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Abstract: In this paper the QCD phase diagram is obtained by the crossing of two types of
effective models: the MIT bag based models are used to describe quark matter and QHD type models
to describe hadronic matter, being the use of the former something new to this kind of approach
and the latter used with improved parameterizations as compared with previous calculations. We
use the Gibbs’ conditions to establish the crossing points of the pressure in function of the chemical
potential obtained in both phases. We first analyze two-flavour symmetric matter constrained to
both the freeze-out and the liquid-gas phase transition at the hadronic phase. Later we analyse
the results for β-stable and charge neutral stellar matter and compare two different prescriptions:
one that assumes flavour conservation, so that the quark phase is completely determined from the
hadronic phase, a prescription never applied to finite temperatures before, and the other based on
the Maxwell construction, where the quark phase is also β-stable. At the end, we compute the
latent heat to find a signature of the critical end point.

Keywords: QCD phase diagram; effective models; Gibbs’ conditions; flavour conservation;
Maxwell construction; latent heat.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is currently understood that, at an elementary level,
all matter is made up of leptons and quarks. Quarks
are subject to all four fundamental forces, as they have
mass and electrical charge, which subject them to grav-
itational and electromagnetic force; they have a color
charge, which subject them to the strong force, and can
change flavour in decays, which is due to the weak force.
Quantum chromodynamics (QCD) is the theory that ex-
plains the interaction between quarks through the strong
force.

The ordinary matter, however, is formed by hadrons.
That is, under normal conditions, quarks are always con-
fined inside hadrons. The reason behind confinement re-
mains unknown and a one million dollar prize will be
awarded for the correct explanation [1]. QCD has also a
property called asymptotic freedom, proposed in 1973 by
Frank Wilczek and David Gross [2], and independently
by David Politzer in the same year [3], which says that
the binding to which the quarks are subject decreases in
intensity at small distances or high energies. This means
that in extreme situations of high energy, such as the
ones found in particle colliders or in the early universe,
or at very high densities, such as the ones found inside
compact stars, quarks can be deconfined. In fact, since
the discovery of asymptotic freedom, the idea of the ex-
istence of a quark-gluon plasma (QGP) has been increas-
ingly reinforced. The first experimental corroboration of
the existence of the QGP occurred at RHIC in 2005 [4].

From the theoretical point of view, there are still many
limitations for the QCD to be solved, which led physi-
cists to attack the problem from two different perspec-
tives: through QCD calculations on the lattice, the so
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called lattice QCD (LQCD), and through effective mod-
els. Due to computational constraints and numerical dif-
ficulties, such as the sign problem, the LQCD method
only achieves results for low chemical potentials [5–9].
This makes effective models currently the only source to
generate results that cover the QCD phase diagram at
higher chemical potentials.

The LQCD predicts the existence of a smooth crossover
around a temperature of 160− 170 MeV at low chemical
potentials, while the effective models predict a first order
phase transition at higher densities [10–12]. Moreover,
the first order phase transition must end at an unique
point where a second order phase transition takes place,
the critical end point (CEP), even though its existence
and exact location are not yet well established [13, 14].

In a previous work [15], we have obtained an estimation
of the QCD phase diagram based only on the extensions
of the MIT bag model. Towards a more realistic descrip-
tion, in this work we use two relativistic effective mod-
els to describe the hadronic and quark phases of matter.
For the quark phase, we use again an extended version of
the MIT bag model, as introduced in ref. [16], while for
the hadronic phase, the quantum hadrodynamics (QHD)
model with non-linear terms and ω−ρ interaction is used,
since it reconciles the theory with experimental results
[17, 18]. In both models the relative strength of the vec-
tor channel is fixed by symmetry group arguments, which
allows us to build a unified scheme for the strong inter-
action. The Gibbs’ conditions are used to establish the
crossing points of the pressure as a function of the chem-
ical potentials obtained in both phases [19, 20].

To reproduce reliable results, some restrictions must
be imposed when choosing the models mentioned above.
The MIT based models are used only with constant val-
ues that don’t allow stable u-d matter, and QHD based
models, in turn, are restricted to parameterizations that
satisfy well known nuclear and astrophysical properties
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[21, 22]. Other model choices are certainly possible and
depending (mainly) on the slope of the symmetry energy
and other model properties, the phase transition points
can be different.

Similar works combining two effective models to con-
struct the QCD phase diagram can be found in the liter-
ature, as for example [23], where the authors combined
relativistic mean field and the MIT bag models to ana-
lyze symmetry energy effects on the mixed hadron-quark
phase, and [24], where the Nambu-Jona-Lasinio (NJL)
model was used to describe the quark matter. NJL is a
model that takes into account chiral symmetry aspects,
which is not the case of the vector MIT bag model. In
ref. [15] we can see that they foresee different values for
the phase transition line if it is computed with the quark
matter model only. In the present study, the same can
happen.

The modified vector MIT bag model used next to de-
scribe the quark matter and the QHD parametrizations
consistent with recent astrophysical observations are new
to this kind of approach. We also compare different pre-
scriptions to obtain the crossing points, generally used in
separate studies. Furthermore the use of these two mod-
els allows us to apply the same technique to both phases,
once both models are relativistic and are dealt with at
the mean field level. Although our results are model de-
pendent, we do believe that the general trends would be
the same had we chosen different models, despite the fact
that the temperature and chemical potential values in all
scenarios are not expected to be the same.

We first obtain phase diagrams for two-flavour sym-
metric matter, i.e., we take the hadronic matter to be
constituted only by nucleons with equal chemical poten-
tials µp = µn and the quark matter constituted only
by quarks u and d with µu = µd. We then confront
these results with the chemical freeze-out line obtained
by Cleymans [25], which is known to be a pure hadronic
process, and, therefore, the freeze-out line needs to be in
the hadronic phase. The liquid-gas phase transition [26],
which is also a pure hadronic process that takes place at
low temperatures, must be confined to the hadronic part
of the QCD phase diagram.

At T = 0 we also expect the phase transition to oc-
cur at chemical potential values at least higher than
µ = 1050 MeV, as shown in [27] using Polyakov loop
formalism. In [28, 29], using NJL-based models, it is
shown that the chemical potential of the phase transi-
tion at T = 0 occurs in the range µ = 1080− 1100 MeV.
In [30], using a chiral bag model, the obtained value is
µ = 1250 MeV. Although there is no experimental ev-
idence of the maximum chemical potential which pre-
serves the hadron phase, in [31] it is pointed out that
quark matter inside neutron stars is not only possible,
but probable. For β-stable matter, using a relativistic
density functional approach, [32] indicates that the tran-

sitions should occur around µ = 1200 MeV. As done in
our previous work [15], for two-flavour symmetric matter
we assume a maximum value of µ = 1400 MeV as a more
conservative estimate.
Next we obtain the phase diagram for stellar matter,

i.e. β-stable and charge neutral matter, and compare two
different prescriptions that affect the quark phase, one
where we impose flavour conservation during the phase
transition, so that the quark matter is totally determined
from the hadronic matter [33] and the other where the
quark matter is also β-stable and charge neutral, the so
called Maxwell prescription, usually taken to build hybrid
stars [34, 35]. The prescription of flavour conservation
has already been used for T=0 [33, 36], but for finite
temperatures relevant to protoneutron star evolution, it
is something completely new.
It is important to stress that the prescriptions we have

just mentioned can only provide first order phase tran-
sitions since they depend on relativistic models within
mean field approximations (MFA) and quantum fluctua-
tions are completely disregarded. Another aspect is that
one should be aware of the limitations imposed by ex-
trapolations of stellar matter conditions to high temper-
atures. For completeness we analyse the dependence of
the results on the models used at both ends of the curve,
i.e, high temperatures and low chemical potentials and
low temperatures and high chemical potentials, but our
results at low chemical potentials and high temperatures
serve as a guide only and should be regarded with a grain
of salt.
Finally, we calculate the latent heat based on two dif-

ferent simple expressions to try to estimate the position
(temperature and corresponding chemical potential) of
the critical end point.

II. EFFECTIVE MODELS

A. Hadronic matter - Relativistic Mean Field
QHD models

To describe hadronic matter we use the Walecka Model
[37] with non-linear terms [17]. In this model four types
of mesons are included to describe the interactions be-
tween baryons; so we have the scalar σ, isoscalar-vector
ωµ, isovector-vector ρ⃗µ and strange isoscalar-vector ϕµ

meson fields. As in [18, 38–40] we also consider the ω-ρ
meson coupling terms as this term influences the symme-
try energy and its slope, resulting in Equations of State
(EoSs) that can satisfy all important nuclear matter sat-
uration properties and observational constraints. The
inclusion of the ϕ meson does not affect the properties
of the nuclear matter as it does not couple to the nucle-
ons, but it stiffens the EoSs that include hyperons. The
Lagrangian density is as follows:
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TABLE I. Parameter sets for the two models discussed in the text. The meson masses mσ, mω, and mρ are all given in MeV.
The nucleon and the ϕ meson masses were fixed at M = 939 MeV and mϕ = 1020 MeV, respectively, in both models.

Model mσ mω mρ gNσ gNω gNρ κ λ Λv

eL3ωρ 512.000 783.000 770.000 9.0286 10.5970 9.4381 0.008280 · g3σ −0.023400 · g4σ 0.0283
NL3∗ωρ 502.574 782.600 763.000 10.0944 12.8065 14.4410 0.004417 · g3σ −0.017422 · g4σ 0.045

LNLWM =
∑
B

ψB [γµ(i∂
µ − gBωω

µ − gBρ
τ⃗B
2
ρ⃗µ − gBϕϕ

µ)−m∗
B ]ψB +

1

2
∂µσ∂

µσ − 1

2
m2

σσ
2 − 1

3!
κσ3 − 1

4!
λσ4+

+
1

2
m2

ϕϕµϕ
µ − 1

4
ΩµνΩµν +

1

2
m2

ωωµω
µ − 1

4
ΦµνΦµν − 1

4
R⃗µνR⃗

µν +
1

2
m2

ρρ⃗µρ⃗
µ + Λvg

2
Nωg

2
Nρωµω

µρ⃗µρ⃗
µ, (1)

where the Dirac spinor ψB represents the baryons with
the effective mass m∗

B = mB − gBσσ, τ⃗B are the corre-
sponding Pauli matrices, gBi are the coupling constants
of the mesons i = σ, ω, ρ, ϕ with the baryon B, mi is

the mass of the meson i, Ωµν = ∂µων − ∂νωµ, R⃗µν =
∂µρ⃗ν − ∂ν ρ⃗µ − gρ(ρ⃗µ × ρ⃗ν) and Φµν = ∂µϕν − ∂νϕµ. κ
and λ are scalar self-interaction constants introduced by
[17]and Λv is the coupling constant of the mixed quartic
isovector-vector interaction. The B sum extends over the
octet of the lightest baryons {n, p,Λ,Σ−,Σ0,Σ+,Ξ−,Ξ0}
or only over the nucleons, depending on the scenario con-
sidered (see section IV).

After applying the mean field approximation (MFA),
the EoS can be easily obtained from Eq. (1) and detailed
calculations can be seen in [21], for instance.

As it is well known, it is easy to find in the literature
several parametrizations for this model, but not all of

them satisfy the constraints imposed by experimental re-
sults for nuclear matter, as shown in [21]. Moreover, it
is desirable that the EoSs reproduce neutron star masses
that are heavier than 2 M⊙, as imposed by the NICER
results for PSR J0740 + 6620 (2.08 ± 0.07M⊙ M⊙) [41]
and the recently detected PSR J0952-0607, with a mass
of 2.35± 0.17M⊙[42], yet to be confirmed.
In the present work we choose two parametrizations:

eL3ωρ and NL3∗ωρ. The eL3ωρ is the parametrization
proposed in [43] with a slightly modification to adjust
the symmetry energy and its slope accordingly to [44]
and the NL3∗ωρ is the NL3∗ parametrization proposed
in [45] with the addition of the ωρ-channel as done in
[46]. All of them satisfy the symmetric nuclear matter
properties at the saturation density and also reproduce
maximum star masses above 2 M⊙ even when hyperons
are included. The main parameters of these parametriza-
tions are presented in Table I and the main nuclear prop-
erties are presented in Table II.

We consider the hyperon masses to be mΛ =
1116 MeV, mΣ = 1193 MeV and mΞ = 1318 MeV. The
couplings of the hyperons to the vector mesons are re-
lated to the nucleon couplings, gNω and gNρ, by assuming
SU(6)-flavour symmetry, according to the ratios [47–51]:

gΛω : gΣω : gΞω : gNω =
2

3
:
2

3
:
1

3
: 1,

gΛρ : gΣρ : gΞρ : gNρ = 0 : 2 : 1 : 1, (2)

gΛϕ : gΣϕ : gΞϕ : gNω = −
√
2

3
: −

√
2

3
: −2

√
2

3
: 1,

noting that gNϕ = 0. The coupling of each hyperon to
the σ field is adjusted to reproduce the hyperon potential
in strange nuclear matter (SNM) derived from hypernu-
clear observables. We fix this potentials as UΛ(n0) =

−28 MeV, UΣ(n0) = +30 MeV and UΞ(n0) = −4 MeV
and obtain the coupling constants presented in Table III.

B. Quark matter - MIT bag based models

To describe the quark matter we choose the simple
MIT bag model [52] and a modification of that model
that includes a vector field as presented in [16]. In the
original MIT bag model the quarks are free inside the
bag and confined inside it. All the information about the
strong force relies on the bag constant B, which mimics
the vacuum pressure. With the inclusion of a vector field
Vµ, the quark interaction inside the bag is mediated by
the ω meson, in a similar way as in the QHD model with
the baryons. In [16] a self-interacting vector field which
allows more malleability on the stiffness of the EoSs has



4

TABLE II. Properties at saturation of the models eL3ωρ and
NL3∗ωρ. We present the saturation density (n0), energy
per particle (E/A), compressibility (K), and effective nucleon
mass (M∗/M) in symmetric nuclear matter, and also the sym-
metry energy (Esym) and slope of the symmetry energy (L)
at n0.

Model eL3ωρ NL3∗ωρ

n0 (fm−3) 0.156 0.150
E/A (MeV) 16.2 16.3
K (MeV) 256 258
M∗/M 0.69 0.59
Esym (MeV) 32.1 30.7
L (MeV) 66 42

TABLE III. Hyperon-σ coupling constants adjusted to repro-
duce the hyperon potential in SNM derived from hypernuclear
observables.

Model gΛσ/gNσ gΣσ/gNσ gΞσ/gNσ

eL3ωρ 0.610 0.406 0.269
NL3∗ωρ 0.613 0.461 0.279

also been added. However, in the present study, we opted
not to include this term as its influence is barely notice-
able for relatively low densities. The Lagrangian density
of the model follows:

LMIT =
∑
q

{
ψq

[
γµ(i∂µ − gqqV Vµ)−mq

]
ψq

+
1

2
m2

V VµV
µ −B

}
Θ(ψqψq)−

1

2
ψqψqδS , (3)

where the Dirac spinor ψq represents the quark with mass
mq, gqqV the coupling constant, and mV the mass of the

meson. Θ(ψqψq) is a Heaviside function that ensures
that the quarks are confined inside the bag and δS is a
Dirac function that guarantees continuity of the fields of
the quarks on the surface of the bag. If we take gqqV =
mV = 0 we obtain the original MIT bag model. Using
mean field approximation we easily obtain the EoS. For
more details, the interested reader can see reference [16].

In all cases we choose the quark masses as being mu =
md = 4 MeV and ms = 95 MeV [53]. The meson mass
mV is the same as the ω meson mass mω considered in
the QHD models.

As we have done in the hadronic phase, for the relation
between the coupling constants we opt to use the ones
obtained via symmetry group, which allows us to build
an unified scheme for the strong interaction. In such
approach we have

gssV =
2

5
guuV =

2

5
gddV ,

as done in [16]. We also define GV = (guuV /mV )
2 and

choose here GV = 0.05 fm2, GV = 0.1 fm2 and GV =
0.3 fm2.

As for the bag pressure value, we choose a temperature-
dependent bag model in order to be able to obtain higher

transition temperatures at low chemical potentials and at
the same time maintain the transition chemical potentials
at low temperatures within a certain range. More details
on this discussion can be seen in [15] and [54]. So, the B
in Eq. 3 is substituted by:

B(T ) = B0

[
1 +

(
T

T0

)4
]
, (4)

where T0 is adjusted to reproduce the LQCD and freeze-
out (pseudo) critical temperature at zero chemical po-

tential. Thus we use T0 = 131 MeV for B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV

and T0 = 155 MeV for B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV. As for the

values of B0, we choose B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV, which is

the lowest value within the stability window [16, 55]
that satisfies the Bodmer-Witten conjecture [56, 57], and

B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV, which is outside the stability window,

but allows us to satisfy another constraint that will be-
come clear latter on.

III. CONDITIONS FOR PHASE COEXISTENCE
- GIBBS’ CONDITIONS

Two states of matter which can exist simultaneously in
equilibrium with each other and in contact are described
as different phases. The equilibrium conditions can be
used to determine when the transition from one phase to
another occurs. For the two phases to be in equilibrium
it is necessary that, first of all, their temperatures are
the same. Also, as the forces exerted by the two phases
on each other at their surface of contact must be equal
and opposite, the pressures have also to be equal. And,
finally, the chemical potentials have to be identical [19].
As in our case the two phases considered are the

hadronic phase (H) and the quark phase (Q), we can
write:

TH = TQ = T,

PH = PQ = P0 (5)

µH(P0, T ) = µQ(P0, T ) = µ0,

These are the necessary conditions for thermodynamic
equilibrium of the hadronic and quark phases, also called
Gibbs’ conditions. The detailed calculation of the rele-
vant physical quantities can be easily found in the lit-
erature for both the hadronic (ref. [21, 24, 37]) and the
quark (ref. [15, 16] phases. The total baryonic chemical
potential for the hadron (µH) and the quark (µQ) phases
are given in terms of its individual constituents [58]:

µH
B =

(
∑

H nHµH +
∑

l nlµl)∑
H nH

,

µQ
B =

3(
∑

Q nQµQ +
∑

l nlµl)∑
Q nQ

, (6)
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where H, l and Q stand for hadrons, leptons and quarks,
respectively. It is also worth emphasizing that due to
the model limitations and the prescriptions we use, Eq. 5
gives rise to a first order phase transition, while a more
realistic approach should reproduce a smooth crossover
at low chemical potentials [10, 11]. In the last section of
this paper, we analyse possible ways to limit the temper-
ature and chemical potentials at which the critical end
point is reached and hence, define the limits of our cal-
culation.
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FIG. 1. Relation between pressure and chemical potential
for the hadron (dashed lines) and quark (solid lines) phases,
respectively, described by the eL3ωρ parametrization and

B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV considering three different temperatures.

Both phases are of symmetric matter. The red dots are the
points where the Gibbs’ conditions are satisfied.

In Fig. 1 we show examples where the Gibbs’ condi-
tions are met for various temperatures. In this case we
use symmetric matter for both phases, with µn = µp for
the hadron phase and µu = µd for the quark phase, but
in the present work we will also explore constructions
using stellar matter, i.e., a charge neutral matter in β-
equilibrium, as already explained in the Introduction of
the paper. In all cases, the phase transition points are
found as shown in Fig. 1.

IV. DIFFERENT MATTER HYPOTHESES

Here we discuss the conditions that we impose to the
hadronic matter before it goes through a first order phase
transition and also the sort of conservation that we im-
pose when the transition occurs.

A. Based on symmetric matter

The first situation we consider is a two-flavour sym-
metric matter where the nucleons have equal chemical
potentials (µn = µp) as well as the quarks (µu = µd).

The main reason to consider this scenario is to adjust
our parametrizations in order to satisfy the constraints

imposed by the chemical freeze-out line [25], which, as
being a pure hadronic process, needs to be in the hadronic
phase.

B. Based on stellar matter

Stable neutron and quark stars are normally described
by zero temperature matter, but temperatures up to
T = 50 MeV can be important in the early moments
of the star as the cooling of a newborn neutron star by
neutrino diffusion takes a few seconds [59]. For higher
temperatures we do not expect β-stable matter [60, 61],
nevertheless here we extend our study beyond the tem-
perature of T = 50 MeV for educational purposes.
For a description of neutral and stable stellar mat-

ter we include a non-interacting lepton gas to both the
hadronic matter and the quark matter. For that, we add
the following Lagrangian density to Eqs. (1) and (3):

Ll =
∑
l

ψl(iγ
µ∂µ −ml)ψl, (7)

where the sum extends over the leptons e− and µ− with
mass me− = 0.511 MeV and mµ− = 105.66 MeV, respec-
tively [53].
Furthermore, as neutron stars present internal densi-

ties that can be up to 10 times higher that the nuclear sat-
uration density, the onset of hyperons is expected because
their appearance is energetically favorable as compared
with the inclusion of more nucleons in the system [62],
and so, here we add the six lightest hyperons to hadron
matter so that the sum in Eq. (1) extends over the baryon
octet. Nevertheless, at the end of this work we also ob-
tain diagrams for stellar matter without strangeness so
then, in this case, the sum in Eq. (1) extends only over
the nucleons.
We also have to impose β-equilibrium and electric

charge neutrality to the hadronic matter:

µB = µn − qB µe and µe− = µµ− , (8)

np + nΣ+ = ne− + nµ− + nΣ− + nΞ− . (9)

Next we consider two scenarios. In the first one we im-
pose flavour conservation at the point of the phase tran-
sition, so that the quark phase is completely determined
from the initial hadronic matter through the bond:

yq =
1

3

∑
i

nqiyi, (10)

where i = n, p,Λ,Σ−,Σ0,Σ+,Ξ−,Ξ0, yi = ni/nB , be-
ing ni the baryon density of baryon i and nB the total
baryon density, and nqi the number of quarks with flavour
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q that constitute baryon i [63]. Thus, it is generally as-
sumed that under certain circumstances, the electrically
neutral and in chemical equilibrium hadronic matter is
metastable and can be converted into an energetically
favored deconfined quark phase. Due to the imposition
shown in Eq. 10, this matter will not be in β-equilibrium
[33, 36].

Within this scenario we also briefly analyze two sub-
scenarios. One where the lepton fraction, defined as the
fraction between lepton density and the baryonic den-
sity of each phase is preserved at the point of the phase
transition and the other where we have the same lepton
density, and consequently same energy density and pres-
sure, for both phases at the point of the hadron-quark
phase transition.

We also consider a second scenario, where we do not
impose flavour conservation, but charge neutrality and
chemical equilibrium to both phases, so that we have, for
the quark matter:

µs = µd = µu + µe and µe− = µµ− , (11)

ne + nµ =
1

3
(2nu − nd − ns). (12)

This second scenario is the so called Maxwell construc-
tion (or prescription), most commonly used to construct
the EoSs to describe hybrid stars, as done, for instance,
in [58].

V. PHASE DIAGRAMS

In this section we present the results first for two-
flavour symmetric matter and then for stellar matter.

A. Symmetric Matter

In Fig. 2 we present the phase diagrams obtained con-
sidering two-flavour symmetric matter for both phases,
with µn = µp and µd = µu. In each graphic we
present three curves, one where we use the NL3∗ωρ
parametrization (blue line) and other where we use the
eL3ωρ parametrization (purple line) in combination with
the MIT bag model and we also present the curve ob-
tained using only the MIT bag model (red line), i.e.,
at this last one, instead of constructing the phase dia-
gram with two models, quark matter pressure is simply
set to be zero (see ref. [15], for details). The graph-
ics at the top are obtained using a bag pressure value

B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV and for the ones at the bottom we use

B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV. From left to right we vary the value of

the vector channel of the MIT bag model where we use
GV = 0.0, GV = 0.05 fm2 and GV = 0.1 fm2.

We first take a look at the region of low chemical po-
tentials. As can be seen, all curves converge more or
less to the same point, so that the maximum tempera-
tures (by maximum temperature Tmax we mean merely
the highest temperature where we are able to satisfy the
phase transition conditions at µ→ 0) obtained are above
the freeze-out line. This happens because we choose the
values of T0 exactly to satisfy the restrain imposed by
the LQCD and freeze-out results, which states that the
temperatures at very low chemical potentials should be
around T = 168 MeV. In [54] we have already verified
that the maximum temperature obtained depends only
on the bag pressure value: the higher the B1/4, the higher
the maximum temperature. The same conclusion can be
drawn here. Following, it is interesting to note that the
low chemical potential results obtained using the com-
bination of the two models are the same as the results
using only the quark model. That is because the Gibbs’
conditions at this region are met at very low pressures
(P0 ≤ 5 MeV/fm3), as can be seen in Fig. 1, and so, as
the condition for phase transition when using only the
MIT bag model is P = 0, it comes with no surprise that
this results are very much alike. The same is true when
we use a bag pressure value with no dependence on the
temperature, as done in [54].

Now we look at the region of the diagrams of high
chemical potentials, i.e., T → 0. We see that the results
are different for each parametrization. Let us first an-
alyze the effect of the different MIT bag based model
parametrizations. The most evident effect is that a
higher bag pressure value results in a higher chemical
potential. This follows what happens when using only
the MIT model, a case easy to understand: in the equa-
tion for the pressure, the value of the Bag subtracts from
the value of the pressure of the quarks (likewise, the me-
son ω when GV ̸= 0) and so, the higher the Bag value
the higher must the contribution for the pressure coming
from the quarks be in order to meet the condition for
phase transition (P = 0) and, consequently, the chem-
ical potential is also higher. When we use two models
the increase in the chemical potential is even greater be-
cause the Gibbs’ conditions are met at pressures higher
than zero (P0 > 0) so that the pressure realized by the
quarks and ω meson is even higher, which also increases
the chemical potential at the transition point µ0.

The inclusion and increase of the GV value also follows
what happens when we use only one model, the higher
its value, the higher the chemical potential. As already
stated in [15], the vector field causes an additional repul-
sion between the quarks, increasing the chemical poten-
tial of the phase transition. And again, as P0 > 0, the
effect when using two models is increased, so much so
that here we use smaller values for GV than used in our
previous work [15].

As for the influence of the different parametrizations
of the QHD based model, we can see that the eL3ωρ
parametrization always results in higher chemical poten-
tials, and, as the NL3∗ωρ is a stiffer EoS, we conclude



7

TABLE IV. Chemical potentials (µmax) at T = 0 for all combinations of parametrizations considering symmetric matter.
The first line corresponds to the results obtained with the MIT based bag models only, where the phase transition criterion is
just the value of the chemical potential where the pressure goes to zero, as done in [15]. All values are given in MeV

Models B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV B

1/4
0 = 148 MeV

+ GV = 0.05 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 148 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.05 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2

- µmax = 936 µmax = 948 µmax = 959 µmax = 1043 µmax = 1060 µmax = 1075
NL3∗ωρ µmax = 976 µmax = 1084 µmax = 1212 µmax = 1260 µmax = 1345 µmax = 1441
eL3ωρ µmax = 1197 µmax = 1434 µmax = 1655 µmax = 1431 µmax = 1592 µmax = 1783
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FIG. 2. Phase diagrams for two-flavour symmetric matter considering the NL3∗ωρ and eL3ωρ parametrizations for the hadronic
matter and different MIT bag based models for two temperature dependent bag B(T ) values for the quark matter. The Cleym.
line is the experimental freeze-out [25] and L-G is the region where we expect a liquid-gas phase transition [26]. The red lines
correspond to the results obtained with the MIT based bag models only, where the phase transition criterion is just the value
of the chemical potential where the pressure goes to zero, as done in [15].

the same as already noticed in [54], a stiffer hadron EoS
results in a lower chemical potential.

The behavior of the diagrams at low temperatures is
not so smooth, as we can observe an abrupt increase of
the chemical potential, especially when using a bag pres-
sure value of 148 MeV. This happens because the lower
the temperature, the smaller the change in the graphs of
µ x P for different temperatures. And more so, at lower
temperatures the curves for the hadron and the quark
phases are very close to each other. As a result, a small
change in the temperature makes the crossing point of
the lines take a big leap resulting in an abrupt change in
the chemical potential on the phase diagram.

In Table IV we present the values of the maximum

chemical potential obtained for each combination of
parametrizations used in Fig. 2. By maximum chemical
potential µmax we mean the chemical potential where
a phase transition at T = 0 takes place. Only a few
combinations of parametrizations result in a chemical
potential within the range 1050 ≤ µ ≤ 1400 MeV,
namely: NL3∗ωρ in combination withB1/4 = 148 MeV +
GV = 0.05 fm2 and GV = 0.1 fm2 and B1/4 = 165 MeV
+ GV = 0.0 and GV = 0.05 fm2 and eL3ωρ in com-
bination with B1/4 = 148 MeV. When using only the
MIT based model the results for B1/4 = 165 MeV +
GV = 0.05 fm2 and GV = 0.1 fm2 are also within this
range.
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As we chose T0 in order to obtain higher temperatures
at low chemical potentials, we are able to obtain a max-
imum temperature around T = 168 MeV in all combina-
tions of parametrizations, but we are only able to fit the
freeze-out line entirely inside the confined (hadron) phase

for the combinations that include a B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV

and a QHD based model. Which means that we were
able to obtain only two combinations of parametriza-
tions that satisfy both constraints for low and high tem-

peratures: NL3∗ωρ + B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV and NL3∗ωρ +

B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV + GV = 0.05 fm2.

B. Stellar Matter

Here we present the results for charge neutral matter in
β-equilibrium for two scenarios, one considering flavour
conservation, which results in quark matter that is not
in β-equilibrium, and another with no flavour conserva-
tion where both phases are in β-equilibrium, a typical
Maxwell prescription used to construct hybrid stars, as
done in [43], for example. But first we analyze the results
for a sub-scenario within the scenario of flavour conser-
vation, where we analyze different prescriptions for the
lepton matter during the phase transition. In the first
one, the lepton fraction, defined as the fraction between
lepton density and the baryonic density of each phase is
preserved at the point of the phase transition and in the
other one, the lepton density is taken to be the same,
and consequently the same energy density and pressure
are obtained, for both phases at the point of the hadron-
quark phase transition. In Fig. 3 we compare the two
prescriptions.

As the different prescriptions only affect the quark
phase, we choose here to present the results from only
one of the QHD based model, namely, the NL3∗ωρ, and
vary the MIT based model parametrizations. As can be
seen, the differences are very small. They are greater

for the bag pressure value of B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV (blue

lines) than for the B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV (red lines), and

also decrease with the increase of the GV constant. But
for all parametrizations the prescription considering the
lepton fraction equal at both phases at the transition
point (solid lines) is the one where the chemical poten-
tials are always slightly higher. Because of the imposition
of flavour conservation and the Gibbs’ conditions as cri-
teria for the phase transition, there is an increase of the
baryon density at the point of the phase transition, so,
in the sub-scenario where we impose the lepton fraction
conservation this means also an increase, in the same pro-
portion, of the lepton density, which, in turn, means an
increase in the chemical potential. As the contribution
to the chemical potential from the leptons is very small,
these differences are also very small.

From this sub-scenario we choose the one where there
is a conservation of the lepton fraction at the point of the

phase transition because, in this case, the charge neutral-
ity is also preserved. This approach is contrary to what
was done in [64].

In the following we present in Fig. 4 the phase dia-
grams for stellar matter and compare the results con-
sidering flavour conservation (top) and the Maxwell pre-
scription (bottom). The blue lines are the ones where we
use the NL3∗ωρ parametrization, the purple ones are for
the eL3ωρ parametrization and the red ones we use to
display, again, also the results obtained using only the
MIT based models where, in this case, the quark matter
is always β-stable. Furthermore, the solid lines stand for

the results using a bag pressure value B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV

and the dashed lines for B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV. The value of

GV increases from 0 to 0.3 fm2 from left to right.

As expected, the general behavior is the same as ob-
served in Fig. 2 for symmetric matter. For both prescrip-
tions, only the bag pressure value dictates the maximum
temperature obtained for µ → 0. At low temperatures,
the maximum chemical potential depends largely on the
bag pressure value, but also on the inclusion or not of
the vector field to the bag model and the parametriza-
tion chosen for the QHD model.

As done above, we analyse first the region of low chem-
ical potentials. At this region we have Tmax = 129 MeV

for B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV and Tmax = 138 MeV for B

1/4
0 =

165 MeV no matter the QHD parametrization, if we add
the vector channel to the MIT model or not or even if
we use the prescription of Maxwell or of flavour conser-
vation. Which is different from what happened in Fig. 2,
where the results for Tmax are more or less the same, i.e.
around Tmax = 168 MeV, no matter the value of B0, but
that is because we used the symmetric matter to chose
the values of T0 in Eq. 4 exactly so that the maximum
temperatures where around this value. Here, as we are
not able to reach the same Tmax, the maximum values of
B(T ) are different for each value of B0, which, in turn,
means that the maximum temperatures here are also dif-
ferent and depend on the value of B0. Also differently
from what happened with symmetric matter, here the
results for Tmax do not match the results obtained via
MIT based model alone. This is so, for both prescrip-
tions, because the crossing of the curves µ × P occurs
at pressures that are not so close to zero as in the sym-
metric matter case. At the same time, these pressures
are low enough so that they fall in a region where the
hadronic EoSs for stellar matter are stiffer than the ones
for symmetric matter, and so we have again that a softer
hadronic EoS favors the hadron phase.

Now we analyse the region at low temperatures. Here,
as for the symmetric matter, the results are different
for each combination of parametrizations and they also
change depending on the prescription used, either flavour
conservation or Maxwell construction. The maximum
chemical potentials obtained for each combination of
parametrizations are presented in Table V.
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FIG. 3. Comparison between two different prescriptions for the lepton matter in the quark phase for strange stellar matter
considering flavour conservation. Here we present the results for the NL3∗ωρ and different parametrizations for the MIT based
model. The solid lines represent the prescription of lepton fraction conservation and the dashed lines represent the prescription
of lepton density conservation.
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FIG. 4. Phase diagrams for strange stellar matter considering the NL3∗ωρ and eL3ωρ parametrizations for the hadronic matter
and different MIT bag based models for two temperature dependent bag B(T ) values for the quark matter. At the top we use
the prescription of the flavour conservation and at the bottom the of Maxwell.

Let us first scrutinize the effect of the different MIT
bag based model parametrizations at this region of low
temperatures. We notice that the effect of GV here, in
stellar matter, causes smaller changes in the µmax, which
allows us to increase the values up to 0.3 fm2. Neverthe-
less the qualitative results are the same: the higher the
values for GV the higher are the results for µmax. We
can still compare the results between symmetric matter
and stellar matter when using the same parametrizations,
namely, when GV = 0 and GV = 0.1 fm2. In doing so we

see very clearly that there is a reduction in the values of
chemical potentials at T = 0 here, being this reduction
even greater when we use the Maxwell prescription. This

reduction also grows with the value of GV and B
1/4
0 and

is also greater when using the eL3ωρ than when using
the NL3∗ωρ parametrization.
Being that the quark EoSs for symmetric matter are

always stiffer than the ones for stellar matter and that
the ones for stellar matter resulting from the flavour con-
servation prescription are stiffer that the β-stable and
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TABLE V. Chemical potentials (µmax) at T = 0 for all combinations of parametrizations considering strange stellar matter.
The first line corresponds to the results using the MIT based bag models only, where the phase transition criterion is just the
value of the chemical potential where the pressure goes to zero, as done in [15]. All values are given in MeV.

Models B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV B

1/4
0 = 148 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 148 MeV

+ GV = 0.3 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.3 fm2

- µmax = 867 µmax = 884 µmax = 915 µmax = 962 µmax = 986 µmax = 1027

flavour conservation
NL3∗ωρ µmax = 960 µmax = 1089 µmax = 1268 µmax = 1192 µmax = 1253 µmax = 1462
eL3ωρ µmax = 959 µmax = 1181 no crossing µmax = 1225 µmax = 1324 no crossing

Maxwell prescription
NL3∗ωρ µmax = 867 µmax = 884 µmax = 915 µmax = 967 µmax = 1012 µmax = 1142
eL3ωρ µmax = 867 µmax = 884 µmax = 915 µmax = 967 µmax = 1013 µmax = 1727

charge neutral ones, in general, stiffer quark EoSs favor
the hadron phase. The same is true when we compare
the results for different values of GV , as higher values of
GV result in higher values for µmax and also increase the
stiffness of the EoS, the same behaviour found in sym-
metric matter. The increase of the bag pressure value

B
1/4
0 also results in higher values of µmax, but it softens

the EoS, as we already pointed out in [54] for symmetric
matter. So, to summarize, stiffer quark EoSs always fa-
vor the hadron phase, unless we change the value of the

Bag constant B
1/4
0 and then the opposite is true, a softer

quark EoS favors the hadron phase.

An interesting aspect to analyse when comparing the
results at low temperatures obtained from the two dif-
ferent prescriptions is their behavior in relation to the
results obtained via MIT bag based model alone. As it
is very clear from Fig. 4 and Table V, when we use the
prescription of flavour conservation the results are quite
different, whereas when using the Maxwell prescription
the diagrams generally converge to the same µmaxs. First
we have to point out that the diagrams obtained via MIT
bag based model alone (red lines) presented at the top
and at the bottom of Fig. 4 are the same, i.e., of β-stable
and charge neutral quark and lepton matter. Now, when
we use a QHD+MIT models, with the flavour conserva-
tion the hadronic phase completely determines the quark
phase through the bond given by Eq. 10. The quark mat-
ter at the phase transition point is not yet β-stable, and,
adding to that, in this case, we have P0s that are not so
close to zero, so, it is not surprising that the results for
this prescription are different from the ones obtain only
with the MIT based model. When using the Maxwell
prescription, however, we have a quark matter at the
phase transition point that is β-stable, and, when the
the Gibbs’ conditions at this region are met at very low
pressures (P0 ≤ 5 MeV/fm3), we get µmaxs very similar
to the ones obtained via MIT alone. When the P0s start
to get higher, also the µmaxs grow.

As for the effects of the different QHD model
parametrizations at this region of low temperatures, we
can see that they are not so preponderant here as for
the symmetric matter and are the smallest when using
the Maxwell prescription. But, whenever there is a dif-

ference, the µmaxs for the eL3ωρ are the highest and in
some cases, we were not able to find crossings at T = 0,
as for example, the case with GV = 0.3 fm2 and this
QHD parametrization. The reason for this behaviour is
the fact that the onset of the hyperons softens the EoS
in the hadronic phase, while the GV monotonically stiff-
ens the EoS of the quark phase. At very high density
we expect that the quark phase becomes non-interacting,
therefore the contribution of the Dirac sea can no longer
be neglected.

To finalize the analysis of the results in this region of
low temperatures we point out that we obtain results for
µmax within a range of 1000 MeV from the µ = 1200 MeV
indicated in [32] for β-stable matter and various combi-
nations of parametrizations when using the prescription
of flavour conservation, namely, for NL3∗ωρ in combi-

nation with B
1/4
0 = 148 + GV = 0.3 fm2, B

1/4
0 = 165

+ GV = 0 and B
1/4
0 = 165 + GV = 0.1 fm2 and for

eL3ωρ in combination with B
1/4
0 = 148 + GV = 0.1 fm2

and B
1/4
0 = 165 + GV = 0, but only for one com-

bination of parametrizations when using the Maxwell
prescription, namely, for NL3∗ωρ in combination with

B
1/4
0 = 165 + GV = 0.3 fm2. So, considering the MIT

parametrizations, only two, the ones with B
1/4
0 = 148,

are within the stability window and are able to describe
stable strange matter [16]. However, in order to construct
hybrid stars, parametrizations outside the stability win-
dow are preferable to avoid that once the phase transition
starts, the entire star converts to a strange quark star. In
[58] we constructed hybrid stars using the original L3ωρ
parametrization (a slight different paramaetrization than
the one used here) for the QHDmodel and the MIT based
model.

We could improve the results at this region by adding
also a quartic term to the MIT vector model, as done
in [15, 16]. Using the very small value of b4 = 2 we are
able to obtain crossings at T=0 for the two cases pointed
out in table V where we did not obtain results without
this term, although the values for the µmax, and also the
pressure, would still be very high. Choosing higher values
for b4 we can adjust the values of µmax without altering
the values of Tmax and, the higher the value of GV the
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higher is the affect of this term, as already shown in [15].

C. Testing different hypotheses

In this section we take a better look at the differences
occurring due to the different matter hypothesis and pre-
scription imposed along this work. In order to do so
we choose only two different combination of parametriza-
tions and plot all results in Fig. 5. We also include the
results for stellar matter with no strange matter, i.e.,
with no hyperons and strange quarks (dashed lines).
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FIG. 5. Phase diagrams for all different matter hypothesis and
prescriptions for phase transition used in this work consider-
ing the NL3∗ωρ parametrization for the hadronic phase and

B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV + GV = 0.1 fm2 (top) and B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2 (bottom) for the quark phase. We also in-
clude the results for stellar matter with no strange matter
(dashed lines). The points presented on the bottom diagrams
correspond to the ones where the latent heat L|S goes to zero
(see section VI) and may correspond to the critical end points.

As already pointed out above and is more evident here,
the maximum temperature for strange stellar matter de-
pends only on the bag pressure value and is the same
for both prescriptions, the one with flavour conservation
(solid red line) and the one with Maxwell construction

(solid blue line). It’s also more evident here that at low
temperatures the prescription of flavour conservation fa-
vors the hadronic phase. What is completely new here,
though, are the diagrams for stellar matter with no hy-
perons in the hadronic matter and no strange quark in
the quark matter. We chose only to present those results
for this two combination of parametrizations because its
general behavior follows the ones analysed until now, i.e.,
the different parametrizations have the same affect to this
matter as for the previous cases.
As could be expected, the results for the diagrams for

stellar matter without strangeness are very close to the
ones for two-flavour symmetric matter. This because the
contribution to the chemical potential coming from the
leptons, only present in the stellar matter, is very small.
At very low temperatures we have obtained an inter-

esting feature for the flavour conservation prescription.

For the NL3∗ωρ + B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV + GV = 0.1 fm2

parametrization, the phase transition for the case where
the strange matter is allowed to appear occurs at chemi-
cal potentials where there is no hyperon onset yet, so, at
this region, the results for stellar matter with (solid red
line) and without (dashed red lines) strange matter are
the same. And at higher temperatures, where the hyper-
ons start to appear at the point of the phase transition,
the two lines start to differentiate and the line without
strange matter approximates itself from the line of two-
flavour symmetric matter. For the other parametriza-

tion, i.e., NL3∗ωρ + B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV + GV = 0.1 fm2,

however, the phase transition for strange matter occurs
at chemical potentials where there are already hyperons
present and so, the results for stellar matter with and
without strange matter are different throughout the en-
tire phase diagram. As for the Maxwell prescription, de-
spite the phase transition for strange matter at low tem-
peratures for both parametrizations occurring at chemi-
cal potentials where there are no hyperons, the results for
strange matter (solid blue lines) and no strange matter
(dashed blue lines) are always very different. This hap-
pens because for strange quark stellar matter the strange
quarks are always present, as can be seen in [16].
In Table VI we present the results for the maximum

chemical potentials at the phase transition for stellar
matter without strange matter. There we also include
the results when using only the MIT based model and,
as can be noted, its results are only similar to the ones

when combining models when we use B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV

andGV = 0. This because in this cases P0 → 0 and for all
the other parametrizations the phase transition happens
at increasing pressures. Yet about the results for stel-
lar matter without strange matter using only the MIT
based model, its Tmaxs reach around only T=140 MeV,
i.e., very below the ones obtained for the same matter
but combining models. That’s because when combining
models the crossing of the µ×P occurs at pressures con-
siderably high, and higher than for strange matter.
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TABLE VI. Chemical potentials (µmax) at T = 0 for all combinations of parametrizations considering stellar matter without
strange matter. All values are given in MeV

Models B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV B

1/4
0 = 148 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 148 MeV

+ GV = 0.3 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.1 fm2
B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV

+ GV = 0.3 fm2

- µmax = 953 µmax = 976 µmax = 1017 µmax = 1063 µmax = 1094 µmax = 1149

flavour conservation
NL3∗ωρ µmax = 960 µmax = 1089 µmax = 1750 µmax = 1259 µmax = 1431 µmax = 1947
eL3ωρ µmax = 959 µmax = 1568 no crossing µmax = 1405 µmax = 1751 no crossing

Maxwell prescription
NL3∗ωρ µmax = 955 µmax = 1042 µmax = 1671 µmax = 1229 µmax = 1391 µmax = 1886
eL3ωρ µmax = 957 µmax = 1450 no crossing µmax = 1350 µmax = 1681 no crossing

VI. LATENT HEAT AND LATENT ENERGY

The latent heat is an important quantity in the study
of phase transitions and we investigate two different ex-
pressions found in the literature.

We first take a look at the relativistic latent heat L|ϵ,
as given in [65, 66]

L|ϵ = PH ϵ
Q − ϵH

ϵQϵH
, (13)

where ϵQ and ϵH are the energy densities at the point of
the phase transition for the quark and hadronic matter,
respectively. We call it latent energy next, since it yields
results that are not zero at zero temperature. Notice
that this quantity has no dimension. According to [65],
when the latent energy becomes zero, the critical end
point, where the first order phase transition turns into a
crossover, is reached.
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FIG. 6. Results for latent energy for different matter hypoth-
esis and prescriptions for phase transition used in this work
considering the NL3∗ωρ parametrization for the hadronic

phase and B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV + GV = 0.1 fm2 for the quark

phase.

We also analyse the usual expression found in text-

books and investigated in [67] as well:

L|S =
(
SQ − SH

)
T, (14)

where SQ and SH are the entropy densities, defined in
Eq. 15, at the point of the phase transition for the quark
and hadronic matter, respectively.

S = −γ
∑
i

∫
d3k

(2π)3

[
fi+ ln

(
fi+

1− fi+

)
+ (15)

+ ln(1− fi+) + fi− ln

(
fi−

1− fi−

)
+ ln(1− fi−)

]
,

where γ is degeneracy of spin (and color in the case of the
quarks) and fi± are the Fermi-Dirac distribution func-
tions of the particles and anti-particles, respectively.
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FIG. 7. Results for latent heat for different matter hypothesis
and prescriptions for phase transition used in this work con-
sidering the NL3∗ωρ parametrization for the hadronic phase

and B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV + GV = 0.1 fm2 for the quark phase.

In Figs. 6 and 7 we present the results obtained with
the latent energy and latent heat, respectively as a func-
tion of the temperature at the point of the hadron-quark
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phase transition. We choose only one parametrization
since they yield qualitatively similar results. One can
see that our results for the latent energy at zero tem-
perature are of the same order of magnitude as the ones
obtained in [64], but never reach the values shown in
[66] and are always positive. As far as the latent heat is
concerned, the behaviour we find is more similar to the
result shown in [67] and we do find a maximum point,
but at much lower temperatures. Our curves then cross
the zero value, which, according to [65] is an indication
of the end of the first order phase transition. Assuming
this interpretation is correct, our curves depicted in the
QCD phase diagrams are only valid until the tempera-
tures where L|S is zero and the corresponding values are
shown as dots also in Fig.5.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we sought to reproduce the QCD phase
diagram using two effective models. For the description
of quark matter, a simple relativistic model, the MIT bag
model and a modification thereof, were used, the latter
being new to this kind of procedure. And for the descrip-
tion of hadronic matter, a model of quantum hadrody-
namics, the Walecka Model with non-linear terms.

The Gibbs’ conditions were used to establish the cross-
ing points of the pressure as a function of the chemical
potentials obtained in both phases.

Some restrictions were imposed when choosing the
models mentioned above. We used temperature-
dependent Bag B(T) values with the same parametriza-
tions already used in our previous work [15], with one set
of constants within the limits the stability window, i.e.,

B
1/4
0 = 148 MeV and another set outside this window ,

i.e., B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV, both sets with GV varying from

zero to GV = 0.3 fm2. As for the QHD based model,
we used the NL3∗ωρ and eL3ωρ parametrizations, which
satisfy several nuclear and astrophysical properties.

We first obtained the phase diagrams for two-flavour
symmetric matter. As the parametrizations for the B(T)
were adjusted so that the Tmax would satisfy the re-
strain imposed by the LQCD and freeze-out results, the
Tmaxs are all around 168 MeV, but only the results

for B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV fit the Cleymans line entirely in-

side the confined (hadron) phase. The results for low
temperatures depend on all parametrizations, as already
concluded in [54]. The influences of the different MIT
based models follow the conclusions of [15], but here

the results are more sensible to the different values of
GV s. Only a few combination of parametrizations re-
sulted in maximum chemical potentials µmax within the
range 1050 ≤ µ ≤ 1400 MeV. Ultimately only NL3∗ωρ

+ B
1/4
0 = 165 MeV and NL3∗ωρ + B

1/4
0 = 165 MeV +

GV = 0.05 fm2 satisfy all restrains we imposed.
We also calculated the phase diagrams for stellar mat-

ter using two different prescriptions, one where we impose
flavour conservation at the point of the phase transition,
a prescription never applied to finite temperatures before,
and the other where both phases are β-stable and charge
neutral, being this last one the Maxwell prescription. Be-
tween the two prescriptions, the flavour conservation re-
sults in higher chemical potentials at low temperatures,
but for both prescriptions the Tmaxs are the same and
depend only on the value of B0. Comparing this results
to the symmetric matter, we conclude that the stellar
matter favors the quark phase, being that the Tmaxs and
µmaxs are higher for symmetric matter.
In all cases a higher Bag pressure and GV value in-

creases the value of the chemical potentials at low tem-
peratures, but this increase is lower for the stellar matter
in the flavour conservation prescription and even lower
in the Maxwell prescription than in the two-flavour sym-
metric matter. As for the QHD model parametrization,
the eL3ωρ always favors the hadron phase when com-
pared to the NL3∗ωρ one.
We also discussed the results for stellar matter without

strange matter end concluded that those results are very
similar to the ones for two-flavour symmetric matter.
Finally, at the last section we discussed briefly the re-

sults for latent heat and showed that for stellar matter
with strange matter it always grows with the tempera-
ture. For two-flavour symmetric matter and stellar mat-
ter without strange matter, though, the behavior is more
of a sinusoid.
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