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Exploring the equation of state of dense matter is an essential part of interpreting the observable
properties of neutron stars. We present here the first results for dense matter in the zero-temperature
limit generated by the MUSES Calculation Engine, a composable workflow management system
that orchestrates calculation and data processing stages comprising a collection of software modules
designed within the MUSES framework. The modules presented in this work calculate equations
of state using algorithms spanning three different theories/models: (1) Crust Density Functional
Theory, valid starting at low densities, (2) Chiral Effective Field Theory, valid around saturation
density, and (3) the Chiral Mean Field model, valid beyond saturation density. Lepton contributions
are added through the Lepton module to each equation of state, ensuring charge neutrality and
the possibility of β-equilibrium. Using the Synthesis module, we match the three equations of
state using different thermodynamic variables and different methods. We then couple the complete
equation of state to a novel full-general-relativity solver (QLIMR) module that calculates neutron
star properties. We find that the matching performed using different thermodynamic variables
affects differently the range obtained for neutron star masses and radii (although never beyond
a few percent difference). We also investigate the universality of equation of state-independent
relations for our matched stars. Finally, for the first time, we use the Flavor Equilibration module
to estimate bulk viscosity and flavor relaxation charge fraction and rates (at low temperature) for
Chiral Effective Field Theory and the Chiral Mean Field model.

I. MOTIVATION FOR MUSES

Neutron stars are composed of multiple layers wherein
different degrees of freedom and interactions dominate
within a given layer [1]. The outer layers have low baryon
number densities nB , whereas the very core of neutron
stars has extremely large nB that may be many times
larger than the density of a nucleus (saturation density
is approximately nsat ∼ 0.16 fm−3). The outer layers (re-
ferred to as the crust) are described using low-energy nu-
clear physics to correctly capture the properties of nuclei
(below and above the neutron drip line) and free neutrons
[2, 3]. The intermediate layers (or outer core) consist of
interacting nucleons (protons and neutrons) [4] around
saturation density nsat and include the nuclear liquid-gas
phase transition. At large enough nB ≳ 2nsat that are
found within the inner core of neutron stars, it may be

possible for strange baryons (hyperons) and resonances
to appear, or even for quarks to become deconfined [5–
7]. The nuclei/baryon/quark positive charge within the
various layers of the neutron star (predominantly from
protons) is counterbalanced by leptons, fulfilling charge
neutrality. Isolated neutron stars quickly reach chemi-
cal equilibrium, as they cool down and neutrinos escape
within minutes of the supernova explosions that create
them [8, 9].

An important quantity for understanding the proper-
ties of neutron stars is the fraction of the (net-)electric
charge density from nuclei, baryons, and quarks nQ per
baryon density nB , i.e., YQ = nQ/nB , otherwise known
as the charge fraction. YQ is also important for nuclear
experiments, but in that case it is defined as the frac-
tion of protons Z over total nucleons A, i.e., YQ = Z/A.
The value of YQ(nB) (determined by the relevant nu-
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clei/baryons/quarks1 at that specific nB) varies across
the layers of a neutron star and is determined by β-
equilibrium (where it is assumed that neutrinos are not
trapped).

The strong force governs the interactions between nu-
clei, nucleons, other baryons, and quarks, and is de-
scribed by quantum chromodynamics (QCD). QCD can-
not be calculated from first principles in the regime rele-
vant for neutron stars [10] and, thus, either effective field
theories or microscopic effective models are required to
understand dense matter under these conditions. Be-
cause of the widely different degrees of freedom and in-
teractions across the different layers of neutron stars, a
single, uniform equation of state (EoS) approach does
not yet exist. Instead, different regions inside neutron
stars (sometimes a single layer or possibly multiple lay-
ers) are described with different and separate EoSs, and
then matched together where their regimes of validity
overlap.

A major roadblock in understanding the neutron star
EoS is that there are many different models, and each
one of them has underlying free parameters that can sig-
nificantly affect their predictions for neutron star prop-
erties. A single rendering of an EoS from tuned physical
parameters cannot cover the entire allowable phase space
for a specific model. Furthermore, many software pack-
ages that calculate EoSs are proprietary, such that they
are not available to the wider public. Even when they
are open source, they may not be user-friendly and/or
they may only describe a small region of the star. One
approach to begin to tackle these challenges is to store
EoS tables in large repositories. The largest one for as-
trophysics is called CompOSE [11–14]. CompOSE con-
tains over 300 EoSs that cover different regions of the
QCD phase diagram relevant to neutron stars. Com-
pOSE has been very important for pushing forward the
dense matter astrophysics field, giving a wider range of
physicists across fields access to a broad range of neutron
star EoSs using one standardized output [15]. However,
because CompOSE is a database and does not include the
EoS models themselves, one cannot vary free parameters
within EoSs on CompOSE, nor can one edit or modify
the EoS models, as new data furthers our knowledge.

Furthermore, once EoSs have been obtained (regard-
less of the source), they need to be matched together
across their regime of validity in order to describe entire
neutron stars. Most importantly, EoS matching must be
done in such a way as to preserve thermodynamic con-
sistency, thermodynamic stability, and causality, i.e., the
speed of sound squared is bounded between zero and the

1 One can also define charge fraction as a ratio of quantum num-
bers, YQ = Q/B where Q is the total electric charge of the
system that does not include leptons and B is the total number
of baryons (where each quark contributes as 1/3). We can imag-
ine a system with nuclei and free nucleons such that Q includes
both the protons within a nucleus and the free protons, whereas
B includes all the nucleons both within and outside nuclei.

speed of light; see e.g. App. E of [16] for more details.
Two main approaches are commonly used for bridging
the different EoSs: a first-order phase transition or a
smooth matching. Finally, the complete EoS, spanning
from the crust to the core of neutron stars, is used to
close Einstein’s field equations and extract their macro-
scopic properties. For spherically-symmetric and static
stars, the Tolman–Oppenheimer–Volkoff (TOV) [17, 18]
equations are solved to generate mass-radius diagrams.
Furthermore, the tidal deformability, an important prop-
erty for gravitational wave studies, is obtained by ana-
lyzing the star’s response to an external static tidal field
through perturbation theory [19, 20]. Modeling rotat-
ing stars is more complex due to the interplay of rota-
tion and gravity. While full numerical relativity simu-
lations can accurately describe the behavior of rapidly
rotating stars, these methods are computationally inten-
sive. In this project, we use the Hartle–Thorne perturba-
tive approach, which employs a slow-rotation expansion
to estimate rotational properties with sufficient accuracy
[21, 22] to describe neutron stars.

In this paper, we introduce the MUSES (Modular Uni-
fied Solver of the Equation of State) Calculation Engine,
built to model the EoS across the QCD phase diagram
(including inside neutron stars and during heavily ion
collisions) with a variety of relevant models. The Cal-
culation Engine (CE) is modular because it allows for a
multitude of EoS descriptions (EoS modules) that can be
easily exchanged with one another or with external input
tables, and for numerous calculations of observables (Ob-
servable modules), given a unified EoS. The CE is uni-
fied because it combines the various modules to cover the
entire QCD phase diagram from heavy-ion collisions to
neutron stars. The EoS modules that currently make up
the MUSES CE are the following: Crust Density Func-
tional Theory (Crust-DFT, valid starting at low densities
and at neutron star temperatures), Chiral Effective Field
Theory (χEFT, valid around saturation density and at
zero temperatures in the current version), Chiral Mean
Field (CMF, valid beyond saturation density and at zero
temperatures in the current version), Lepton (valid at
any densities, but zero temperatures in the current ver-
sion), 4D Taylor-expanded Lattice (BQS, valid at low
densities and high temperatures), Ising 2D T ′-Expansion
Scheme (TExS, valid at low densities and high temper-
atures), and Holographic (NumRelHolo, valid across a
wide range of densities, but high temperatures). Each of
these modules provides a prescription for the EoS, either
for cold neutron stars (first 4 modules) or for heavy-ion
collisions (last 3 modules), in a particular region of the
QCD phase diagram. The EoSs generated by these mod-
ules (or external tables) are then combined to provide a
unified description for a particular application in a user-
defined region of the QCD phase diagram within the Syn-
thesis module. The Observable modules that make up
the MUSES CE are the following: Quadrupole moment,
Tidal Love number, Moment of Inertia, Mass, and Radius
(QLIMR, valid for the calculation of stationary, axisym-
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metric and slowly-rotating neutron star observables in
equilibrium), and Flavor Equilibration (Flavor Eq, valid
for the calculation of out-of-equilibrium neutron star ob-
servables). Each of these modules acts on the unified EoS
created by the synthesized EoS modules to calculate cer-
tain observables, like mass-radius curves, tidal deforma-
bilities, bulk viscosities, and relaxation times.

For the neutron-star EoS modules, we focus here
on cold neutron stars (T ∼ 0 in the MeV scale)
in β-equilibrium, which are described by a simple 1-
dimensional (1D) EoS that can be used to calculate rel-
evant thermodynamic properties as a function of nB or
baryon chemical potential, µB . In the neutron star crust,
different nuclei dominate, reproducing nearly isospin
symmetric matter (or, in terms of the charge fraction,
YQ ∼ 0.5). In the dense regime inside neutron star
core, matter possesses a large isospin asymmetry (re-
lated to large, negative charge chemical potential, µQ,
reproducing low YQ) and there are no constraints on the
strangeness fraction. While in the crust and outer-core
the contributions from protons are expected to dominate
the nuclei/baryonic/quark electric charge, in the inner
core, hyperons, ∆ baryons, and deconfined quarks can
also carry electric charge (of both positive and negative
values). Overall, this leads to a positive charge density,
nQ > 0 that is exactly balanced by the existence of lep-
tons in the system, such that ntot

Q = nQ+nl = 0. Finally,
the number of strange particles is not conserved within
neutron stars because they live long enough that they
can undergo a significant number of weak decays. Be-
cause evolved neutron stars have (effectively) vanishing
temperatures, no anti-hyperons appear, and therefore the
strangeness density is negative, nS ≤ 0, because hyper-
ons carry negative strangeness (and strangeness chemi-
cal potential µS = 0 in β equilibrium). The MUSES CE
models all of this physics through the different models
mentioned above (Crust-DFT, χEFT, and CMF), which
are matched smoothly through transition functions. Fu-
ture work will extend modules that currently only have
T = 0 to finite temperature, so that they can be used to
study neutron star mergers.

For the heavy-ion EoS modules, we focus on EoSs
that reproduce lattice QCD at vanishing densities, the
behavior of the quark gluon plasma at high tempera-
tures, and the cross-over phase transition at low µB .
The modules differ, however, in how they treat phase
transitions, critical points, and low temperatures. The
BQS module is a 4-dimensional model (T, µB , µS , µQ

with baryon, strangeness, and electric charge chemical
potentials) that is reconstructed from lattice QCD re-
sults with a Taylor series, incorporates hadrons at low
temperatures (the hadron resonance gas model), and only
includes a cross-over phase transition. The TExS mod-
ule is a 2-dimensional model (T, µB with µS = µQ = 0
or along strangeness neutrality and fixed YQ) that is re-
constructed from lattice QCD results coupled to a 3D-
Ising model, incorporates hadrons at low temperatures
(the hadron resonance gas model), and includes a cross-

over phase transition, followed by a QCD critical point
and a first-order phase transition as one goes to higher
µB . The NumRelHolo is a 2-dimensional (T, µB with
µS = µQ = 0) holographic model that is tuned to re-
produce lattice QCD thermodynamics at vanishing den-
sities, without incorporating hadrons, but including a
cross-over phase transition followed (depending on the
parameters chosen) by a QCD critical point and first-
order phase transition at larger µB . Unlike in neutron
stars, the hadron resonance gas phase includes all known
light and strange hadrons and their resonances, which
are important to reproduce lattice QCD results across
the cross-over phase transition. Future work will include
Thermal-FIST [23], a hadron resonance gas model that
can be calculated in 4D. At the moment, the heavy-ion
collision EoSs are not connected to each other, but after
the inclusion of Thermal-FIST they will be connected in
2D, 3D, or 4D, similarly to what is done in this work.
In this paper, however, we place more emphasis on the
neutron-star side of the MUSES CE, and leave a detailed
study of the heavy-ion sector to future work.
We not only develop and describe the MUSES CE in

this paper, but we also use it to study physical prop-
erties of the resulting neutron stars. We investigate as-
trophysical properties, like the mass, moment of inertia,
quadrupole moment and tidal Love number, and study
how the matching procedure affects these observables.
That is, we study the influence of different smooth match-
ing procedures used to connect different 1D EoSs on
stellar properties. We find that neutron star maximum
masses and radii only vary by up to a few percent within
a given matching procedure, while (as expected) EoS-
independent relations remain insensitive to the matching
scheme. We also study, for the first time, the bulk vis-
cosity and the flavor equilibration relaxation time for two
different EoSs across nB .
This paper is organized as follows. We begin with

an overview of the CE in Sec. II. Then, in Sec. III,
we provide an overview of the neutron star EoS mod-
ules of Crust-DFT in Sec. III A, χEFT in Sec. III B,
CMF++ in Sec. III C, Lepton in Sec. IIID, and Syn-
thesis in Sec. III E. In Sec. IV we outline the MUSES ob-
servation modules, with QLIMR presented in Sec. IVA
and Flavor Equilibration in Sec. IVB, where new results
for the influence of the MUSES EoS on observables are
shown. Finally, we conclude and discuss the implications
of this work in Sec. V. Appendices A, B, C are added to
provide further details about this work. We use “natu-
ral” units throughout, where ℏ = c = kB = 1.

II. OVERVIEW OF MUSES SOFTWARE
PRODUCTS

This section provides a brief overview of MUSES soft-
ware products both to motivate the rest of the paper and
to introduce our complete framework for the description
of neutron stars.
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The MUSES project [24] has three major software de-
velopment goals: (1) create independent software mod-
ules that calculate EoSs, calculate physical observables,
and/or process data; (2) define a software framework for
integration and interoperability of these modules (and
external tables); and (3) design and construct a manage-
ment system to orchestrate the execution of composable,
multi-module workflows. There is also (4) an effort to
support interoperability with existing data formats.

These goals are met by creating a MUSES cyberinfras-
tructure with the following elements:

1. MUSES Modules. Independent software pack-
ages that encode physics models to perform calcu-
lations that generate scientific data, including EoSs
and derived physical observables. The description
of the equations and the algorithmic design under-
lying these packages is the focus of this paper.

2. MUSES Framework. A specification and set of
requirements for how to package a calculation script
and its dependencies, define its programming in-
terface (API), and publish its documentation. The
framework is what allows these otherwise indepen-
dent MUSES modules to interoperate in confor-
mance with the MUSES development goals.

3. MUSES Calculation Engine. A web applica-
tion and workflow management system [25] that or-
chestrates the execution of a set of MUSES modules
according to an arbitrary directed acyclic graph
(DAG) specified by the user. Each execution of a
workflow is a “job” managed via the RESTful API.
Jobs are added to a processing queue and run asyn-
chronously across a pool of worker processes, effi-
ciently leveraging parallelism within the constraints
of the workflow’s DAG to optimally utilize comput-
ing resources. Data can be piped between modules
or input from uploaded files, and all generated out-
put files can be downloaded for local analysis.

At the time of writing this paper, the EoS modules
described below can be used in workflows executed by
the CE:

• Neutron-star EoS Modules:

– Crust Density Functional Theory (Crust-
DFT) calculates the EoS of neutrons and pro-
tons in equilibrium with an ensemble of nuclei (see
[26, 27] for the theoretical groundwork and [28] for
the open source C++ code and [29] for the EoS
tables). At low T , the EoS can describe the neu-
tron star crust, reproducing the nuclear liquid-gas
phase transition.

– Chiral Effective Field Theory (χEFT) pro-
vides an ab-initio description of bulk hadronic
matter consisting of nucleons applicable to the
density region corresponding to the outer core

of neutron stars (see [30, 31] for the theoret-
ical groundwork, and [32] for the open source
code). The χEFT EoS is calculated using many-
body perturbation theory, being most applica-
ble for nB ∼ [0.5, 1.5] nsat, and extendable to
T ∼ [0, 30] MeV [33, 34].

– Chiral Mean Field (CMF++) provides a de-
scription for dense matter, appropriate for the
outer and inner core of neutron stars, with
the entire baryon octet and decuplet, and light
and strange quarks, leading to chiral symmetry
restoration and deconfinement across T and µB

(see [35, 36] for the theoretical ground work, [16]
for a detailed study of its properties at T = 0 in-
cluding a description of the C++ code, and [37]
for the open source C++ code).

– Lepton calculates a free Fermi gas of leptons
(electrons, muons, taus). It can be used alone
or to fulfill charge neutrality and β-equilibrium in
other EoSs. The module also allows one to include
neutrinos and fix the lepton fraction. See [38] for
the open source code.

• Heavy-Ion EoS Modules:

– 4D Taylor-expanded lattice (BQS) calculates
the lattice QCD EoS, expanded as a Taylor se-
ries in powers of µi/T , where i = B, Q, S for
baryon number, electric charge and strangeness.
The three chemical potentials µi and the temper-
ature can be changed independently, but the cov-
erage in µi/T is limited by the range of validity of
the lattice Taylor expansion (see [39] for details,
and [40] for the open source code).

– Ising 2D T′-Expansion Scheme (Ising-
2DTExS) generates EoSs based on the novel T ′-
expansion scheme, introduced to obtain the lattice
QCD EoS at finite µB with the broadest available
coverage in the literature [41], and with the inclu-
sion of a critical point in the 3D Ising model uni-
versality class (see [42] for the theoretical ground-
work). Users can change the location and strength
of the critical point, or run it in lattice mode with
no critical point (see [43] for the open source code,
and [44] for the description of the Faá di Bruno
method used to speed up calculations in the code).

– Holographic (NumRelHolo) is based on the
gauge/gravity correspondence [45], and uses a
bottom-up, non-conformal model in asymptoti-
cally anti-de-Sitter spacetime, constrained to re-
produce lattice QCD thermodynamics at vanish-
ing µB to predict the EoS across a wide range of
T and µB , including the location of the QCD crit-
ical point and the first-order phase transition line.
See [46–49] for the associated theoretical ground-
work, [50] for the current capabilities of the open
source code, [51] for the open source code, and
[52] for the open data set.
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FIG. 1. Range of validity for MUSES EoS modules in this
paper. The neutron star EoSs are shown in the top panel and
the heavy-ion collisions EoSs are shown in the bottom panel.

The above modules must be combined in their over-
lapping regime of validity, which is implemented through
a special module, called Synthesis. In particular, this
module combines different charge-neutral, β-equilibrium
EoSs from MUSES EoS modules or external sources (con-
verted to our MUSES standard format) smoothly, using
different thermodynamical quantities, such as the speed
of sound squared, the energy density, and the pressure.
The module can also combine EoSs through a first-order
phase transition with (Gibbs construction) or without
(Maxwell construction) a mixed phase. See [53] for the
open source code.

Of the EoS modules, Crust-DFT, χEFT, CMF++, and
Lepton can be used to model different layers of neutron
stars, while Ising-2DTExS, BQS, and NumRelHolo can
be used to describe the properties of the matter formed
in ultra-relativistic heavy-ion collisions. In Figure 1, we
show the estimated regime of validity for our neutron star
EoS modules in the top panel and for our heavy-ion colli-
sion EoS modules in the bottom panel. The neutron star
EoSs cover a wide range of nB relevant from the crust
to the core of neutron stars. Due to the uncertainties in
the relevant degrees of freedom at a given nB , we cannot
draw exact boundaries delimiting where one neutron-star
EoS is valid or not, which is why the boundaries in the

top figure fade out. However, we do know that below nsat

and above ndrip ∼ 10−3 nsat (i.e., ndrip < nB < nsat),
the layers of neutron stars contain both nuclei and nu-
cleons. Above nsat and below the deconfinement phase
transition ndec > nsat (i.e., nsat < nB < ndec), the
neutron star layers must include nucleons (protons and
neutrons), but may also have hyperons and resonances
(like ∆ baryons).2 We should note that, while χEFT
calculations can be used to calculate properties of nuclei
(see, e.g., [54]), although the χEFT approach used in the
MUSES CE is based on infinite-matter, many-body per-
turbation theory, which does not produce bound states
(i.e., nuclei).

The heavy-ion collisions EoSs have well-defined bound-
aries because the BQS and TExS are both based on se-
ries expansions, where uncertainty quantification is well-
understood. Both are based on a µB/T expansion such
that their regimes of validity are clearly shown in Fig-
ure 1. Since the hadron resonance gas is also expanded
using a Taylor series, it breaks down quickly at large µB

for low T . Both can already be used in hydrodynamics
simulations (as was done in [55, 56]). NumRelHolo has an
entirely different approach such that it only captures the
quark-gluon plasma phase as well as around the phase
transition, but does not include hadrons. Thus, it will
need to be merged with a hadron resonance gas model
first before being used in simulations. For heavy-ion col-
lisions, we show only the specific slice in the QCD phase
diagram of µS = µQ = 0 where all three modules are
valid. However, the BQS module is also valid at finite
µS ̸= 0 and µQ ̸= 0.
MUSES EoSs satisfy standard constraints on the EoS

coming from nuclear physics and astrophysics, as re-
viewed recently by the MUSES collaboration [57], in-
cluding constraints from lattice QCD, perturbative QCD,
χEFT, heavy-ion collisions, low-energy nuclear physics,
and observations from neutron stars and their mergers.

With the wide range of applications for the EoSs pro-
duced by MUSES, different formats of output are nec-
essary for the wider physics community. One such for-
mat that is common within the astrophysical commu-
nity is the CompOSE format. CompOSE is an existing
EoS repository containing thermodynamic, microscopic,
compositional and astrophysical data for hundreds of
EoSs, all with a common format [15]. Within MUSES,
the CompOSE package in Python can produce output
to fit these format specifications. The package contains

2 For the sake of roughly delimiting the boundaries of the layers
of a neutron star in Fig. 1, we have chosen ndec ∼ 4nsat, but
this should be taken with a huge grain of salt. The exact decon-
finement number density is unknown, except that ndec > nsat,
and less than ∼ 4nsat, where a simple calculation shows that
nucleons start to overlap. Beyond that, quarks are expected to
dominate, but possibly within a mixture of phases, a percolation,
or a crossover. The CMF parametrization we discuss in this work
predicts a steep first-order phase transition to quark matter at
T = 0 (on top of which we construct a mixed phase).
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FIG. 2. Workflows within the CE that create (Crust-DFT)
crust, (χEFT) outer core, and (CMF++) inner core EoSs,
turn them into charge neutral EoSs in β-equilibrium (Lepton),
which are then combined (Synthesis) and used to calculate
neutron star observables (QLIMR).

functions to linearly interpolate data in regular grids of
(T, nB , YQ), with options to follow recommended grid siz-
ing from CompOSE or to specify a custom regular grid.
It also includes functions to properly format output files
that allow EoSs to be submitted to the CompOSE repos-
itory. This package can be easily extended to support
additional output formats. CompOSE files can also be
converted to the standard MUSES format shown in Ta-
ble I for use as inputs to MUSES workflows involving
other modules to calculate EoSs and/or physical observ-
ables.

The CE also includes modules that connect theory to
data and modules that can be used in other theoretical
frameworks (e.g., numerical relativity or relativistic vis-
cous fluid dynamics). The relevant ones for this paper
are summarized below.

• Flavor Equilibration (Flavor Eq) calculates the
equilibrium charge fraction, the flavor (isospin) re-
laxation rate, and the frequency-dependent bulk
viscosity of nucleonic matter [58, 59] (see [60] for
the open source code).

• Quadrupole moment, Tidal Love number,
Moment of Inertia, Mass, and Radius
(QLIMR) calculates macroscopic stellar proper-
ties using the QLIMR module to compute masses,
radii and the I-Love-Q relations of slowly-rotating
compact stars [61–63] (see [64] for the open source
code).

For this paper, all observable modules are focused on
neutron star physics at T ∼ 0, but later releases will
include connections to heavy-ion collision observables

FIG. 3. Workflows within the CE that create an (χEFT OR
CMF++) EoS, turn it into a charge neutral EoS (Lepton),
and use it to compute out-of-equilibrium effects (Flavor Equi-
libration).

across (T, µB , µS , µQ) and neutron star merger EoSs
across (T, nB , YQ), eventually connecting heavy-ion col-
lision EoSs to those from neutron star mergers.

Within the CE, one can define different workflows that
connect the EoS modules together. Figures 2 and 3 show
two examples at T ∼ 0 that we explore in this paper, but
we emphasize that many other possible workflows are
possible and can be specified by the user. In the first set
of workflows, as shown in Figure 2, the output of each
EoS module is read by the lepton module, which adds
lepton contributions. The CMF++ model can produce
two separate phases (hadronic and quark), which have
the lepton contributions added separately, before calcu-
lating stability in the Synthesis module (see subsection
III-D of Ref. [16]). The Synthesis module also combines
Crust-DFT and χEFT results, which are then connected
to CMF++ results. To describe chemically-equilibrated
neutron stars, the Lepton module reduces the initial 2-
dimensional results of each EoS (µB and µQ or nB and
nQ) into 1D results (µB) by enforcing β equilibrium with
leptons (e.g., for the electron µe = −µQ) and charge neu-
trality nlep = nQ. The Synthesis module then combines
the 1D EoSs, allowing the matching to occur through
different methods and at different points. After match-
ing, Synthesis then checks causality and thermodynamic
stability according to Appendix E of [16]. The result is
a 1D EoS from crust-to-core for a neutron star that can
be fed into QLIMR, which then calculates neutron star
observables that can be connected to astrophysical data.
We use processes to refer to the run of a single module.
A chain refers to two or more processes that run in se-
quence, and a group refer to multiple processes or chains
that can be run in parallel.

The second set of workflows that we discuss in this
paper are shown in Figure 3. A given 2D EoS can be
fed into the Lepton module, which in this case keeps the
2D results (µB and µQ or nB and nQ) by enforcing only
charge neutrality. The resulting 2D table is then used
as input for the Flavor Equilibration module (alterna-
tively, it could also be outputted directly to be used in,
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e.g., neutron star mergers)3. Because the Flavor Equi-
libration module assumes homogeneous nuclear matter
and requires microscopic information including particle
fractions and nucleon effective masses, it is not yet possi-
ble to use it together with smoothly joined EoSs. Rather,
we use the Flavor Equilibrium module separately with
each EoS that can provide that information, χEFT and
CMF++, at densities near or above nuclear saturation
where matter is expected to be homogeneous.

Although we here focus on workflows that combine all
three of our EoSs and calculate neutron star observables
(with out-of-equilibrium effects computed in the Flavor
Equilibration module for each EoS), simpler workflows
are also possible. To give an example of a simpler work-
flow, one could connect a low nB EoS table obtained
from CompOSE directly to a CMF++ workflow, com-
bine them with Synthesis, and then use that new EoS
to calculate neutron star observables. One could also use
one or more EoS modules to create CompOSE compatible
output tables. Interested users also have the possibility
to use a single module for their own purposes; for exam-
ple, using QLIMR coupled to their own EoS to calculate
gravitational-wave observables such as tidal deformabili-
ties.

Returning to the primary purpose of this work, we
want to systematically study the effects of combining
various EoSs across nB using different matching meth-
ods. We address questions such as: Is it equivalent
to smoothly match EoSs using pressure in terms of the
baryon chemical potential P (µB), versus using the speed
of sound squared

c2s ≡ dP

dϵ
, (1)

and then integrating to obtain the pressure in terms of
the energy density, i.e,. P (ε)? Is there an ideal location
for this smooth matching and what influence does it play
on neutron star observables including EoS-independent
relations? We also explore for the first time flavor equi-
libration of the CMF model and χEFT.

In the next section, we outline the physics involved
in our three different neutron-star nuclear (not includ-
ing the Lepton) EoS modules: Crust-DFT, χEFT and
CMF++. All three models are well-established and have
been used to describe dense matter and neutron stars for
many years. In our work, we use the standard or “best
fit” parameters of each of these models, leaving future
studies to explore the full parameter space. We also dis-
cuss in detail below the functionality of the Lepton and
Synthesis modules.

3 A 2D EoS could also be produced from a 1D charge neutral, β-
equilibrated EoS through an expansion in isospin fractions [65],
although this has not been implemented in MUSES yet.
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FIG. 4. Binding energy per nucleon as a function of the
baryon number density for Crust-DFT, χEFT and CMF++
for isospin symmetric matter YQ = 0.5. We show each module
only within their approximate regime of validity that is later
considered for matching between EoS.

III. NEUTRON-STAR EOS MODULES

The EoS modules that we used to describe the neutron
star EoS are detailed below. We discuss the layers of the
neutron star that they cover as well as their regime of
validity, the physics contained within each module, and
briefly outline the structure of each code.

Before getting into the details of the individual mod-
ules, let us discussion their regime of validity and where
we match between the modules to provide some overview
of our approach. In Figure 4, we plot the binding energy
per nucleon vs the baryon number density for isospin-
symmetric matter (Y = 0.5 or µQ = 0) for all three
modules. The saturation density, nsat, is defined as the
baryon number density where the binding energy has a
minimum. In Figure 4 we find that all nuclear EoS mod-
ules have nsat in the range of nsat = [0.14, 0.17] fm−3,
which is compatible with constraints. Furthermore, the
binding energy per nucleon at nsat for our models should
be in the range of [−16.2,−15.7] MeV, as is also verified
in all three EoS modules.

At low nB , we see in Figure 4 that Crust-DFT has a
kink, which is an indication of a heavy nuclei-dominated
regime (where nucleons are present because nB > ndrip,
but they are a sub-dominant effect). Comparing this to
χEFT, which does not have nuclei in the MUSES CE, a
kink is not present at low nB , which indicates that this
number density range is outside the regime of validity
of χEFT; we plot this feature just to demonstrate the
need for a crust at low nB . Close to nsat but slightly
below, we see that Crust-DFT and χEFT are nearly
identical because Crust-DFT was previously tuned to re-
produce χEFT. At nsat, we begin to see subtle differ-
ences, where χEFT has the lowest binding energy and
the highest nsat. Exactly at nsat is where CMF++ be-
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FIG. 5. Cartoon showing the layers of two neutron stars with
masses of 1.4M⊙ and 2M⊙ that may result from a MUSES
workflow. The EoS modules used for each layer are shown in
green for crust-DFT, red for χEFT, and blue for CMF, where
the light blue indicates hadrons and the dark blue indicates
quarks. On the top-left slice we list EoS module names, while
in the bottom-right slice we list the particles each EoS in-
cludes.

comes valid (although this particular rendering leads to
a lower nsat than both Crust-DFT and χEFT). Then
slightly above nsat, we see stronger differences between
our EoS modules, which foreshadows some of the chal-
lenges that we find later when matching EoSs in this
regime. Around ≳ 2nsat, we expect χEFT to no longer
be valid, so CMF++ must be switched on somewhere
between nsat < nB < 2nsat to ensure an overlap in their
regime of validity.

Our approach in this paper is to use Crust-DFT at
the lowest nB and smoothly match it to χEFT slightly
below nsat, where there is a strong overlap between mod-
ules. Then, above nsat, we smoothly match the combined
Crust-DFT+χEFT to CMF++ in the range where there
is overlapping regime of validity. In principle, Crust-DFT
could be run at arbitrarily high nB if one believes there is
only nucleonic degrees-of-freedom within neutron stars,
but for this paper we are only considering it for the crust
part of the EoS.

In Fig. 5 we show a cartoon (the numbers are just
estimated and not taken from an exact calculation) of
different layers of neutron stars based on the type of EoS
modules used in the MUSES CE. For a lighter neutron
star of 1.4M⊙, we anticipate a significant contribution
from the crust and saturation properties with an overall

dominant contribution of neutrons and protons (poten-
tially also including hyperons and/or resonances), but
a small quark core (if any). For a more massive neu-
tron star of 2M⊙, we anticipate a very thin crust, with a
medium layer around saturation densities, and a signifi-
cantly larger core (especially with quarks, if they appear).
The exact boundaries between layers depend strongly on
the EoS, the parameters of the EoS, and where/how the
matching between layers is performed, so the exact num-
bers in Fig. 5 should not be taken seriously. At the end
of this paper, we discuss the exact numbers obtained for
these layers for a particular, heavy neutron star.

A. Model for the neutron star crust: Crust-DFT

Crust-DFT is a phenomenological model that describes
nuclei in equilibrium with neutrons and protons devel-
oped originally in Refs. [26, 27], based on earlier work
in Ref. [66]. The Crust-DFT source code can be found
in Ref. [67]. For this paper, we focus on the very low T
regime of Crust-DFT, although the model allows for high
T calculations relevant to supernovae as well.
At T ∼ 0, the structure of the outer layers of a neu-

tron star changes rapidly with nB . The atmosphere is de-
scribed as an ideal Fermi gas of electrons and light nuclei
that have YQ ∼ 0.5. As nB increases, the nuclei become
more neutron-rich (Z ≪ A) and the nuclei play a larger
role in the EoS. One must minimize the free energy with
respect to the number of protons Z versus the total num-
ber of nucleons A within a nucleus to determine which
nuclei appear at a given (T, nB , YQ). For lighter nuclei,
the masses and their properties have already been well-
established experimentally [68]. However, the nuclei close
to the neutron drip line nB ∼ ndrip have either not yet
been measured, have missing information, or large uncer-
tainties. Thus, we use DFT to calculate the properties
of these heavy, neutron-rich nuclei, where experimental
data is missing. Furthermore, we take into account the
spacing of the nuclei on a fixed lattice, as well as electro-
static corrections between the electrons and themselves
(repulsive), and the electrons and the nuclei (attractive)
using Wigner-Seitz cells.
Once the neutron drip line is surpassed (when nB >

ndrip), the system is composed of nuclei, unbound “free”
nucleons4, and electrons. Past the neutron drip line, we
use an excluded volume to describe the size of the nu-
clei. Even when the population of free nucleons is very
dilute, we include their 2-body interactions, i.e., nucleon-
nucleon (NN) interactions. Thus, Crust-DFT can handle
the liquid-gas phase transition and is valid even past nsat,
at least for the regime where NN interactions of nucleons
only are still valid.

4 By “free” nucleons, we mean nucleons no longer confined within
a nucleus, not non-interacting nucleons.
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In DFT, the nuclei properties are calculated using
a virial expansion, which is the best available model
when the neutron and proton fugacities (zi ≡ exp[(µi −
mi)/T ] with m being their masses) are much less than 1,
i.e., (zp, zn) ≪ 1. Within a virial expansion, one takes a
free Fermi gas and then systematically includes N -body
interactions, where, if N = 2, these are pairs of nucle-
ons within a nucleus and so forth. This method directly
computes the EoS from NN scattering phase shifts in a
model-independent way [69]. The properties of the virial
expansion are constrained by nuclear structure experi-
ments around nsat, χEFT results near nsat at finite T ,
and neutron star observations at higher nB [26]. This
model has several parameters that can be modified by
the user without spoiling the aforementioned tuning. In
this work, we select a few relevant parametrizations.

Depending on the (T, nB , YQ), the EoS may be in a
regime where nuclei and nucleons coexist at the same
spatial location. In this regime, one requires constraints
to determine the population number densities of the nu-
clei and nucleons. In nuclear statistical equilibrium, re-
actions, such as the decay of a nucleus A into its con-
stituent nucleons, A(A−Z,Z) ↔ (A− Z)n+Zp , are in
equilibrium when their forward rates match their reverse
rates. Then, the condition of nuclear statistical equilib-
rium implies a relation, known as the Saha equation [70],
between the associated chemical potentials (see Eq. 23 of
Ref. [27]) µA = (A− Z)µn + Zµp. The Saha equation
is the relationship between chemical potentials when the
degrees of freedom are only nuclei and nucleons.

In principle, the Crust-DFT EoS can be computed over
a large range of temperatures T ∈ (0.1, 127) MeV, baryon
number densities nB ∈ (2 × 10−12, 2) fm−3, and charge
fractions YQ ∈ (0.01, 0.7). However, its regime of valid-
ity is only where the degrees of freedom of nuclei and/or
nucleons are relevant because quarks, hyperons, nucle-
onic resonances, and mesons are not included. The exact
boundaries of its regime of validity are difficult to pre-
cisely determine, but broadly speaking the model is valid
when T is less than a few tens of MeV (when more baryon
resonances inevitably appear) and nB ≲ (2–4)nsat (when
nucleons start to overlap at T = 0). However, for this
paper, we focus only on a vanishing temperature regime,
and all calculations are carried out at the fixed temper-
ature of T = 0.1 MeV.

The five basic Crust-DFT parameters [27] are the fol-
lowing: the symmetry energy Esym, the slope Lsym of
Esym, two parameters that control the strength of the
three-neutron force in the neutron matter EoS, and an
index that selects the specific Skyrme model used for nu-
clear matter from the posteriors in Ref. [71] (see Ref. [27]
for details). Two additional high-density parameters also
need to be specified, but they do not impact the equation
of state below nsat. The basic output of the Crust-DFT
model are thermodynamics properties of matter, includ-
ing the internal energy, pressure, entropy, and chemical
potentials (see Section IIID). Also included in the output
are the fractional abundances of neutrons, protons, five
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FIG. 6. Average nuclear mass number ⟨A⟩, see Eq. (2), as
a function of density and temperature at a fixed charge frac-
tion YQ = 0.4 calculated within Crust-DFT. The value of
nsat, 0.16 fm−3, is just above the density at which ⟨A⟩ drops
sharply to zero.

light nuclei (following [66]) and a representative heavy
nucleus. In order to be consistent with the MUSES in-
terface, all chemical potentials include their associated
rest masses.

The Crust-DFT code is written entirely in C++ and
depends on the GSL, HDF5, Boost, and O2scl libraries.
Most points in parameter space can be computed within
fractions of a second, but this execution time becomes
significantly larger at low T , near nsat, where nuclei and
nucleons have nearly equal free energies. The Saha equa-
tions (see above) are used to reduce the EoS calculation
to two equations to be solved using a Newton-Raphson
method. The number density of neutrons and protons
outside of nuclei are varied to ensure that the desired
baryon density and electron fraction are matched. Given
a guess for the neutron and proton density, the phe-
nomenological energy density functional is used to com-
pute the thermodynamic properties of neutrons and pro-
tons outside of nuclei; then, the Saha equations are used
to determine the density of nuclei. Multiple solutions are
resolved by choosing the solution that minimizes the free
energy. Crust-DFT also has several precomputed tables
available for download in the Zenodo repository [29].

At finite T , all nuclei appear in the EoS (although,
depending on the nB , some nuclei have very small abun-
dances). To better understand the relevant nuclei, we
can calculate the average nuclear mass number, ⟨A⟩, for
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a given (T, nB , YQ) via [27]

⟨A⟩ =
[∑

i

niAi

][∑

i

ni

]−1

, (2)

where Ai is the number of nucleons within the nucleus
i, ni is the number density of that nucleus, and we sum
over all nuclei. In Figure 6 we plot ⟨A⟩ as a function of
(T, nB), assuming matter that is close to isospin symmet-
ric, which is similar to what is found in heavy-ion colli-
sions, i.e., YQ ∼ 0.4. We see that nuclei no longer play a
role at high T because one has surpassed the liquid-gas
phase transition, such that nuclei “melt” into hadrons.
However, at temperatures below T ≲ 5 MeV, starting
from low nB , there is a direct increase in ⟨A⟩ as one in-
creases nB while keeping T = const. At high enough
nB ∼ [10−2, 0.1] fm−3, there is a sudden sharp rise in
⟨A⟩ → 350, followed by a sudden drop to ⟨A⟩ → 0, which
is where nsat occurs. At higher nB > nsat, nuclei are no
longer energetically favorable and the EoS consists solely
of nucleons.

B. Model for the neutron star near saturation
density: χEFT

χEFT provides a model-independent framework for
the study of strongly-interacting matter at the energy
scales characteristic of nuclei (for theoretical background,
see [30, 72]). The theory describes microscopic nuclear
interactions through an order-by-order expansion, which
includes both NN and multi-nucleon interactions. The
χEFT EoS is calculated using many-body perturbation
theory (MBPT) [73] up to second order in homogeneous
nuclear matter. The legacy code for χEFT MBPT was
written in Fortran 77, and has been rewritten from
scratch into a modern object-oriented C++20 version at
T = 0, as well as finite-T nuclear matter. For a detailed
description of the theory involved in the χEFT two- and
three-nucleon interactions, T = 0 MBPT, and finite-T
MBPT, see Refs. [30], [73], [33], respectively. For the
source code, see Ref. [74].

Chiral EFT is the low-energy limit of QCD with nucle-
ons and pions as degrees of freedom. The theory offers an
order-by-order expansion for both NN and multi-nucleon
interactions based on the most general Lagrangian that is
consistent with the usual symmetries of low-energy QCD,
particularly the spontaneously broken chiral symmetry
[75]. The long-range features of the interaction are gov-
erned by pion-exchange contributions constrained by chi-
ral symmetry. Short-distance details are encoded in a set
of contact interactions with parameters that are fitted to
NN scattering phase shifts and bound state properties of
light nuclei. Employing χEFT with nuclear many-body
physics then allows for pure predictions of empirical prop-
erties of nuclear matter, such as the value of nsat at T = 0
as well as the liquid-gas phase transition at T > 0 [33].

Because of the limited energy regime accessible to
χEFT, chiral nuclear interactions are typically regulated
at a scale Λ lying between the low- and high-energy
regimes. For the MUSES χEFT module, we employ a
certain class of NN potentials at next-to-next-to-next-to-
leading order (N3LO) in the chiral expansion with res-
olution scales Λ = (414, 450)MeV [76, 77]. In addition,
we include three-body forces up to N2LO in the chiral
expansion through the use of an effective in-medium NN
interaction [78–80]. Besides these two potentials fitted to
low-energy nuclear scattering data, the module also al-
lows for the low-energy constants and contact parameters
of the potential to be freely adjusted. This enables the
possibility of fitting these parameters to a different set
of empirical quantities related to nuclear matter, such as
saturation properties or astrophysical observables. The
use of multiple fitted chiral interactions also allows for
better uncertainty quantification, as well as the possibil-
ity of generating a sampling distribution of EoSs based
on χEFT [81–83].
When working with low-momentum nuclear interac-

tions, MBPT can be used to investigate the nuclear
many-body system [73]. In the MUSES module, we em-
ploy the Kohn-Luttinger-Ward many-body perturbation
series [84, 85] including contributions up to second or-
der to calculate the free-energy per nucleon in infinite
homogeneous nuclear matter. Mean-field contributions
are also included self-consistently up to first-order in the
MBPT expansion. The remaining thermodynamic quan-
tities follow from derivatives of the free-energy by stan-
dard thermodynamic relations (see Appendix A). This
allows for a full calculation of the EoS of asymmetric nu-
clear matter (0.0 ≤ YQ ≤ 0.5) at T = 0 for densities
nB ∼ nsat [31, 33]. For faster evaluation, the EoS at
arbitrary isospin asymmetry can also be calculated by
first calculating the nuclear symmetry free-energy F̄sym

directly and using a quadratic approximation for the
isospin-asymmetry dependence of the EoS [34, 86]:

F̄ (nB , δ) ≈ F̄ (nB , δ = 0) + F̄sym(nB) δ
2 , (3)

where F̄ (nB , δ) is the free-energy per nucleon and δ =
1− 2YQ is the isospin asymmetry parameter.
Due to the limited nature of the EFT, χEFT can only

be used to investigate a limited region of the QCD phase
diagram. An accurate treatment of low-density nuclear
matter (nB < 0.5nsat) must account for nuclear cluster-
ing and non-perturbative features of the NN interactions
associated with larger scattering lengths. Conversely, any
treatment of high density (nB > 2nsat) would probe rel-
ative energy scales significantly greater than the effec-
tive resolution scale Λ, associated with heavier degrees of
freedom not included in the χEFT expansion. However,
within this regime of validity (0.5 < nB/nsat < 2), χEFT
produces accurate results for the EoS using MBPT [73],
as well as the means for quantifying uncertainties [81].

The input parameters in the χEFT EoS module can
be classified into four main categories: χEFT interac-
tion parameters, physical parameters, computational pa-
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rameters, and EoS grid parameters. The χEFT interac-
tion parameters include the low-energy constants (LECs)
appearing in the χEFT Lagrangian (8 πN LECs, 26
NN LECs, 2 NNN LECs) and the parameters of the
low-momentum regulator cutoff (e.g., ΛNN, Λ3N). The
physical parameters refer to common physical constants
used in the calculation, such as nucleon and pion masses
and coupling constants (e.g., gA, fπ, α). The computa-
tional parameters include numerical parameters involved
in the calculation, such as the number of integration mesh
points for quadrature methods or the number of interpo-
lation points for 1D interpolations, as well as calculation
options, such as whether to include NNN interactions or
whether to include many-body mean-field interactions.
The EoS grid parameters allow the user to specify in
what region of the 2D QCD phase diagram to generate
the EoS, parametrized by nucleon density nB and isospin
asymmetry parameter δ.
The standard output files generated by the χEFT

EoS module are tables in CSV or HDF5 format, de-
pending on the user’s choice of configuration. The full
output file contains most of the standard thermody-
namic variables in the canonical ensemble: free-energy
per nucleon F̄ , internal energy per nucleon E/A, pres-
sure P , proton/neutron chemical potential µp, µn, and
c2s defined on the 2-dimensional EoS grid of points
(nB , δ). Also included in this output file are the param-
eters (mp

∗, Up, mn
∗, Un) of the non-relativistic single-

nucleon energy ε(k) under the effective mass approxima-
tion ε(k) = k2/2m∗ + U , where m∗ stands for effective
mass and U for the particle potential. There are four
other output files that the χEFT EoS module can gen-
erate for users. The first of these output options filters
out any unstable and metastable points, leaving only a
stable EoS. The stability conditions used at T = 0 are
given by (see App. E in [16])

∂P

∂nB

∣∣∣∣
δ

≥ 0 ,
∂P

∂np

∣∣∣∣
δ

≥ 0 . (4)

The second output file option generates a file containing
saturation properties and properties related to Esym of
the generated EoS [33, 34]. The last two options generate
the MUSES standard format (see Section IIID) and the
Flavor Equilibration module format (see Section IVB),
respectively.

The χEFT EoS module code is mainly written in
modern C++, with an additional Python layer for input
validation, data post-processing, and assembling output
files. The module consists of two main components: the
χEFT interaction potential and the MBPT EoS. The
first of these components evaluates the χEFT NN po-
tential matrix elements for the given set of LECs and
regulator parameters. The potential matrix elements are
stored in partial-wave format ⟨ p |V J ℓ ℓ′ S T

NN | p′ ⟩ with a
2-dimensional mesh in both the incoming/outgoing rel-
ative particle momentum. The in-medium NN interac-
tion must also be evaluated separately at each point in
the phase diagram. The second component of the mod-

ule uses these stored potential matrix elements to evalu-
ate the appropriate MBPT diagrams. The partial-wave
formalism results in integrals over multiple internal mo-
menta in each interaction and relative angles between
them. These integrals are carefully evaluated inside the
Fermi surface using a standard Gauss-Legendre quadra-
ture method, interpolating over the tabulated matrix el-
ements stored in memory. In the Python post-processing
scripts, the resulting free-energy per nucleon F̄ calculated
by the C++ module is used to calculate all remaining ther-
modynamic variables.
The χEFT MUSES module is written mainly in mod-

ern object-oriented C++20, with a modular structure to
allow for additional calculations to be incorporated later.
This could include higher order corrections in the MBPT
expansion [87] or other analytical forms of the χEFT nu-
clear potential [88, 89]. The many-body integrals are
evaluated in parallel using OpenMP, bringing a significant
speed-up from the legacy Fortran programs which pre-
ceded it. For a single point in the QCD phase diagram,
the MUSES module runs 23 times faster than the χEFT
legacy Fortran code, when running on the same machine.
As the number of points in the EoS scale to 100, 1000,
etc., this rate increases to over 70 times faster. When
these runs are multithreaded over 8 cores, the MUSES
module can calculate a dense 2-dimensional EoS as much
as 250 times faster than before.
The current release of the χEFT MUSES module cal-

culates a 2-dimensional EoS for T = 0. In a near-future
release, the module will include the finite-T EoS, expand-
ing the potential use cases for astrophysical simulation.
The open source version of the χEFT EoS module, along
with comprehensive documentation on building and exe-
cuting the code, is available in the Zenodo repository [32].

C. Model for the neutron star outer and inner
core: CMF

The CMF model is a relativistic framework based on
a non-linear realization of chiral symmetry, originally de-
veloped in [90, 91], and successfully applied to the de-
scription of dense matter in neutron stars [35]. This
model describes the strong interaction between hadrons
and/or quarks mediated by scalar and vector (mean-field)
mesons, allowing the study of hadronic and quark matter
under extreme conditions, such as those found in neu-
tron stars and heavy-ion collisions. The legacy CMF
code, originally written in Fortran 77, has been rewrit-
ten from scratch as CMF++, a modern object-oriented
implementation in C++20 designed (so far) for T = 0 cal-
culations. For detailed descriptions of the CMF++ the-
ory and implementation, see Ref. [16]. The open source
code repository is available at [92].
The CMF model describes the physics of dense mat-

ter at nB ≳ nsat [35]. At moderate densities, the model
includes interacting nucleons, while at higher nB and/or
T , it incorporates hyperons and other spin- 32 resonances,



12

such as ∆ baryons, eventually transitioning to quark mat-
ter at the highest nB and/or T . The model is built from
a Lagrangian that respects known symmetries and incor-
porates the hadronic states of the SU(3) baryon octet,
decuplet, and light and strange quarks. The interactions
among these fermions are mediated by scalar mesons,
which provide attractive forces, and vector mesons, which
account for repulsive interactions. Additionally, isovector
interactions are mediated by mesons carrying isospin and
strange baryon and quark interactions are mediated by
mesons with hidden strangeness. To model the transition
between hadrons and quarks, the Lagrangian includes a
Polyakov loop-like potential, which induces a first-order
phase transition at low T [36]. In the CMF++ model,
the phases of matter are determined by the properties
of particles, their couplings, and the interaction ansatz.
For instance, at T = 0, the choice of model parameters
can result in various phases, such as one dominated by
nucleons, a chiral transition from nucleons to nucleons
plus hyperons and/or resonances, a direct transition to
quark matter, or a sequence of transitions from nucleons
to nucleons plus hyperons and/or resonances, and then
to quark matter [16].

The CMF++ code effectively describes the nuclear
liquid-gas phase transition and the quark deconfinement
phase transition [36]. The model explores critical phe-
nomena, such as the QCD critical point, where the de-
confinement transition becomes a crossover [36, 93–95].
The model also accounts for chiral symmetry restoration,
predicting a reduction in baryon and quark masses un-
der extreme nB and/or T , providing insights into the
mechanisms of QCD symmetry-breaking and restora-
tion [16, 96]. The CMF model has been calibrated using
constraints from lattice QCD, low-energy nuclear exper-
iments, and astrophysical observations [35, 97–99]. The
model produces EoSs and particle compositions that can
be used for a wide range of applications, including heavy-
ion collision simulations [100–104], core-collapse super-
novae [105], stellar cooling [106, 107], and neutron star
mergers [108–110]5.
The primary limitation of the CMF++ module is that

it does not yet include finite T or magnetic field effects,
although earlier versions of the model do account for
these [113]. Future extensions of CMF++ aim to explore
the 4D/5D QCD phase diagram, incorporating both fi-
nite T and magnetic fields. The CMF model relies on the
mean-field approximation, which excludes quantum fluc-
tuations. This limitation reduces its accuracy in certain
regimes, particularly near the QCD critical point, where
it cannot capture universal scaling features [91]. At high
T and nB , achieving greater precision may require incor-
porating additional degrees of freedom or higher-order

5 Some of the work described here is based on an alternative ver-
sion of the CMF model, which includes the chiral partners of the
baryons, as detailed in [102–105, 107, 111, 112]. This version is
not published as a MUSES module.

effects. For instance, heavier hadronic states are needed
to reproduce lattice QCD results at high T and vanishing
nB [114, 115].

The input parameters in the CMF++ model are di-
vided into two main categories: computational parame-
ters and physical parameters. Computational parameters
include options such as the choice of particle sets (e.g.,
octet and/or decuplet baryons, hyperons, quarks), speci-
fications for output files and formats, domain boundaries,
and resolutions for µB , µQ and µS , as well as initial con-
ditions for the mean-field mesons in the self-consistent
solver. Physical parameters encompass quantities such
as meson vacuum masses, quark bare masses, quark-to-
meson couplings, self-coupling constants for the scalar
and vector meson equations, meson and baryon vacuum
masses, vector meson-nucleon couplings, and deconfine-
ment potential coupling constants, along with other phys-
ically significant variables (all coming from experiments
or fitted to experiments/observations). In total, CMF++
has 55 computational parameters and 60 physical param-
eters, all of which are detailed in [16]. In this work, we
explore the C4 vector meson parametrization; however,
the CMF MUSES module supports full configuration of
other parametrizations (C1, C2, and C3).

The standard output files generated by the CMF++
model consist of tables in either CSV or HDF5 for-
mat, depending on the user’s input configuration. Since
CMF++ accounts for phase transitions, users can ob-
tain data for stable branches alone or include metastable
and unstable branches as well. By default, CMF++ out-
puts three separate EoS files corresponding to the stable,
metastable, and unstable branches of the EoS. Addition-
ally, CMF++ provides three optional types of output
files. The first generates the required input files for the
Lepton module (see Section IIID), while the second pro-
duces formatted files for the Flavor Equilibration mod-
ule (see Section IVB). The third option outputs detailed
particle properties, including particle densities, chemical
potentials, effective chemical potentials, masses, effective
masses, and optical potentials for baryons and quarks
(covering both stable and metastable branches).

The CMF++ code’s main solver is modular and
object-oriented, implemented in modern C++ with
a Python layer for YAML preprocessing and post-
processing tasks, such as data cleaning and isolating
phase transition branches (stable, metastable, and un-
stable). The solver employs a self-consistent approach
to solve seven non-linear algebraic equations of motion–
six for the meson mean fields and one for the deconfine-
ment order parameter–using the fsolve routine [116].
Compared to the legacy Fortran 77 implementation,
CMF++ achieves a runtime improvement of over four or-
ders of magnitude for solving coupled equations of motion
for the chemical potentials (µB , µS , µQ) at T = 0 (see
Fig. 5 of [16]). This speed up results from the elimina-
tion of deprecated code, a streamlined algorithmic struc-
ture, and compiler optimizations. These enhancements
not only reduce computational overhead but also extend
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the code’s usability, allowing for precise exploration of
the 3D EoS across a broader parameter space. The open
source CMF++ module, along with detailed documenta-
tion on building and executing the code, is available in
the Zenodo repository [37].

D. Lepton

The Lepton module calculates the EoS for a free Fermi
gas. The module can be used to either (i) obtain a pure
lepton EoS, (ii) calculate the lepton contribution to an
existing EoS to ensure charge neutrality, or (iii) calcu-
late the lepton contribution to an existing EoS to ensure
charge neutrality, while enforcing β-equilibrium. In prin-
ciple, electrostatic corrections could also be incorporated,
being important, for example, in the crust-core transition
of neutron stars, but we leave this for future work.

The relevant equations for this module can be found
in Appendix B, as well as in [117] with T and magnetic
field effects, and in Sec. IIB of Ref. [65] without. In
our formalism, the different flavors of leptons (electron,
muon, and tau) have the exact same chemical potential
(also applies to neutrinos) because they have the same
quantum numbers

µe = µµ = µτ , (5)

µνe = µνµ = µντ . (6)

1. Charge neutrality

To enforce charge neutrality, we impose the following
relation by summing over all particles that carry baryon
number (B) and all that do not (l):

∑

i∈B

niQi +
∑

i∈l

niQi = 0 , (7)

where B can include nuclei, baryons, and/or quarks, and
l includes the leptons e−, µ−, τ−, and their respective
neutrinos νl’s. The quantity ni is the number density of
particle i and Qi is its electric charge. Using the def-
inition of charge fraction as the ratio of the total elec-
tric charge of nuclei/baryons/quarks per total number
of baryons (and dividing numerator and denominator by
the volume to obtain densities), we obtain

YQ =
nQ

nB
=

∑
i∈B

niQi

∑
i∈B

ni
. (8)

Using the definition of lepton fraction as the ratio of the
total number of leptons per total number of baryons (and
dividing again numerator and denominator by the vol-
ume), we obtain

Yl =
nl

nB
=

∑
i∈l

ni

∑
i∈B

ni
. (9)

The number density of a lepton is given by Eq. (B4)
and each lepton (that is not a neutrino for which Qi = 0)
carries electric charge Qi = −1. Adding everything in
Eq. (7), we obtain

nQ − nl− = 0 , (10)

or more explicitly

nQ −
∑

i∈l−

(µ2
i −m2

i )
3/2

3π2
= 0 , (11)

where mi is the mass of lepton i, l− stands for electrically
charged leptons (no neutrinos), and nQ is an input from
the other EoS modules (or from an external table–see the
format in Table I).
The way that Eq. (10) is solved depends on the as-

sumptions (or lack of assumptions) of β-equilibrium and
fixed lepton fraction discussed in the following. Once
Eq. (10) is solved, P and ε contributions from the lep-
tons (Eq. (B5)) are added to the ones from other EoS
modules (or from an external table) to obtain the total
P and ε according to

P = PB + Pl , (12)

ε = εB + εl . (13)

2. β-equilibrium

In β-equilibrium, weak interaction processes, such
as neutron decay and electron capture, are balanced,
i.e., the interactions

n → p+ e− + ν̄e , (14)

p+ e− → n+ νe , (15)

occur at equal rates. Then one can balance the particle
chemical potentials, such that

µn = µp + µe , (16)

if one assumes that

(a) neutrinos are in the untrapped, free-streaming
regime, so µνl

= 0 (as opposed to a fixed or con-
served number of leptons);

(b) the temperature is low enough so that the neutrino
energy and momentum can be neglected [118].

The above example is all that is required for a simple sys-
tem of just npe (neutron-proton-electron) matter. How-
ever, significantly more complicated weak-interactions
can be considered both with the possibility of other lep-
tons, as well as other baryons or quarks.

Given that the CE contains, for example, the CMF++
module, which includes the full SU(3) baryon octet and
decuplet, as well as quarks, we must consider all relevant
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weak interactions to define β-equilibrium correctly. Ad-
ditionally, we consider heavier leptons beyond the elec-
tron, such that we define l− = {e−, µ−, τ−}. Then, the
β-equilibrium interactions that must balance are

n → p+ l− + ν̄l , (17)

Λ → p+ l− + ν̄l , (18)

Σ− → n+ l− + ν̄l , (19)

Σ+ + l− → n+ νl , (20)

Ξ0 → Σ+ + l− + ν̄l (21)

Ξ− → Σ0 + l− + ν̄l , (22)

Ξ− → Ξ0 + l− + ν̄l , (23)

Ω− → Ξ0 + l− + ν̄l . (24)

Note that Σ0 does not present a β-decay because they
rather undergo electromagnetic interactions into a Λ+γ.
The ∆ baryons also do not have a corresponding weak
decay because their strong decays into nucleons are too
rapid. Similarly, the hyperons that carry a star, e.g., Σ∗,
are resonances of the Σ baryons and would also rapidly
decay under the strong force. While the main decay chan-
nels of hyperons are to pions (e.g., Λ → p + π− and
Λ → n + π0) [119]. Here, we restrict our discussion to
β-decays and β-equilibrium.

To understand the β-equilibrium constraints for a com-
plex system of particles, we must consider the chemical
potential of each baryon or quark, i.e.,

µi = BiµB +QiµQ + SiµS . (25)

where Bi, Qi and Si are the baryon number, electric
charge, and strangeness of the particle i, and µB , µQ and
µS are their associated chemical potentials (see App. A
of [94] for expressions for the baryon octet and light and
strange quarks). Then, for a system with at least neu-
trons n, protons p, Lambdas Λ, and leptons l, we define
the chemical potentials of these particles from Eq. (25)

µn = µB , (26)

µp = µB + µQ , (27)

µΛ = µB − µS . (28)

Combining these with the neutrinoless neutron β-decay
Eq. (16), we find

−µQ = µe , (29)

and combining these with the balanced particle chem-
ical potentials from the neutrinoless Lambda β-decay
Eq. (18) (µΛ = µp + µe), we find

µS = 0 (30)

such that as long as our system includes both Λ’s and
n’s in β-equilibrium, then µS = 0 (see out-of-beta equi-
librium discussion for strangeness in [120]). If the sys-
tem included only strange-baryons, then this condition

Column Quantity Units

1 Temperature (T ) MeV
2 Baryon chemical potential (µB) MeV
3 Strange chemical potential (µS) MeV
4 Charge chemical potential (µQ) MeV
5 Baryon density (nB) fm−3

7 Strangeness density (nS) fm−3

7 Charge density (nQ) fm−3

8 Energy density (ε) MeV fm−3

9 Pressure (P ) MeV fm−3

10 Entropy density (s) fm−3

11 (optional) Particle baryon density (nparticle
B ) fm−3

TABLE I. Default format of the input and output files in
MUSES.

would no longer hold. Furthermore, we point out that
the µS = 0 condition is specific to a long-lived system,
such as neutron stars where weak decays can occur. In
heavy-ion collisions, the system is significantly too short-
lived for weak decays to occur, such that one applies the
(net) strangeness neutrality condition, i.e., ⟨nS⟩ = 0, that
leads to a finite µS > 0.
Replacing Eq. (29) into Eq. (11) for all the electrically

charged leptons allows one to identify which µQ or nQ

(for a given µB or nB) fulfills charge neutrality Eq. (10).
In this way, we can eliminate one dimension, transform-
ing the original EoS table (or external table) from 2D to
1D.

3. Other cases

Let us now briefly describe other cases that are not
the focus of this paper, but are included in the MUSES
module. If one does not assume β-equilibrium,

−µQ ̸= µe , (31)

and for each point in the original 2-dimensional EoS table
(or external table) Eq. (11) must be solved for the lepton
chemical potentials, leaving the EoS table 2-dimensional.
This is the output that is read into the Flavor Eq. mod-
ule.
In the case of fixed lepton fraction (implemented only

in β-equilibrium), we can rewrite Eq. (16) as

µn = µp + µe − µl, (32)

which combined with Eqs. (26) and (27) gives

−µQ = µe − µl. (33)

In this case, Eq. (9) (fixed to a determined value) has
to be solved together with charge neutrality Eq. (10).
See Eq. 9 of Ref. [121] for an alternative (and somehow
equivalent) definition of µQ for µl ̸= 0.
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4. Usage

To use the Lepton module with an existing EoS, the
minimal setup required is to enable the flags to com-
pute only charge neutrality or charge neutrality with β-
equilibrium, and to specify which leptons enter the com-
putation.

The input and output data follow the same column
convention as the EoS modules described in Table I.
The optional column with nparticles

B accommodates mod-
els that contain a rearrangement term to the baryon
density, arising from nB = dP/dµB , such as the CMF
model [36], making it different from the density obtained
from summing baryon and quark densities. 6 All input
EoS files must be in CSV format, though there are also
options to output the EoS in CompOSE [12, 13] or HDF5
format. The module also produces an output for the Fla-
vor equilibration module, if the proper flags are enabled.
The column convention is described in Table V.

Additional functionalities are available in the module
by enabling the relevant flags. For example, the mod-
ule can compute derivatives (such as speed of sound and
susceptibilities), verify if stability and/or causality are re-
spected, compute the beta-equilibrated matter EoS with
trapped neutrinos (in which case Yl must be specified),
and produce additional (optional) files with parameters
specific to the EoS model, such as particle potentials and
effective masses. In this case, an additional file must be
provided with the model-specific parameters, which the
module interpolates to obtain their values in equilibrated
matter. The code can also be used as a free-Fermi gas
code by changing the relevant lepton properties in the
input particles data file. Although there is an option
to include τ ’s within the module, they are not relevant
for neutron stars due to their high masses and are not
discussed further in this paper.

To compute the lepton chemical potentials for charge
neutral matter (by solving Eq. (10) and, if required,
Eq. (9)) and for β-equilibrium (by additionally impos-
ing Eq. (29) and Eq. (5)), the Lepton module uses the
Ceres library [126]. The Ceres library implements dif-
ferent trust regions and line-search methods to solve the
non-linear least-square problem, from which the user can
choose one. The default is the Levenberg-Marquardt
method, which combines ideas from the Gauss-Newton
and gradient-descent methods [127].

For the β-equilibrium computation, the code automat-
ically processes the input data in sub-grids of constant

6 For models with rearrangement terms in the density, we calcu-
late lepton and charge fractions (defined as a ratio of quantum

numbers, l/B and Q/B) with nparticle
B , so if a tenth column is

included in the input EoS table, the lepton fraction is calculated

as Yl = l/B = nl/n
particle
B and the charge fraction is calculated

as YQ = Q/B = nQ/nparticle
B [121, 122]. See Ref. [123] for a

discussion on rearrangement terms in a density-dependent (DD)
mean-field model or Refs. [124, 125] for a discussion of rearrange-
ment terms in a nuclear statistical equilibrium model.

nB or µB , depending on the regularity of the data. Thus,
the calculations are more accurate if the data has a reg-
ularly spaced grid. However, the module also works with
irregular grids, provided the flag for enabling the multi-
dimensional interpolator is set. If the grid is regularly
spaced, for each nB or µB , the algorithm interpolates
in µQ to find µQ at equilibrium. All other quantities are
obtained for β-equilibrated matter by interpolating them
as functions of µQ. Otherwise, if the grid is irregular, the
algorithm generates a regular grid in density, and com-
putes the equilibrium point at each nB by interpolating
in nB and µQ. Using the default configuration, the code
takes ∼ 10−2 s per nB to calculate the solution to the β-
equilibrium problem. Still, the run time depends on the
precision and the methods chosen for the computation.

5. Results at β-equilibrium

As discussed in Section II, the β-equilibrated, charge
neutral EoS is first computed for each nuclear EoS mod-
ule, before matching different modules. For this work, we
demonstrate only two default parameter sets within each
module that have been well-tuned to various data sets in
nuclear and astrophysics. Let us discuss the choices we
have made for this paper below.

• For Crust-DFT, we choose two representative sets
of parameters that can be changed, but are de-
fault in the code. One model is called “Fiducial”,
which is a baseline model with typical values for
all of the parameters and is shown in dark blue
in the plots. We then compare the Fiducial line
to another parameter set within Crust-DFT called
“LargeMmax” wherein the parameters were specifi-
cally chosen to have a large maximum mass for cold
neutron stars in beta-equilibrium and is shown in
light blue in the plots.

• Since χEFT is an effective field theory, the concept
of free parameters is not the same as in the other
modules. However, one can vary the cutoff scale, Λ,
which is done here. We choose two reasonable val-
ues of Λ (Λ = 414MeV in purple and Λ = 450MeV
in pink). Furthermore, χEFT lines are only shown
in their regime of validity, such that they stop at
nB = 0.36 fm−3.

• For CMF++, we choose the C4 coupling scheme.
Within CMF various coupling schemes are possi-
ble, which are just ansatze for the interactions. C4
was chosen here because it gives the most accurate
neutron star description out of all CMF coupling
schemes [97]. The dark orange curve (C4 N) in-
cludes only nucleons, while the yellow curve (C4
NHQ) includes nucleons, hyperons from both the
octet and decuplet, and Delta baryons (though no
baryons from the decuplet appear in this particular
coupling scheme, parametrization, and conditions),
and light and strange quarks.
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FIG. 7. Left: Charge fraction as a function of baryon density. Right: Pressure as a function of baryon chemical potential.
We show two different parametrizations for each of the three nuclear EoSs explored in this paper in the β-equilibrated charge
neutral case. The insert shows the low baryon chemical potential region.

In Figure 7, panel (a) shows YQ(nB), while panel (b)
shows P (µB), both for charge neutral β-equilibrium mat-
ter. χEFT and Crust-DFT have fairly similar YQ(nB)
values around nsat (0.1 − 0.2 fm−3), which is to be ex-
pected because the parameter set used in this work in
Crust-DFT was specifically tuned to reproduce our ren-
derings of χEFT. The charge fraction YQ in CMF++
remains slightly higher around nsat, generally having a
larger YQ(nB) than the other models. At high nB , χEFT
reaches the limits of its regime of validity. However,
we can compare CMF++, which includes a variety of
hadronic and quark states, to Crust-DFT, which is nu-
cleonic only. The YQ(nB) for Crust-DFT appears to be
strongly dependent on its parameters, such that Fiducial
line has a much lower YQ(nB), whereas the parameter set
that leads to a large maximum mass has a significantly
larger YQ(nB) that even surpasses 0.3 at large enough nB .
We can then compare this to CMF++ where the nucleon
only configuration of C4 has a similar YQ(nB) to Crust-
DFT in that it also reaches large YQ(nB) at high nB

(although the shape of YQ(nB) is different between the
two models). However, when hyperons and quarks are
included in CMF++, we find first a decrease in YQ(nB)
when hyperons appear, and then a dramatic drop across
the deconfinement phase transition to YQ(nB) → 0.
In panel (b) of Figure 7 we observe the differences in

P (µB) at β-equilibrium between our different models.
Before beginning our discussion, we caution readers that
comparing models in P (µB) is not the same as comparing
models in P (ε), such that the ordering of EoSs and what
is considered “stiff” vs ”soft” is rather non-trivial. This
is because of the relation between nB and µB , which can
be seen in the Gibbs-Duhem relation (here shown in the
T → 0 limit),

P + ε = nBµB . (34)

However, P (µB) makes it easier to compare EoSs when
first-order phase transitions are present, which happens
for CMF++ with quarks. At low µB , the differences
among the different nuclear EoSs are not easily perceiv-
able in P (µB), which is unsurprising. This happens be-
cause all models are tuned to reproduce saturation prop-

erties, but also because, even though there are differences
in YQ(nB), the influence of isospin asymmetry around
nsat is only a very small effect (they play a larger role
at larger nB). At high µB , we find larger differences be-
tween the models, although CMF++ with nucleons only
and Crust-DFT with Large Mmax appear to be similar.
However, we see a sharp divergence of CMF++ with hy-
perons and quarks, which coincides with the onset of de-
confinement. The kink seen in P (µB) for CMF++ C4
NHQ is precisely a typical signature of a first-order phase
transition, where the rapid rise in P (µB) at higher µB is
when the quarks appear.
In Figure 8, the top panels show the particle popula-

tions for each EoS module, while the bottom panels show
the slope of the EoS (Eq. (1)) 7. Both top and bottom
rows are shown as functions of nB for charge neutral,
β-equilibrated matter. It is useful to plot c2s(nB) in com-
parison to population plots (i.e., number densities of in-
dividual particles ni versus nB) because changes in the
populations (as in the appearance of new particles) can
lead to kinks (third-order phase transitions) or plateaus
(first-order phase transitions) in c2s(nB).

On the left side of Figure 8 we present results for the
Crust-DFT module. Again, we show two parametriza-
tions: “Fiducial” and “Large Mmax” for Crust-DFT,
which differ on the choice of high-nB EoS parametriza-
tions from [128]. Since Crust-DFT begins at very low nB ,
the properties of nuclei are shown up to nsat. One can see
on the top of panel (a) that the nuclei dominate up until
nB ≳ 10−4 fm−3, at which density free neutrons rapidly
appear. In the regime where the nuclei dominate, the av-
erage number of nucleons and protons are relatively con-
stant starting at the lowest nB up until nB ≳ 10−6 fm−3.
After that point, there is a clear jump that increases both
⟨A⟩ and ⟨Z⟩. However, after that, ⟨A⟩ continues to either
remain reasonably flat, while ⟨Z⟩ decreases. There is an-
other similar jump just below nB < 10−4 fm−3. What

7 Note that at β-equilibrium there is only one independent chem-
ical potential, such that the usual partial derivative of c2s turns
into a total derivative.
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FIG. 8. Top: Particle densities as a function of baryon density for Crust-DFT (left), χEFT (middle), CMF++(right). Bottom:
Speed of sound squared as a function of baryon density for Crust-DFT (left), χEFT (middle), CMF++(right). We show two
different parametrizations for each of the three EoSs explored in this paper for the β-equilibrated charge neutral case. The
particle number densities are shown for nucleons and leptons for Crust-DFT as well as the average number of nucleons within
nuclei ⟨A⟩, the average number of protons within nuclei ⟨Z⟩, and the fraction of free neutrons when nuclei are present. For
χEFT the particle number densities of nucleons and leptons are shown. For CMF++ the particle number densities for hadrons,
quarks, and leptons are shown.

is happening in the regime where ⟨A⟩ ∼ const but ⟨Z⟩
decreases is that the system prefers to decrease YQ(nB)
rather than add more nucleons to the nuclei. Eventu-
ally, a point is reached where it becomes advantageous
to have heavier nuclei dominate the system, such that
another jump appears in both ⟨A⟩ and ⟨Z⟩.
Comparing ⟨A⟩ in Figure 8 to Figure 6, we find that

at β-equilibrium the maximum possible ⟨A⟩ is closer
to ⟨A⟩max ∼ 120 (as compared to ⟨A⟩max ∼ 350 for
YQ = 0.4). We see a lower ⟨A⟩max at β-equilibrium be-
cause YQ is significantly smaller there; then, there are
fewer protons within nuclei, such that the neutron drip
line is reached at smaller values of A. At these very low
densities, it is harder to see this structure in c2s because
it is so small on this scale. However, one can see a kink
in c2s(nB) when the free neutrons appear (see the inset in
panel (d) of Figure 8).

At nB > nsat the system is always composed of pro-
tons, neutrons, and leptons, such that major changes in
the c2s(nB) are not anticipated. Indeed, one finds that
both c2s(nB) from Crust-DFT monotonically increases
with nB . However, there is a clear difference between the
two parametrizations of Crust-DFT. The Large Mmax

case has a larger c2s(nB) at intermediate nB , which leads
to heavier neutron star maximum masses. The higher
nB behavior of c2s is the opposite in that Fiducial has a
larger c2s, but that regime contributes little or not at all
to Mmax (see, e.g., [129] for discussion on how the be-

havior of c2s(nB) affects maximum masses). In turn, we
find that parametrizations that reproduce heavier neu-
tron stars also appear to be more proton-rich (or in other
words, have larger YQ(nB)–see panel (a) of Figure 7).
This observation is consistent with our understanding of
the symmetry energy slope [97, 130].

Next, we discuss χEFT in terms of its population
and c2s(nB), where the only parameter we have to play
with is the cut-off scale Λ. These quantities are shown
in the middle panels ((b) and (e), respectively) of Fig-
ure 8. Similar to Crust-DFT, χEFT only allows for
the possibility of protons, neutrons, and leptons (not
counting mesons that mediate interactions). Generally,
the smaller the cut-off scale (N3LO-414), the stiffer the
c2s(nB) at large nB , as compared to N3LO-450. This can
be explained by Esym, since the slope L is slightly larger
for the N3LO-414 parametrization than the N3LO-450
one. Once again, we find that an EoS rendering with a
large c2s(nB) leads to a more proton-rich system at higher
nB or rather a larger YQ(nB).

Finally, we discuss CMF++, which covers the nB ≳
nsat regime of the EoS, shown in panels (c) and (f) of
Figure 8. For the nucleon only EoS, we find similar re-
sults to Crust-DFT and χEFT in that we have a mono-
tonically increasing c2s. The other CMF++ rendering
(C4 NHQ), which contains Λ, Σ−, and quarks, leads to
a slightly smaller Mmax (see Fig. 7 of [131]). The ap-
pearance of the neutral Λs at nB ∼ 0.45 fm−3 (panel
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c) of Figure 8) triggers a kink in YQ (panel (a) of Fig-
ure 7). This appearance of Λ’s causes a softening of the
EoS (panel (f) of Figure 8), followed by another smaller
one for the Σs, followed by a large plateau in c2s = 0
for the quarks at nB = 0.6 fm−3 = 4nsat. The hyperon
kinks are too subtle to be seen in P (µB) in panel (b) of
Figure 7, but can be clearly seen as kinks in its deriva-
tive (c2S(nB)), shown in panel (f) of Figure 8. There, the
zero value shows well the deconfinement first-order phase
transition, followed by a small kink due to the appear-
ance of strange quarks. The quark phase presents very
few leptons (panel (c) of Figure 8), which explains why
YQ ∼ 0 during the first-order phase transition (panel (a)
of Figure 7), as expected.

E. Synthesis

The Synthesis module combines different EoSs into a
single EoS across overlapping ranges of validity in nB .
In Synthesis, it is possible to either smoothly match
EoSs across a range of a thermodynamic variable (e.g.,
nB), implement a thermodynamically consistent first-
order phase transition between two EoSs, or force a first-
order phase transition into another phase of matter, even
if it was unstable (we do not discuss this last option fur-
ther here, but allow it as an option for the user). All
three of our EoSs in this paper overlap both in the range
of validity in terms of nB , but also within the same phase
of matter. For instance, Crust-DFT, in principle, cov-
ers very low nB , as well as the liquid-gas phase transi-
tion and N-body nucleonic interactions; χEFT also cov-
ers the liquid-gas phase transition and N-body nucleonic
interactions; CMF++ covers only the high nB side of
the liquid-gas phase transition (i.e., the liquid-nucleonic
state) but then describes more realistically the high nB

regime. Thus, the type of matching is an option for the
user, depending on the type of physics they would like to
explore.

We point out that, while Synthesis was originally
designed to smoothly match Crust-DFT, χEFT, and
CMF++, it was also designed to flexibly take in any
EoS grid (e.g., a table from CompOSE in MUSES for-
mat) that can replace any (or all) of the EoS mod-
ules. In the future, other EoS modules will also be
available in MUSES that could be connected via Syn-
thesis. In the following, we discuss in detail the proce-
dure for either smoothly matching EoSs across a given
range (of a chosen thermodynamic variable) or imple-
ment a thermodynamically-consistent first-order phase
transition between two EoSs.

1. First-order phase transitions

First-order phase transitions with more than one glob-
ally conserved charge are said to be non-congruent. Ex-
amples of these are phase transitions in heavy-ion colli-

sions where B, Q, and S are conserved, or phase tran-
sitions in neutron stars where B and Q are conserved,
and sometimes also l, the lepton number (when neutri-
nos cannot free stream). Non-congruent phase transi-
tions differ from congruent phase transitions in, e.g., di-
mensionality of phase diagrams and location of critical
points. In non-congruent phase transitions, the concen-
tration of, e.g., baryon number and electric charge vary
across the phase transformations, creating phase coexis-
tence regions (usually referred to as mixed phase). An
exception is isospin-symmetric matter with YQ = 0.5, in
which the requirement of a null isospin chemical potential
leads necessarily to a congruent phase transition, even
when baryon number is also conserved (referred to as
azeotropic behavior); see Ref. [93] with references within
for a thorough review of the topic.
As we investigate different phases in the core of neu-

tron stars, where the nuclear force is dominant over the
Coulomb force, we treat first-order phase transitions as
Coulomb-less. We also ignore surface tension effects
and focus on two limits for the description of a first-
order phase transition, one in which the surface ten-
sion between the phases is infinite, resulting in a forced-
congruent phase transition with locally conserved quan-
tities (referred to in astrophysics as a “Maxwell con-
struction”) and one at which it is zero, resulting in a
non-congruent phase transition with globally conserved
quantities (referred to in astrophysics as a “Gibbs con-
struction”). In reality, the surface tension is neither, and
a more complicated approach to study the mixture of
phases is necessary [132–135]. Nevertheless, it has been
shown that specific stellar properties (e.g., mass and ra-
dius) are approximately the same in both approaches,
and both limits can provide a band for the possible results
with surface tensions [136, 137]. In this work, we dis-
cuss the implementation of a Maxwell construction and
a Gibbs construction to describe the quark deconfine-
ment first-order phase transition in MUSES within the
CMF++ module. See Ref. [121] for examples of mixed
phases in the CMF model also including fixed lepton frac-
tion.

1. Maxwell construction (forced-congruent
phase transition): we impose that P and µB are
the same in both phases at the phase transition,
i.e.,

P I = P II , µI
B = µII

B , (35)

whereas we currently assume both EoSs are in ther-
mal equilibrium in the code. This is equivalent to
computing the Maxwell construction through the
equal-area method (see Appendix A of [138]). Since
charge neutrality is imposed locally within each
phase (with a sharp boundary between them), this
makes the thermodynamic variables of µQ, ε, nB ,
and particle densities ni discontinuous [137].

2. Gibbs construction (non-congruent phase
transition): in the Gibbs construction, instead of
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a sharp boundary, we build a region with a mixed
phase, where the constraints of the Maxwell con-
struction (Eq. (35)) are still valid, but charge neu-
trality is imposed globally instead of locally

fnI
Q + (1− f)nII

Q + nleptons,Q = 0 . (36)

Here I and II are labels for the two phases involved
in the transition. Phase I occupies a volume frac-
tion f of a volume element and (1−f) is the volume
fraction occupied by phase II, where both phases
are homogeneously mixed. In β equilibrium, it is
requires

µI
Q = µII

Q = −µe , (37)

where the electric charge potential is determined
from solving Eq. (36).

The computation of a first-order phase transition cre-
ates several EoS branches. The one with the largest P
at a fixed µB is (thermodynamically) favored, and con-
sidered the stable branch at that µB . This is so provided
the EoS also obeys the stability conditions of positive
compressibility and the chemical hardness [139] (equiv-
alent to Eq. (E27) of [16] for baryon number, as in the
β-equilibrated, charge neutral case at T ∼ 0 the problem
becomes 1D), namely

dP

dnB
≥ 0 ,

dµB

dnB
≥ 0 . (38)

The second inequality is equivalent to demanding that
the second susceptibility remains positive. The other
branches are called metastable if they respect Eq. (38)
but have lower P , and are unstable otherwise.

The results of applying the Maxwell construction to
describe the quark deconfinement first-order phase tran-
sitions in the CMF++ module were already shown in
Figure 8. Now we extend this discussion and also show
the Gibbs construction in Figure 9. In the latter, we show
the stable branches in yellow connected by a horizontal
line, which gives rise to the Maxwell construction. We
also show two metastable branches as dashed black lines.
Finally, the Gibbs construction is shown in brown, where
one can easily identify an intermediate mixed phase be-
tween the hadronic and quark phases. The difference
between the Gibbs and Maxwell constructions leads to
a slightly different M(R) curve, where the Gibbs con-
struction has a slightly higher Mmax than the Maxwell
construction (not shown here but also reproduced using
QLIMR), see Fig. 7 of [131]. Essentially, the Maxwell
construction for this EoS leads to an instability at the
onset of deconfinement.

To solve the equations involved, the Synthesis mod-
ule uses the Ceres Solver library [126], like the Lepton
module. It also uses the Levenberg-Marquardt method
as default and allows the user to choose different trust
region and line search methods to solve the non-linear
least-square problem. The code takes between 0.05s and
0.1s to compute the Maxwell construction or one point
in the Gibbs construction.
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FIG. 9. Equation of state for the CMF++ module including
nucleons, hyperons and quarks. The deconfinement transition
is calculated using the Maxwell (yellow) and Gibbs (brown)
constructions. The dashed black curve represents metastable
phases.

2. Smooth matching between EoS

The method used to ensure smooth transitions between
EoSs is the hyperbolic tangent interpolation, such that
there is no discontinuity between the EoSs or phases. The
procedure consists of interpolating some thermodynamic
function Y as a function of another variable x such that
we combine the EoSs using

Y (x) = Y I(x)f−(x) + Y II(x)f+(x) , (39)

where the interpolating functions f±(x) are defined as

f±(x) =
1

2

(
1± tanh

[
x− x̄

Γ

])
. (40)

The parameter x̄ represents the midpoint of the interpo-
lation and the parameter Γ is related to the width of the
interpolated region [140].
The user can decide to either smoothly match using

thermodynamic variables like P (µB), P (nB), ε(nB), or to
smoothly match in the derivative of P (ε), i.e., c2s(nB), in-
stead. There are different approaches to obtain all neces-
sary thermodynamic quantities for both methods. If one
begins with P or ε, then a combination of one derivative
and the use of the Gibbs-Duhem relation (Eq. (34)) is re-
quired to recover the minimal thermodynamic quantities:
{P, ε, nB , µB}. To avoid numerical noise, we compute
derivatives analytically when possible, using the chosen
Y (x) to recover one thermodynamic quantity. Such a
derivative typically carries derivatives of f±, so we define
for future convenience

g(x) =
df+
dx

= −df−
dx

=
2

Γ
(
e−(x−x̄)/Γ + e(x−x̄)/Γ

)2 .

(41)

With that in hand, we then compute the remaining ther-
modynamic quantity through the Gibbs-Duhem relation.
The following four Y (x) combinations are allowed in

the Synthesis module:
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1. P (µB): when interpolating P as a function of µB ,
nB can be calculated from the relation

nB(µB) =
dP

dµB
, (42)

which results in the analytic expression

nB(µB) = f−n
I
B + f+n

II
B +∆nB , (43)

where the correction term for the density is given
by

∆nB = −g(µB)
(
P I − P II

)
. (44)

For the energy density, we use the Gibbs relation,
ε(µB) = nB(µB)µB − P (µB).

2. ε(nB): when interpolating ε as a function of nB ,
we can calculate P from

P (nB) = n2
B

d (ε/nB)

dnB
, (45)

such that

P (nB) = f−P
I + f+P

II +∆P , (46)

with

∆P = −g(nB)nB

(
εI − εII

)
. (47)

For the chemical potential, we again use the Gibbs
relation, but this time in the form µB(nB) =
(ε(nB) + P (nB))/nB .

3. P (nB): when interpolating P as a function of nB ,
we can compute ε by integrating Eq. (45) by parts,
which leads to [140]

ε(nB) = εIf− + εIIf+ +∆ε , (48)

with

∆ε = nB

∫ nB

n̄B

dn′
B

n′
B

g(nB)
(
εI − εII

)
. (49)

For the chemical potential, we use the Gibbs rela-
tion in the form µB(nB) = (ε(nB) + P (nB))/nB ,
just as before.

4. c2s(nB): when interpolating c2S as a function of nB ,
we solve the differential equations

dε

dnB
=

ε+ P

nB
, (50)

dP

dnB
= c2s(nB)

ε+ P

nB
, (51)

which can be done in discrete form using a linear
stencil via [129]

nB,i+1 = nB,i +∆nB ,

εi+1 = εi +∆nB

(
εi + Pi

nB,i

)
,

Pi+1 = Pi + c2s(nB,i)∆nB

(
εi + Pi

nB,i

)
.

(52)

Crust-DFT + χEFT x̄ Γ

P (µB) 950.0 10.0
ε(nB) 0.090 0.03
P (nB) 0.100 0.02
c2s(nB) 0.065 0.01

TABLE II. Hyperbolic-tangent parameters (x̄,Γ) used to gen-
erate the interpolated EoS between Crust-DFT and χEFT
using different thermodynamic variables.

In principle, one could instead use a Runge-Kutta
method for this integration, as was done in [141],
but we leave that for a future work. For the chemi-
cal potential, we use the Gibbs relation in the form
µB(nB) = (ε(nB) + P (nB))/nB .

One essential difference between the P (nB) interpolation
and the others, is that the corrections to ε and µB are not
restricted to a region around the interpolation midpoint
x̄ [140] due to the correction being an integral.
For case 4, c2s(nB), one starts with a derivative, allow-

ing all quantities to be computed through direct integra-
tion. The first step is to choose a starting point for the
integration, say at n0

B . This must be somewhere below
the matching midpoint (n0

B < n̄B), such that the effect
of the tanh is negligible; such as n0

B ≲ n̄B − 3Γ. For in-
stance, if one “trusts” the low nB region more than the
high nB EoS, this low nB EoS would be our EoS I. In this
case, the user would choose a low value for n0

B . Another
EoS would be chosen to describe the high nB region (EoS
II), which would be used for the speed of sound interpola-
tion according to Eq. (39). All other quantities are then
integrated into the high nB region following Eq. (52),
where the initial point belongs to EoS I.
Numerically, we use linear interpolation in the EoSs to

compute the matching and an adaptive integration [142]
to evaluate Eq. (49). The code takes between 0.05 and
0.1s to output the interpolated EoS using the default
configuration for about 150 points in the interpolated
region. Moreover, as in the Lepton module, additional
functionalities are available, such as computing the speed
of sound and susceptibilities and requesting the output
in HDF5 or CompOSE format. Extra functionalities are
available both for a first-order phase transition and for
smooth matching. All input and output files follow the
convention described in Table I.

3. Results of smoothly matched EoS with different
approaches

For each choice of (smooth) matching thermodynamic
variable Y (x), we first match Crust-DFT and χEFT,
and then we match this combined EoS with the CMF
EoS. Because the choice of parameters for Crust-DFT
and χEFT do not significantly impact the properties of
the neutron star (which we explore in the next section),
we fix them to a unique value for each matching case,
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FIG. 10. Pressure as a function of energy density for EoSs smoothly matched using different thermodynamic variables: (a)
speed of sound squared as a function of baryon density; (b) energy density as a function of baryon density; (c) pressure as a
function of baryon density; (d) pressure as a function of baryon chemical potential. Solid lines represent the original model’s
EoSs, while dashed lines show smoothly matched EoSs with numbers representing the midpoint and width of the interpolation.
The insets show the matching between Crust-DFT and χEFT.

which are shown in Table II. These numbers were chosen
so that (i) the final EoS is stable and (ii) the transition
from Crust-DFT to χEFT occurs close to the liquid-gas
phase transition, (see, e.g., the appearance of the homo-
geneous neutron gas in the Crust-DFT population–panel
(a) of Figure 8). Our choices produce EoSs that can de-
scribe the crust and the outer core of neutron stars.

In the second (smooth) matching, we join the new
combined EoS with CMF++. The choices made when
matching to CMF++ (unlike the first matching at low
nB) have a significant impact on neutron star properties.
Thus, we explore different parameters for the midpoint of
the interpolation (x̄), which is more influential than the
width (Γ). We choose the midpoint between 0.16 and
0.22 fm−3 and a fixed Γ = 0.025 fm−3. This ensures that
the CMF++ model dominates above 2 nsat ≈ 0.32 fm−3,
meaning that f− → 0 in Eq. (39). For the P (µB) inter-
polation, we choose Γ and µ̄B values that remain close to
the specified nB region, but each model has a different
µB at a fixed nB .

In panel (a) of Figure 10, we show combined EoSs pro-
duced with the c2s(nB) interpolation, in panel (b) we show
EoSs produced with ε(nB), in panel (c) P (nB), and in
panel (d) P (µB). While the original CMF++ P (ε) is
recovered in three of the matching thermodynamic vari-
ables, the matching in c2s(nB) never returns to the orig-
inal P (ε). We can understand this deviation from the

original P (ε) in the following manner. Since the match-
ing in c2s(nB) begins with a derivative and integrates up-
wards in nB to recover the EoS, we can always recover the
slope of the EoS in the P (ε)-plane. In order to recover
the actual pressure, one would need to start the integra-
tion at a P (n0

B) that is identical for both matched EoSs.
However, that would mean that the matched EoSs would
need to be identical at the point of matching, not just in
P (µB) but also in c2s(nB), which never occurs for these
specific renderings of our modules. Note that it may be
possible to find such a point when varying over the large
parameter space of all our modules, but we leave that
exercise for a future work.

Each choice of matching variable has its advantages
and disadvantages. The ε(nB) matching, for example,
produces bumps in the pressure due to the rearrangement
term Eq. (47). Meanwhile, although the P (nB) matching
does not seem to produce any artificial structure in the
EoS, there is a slight mismatch between the interpolated
ε and µB with respect to the CMF++ one due to the
rearrangement Eq. (49). Finally, the P (µB) matching
modifies ε and the nB through Eq. (44). Therefore, one
must choose what thermodynamic variable they deem the
most important to preserve with the acceptance that the
other thermodynamic variables deviate from their orig-
inal values. In the case that c2s(nB) is chosen as the
thermodynamic variable we prefer to preserve, one then
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FIG. 11. Speed of sound squared as a function of baryon density for EoSs smoothly matched using different thermodynamic
variables: (a) speed of sound squared as a function of baryon density; (b) energy density as a function of baryon density; (c)
pressure as a function of baryon density; (d) pressure as a function of baryon chemical potential. Solid lines represent the
original model’s EoSs, while dashed lines show smoothly matched EoSs with numbers representing the midpoint and width of
the interpolation. The insets show the matching between Crust-DFT and χEFT.

obtains deviations in P (ε). The advantage of this method
is discussed below.

In Figure 11, we show c2s as a function of nB . We find
that smooth matching in P (nB) or P (µB) (which seemed
to reproduce best the EoSs in the previous figure), actu-
ally introduces significant, artificial bumps in c2s. The
same effect happens for the ε(nB) matching. Addition-
ally, when matching in P , a dip in c2s appears at the
end of the overlap between χEFT and CMF EoSs, which
arises due to the discontinuity created by the non-zero
rearrangement terms at the boundary. Dips can be miti-
gated by using a smaller Γ, which limits the region where
the rearrangement is significant. However, a smaller Γ
results in narrower and larger bumps.

The introduction of large bumps in c2s at relatively low
nB likely affects gravitational wave observables (see, e.g.,
[143]). Thus, the choice is to either preserve c2s(nB) but
not reproduce the other thermodynamic relations at high
nB or to preserve P and introduce artificial features into
c2s. We also find that the mismatch/new features are
enhanced if one smoothly matches at higher nB whereas
smoothly matching at lower nB gives the closest to the
original EoS (regardless of matching method).

Matching EoSs containing different microphysics is
particularly challenging even in the 1D charge-neutral,
β-equilibrated case. Depending on the choice of thermo-
dynamic quantity the user chooses to match in, and the

midpoint and width of the matching, the EoS might not
be stable or causal (one, the other, or both depending
on the parameters). In this case, the module returns an
error message.

Also, there may not be a sufficiently large overlap re-
gion between the two EoSs for the smooth matching to be
continuous, as the dips in c2s indicate when the matching
with CMF++ occurs in P . Therefore, finding an optimal
set of parameters is essential for matching the EoSs while
respecting causality and stability. It may even be possi-
ble that some EoSs cannot be smoothly matched at all
if they are sufficiently different from each other in their
overlapping regime of validity.

IV. OBSERVABLE MODULES

The CE currently contains two observable modules
that can be used at T ∼ 0 and are relevant for neutron
stars. One calculates neutron star properties that are ob-
servable either through electromagnetic or gravitational
waves, while the other calculates dynamical properties
related to flavor equilibration. We discuss each of these
below in detail.
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A. QLIMR

The QLIMR module–an acronym for Quadrupole mo-
ment, tidal Love number, Moment of inertia, Mass,
and Radius–is a new, optimized C++ implementation for
calculating macroscopic neutron star observables. De-
veloped using perturbation methods in general relativ-
ity, the module assumes slowly-rotating and slightly-
deformed stars. These methods draw from foundational
techniques proposed by Hartle and Thorne [21, 22] for
slowly-rotating stars, and by Hinderer and Flanagan
[19, 20] for static tidal fields that minimally deform stars
from a perfect spherical shape.

When a star rotates, its matter-energy distribution re-
arranges itself to minimize its energy, adopting an oblate
shape. Small deformations can be treated as a small per-
turbation to the spacetime of a non-rotating, spherically-
symmetric star. The Hartle-Thorne method employs a
slow-rotation expansion of the spacetime metric, using
a dimensionless parameter ϵ, defined as the ratio of the
star’s spin frequency to the spin frequency at the mass-
shedding limit (ϵ ≡ Ω/Ωshed). This approach requires
the parameter to remain sufficiently small to maintain
the validity of the perturbative method. The approxi-
mation breaks down when the spin frequency approaches
the critical threshold where rapid rotation might cause
matter disruption. Notably, comparisons with numeri-
cal relativity simulations in full general relativity have
demonstrated that the Hartle-Thorne approximation, up
to O(ϵ2), remains remarkably accurate for modeling even
the fastest observed pulsars [144, 145]. For example, the
quadrupole moment computed with the Hartle-Thorne
approximation (at second-order in rotation) has, at most,
a 20% relative fractional error for the fastest observed
millisecond pulsars.

The construction of slowly-rotating neutron-star solu-
tions using the Hartle-Thorne approach relies on several
key simplifying assumptions about the source distribu-
tion. First, the neutron star is modeled as an ideal per-
fect fluid characterized by a barotropic EoS, P = P (ε).
Given that the Fermi temperature is substantially lower
than the star’s overall temperature, thermal agitation ef-
fects are considered negligible [146]. Although differen-
tial rotation, particularly in newly-born neutron stars,
has been explored [147, 148], it has been shown that nor-
mal stars with differential rotation tend to evolve toward
an uniform rotation equilibrium state [149]. Moreover,
the contribution of the magnetic field energy to the ge-
ometry is considered very small compared to the energy
density ε of the fluid for most neutron stars.

Under these constraints, solutions for unmagnetized,
uniformly and slowly-rotating neutron stars are derived
through an iterative approach. The perturbed Einstein
equations are solved systematically, order by order, in
the spin-frequency expansion parameter ϵ. Once the so-
lution is obtained, macroscopic properties can be calcu-
lated, including the star’s mass, radius, and higher-order
multipole moments that emerge from its rotation. At ze-

roth order in the star’s spin, the gravitational mass M∗
and radius R∗ are determined by solving the well-known,
Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equations [17, 18].
Incorporating linear corrections in the spin-frequency ex-
pansion, the leading-order contributions to the star’s spin
angular momentum J and moment of inertia I can be
calculated. Extending the expansion to quadratic order
in the slow-rotation approximation enables the determi-
nation of the rotational quadrupole moment Qrot, the
stellar eccentricity es, the equatorial radius Req, the first-
order mean correction to the radius of the non-rotating
star, denoted as ⟨δR⟩, and the first-order correction to
the TOV gravitational mass δM .
Notice that when the star is rotating, the radial dis-

tance from the center to the star’s surface depends in
general on the polar angle, θ. To find an invariant pa-
rameterization of the stellar surface, we search for the
surface in 3D, using spherical coordinates (r̃, θ, ϕ) with
the same intrinsic geometry as the surface of constant
density of the star at R∗ [22]. This involves embedding
the star’s geometry into a 3D flat space. Up to order
O(ϵ2), the surface contour is described by

r̃ = R∗ + ϵ2
[
ξ
(2)
0 +

(
R∗k

(2)
2 + ξ

(2)
2

)
P2(cos θ)

]
R∗

(53)

where ξ
(2)
0 , k

(2)
2 , and ξ

(2)
2 are metric perturbation func-

tions of O(ϵ2), and P2 is the Legendre polynomial of de-
gree 2. By taking an integral average over the 2-sphere,
the total mean radius of the star can be obtained from
Eq. (53) as

⟨r̃⟩ = R∗ + ϵ2⟨δR⟩ (54)

with ⟨δR⟩ ≡ ξ
(2)
0 (R∗). We refer to the quantity ⟨δR⟩ as

the first mean contribution to the TOV radius R∗. The
equatorial and polar radii of the rotating star are defined
using Eq. (53) as Req = r̃(θ = π/2) and Rpol = r̃(θ = 0),
respectively. Thus,

Req = R∗ + ϵ2δReq , (55)

Rpol = R∗ + ϵ2δRpol . (56)

where

δReq =

[
ξ
(2)
0 − 1

2

(
R∗k

(2)
2 + ξ

(2)
2

)]

R∗

, (57)

δRpol =
[
ξ
(2)
0 +R∗k

(2)
2 + ξ

(2)
2

]
R∗

. (58)

From these quantities, a useful measure associated with
the rotation of the star is the stellar eccentricity es, which
serves as a measure of the deviation from a perfect sphere.
The stellar eccentricity is defined as

es ≡
[
(Req/Rpol)

2 − 1
]1/2

(59)

=

[
−3ϵ2

R∗

(
R∗k

(2)
2 + ξ

(2)
2

)]1/2

R∗

. (60)
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The first correction to the TOV mass, denoted as δM ,
is the first additional contribution to the total mass
monopole of the star, and it is related to the total mass
by

M = M∗ + ϵ2δM . (61)

Beyond their rotational properties, neutron stars are
also characterized by their response to external gravita-
tional fields. One such measure is the static tidal Love
number, λtidal, which quantifies the quadrupole deforma-
tion of a non-rotating star in a static gravitational tidal
field. This quantity has been studied in general relativ-
ity in recent years, beginning with the pioneering work of
Hinderer and Flanagan [19, 20], and later formalized in
greater detail by Damour and Nagar [150], and by Bin-
nington and Poisson [151]. The central idea involves ana-
lyzing linear perturbations that capture deviations from
sphericity of a static and spherically-symmetric space-
time describing a non-rotating star. By solving the per-
turbed Einstein equations throughout the entire space, it
is possible to extract λtidal in the buffer zone. An equiva-
lent approach to obtain the perturbed Einstein equations
and λtidal implies setting the dragging function ω, which
accounts for rotational spacetime effects, to zero in the
Hartle-Thorne approximation to O(ϵ2). This latter ap-
proach was the one used by Yagi and Yunes [152] when
studying universal relations of neutron stars [152, 153],
including both, slowly rotation and static tidal deforma-
tions in the same perturbation scheme.

A notable consequence of computing the macroscopic
observables previously discussed is the emergence of di-
mensionless quantities Ī, λ̄tidal, and Q̄rot, defined as

Ī ≡ I

M3
∗

; λ̄tidal ≡ λtidal

M5
∗

; Q̄rot ≡ −QrotM∗

J2
, (62)

which follow quasi-universal relations independent of the
EoSs [152, 153]. These relations enable tests of gen-
eral relativity in the strong-field regime and can help
break parameter degeneracies in astrophysical observa-
tions [153].

Building upon the theoretical framework discussed
above, the QLIMRmodule is designed to compute macro-
scopic observables of slowly-rotating or slightly-deformed
neutron stars. Given a barotropic two-column EoS table
P (ε), a central ε range [εinitialc , εfinalc ], and a specified mass
resolution ∆M over the mass-radius plane, the QLIMR
module can compute neutron star sequences of macro-
scopic quantities along various stable branches. This is
achieved by numerically integrating the perturbed Ein-
stein equations from a specified small initial radius to
the star’s surface. Users can customize input parameters
to select the desired macroscopic quantities and choose
whether to compute a single neutron star solution or an
entire sequence. Upon execution, the QLIMR module
produces a data file containing the requested observables
for the sequence, formatted according to the following

column convention,
{
εc, R∗, M∗, Ī, λ̄

tidal, Q̄rot,
es
Ω
,
δReq

Ω2
,
⟨δR⟩
Ω2

,
δM

Ω2

}
.

(63)
Additionally, users can specify the desired output file for-
mat, choosing between a .csv file for compatibility with
general-purpose data tools, an HDF5 file for efficient stor-
age and handling of large datasets, or a CompOSE com-
patible output [15].
By default, QLIMR computes stable neutron star

mass-radius curves unless the user wants to include the
unstable region or calculate additional macroscopic quan-
tities. The central energy density εc is given in units of
[MeV/fm3], radius R∗ in kilometers [km] and gravita-
tional mass M∗ in solar masses [M⊙]. The stellar ec-
centricity, es, is normalized with respect to the angular
spin frequency of the star, Ω, and the resulting units
are seconds [s]. The equatorial radial correction, δReq,
the mean correction to the radius, ⟨δR⟩, and the correc-
tion to the mass, δM , are normalized with respect to the
star’s angular spin frequency squared, Ω2. The units for
these quantities are kilometer-seconds squared [km s2] for
δReq and ⟨δR⟩, and solar mass-seconds squared [M⊙ s2]
for δM . These corrections depend on the star’s angular
spin frequency, Ω. To compute them for a user-selected
angular spin frequency, denoted as Ωuser, the stellar ec-
centricity es must be rescaled by multiplying the entire
column by Ωuser, while δReq, ⟨δR⟩, and δM should each
be multiplied by Ω2

user. Similarly, the quantity Qrot de-
pends also on the angular spin-frequency of the star and
its value for some angular spin-frequency specified by the
user Ωuser, can be obtained from the dimensionless quan-
tity Q̄rot from QLIMR’s output in Eq. (63) as

Qrot
user = − Q̄rotM∗

I2Ω2
user

. (64)

Additional macroscopic quantities, such as the compact-
ness C = M∗/R∗ and the rotational tidal Love number
λrot ≡ Ī2Q̄rot, can also be computed with QLIMR. Be-
yond these, QLIMR provides the option to output lo-
cal quantities as a function of the radial (Hartle-Thorne)
coordinate r inside the star. These include the profiles
P (r), ε(r), and the enclosed mass m(r), as well as the
solutions for all metric functions to O(ϵ2).
The QLIMR code features a modular architecture and

is containerized using Docker. It includes a Python layer
responsible for preprocessing input data, which involves
validation through YAML files, as well as managing out-
put file-formatting conventions. The core source code is
written in C++ with an object-oriented approach, rely-
ing on a single class dependency to maintain simplicity
and scalability. For numerical integration, the module
employs the GSL library, offering sufficient efficiency to
handle a wide range of EoSs.
For a neutron star sequence comprising 100 points, the

module requires 20 milliseconds to integrate the TOV
equations and generate the mass-radius curve, and 0.6
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FIG. 12. Mass-radius diagrams obtained from QLIMR. Solid lines represent the original EoSs, while dashed lines show results
from our different equation of state smooth matching techniques shown in Figures 10 and 11. The numbers in the labels indicate
the midpoint and width of the matching. The shaded areas identify the 2σ confidence mass-radius measurements from NICER:
(i) the green area represents J0740+6620 [154, 155]; (ii) the purple area represents pulsar J0030+0451 [156, 157].

seconds to compute all macroscopic observables up to
O(ϵ2) for a mass resolution of ∆M∗ = 0.025M⊙. The
algorithm is optimized to solve only the necessary set of
perturbed Einstein equations based on the desired input
observables combination, reducing computational over-
head. To accurately locate the star’s surface, the mod-
ule employs Lindblom’s approach [158], or the pseudo-
enthalpy method, which minimizes errors compared to
the traditional form of the TOV equations8. The open
source QLIMR module, accompanied by detailed instruc-
tions for building and executing the code, is accessible via
the Zenodo repository and the MUSES documentation
website [64].

1. Results from QLIMR using different matching methods

Figure 12 shows neutron star sequences produced by
QLIMR using different, complete (crust to core) EoSs.
Every point along any curve represents a single, sta-
ble, neutron star solution. Each panel shows (smooth)
matching using a different thermodynamic variable Y (x)

8 This precision is important, as small variations in the radius sig-
nificantly affect the tidal Love number, which scales as λtidal ∼
C−5.

in Eq. (39). Only the original module EoSs Crust-DFT
and CMF++ are shown, as χEFT does not extend high
enough in nB to produce an entire curve. In a given
panel, the different dashed lines come from matching
EoSs using different choices of (x̄,Γ) to match Crust-
DFT+χEFT with CMF++. One can immediately see
that the different parameter sets (x̄,Γ) lead to different
stellar radii, but not necessarily different masses. Al-
though the sweep in parameters (x̄,Γ) in the c2s(nB)
matching produces a small change in Mmax of ∼ 2%,
matching in the other thermodynamic variables does not
have a significant change in Mmax (orders of magnitude
below 1%). On the other hand, matching (within a given
procedure) using the four different thermodynamic vari-
ables produces a change in the stellar radius of up to
∼ 5% for a neutron star with mass 1.4M⊙, with the
smallest change of ∼ 0.02% for the ε(nB) matching case.
See Table VI in Appendix C for a numerical summary. If
we then compare across all smooth matching procedures
we see a change up to ∼ 10% in the stellar radius for a
neutron star with mass 1.4M⊙.

Figure 13 shows the mass-radius diagram plus addi-
tional macroscopic observables computed using QLIMR.
Each panel displays four shaded regions, corresponding
to the phase space occupied by the lines shown in Fig-
ure 12 for the different EoS matching techniques em-
ployed in this work. The shaded regions are bounded
by configurations defined by specific sets of matching pa-
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FIG. 13. Panel (a) shows regions made up by the mass-radius lines obtained from QLIMR and shown in Figure 12; panel (b)
shows the corresponding dimensionless moment of inertia as a function of neutron star masses; panel (c) shows the corresponding
dimensionless tidal Love number as a function of neutron star masses; panel (d) shows the corresponding dimensionless tidal
Love number as a function of compactness C = M∗/R∗. The shaded regions show the range in results obtained using the
four different smooth matching techniques we used in this work. The region widths indicate the differences that arise from
(physically meaningful) parameter sweeping.

rameters, (x̄,Γ), where x̄ is varied while Γ is held fixed.
When x = nB serves as the independent variable for
matching in c2s, ε and P , the boundaries are defined by
the parameter sets

θa(nB) ≡ (n̄B = 0.16 fm−1, Γ = 0.025 fm−1) , (65)

θb(nB) ≡ (n̄B = 0.22 fm−1, Γ = 0.025 fm−1) . (66)

Alternatively, when x = µB is chosen as the independent
variable and matching is performed in P , the correspond-
ing boundary parameter sets are

θa(µB) ≡ (µ̄B = 950MeV, Γ = 30MeV) , (67)

θb(µB) ≡ (µ̄B = 980MeV, Γ = 30MeV) . (68)

In panel (a), the shaded regions depict the mass-radius
curves corresponding to the different matching proce-
dures bounded by θa and θb. For the matching cases
performed in c2s(nB), P (nB) and P (µB), the upper-right
boundary curves of each shaded region correspond to
θa, while the lower-left boundary curves correspond to
θb. By fixing Γ in each case, we observe that increasing
the mean values n̄B and µ̄B results in stars with smaller
radii for the same mass, indicating higher compactness
C = M∗/R∗, as also shown in Figure 12. Similarly, in
panels (b) and (c), the upper boundary curves are de-
fined by θa, while the lower ones correspond to θb. For

a constant mass, Ī is smaller at the limiting curve de-
fined by θb and larger at θa. This behavior is consis-
tent since Ī ∼ C−2 and the compactness is higher at the
curve defined by θb for a fixed mass in panel (b). A sim-
ilar argument can be given for λ̄tidal in panel (c) since
such quantity scales as λ̄tidal ∼ C−5. The matching case
ε(nB) does not show a significant difference in radii for
masses higher than ∼ 1.4M⊙ in panel (a), but it follows
the same behavior as the other matching cases for masses
lower than 1.4M⊙.
For any observable A, we use the curves obtained from

θb as a reference and define the average fractional error
as

⟨∆A(%)⟩ ≡
〈 |A(θa)−A(θb)|

A(θb)
× 100%

〉
. (69)

The average fractional errors are computed for the ob-
servables R∗, Ī and λ̄tidal

M ≡ λ̄tidal(M∗) based on the
curves in panels (a), (b), and (c), respectively. For
panel (d), we calculate the average fractional error of
λ̄tidal
C ≡ λ̄tidal(C). The results are summarized in Ta-

ble III.
Additionally, we obtained error estimates for R∗, Ī,

and λ̄tidal for a neutron star with mass equal to 1.4M⊙,
as explained in Appendix C and Table VI therein. Re-
garding the quasi-universal relations, Figure 14 consists
of four main panels (a) through (d). In each panel, there
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FIG. 14. Quasi-universal relations from QLIMR module for the different smoothed matched EoS from the different panels
in Figure 12. Panel (a) shows the I-Love relation, panel (b) the I-Q relation, panel (c) the Q-Love relation, and panel (d)
the Love-Love relation. The lower sub-panels show the normalized difference between the fits (explained in the text) and the
computed quantities. The colors of the markers follow the convention of Figure 12.

Y (x) ⟨∆R∗(%)⟩
〈
∆Ī(%)

〉 〈
∆λ̄tidal

M (%)
〉 〈

∆λ̄tidal
C (%)

〉
c2s(nB) 4.87 8.59 36.55 3.80
ε(nB) 0.87 2.16 7.47 3.48
P (nB) 4.09 6.22 23.79 4.86
P (µB) 1.90 1.97 6.88 3.95

TABLE III. Average fractional errors for R∗, Ī, λ̄tidal
M , and

λ̄tidal
C obtained from panels (a), (b), (c) and (d) in Figure 13.

are two sub-panels: The upper sub-panels illustrate the
I-Love-Q relations, while the lower sub-panels show the
normalized differences between the I-Love-Q quantities
derived from various EoSs and a reference fitting curve.
This is represented by ∆A/Afit where ∆A = A−Afit and
A could be either Ī, λ̄tidal or Q̄ ≡ Q̄rot according to each
panel. For every matching case in the thermodynamic
variable Y (x), four different curves are shown, corre-
sponding to the same set of parameters for the smoothed
matched EoSs shown in Figure 12. The reference curve is
obtained by fitting the EoSs from all matching cases, in-
cluding the original Crust-DFT and CMF models, using

yi xi ai bi ci di ei

Ī λ̄tidal 1.49 0.058 0.023 −7.3× 10−4 9.0× 10−4

Ī Q̄ 1.35 0.651 −0.063 5.7× 10−2 −5.0× 10−3

Q̄ λ̄tidal 0.51 0.184 0.028 −2.4× 10−3 6.5× 10−5

λ̄rot λ̄tidal 2.76 0.428 0.052 −2.41× 10−3 4.5× 10−5

TABLE IV. Numerical coefficients for the fitting formula in
Eq. (70) which are used to describe the reference curve for
each panel in Figure 14.

a polynomial fitting function given by

ln yi = ai + bi (lnxi) + ci (lnxi)
2

+ di (lnxi)
3
+ ei (lnxi)

4
.

(70)

The corresponding numerical coefficients for this fitting
procedure are presented in Table IV.
We found that the EoSs used in all panels of Fig-

ure 14 follow universal relations with errors accurate to
O(0.3)%, O(1)%, O(1.6)%, and O(7.6)% for panels (a),
(b), (c), and (d), respectively. As discussed in [152], the
small normalized difference errors can be attributed to
the fact that the I-Love-Q trio is more sensitive to the
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outer layers of the neutron star. Since we are fixing the
matching parameters at the intersection of χEFT and
Crust-DFT, which corresponds to these outer layers, the
I-Love-Q relations remain highly accurate.

2. Mass-radius spin correction of a MUSES neutron star

When a neutron star rotates, its rotational energy con-
tributes to its total mass and the radial distance from
the center to the surface increases at the equator, as first
shown in [21, 22, 147]. The spin-correction to the non-
rotating (TOV) mass at O(ϵ2) is given by Eq. (61) and
the equatorial radius is described by Eq. (55). In panel
(a) of Figure 15, we calculate the total mass M of the
star versus the equatorial radius Req using QLIMR for an
EoS obtained based on the matching procedure in ε(nB)
with n̄B = 0.16 fm−3 and Γ = 0.025. We vary the spin
frequency f from 0 to 716 Hz, which corresponds to the
maximum frequency observed for a pulsar [159], in order
to generate neutron star, mass-radius sequences. The
red curve in panel (a) represents the non-rotating case,
while the green curve represents the case at 716 Hz. The
gray shaded region between the two curves corresponds
to sequences with spin frequencies lower than 716 Hz.

Observe that, as the frequency increases, both the to-
tal mass M and the equatorial radius Req also increase.
For each point in the sequence corresponding to the non-
rotating configuration at a given εc, the non-rotating sys-
tem shifts along a diagonal line toward higher M and
higher Req as f increases. For reference, we highlight in
panel (a) two points (with star symbols) that have the
same central energy density, εc = 300.44 [MeV/fm3].

In panel (b) of Figure 15, we show the cross-sectional
shape of the neutron star for the same central energy
density εc. The dashed red line represents the circular
contour of the non-rotating (TOV) case, while the solid
green curve depicts the surface contour of a rotating star
at f = 716 Hz. The rotating star adopts an ellipsoidal
shape, where the equatorial radius, Req, is the distance
from the center to the surface at an angle θ = π/2, and
the polar radius, Rpol, is the distance from the center to
the surface at θ = 0. The eccentricity es of the rotating
star (see Eq. (60)), is found to be es = 0.64 in this case.

3. Slice of a MUSES neutron star

Figure 16 shows an example of a non-rotating neutron
star slice built when smoothly matching in c2s (with a
particular set of parameters described in the figure label).
The size of each layer of a neutron star strongly depends
on the maximum central density, which in turn produces
a given mass and radius of the star. In other words,
heavier neutron stars have larger contributions from the
core, whereas for lighter neutron stars the crust/outer
core plays a larger role. Here, we show a slice of the neu-
tron star that has the largest possible mass in its given

mass-radius sequence (M = 2.06 M⊙), which leads to a
picture where most of the star has nB > nsat, such that
the core dominates. We find there is a thin outer shell
described by the Crust-DFT model (nuclei+nucleons),
followed by the χEFT, and then CMF++ at the core (ap-
proximately 10 km in radius). Because of the matching
between Crust-DFT+χEFT+CMF++, the physical ra-
dius that χEFT occupies alone is quite small (highlighted
in the inset of Figure 16) but the region of matching to
ensure a smooth change between the EoSs is quite a bit
larger, occupying roughly 1 km in the radius. With this
picture in mind, it becomes easier to understand why
the different approaches in the EoS smooth matching can
play such a large role when it comes to stellar properties
such as the mass, radius, and tidal deformability that we
discussed in the previous section.

B. Flavor Equilibration

Let us now describe a different workflow in the CE,
presented in Figure 3, involving the Flavor Equilibration
module. This module is essential for analyzing the out-of-
equilibrium behavior of matter (with respect to the weak
force) in neutron stars when density oscillations occur.
Density oscillations on the millisecond timescale occur at
low amplitude in isolated neutron stars [160–162] and at
high amplitude in neutron-star mergers [163, 164]. These
oscillations temporarily drive matter out of β (flavor)
equilibrium, after which matter relaxes back via weak in-
teractions. The Flavor Equilibration module calculates
a set of quantities that characterize this relaxation, as
described below. The module calculates these relaxation
quantities at the user’s requested values of (T, nB) for
an EoS that is supplied in the form of a 3D table in
(T, nB , YQ), either from another MUSES module or from
an external source.
Relaxation rates go to zero at T = 0, but the nuclear

EoS is only weakly temperature-dependent at T ≲ 5MeV
because the system is well below its Fermi temperature.
Thus, if an EoS is only available in the form of a T =
0 table, it is still possible to obtain reasonable results
for flavor equilibration at a temperature T ≲ 5MeV by
specifying that T in the input file but supplying the T =
0 EoS as the data in the file. That is how the results
discussed here were generated.
The Flavor equilibration module is currently formu-

lated for neutrinoless npe matter, so processes that drive
flavor equilibration are neutron decay n → p e− ν̄e and
electron capture p e− → n νe. The net rate of conversion
of neutrons to protons is

ΓI(T, nB , Yp) ≡ Γn→p e− ν̄e
− Γp e−→n νe

. (71)

These rates are determined by the EoS and the disper-
sion relations of the nucleonic excitations. For any EoS
model of the strong interaction that can provide this in-
formation (not, e.g., Crust-DFT), the Flavor Equilibra-
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FIG. 15. Panel (a) shows the total mass M as a function of the equatorial radius Req for neutron star sequences at different
spin frequencies f . In panel (b), a cross-section of a non-rotating star (red) and a rotating star (green) is shown for a star with
f = 716 Hz and central energy density εc = 300.44 MeV/fm3.

FIG. 16. Neutron-star slice produced using the different EoS
modules in this paper. The left side of the figure shows the
baryon density in units of saturation density, while the right
size shows the distance from the center. Smooth matching
using speed of sound squared with parameters from Table II
between Crust-DFT+χEFT and χEFT and parameters n̄B =
0.16 fm−3 and Γ = 0.025 fm−3 between χEFT and CMF were
used.

tion module can compute the following characteristics of
flavor equilibration, which are all functions of T and nB :

1. The equilibrium value of the proton fraction Y eq
p ,

defined by ΓI(T, nB , Y
eq
p ) = 0 [118].

2. The (isothermal) flavor relaxation rate, which is

Column Quantity Units

1 Temperature (T ) MeV
2 Baryon chemical potential (µB) MeV
3 Strange chemical potential (µS) MeV
4 Electron chemical potential (µe) MeV
5 Baryon density (nB) fm−3

7 Strangeness density (nS) fm−3

7 Charge density (nQ) fm−3

8 Energy density (ε) MeV fm−3

9 Pressure (P ) MeV fm−3

10 Entropy density (s) fm−3

11 Proton effective mass (m∗
p) MeV

12 Neutron effective mass (m∗
n) MeV

13 Proton chemical potential (µp) MeV
14 Neutron chemical potential (µn) MeV
15 Proton density (np) fm−3

16 Neutron density (nn) fm−3

17 Proton energy shift (Up) MeV
18 Neutron energy shift (Un) MeV

TABLE V. Default input format for the Flavor Equilibration
module in MUSES.

evaluated at Yp = Y eq
p (T, nB),

γ ≡ − 1

nB

∂ΓI

∂Yp

∣∣∣
T,nB

. (72)

3. The static bulk viscosity ζ0 evaluated at Yp =
Y eq
p (nB , T ), from which one can obtain the full fre-

quency dependence of the bulk viscosity

ζ(ω) = ζ0
γ2

γ2 + ω2
. (73)

4. The static isothermal incompressibility K, from
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which the damping time τd(ω) for low-amplitude
density oscillations of frequency ω can be obtained.

For a derivation and in-depth discussion of these quanti-
ties, see Refs. [58, 165, 166].

The required input consists of a set of configuration
parameters and a 3D EoS table. The configuration pa-
rameters include: (1) a “mission” flag that instructs the
code what to do (either just determine Y eq

Q , or do that

and also calculate ζ0, etc.); (2) parameters that spec-
ify the range of (T, nB) to be explored; (3) numerical
parameters, such as the accuracy with which the equilib-
rium proton fraction is to be determined.

The input EoS table must contain standard thermo-
dynamic information (P , ε, µ’s, etc) for matter with a
range of YQ at a given (T, nB), and also the information
needed to reconstruct the dispersion relations of the nu-
cleonic excitations, namely effective masses and energy
shifts (additive contributions to the dispersion relations
arising from interaction with the meson mean fields [167])
for the proton and neutron (see the Flavor input format
in Table V). The input EoS table must be on a regular
cubic grid in (T ,nB ,Yp) space. The rates are strongly T -
dependent and γ → 0 at T = 0, so a chosen T > 0 must
be used as an input for Flavor Equilibration. While γ
depends strongly on T even at low T , the EoS quantities
required for the Flavor Equilibration module are nearly
T -independent in this regime.

The module creates an output file whose content de-
pends on the mission flag. If full flavor-equilibration in-
formation is requested, for each of the (T, nB) requested
in the configuration parameters the module calculates
Y eq
p and the corresponding isospin chemical potential

µI = µp−µn+µe, the parameters γ, ζ0, and K described
above, and various other quantities, such as relevant sus-
ceptibilities like ∂P/∂Yp|T,nB

. All output quantities are
in units of MeV to the appropriate power.

The Flavor Equilibration module is written in Python.
When the EoS is first read in, the code goes through
the entire grid calculating relevant susceptibilities at ev-
ery point, taking derivatives via nearest-neighbor finite
difference. The code then loops through the requested
values of (T, nB). For each of these, the code finds
Y eq by a root-finding search, looking for net Urca rate
ΓI(T, nB , Yp) = 0, and then calculates the other equili-
bration quantities at that Yp. The Urca rate has con-
tributions from the direct Urca and modified Urca pro-
cesses. The direct Urca rate is calculated by evaluating
the full phase space integral [58, 165] using the Vegas
Monte-Carlo integrator [168]. The modified Urca rates
are calculated using standard approximate expressions
[169]. The code is about twice as fast as the Mathemat-
ica scripts from which it was developed.

Figure 17 shows an example of the output from the
Flavor Equilibration Module. This figure shows the static
bulk viscosity and the isothermal flavor relaxation time
τI = 1/γ Eq. (72) as a function of nB for the χEFT
EoSs with Λ=414 and 450 EoS and for the CMF++ C4
N (see discussion in Sec. IIID 5) EoS. Here we compare

EoS from χEFT and CMF++ that only include nucleons
(the inclusion of other particles such as hyperons and
quarks would require further adaptations to Flavor Eq. ,
see, e.g., [120, 170]). For the χEFT EoSs, we see that
the static bulk viscosity drops to zero (for Λ = 414) or
a small value (for Λ = 450) at the density where the
YQ approaches a stationary point with respect to density
(see Fig. 7). This is because the static bulk viscosity
is proportional to dYQ/dnB . Intuitively, if compression
does not change the equilibrium proton fraction, then
there is no re-equilibration and hence no bulk viscosity.
The YQ for CMF++C4N EoS, on the other hand, does
not approach a stationary point with respect to density,
and, therefore, its static bulk viscosity does not go to
zero.
For the relaxation time, the dominant feature is the di-

rect Urca threshold density. Below that threshold, Urca
rates are slow, so the relaxation time is tens of millisec-
onds. Above the threshold, direct Urca becomes un-
suppressed, and relaxation times are shorter (fraction of
a millisecond). For muon-less matter, the direct Urca
threshold is at proton fraction Y dU

Q = 0.11. We see from
Fig. 7 that, for the χEFT EoSs, the proton fraction never
reaches that threshold, so their relaxation time remains
at around 40ms. In contrast, the proton fraction of the
CMF++C4N EoS crosses the direct Urca threshold at a
number density around 0.3 fm−3, so as we cross that den-
sity, the relaxation time drops to a much smaller value
because direct Urca processes drive fast conversion be-
tween neutrons and protons to establish β equilibrium
quickly.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have studied neutron stars in and
out of β equilibrium and at approximately zero temper-
ature with different nuclear physics descriptions of the
2D EoS at low (crustDFT in the crust), intermediate
(χEFT in the crust-outer core), and high baryon densities
(CMF++ in the outer and inner cores). We have studied
how thermodynamic and observable properties of neu-
tron stars are affected by the choice of matching used to
connect the different nuclear physics descriptions within
their overlapping regimes of validity. For example, simple
choices of smooth matching variable can easily introduce
artificially-large structure in c2s, first-order phase transi-
tions, or artificial regimes within the star that are un-
stable (with imaginary speeds of sound) or superluminal
(with speeds of sound larger than c). We devised smooth
matching procedures that ensure these artificial features
are not present, at the cost of slightly modifying the com-
bined EoS with respect to the parent EoSs outside the
matched regime. Because of these slight modifications,
observable properties of neutron stars can depend on the
details of the matching. In particular, we find that the ra-
dius of neutron stars is the most affected observable; the
maximum percentage variations are ∆M∗max = 3.73%
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FIG. 17. The left panel shows the static bulk viscosity, while the right panel show the isothermal flavor relaxation rate using
two of the nuclear EoSs explored in this paper (χEFT and CMF) at a fixed temperature of T = 2 MeV.

and ∆R∗ 1.4M⊙ = 9.21%. Our results are generic for any
combined EoS that is built by smoothly matching EoSs
(built from different models) in an overlapping regime of
validity.

We also studied other physics features of our matched
EoSs that are worth summarizing. While our focus has
been on smooth matching between different EoS mod-
els, one can also build in first-order phase transitions
(on purpose) through a Maxwell or Gibbs construction.
Moreover, while we have described in detail only the cal-
culation of the mass and radius of stars, we have also
studied the effect of rotation with our matched EoSs.
In particular, we have computed the moment of inertia,
the quadrupole moment and the tidal Love number, ver-
ifying that the I-Love-Q relations remain approximately
EoS independent (irrespective of the details of the origi-
nal EoS models used or the smooth matching procedure).
Finally, we have calculated the bulk viscosity in different
regimes of the EoS, such as in the crust-outer core inter-
face (with χEFT) and in the outer and inner cores (with
CMF++). We found that the bulk viscosity is around
ζ ∼

[
1024, 1027

]
MeV3, but dependent on the parameters

chosen within each model (e.g., the EFT cut-off scale Λ
in the χEFT case).

In addition to these physics results, this paper also re-
leases a suite of new, open-source software (the MUSES
CE), consisting of a set of novel scientific calculation
modules, an application for executing workflows com-
posed of these modules, and a framework allowing the
community to contribute in the future with new mod-
ules that extend its capabilities. Together, these software
products provide a variety of models for the EoS appli-
cable to heavy-ion collisions, a crust-to-core model of the
neutron star EoS, and the calculation of neutron star ob-
servables. We have presented the first results from com-
bining different workflows using the MUSES CE, with a
description of the physics equations and their software
implementation underlying the various calculation mod-
ules. The physics results we obtained using this new soft-

ware were described above. Computational notebooks
showing how to use the CE to obtain the results of this
article can be found in [171].
This paper paves the way for future statisti-

cal studies that will allow not only nuclear theo-
rists but the entire neutron star community–including
gravitational-wave physicists, astrophysicists, statisti-
cians, and experimentalists–to directly sample over nu-
clear physics parameters instead of relying on phe-
nomenological toy models of the EoS to infer informa-
tion from gravitational-wave data and/or X-Ray obser-
vations of neutron stars. Future work could also concen-
trate on connecting different regimes of the QCD phase
diagram using our open-source tools. While our primary
focus here has been the T = 0 EoS, we have already
begun working on connecting heavy-ion collision mod-
ules (based on lattice QCD, holography, and the hadron
resonance gas with Thermal-FIST [23]) to provide EoSs
across a 4D phase space in T, µB , µS , µQ that will be
needed in relativistic viscous hydrodynamics codes with
BSQ conserved charges [55, 172, 173]. Additionally, we
plan to also incorporate finite T effects in all the EoS
modules discussed in detail here (Crust-DFT, χEFT,
CMF++, Lepton, Synthesis, and Flavor). Once com-
pleted, this will allow us to provide 3D EoS tables that
can be used in numerical relativity simulations to study
the post-merger dynamics, e.g., [108, 164]. Eventually, it
will be possible to connect the EoSs from heavy-ion col-
lisions and neutron stars, opening up the possibility for
systematically constraining the dense matter EoS simul-
taneously using both heavy-ion flow data and neutron
star observations (see a recent example [65]).
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Appendix A: χEFT: Thermodynamic Relations

Using many-body perturbation theory in the frame-
work of the canonical ensemble results in a calculation of
the free-energy per nucleon F̄ (nB , YQ). The remaining
thermodynamic quantities necessary for an EoS can be
determined from the standard thermodynamic relations,

P = n2
B

∂F̄

∂nB
, (A1)

µB =
∂
(
nBF̄

)

∂nB
− YQ

∂F̄

∂YQ
, (A2)

µQ =
∂F̄

∂YQ
, (A3)

where P (nB , YQ), µB(nB , YQ), µQ(nB , YQ) are the pres-
sure, baryon chemical potential, and charge chemical po-
tential, respectively.

Appendix B: Free Fermi Gas of Leptons

For a relativistic free Fermi gas at T = 0, we can write
the number density of lepton i in terms of the Fermi
momentum kF,i,

ni =
dik

3
F,i

6π2
=

k3F,l

3π2
, (B1)

where the spin degeneracy for the fermions is di = 2Ji+1,
with the spin of all leptons Ji = 1/2, such that di = 2.
At T = 0, the Fermi energy EF,i of the lepton is identical
to its chemical potential µi and we can write

EF,i =
√

m2
i + k2F,i = µi , (B2)

withmi being the lepton mass. Thus, we can then rewrite
everything in terms of the lepton chemical potential, such
that

kF,i =
√
µ2
i −m2

i , (B3)
and

ni =
(µ2

i −m2
i )

3/2

3π2
. (B4)

Finally, we can then write down the corresponding energy
density εl and pressure pl

εi =
1

π2

[(
1

8
m2

i
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µ2
i −m2

i +
1

4
(µ2

i −m2
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i ln
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]
,
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1
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3/2 − 3
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i
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+
3

8
m4

i ln
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]
, (B5)

where l = e−, µ−, τ−, νl.

Appendix C: Effect of smooth matching on neutron
star observables

Table VI shows values for non-rotating neutron star
maximum masses and their corresponding central energy
densities, together with radii, dimensionless moment of
inertia and dimensionless tidal deformability of an 1.4
M⊙ star for the boundaries of the parameter sweep (x̄ =
θa, x̄ = θb) shown in the different panels of Figure 12.
The table also shows the difference in these quantities
between the maximum and minimum values obtained in
the parameter sweep. These differences are calculated for
quantity A as in Eq. (69).
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Y (x) (x̄,Γ) M∗max εC Mmax R∗ 1.4M⊙ Ī1.4M⊙ λ̄tid
1.4M⊙ ∆M∗max(%) ∆R∗ 1.4M⊙(%) ∆Ī1.4M⊙(%) ∆λ̄tid

1.4M⊙(%)

c2s(nB) (0.16, 0.025) 2.061 1140.21 13.01 13.97 628.17 1.8 4.62 7.65 31.89
(0.22, 0.025) 2.024 1273.60 12.43 12.98 476.28 1.8 4.62 7.65 31.89

ε(nB) (0.16, 0.025) 2.100 1172.05 13.45 15.06 826.30 0.14 0.12 0.90 3.04
(0.22, 0.025) 2.103 1172.05 13.44 15.20 852.22 0.14 0.12 0.90 3.04

P (nB) (0.16, 0.025) 2.100 1172.05 13.62 15.12 838.38 0.35 3.57 4.52 17.75
(0.22, 0.025) 2.093 1172.05 13.15 14.46 712.01 0.35 3.57 4.52 17.75

P (µB) (950.0, 30.0) 2.102 1172.05 13.69 15.31 877.66 0.025 0.75 0.68 2.66
(980.0, 30.0) 2.101 1172.05 13.59 15.20 854.94 0.025 0.75 0.68 2.66

TABLE VI. Matching variables, matching parameters, reproduced maximum masses and corresponding central energy densities,
radii, dimensionless moment of inertia, and dimensionless tidal deformabilities for a 1.4 M⊙ neutron star, calculated at the
boundaries of the parameter sweep x̄ = Θa and x̄ = Θb shown in Figure 12 for each smooth matching variable. The table also
shows the percentage differences in some of these quantities between the maximum and minimum values obtained within the
parameter sweep.
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