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ABSTRACT

Using the relativistic mean-field model with nonlinear couplings between the isoscalar and isovector

mesons, we study the properties of isospin-asymmetric nuclear matter. Not only the vector mixing,

ωµω
µρνρ

ν , but also the quartic interaction due to the scalar mesons, σ2δ2, is taken into account to

investigate the density dependence of nuclear symmetry energy, Esym, and the neutron-star properties.

It is found that the δ meson increases Esym at high densities, whereas the σ-δ mixing makes Esym

soft above the saturation density. Furthermore, the δ meson and its mixing have a large influence

on the radius and tidal deformability of a neutron star. In particular, the σ-δ mixing reduces the

neutron-star radius, and, thus, the present calculation can simultaneously reproduce the dimensionless

tidal deformabilities of a canonical 1.4M� neutron star observed from the binary neutron star merger,

GW170817, and from the compact binary coalescence, GW190814.

Keywords: Gravitational waves (678) — Neutron stars (1108) — Relativistic mechanics (1391) —

Nuclear physics (2077)

1. INTRODUCTION

Relativistic mean-field (RMF) calculations have been

widely adopted to provide a realistic description of the

bulk properties of finite nuclei and nuclear matter (Chin

& Walecka 1974; Walecka 1974). They are still essen-

tial methods for understanding high-energy phenomena

and/or dense nuclear matter because it is necessary to

treat the nuclear equation of state (EoS) relativistically

(Glendenning & Moszkowski 1991; Li et al. 2008).
Based on the one-boson exchange (OBE) potential for

nuclear interactions (Machleidt et al. 1987; Machleidt

1989), the original RMF model has been constructed

by the exchange of isoscalar, Lorentz-scalar (σ) and

Lorentz-vector (ωµ) mesons between nucleons (Serot &

Walecka 1986). The nonlinear self-coupling of σ and ω

mesons has been also introduced to reproduce a reason-

able nuclear incompressibility and/or properties of un-

stable nuclei (Boguta & Bodmer 1977; Sugahara & Toki

1994; Lalazissis et al. 1997). In addition, the isovector,

Lorentz-vector (ρµ) meson and its nonlinear couplings,

e.g., (ρµρ
µ)2, σ2ρµρ

µ, and ωµω
µρνρ

ν , have been con-
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sidered to describe a neutron skin thickness of heavy

nuclei and characteristics of isospin-asymmetric nuclear

matter (Mueller & Serot 1996; Horowitz & Piekarewicz

2001a,b). At present, many kinds of the RMF models

with nonlinear couplings are used to study compact-star

physics as well as nuclear physics (Dutra et al. 2014;

Choi et al. 2021b; Kumar et al. 2021).

Owing to the experimental analyses of heavy-ion colli-

sions, the nuclear symmetry energy, Esym, and its slope

parameter, L, turn out to play very important roles

in determining the nuclear EoS for isospin-asymmetric

matter (Typel & Brown 2001; Danielewicz et al. 2002;

Lattimer & Prakash 2004; Steiner et al. 2005; Tsang

et al. 2009, 2012; Lattimer 2014). According to the re-

cent Bayesian approach with correlated uncertainties of

the infinite-matter EoS derived from chiral effective field

theory, Esym and L are predicted to be Esym = 31.7±1.1

MeV and L = 59.8± 4.1 MeV at the nuclear saturation

density (Drischler et al. 2020). Concurrently, it is possi-

ble to give constraints on those physical quantities using

some astrophysical information on neutron stars, such

as the radius measurements from NICER and XMM-

Newton data (Miller et al. 2021), and the tidal deforma-

bility due to gravitational wave (GW) signals from the

binary neutron star merger, GW170817 (Abbott et al.

2018, 2019).
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From the viewpoint of theoretical studies on Esym and

L, the isovector, Lorentz-scalar (δ) meson can be in-

cluded in the RMF calculations if we remind that the

OBE potential was successful for understanding nuclear

interactions (Kubis & Kutschera 1997; Hofmann et al.

2001; Liu et al. 2002). The δ meson, however, has been

claimed to be less important than the ρ meson so far

to reproduce the properties of asymmetric nuclear mat-

ter because of its small impact on the nuclear EoS even

at high densities (Greco et al. 2003; Bunta & Gmuca

2004; Menezes & Providencia 2004). On the other hand,

it has been realized that the δ meson strongly affects

the proton fraction in neutron-star matter and hence

the cooling process of a neutron star, using the density-

dependent RMF model which includes the σ, ωµ, δ, and

ρµ mesons with density-dependent meson-nucleon cou-

plings (Roca-Maza et al. 2011; Wang et al. 2014; Typel

& Alvear Terrero 2020). Furthermore, a new type of

scalar-meson mixing, e.g., σδ2 and σ2δ2, has been re-

cently introduced in the RMF model, and it gives a large

influence not only on Esym but also on L (Zabari et al.

2019a,b; Kubis et al. 2020).

In the present study, using the RMF model, we inves-

tigate the δ-meson effect on the properties of isospin-

asymmetric nuclear matter. Then, our results are com-

pared with the experimental constraints on Esym and L

as well as the recent data from astrophysical observa-

tions. In particular, we study the influence of isoscalar-

and isovector-meson mixing, σ2δ2 and ωµω
µρνρ

ν , on

the density dependence of Esym and the EoS for neu-

tron stars.

This paper is organized as follows. A brief review

of the RMF model with several species of nonlinear

couplings is provided in Section 2. Numerical results

and detailed discussions concerning features of isospin-

asymmetric nuclear and neutron-star matter are pre-

sented in Section 3. Finally, we give a summary in Sec-

tion 4.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

We employ the RMF model based on quantum hadro-

dynamics (Walecka 1974; Serot & Walecka 1986). The

Lagrangian density, L, includes the fields of nucleons

(N = p, n) and mesons. We here introduce four mesons:

σ, ωµ, δ, and ρµ. The Lagrangian density is thus chosen

to be

L =
∑
N=p,n

ψ̄N
[
iγµ∂

µ − (MN − gσσ − gδδ · τN )

− gωγµωµ − gργµρµ · τN
]
ψN − UNL(σ, ωµ, δ,ρµ)

+
1

2

(
∂µσ∂

µσ −m2
σσ

2
)

+
1

2
m2
ωωµω

µ − 1

4
WµνW

µν

+
1

2

(
∂µδ · ∂µδ −m2

δδ
2
)

+
1

2
m2
ρρµ · ρµ −

1

4
Rµν ·Rµν ,

(1)

where ψN is the nucleon field, τN is its isospin matrix,

Wµν = ∂µων − ∂νωµ, and Rµν = ∂µρν − ∂νρµ. The

meson-nucleon coupling constants are respectively de-

noted by gσ, gω, gδ, and gρ. Additionally, a nonlinear

potential in Equation (1) is supplemented as follows:

UNL(σ, ωµ, δ,ρµ) =
1

3
g2σ

3 +
1

4
g3σ

4 − Λs
(
g2σσ

2
) (
g2δδ

2
)

− Λv
(
g2ωωµω

µ
) (
g2ρρµ · ρµ

)
. (2)

The first and second terms in Equation (2) are intro-

duced to obtain a quantitative description of ground-

state properties for symmetric nuclear matter (Boguta

& Bodmer 1977). In contrast, the third and forth terms

in Equation (2) only affect the characteristics of isospin-

asymmetric nuclear matter (Todd-Rutel & Piekarewicz

2005; Miyatsu et al. 2013a). Although it is possible to

consider the linear type of σ-δ interaction, σδ2, based on

the Lorentz covariance of L, only the quadratic interac-

tion, σ2δ2, is here considered because it provides a large

impact on the density dependence of Esym (Zabari et al.

2019a,b). Therefore, the potential involves four coupling

constants and mixing parameters, g2, g3, Λs, and Λv.

For convenience, we hereafter use Λσδ and Λωρ instead

of Λs and Λv, i.e., Λσδ ≡ Λsg
2
σg

2
δ and Λωρ ≡ Λvg

2
ωg

2
ρ. In

the present study, the nucleon and meson masses in vac-

uum are taken as follows: MN = 939 MeV, mσ = 500

MeV, mω = 783 MeV, mδ = 983 MeV, and mρ = 770

MeV.

In RMF approximation, the meson fields are replaced

by the mean-field values: σ̄, ω̄, δ̄, and ρ̄. Then, the

effective nucleon mass, M∗
N , is simply expressed as

M∗
(p
n)(σ̄, δ̄) = MN − gσσ̄ ∓ gδ δ̄. (3)

The equations of motion for the meson fields in uniform

matter are thus given by(
m2
σ + g2σ̄ + g3σ̄

2 − 2Λσδ δ̄
2
)
σ̄ = gσ

(
ρsp + ρsn

)
, (4)(

m2
ω + 2Λωρρ̄

2
)
ω̄ = gω (ρp + ρn) , (5)(

m2
δ − 2Λσδσ̄

2
)
δ̄ = gδ

(
ρsp − ρsn

)
, (6)(

m2
ρ + 2Λωρω̄

2
)
ρ̄ = gρ (ρp − ρn) , (7)



Asymmetric nuclear matter in relativistic mean-field models 3

where the scalar density, ρsN , and the baryon density,

ρN , read

ρsN =
1

π2

∫ kFN

0

dk k2
M∗
N (σ̄, δ̄)√

k2 +M∗2
N (σ̄, δ̄)

, (8)

ρN =
k3FN

3π2
, (9)

with kFN
being the Fermi momentum for N .

With the self-consistent calculations of the meson

fields given in Equations (4)–(7), the energy density, ε,

and pressure, P , in nuclear matter are given by

ε =
∑
N

1

π2

∫ kFN

0

dk k2
√
k2 +M∗2

N (σ̄, δ̄)

+
1

2

(
m2
σσ̄

2 +m2
ωω̄

2 +m2
δ δ̄

2 +m2
ρρ̄

2
)

+
1

3
g2σ̄

3 +
1

4
g3σ̄

4 − Λσδσ̄
2δ̄2 + 3Λωρω̄

2ρ̄2, (10)

P =
1

3

∑
N

1

π2

∫ kFN

0

dk
k4√

k2 +M∗2
N (σ̄, δ̄)

− 1

2

(
m2
σσ̄

2 −m2
ωω̄

2 +m2
δ δ̄

2 −m2
ρρ̄

2
)

− 1

3
g2σ̄

3 − 1

4
g3σ̄

4 + Λσδσ̄
2δ̄2 + Λωρω̄

2ρ̄2. (11)

According to the Hugenholtz—Van Hove (HVH) the-

orem (Czerski et al. 2002; Cai & Chen 2012), Esym is

generally divided into the kinetic and potential terms as

Esym = Ekin
sym +Epot

sym (Miyatsu et al. 2020), and they are

respectively given by

Ekin
sym =

1

6

k2F√
k2F +M∗2

F

, (12)

Epot
sym = Eρsym + Eδsym

=
1

2

g2ρ
m∗2
ρ

ρB −
1

2

g2δ
m∗2
δ

ρB

(
M∗2
F

k2F +M∗2
F

)
IF , (13)

at ρp = ρn, namely kF = kFp = kFn and M∗
F = M∗

p =

M∗
n. Here, the effective meson masses in matter are

defined as m∗2
δ = m2

δ−2Λσδσ̄
2 and m∗2

ρ = m2
ρ+2Λωρω̄

2,

and

IF =

[
1 + 3

g2δ
m∗2
δ

(
ρsB
M∗
F

− ρB√
k2F +M∗2

F

)]−1

, (14)

where the total scalar and baryon densities are written

as ρsB = ρsp + ρsn and ρB = ρp + ρn, respectively.

3. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In total, there are eight coupling constants which have

to be determined in Equation (1). They can be classi-

fied into two categories. One is the coupling constants

Table 1. Coupling constants for isovector mesons and mix-
ing parameters. The value of g2δ , which is taken from the
OBE potential (Machleidt 1989), is denoted by A, B, or C.
For details, see the text.

g2δ/4π g2ρ/4π Λσδ Λωρ

0 2.41 – 654.13

1.3 (A)

3.08 −100 493.71

3.01 −50 431.48

2.91 0 355.53

2.77 50 263.92

2.59 100 155.49

2.488 (B)

3.76 −100 433.29

3.67 −50 357.70

3.54 0 271.21

3.39 50 173.77

3.19 100 66.18

4.722 (C)

5.07 −100 382.25

4.97 −50 298.92

4.83 0 208.39

4.66 50 111.38

4.46 100 9.04

10

8.27 −100 347.85

8.15 −50 260.48

8.00 0 169.28

7.83 50 74.94

7.62 100 −21.71

which affect the saturation properties of symmetric nu-

clear matter. The other is the couplings related to the

nature of isospin-asymmetric nuclear matter. In order

to determine the coupling constants concerning sym-

metric nuclear matter at the saturation density, ρ0, we

use the recent constraints from terrestrial experiments

and astrophysical observations of neutron stars as fol-

lows (Choi et al. 2021a): the binding energy per nu-

cleon (E0 = −16.0 MeV), the nuclear incompressibil-

ity (K0 = 230 MeV), and the effective nucleon mass

(M∗
N/MN = 0.65) at ρ0 = 0.16 fm−3. Finally, we get

the values, gσ = 9.22, gω = 11.35, g2 = 13.08 fm−1, and

g3 = −31.60.

On the other hand, the coupling constants for isovec-

tor mesons and the mixing parameters, gδ, gρ, Λσδ, and

Λωρ, are fixed by the properties of asymmetric nuclear

matter. We here set Esym = 32.0 MeV and L = 50

MeV at ρ0 to explain the recent astrophysical observa-

tions (Choi et al. 2021a). Moreover, if the acceptable

coupling of gδ based on the OBE potential (Machleidt

1989) and the recent result of Λσδ given in Zabari et al.

(2019a,b) are taken into consideration, they are sup-
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Figure 1. Correlations between Ksym and the coupling
constants for Λσδ = 0. The solid (dashed) line denotes Ksym

(Λωρ). We also mark the points which correspond to the re-
sults obtained from potential A, B, and C (Machleidt 1989).
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 but with the σ-δ mixing. Each
line is calculated by using the fixed g2δ given in Table 1.

posed to be varied in the ranges of 0 ≤ g2δ/4π ≤ 10

and −100 ≤ Λσδ ≤ 100, respectively. Once gδ and Λσδ
are fixed in those ranges, it is possible to determine the

others (gρ and Λωρ) by adopting the given Esym and

L. The coupling constants related to isospin-asymmetric

features in the present study are listed in Table 1.

We present the correlations between the curvature pa-

rameter of nuclear symmetry energy, Ksym, and the

related coupling constants in Figures 1 and 2. In or-

der to focus on the δ-meson effect, the result without

the σ-δ mixing is shown in Figure 1. It is found that

Ksym has the minimum point around the result of po-

tential B, while, as g2δ increases, Λωρ first decreases

rapidly and then becomes almost constant. In con-

trast, we show the result including the σ-δ mixing in

Figure 2. We have found that Ksym varies in the range

of −450 ≤ Ksym(MeV) ≤ 50, and that Λωρ becomes

small as Λσδ increases in all the cases. It implies that,

as explained in Zabari et al. (2019a), the σ-δ mixing can

partly take on a role of the ω-ρ mixing in describing the
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E
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E
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m
(M

e
V

)
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IBUU04
ImQMD(2σ)

B.-A. Li et al.

Figure 3. Nuclear symmetry energy, Esym, as a function
of ρB/ρ0. The results are calculated with the fixed g2δ given
in Table 1. The top (middle) [bottom] panel is for the case
of Λσδ = −50 (0) [50]. For details, see the text.

Figure 4. Same as Figure 3 but with the σ-δ mixing. The
coupling constants in potential B are used.

properties of asymmetric nuclear matter, such as Esym,

L, and Ksym.

The density dependence of Esym is depicted in Figure

3. The constraints from analyses of heavy-ion collision

data using the isospin-dependent Boltzmann-Uehling-

Uhlenbec (IBUU04) and improved quantum molecu-

lar dynamics (ImQMD) transport models are presented

(Tsang et al. 2009; Chen et al. 2005; Li & Chen 2005).
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Figure 5. Contents of Esym as a function of ρB/ρ0. The
coupling constants in potential B are used. The kinetic and
potential terms, Ekin

sym and Epot
sym, are shown in the upper

panel. The meson contributions, Eδsym and Eρsym, are pre-
sented in the lower panel.

We also show the recent constraint on the magnitude of

Esym at 2ρ0, i.e., Esym(2ρ0) ' 51 ± 13 MeV at a 68%

confidence level, from nine new analyses of neutron-star

observables since GW170817 (Li et al. 2021). It shows

that Esym is sensitive to g2δ above ρ0, i.e., as g2δ increases,

it becomes large at high densities in all the cases. Thus,

the δ meson enhances Esym in dense nuclear matter.

However, in the case of g2δ/4π = 10, it is too large to

explain the Esym(2ρ0) restriction. On the other hand,

for −50 ≤ Λσδ ≤ 50, Esym in potential A, B or C, lies in

the region of the constraints from the IBUU04 and/or

ImQMD transport model.

For the sake of studying the σ-δ mixing effect in de-

tail, Esym with the coupling constants in potential B is

given in Figure 4. The σ-δ mixing has a weak influence

on Esym below ρ0. However, as explained in Zabari et al.

(2019a), the σ-δ mixing strongly affects Esym above ρ0.

For example, the σ-δ mixing reduces Esym at high den-

sities, and then partly cancels the enhancement due to

the δ-N interaction. Furthermore, for 70 < Λσδ < 80,

Esym has an inflection point above ρ0, and the dip then

appears around 2ρ0–3ρ0. For Λσδ ≥ 90, Esym becomes

negative at high densities. To satisfy the experimental

constraints from heavy-ion collision data and the ana-

lytical result obtained from neutron-star observations,

we find that Λσδ should be less than 60.

In the upper panel of Figure 5, the kinetic and po-

tential terms of Esym given in Equations (12) and (13)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

0 1 2 3 4 5

potential B

*

symmtric nuclear matter

δ

ρ

m
M

/
m

M

ρB / ρ0

Λσδ = -50

0

50

Figure 6. Effective mass ratio of isovector mesons in sym-
metric nuclear matter as a function of ρB/ρ0. The coupling
constants in potential B are used. The thick (thin) lines cor-
respond to the mass of the δ (ρ) meson. The solid (dashed)
[dot–dashed] lines are for Λσδ = 50 (0) [−50].

are presented. Because Ekin
sym is calculated by the Fermi

momentum and the effective nucleon mass at ρp = ρn
(see Equation (12)), it is common to all the cases. On

the contrary, Epot
sym shows the unique behavior above ρ0.

When only the ρ meson and its quadratic interaction,

ωµω
µρνρ

nu, are considered, Epot
sym shows the maximum

point around ρ0 and decreases monotonically as the den-

sity increases. In contrast, Epot
sym becomes stiff at high

densities when the δ meson is considered. For Λσδ = 0,

Epot
sym reaches practically plateau above ρ0. Moreover,

for Λσδ ≥ 50, the rapid reduction occurs above ρ0, and

then Epot
sym turns to grow as the density increases. Thus,

Esym becomes temporarily soft around 2ρ0–3ρ0, as al-

ready seen in Figure 4.

The meson contributions to Epot
sym, which are composed

of Eδsym and Eρsym defined in Equation (13), are given in

the lower panel of Figure 5. We note that Eδsym (Eρsym)

contributes to Epot
sym negatively (positively). When the

absolute value of Eδsym is larger than that of Eρsym, Epot
sym

has a rapid reduction, and, accordingly, Esym has the

dip, as already shown in Figure 4 and in the upper panel

of Figure 5.

In Figure 6, we present the effective masses of isovector

mesons, m∗
δ and m∗

ρ, in symmetric nuclear matter. Be-

cause m∗
δ and m∗

ρ respectively couple with the isoscalar-

meson fields, σ̄ and ω̄, through the mixing, they change

significantly at high densities. In particular, m∗
ρ varies

remarkably due to the large Λωρ, compared with the

case of m∗
δ . Because m∗

δ and m∗
ρ become small as Λσδ

increases,
∣∣Eδsym∣∣ and

∣∣Eρsym∣∣ become large with increas-

ing Λσδ (see the lower panel of Figure 5 and Equation

(13)).

The binding energy per nucleon, EB = ε/ρB−MN , is

illustrated in Figure 7. As in the case of Ekin
sym, the δ me-
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Figure 7. Binding energy per nucleon, EB , in symmetric
nuclear and pure neutron matter as a function of ρB/ρ0. The
coupling constants in potential B are used.
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Figure 8. Effective nucleon mass, M∗
N=p,n, in pure neutron

matter as a function of ρB/ρ0. The thin (thick) lines are for
proton (neutron). The coupling constants in potential B are
used.

son has no influence on EB in symmetric nuclear matter.

In addition, the σ-δ mixing for Λσδ < 0 rarely affects EB
even in pure neutron matter. In contrast, for Λσδ > 0,

EB is suppressed by the σ-δ mixing at high densities.

It is thus found that the positive σ-δ mixing decreases

the energy difference between pure neutron and sym-

metric nuclear matter as the density increases, and that

it consequently gives the softer Esym at high densities

as shown in Figure 4. In other words, if one considers

the σ-δ mixing, in the present calculation, there is still

room for employing the higher Esym and L at ρ0, which

are recently suggested by PREX-II data (Adhikari et al.

2021; Piekarewicz 2021; Reed et al. 2021), in determin-

ing the coupling constants. We will again discuss this

at the end of this section.

The density dependence of effective nucleon mass,

M∗
N , in pure neutron matter is expressed in Figure 8.

When the ρ meson only is included, the RMF model

predicts the equal effective mass of proton and neutron.
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Figure 9. Meson fields in neutron-star matter. The cou-
pling constants in potential B are used.

However, as explained in van Dalen et al. (2007), the δ

meson is responsible for the mass splitting, where the

effective mass of neutron is heavier than that of proton.

It is found that, in the whole density range, the larger

the coupling of Λσδ is, the larger the mass splitting is.

In order to move on the neutron-star calculations in

which the charge neutrality and β equilibrium condi-

tions are imposed, we introduce the degrees of freedom

of leptons (electron and muon) as well as nucleons and

mesons in Equation (1). Since the radius of a neutron

star is remarkably sensitive to the nuclear EoS at very

low densities, we adopt the EoS for nonuniform matter,

where nuclei are taken into account using the Thomas-

Fermi calculation (Miyatsu et al. 2013b, 2015).

The meson fields in neutron-star matter are presented

in Figure 9. In the present calculation, Λσδ has little

influence on the isoscalar-meson fields, σ̄ and ω̄, which

are shown in the upper panels of Figure 9. On the other

hand, the isovector-meson fields, δ̄ and ρ̄, in the lower

panels of Figure 9 are affected by the σ-δ mixing, namely

as Λσδ increases, δ̄ and ρ̄ are (negatively) enhanced, and
δ̄ turns out to be stronger than ρ̄ for Λσδ > 0.

In Figure 10, we illustrate the binding energy per nu-

cleon, EB , and the proton fraction in neutron-star mat-

ter. Because the same saturation conditions are imposed

in the present study, little effect due to the σ-δ mix-

ing is seen in the binding energy, as similar to that in

pure neutron matter shown in Figure 7. One remark-

able point is that the σ-δ mixing has an influence on

the proton fraction at high densities. The positive σ-δ

mixing suppresses the proton fraction, and then delays

the direct Urca process, in which neutrinos can be emit-

ted rapidly. Particularly, the direct Urca process never

occurs for Λσδ = 70 in the current density region, and

the so-called modified Urca process, which is the stan-

dard model of neutron-star coolings, mainly takes place

for the neutrino emission (Lattimer et al. 1991). On the
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Figure 10. Binding energy per nucleon, EB , (upper panel)
and proton fraction (lower panel) in neutron-star matter.
The coupling constants in potential B are used. The thresh-
old for the direct Urca process, i.e., ρp/ρB = 1/9, is shown
in the lower panel (Maruyama & Chiba 1999).

contrary, only a small influence on the proton fraction

is given for Λσδ ≤ 0, and the direct Urca process occurs

around 2.4ρ0.

The mass-radius relations of neutron stars are pre-

sented in Figure 11. In both panels, the δ-N interaction

and the σ-δ mixing have little impact on the neutron-

star properties at the maximum-mass point. Because

any possibility of exotic degrees of freedom in the core

is not taken into account in the present study, it is

easy to support the massive neutron star, such as PSR

J0740+6620 with the mass of 2.08 ± 0.07M� (Cromar-

tie et al. 2019; Fonseca et al. 2021). In all the cases,

the maximum mass and its radius, Mmax and Rmax,

lie in the ranges of 2.45 ≤ Mmax/M� ≤ 2.47 and

11.66 ≤ Rmax(km) ≤ 11.98, respectively. In contrast,

the radius of a canonical 1.4M� neutron star, R1.4, is

strongly affected by the δ meson. The δ-N interaction

makes R1.4 large (see the left panel), while the σ-δ mix-

ing reduces R1.4 for Λσδ > 0 (see the right panel). Ex-

cept for g2δ/4π = 10, all the results can satisfy the re-

cent restriction, R1.4 = 12.45 ± 0.65 km, based on the

radius measurements from NICER and XMM-Newton

data (Miller et al. 2021).

It is quite useful to consider the tidal deformabil-

ity of a neutron star because the GW signals from bi-

nary merger events can potentially yield robust infor-

mation on the EoS for neutron stars (Hinderer 2008;

Table 2. Summary of several nuclear and neutron-star prop-
erties.

Λσδ Ksym Esym(2ρ0) R1.4 Λ1.4

(MeV) (MeV) (km)

Without δ – −60.3 49.5 12.7 579

0 −114.2 49.6 12.7 578

A 50 −178.6 45.7 12.6 540

(g2δ/4π = 1.3) 60 −197.5 43.7 12.5 515

70 −219.3 40.7 12.3 467

0 −128.4 50.6 12.7 588

B 50 −216.6 45.3 12.6 552

(g2δ/4π = 2.488) 60 −242.1 42.5 12.5 523

70 −271.3 38.2 12.4 483

0 −123.0 54.3 12.9 620

C 50 −231.4 49.4 12.8 614

(g2δ/4π = 4.722) 60 −262.5 46.5 12.8 608

70 −297.8 41.9 12.8 599

Hinderer et al. 2010). In Figure 12, we present the di-

mensionless tidal deformability, Λ, which is defined as

Λ = 2
3k2

(
R
M

)5
, where k2 is the second Love number,

and M and R are, respectively, the mass and radius of a

neutron star. In addition, the resent constraints on tidal

deformability of a canonical 1.4M� neutron star, Λ1.4,

are given in both panels, which are based on the GW

signals from the binary neutron star merger, GW170817

(Abbott et al. 2018), and from the compact binary coa-

lescence involving a 23M� black hole and a 2.6M� com-

pact object, GW190814 (Abbott et al. 2020).

When only the δ-N coupling is considered, Λ1.4 be-

comes large as g2δ increases (see the left panel of Figure

12). It is then impossible to satisfy the astrophysical

constraint on Λ1.4 from GW170817, which is the highly
credible data. On the other hand, the σ-δ mixing has

the promising effect on Λ1.4 as seen in the right panel of

Figure 12. Although little impact on Λ1.4 can be seen

for Λσδ ≤ 0, the σ-δ mixing reduces Λ1.4 extremely for

0 < Λσδ ≤ 70. In particular, we can comfortably ex-

plain both constraints on Λ1.4 based on the GW signals

by introducing the σ-δ mixing in potential B.

Several properties of asymmetric nuclear matter and

neutron stars, Ksym, Esym(2ρ0), R1.4, and Λ1.4, are

listed in Table 2. We here discuss their dependence on

the coupling strength of g2δ and the mixing Λσδ. All the

results of Esym(2ρ0) shown in Table 2 satisfy the restric-

tion based on nine new analyses of neutron-star observ-

ables since GW170817 (38 ≤ Esym(2ρ0)(MeV) ≤ 64; Li

et al. (2021)). Meanwhile, it is impossible for potential

C to explain the astrophysical constraint on Λ1.4 from
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Figure 12. Dimensionless tidal deformability of a neutron star, Λ. The left (right) panel is for the case without (with) the σ-δ
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on Λ1.4 from binary merger events, GW170817 (Λ1.4 = 190+390

−120; Abbott et al. (2018)) and GW190814 (Λ1.4 = 616+273
−158; Abbott

et al. (2020)).

GW170817 (70 ≤ Λ1.4 ≤ 580; Abbott et al. (2018)).

Furthermore, if we adopt the σ-δ mixing in potential

A or B, Ksym is respectively estimated to be −219 ≤
Ksym(MeV) ≤ −114 or −271 ≤ Ksym(MeV) ≤ −128,

which are consistent with the recent calculations by Li

et al. (2021), Ksym = −107 ± 88 MeV, and Gil et al.

(2021), −150 ≤ Ksym(MeV) ≤ 0, but are relatively

smaller than our previous result, −84 ≤ Ksym(MeV) ≤
−10 (Choi et al. 2021a). As seen in Figure 11, all

the calculated R1.4 are consistent with the observed re-

sults from NICER and XMM-Newton data (Miller et al.

2021).

Finally, we give a comment on the large values of

Esym and L recently deduced from PREX-II data. Using

data from two experimental runs, PREX-I and PREX-

II, the PREX Collaboration has reported an unexpected

thick neutron skin in 208Pb (Adhikari et al. 2021). It

also implies the larger L than any latest results ob-

tained from other experiments and microscopic calcu-

lations (Piekarewicz 2021; Reed et al. 2021). If, in the

present study, we adopt the higher values, Esym = 38.0

MeV and L = 100.0 MeV, at ρ0 to fix the coupling con-

stants related to the properties of isospin-asymmetric

matter, the large σ-δ mixing then makes it possible to

satisfy the constraint on Esym based on heavy-ion col-

lision data and recent analyses of neutron-star observa-

tions as shown in Figures 3 and 4. However, even if we

introduce the large σ-δ mixing, it is impossible to sup-

port the astrophysical constraints on R1.4 based on the

radius measurements from NICER and XMM-Newton

data (Miller et al. 2021), and Λ1.4 from the neutron-star

merger event, GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2018, 2019).

Therefore, we emphasize that it is very hard to simul-

taneously explain the recent PREX-II experiment and

the astrophysical observations concerning neutron stars

(Essick et al. 2021a,b; Sahoo et al. 2021).

4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION



Asymmetric nuclear matter in relativistic mean-field models 9

We have studied the properties of isospin-asymmetric

nuclear matter using the RMF model with nonlinear

couplings between the isoscalar and isovector mesons.

Not only the isovector, Lorentz-vector (ρµ) meson but

also the isovector, Lorentz-scalar (δ) meson has been

taken into account as well as the isoscalar mesons (σ and

ωµ). Then, the mixing terms due to the isoscalar and

isovector mesons, σ2δ2 and ωµω
µρνρ

ν , have been intro-

duced to investigate the density dependence of Esym and

the EoS for neutron stars in detail.

Firstly, it has been found that the δ-N interaction

enhances Esym at high densities. Meanwhile, the quar-

tic interaction due to the scalar mesons, σ2δ2, drasti-

cally affects Epot
sym, in which Eδsym and Eρsym compete

against each other. In the region above ρ0, the σ-δ mix-

ing for Λσδ ≥ 50 decreases Epot
sym rapidly, and thus Esym

becomes temporarily very soft around 2ρ0. Moreover,

we have found that the σ-δ mixing is responsible for

the large mass splitting between proton and neutron in

isospin-asymmetric nuclear matter.

Secondly, we have presented the EoS for isospin-

asymmetric nuclear matter, and investigated the prop-

erties of neutron stars. It has been found that, under the

charge neutrality and β equilibrium conditions, the σ-δ

mixing has a large impact on the isovector-meson fields,

and, for Λσδ > 0, the δ̄ field is more important than the

ρ̄ field. Besides, the σ-δ mixing suppresses the proton

fraction in the core of neutron star, and then delays the

direct Urca process. Furthermore, although the δ me-

son little contribute to the properties of a neutron star

at the maximum-mass point, it gives a large influence

on the properties of a canonical 1.4M� neutron star. In

particular, we have found that R1.4 and Λ1.4 are largely

reduced by means of the σ-δ mixing, and such tendency

is favorable to satisfy the astrophysical constraints based

on the radius measurements from NICER and XMM-

Newton data (Miller et al. 2021) and the GW signals

from GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2018, 2019). In con-

clusion, it is preferable to choose g2δ/4π ' 1.3–2.5 and

0 < Λσδ < 60 to be consistent with various constraints

from the terrestrial experiments and the astrophysical

observations.

Lastly, we comment on future works. It is urgent to

study the influence of the σ-δ mixing on the neutron

skin thickness of 208Pb, as in the case of the ωµω
µρνρ

ν

mixing in finite nuclei (Horowitz & Piekarewicz 2001a,b;

Piekarewicz 2021; Reed et al. 2021). It is also interesting

to consider how the effect of quark degrees of freedom

inside a nucleon affects the characteristics of isospin-

asymmetric nuclear matter including the σ-δ mixing

(Guichon 1988; Saito & Thomas 1994a,b; Saito et al.

2007; Nagai et al. 2008). Furthermore, using relativistic

Hartree-Fock or Dirac-Brueckner-Hartree-Fock approx-

imation, we may understand the δ-meson contribution

to Esym and L in more detail (Katayama et al. 2012;

Miyatsu et al. 2012; Katayama & Saito 2013). It is also

important to include hyperons in the neutron-star calcu-

lations, because the δ-N interaction and the quadratic

mixing give a large influence on the proton fraction and

the neutron-star cooling, to which hyperons also con-

tribute (Katayama & Saito 2015; Maruyama et al. 2022).
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