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Abstract
We present, for the first time, a detailed theory of high density matter including the entire

baryon octet at finite temperature, based on a fully relativistic mean field model with a consistent

treatment of exchange (Fock) terms, using the quark-meson-coupling model (QMC). It has been

already demonstrated that the QMC equation of state is applicable in thermodynamic scenarios in

stationary and rotating isentropic proto-neutron stars, producing results in agreement with recent

observation. It is also suitable for the simulation of the behaviour following a binary neutron star

merger [1]; https://compose.obspm.fr/eos/205.

We develop a comprehensive demonstration of the impact of the Fock terms in the QMC energy

density functional on properties of neutrinoless proto-neutron stars with cores containing the full

hyperon octet with constant entropy, S/A=2kB. Given the interest in the properties of the proto-

neutron star remaining after either a supernova explosion or the merger of two neutron stars, it

is vital to develop modern equations of state at finite temperature. While much attention has

been paid to relativistic mean-field calculations at finite temperature, it is crucial to explore the

consequences of a consistent treatment of the Fock terms.

PACS numbers:
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I. INTRODUCTION

The observation of gravitational waves from binary neutron star (BNS) mergers by the

LIGO and Virgo collaborations [2] has generated considerable scientific interest. Neutron

stars contain the most dense matter in the Universe and new information of this kind [3] is

potentially extremely valuable in the quest to understand the equation of state (EoS) and

the very nature of such dense matter [4–8]. As just one example, within the community

working on hadronic EoS there is tremendous interest in the role of hyperons [9–11]. Studies

of the dynamics of BNS mergers within General Relativity suggest [12–14] that the matter

existing in the first 20 msec after the merger will experience temperatures of order 10-20

MeV, and possibly considerably higher. This is a period when observed gravitational wave

signals are generated and so it is vital that one can make available EoS at these temperatures

with hyperons included.

In a previous paper [1] we examined high-density matter in cores of cold neutron stars

(NS) and hot isentropic proto-neutron stars (PNS) using the quark-meson-coupling model

(QMC-A) [15] extended to finite temperatures. The temperature effects were demonstrated

in two scenarios, (i) lepton rich matter with trapped neutrinos and lepton fraction YL=0.4

and entropy S/A=1kB and (ii) deleptonized, chemically equilibrated matter with S/A=2kB,

both containing either only nucleons or the full baryon octet. The EoS, gravitational mass,

radius, baryon composition, moments of inertia and Kepler frequency for slow and fast rigidly

rotating stars were explored over a wide range of temperatures and baryon number densities.

The nucleon-hyperon phase transition was studied through the adiabatic index and the speed

of sound. The results were compared with two relativistic mean field (RMF) models, the

chiral mean field model (CMF) [16–19] and the generalized relativistic density functional

(GRDF) with DD2 (nucleon-only) and DD2Y-T (full baryon octet) interactions [20–22]. Full

EoS tables, covering the range of temperatures from T=0 to 100 MeV, entropy per particle

(S/A) between 0 and 6, lepton fraction from YL=0.0 to 0.6, and baryon number density

range nB=0.05-1.2 fm−3, suitable either for simulations of core-collapse supernova (CCSN)

or NS merger modelling, have been posted at https://compose.obspm.fr/eos/205,https:

//compose.obspm.fr/eos/206).

However, the full details of the general QMC derivation at finite temperature have not

been published yet. Here we present, for the first time, a fully consistent, relativistic Hartree-

3



Fock formulation of the EoS of hyperonic matter at high density and temperature. There

have been a number of mean-field simulations of PNS properties in the literature, for exam-

ple [17, 22–27], but almost all have used mean-field approximation, omitting the exchange,

Fock terms. The single exception of which we are aware that included the Fock terms was

applied to matter containing only nucleons [28].

The main objectives of this work are to report the theoretical development of the QMC

model for hot proto-neutron stars, including the effect of the Fock terms, and to present

a comprehensive demonstration of the impact of these Fock terms on the properties of

neutrinoless PNS, with cores containing the full hyperon octet. In order to explore these

effects we have chosen to work at constant entropy, S/A= 2kB. While this system has been

chosen as an example, consistent with our previous investigation [1, 29], it has a more general

significance representing the state of hyperonic matter just after deleptonization.

In Sec. II we present the Hamiltonian of the quark-meson coupling model and its ther-

modynamics. We explain how we compute the partition function in Sec. III. In Sec. IV we

give explicit expressions for relevant thermodynamic quantities, as well as the conditions for

chemical equilibrium. The computational details are presented in Sec. V, while the results

and discussion form the content of Sec. VI. Concluding remarks are presented in Sec. VII.

II. THE QUARK-MESON COUPLING MODEL

A. Hamiltonian

In order to ensure that the presentation is as accessible as possible we begin with the

simplest version of the quark-meson coupling (QMC) model. This model takes into account

the effect of the exceptionally strong relativistic mean scalar fields in dense nuclear matter

(see for example Ref. [30]) upon the internal structure of the bound hadrons [15, 31–33].

This leads naturally to the introduction of the scalar polarizability, which describes the fact

that the internal valence quark wave functions adjust self-consistently to oppose the applied

scalar field, just as, for example, the electric polarizability opposes an applied electric field.

The density dependence introduced in this way is equivalent to introducing repulsive three-

body forces between the hadrons in the medium [34, 35] with no additional parameters.

Indeed, as the Lorentz scalar and vector interactions between the hadrons are generated by
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the exchange of mesons between the confined quarks in different hadrons (e.g., the σ meson

for the scalar-isoscalar force and the ω for the vector-isoscalar force), these many-body forces

are entirely determined by the particular confining quark model under consideration [36, 37].

To introduce the finite temperature formalism, we first consider just the σ and ω mesons

interacting with a single flavor of fermion. In this case the Hamiltonian takes the form [31]

H = HB +HM ,

where the meson part, which we assume static, is:

HM =

ˆ
dr⃗

[
1

2

(
∇⃗σ
)2

+ V (σ)

]
− 1

2

ˆ
dr⃗

[(
∇⃗ω
)2

+m2
ωω

2

]
.

The σ potential is taken to be

V (σ) =
1

2
m2

σσ
2 +

λ3

3!
(gσσ)

3 +
λ4

4!
(gσσ)

4 , (1)

and in practice we set λ4 = 0. Note that we neglect the spatial components of the meson

fields because their expectation value vanishes in uniform matter.

The baryon component of the Hamiltonian in the finite volume V is

HB =
1

V

ˆ
d3r
∑
kk′

ei(k−k′).ra†kak′K(k,k′, σ, ω) ,

where the sum includes the sum over spin. The infinite volume limit amounts to the re-

placement

1

V
∑
k

→ 2

(2π)3

ˆ
dk

The kinetic term is defined as

K(k,k′, σ, ω) =
1

2

(√
k2 +M(σ)2 +

√
k′2 +M(σ)2

)
+ gωω

with the effective mass

M(σ) = M − gσσ +
d

2
(gσσ)

2 . (2)

and we define K(k, σ, ω) ≡ K(k,k, σ, ω).

The coupling constants gσ and gω are, respectively, the couplings of the σ and ω mesons

to the nucleon in free space, which in turn are calculated in terms of the more fundamental

couplings to the u and d quarks confined in the MIT bag [38]. The effect of the self-consistent
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solution of the coupling of the scalar meson to the confined quarks is reflected in the scalar

polarizability, d, appearing in Eq. (2). This is not a free parameter but must be calculated

within the particular confining quark model under consideration. The generalisation to

include the effect of more than one flavor of baryon flavor is given in Refs. [15, 39].

B. Thermodynamics of the model

To determine the thermodynamic properties of nuclear matter at temperature T we use

the grand cannonical ensemble. We compute the partition function

Z(V , β, µ) = Tr e−β(H−µN) = e−βΦ (3)

where V is the volume, β = 1/kT and µ = {µ(p), µ(n), . . .} stands collectively for the

chemical potentials of the baryons. Here we assume that only members of the baryon

octet, {p, n,Λ, · · · }, are present in the system. In Eq.(3) Φ is the grand potential, H the

total Hamiltonian and N stands collectively for the particle numbers of the various baryon

flavors. In the QMC model [15] H depends on the second quantized operators ak,f of the

baryons and on the fields (σ, ω), which describe the σ and ω mesons. The trace in Eq. (3)

involves both a sum over baryon states and a functional integration over the meson fields,

which are time independent in the model.

We assume that the meson fields can each be written as a C-number, σ̄, ω̄, plus small

fluctuations, so that:

σ = σ̄ +
∑
q ̸=0

eiq.rδσq

ω = ω̄ +
∑
q ̸=0

eiq.rδωq ,

where the zero mode is excluded from the sum and we impose δσq = δσ−q, δωq = δω−q to

ensure that the fields are Hermitian. The integration over σ, ω is then (up to an irrelevant

multiplicative factor) ˆ
DσDω =

ˆ
dσ̄dω̄

ˆ ∏
q

δσq

∏
q′

δωq′ .

Since the thermodynamic functions involve only the logarithmic derivatives with respect to

β, µ,V , multiplicative factors which are independent of these variables can be ignored.
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We expand the Hamiltonian up to terms quadratic in the fluctuations. For the meson

part we find:

HM = V

[
V (σ̄) +

1

2

∑
q

δσ2
q

(
q2 +

d2V

dσ2

)]

− V

[
m2

ω

2
ω̄2 +

1

2

∑
q

δω2
q

(
q2 +m2

ω

)]
,

while the baryon part becomes:

HB = H0 +
∑
q ̸=0

(
Hσ

qδσq +Hω
q δωq

)
+
∑
qq′ ̸=0

Hm
q−q′δσqδσq′ ,

with

H0 =
∑
k

Kkk(σ̄, ω̄)a†kak

Hσ
q =

1

2

∑
k

(
a†kak+q

∂Kkk+q

∂σ
+ q → −q

)
,

Hm
qq′ =

1

2

∑
k

a†kak+q+q′
∂2Kkk+q+q′

∂σ2
,

Hω
q =

1

2

∑
k

(
a†kak+q

∂Kkk+q

∂ω
+ q → −q

)
.

Here we have used the symmetry δσ−q = δσq, so that Hσ
q = Hσ

−q and Hσ†
q = Hσ

q and

similarly for the component of the Hamiltonian involving the ω field.

The integration over δσq, δωq can be carried out explicitly, since the dependence on these

fluctuations is quadratic

H − µN = V
(
V (σ̄)− m2

ωω̄

2

)
+
∑
k

Kkk(σ̄, ω̄)a†kak − µN

+
V
2

(∑
q ̸=0

δσ2
q

(
q2 +

d2V

dσ2

)
−
∑
q ̸=0

δω2
q

(
q2 +m2

ω

))
+
∑
q̸=0

(
H̃σ

qδσq + H̃ω
q δωq

)
+
∑
qq′ ̸=0

Hm
q−q′δσqδσq′ .

The contribution arising from the δσ integration can be written as

Zδσ =

ˆ ∏
q

δσqe
−βS ,
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with

S =
V
2

∑
q ̸=0

δσ2
q

(
q2 +

d2V

dσ2

)
+
∑
qq′ ̸=0

Hm
q−q′δσqδσq′ +

∑
q ̸=0

Hσ
qδσq . .

By a change of integration variables (which induces only an irrelevant multiplicative Jaco-

bian) we can choose δσq so as to diagonalize the quadratic part of S, that is∑
q′

[
V
2

(
q2 +

d2V

dσ2

)
δ(q,q′) +Hm

q−q′

]
δσq′ = α(q)δσq . (4)

So we can write

S =
∑
q ̸=0

α(q)δσ2
q +Hσ

qδσq =
∑
q̸=0

[√
α(q)δσq +

Hσ
q

2
√

(α(q)

]2
−
∑
q ̸=0

(
Hσ

q

2
√

(α(q)

)2

.

The first term in S contributes an irrelevant factor to Z, so the contribution of the δσ

integration is simply

Zδσ = e−βHδσ ,

with

Hδσ = −
∑
q ̸=0

(
Hσ

q

2
√
(α(q)

)2

.

We estimate the effect of Hm in Eq. (4) assuming it is a perturbation. At leading order

one finds

α(q) ∼ V
2

(
q2 +

d2V

dσ2

)
+Hq−q =

V
2

(
q2 +

d2V

dσ2
+

1

V
∑

a†kak
∂2Kkk

∂σ2

)
. (5)

Obviously this induces an effective σ mass:

m̃2
σ = m2

σ + λ3σ̄ +
1

V
∑

a†kak
∂2Kkk

∂σ2
.

In the following we neglect this effect because the bare σ mass is not so well known. So,

keeping the leading term in Eq. 5, we obtain

Hδσ = − 1

2V
∑
q ̸=0

(
Hσ

q

)2
q2 +m2

σ

.

In summary, we have:

Z =

ˆ
dσ̄dω̄

∑
n

⟨n|e−β(Hmean+Hfluc−µN)|n⟩ , (6)
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so that, including the ω by analogy:

Hmean = Emeson +H0

H0 =
∑
k

Kkk(σ̄, ω̄)a†kak

Emeson = V
(
V (σ̄)− m2

ωω̄
2

2

)
Hfluc = − 1

2V
∑
q ̸=0

(
Hσ

q

)2
q2 +m2

σ

+
1

2V
∑
q

(
Hω

q

)2
q2 +m2

ω

. (7)

The generalization to include flavor and isovector exchange is given below.

III. FINITE TEMPERATURE HARTREE FOCK METHOD WITH HYPERONS

A. Perturbative effect of Hfluc

The next step is to compute the sum over hadronic states in Eq. (6). We write

H0 +Hfluc =
∑
k

e(k)a†kak + δH

δH =
∑
k

[K(k)− e(k)] a†kak +Hfluc ,

and assume that one can choose e(k) such that δH can be considered as a perturbation.

Using thermal perturbation theory [40] at leading order in δH we get, with

Z = exp−β (ΦB + Emeson) ,

where

ΦB = ΦB0 +
∑
k

n(k) [K(k)− e(k)] +

1

4V
∑
kk′

n(k)n(k′)

[
1

(k− k′)2 +m2
σ

(
∂Kkk′

∂σ

)2

− 1

(k− k′)2 +m2
ω

g2ω

]

and ΦB0 is defined in Eq. (8).

We now introduce the flavor dependence, along with the isovector interaction associated

with ρ and π exchange. The mean field corresponding to the time component of the neutral

ρ meson is labelled b3, in order to distinguish it from the density, ρ. In the infinite volume

9



limit this leads to:

ΦB = ΦB0 +
2V

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f) [K(k, f)− e(k, f)]

+
V

(2π)6

∑
ff ′

ˆ
dk⃗ dq⃗ n(k, f)n(q, f ′)W ff ′

(k⃗, q⃗) (8)

ΦB0 = −V
β

2

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗ ln

(
1 + e−β(e(k,f)−µ(f))

)
,

with

n(k, f) =
1

1 + exp [β(e(k, f)− µ(f)]
,

and

K(k, f) =
√

k2 +M2
f (σ̄) + gfωω̄ + gρm(f)b̄3 (9)

Emeson = V

(
V (σ̄)− m2

ω ω̄
2

2
−

m2
ρ b̄

3
3

2

)
, (10)

where m(f) is the isospin projection of the flavor f = p, n,Λ, ... (+1
2
, −1

2
, 0 ....).

The kernel W ff ′
(k, q) describes the Fock terms associated with the four mesons (σ, ω, ρ, π)

:

W ff ′
(k⃗, q⃗) = δ(f, f ′)

 1

(k⃗ − q⃗)2 +m2
σ

(
∂Kkq

f

∂σ

)2

− 1(
k⃗ − q⃗

)2
+m2

ω

(
gfω
)2

−GρS(f, f
′)

m2
ρ

(k⃗ − q⃗)2 +m2
ρ

−
(

gA
2fπ

)2

Π(f, f ′)
m2

π

(k⃗ − q⃗)2 +m2
π

.

Here we have defined

Sff ′ = δmm′m2 + t(δm,m′+1 + δm′,m+1) , (11)

where (t,m) are the isospin labels corresponding to the baryon of flavor f and the matrix
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Π(f, f ′) is:
p n Λ Σ− Σ0 Σ+ Ξ− Ξ0

p 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

n 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Λ 0 0 0 −12/25 −12/25 −12/25 0 0

Σ− 0 0 −12/25 16/25 16/25 0 0 0

Σ0 0 0 −12/25 16/25 0 16/25 0 0

Σ+ 0 0 −12/25 0 16/25 16/25 0 0

Ξ− 0 0 0 0 0 0 1/25 2/25

Ξ0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2/25 1/25

B. The determination of e(k, f)

We determine e(k, f) by applying the finite temperature Hartree-Fock variational princi-

ple
δΦ

δe(p,m)
= 0 . (12)

This condition is applied for arbitrary values of σ̄, ω̄, b̄3. Then, using Eq. (8), we find

δΦ

δe(p,m)
=

2

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗

δn(k, f)

δe(p,m)[
K(k, f)− e(k, f) +

1

(2π)3

∑
f ′

ˆ
dq⃗ n(q, f ′)W ff ′

(k⃗, q⃗)

]
.

Hence the Hartree-Fock (HF) equations are

e(k, f) = K(k, f) +
1

(2π)3

∑
f ′

ˆ
dq⃗ n(q, f ′)W ff ′

(kẑ, q⃗) , (13)

where the rotational invariance of W has been used to put k⃗ along an arbitrary axis. This

clearly generalizes the HF equations for the single particle energies e(k, f). We note that

these equations must be solved self-consistently, because n(k, f) depends on e(k, f). If we

substitute Eq. (13) into the expression for the grand potential we find:

ΦB = ΦB0 −
V

(2π)6

∑
ff ′

ˆ
dk⃗ dq⃗ n(k, f)n(q, f ′)W ff ′

(k⃗, q⃗) (14)

= ΦB0 +
V

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f) [K(k, f)− e(k, f)] . (15)
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Note that the above expressions, Eqs. (14,15), which give the values of ΦB at the solution,

are not stationary with respect to variation of e(k, f). If one needs to invoke the stationarity

one must use the full expression, Eq. (8).

C. Solving the Hartree-Fock equation

For clarity of presentation we omit the dependence on unnecessary parameters and write

the self-consistent Eqs. (13) in the symbolic form

e(T ) = K + F [e(T ), T ] .

We assume that we can solve them by iteration:

e(n+1)(T ) = K + F
[
e(n)(T ), T

]
, (16)

realizing that the choice of the initial step, e(0)(T ), is critical. In the initial work in Ref. [1],

we used the obvious choice e(0)(T ) = K, which resulted in very slow convergence as T →

0, because the Fermi distribution becomes singular in this limit. To obtain satisfactory

convergence we introduced a form factor to cut off the high momenta. In practice we made

the replacement

W ff ′
(k⃗, q⃗) → W ff ′

(k⃗, q⃗)

(
M2

r

(M2
r + (k⃗ − q⃗)2

)2

,

with Mr ∼ 0.5÷ 1GeV. Although this can be interpreted as an effect of the hadron size, it

may also be viewed as an ad hoc recipe.

Fortunately there is a much better solution. Suppose that e(T ) is the exact solution at

some temperature T . Then if we choose the starting point

e(0)(T +∆T ) = e(T ) ,

we have a good chance that the iteration process at T +∆T will converge rapidly, provided

that ∆T is not too large.

Of course, we do not have the solution at finite T but at least we can find it relatively

easily at T = 0. Indeed, at T = 0 Eqs. (13) become

e(k, f) = K(k, f) +
1

(2π)3

∑
f ′

ˆ kF (f ′)

0

dq⃗ W ff ′
(kẑ, q⃗) , (17)

12



with the Fermi momentum defined by

e(kF (f), f) = µ(f) .

If we substitute this into Eq. (17) we get

µ(f) = K(kF (f), f) +
1

(2π)3

∑
f ′

ˆ kF (f ′)

0

dq⃗ W ff ′
(kF ẑ, q⃗) .

These equations determine kF (f) (or equivalently the density of flavor f), when the chemical

potentials µ(f) are given. This allows one to pass from the grand canonical to the canonical

ensemble. For our purpose what matters is that the equations for kF (f) are easy to solve,

since they are just a system of 2 (non-linear) equations for p, n and Ξ±, along with a system

of 4 equations for the set Λ,Σ±,0. Once the Fermi momenta are known, Eqs. (17) determine

e(k, f) at T = 0. That is, at T = 0 the HF equations for e(k, f) do not require a self-

consistent solution.

Having found an exact solution at T = 0, the iteration procedure described above works

well.

D. Equations for the meson fields

The full partition function is

Z =

ˆ
dσ̄dω̄db̄3 e

−β(Emeson+ΦB) .

To integrate over σ̄, ω̄, b̄3 we use the saddle point approximation. This amounts to estimating

the integral according to

Z ∼ e−β(Emeson+ΦB)saddle ,

where an irrelevant multiplicative factor has been ignored and the saddle point is defined by

d

dσ̄
(Emeson + ΦB) = 0 , (18)

with analogous equations for the other mesons. They are determined by the saddle point

equations

d

dσ̄
(Emeson + ΦB) = 0

d

dω̄
(Emeson + ΦB) = 0 (19)

d

db̄3
(Emeson + ΦB) = 0 .
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Since ΦB is stationary with respect to e(k, f), because of Eqs. (12), we do not need to worry

about the dependence of Φ on σ̄, ω̄, b̄3 through e(k, f). On the other hand, we must take

into account the dependence of W on the σ field. We note that this rearrangement effect,

arising from the field dependence of the interaction, was omitted in Refs. [1, 41].

From (8) we find

d

dσ̄
ΦB =

2V
(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗n(k, f)

d

dσ̄
K(k, f) +

V
(2π)6

∑
ff ′

ˆ
dk⃗dq⃗n(k, f)n(q, f ′)

dW ff ′
(k⃗, q⃗)

dσ̄
,

with analogous equations for ω̄, b̄3. Then, using Eqs. (9,10), we obtain the mean field

equations:

dV (σ̄)

dσ̄
+

2

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f)

d

dσ̄
K(k, f) +

1

(2π)6

∑
ff ′

ˆ
dk⃗ dq⃗ n(k, f)n(q, f ′)

dW ff ′
(k⃗, q⃗)

dσ̄
= 0

−m2
ω ω̄ +

2

(2π)3

∑
f

gfω

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f) = 0 (20)

−m2
ρ b̄3 + gρ

2

(2π)3

∑
f

m(f)

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f) = 0 .

In summary, the calculation of the grand potential Φ = ΦB + Emeson involves:

• the solution of the self-consistent HF equations, Eqs. (13), to determine the single

particle energies, e(k, f)

• the solution of the mean field equations, Eqs. (14), to determine σ̄, ω̄, b̄3 – see the

Appendix for details.

• the calculation of ΦB according to Eq. (14) or (15)

After substitution of the solutions e(k, f), σ̄, ω̄ and b̄3, Φ becomes a function of µ and β and

we can compute the useful thermodynamic quantities.
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IV. THERMODYNAMIC QUANTITIES

From the definition of the partition function we have

⟨N(f)⟩ = − ∂Φ

∂µ(f)

and using Eqs. (13) one readily finds the following relations

∂Φ

∂µ(f)
=

∂ΦB0

∂µ(f)
(21)

∂Φ

∂β
=

∂ΦB0

∂β
.

This implies the simple result

⟨N(f)⟩ = − ∂ΦB0

∂µ(f)
=

2V
(2π)3

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f) . (22)

Thus, because of the self-consistency conditions, we recover the naive expression for the

particle number, which must be computed with the self-consistent energy e(k, f), rather

than the mean field energy K(k, f).

A. Entropy

Using relation (21) we have

∂

∂β
Φ =

∂

∂β
ΦB0 = − 1

β
ΦB0 +

1

β

2V
(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗ n(k, f) (e(k, f)− µ(f)) ,

and hence

⟨S⟩ =
∂

∂T
T lnZ = β2 ∂

∂β
Φ = β2 ∂

∂β
ΦB0

= Vβ 2

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗

[
1

β
ln
(
1 + e−β(e(k,f)−µ(f))

)
+ n(k, f) (e(k, f)− µ(f))

]
.

Using this expression one can check that S → 0 when T → 0, as it should.

B. Energy

From the defining relation

⟨E − µN⟩ = − ∂

∂β
lnZ = Φ+ β

∂

∂β
Φ ,

15



we have:

⟨E − µN⟩ = Φ− ΦB0 +
2V

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗n(k, f) (e(k, f)− µ(f))

= Emesons +
V

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗n(k, f) [K(k, f)− e(k, f)] +

2V
(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗n(k, f) (e(k, f)− µ(f)) ,

so

⟨E⟩ = Emesons +
V

(2π)3

∑
f

ˆ
dk⃗n(k, f) [K(k, f) + e(k, f)] . (23)

It is obvious that the thermodynamic relation

⟨E⟩ = Φ+ T ⟨S⟩+ µ⟨N⟩ = −P + T ⟨S⟩+ µ⟨N⟩

is satisfied by the above expressions and we use it to compute the energy.

C. β equilibrium equations

The chemical potentials are in equilibrium under the constraint of (local) electric and

baryon charge conservation and the antiparticles must satisfy the relation µ(ā) = −µ(a).

Then, if the lepton numbers (Le, Lµ) are conserved, all lepton species (e−, ν̄e, e
+, νe) and

(µ−, ν̄µ, µ
+, νµ), must be present. This corresponds to the neutrino trapping case. On the

other hand, if the neutrinos escape from the (proto-)star, then the lepton number is not

conserved. Hence we distinguish 2 cases.

1. Lepton number is not conserved

Assuming that there are no trapped neutrinos, we have the equilibrium equations:

µ(µ−) = µ(e−)

µi − µn = −µ(e−)Qi, i = p,Λ, ...

and the conservation equations:

n(e+)− n(e−) + n(µ+)− n(µ−) = −
∑
i

ρiQi∑
i

ρi = ρB ,
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where ρi are the baryon densities. If we assume that the positive leptons are present, we use

µ(e+, µ+) = −µ(e−, µ−) to compute their densities.

2. Lepton number is conserved

In this case all neutrinos and charged leptons are active, so the equilibrium equations

become

µ(e−)− µ(νe) = µ(µ−)− µ(νν) (24)

µi − µn = −
[
µ(e−)− µ(νe)

]
Qi , (25)

while the conservation equations are:

n(e−) + n(νe)− n(e+)− n(ν̄e) = Le (26)

e → µ = Lµ (27)

n(e+)− n(e−) + n(µ+)− n(µ−) = −
∑
i

ρiQi (28)∑
i

ρi = ρB . (29)

To determine the equilibrium composition completely one must specify the lepton numbers

(or fractions).

V. COMPUTATION METHOD

To demonstrate the effect of the Fock terms in the QMC energy functional, we need to

check that their effect can be distinguished from the consequence of choosing different input

parameters in a simple mean-field treatment. Consistent with our previous work [1, 29], we

used the QMC model with five parameters, three meson-nucleon coupling constants, Gσ, Gω

and Gρ, as well as the mass of the σ meson, Mσ, and the strength of the sigma meson cubic

self-coupling, λ3. As before, Mσ was fixed to 700 MeV and λ3 to zero, leaving the three

coupling constants variable. These couplings are adjusted in the model to reproduce the

empirical values of parameters of symmetric nuclear matter (SNM) at saturation density,

ρ0, the energy per particle, E0/A, and the symmetry energy coefficient, J , of asymmetric

nuclear matter (ANM). To our knowledge, such a mapping of the QMC and nuclear matter

17



parameter spaces, being of the same dimension, is a unique feature of the QMC model.

However, ρ0, E0/A and J are correlated and not exactly known (see e.g., [29, 42] and their

range is a subject of ongoing research (see for example Ref. [43]).

In order to identify ranges of the QMC coupling constants, compatible with the generally

acceptable ranges of the SNM parameters, we have adopted the method used in Ref. [29].

Since then the QMC-A model has been further technically developed and the results changed

in a minor way, as discussed later. Also, the previous work focused on the role of the

symmetry energy in the high-density matter in astrophysical objects, whereas in the present

work we investigate the role of the exchange terms in the QMC model.

Here we construct a 3D rectangular mesh with sides ρ0=0.14-0.18 fm−3 (in steps of 0.01

fm−3), E0/A=-14 to -18 MeV (in steps of 1 MeV) and J between 28 and 32 MeV (in steps

of 2 MeV, a total of 110 points. At each point, the QMC predictions for the slope of the

symmetry energy L, the volume incompressibility K, the couplings constants Gσ, Gω, Gρ,

and the single-particle potentials UY for Y=Λ, Σ and Ξ hyperons at saturation density

in symmetric nuclear matter are computed. For each of these choices we compute the

gravitational mass, radius and central density of a maximum mass hot proto-neutron star

(PNS) with a fixed entropy density, S/A=2kB, as well as the radius, central density and

tidal deformability of a cold 1.4 M⊙ neutron star. These calculations were performed both

with (HF - Hartree-Fock) and without (MF - mean-field) the exchange Fock term in the

QMC calculation, under exactly the same thermodynamic conditions. In this way it was

possible to compare results with and without the inclusion of the exchange terms and thus

eliminate any ambiguity in identifying the effect of the Fock terms.

VI. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

There are several possible paths one could follow in order to explore the sensitivity of

the calculated observables to the selection of the planes cut through the 3D mesh of input

parameters. In most cases, we have found that the most illustrative approach was to follow

the dependence of an observable on E0/A for fixed values of ρ0 and J . While the sensitivity

to ρ0 was usually very telling, the sensitivity to the choice of J was very limited and the

resulting changes did not exceed a few percent. Thus, for clarity of the figures, in most

cases, we chose J=30 MeV for illustration of the results. We note that a similar effect was
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FIG. 1: Volume incompressibility as a function of E0/A for fixed ρ0 in the range 0.14 to 0.18 fm−3

and J=30 MeV. Solid (dashed) curves and full (empty) symbols represent calculation with (without)

HF (MF) the exchange term.

already observed in Ref. [29].

Starting with Fig. 1, we observe the incompressibility K decreasing linearly from 321.7

MeV at (E0/A;ρ0)=(-18 MeV;0.18 fm−3) to 261.3 MeV at (E0/A;ρ0)=(-14 MeV;0.14 fm−3)

in the HF calculation. The same pattern, with a minor difference in slope, is observed in the

MF model, with range of K values, from 312.0 MeV at (E0/A;ρ0)=(-18 MeV;0.18 fm−3) to

256.0 MeV at (E0/A;ρ0)=(-14 MeV;0.14fm−3). The incompressibility is systematically lower

in the MF model, except for a minor overlap where ρ0 takes its lowest values in the HF case

and its highest values in the MF case.

The scenario illustrating the sensitivity of a quantity to the variation of the symmetry

energy parameter J is shown in Fig. 2. We observe a clear separation of the HF results,

exhibiting a weak increase with E0/A and ρ0 and being lower in all cases than the MF

results; the latter showing an even weaker opposite trend and being always above the HF

numbers. This behaviour is an obvious consequence of the exchange terms.

The QMC coupling constants are obviously the main vehicle transporting the exchange
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FIG. 2: Slope of the symmetry energy L as a function of E0/A for fixed ρ0 for 0.14, 0.16 and 0.18

fm−3 and the range of J=28 to 34 MeV. Solid (dashed) curves and full (empty) symbols represent

calculation with (without) HF (MF) the exchange term.

effects to the calculation of physical quantities at zero temperature. In Fig. 3 we show their

sensitivity to these effects, in selected scenarios which are further used to demonstrate the

difference between the HF and MF models. The couplings Gσ and Gω appear to be always
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FIG. 3: QMC coupling constants Gσ, Gω, Gρ as a function of E0/A for fixed ρ0 for 0.14, 0.16 and

0.18 fm−3 and fixed J=30 MeV. Solid (dashed) curves and full (empty) symbols represent results

calculated with (without) Fock terms.

higher in the HF model, in contrast to Gρ which shows a minor increase in the MF model

above the HF model. Interestingly, Gω and Gρ are practically identical in the MF model

which is not the case in the HF model. Clearly, the coupling constants are sensitive to the

exchange terms, with Gσ decreasing with increasing ρ0 and decreasing as E0/A decreases in

magnitude. These dependencies of the other constants are minor.
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entropy per baryon, S/A=2kB, as a function of E0/A for fixed symmetric nuclear matter parameters,

ρ0 equal to 0.14, 0.16 and 0.18 fm−3 and fixed J=28 and 32 MeV. Solid (dashed) curves and full

(empty) symbols represent results calculated with (without) HF (MF) the exchange term.

Turning now to compact objects, we explore the gravitational mass and radius of a neu-

trinoless PNS with a core containing the full hyperon octet at constant entropy, S/A=2kB.

Looking at the left panels of Fig. 4, two effects can be observed. First, there is a difference

between the maximum gravitational mass, Mg, that can be achieved in the HF and MF
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FIG. 5: Relative population of nucleons and hyperons as a function of the total baryon density, nB,

as calculated in the HF model at fixed entropy per baryon, S/A=2kB. Only population fractions

higher than 10−6 are shown.

models, as much as 0.2 M⊙. This is highly significant in this context. The effect of modest

changes in J in both models is minimal and does not need to be taken into account. The

second effect is that of ρ0, which reduces the maximum value of Mg from about 2 M⊙ at

ρ0=0.14 fm−3 to about 1.8 M⊙ at 0.18 fm−3 but leaves the difference between the HF and

MF results very similar.

In the right hand panels, the effect of varying ρ0 follows the trend of the maximal mass,

showing a reduction of the radius for decreasing maximum mass. The difference between

the HF and MF models is still visible, showing systematically larger radii in the MF models.

As before, the effect of the value of J is minimal.

Taking the PNS stars with maximum mass, as indicated in top left panel in Fig. 4, we show

in Figs. 5 and 6 (once again at fixed entropy per baryon, S/A=2kB) the composition of the

PNS core as predicted by the HF and MF models. The effect of the exchange term is rather

remarkable, especially on the population of Σ hyperons, showing a dramatic decrease in

population with increasing particle number density when Fock terms are included. Because
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FIG. 6: The same as Fig. 5 but for the MF model.

at finite T hyperons are present at some level at all densities, there no density threshold

for their appearance. However, we can, for example, compare the fractional occurrence of

some of the hyperons at a given baryon density. For example, the population of Ξ0 baryons

reaches ni/nB = 10−2, at a considerably higher density in the MF case.

The appearance of hyperons in high density matter is determined by the single-particle

potentials, UY , which are dependent on the nucleon-hyperon and hyperon-hyperon inter-

actions. In cold matter, they affect the density dependence of the threshold for hyperon

appearance, and in matter at finite temperature the hyperonic population in the whole

density spectrum.

The potentials are treated as variable parameters in traditional RMF models but appear

naturally in the QMC model and thus are sensitive to the Fock terms. In particular, the

appearance of Σ hyperons in the cores of cold neutron stars has been an issue for many years

(see e.g., Refs. [29, 44] for more detail). We illustrate the exchange term dependence of the

UY in Fig. 7 for the Λ,Σ and Ξ hyperons. The largest effect is observed for the Λ hyperon

and the smallest for the Ξ hyperon, but the difference between the HF and MF models is
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0.18 fm−3 and J=30 MeV. Only the HF results (solid curves and full symbols) are labeled in the

graph, while the MF data are distinguished by dashed curves and empty symbols.

clear. The dependence on ρ0 and E0/A is minor.

It is interesting to follow the global effect of exchange terms on the mass-radius relation

in warm stars with the full baryon octet in the core. We selected PNSs with the maximum

and minimum gravitational mass from all 109 points within the input parameter space in

both HF (black solid and dashed curves) and MF (red curves) models. The effect of the
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dot) black curves represent M(R) curves for PNS with maximum (minimum) mass in the HF model.

The red curves depict the same in the MF model. Right panel: The same as the left panel but for

the mass dependence on the central energy density. For more explanation see text.

exchange terms is well demonstrated in gravitational masses, slopes of the curves and radii,

as illustrated in Fig. 8, once again at fixed entropy per baryon, S/A=2kB. It is notable that

the central density reached in a maximum mass star is considerably higher in the MF case.

Finally, we explore the prediction of the HF and MF models for the radius, R1.4, and

tidal deformability, Λ1.4, of a cold 1.4 Msolar star. This case is important because of the

mergers of neutron stars as a source of gravitational waves. Examination of Fig. 9 reveals

the particular sensitivity to the choice of ρ0 of the tidal deformability (see right panels), as

well as the systematic decrease of the radius of the star as ρ0 increases. At the same time,

the difference between the HF and MF models is quite obvious in both quantities.
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FIG. 9: R1.4 (left) and tidal deformability Λ1.4 (right) of a cold neutron star vs E0/A for fixed ρ0

for 0.14, 0.16 and 0.18 fm−3 and J=30 MeV cases. Solid (dashed) curves and full (empty) symbols

represent results calculated with (without) HF (MF) the exchange term.

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have presented the first complete formal development of a relativistic Hartree-Fock

treatment of the EoS of dense matter at finite temperature including hyperons. The Fock

terms are, of course, essential to ensure that the participating baryons obey the Pauli Ex-

clusion Principle. The formalism was then used to explore the importance of including the
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Fock terms, as opposed to the much simpler application of mean-field theory.

In order to demonstrate the relevance of the Fock terms, it was essential to distinguish

their effect from the choice of input parameters. This investigation confirmed and extended

the findings reported in Ref. [29], namely that the input parameters do have important

effects on the results. However, those parameters are not as well known as one would like.

The first finding was that in almost all cases the properties of neutron stars were linearly

dependent on the input parameters within their range of uncertainty. The most important

property investigated was the maximum mass of the stars, for which the highest sensitivity

corresponded to variations in ρ0, while there was very little sensitivity to J .

By exploring the properties of neutron stars across an extensive mesh of EoS calculated

over a range of nuclear matter parameters, it was possible to establish clear differences in the

predictions with and without the Fock terms; differences which cannot be mimicked by the

variation of nuclear matter parameters within the generally accepted range of uncertainty.

Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the difference between the fractions of various hyperons in these

two cases.

By far the most important difference is illustrated in Fig. 8, where we see that for those

sets of nuclear matter parameters which produce the largest or smallest maximum mass stars

in either the mean-field or Hartree-Fock cases, both the maximum and minimum values are

considerably larger in the Hartree-Fock calculations and the radii of the stars are significantly

smaller.

In the light of these results we suggest that it will be important for future theoretical

studies of neutron star properties, for cold and especially warm stars, to include the Fock

terms.
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