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Second-order susceptibilities χ11
ij of baryon, electric, and strangeness, B, Q, and S, charges, are

calculated in the Chiral Mean Field (CMF) model and compared to available lattice QCD data.
The susceptibilities are sensitive to the short range repulsive interactions between different hadron
species, especially to the hardcore repulsion of hyperons. Decreasing the hyperons size, as compared
to the size of the non-strange baryons, does improve significantly the agreement of the CMF model
results with the Lattice QCD data. The electric charge-dependent susceptibilities are sensitive
to the short range repulsive volume of mesons. The comparison with lattice QCD data suggests
that strange baryons, non-strange mesons and strange mesons have significantly smaller excluded
volumes than non-strange baryons. The CMF model with these modified hadron volumes allows
for a mainly hadronic description of the QCD susceptibilities significantly above the chiral pseudo-
critical temperature. This improved CMF model which is based on the lattice QCD data, has
been used to study the properties of both cold QCD matter and neutron star matter. The phase
structure in both cases is essentially unchanged, i.e. a chiral first-order phase transition occurs at
low temperatures (TCP ≈ 17 MeV), and hyperons survive deconfinement to higher densities than
non-strange hadrons. The neutron star maximal mass remains close to 2.1M� and the mass-radius
diagram is only modified slightly due to the appearance of hyperons and is in agreement with
astrophysical observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of the properties of hot and dense strongly
interacting matter is an active area of fundamental re-
search. For some decades now the focus is on the phase
structure of the matter created in ultra relativistic heavy-
ion collisions and dense compressed matter in neutron
stars (NS). Experimental facilities as the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) at CERN and the Relativistic Heavy Ion
Collider (RHIC) at BNL have provided a lot of informa-
tion about the hot and dense strongly interacting mat-
ter. Upcoming experimental programs like the Facil-
ity for Anti-Proton and Ion Research (FAIR) and the
Nuclotron-based Ion Collider fAcility (NICA) will yield
a better understanding of the properties of such mat-
ter. In spite of extensive theoretical and experimental re-
search, the current understanding of the phase structure
of strongly interacting matter is far from complete. Lat-
tice QCD calculations show that, at high temperatures
and vanishing chemical potential, both the chiral transi-
tion and the transition from confined hadronic matter to
deconfined quark matter occurs as a crossover [1, 2]. On
the other hand, at low temperatures and high chemical
potentials, effective model studies suggest that a First-
order phase transition [3, 4] could be realized. This sug-
gests the existence of a Critical End Point (CEP) in the
phase diagram of QCD. The extension of lattice QCD to
finite chemical potentials often relies on a Taylor expan-
sion with the expansion coefficients being related to the
conserved charge susceptibilities [5]. Alternatively, a con-
tinuation from imaginary chemical potentials is employed
to extrapolate to high µB [6–8]. These methods are

needed as the fermion sign problem prohibits direct cal-
culations at high finite baryon chemical potentials. The
QCD thermodynamics at vanishing chemical potentials is
connected with the phase structure at finite chemical po-
tentials. Hence, these susceptibilities serve as important
indicators of the validity of effective models and for the
effective (quasi-)particle interactions employed in these
models. In particular, the susceptibilities have proven to
be sensitive to the density dependent repulsive interac-
tions of quarks (see e.g. [9, 10]). QCD gives rise to a rich
spectrum of hadronic states with an even richer set of re-
ciprocal interactions. Though attempts have been made
to extract the properties of these interactions directly
from scattering data [11–14], calculations of the thermo-
dynamic properties of strongly interacting hadronic mat-
ter are mostly based on phenomenological considerations.
In this paper we show how the second-order conserved
charge susceptibilities, as calculated on the lattice, can
be used to extract the features of the different hadronic
repulsive interactions. Furthermore, these calculations
are used to understand the role of these interactions for
the structure of the QCD phase diagram and for neutron
star properties.

The paper is organized as follows: the next section, II,
discusses, in some detail the Chiral Mean Field model.
Section III compares the CMF results on fluctuations
and on correlations with the lattice data. Section IV is
devoted to study the QCD-based CMF-phase structure
at low and high densities. Section IV C presents results
for the β-equilibrated ultra-high density matter and the
structure of neutron stars. Section V summarizes our
results.
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II. CHIRAL MEAN FIELD MODEL

Many effective models have been employed to describe
and interpret the lattice QCD data (see e.g. [15–19]), of-
ten based on quark quasiparticle or functional renormal-
ization group methods. These models are mainly concen-
trated on the description of QCD properties at µB = 0
on the level of partonic degrees of freedom. For these
models the finite baryonic densities are not of interest,
and the role of the confined phase and hadronic inter-
actions cannot be estimated there. Attempts to extend
lattice-QCD-inspired approaches to finite densities have
been made before, mostly based on quark-gluon quasi
particle models [20–22]. In the following, we describe
a related ansatz which attempts to simultaneously de-
scribe the hadronic and deconfined degrees of freedom
in a self-consistent approach. The proposed ansatz, the
CMF model, does not require any phase matching and
thus allows for a continuous transition from confined to
deconfined degrees of freedom while at the same time giv-
ing a proper description of nuclear matter and neutron
star matter phenomenology. To be able to make con-
clusive statements for high-density QCD it is necessary
to also study the susceptibilities of conserved charges as
done in this work, in addition to having a proper descrip-
tion of hadronic and nuclear matter.
The Chiral SU(3)-flavor parity-doublet Polyakov-loop
quark-hadron mean-field model (or the CMF model) de-
scribes the thermodynamics of strongly interacting mat-
ter on both the hadronic and quark level. The CMF
model allows us to calculate the equation of state (EOS)
of QCD matter at wide range of temperatures and densi-
ties. It incorporates major concepts of QCD phenomenol-
ogy: chiral interactions in the baryon octet [23], the full
PDG hadron list [24], excluded volume repulsive inter-
actions among all hadrons [25, 26], baryon parity dou-
bling [27], and quarks coupled to an effective Polyakov
loop potential (similar to the Polyakov Nambu Jona-
Lasinio model [17]).
The main component of the CMF model is the three fla-
vor chiral Lagrangian for strange hadronic matter first
introduced in Ref. [23]. The Lagrangian LSU(3)f consists
of the following parts:

LSU(3)f = LB + Usc + Uvec (1)

where LB describes scalar and vector mean-field inter-
actions among the ground-state octet baryons and their
parity partners:

LB =
∑
b

(B̄bi/∂Bb) +
∑
b

(
B̄bm

∗
bBb

)
+
∑
b

(
B̄bγµ(gωbω

µ + gρbρ
µ + gφbφ

µ)Bb
)
, (2)

where the index b runs through all ground-state baryons,
p, n, Λ, Σ+,0,−, Ξ0,−, and their respective parity part-
ners, N(1535)+,0, Λ(1405), Σ(1750)+,0,−, Ξ(1950)0,−.
Usc describes the potential of the scalar σ and ζ fields,
and Uvec is the potential of the vector ω, ρ, and φ fields.

The effective masses of the ground-state octet baryons
and their parity partners (assuming isospin symmetry)
read [28]:

m∗b± =

√[
(g

(1)
σb σ + g

(1)
ζb ζ)2 + (m0 + nsms)2

]
± g(2)

σb σ , (3)

where the various coupling constants g
(∗)
∗b are determined

by vacuum masses and by nuclear matter properties. m0

refers to a bare mass term of the baryons which is not
generated by the breaking of chiral symmetry, and nsms

is the SU(3)f -breaking mass term that generates an ex-
plicit mass corresponding to the strangeness ns of the
baryon. The single-particle energy of the baryons, there-
fore, becomes a function of their momentum k and effec-
tive masses: E∗ =

√
k2 +m∗2b .

This approach describes parity doubling in the baryon
octet implying a mass splitting between the baryon par-
ity partners which is assumed to be generated by the
scalar mesonic fields σ and ζ [27, 29–31]. As a conse-
quence of this nontrivial coupling, the effective nucleon
mass never drops significantly below its vacuum expec-
tation value, for nuclear saturation density it reaches a
value of m∗N (ρ = ρ0) = 816 MeV.
The chiral field dynamics are determined self consistently
by the scalar meson interaction potentials, driving the
spontaneous breaking of the chiral symmetry:

Usc = V0 −
1

2
k0I2 + k1I

2
2 − k2I4 + k6I6

+ k4 ln
σ2ζ

σ2
0ζ0
− Usb, (4)

with

I2 = (σ2 + ζ2) , I4 = −(σ4/2 + ζ4),

I6 = (σ6 + 4 ζ6) (5)

where V0 is included to ensure that the pressure in vac-
uum vanishes (i.e. Usc = 0 for T = 0 and µB = 0). The
terms In correspond to the basic building blocks of pos-
sible chiral invariants that form different meson-meson
interactions. The logarithmic term in equation (4) in-
troduced in Refs. [32, 33], contributes to the QCD trace
anomaly and is motivated by the form of the QCD beta
function at the one-loop level. In addition, an explicit
symmetry-breaking term is introduced in the scalar po-
tential:

Usb = m2
πfπσ +

(√
2m2

KfK −
1√
2
m2
πfπ

)
ζ . (6)

The mean-field vector repulsion is mediated by the fields:
ω for repulsion at finite baryon densities, the ρ for repul-
sion at finite isospin densities, and the φ for repulsion
when finite strangeness density is present. The vector
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fields depend on the respective conserved charge densi-
ties and are controlled by the potential Uvec,

Uvec = −1

2

(
m2
ωω

2 +m2
ρρ

2 +m2
φφ

2
)

− g4

(
ω4 + 6β2ω

2ρ2 + ρ4 +
1

2
φ4

(
Zφ
Zω

)2

+ 3
(
ρ2 + ω2

)(Zφ
Zω

)
φ2

)
. (7)

Similar to the effective mass mb∗ which is modified by
the scalar interactions, the vector interactions lead to a
modification of the effective chemical potentials for the
baryons and their parity partners:

µ∗b = µb − gωbω − gφbφ− gρbρ (8)

Note that the coupling strengths of the nucleons and hy-
perons were chosen to reproduce nuclear binding energies
as well as optical potentials in nuclear matter of ≈ −28
MeV for the Λ and −18 MeV for the Ξ 1.
The remaining mesonic and noninteracting hadronic de-
grees of freedom are included in a form of Hadron Res-
onance Gas (HRG) as a thermal heat bath according to
their vacuum masses.
Altogether, the baryonic interactions allow for a rea-
sonable description of nuclear matter properties. The
coupling constants of the hadronic sector and the pa-
rameters of the effective potential for these fields (see
Ref. [28] for details) are chosen such that the prop-
erties of nuclear matter are reproduced: ground state
density n0 ≈ 0.16 fm−3, binding energy per nucleon is
E0/B ≈ −15.2 MeV, asymmetry energy S0 ≈ 31.9 MeV,
and compressibility K0 ≈ 267 MeV. All fixed parame-
ters and coupling constants used in the CMF model are
summarized in Table I in the appendix.
The quark degrees of freedom are introduced as in the
Polyakov-loop-extended Nambu Jona-Lasinio (PNJL)
model [17], where their thermal contribution is directly
coupled to the Polyakov Loop order parameter Φ [35],
the quark thermal contribution reads as:

Ωq =− V T
∑
qi∈Q

dqi
(2π)3

∫
d3k

1

Nc
ln
(

1 + 3Φe−(E∗
qi
−µ∗

qi
)/T

+ 3Φ̄e−2(E∗
qi
−µ∗

qi
)/T + e−3(E∗

qi
−µ∗

qi
)/T
)
, (9)

where the index qi runs through u, d, s flavors. The an-
tiquark contribution can be obtained by replacing µ∗qi →
−µ∗qi , and Φ ↔ Φ̄. The Polyakov-loop order parame-
ter Φ effectively describes the gluon contribution to the

1 Note that we did not impose constraints on the hyperon couplings
from symmetry relations (see e.g. Ref. [34]), which could be
investigated in the future.

thermodynamic potential and is controlled by the tem-
perature dependent potential [35]:

UPol(Φ,Φ, T ) = −1

2
a(T )ΦΦ (10)

+b(T ) ln
[
1− 6ΦΦ + 4(Φ3 + Φ

3
)− 3(ΦΦ)2

]
,

a(T ) = a0T
4 + a1T0T

3 + a2T
2
0 T

2,

b(T ) = b3T
4
0 .

The dynamical quark masses m∗q of the light and strange
quarks are also determined by the σ- and ζ- fields, with
the exception of a fixed mass term m0q, which can be
understood as the contribution of the gluon condensate
to the quark mass:

m∗u,d = −gu,dσσ + δmu,d +m0u,d ,

m∗s = −gsζζ + δms +m0q . (11)

The full grand canonical potential of the CMF model is
expressed as follows:

Ω = Ωq + Ωq̄ + Ωh + Ωh̄ − (Usc + Uvec + UPol) , (12)

Ωh and Ωh̄ are the contributions from the hadrons which
are the octet and the parity partners according to LB
and the rest of the hadron list is incorporated in a form
of a hadron resonance gas. Since we work in mean-field
approximation, the kinetic term of the mesons is not in-
cluded in the Lagrangian. The mesonic degrees of free-
dom are included explicitly in the grand canonical poten-
tial as single-particle states, i.e., as a sum over the cor-
responding thermal Bose-integrals for all mesonic species
using their vacuum masses. Usc is the mean-field inter-
action potential of the scalar mean fields σ and ζ, and
Uvec of the repulsive vector mean fields ω, ρ, and φ. UPol

describes an effective gluon potential contribution as a
part of the PNJL description.
The transition between the quark and hadronic degrees
of freedom is controlled by two mechanisms 2:

1. As the Polyakov loop order parameter becomes fi-
nite, free quarks can appear.

2. Hadrons are suppressed in the deconfined phase due
to the excluded volume interactions.

The suppression of hadrons at high energy densities is
maintained by their excluded-volume hard-core interac-
tions [25, 28]. Due to the assumption of finite size the
hadrons are attributed an explicit volume term. This vol-
ume term then introduces an effective chemical potential

2 Note in an earlier version of the CMF model which does not in-
clude the chiral partners of the baryons, the deconfinement phase
transition is moderated by an additional Φ term in the effec-
tive mass of the fermions [36]. There the point-like hadrons are
suppressed by an explicitly-µB-dependent term in the Polyakov
Loop potential.
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µeff
j , which replaces the hadron chemical potential used

to calculate the thermal contributions in Ωh:

µeff
j = µ∗j − vj P , (13)

for each hadronic particle specie j. Here, P is the total
pressure of the system and the vj are the EV parameters
for the different particle species. Note that, in the pre-
vious works, the CMF model assumed only two different
values of vj , namely:

• vj = 1 fm3 for baryons;

• vj = 1/8 fm3 for mesons;

while quarks are always assumed point-like. Note that
the EV interaction scheme relates the excluded volume
parameter v (particle’s proper volume) to the hard-core
radius R as v = 16

3 πR
3 which for v = 1 fm3 yields R ≈

0.39 fm. In other words, each hadron excludes a volume
with twice its radius. These values of hard-core radius
are in agreement with the analysis of nucleon-nucleon
scattering phase shift data [37] and are important for the
thermodynamic consistency of the model.
As soon as quarks contribute to the pressure P , they
reduce the hadronic density ρi by lowering their chemical
potential:

ρi =
ρid
i (T, µ∗i − vi P )

1 +
∑

jεHRG

vjρid
j (T, µ∗j − vj P )

, (14)

where i refers to all possible contributions from baryons,
mesons as well as quarks.
In its default version, the CMF model predicts two
first-order phase transitions for isospin-symmetric mat-
ter. The nuclear liquid-vapor phase transition mimics the
transition from dilute gas of nucleons to the dense nuclear
matter, this transition is located at µB ≈ mN with criti-
cal temperature TCP ≈ 17 MeV. At higher densities, the
CMF model exhibits a first-order phase transition due
to the chiral symmetry restoration among baryon par-
ity partners [28, 38] with rather low critical temperature
TCP ≈ 17 MeV. The transition occurs due to the rapid
drop in the chiral condensates σ and ζ so the mass gap
between parity partners is reduced.
The CMF model can be applied to study neutron stars
without changing its parameters. In this case, electric
charge neutrality and β-equilibrium are imposed so the
conditions of neutron star interior are fulfilled. To model
the NS crust, which presumably consists of mostly neu-
tron rich nuclei and clusters in equilibrium, an additional
input is needed. That is done by matching the classical
crust-EOS [39] to the CMF-EOS at nB ≈ 0.05 fm−3,
such that below this density the matter is described by
the crust EOS.
In the current version, the CMF model includes a
plethora of different hadronic states, going beyond the
baryonic octet and their parity partners, to include full
hadron list. In principle that means the hundreds of dif-
ferent hadron species, with all of them having different

masses and charges, which could also have different cou-
plings to the mean fields. In this work we intend to ex-
tract some systematical properties about the hadronic in-
teractions by a comparison to lattice data and show how
then these properties will affect the models predictions at
finite µB . All other interaction parameters of the model
were constrained before and only the EV are varied as
free parameters. Thus, our results will also highlight the
robustness of the CMF approach to the changes of the
hadronic interaction properties.

III. LATTICE DATA COMPARISON

Important information about the phase structure at van-
ishing and finite baryon densities can be extracted from
the fluctuations and correlations of conserved charges
which are characterized by the susceptibilities [42], these
quantities are sensitive to the effective degrees of freedom
and their interactions. The critical regions of the QCD
phase diagram are characterized by a nonmonotonic be-
havior of these susceptibilities [43]. However, the lattice
results for vanishing chemical potentials, show a smooth
transition between two baselines, a noninteracting ideal
Hadron Resonance Gas (HRG) and weakly interacting
quark-gluon matter in the region of temperatures be-
tween 100 and 250 MeV [1, 2]. From duality arguments
it should be possible to describe this transition, up to
a certain point, in terms of a strongly interacting gas
of hadronic degrees of freedom. Such a study is usually
carried out by phenomenological models where the effec-
tive degrees of freedom and their interactions are given
as input.

Here we employ an effective hadron-quark model, the
CMF model, which already incorporates a smooth transi-
tion between hadrons and quarks. First, different second-
order susceptibilities of conserved charges are calculated
within the CMF model and a comparison with avail-
able lattice data is presented. This is done to highlight
the importance of different repulsive interactions for non-
strange and strange baryons and mesons on the extracted
susceptibilities. Thermal model analysis of experimental
hadron yields already provides indications that flavor-
dependent interactions in the EV-HRG are important to
describe the transition region properly [44]. This idea
was then further extended by a brief analysis of lattice
QCD (LQCD) susceptibilities in Ref. [45]. The results in-
dicated that susceptibilities which involve the baryon B
and strange S charges are sensitive to the repulsive inter-
actions among strange hadrons. Using the CMF model
we can study how the LQCD data can be described by a
proper modeling of the repulsive short-range interactions
represented by the effective excluded-volume sizes of the
hadrons.

The conserved charge susceptibilities are related to the
Taylor series expansion in powers of baryon, electric, and
strange chemical potentials, µB , µQ, and µS , of the ther-
modynamic pressure of matter at vanishing chemical po-
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FIG. 1. Second-order susceptibilities χ11
ij as functions of temperature T for various excluded volume parameters of strange

baryons vBS. The predictions of the CMF model, solid lines, are compared with available results of lattice QCD calculations
by the Wuppertal-Budapest collaboration [40] and HotQCD collaborations [41], blue and green colorbands, respectively. The
HRG results are also presented by the black dashed lines. All susceptibilities related to the baryon number and strangeness
show a strong sensitivity to the hyperon EV. The line which best fits to the lattice data is presented in bold for vBS = 1/4 fm3.

tentials [5]. The pressure expansion to finite chemical
potentials takes the form

P = P0 + T 4
∑
i,j,k

1

i!j!k!
χi,j,kB,Q,S

(µB
T

)i (µQ
T

)j (µS
T

)k
,

(15)
where P0 is the pressure at vanishing chemical poten-

tials, and χi,j,kB,Q,S are the conserved charge susceptibilities
which are defined as:

χi,j,kB,Q,S =
∂i∂j∂kP (T, µB , µQ, µS)/T 4

∂ (µB/T )
i
∂ (µQ/T )

j
∂ (µS/T )

k
. (16)

We limit the study only to second-order derivatives of the
QCD pressure which already provides sufficient informa-
tion to extract the hierarchy of EV sizes in the baryonic,
strange, and mesonic sectors of hadronic matter.
Throughout all following results, we assume that the size
of non-strange baryons is fixed to the size of the nucleon
vB = 1 fm3. This value is found to be in agreement
with the microscopical quantum nuclear interactions of
nucleons and is also supported by the analysis of LQCD
data [14]. The value of vB = 1 fm3 corresponds to the

proton radius as Rp = 1/3

√
3

16πvB ≈ 0.39 fm, the value

is in agreement with the values suggested by the anal-
ysis of NN-scattering phase shift data [37]. In the first

step, the sensitivity of the susceptibilities on the strange
baryon size is presented. The values of strange baryon
sizes are varied as vBS = 1, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8 fm3. The vol-
ume of mesons here is initially fixed to 1/8 fm3 as in
Ref. [28, 35] and will be varied later.
The resulting second-order susceptibilities are presented
in Fig. 1. As expected, the BB, SS, BS susceptibilities
show a strong sensitivity to the size of strange baryons in
the temperature range 150 < T < 250 MeV, which can
be considered as the transition region between hadrons
and quarks. A decrease of the strange baryon size, to
vBS = 1/4 fm3, allows a reasonable description of the
BB, SS, and BS susceptibilities.
The susceptibilities which involve the electric charge,
however, show much less sensitivity to the strange baryon
volume. Since a large fraction of the electric charge is
carried by mesons, a change in the meson EV parameter
should affect the electric charge susceptibilities. To study
the susceptibilities which involve the electric charge, we
vary the EV parameters for strange vMS and non-strange
vM mesons while vB = 1 fm3 and vBS = 1/4 fm3 are fixed
as a result of the comparison presented in Fig. 1. The
results are presented in Fig. 2 where four combinations
of meson volumes are compared, vM = vMS = 1/8 fm3

as in the default version of the CMF, vM = vMS = 1/4
fm3, vM = vMS = 1/2 fm3, and vM = 1/2 fm3 vMS = 1/4
fm3. From these parametrizations the last one, which
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FIG. 2. The same as Fig. 1, but for various excluded-volume parameters of mesons vM and strange mesons vMS. The line which
best fits to the lattice data is presented in bold for vM = 1/2 fm3 and vMS = 1/4 fm3. The EV parameter of strange baryons
is fixed to vBS = 1/4 fm3 as the best result from Fig. 1. The predictions of the CMF model, solid lines, are compared with
available results of lattice QCD calculations by the Wuppertal-Budapest collaboration [40] and HotQCD collaborations [41],
blue and green colorbands, respectively. The HRG results are also presented by the black dashed lines. The electric charge
susceptibilities show a particular strong dependence on the meson EV. Only the baryon-electric charge correlation appears to
be insensitive.

assumes a larger volume for non-strange mesons appears
to describe the lattice data best.

Consequently, the parametrization with vB = 1 fm3,
vBS = 1/4 fm3, vM = 1/2 fm3, vMS = 1/4 fm3 pro-
vides a much improved agreement with LQCD data for
the second-order BB, QQ, SS, BS, QS, susceptibilities.
Only the BQ susceptibility appears to be unaffected by
all EV parametrizations studied above. Since the BQ
combination is sensitive to the baryon charge correlations
we conjecture that the BQ susceptibility can be better
described by a change of the EV parameters of the ∆-
and N∗ baryons. This would require one or more ad-
ditional parameters related to the ∆ and N∗ repulsive
interactions, supporting the scenario of a unique EV pa-
rameter for every hadron, which are, however, mainly
unknown. Such a picture seems reasonable and it would
introduce a whole plethora of new parameters which al-
lows for the description of even higher orders of LQCD
susceptibilities.

IV. CONSEQUENCES OF THE MODIFIED
EXCLUDED VOLUMES

As discussed above, the introduction of species-
dependent repulsive interactions of hadrons yields a good
description of lattice QCD data, essentially up to an arbi-
trary order. Such a procedure, however, poses the ques-
tion what conclusions can be drawn. Instead of trying to
understand and justify every parameter, it is more con-
venient to study the sensitivity of the CMF model pre-
dictions for the high-density matter on these parameters.
In the following, we will discuss how the modified EV pa-
rameters change the phase structure of the model and the
equation of state for dense nuclear and neutron star mat-
ter. Thus, the goal of this section is to explain the con-
sequences of the modified hyperon repulsion on different
relevant states of matter: iso-spin symmetric, heavy-ion
collisions (with strangeness conservation) as well as net
strange matter. All these forms of QCD matter can be
studied in different experimental and observational sce-
narios:

1. Isospin Symmetric matter : Here one assumes that
up and down quarks (as well as protons and neu-
trons) are equally abundant. This scenario is of-
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ten studied when one refers to the ’QCD-phase di-
agram’. In particular we assume that the strange
chemical potential µS = 0 vanishes which can lead
to a finite net strangeness.

2. The EOS for Heavy Ion Collisions: This state
of matter is close to the isospin symmetric mat-
ter, but obeys an additional constraint of zero net
strangeness. This type of matter is created in
heavy-ion collisions at various beam energies where
net strangeness is conserved.

3. Neutron star matter : Neutron stars are cold com-
pact stellar objects which are composed of QCD
matter in β-equilibrium and in local charge neutral-
ity. At low densities neutrons are much more abun-
dant than protons and strangeness is not conserved,
i.e., µS = 0. The densities in the NS interiors sur-
pass several times nuclear saturation density. The
description of such matter is essential for the cal-
culations of neutron star properties and stands as
a benchmark for QCD phenomenology for a region
in the QCD phase diagram which is not accessible
by LQCD methods or heavy-ion collisions.

A. Phase structure of Isospin Symmetric matter

The interactions in the CMF model provide a reason-
able description of the nuclear ground-state properties,
such as binding energy, compressibility, asymmetry en-
ergy, and the slope parameter [35]. The changes of the
EV parameters introduced in the previous section do not
allow hyperons to appear at below and slightly higher
than the nuclear saturation density. As shown in Fig. 3
the properties of the nuclear ground state are not affected
by the change of EV parameters. The figure shows the
energy per baryon ε/nB at T = 0 for isospin symmet-
ric matter as function of the order parameter, the chiral
condensate σ/σ0. After a density of nB ≈ 0.5 fm−3 the
parametrizations start to deviate for different values of
the hyperon EV parameter (at T = 0 mesons are not
excited and the meson Bose condensation is not included
in our calculations). The nonmonotonic behaviour of the
energy per baryon indicates the presence of a phase tran-
sition with a metastable state. Note that even though a
metastable state with a small energy barrier is created,
no absolutely stable state of matter can be generated by
the appearance of the hyperons.
The effect of the modified EV parameters on the phase
structure is also depicted in figure 4. Here we show the
net baryon density nB as a function of the baryon chem-
ical potential µB for T = 0 and isospin symmetric mat-
ter. To better illustrate the position of the first-order
transition, a Maxwell construction between two coexist-
ing phases was done. For the default version of the CMF
a very weak chiral phase transition appears at µCB ≈ 1400
MeV, with a critical endpoint at TCP ≈ 17 MeV. As the
volume of the hyperons is decreased, this transition gets

0.00.20.40.60.81.0
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FIG. 3. Energy per baryon ε/nB as a function of the chiral
condensate σ/σ0 for T = 0, isospin symmetric nuclear mat-
ter. Four different parametrizations of the strange baryon
excluded volume vBS = 1, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8 fm3 are presented.
While the nuclear ground-state properties are unchanged, a
second minimum in the energy per baryon located at smaller
values of the chiral condensate, indicating the chiral phase
transition, is sensitive to the EV parametrization. This sec-
ond minimum signals a metastable state of chirally restored
matter.

slightly stronger, i.e., the latent heat and the jump in
the density is increased and at the same time the critical
chemical potential is increased. It was checked that the
value of critical temperature (temperature of the chiral
critical point) is not significantly affected by the change
of interaction parameters. Thus, the general character-
istics of the phase structure, i.e., a critical endpoint at a
very low temperature, are not changed.

The standard CMF parametrization, Refs. [26, 28, 35],
yields matter at T = 0 (assuming µS = 0), which is only
composed of nucleons and their parity partners. Heavier
hadrons as deltas and hyperons are suppressed by the
interactions. This is a result of the EV interactions in
the CMF model: hadrons are suppressed at higher den-
sities as a result of their repulsive hard-core interactions.
The quarks become the dominant degrees of freedom in
the medium. The degree of suppression depends on the
repulsion coefficient, i.e. the EV parameter. The higher
the value of this parameter, fewer hadrons will be present
as the pressure is increased. If the EV coefficient of the
strange baryons is smaller than the EV of the non-strange
baryons then the strange baryons will survive to higher
energy densities.

This allows for a distinct type of nuclear matter to emerge
prior to the transition to the quark matter. Hyperonic
matter thus appears as an additional phase between nu-
clear and quark matter. Hypermatter is a metastable
state which appears as an exotic strange form of mat-
ter [46–52].

Figure 5 shows the strangeness per baryon fS =
−(nS/nB) as a function of the baryon density for T = 0
isospin-symmetric matter. The limit for fS is 3 as then
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FIG. 4. Baryon density nB as a function of baryon chemi-
cal potential µB for T = 0 isospin symmetric nuclear matter
for four different parametrizations of strange baryon excluded
volume vBS = 1, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8 fm3. Note that no additional
phase transition appears while the chiral transition is shifted
to higher values of baryon chemical potential.

the matter would be made up completely of strange
quarks. A value of fS = 1 would correspond to Λ matter
where 1/3 of the baryon charge is carried by the strange
quarks.

The four values of the hyperonic volume are located
within the purple band which covers the possible range of
fS for vBS = 1/8–1 fm3. The dashed lines correspond to
the fraction of fS which stems from the hyperons. Since
in the scenario with vBS = 1 fm3 all strangeness is carried
by the s-quark, the blue dashed line constantly stays at
zero. As the EV of the strange hadrons is decreased, the
fraction of hyperonic matter is increased significantly. At
the density around nB ≈ 1.5–2 fm−3 The hyperons start
to be suppressed, this is a result of EV suppression when
the free quarks create a significant contribution to the
total system pressure. At very high densities, nB ≈ 20
fm−3, strangeness fraction fS for all parametrizations co-
incide, this is where the pure quark matter is produced
and all hadrons are completely suppressed. However, a
super-rich strange state fS > 1 is never produced by mul-
tistrange baryons and the strangeness fraction increases
continuously from 0 to 1, which is also the limit for a free
gas for three quark flavors.

As the metastable states observed in figure 3 appear for
systems below the critical temperature of TCP ≈ 17 MeV,
states of hyperon rich matter may survive here for an ex-
tended time. It is questionable whether such a cold and
dense environment could be created in heavy-ion colli-
sions; however, in neutron stars and their mergers this
scenario appears feasible.

10−1 100 101

nB (fm−3)
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0.8

1.0

f S
=
−n
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=n

B
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fHyperons
S

FIG. 5. Strangeness fraction fS as a function of baryon den-
sity nB for T = 0 isospin symmetric nuclear matter. The
band illustrates the range of values due to varying the hy-
peron EV parameter in range vBS = 1/8–1 fm3. The hyperon
contribution to strangeness fraction is illustrated by dashed
lines. Note, no additional phase transition or a state of bound
hyperon matter appear.

B. The EOS for Heavy Ion collisions

A direct confirmation of the equation of state at high
density from heavy-ion data would require the space-
time simulation of the collision, using the CMF model
as input. A first study in this direction was already
done for low beam energies using ideal fluid dynam-
ics [53]. However, for heavy-ion collisions it is essen-
tial to also take into account the nonequilibrium as-
pects. Early studies extracted an effective nuclear equa-
tion of state from the flow data [54]. This method can
not be directly compared with the CMF finite temper-
ature EoS. It is planned to apply the proper treatment
to take into account the interactions in relativistic trans-
port through the mean-field description at finite temper-
atures, as shown in Refs. [55, 56].

This work focuses on thermodynamic properties of the
CMF model related to heavy-ion collisions. Effects of
the different EV parametrizations may be observed in
the late stages of heavy-ion collisions and neutron stars.
The change in the repulsive properties leads to different
thermodynamic properties of the system at the chemical
freeze-out which, potentially, can be measured through
the final particle yields. The chemical freeze-out con-
ditions depend on the energy of the nuclear collision,
which allows experiments to probe various regions of the
QCD phase diagram experimentally. Since the bulk evo-
lution, at any given beam energy, is well characterized by
the produced entropy per baryon, the mapping between
the collision energy and the expansion path through the
phase diagram can be done by the chemical composition
of hadrons after the chemical freeze-out [57–59]. For sim-
plicity, we use the so-called freeze-out line for our com-
parison. Through the measured chemical composition
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FIG. 6. Collision energy dependence of baryon-strangeness
second-order susceptibility χ11

BS estimated in the CMF model
along the chemical freeze-out curve of Ref. [60] for zero net-
strangeness isospin-symmetric matter.

of particles this line provides a mapping of the collision
energy

√
sNN with temperature T and baryon chemical

potential µB at the chemical freeze-out. Here the chem-
ical freeze-out curve from Ref. [60] is used.

The strangeness-baryon cross susceptibility χ11
BS is par-

ticularly sensitive to the strange hadron EV-parameter:
we estimate the values of χ11

BS along the freeze-out line
for four different values of vBS. Figure 6 compares these
resulting CMF-susceptibilities χ11

BS with the well-known
ideal HRG results. As the chemical freeze-out is assumed
to occur when matter is quite dilute, moderate effects of
the EV interactions are observed. 3

The matter at the studied freeze-out scenario does not
produce such significant sensitivity to the EV parameters
as the lattice QCD data. In addition, for a meaningful
comparison of measured susceptibilities with our model
calculation, some elaborate simulations, taking into ac-
count effects of the finite size and lifetime of the system,
would be necessary. Thus we conclude that low baryon
densities offer for the LQCD data a good benchmark to
probe hadronic interactions. These interactions and the
related phase structure should be tested with heavy-ion
collisions in the high baryon density regime, e.g., at FAIR
facility. In addition, nuclear astrophysics offers an alter-
native venue through the study of neutron star properties
and binary neutron star mergers with their gravitational
wave signals [64–66].

3 A more elaborate scenario for chemical freeze-out which implies
two or more separate freeze-out points for strange and non-
strange particles finds that strange hadrons could freeze-out at
10 to 15 MeV higher temperatures than the light hadrons at the
highest collision energies [61–63]. A strange freeze-out at these
higher temperatures could provide stronger signals of different
EV interaction schemes.

C. Neutron stars

Observations of neutron stars provide another way to
probe the equation of state of cold and dense nuclear
matter and possibly deconfined quark matter. The CMF
model, in its default parametrization, gives a satisfac-
tory description of the properties of cold static nonro-
tating neutron stars. In particular, the mass-radius re-
lation M(R), and the tidal deformability Λ [35]. The
mass-radius relation is obtained by solving the Tolmann-
Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation [67, 68], which
uses the equation of state as input and provides den-
sity and pressure profiles of the NS. A solution of the
TOV equation relates the central density to the NS mass
and radius. The densities in the NS’s interiors can reach
several times nuclear saturation density n0. This allows
for the formation of quark cores in the interior of the
stars [64, 69–75]. These cases are not yet observed. They
could be tested in future by measurements of NS masses
and radii, e.g., with the NICER X-ray telescope [76, 77],
and by the next generation GW detectors [78, 79]. How-
ever, even in the hadronic part of the EOS the chemi-
cal composition is not well known. The assumption of
β-equilibrium implies that the matter is dominated by
neutrons at densities close to n0 and that the charge of
the small admixture of protons is compensated by the
same number of electrons 4. With increasing density,
heavier hadrons should appear. The implications of the
hyperon appearance for the NS properties is actively dis-
cussed as the ”hyperon puzzle”, (for a review we refer to
Ref. [80]), which traces back to the 1960s [81].
Furthermore, in neutron star matter, d-quarks are fa-
vorable as compared with u-quarks or protons due to
their opposite electric charge. They are easier to excite
than neutrons. Even at nB ≈ 2n0 the free quarks make
up only to 20% of the baryonic charge. In the CMF
model, the chemical composition for isospin symmetric
matter contains no free quarks for nB < 2n0, and free
quarks make up 20% of the total baryon number only at
nB ≈ 5n0.
When the hyperon volumes are treated as the same as the
non-strange baryons, i.e., vSB = vB, the hyperons in the
CMF model are suppressed by both, their higher masses
and their EV interactions. Hence, they do not appear in
neutron stars [35]. The same is true for any other higher
mass baryons which are suppressed at T = 0 by their
repulsive excluded volume interactions. In this case, the
hadronic part of the NS is only composed of nucleons and
their parity partners. The early appearance of the parity
partners, as opposed to, e.g. the Delta baryons which
have a smaller vacuum mass, is the parity doubling due
to chiral symmetry restoration. Both the N and Λ as
well as their parity partners will have a smaller effective

4 Note that we have checked that the inclusion of muons does not
alter our results in any significant way.
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FIG. 7. Particle composition by the CMF model for T = 0 matter in β-equilibrium. Particle number densities ni, over the
baryon density nB are presented as functions of baryon density, note that an additional factor 1/3 for quarks is used. Four
plots correspond to four different parametrizations of strange baryon excluded volume vBS = 1, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8 fm3. Electrons
and baryons only from the groundstate octet are presented by solid lines, quarks by dotted lines, octet parity partners by
dot-dashed lines.

mass than slightly heavier hyperons, or ∆ ground-state
baryons.

This scenario can significantly change as the EV-
parameter of the hyperons is reduced: the chemical
composition of neutron star matter is shown in Fig. 7
as a function of the baryon density. The non-strange
baryon EV parameter is fixed at vB = 1 fm3, while
the EV parameter of strange baryons is varied, vBS =
1, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8 fm3. Decreasing the hyperon repulsion
allows Λ-baryons and their parity partners Λ(1405) to
populate the NS matter, while heavier hyperons are sup-
pressed due to their higher mass. The threshold for the
appearance of the Λ corresponds to nB ≈ 0.3− 0.4 fm−3

(for all values of vBS except the largest). This is clearly
below the density of the chiral phase transition in the
CMF model. The location of the chiral transition is sen-
sitive to vBS as well: for vBS = 1 fm3 and 1/2 fm3 the
transition is located at nB ≈ 0.6 fm−3. For vBS = 1/4
fm3 it is shifted to higher density, nB ≈ 0.8 fm−3. The
transition is located at nB ≈ 1 fm−3 for vBS = 1/8
fm3. At the chiral transition, the parity partner mass
drops to the Λ-mass. Hence, Λ(1405) contributes to the

strangeness fraction similarly to the octet Λ-hyperon.

The reduced vBS-repulsion in the strange baryon sector
yields a significant hyperon fraction of the total baryon
density. If the repulsion among the strange particles is
eight times smaller than among non-strange, as illus-
trated in Fig. 7 which shows that for vBS = 1/8 fm3,
the hyperons can survive up to extreme densities of 10
fm−3 and even more. At these densities quarks are the
dominant degrees of freedom. However this type of mat-
ter is distinct from the quark matter due to the small
admixture of strange hadrons.

The appearance of the additional hyperon degrees of free-
dom leads to a softening of the NS-matter EOS. This
inevitably changes the properties of neutron stars. To
illustrate the change of the EOS due to the vBS, Fig. 8
shows the pressure P for the CMF calculations as a func-
tion of the baryon chemical potential µB as compared
with the results of pQCD calculations [83]. The addi-
tional degrees of freedom at a given chemical potential
yield additional pressure. For the values vBS = 1/4, 1/8
fm3 a significant increase in P/PSB is observed. This is
a result of the sudden appearance and subsequent sup-
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ters of strange baryons used. The respective particle con-
tents are illustrated in Fig. 7. The yellow colorband illus-
trates parametrization [82] of three-loop pQCD calculations
for pressure of cold quark matter in β-equilibrium [83].

pression of hyperons in the EOS. For vBS = 1/8 fm3 the
increase reaches the borders of the pQCD bands of confi-
dence suggesting that it can be considered as an absolute
lower bound for vBS. However, all the parametrizations
fit within the pQCD band and merge into one line at the
region of chemical potential µB > 3500 MeV where the
pQCD bands become narrow, there the baryon densities
are extreme with nB > 20 fm3. At these values of µB , as
predicted by the CMF model, the matter is composed of
free quarks only without admixture of hadrons. At the
lower values of the chemical potential the pQCD bands
permit various scenarios of hadron-quark interactions as
shown by the CMF results.
These differences of the EOS due to the possible varia-
tion of vBS change the properties of neutron stars: Fig. 9
depicts the mass-radius relations as calculated from the
Tollman-Oppenheimer-Volkov equation5, for the EOS
parametrizations discussed above. The additional de-
grees of freedom results in a softening of the EOS. The
maximum central densities reached in the CMF model lie
between 5 and 6 times nuclear saturation density. The
softening decreases the maximum mass of the NS families
by 5%, from Mmax ≈ 2.15M� to Mmax ≈ 2.05M�. The
differences appear only in the highest mass region where
the hyperons can influence the EOS. These high densi-
ties can be reached only in the most massive stars. For
all parametrizations, the calculated properties of neutron
stars, like the mass-radius relation, the chemical composi-
tion of the stars, and the tidal deformabilities are in good

5 The numerical solutions were obtained using the TOV solver
of [84].
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FIG. 9. The CMF mass-radius diagrams for four different ex-
cluded volume parameters of strange baryons. The respective
particle content is illustrated in Fig. 7. Note that the appear-
ance of numerous strange baryons only slightly changes the
mass-radius diagram, substantially affecting only the unstable
branch of the solutions.

agreement with recent experimental constraints [85–88].
Since only mergers of neutron stars yield much higher
densities and high temperatures, a study of the effects
of the hyperonic repulsion in simulations of neutron star
mergers is needed. Another worthwhile study could be
the effect on neutron star cooling: an early study of the
CMF model in the context of parity doubling showed that
the cooling curve can be reasonably well described within
this model. There, certain assumptions on the role of the
parity partners are made [89].

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The CMF model is employed to study the change of
hadronic properties and the EOS dependence on repul-
sive interactions. A decrease of the excluded volume pa-
rameters of hyperons and both strange and non-strange
mesons, as compared with non-strange baryons, leads
to an improved description of lattice QCD data of the
second-order susceptibilities χ11

ij .

The structure of the conserved charge susceptibilities in
the transition region of QCD is reflected in the complex
structure of hadronic interactions. As the hadronic inter-
actions appear to drive the susceptibilities towards the
Stefan-Boltzmann values of a free gas of quarks, it is not
possible to define a sharp transition point at which quark
degrees of freedom ’appear’ and hadrons ’disappear’ us-
ing the susceptibilities alone.

Our improved comparison to the lattice QCD data shows
that the hard-core repulsive interactions of hyperons is
systematically smaller when using a smaller hard-core
radius than for non-strange baryons. Also non-strange
and strange mesons appear to have a smaller effective
size than baryons. This provides the following scenario
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of the hierarchy of the repulsive hadronic interactions:
non-strange baryons are more repulsive than non-strange
mesons, while strange baryons and strange mesons are
the least repulsive. These results can be further improved
by attributing a separate repulsive parameter for each
hadron specie. Since recent lattice QCD calculations also
show that the ∆ and Ω baryons show a parity doubling
behavior, it will be worthwhile to extend our approach
in the future to include also the higher mass states of the
baryon decuplet.
Even though the interaction parameters between the
hadrons are changed to better match the lattice QCD
results, the phase structure at large baryon densities re-
mains remarkably unchanged. The critical endpoint of
the chiral transition therefore appears out of reach of
heavy-ion experiments.
The properties of neutron stars are only weakly influ-
enced by the hyperonic interactions, as they do get strong
at the highest densities, as can only occur in relativistic
collisions of NS. Consequently, the properties of static
neutron stars and the properties of the QCD phase tran-
sition in cold NS matter seem to be dominated by the
non-strange baryon degrees of freedom. The existence
and location of the QCD phase transition is, therefore,
constrained most strongly by neutron star observations
and their binary mergers, as well as by nuclear matter
properties, rather than by lattice QCD results.
The present analysis suggests that non-strange baryons
have an EV parameter of vB = 1 fm3, the non-strange
mesons volume is close to vM = 1/2 fm3. Strange
baryons and strange mesons seem to have smaller ex-
cluded volume and therefore are less repulsive with an
EV parameter of vBS = vMS = 1/4 fm3. As the ex-
cluded volume mechanism in the CMF model provides
the suppression of hadrons at high energy densities, the
reduction of the strange baryon EV parameter means
that hyperons will be less suppressed at higher energy
densities than non-strange hadrons.
Our study implies that the most stringent constraints for
the high density QCD equation of state can only come
from binary neutron star mergers or heavy-ion collisions.
The baryon densities reached exceed those found in
cold neutron stars and the finite temperatures allow
the excitation of the mesonic as well as the hyperonic
degrees of freedom. The CMF model provides a unique
framework to be used in simulations of neutron star
mergers as well as heavy-ion collisions, thus providing

an important link between high baryon density physical
processes and lattice QCD data.
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Appendix: Table of parameters

mπ 138 MeV gqσ -1 gρp,n ±4.55
mK 498 MeV gsζ -1 gρΛ 0

mω 783 MeV g
(1)
σN -9.45 gρΣ± ±3.63

mρ 761 MeV g
(1)
σΛ -7.62 gρΞ± ±1.816

mφ 1019 MeV g
(1)
σΣ -5.83 gφN 0

m0q 253 MeV g
(1)
σΞ -4.89 gφΛ -3.34

δmq 56 MeV g
(2)
σB 3.21 gφΣ -3.34

ms 130 MeV g
(1)
ζN -0.899 gφΞ -6.69

σ0 -93.0 MeV ζ0 -106.77 MeV V0 −(2294)MeV4

fπ 93 MeV g
(1)
ζΛ -3.49 k0 2422 MeV2

fK 122 MeV g
(1)
ζΣ -6.02 k1 4.818

m0 759 MeV g
(1)
ζΞ -7.35 k2 23.3

T0 180 MeV g
(2)
ζB 0 k4 764 MeV4

a0 3.51 gωN 5.45 k6 10−4 MeV−2

a1 -11.67 gωΛ 6 β2 1500
a2 9.33 gωΣ 8.175 Zφ 2.239
b3 -0.53 gωΞ 4.905 Zω 1.322

TABLE I. List of default parameters and coupling constants
of the CMF model.
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C. Praki, and J.-I. Skullerud, JHEP 06, 034 (2017),
arXiv:1703.09246 [hep-lat].

[31] C. Sasaki, Nucl. Phys. A 970, 388 (2018),
arXiv:1707.05081 [hep-ph].

[32] E. K. Heide, S. Rudaz, and P. J. Ellis, Nucl. Phys. A
571, 713 (1994), arXiv:nucl-th/9308002.

[33] P. Papazoglou, J. Schaffner, S. Schramm, D. Zschiesche,
H. Stoecker, and W. Greiner, Phys. Rev. C 55, 1499
(1997), arXiv:nucl-th/9609035.

[34] N. K. Glendenning, Phys. Rev. C 64, 025801 (2001),
arXiv:nucl-th/0009082.

[35] A. Motornenko, J. Steinheimer, V. Vovchenko,
S. Schramm, and H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C 101,
034904 (2020), arXiv:1905.00866 [hep-ph].

[36] V. Dexheimer and S. Schramm, Phys. Rev. C 81, 045201
(2010), arXiv:0901.1748 [astro-ph.SR].

[37] R. B. Wiringa, V. Stoks, and R. Schiavilla, Phys. Rev.
C 51, 38 (1995), arXiv:nucl-th/9408016.

[38] Y. Motohiro, Y. Kim, and M. Harada, Phys. Rev. C 92,
025201 (2015), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.C 95, 059903 (2017)],
arXiv:1505.00988 [nucl-th].

[39] G. Baym, C. Pethick, and P. Sutherland, Astrophys. J.
170, 299 (1971).

[40] S. Borsanyi, Z. Fodor, S. D. Katz, S. Krieg, C. Ratti, and
K. Szabo, JHEP 01, 138 (2012), arXiv:1112.4416 [hep-
lat].

[41] A. Bazavov et al. (HotQCD), Phys. Rev. D 86, 034509
(2012), arXiv:1203.0784 [hep-lat].

[42] V. Koch, “Hadronic Fluctuations and Correlations,” in
Relativistic Heavy Ion Physics, edited by R. Stock (2010)
pp. 626–652, arXiv:0810.2520 [nucl-th].

[43] M. Stephanov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 032301 (2009),
arXiv:0809.3450 [hep-ph].

[44] P. Alba, V. Vovchenko, M. Gorenstein, and H. Stoecker,
Nucl. Phys. A 974, 22 (2018), arXiv:1606.06542 [hep-ph].

[45] V. Vovchenko, A. Motornenko, P. Alba, M. I. Gorenstein,
L. M. Satarov, and H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C 96, 045202
(2017), arXiv:1707.09215 [nucl-th].

[46] J. Schaffner, H. Stoecker, and C. Greiner, Phys. Rev. C
46, 322 (1992).

[47] J. Schaffner, C. B. Dover, A. Gal, C. Greiner, and
H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 1328 (1993).

[48] E. Gilson and R. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 332 (1993),
arXiv:hep-ph/9302270.

[49] J. Schaffner-Bielich, C. Greiner, A. Diener, and
H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C 55, 3038 (1997), arXiv:nucl-
th/9611052.

[50] S. Scherer, M. Bleicher, S. Haussler, and H. Stocker, Int.
J. Mod. Phys. E 17, 965 (2008).

[51] J. Steinheimer, M. Mitrovski, T. Schuster, H. Petersen,
M. Bleicher, and H. Stoecker, Phys. Lett. B 676, 126
(2009), arXiv:0811.4077 [hep-ph].

[52] A. Botvina, J. Steinheimer, E. Bratkovskaya, M. Ble-
icher, and J. Pochodzalla, Phys. Lett. B 742, 7 (2015),
arXiv:1412.6665 [nucl-th].

[53] F. Seck, T. Galatyuk, A. Mukherjee, R. Rapp, J. Stein-
heimer, and J. Stroth, (2020), arXiv:2010.04614 [nucl-
th].

[54] P. Danielewicz, R. Lacey, and W. G. Lynch, Science 298,
1592 (2002), arXiv:nucl-th/0208016.

[55] Y. Nara and H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C 100, 054902
(2019), arXiv:1906.03537 [nucl-th].

[56] Y. Nara, T. Maruyama, and H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C
102, 024913 (2020), arXiv:2004.05550 [nucl-th].

[57] J. Cleymans and H. Satz, Z. Phys. C 57, 135 (1993),
arXiv:hep-ph/9207204.

[58] P. Braun-Munzinger and J. Stachel, Nucl. Phys. A 606,
320 (1996), arXiv:nucl-th/9606017.

[59] F. Becattini, J. Cleymans, A. Keranen, E. Suhonen, and
K. Redlich, Phys. Rev. C 64, 024901 (2001), arXiv:hep-
ph/0002267.

[60] V. Vovchenko, V. Begun, and M. Gorenstein, Phys. Rev.
C 93, 064906 (2016), arXiv:1512.08025 [nucl-th].

[61] J. Steinheimer, J. Aichelin, and M. Bleicher, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 110, 042501 (2013), arXiv:1203.5302 [nucl-th].

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2017.10.042
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.02852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.114030
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.01261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.12.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.12.046
http://arxiv.org/abs/1005.1176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.07.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.07.018
http://arxiv.org/abs/1401.4051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.187.345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.187.345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(92)90005-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(92)90005-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5106-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.04490
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.97.035202
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.00693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.014019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.014019
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0506234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.034007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.034007
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0609281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2004.04.027
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0310121
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0310121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.074023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.074023
http://arxiv.org/abs/0704.3234
http://dx.doi.org/10.22323/1.185.0057
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.4509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.61.045203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.61.045203
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9911474
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.72.025804
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0501254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2010.05.058
http://arxiv.org/abs/1003.3531
http://arxiv.org/abs/1003.3531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.59.411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.59.411
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9806087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01548574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/38/3/035001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/38/3/035001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1009.5239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.39.2805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.39.2805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.045208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.045208
http://arxiv.org/abs/1108.2596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.055202
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0608044
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0608044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2017)034
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.09246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2018.01.004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.05081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(94)90717-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(94)90717-X
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9308002
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.55.1499
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.55.1499
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9609035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.025801
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0009082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.101.034904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.101.034904
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.00866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.81.045201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.81.045201
http://arxiv.org/abs/0901.1748
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.51.38
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.51.38
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9408016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.025201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.025201
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.00988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/151216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/151216
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP01(2012)138
http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.4416
http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.4416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.034509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.034509
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.0784
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-01539-7_20
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.2520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.032301
http://arxiv.org/abs/0809.3450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2018.03.007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.06542
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.045202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.045202
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.09215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.46.322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.46.322
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.71.1328
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.71.332
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9302270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.55.3038
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9611052
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9611052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301308010386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301308010386
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2009.04.062
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2009.04.062
http://arxiv.org/abs/0811.4077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.12.060
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6665
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.04614
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.04614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1078070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1078070
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0208016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.100.054902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.100.054902
http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.03537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.102.024913
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.102.024913
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.05550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01555746
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9207204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(96)00198-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(96)00198-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9606017
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.64.024901
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0002267
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0002267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.064906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.064906
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.08025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.042501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.042501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.5302


14

[62] R. Bellwied, J. Noronha-Hostler, P. Parotto, I. Por-
tillo Vazquez, C. Ratti, and J. M. Stafford, Phys. Rev.
C 99, 034912 (2019), arXiv:1805.00088 [hep-ph].

[63] F. A. Flor, G. Olinger, and R. Bellwied, Phys. Lett. B
814, 136098 (2021), arXiv:2009.14781 [nucl-ex].

[64] E. R. Most, L. J. Papenfort, V. Dexheimer, M. Hanauske,
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