃_{1.4} = 190^{+390}_{−120} measured in the binary star merger GW170817 event, the maximum mass of an ud quark star should not exceed 2.08 M_⊙, i.e., M_{max} ≲ 2.08 M_⊙. Although the upper limit of the measured tidal deformability Λ̃_{1.4} ≤ 580 extracted from the event GW170817 poses an upper limit on the allowed maximum mass of compact stars, our results show that there is still a range of parameter space for the revised two-flavor quasiparticle model to simultaneously satisfy the stable condition, the astrophysical observations of the massive compact star with a mass about or slightly larger than two times the solar mass and the tidal deformability of quark stars in the range of Λ̃_{1.4} = 190^{+390}_{−120}. In addition, it would be worth mentioning that if we relax the upper limit of the tidal deformability to Λ̃_{1.4} ≤ 800 [89], the blue shaded area in Fig. 2 where the equations of state of ud quark matter enable the support of the massive compact stars with maximum masses in the range 2.01 ≤ M_{max}/M_⊙ ≤ 2.08 and the tidal deformability Λ̃_{1.4} ≤ 800 reported in Ref. [89], would also be allowed.

Consistent with the previous studies using different methods [30, 31], our results on the maximum masses of compact stars in this work have revealed that there is a range of parameters that can support the existence of ud quark matter and are compatible with the observed massive pulsars with a mass about or greater than two solar masses. This has opened up new possibilities for understanding the physical properties of these incredibly dense stellar objects. It also provides insight into the potential implications of quark matter existing in the core of such massive pulsars. In this paper, only the bulk properties of the ud quark matter are considered. In fact, the finite size effect [90, 91] should be taken into account when the system is finite, such as quark matter nuggets [92, 93]. These effects can significantly alter the physical properties of a system and can, therefore, have an important impact on the results of any simulations or experiments performed. For example, a finite system may exhibit unique behavior due to the presence of surface effects or the effects of a limited number of particles. Therefore, the extension of the model to include the surface and curvature terms would be highly relevant in the near future.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

ZYL thanks Prof. Xin-Jian Wen for helpful and valuable discussions. This work is supported in part by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant Nos. 12205093, 12204166, 12105097, 12005005, and 61973109), the Hunan Provincial Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 2021JJ40188), the Scientific Research Fund of Hunan Provincial Education Department of China (Grant Nos. 19C0772 and 21A0297).

[1] F. Gross et al., (2022), arXiv:2212.11107 [hep-ph]. [2] D. Gross and F. Wilczek, Phys. Rev. D 8, 3633 (1973). [3] D. J. Gross and F. Wilczek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 30, 1343 (1973).

[4] H. Politzer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 30, 1346 (1973). [5] E. Farhi and R. L. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. D 30, 2379 (1984). [6] S. Chakrabarty, Phys. Rev. D 54, 1306 (1996), arXiv:hep-ph/9603406.

[7] F. Weber, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 54, 193 (2005), arXiv:astro-ph/0407155.

[8] A. Chodos, R. L. Jaffe, K. Johnson, C. B. Thorn, and V. F. Weisskopf, Phys. Rev. D 9, 3471 (1974).

[9] P. Rehberg, S. Klevansky, and J. Hufner, Phys. Rev. C 53, 410 (1996), arXiv:hep-ph/9506436.

[10] T. Kunihiro, Phys. Lett. B 219, 363 (1989), [Erratum:

Phys.Lett.B 245, 687 (1990)].

[11] M. Hanauske, L. M. Satarov, I. N. Mishustin, H. Stoecker, and W. Greiner, Phys. Rev. D 64, 043005 (2001), arXiv:astro-ph/0101267.

[12] D. Peres Menezes, C. Providencia, and D. B. Melrose, J.

Phys. G 32, 1081 (2006), arXiv:astro-ph/0507529. [13] D. P. Menezes, M. Benghi Pinto, S. S. Avancini, A. Perez Martinez, and C. Providencia, Phys. Rev. C 79, 035807 (2009), arXiv:0811.3361 [nucl-th].

[14] D. P. Menezes, M. Benghi Pinto, S. S. Avancini, and C. Providencia, Phys. Rev. C 80, 065805 (2009), arXiv:0907.2607 [nucl-th].

[15] E. S. Fraga and P. Romatschke, Phys. Rev. D 71, 105014 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0412298 [hep-ph].

[16] G. X. Peng, Europhys. Lett. 72, 69 (2005). [17] A. Kurkela, P. Romatschke, and A. Vuorinen, Phys. Rev.

D 81, 105021 (2010), arXiv:0912.1856 [hep-ph]. [18] G. X. Peng, H. C. Chiang, J. J. Yang, L. Li, and B. Liu, Phys. Rev. C 61, 015201 (2000), arXiv:hep-ph/9911222 [hep-ph].

[19] X. J. Wen, X. H. Zhong, G. X. Peng, P. N. Shen, and P. Z. Ning, Phys. Rev. C 72, 015204 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0506050 [hep-ph].

[20] Z.-Y. Lu, G.-X. Peng, S.-P. Zhang, M. Ruggieri, and V. Greco, Nucl. Sci. Tech. 27, 148 (2016).

[21] P.-C. Chu and L.-W. Chen, Astrophys. J. 780, 135 (2014), arXiv:1212.1388 [astro-ph.SR].

[22] B. C. Backes, E. Hafemann, I. Marzola, and D. P.

Menezes, J. Phys. G 48, 055104 (2021), arXiv:2007.04494 [hep-ph].

[23] W.-L. Yuan, A. Li, Z. Miao, B. Zuo, and Z. Bai, Phys.

Rev. D 105, 123004 (2022), arXiv:2203.04798 [nucl-th]. [24] M. Buballa, Phys. Rep. 407, 205 (2005). [25] B. Holdom, J. Ren, and C. Zhang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 222001 (2018), arXiv:1707.06610 [hep-ph].

[26] Z. Cao, L.-W. Chen, P.-C. Chu, and Y. Zhou, Phys. Rev.

D 106, 083007 (2022), arXiv:2009.00942 [astro-ph.HE]. [27] C. Zhang and R. B. Mann, Phys. Rev. D 103, 063018 (2021), arXiv:2009.07182 [astro-ph.HE].

[28] T. Zhao, W. Zheng, F. Wang, C.-M. Li, Y. Yan, Y.- F. Huang, and H.-S. Zong, Phys. Rev. D 100, 043018 (2019), arXiv:1904.09744 [nucl-th].

[29] Q. Wang, C. Shi, and H.-S. Zong, Phys. Rev. D 100, 123003 (2019), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 100, 129903 (2019)], arXiv:1908.06558 [hep-ph].

[30] J. Ren and C. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 102, 083003 (2020), arXiv:2006.09604 [hep-ph].

[31] C.-M. Li, S.-Y. Zuo, Y.-P. Zhao, H.-J. Mu, and Y.-F. Huang, Phys. Rev. D 106, 116009 (2022), arXiv:2207.07757 [hep-ph].

[32] T. E. Restrepo, C. Providência, and M. B. Pinto, (2022), arXiv:2212.11184 [hep-ph].

[33] S.-S. Xu, Nucl. Phys. B 971, 115540 (2021), arXiv:2105.00630 [nucl-th].

[34] A. Peshier, B. Kampfer, and G. Soff, Phys. Rev. D 66, 094003 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0206229 [hep-ph].

[35] A. Peshier, B. Kampfer, O. P. Pavlenko, and G. Soff, Phys. Rev. D 54, 2399 (1996).

[36] K. Schertler, C. Greiner, and M. H. Thoma, Nucl. Phys.

A 616, 659 (1997), arXiv:hep-ph/9611305 [hep-ph]. [37] K. Schertler, C. Greiner, and M. Thoma, J. Phys. G 23, 2051 (1997).

[38] X. J. Wen, Z. Q. Feng, N. Li, and G. X. Peng, J. Phys.

G 36, 025011 (2009).

[39] X.-J. Wen, S.-Z. Su, D.-H. Yang, and G.-X. Peng, Phys.

Rev. D 86, 034006 (2012), arXiv:1207.6148 [hep-ph]. [40] T. Biro, P. Levai, and B. Muller, Phys. Rev. D 42, 3078 (1990).

[41] V. Goloviznin and H. Satz, Z. Phys. C 57, 671 (1993). [42] A. Peshier, B. Kampfer, O. P. Pavlenko, and G. Soff, Phys. Lett. B 337, 235 (1994).

[43] M. I. Gorenstein and S.-N. Yang, Phys. Rev. D 52, 5206 (1995).

[44] A. Peshier, B. Kampfer, and G. Soff, Phys. Rev. C 61, 045203 (2000), arXiv:hep-ph/9911474 [hep-ph].

[45] V. M. Bannur, Eur. Phys. J. C 50, 629 (2007), arXiv:hep-ph/0508069.

[46] G. Prosperi, M. Raciti, and C. Simolo, Prog. Part. Nucl.

Phys. 58, 387 (2007), arXiv:hep-ph/0607209.

[47] A. Deur, S. J. Brodsky, and G. F. de Teramond, Prog.

Part. Nucl. Phys. 90, 1 (2016), arXiv:1604.08082 [hep- -ph].

[48] E. S. Fraga, Nucl. Phys. A 774, 819 (2006), arXiv:hep-ph/0509304 [hep-ph].

[49] A. Ipp, A. Rebhan, and A. Vuorinen, Phys. Rev. D 69, 077901 (2004), arXiv:hep-ph/0311200.

[50] E. S. Fraga, R. D. Pisarski, and J. Schaffner-Bielich, Phys. Rev. D 63, 121702 (2001), arXiv:hep-ph/0101143.

[51] C. J. Xia, G. X. Peng, S. W. Chen, Z. Y. Lu, and J. F.

Xu, Phys. Rev. D 89, 105027 (2014), arXiv:1405.3037 [hep-ph].

[52] P. K. Srivastava, S. K. Tiwari, and C. P. Singh, Phys.

Rev. D 82, 014023 (2010), arXiv:1002.4780 [hep-ph]. [53] G. X. Peng, H. C. Chiang, and P. Z. Ning, Phys. Rev. C 62, 025801 (2000), arXiv:hep-ph/0003027 [hep-ph].

[54] G. X. Peng, A. Li, and U. Lombardo, Phys. Rev. C 77, 065807 (2008), arXiv:0807.0200 [astro-ph].

[55] P.-C. Chu, Y.-N. Wang, X.-H. Li, H. Liu, and J.-W.

Zhang, Phys. Rev. C 105, 045806 (2022).

[56] P.-C. Chu, Y.-Y. Jiang, H. Liu, Z. Zhang, X.-M. Zhang, and X.-H. Li, Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 569 (2021).

[57] P.-C. Chu, X.-H. Li, H. Liu, and J.-W. Zhang, Phys. Rev.

C 104, 045805 (2021).

[58] Z. Zhang, P.-C. Chu, X.-H. Li, H. Liu, and X.-M. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 103, 103021 (2021).

[59] Z.-Y. Lu, G.-X. Peng, J.-F. Xu, and S.-P. Zhang, Sci.

China Phys. Mech. Astron. 59, 662001 (2016). [60] J.-F. Xu, G.-X. Peng, Z.-Y. Lu, and S.-S. Cui, Sci. China Phys. Mech. Astron. 58, 042001 (2015).

[61] J. F. Xu, G. X. Peng, F. Liu, D.-F. Hou, and L.-W.

Chen, Phys. Rev. D 92, 025025 (2015), arXiv:1512.08229 [hep-ph].

[62] D. Shirkov and I. Solovtsov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 1209 (1997), arXiv:hep-ph/9704333.

[63] Z.-Y. Lu, J.-F. Xu, X.-J. Wen, G.-X. Peng, and M. Ruggieri, Chin. Phys. C 46, 064104 (2022), arXiv:2202.07197 [hep-ph].

[64] E. Fonseca et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 915, L12 (2021), arXiv:2104.00880 [astro-ph.HE].

[65] P. Demorest, T. Pennucci, S. Ransom, M. Roberts, and J. Hessels, Nature 467, 1081 (2010), arXiv:1010.5788 [astro-ph.HE].

[66] J. Antoniadis et al., Science 340, 6131 (2013), arXiv:1304.6875 [astro-ph.HE].

[67] H. T. Cromartie et al. (NANOGrav), Nature Astron. 4, 72 (2020), arXiv:1904.06759 [astro-ph.HE].

[68] M. Linares, T. Shahbaz, and J. Casares, Astrophys. J.

859, 54 (2018), arXiv:1805.08799 [astro-ph.HE]. [69] C. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 101, 043003 (2020), arXiv:1908.10355 [astro-ph.HE].

[70] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 121, 161101 (2018), arXiv:1805.11581 [gr-qc]. [71] C. Drischler, S. Han, J. M. Lattimer, M. Prakash, S. Reddy, and T. Zhao, Phys. Rev. C 103, 045808 (2021), arXiv:2009.06441 [nucl-th].

[72] G. A. Contrera, D. Blaschke, J. P. Carlomagno, A. G.

Grunfeld, and S. Liebing, Phys. Rev. C 105, 045808 (2022), arXiv:2201.00477 [nucl-th].

[73] S.-H. Yang, C.-M. Pi, X.-P. Zheng, and F. Weber, Phys. Rev. D 103, 043012 (2021), arXiv:2101.11192 [astro-ph.HE].

[74] O. Lourenço, C. H. Lenzi, M. Dutra, E. J. Ferrer, V. de la Incera, L. Paulucci, and J. E. Horvath, Phys. Rev. D 103, 103010 (2021), arXiv:2104.07825 [astro-ph.HE].

[75] S.-H. Yang, C.-M. Pi, and X.-P. Zheng, Phys. Rev. D 104, 083016 (2021), arXiv:2103.05159 [astro-ph.HE].

[76] B.-L. Li, Y. Yan, and J.-L. Ping, Phys. Rev. D 104, 043002 (2021).

[77] M. B. Albino, R. Fariello, and F. S. Navarra, Phys. Rev.

D 104, 083011 (2021), arXiv:2106.12956 [nucl-th]. [78] C.-M. Pi and S.-H. Yang, New Astron. 90, 101670 (2022). [79] S.-H. Yang, C.-M. PI, X.-P. Zheng, and F. Weber, Astrophys. J. 902, 32 (2020), arXiv:1909.00933 [astro-ph.HE].

[80] J.-F. Xu, C.-J. Xia, Z.-Y. Lu, G.-X. Peng, and Y.-P.

Zhao, Nucl. Sci. Tech. 33, 143 (2022).

[81] X. Wang, A. Kuerban, J.-J. Geng, F. Xu, X.-L. Zhang, B.-J. Zuo, W.-L. Yuan, and Y.-F. Huang, Phys. Rev. D 104, 123028 (2021), arXiv:2105.13899 [astro-ph.HE].

[82] A. Kumar, V. B. Thapa, and M. Sinha, Mon. Not. Roy.

Astron. Soc. 513, 3788 (2022), arXiv:2204.11034 [astro-ph.HE].

[83] J. D. V. Arbañil, C. V. Flores, C. H. Lenzi, and J. M. Z. Pretel, Phys. Rev. D 107, 124016 (2023), arXiv:2305.13468 [astro-ph.HE].

[84] T. Hinderer, Astrophys. J. 677, 1216 (2008), arXiv:0711.2420 [astro-ph].

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

[86] S. Mao, Phys. Rev. D 89, 116006 (2014), arXiv:1402.4564 [nucl-th].

[87] Q. Lu, W.-J. Chen, Z.-Y. Lu, Y. Xu, and X.-Q. Li, Acta Phys. Sin. 70, 145101 (2021).

[88] Z.-Y. Lu, G.-X. Peng, and K. Zhou, Res. Astron. Astrophys. 17, 11 (2017).

[89] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 119, 161101 (2017), arXiv:1710.05832 [gr-qc].

[90] X. J. Wen, J. Y. Li, J. Q. Liang, and G. X. Peng, Phys.

Rev.C 82, 025809 (2010).

[91] S.-S. Wan, D. Li, B. Zhang, and M. Ruggieri, (2020), arXiv:2012.05734 [hep-ph].

[92] C.-J. Xia, J.-F. Xu, G.-X. Peng, and R.-X. Xu, Phys.

Rev. D 106, 034016 (2022), arXiv:2205.10610 [hep-ph]. [93] C.-J. Xia, G.-X. Peng, T.-T. Sun, W.-L. Guo, D.-H.

Lu, and P. Jaikumar, Phys. Rev. D 98, 034031 (2018), arXiv:1808.07655 [hep-ph].