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In this work we provide a new, well-controlled expansion of the equation of state of dense matter
from zero to finite temperatures (T ), while covering a wide range of charge fractions (YQ), from pure
neutron to isospin symmetric nuclear matter. Our expansion can be used to describe neutron star
mergers and core-collapse supernova explosions using as a starting point neutron star observations,
while maintaining agreement with laboratory data, in a model independent way. We suggest new
thermodynamic quantities of interest that can be calculated from theoretical models or directly
inferred by experimental data that can help constrain the finite T equation of state. With our new
method, we can quantify the uncertainty in our finite T and YQ expansions in a well-controlled
manner without making assumptions about the underlying degrees of freedom. We can reproduce
results from a microscopic equation of state up to T = 100 MeV for baryon chemical potential
µB ≳ 1100 MeV (∼ 1− 2 nsat) within 5% error, with even better results for larger µB and/or lower
T . We investigate the sources of numerical and theoretical uncertainty and discuss future directions
of study.

I. INTRODUCTION

The dynamical description of the formation of neu-
tron stars and their mergers (specifically in the post-
merger phase) requires a multidimensional equation of
state (EOS) in the phase space of finite temperature,
baryon number density, and electric charge fraction,{
T, nB , Y

QCD
Q

}
. The charge fraction is defined as the

quantum chromodynamics (QCD) – hadronic and quark

– electric charge, Q, per baryon, B, Y QCD
Q = QQCD

B , or
dividing be the volume, the hadronic and quark charge

density per baryon density, Y QCD
Q =

nQCD
Q

nB
. Its value

usually goes from Y QCD
Q = 0 for pure neutron matter to

Y QCD
Q = 0.5 to isospin symmetric matter containing the

same number of protons and neutrons.

In fully evolved (beyond the proto-neutron star stage)

neutron stars, Y QCD
Q = 0.01 − 0.2, with charge neutral-

ity being enforced by leptons, Y net
Q = Y QCD

Q + Y lep
Q = 0.

In this case, Y QCD
Q changes as a function of nB and the

temperature is low enough when compared to the Fermi
energy that it can be approximated by T = 0. Addition-
ally, the leptons are considered to be in weak-interaction
(β-)equilibrium with the baryons (protons, neutrons, hy-
perons, etc.). In this case, the EOS can be described by
a simple one-dimensional function of nB . Thus, even the
best information on the mass, radius, and tidal deforma-
bility of neutron stars from astrophysical observations
(e.g., by NICER [1–4] or LIGO [5]) only constrain the
EOS in the limit of zero temperature and β-equilibrium.
These constraints are insufficient for extrapolating the

EOS in the additional dimensions required for dynamical
calculations, such as numerical simulations of supernova
explosions and neutron star mergers. A multidimensional
description of the EOS requires laboratory data from ex-

periments capable of probing larger Y QCD
Q and finite T ,

see Ref. [6] for a complete review.

Numerical relativity calculations of merging binary
neutron stars have incorporated finite-temperate effects
in different ways [7–10]. One approach is to take a cold
neutron star EOS and add a thermal contribution to
the EOS based on a semi-degenerate, ideal neutron gas
[7, 9, 11]. The drawback is that a constant adiabatic
index is used, which may not approximate full micro-
scopic EOS calculations well. Another possibility is to
incorporate finite T effects via an effective particle mass
motivated by the symmetry energy expansion [8, 12–
17]. In this approach, it is assumed that the underly-
ing degrees-of-freedom consist of only protons, neutrons,
and leptons, excluding hyperons and/or quarks (see also
[18, 19]). Most commonly, fully tabulated EOS are used
that depend on the nuclear composition and tempera-
ture. However, these are usually coupled to a fixed set
of nuclear physics parameters. Furthermore, only a few
EOS available, and even fewer with phase transitions or
exotic degrees of freedom. A number of studies exist that
compare the consequences of these microscopic assump-
tions on finite T on the neutron star EOS [9, 20, 21]. The
drawback in this case is that the degrees of freedom and
functional form of the β-equilibrated, cold neutron star
EOS are fixed.

Rather, what we would like to construct is a generic
framework that allows for the systematic study of finite T
effects without assuming specific degrees-of-freedom and
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phases of matter within the β-equilibrated, cold neutron
star EOS. This framework should be thermodynamically
consistent such that the resulting EOS is causal, stable,
and respects thermodynamic identities. Two other con-
ditions that we would like to fulfill are: 1) all information
about the EOS can be found at T = 0, such that we do
not require information from regimes of the QCD phase
diagram that are hard to access and 2) stronger connec-
tions to heavy-ion collision physics, considering new data
available from ongoing heavy-ion collision experiments
[22] that are providing new insights into the cold, dense
EOS [23–26]. Additionally, new heavy-ion experiments
are currently being built, such as the CBM at FAIR [27]
and FRIB400 [28] that will provide significantly more
data in years to come.

In this work, we have developed an entirely new finite
temperature expansion of the QCD EOS to be used in
simulations of neutron star mergers. The premise is that
given a β−equilibrated EOS for cold nuclear matter, we
can then expand across both in the YQ direction using
a modified symmetry energy expansion (see [26]) and in
the finite T direction to obtain a three-dimensional (3D)
EOS that can be used directly in numerical relativity
simulations. Additionally, we match our new expanded
EOS to a finite-temperature crust at low densities using
a method that ensures thermodynamic consistency. The
code developed for this work is called FiniteT and will
be available online upon publication [29].

A. Executive Summary

Methodology: in this paper we develop a new
method for generating a 3D EOS based on a given cold,
β-equilibrated EOS (1D). Our approach relies on an ex-
isting expansion (the symmetry energy expansion) and
two entirely new expansions (the finite T expansion and
the s/nB expansion). Here we provide an brief overview
of the theoretical framework discussed in Sec. II.

• Going from the baryon number density de-
pendent zero temperature, β-equilibrated
EOS to arbitrary charge fraction. This step is
based on previous work [26] on the symmetry en-
ergy expansion and requires knowledge about the
EOS at zero temperature, around saturation den-
sity for symmetric nuclear matter which can be
extracted from low-energy nuclear physics exper-
iments and effective theories.

• Going from the zero temperature, arbitrary
baryon number density and charge fraction
EOS to finite temperature, assuming knowl-
edge about the EOS across all charge frac-
tions. We propose a new, well-controlled expan-
sion of the pressure to finite temperatures that re-
quires input from the cold EOS obtained in the pre-
vious step and a heat capacity term at zero temper-
ature that is dependent only on the charge fraction

and baryon number density.

• Obtaining the charge fraction and baryon
number density dependence of the heat ca-
pacity. We propose yet another expansion to ac-
count for the charge fraction dependence of the heat
capacity. We expand around a fixed charged frac-
tion that can be matched to that of nuclei used
in heavy-ion collision experiments. This expan-
sion provides a direct connection to heavy-ion data
via the finite temperature EOS of (approximately)
symmetric nuclear matter.

Main conclusions: The primary focus of this
manuscript is to formalize the framework behind a new
open-source code called FiniteT [29] to be released upon
the publication of this work. Because the finite T expan-
sion is performed using chemical potentials, its accuracy
across a grid of chemical potentials is at the percent level
even up to T ∼ 100 MeV for the core of neutron stars.
However, switching to a grid of nB , YQ does introduce
some numerical error from various sources that we out-
line in Sec. IV. We also discuss strategies to improve this
error in future work. Our new framework also allows for
us to quantify certain features of the QCD phase dia-
gram. For instance, our finite T expansion is driven by
the heat capacity ∂s/∂T |T=0 that we calculate in differ-
ent limits such as heavy-ion collisions and neutron star
mergers. From this quantification of the heat capacity
in Sec. IIID, we determined that in a relativistic mean-
field EOS [30] the EOS was more sensitive to finite T
effects for heavy-ion collisions than in neutron stars. In
future work, we can compare different features of the
QCD phase diagram using the thermodynamic variables
necessary for our 3D framework in order to better quan-
tify thermal effects.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In the following, we describe the equations that we
use to take a zero-temperature, β-equilibrated EOS and
expand, first to slices along YQ = const., then to finite
temperature, in order to create a 3D EOS.
Before discussing the details of these expansions, we

remind the reader of a few thermodynamic relations that
are vital to our work. The first is the Gibbs-Duhem re-
lation:

p+ ε = sT +
∑
X

nXµX , (1)

where p is the pressure, ε the energy density, s the en-
tropy density, T the temperature, and n and µ are the
number densities and chemical potentials associated with
the different X conserved charges in the system. For in-
stance, when discussing leptons, there is only one con-
served charge, electric charge, (assuming that neutrinos
can escape from the system) so there is only contri-
bution of nQµQ. However, for a system that contains
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baryons that carry electric charge, one has two contri-
butions: nBµB + nQµQ. These can be rewritten in
terms of YQ such that the last term in Eq. 1 becomes
nB (µB + YQµQ). Furthermore, in heavy-ion collisions,
where it is generally believed that strangeness (S) is con-
served1, one has a third contribution of nBµB +nQµQ +
nSµS .

Because we work with two conserved charges in this
paper ( baryon number and electric charge), we introduce
the following notation for the chemical potentials:

µ⃗ = {µB , µQ} , (2)

and the densities:

n⃗ = {nB , nQ} , (3)

that is regularly used in our equations. For much of this
work, it is quite important to understand what are the
“free variables” (sometimes also called “fixed variables”)
vs the dependent variables in each case. This is equiv-
alent to working in different ensembles. The relevant
thermodynamical potential in high-energy physics is the
grand canonical potential, Ω/V = −p, where V is the
volume. Thus, most microscopic models that describe
high-energy systems are computed in terms of of {T, µ⃗},
the natural parameters in the grand canonical potential.

If we take derivatives of the pressure with respect to
the chemical potentials, then we obtain susceptibilities of
the system:

χBSQ
ijk =

∂i+j+kp

∂iµB∂jµS∂kµQ

∣∣∣∣∣
T

, (4)

where the indices i, j, k can run from 0 to ∞ but, in
practice, we are only aware of these derivatives being
calculated from QCD up to 8th order [31–33]. Suscepti-
bilities are important because they can be indicators of
phase transitions. For instance, χ1 has a jump in a first-
order phase transition and χ2 diverges at a critical point
(second-order phase transition). Additionally, they can
be calculated from lattice QCD and used to reconstruct
the finite T/low density equation of state that is used for
heavy-ion collisions [34, 35].

Here is is important to point out that the first suscep-
tibilities relate to the respective densities of a conserved
charge, i.e.,

nX = χX
1 =

∂p

∂µX

∣∣∣
T,µY ̸=X

, (5)

where Y are any other conserved charges in the system
that are not X, such that if we know the pressure at a

1 This is because of the extremely short time scales of τHIC ∼
10−22 s that are significantly shorter than time scales for the
quickest weak decays to occur, i.e., τweak ≳ 10−10 s. In contrast,
neutron star mergers occur on the order of milliseconds, i.e.,
τNSM ∼ 10−6 s such that weak decays play a role.

fixed point in {T, µ⃗} space, then we are able to recover the
densities. Note that when taking a derivative of p with
respect to µX , the derivative will pick up the sign of the
conserved charge X. If we isolate the partial pressure pi
(i.e., the pressure contribution just from a specific species
i) then this derivative provides the charge number density
for a conserved charge X for species i

nX,i =
∂pi
∂µX

∣∣∣
T,µY ̸=X

, (6)

that picks up the sign of Xi. In QCD, relevant con-
served charges are electric charge Q, baryon number B,
and strangeness S such that we can define electric charge
number densities nQ,i, baryon number density nB,i (or
simply ni), and strangeness number density nS,i where
each may be either positive or negative depending on the
particle i. As an example, if we have the partial pressure
for the electrons, pe− , then Qe− = −1 and nQ,e− < 0.
Hyperons can have a mixture of positive and negative
charge number densities. As an example, the Σ− has
QΣ− = −1, BΣ− = +1, SΣ− = −1 such that nQ,Σ− < 0,
nB,Σ− > 0, nS,Σ− < 0.

The higher-order susceptibilities (i + j + k > 2) en-
code other important information about the EOS. For
instance, the second baryon susceptibility must be posi-
tive χB

2 > 0 for thermodynamically stable matter. The
higher-order susceptibilities can be related to moments
of the distribution of net-particle number [36] and be
used to search for first or second-order phase transitions
[37, 38].

Derivatives of the pressure with respect to temperature
are also important in our calculations. Entropy is the
first derivative of the pressure when holding the chemical
potentials of the system fixed, i.e.,

s =
∂p

∂T

∣∣∣∣∣
µX

, (7)

and the temperature derivative of the entropy is the heat
capacity

CT =
∂s

∂T

∣∣∣∣∣
µX

=
∂2p

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣∣
µX

, (8)

where it also can be rewritten as the second derivative of
the pressure.
The third law of thermodynamics states that the en-

tropy of a closed system approaches a constant value at
T = 0 but, in practice, the entropy generally vanishes at
T = 0, i.e., s(T = 0) = 0. An exception to s(T = 0) ̸= 0
is if there is residual entropy resulting from the system
being stuck in a configuration where the energy is not
minimized at T = 0, or if the state of minimized en-
ergy is not unique. At the time of writing this paper, we
are not aware of any microscopic model that produces
residual entropy for neutron stars and, therefore, we ar-
gue that as T → 0 we expect s → 0. However, it may
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be interesting to explore this possibility in microscopic
models, especially ones that could potentially consider a
glass or solid state within a neutron star.

Note that certain derivatives are more naturally taken
on a grid of {s, n⃗} (for instance, the speed of sound). The
chemical potentials are the amount of energy required to
add a new particle of that specific conserved quantity to
the system. For example, when it comes to baryons it is
the amount of energy required to add another baryon to
the system. Thus, the equation for the chemical potential
at T = 0 can be written as

µX =
∂ε

∂nX

∣∣∣∣∣
nY ̸=X,

. (9)

A. Removing lepton contributions

We use the symmetry energy expansion to extrapolate

a β-equilibrium EOS to a range of Y QCD
Q . The first step

when starting with a β-equilibrated EOS is to isolate the
QCD (hadronic and quark) contribution. To do so, we
first discuss charge neutrality within neutron stars.

The net charge density of hadrons/quarks and leptons
can be defined as:

nQCD
Q =

had∑
i

nQ,i +

quarks∑
i

nQ,i, (10)

nlep
Q =

lep∑
i

nQ,i, (11)

where nQ,i is the electric charge number density for an
individual hadron, quark, or lepton. In principle, both
positive and negative charges are possible, e.g., the elec-
tric charge of a positron is Qe+ = +1 and the electric
charge of an electron is Qe− = −1 that lead to nQ,e+ > 0
and nQ,e− < 0, respectively. Overall, hadron and quark
contributions to the net charge are positive (although
down, strange quarks and negative hyperons contribute

negatively), i.e., nhad
Q , nquark

Q > 0, and lepton contribu-

tions to the net charge are negative, i.e., nlep
Q < 0.

For stability, a neutron star should be electrically neu-

tral so the net charge density of hadrons and quarks nQCD
Q

is identically balanced by the net charge density of lep-

tons nlep
Q , implying

nnet
Q = nQCD

Q + nlep
Q = 0. (12)

For the simplest possible description of neutron stars,
containing only neutrons, protons, and electrons (known
as npe matter), Eq. (12) simplifies to

nQCD
Q → nQ,p, nlep

Q → nQ,e, nQ,p = −nQ,e− . (13)

In this case, β-equilibrium is reached through a balance

between electron capture and neutron decay,

p+ e− ↔ n+ νe, (14)

n ↔ p+ e− + νe, (15)

where, in the neutrino free-streaming regime (e.g., at low
T), it is typically assumed that the mean free-path of
neutrinos is large enough that they can escape (nνe =
0) and thus the reverse rates for the equations above
are zero. The, at zero-temperature, β-equilibrium it is
required that the chemical potentials follow the relation

µn = µp + µe, (16)

and muonic contributions in weak β-equilibrium are in-
cluded via

µµ = µe, (17)

due to electron-muon converting weak processes. Note
that this is in reference to the zero-temperature,
β−equilibrated EOS only, as in differences can arise in,
e.g., the post-merger phase of neutron star mergers [39–
42].
Eq. (12) is generic but the EOS may be much more

complex than simple npe matter, such that nQCD
Q can

include contributions from various hadrons, such as
Λ,Σ,Ξ,∆, etc. Additionally, other leptons can con-

tribute to nlep
Q , such as µ−. Thus, in this work we use

super/subscripts of “QCD” and “lep” in order to distin-
guish QCD vs QED (quantum electrodynamics) contri-
butions to various thermodynamic observables. Within
the total EOS, there are contributions from both QCD
and leptons to the pressure, energy density, entropy den-
sity, and baryon density,

ptot = pQCD + plep, (18)

εtot = εQCD + εlep, (19)

stot = sQCD + slep, (20)

ntot
B = nQCD

B . (21)

The lepton contributions can also be determined for any
generic EOS from Eq. (12). As long as YQ, nB , and which

leptons contribute to the EOS are known, then nQCD
Q and

nlep
Q can be determined, and it is possible to calculate

all the leptonic contributions find the total EOS, as de-
scribed in Eqs. (18-21). One final comment is that most
EOS assume charge neutrality for the full 3D phase-space
such that Eqs. (18-21) are also applied at finite T .

The symmetry energy expansion that is detailed in the
next section is only valid for the QCD sector of the EOS.
The QED sector does not contribute to the EOS of nu-
clear experiments and, therefore, any contributions from
the leptons must be removed from descriptions intended
for neutron stars before applying the symmetry energy
expansion.

To remove the lepton contribution for the zero-
temperature, β-equilibrated EOS, we use the following
algorithm:
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1. Calculate the (free Fermi gas) leptonic EOS across

a wide range of
{
nlep
Q

}
at T = 0;

2. Determine nlep
Q = −nQCD

Q = −nBY
QCD
Q for each

point in the original EOS (we discuss the determi-

nation of Y QCD
Q in the following);

3. Obtain pQCD, εQCD from the neutron star EoS and

Eqs. (18-19) for a wide range of
{
nlep
B

}
.

Once we have the QCD contributions to the EOS, then
the symmetry energy expansion can be applied.

1. EOS contributions at T = 0

The T = 0 limit for a free Fermi gas of spin 1/2 leptons
of one species is:

εlep =
∑
i

1

π2

[(
1

8
m2

i kF,i +
1

4
k3F,i

)√
k2F,i +m2

i

− 1

8
m4

i ln
kF,i +

√
k2F,i +m2

i

mi

]
, (22)

plep =
∑
i

1

3

1

π2

[(
1

4
k3F,i −

3

8
m2

i kF,i

)√
k2F,i +m2

i

+
3

8
m4

i ln
kF,i +

√
k2F,i +m2

i

mi

]
, (23)

nlep =
∑
i

k3F,i

3π2
, (24)

where i = e−, µ−, kF,i is the Fermi momentum of particle
i, and mi the mass of particle i.

2. EOS contributions for T > 0

After the entire 3D EOS is generated for the QCD con-
tribution, we add back the lepton contribution, needed to
describe all astrophysical scenarios. But now this means
adding leptons to a 3D EOS (at finite T and out of β-
equilibrium). At finite T we can use an ideal gas of non-
interacting fermions. For such a system, we can define a
general normalized chemical potential

µ̂i = Bi
µB

T
+ Si

µS

T
+Qi

µQ

T
, (25)

for the particle i where the quantum numbers of the par-
ticle such as the baryon number Bi, strangeness Si, and
electric charge Qi are taken into account. When we con-
sider only leptons then this general chemical potential
simplifies to

µ̂lep
i = Qi

µQ

T
, (26)

where it picks up the sign of the electric charge from Qi.
At finite temperatures one incorporates the Fermi-Dirac
distribution into the integrals

f lep
i =

1

eEi/T−µ̂lep
i + 1

, (27)

where the energy of particle i is defined as

Ei =
√

k2 +m2
i . (28)

The relevant thermodynamic quantities are then the
number density

nlep =
1

π2

∑
i

∫ ∞

0

dk k2f lep
i , (29)

the energy density

εlep =
∑
i

1

π2

∫ ∞

0

dk k2Ei f
lep
i , (30)

the pressure

plep =
1

π2

∑
i

∫ ∞

0

dk k4
1

Ei
f lep
i , (31)

and the entropy

slep =
1

T

[
εlep + plep − nlepµQ

]
, (32)

were the latter was obtained from the Gibbs-Duhem re-
lation.
We now have all the thermodynamic variables needed

to add the electron and muon contributions to the 3D
EOS. We calculate nQ,QCD directly from our 3D EOS at
a point in (T, nB , YQ) and then can solve the equation

nQ,lep(T, µQ) = −nQ,QCD(T, nB , YQ), (33)

at a fixed T to find the corresponding µQ needed to en-
sure charge neutrality. With the knowledge of T and µQ,
we can solve Eqs. (30-32) to determine the lepton con-
tribution to the EOS. Then, the lepton contributions are
added to the 3D EOS by using Eqs. (18-20).

B. Going away from β-equilibrium

It is also possible to probe the QCD EOS using flow
data from low-energy heavy-ion experiments that can
constrain the EOS up to ∼ 5 nsat at finite temperature
[28], and other low-energy nuclear experiments that mea-
sure properties of the zero-temperature EOS around nsat

[6]. In heavy-ion collisions where identical ions are used,
the proton to nucleon fraction, Z/A, is constant, as elec-
tric charge is conserved. In fact, this fraction is equiva-

lent to Y QCD
Q , since leptons do not influence the EOS of
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nuclear systems. Heavy-ion experiments that collide sta-

ble nuclei probe Y QCD
Q in the range Y QCD

Q = {0.38, 0.5},
where 238U corresponds to the most neutron rich nucleus
and in contrast 16O has exactly the same number of neu-
trons and protons. In astrophysical systems, including

neutron stars and supernovae, Y QCD
Q is typically within

{0, 0.5} [43]. To describe and connect these different en-
vironments, we make the following definitions:

• Isospin symmetric nuclear matter (SNM). In

this limit, Y QCD
Q = 0.5. Information in this regime

comes either from nuclear experiments [6] or calcu-
lations such as chiral effective field theory [44, 45].
Because the system is isospin symmetric, µQ = 0.
Leptons are not included.

• Isospin asymmetric nuclear matter (ANM).
In this case pertinent to astrophysics, the charge

fraction is a function of baryon density Y QCD
Q (nB).

At T = 0, matter is in β-equilibrium, which allow
us to determine µe = −µQ. The charge density
from QCD is identically equal to that of leptons:

nQCD
Q = nlep

Q to ensure that the star is electrically

neutral, nnet
Q = 0.

• Pure neutron matter (PNM). In this limit,
only neutrons are present in the EOS such that

Y QCD
Q = 0 and no leptons are required nlep

Q = 0.
PNM is only a theoretical limit but can be relevant
to the expansion schemes described in this section.
Information in this regime comes from chiral effec-
tive field theory.

We proceed by introducing a parametric form of the
binding energy of nucleons valid in the intermediate
regime between PNM and SNM. We do so by expand-

ing in nB and Y QCD
Q . The difference between the energy

(per baryon) within these two limits (SNM and PNM) is
known as the symmetry energy,

Esym(nB) =
1

A
(EPNM(nB)− ESNM(nB)) , (34)

where the total energy E can be related to the energy
density ε via

ε

nB
=

E

A
+mn, (35)

where mn is the mass of the nucleons.

Neutron stars in β-equilibrium (ANM), which present

a finite value of Y QCD
Q (nB) that depends on the baryon

density, can be used as a starting point for an expansion.
First, we can expand around SNM in terms of isospin
asymmetry

δiso = 1− 2Y QCD
Q , (36)

where the expansion of the energy is [46]

Esym(nB)δ
2
iso +O(δ4iso) =

1

nB
(εANM − εSNM) , (37)

where typically terms only up to δ2iso are taken and any
Taylor expansion coefficients are absorbed by Esym(nB).

It is then useful to take a second expansion of Eq. (37)
around nsat where nuclear physics properties are known
best, such that

Esym(nB) = Esym,sat +
Lsym

3

(
nB − nsat

nsat

)
+

Ksym

18

(
nB − nsat

nsat

)2

+
Jsym
162

(
nB − nsat

nsat

)3

+

O
(
nB − nsat

nsat

)4

, (38)

where

Esym,sat =
1

A
(EPNM(nsat)− ESNM(nsat)) , (39)

Lsym = 3nsat

(
dEsym

dnB

)
nsat

, (40)

Ksym = 9n2
sat

(
d2Esym

dn2
B

)
nsat

, (41)

Jsym = 27n3
sat

(
d3Esym

dn3
B

)
nsat

. (42)

It should be clear then that the higher-order coefficients
play a more significant role at large nB . Currently, ex-
perimental constraints exist on Esym,sat and Lsym and
theoretical constraints exist for Ksym and Jsym. Recent
work has study the constraints on these coefficients[47–
53] and an alternative expansion scheme [54].

From this point, we drop terms above the order of δ2iso

and above the order of
(

nB−nsat

nsat

)3
, obtaining:

[
Esym,sat +

Lsym

3

(
nB − nsat

nsat

)
+

Ksym

18

(
nB − nsat

nsat

)2

+
Jsym
162

(
nB − nsat

nsat

)3
](

1− Y QCD
Q (nB)

)2
(43)

=
1

nB
(εANM − εSNM) , (44)
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where we can now expand from a β-equilibrated EOS

corresponding to a Y QCD
Q (nB) into SNM where Y QCD

Q =

0.5. Note that linear terms in Eq. (37) always vanish.

See [26] for more details on the derivation of Eq. (43).
We can further generalize this equation to any Y const

Q
slice that can be used to reconstruct the EOS along a
regular grid of YQ

εY const
Q

= εANM − 4nB

[
Esym,sat +

Lsym

3

(
nB

nsat
− 1

)
+

Ksym

18

(
nB

nsat
− 1

)2

+
Jsym
162

(
nB

nsat
− 1

)3
]

×
[(
Y const
Q,QCD − YQ,QCD

)
+
(
Y 2
Q,QCD −

(
Y const
Q,QCD

)2)]
. (45)

We have yet to develop a model-independent frame-
work for obtaining YQ(nB) in a neutron star. However,
based on the symmetry energy expansion, we can param-
eterize YQ(nB) at β-equilibrium by expanding the proton
faction around nsat:

Y β,sym
Q,QCD(nB) =

1

16

[
8− π4/3nB

21/3λ
+
(π
2

)2/3 λ

E3
sym

]
,(46)

where λ is given by

λ =
(
−24E6

symnB +
√
2
√
288E12

symn
2
B + π2E9

symn
3
B

)1/3
.

(47)
This formula was derived in [26] for the generic case of
an unconstrained value of YQ and four symmetry energy
coefficients (previous work with three symmetry energy
coefficients and assuming a small YQ can be found in
[55]). One should note that Eq. (46) is the only real
solution that was obtained in [26], although imaginary
solutions also exist.

Once we have εY const
Q

, we can use thermodynamic rela-

tions to obtain the remaining thermodynamic quantities.
For numerical relativity simulations at T = 0, we require
the following set of thermodynamic state variables:

{ε, p, µB , µQ} (nB , Y
const
Q ), (48)

taken on a grid of fixed (nB , Y
const
Q ). In order to obtain

the chemical potentials, we rewrite the Gibbs-Duhem
equation for the case of two conserved quantities, baryon
number and electric charge, in the T = 0 limit,

ε = −p+ nB (µB + YQµQ) , (49)

where inside the parenthesis we have the system’s Gibbs
free energy per baryon [56]. Along a slice of YQ =
nQ

nB
=const., we can derive

∂ε

∂nB

∣∣∣
YQ

= µB + YQµQ, (50)

µB =
∂ε

∂nB

∣∣∣
YQ

− YQµQ, (51)

and rewriting Eq. 49 in terms of nQ

ε = −p+ nBµB + nQµQ, (52)

∂ε

∂nQ

∣∣∣
YQ

= µQ + µB
∂nB

∂nQ

∣∣∣
YQ

= µQ − µB

YQ
, (53)

µQ =
∂ε

∂nQ

∣∣∣
YQ

+
µB

YQ
, (54)

where we used that

∂nB

∂nQ

∣∣∣
YQ

=
∂YQ

∂nQ

∣∣∣
nB

∂nB

∂YQ

∣∣∣
nQ

=
1

nB

(
−nB

YQ

)
= − 1

YQ
.

(55)

The speed of sound can then be calculated along slices
of Y const

Q using

c2s =

(
∂p

∂ε

)
T=0

. (56)

Note that the c2s relation becomes more complicated if
the grid is in µB , µQ instead of nB , YQ, see [57, 58] for a
discussion.

C. Finite T expansion

We make use of the fact that we are describing matter
at large µB (or in other words, large nB) such that an
expansion in T is in the regime where T ≪ µB . In fact,
such an expansion is significantly more well-controlled
than what is typically done in lattice QCD, where an ex-
pansion in µB/T to reach finite nB are currently used up
to O(µB/T ) = 3.5 [59, 60]. In contrast, for neutron star
mergers, the maximum temperatures are up to T < 100
MeV (and even lower for supernova explosions) whereas
typical chemical potentials are µB ≳ 1000 MeV, such
that T/µB ≲ 0.1 [10, 61, 62].
In the following, we derive an expansion in terms of T ,

while keeping µB =const. Note that the calculations in
this section are performed at a fixed µQ=const., and the
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T = 0 dependence of µQ is determined by the symme-
try energy expansion that discussed in Sec. II B. Here we
consider a dimensionful expansion in T . We find that in
this case we only require the second term in the series,
i.e., the T 2 coefficient, that is equivalent to a heat capac-
ity defined at constant µB , µQ. We also derive analytical
expressions for most of the relevant thermodynamic ob-
servables, specifically s, nB , YQ, and ε. Of particular
importance to the finite T expansion is the heat capacity
CT , defined in Eq. (8). Thus, we must also determine a
way to obtain CT at a particular slice in YQ for a par-
ticular nB , i.e., CT (nB , YQ). We derive a new expan-
sion in entropy over baryon density, s/nB , that builds a
pathway to make connections to future heavy-ion data.
The expansion in s/nB yields CT at fixed nB and YQ,
whereas the finite T expansion has been performed at

fixed µB and µQ. Thus, we also study the consequences
of switching between a thermodynamic ensembles of fixed
(nB , YQ) and (µB , µQ).

Finally, we discuss the consequences of EOS that as-
sume a linear contribution to the pressure in order to
obtain a finite T EOS. This linear pressure contribution
leads to a finite entropy at vanishing temperatures, which
has non-trivial consequences that we point out here.

1. Expansion in T for fixed µ⃗

As a first step, we compute a Taylor series of the pres-
sure, expanding around T = 0 at fixed µ⃗,

p(T, µ⃗) = pT=0 +
∂p

∂T

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T +
1

2

∂2p

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 2 +
1

3!

∂3p

∂T 3

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 3 +O(T 4), (57)

where we have expanded up to T 3. To be clear in terms of
notation, when we write fixed µ⃗ this implies both chemi-
cal potentials are fixed individually, not that the magni-
tude of the vector quantity itself is fixed.

Let us recall that the entropy density is defined as
s = ∂p/∂T |µ⃗, which implies that the first term in Eq.
(57) is the entropy at T = 0. In fact, because the en-
tropy is obtained from the derivative of the pressure at
fixed µ⃗ =const., it is advantageous for us to calculate the
finite T expansion at µ⃗ =const. instead of fixed densi-
ties. Precisely because of this advantage, we choose to
perform our finite T expansion at fixed µ⃗ =const. even
though numerical relativity simulations will later require
a grid in nB , YQ. If we were to rewrite our finite T expan-
sion, holding nB , YQ constant, then extra terms would
appear due to the change in thermodynamic ensembles,
such that the linear T term would not vanish.
Since we assume the entropy to vanish at T = 0, the

linear T term should be zero. We can then rewrite the
expansion in terms of the entropy density up to third
order as

p(T, µ⃗) = pT=0 +
1

2

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 2 +
1

6

∂2s

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 3, (58)

where ∂s
∂T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

is related to the heat capacity (see the

introduction to Sec. II).
Next, we make use the relativistic mean field (RMF)

framework developed in [30] that consists of protons and
neutrons coupled to σ, ω, and ρ mesons and is informed
by chiral effective field theory. This model can be calcu-
lated at finite T , µB , µQ or T , nB , YQ wherein we can
calculate the coefficients in the series in Eq. (58), under-
stand how they vary with YQ, and check the accuracy of
our expansion in a realistic microscopic model. Later, in

Sec. IIID, we calculate the numerical accuracy of our ap-
proach, and in Sec. IV we have a discussion on the types
of error that enter our approach and ways to improve it
for the future.

2. Connecting ds/dT at different YQ slices

Up until this point, we have assumed SNM when
calculating the coefficients of the finite T expansion,
but merger and supernovae simulations require the EOS
across a range of YQ. Therefore, we also need to estimate
the dependence of the heat capacity term ds/dT on YQ.
We can then calculate the finite T expansion not just for
SNM but across a range of µB , µQ.
As discussed in the previous section, it is more natu-

ral to calculate the finite temperature dependence of the
EOS at fixed µ⃗. However, heavy-ion collisions are sen-
sitive to the dependence of s/nB at a fixed YQ. Thus,
in order to explore this connection, it is advantageous to
calculate ds

dT at fixed nB and YQ, and study the implica-
tions of switching between fixed µ⃗ and fixed nB , YQ.
We derive here the finite temperature expansion in en-

tropy across different values of YQ and find a method to

calculate ds
dT (YQ) along YQ =const. Note that in the fol-

lowing we assume that µS = 0. In reality, strangeness
neutrality can play a large role in the EOS of heavy-ion
collisions such that one must enforce on average ⟨nS⟩ = 0,
which then leads to a finite µS at finite µB or µQ. We
leave an investigation of the influence of strangeness for
a future work.
At finite T , natural quantities of interest are isentropic

hypersurfaces, i.e., regions in the 3-dimensional space of
parameters that present the same s/nB . This follows
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from ideal fluid descriptions of dynamic systems, which
remain in such regions as the systems cool or heat up,
since both entropy and baryon number are conserved.
From heavy-ion collisions, isentropes can be extracted at
freeze-out using thermal models [63, 64] and compared to
lattice QCD results [65]. Isentropes also take on unique
properties around phase transitions [66] such that they
can concentrate near a critical point, an effect known as
critical lensing [67–70].

Heavy-ion collisions often collide nuclei that have typ-
ical values of Y HIC

Q = Z
A ∼ 0.4, but there is some choice

in the exact Y HIC
Q . The recent isobar run at RHIC [71]

ran 44
96Ru and 40

96Zr beams that have Y Ru
Q = 0.46 and

Y Zr
Q = 0.42, respectively. The global value of Y HIC

Q

remains constant throughout the expansion (note local
fluctuations are possible [72–75], but we ignore that dis-
cussion for this work) such that any data used from
HIC from a specific species of colliding heavy-ions can
be taken with a constant Y HIC

Q .
Let us start by defining the entropy over baryon num-

ber difference, ∆s/nB , between PNM and HIC:

∆s

nB
(T, nB) =

sPNM

nB
(T, nB , YQ = 0)

−sHIC

nB

(
T, nB , YQ = Y HIC

Q

)
, (59)

where all quantities are inherently at finite T here be-
cause we assume entropy vanishes at T = 0 (although
how entropy approaches T → 0 is what we are seeking
to understand). Then, we can expand s/nB (T, nB , YQ)
around YQ = Y HIC

Q =const. just as it is typically done
for the symmetry energy expansion. To do so, we define
a new quantity

δHIC = 1− YQ

Y HIC
Q

, (60)

to make the expansion around Y HIC
Q possible. Our δHIC is

similar to the typical isospin asymmetry parameter δiso
that expands around SNM defined in Eq. (36), but we
purposely change the expansion (that is typically done
around YQ = 0.5) to be around a generic constant value
of Y HIC

Q that can correspond to Z/A from a specific
species used in heavy-ion collisions. Assuming for this
study that it is enough to account only for the even or-
ders of δHIC (as it is done for δiso), our expansion at
arbitrary δHIC becomes:

S̃(T, nB , δHIC) =
sHIC

nB
(T, nB , δHIC = 0) +

1

2
S̃HIC,2(T, nB)δ

2
HIC +O

(
δ4HIC

)
, (61)

where S̃(T, nB , δHIC) is then at some value of YQ(nB)
and

S̃HIC,2(T, nB) ≡
∂2S̃(T, nB , δHIC)

∂δ2HIC

∣∣∣∣∣
δHIC=0

, (62)

where T , nB are fixed, δHIC = 0 implies heavy-ion colli-
sions, and δHIC = 1 implies PNM. From this point on we
drop higher-order terms and rewrite Eq. (61) in terms of

YQ instead of δHIC for ease of interpretation:

S̃(T, nB , YQ) =
sHIC

nB
(T, nB , YQ = Y HIC

Q )

+
1

2
S̃HIC,2(T, nB)

(
1− YQ

Y HIC
Q

)2

. (63)

Now, we can take the temperature derivative

∂S̃(T, nB , YQ)

∂T

∣∣∣∣∣
T=0

=
1

nB

∂sHIC(T, nB , YQ)

∂T

∣∣∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0

+
1

2

(
1− YQ

Y HIC
Q

)2
∂3S̃HIC,2(T, nB , δHIC)

∂T∂δ2HIC

∣∣∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0

, (64)

where we can pull out nB and YQ terms since we are
taking this expression at constant nB and YQ. Using Eq.

(64), if we know the first term,
∂sHIC(T,nB ,YQ)

∂T

∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0

,

and the second term,
∂3S̃HIC,2(T,nB)

∂T∂δ2HIC

∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0

, we can cal-

culate ∂s
∂T

∣∣
T=0

along any slice of YQ =const., which is

what we need for the finite T expansion of the pressure.

Since we require the information about ∂s
∂T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

along

a grid of fixed µ⃗ in Eq. (58), but the expansion that
we have derived above is in terms of fixed nB , YQ, i.e.,
∂s
∂T

∣∣
T=0,nB ,YQ

, we must perform a mapping between the
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two quantities, i.e.,

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

↔
?

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
T=0,nB ,YQ

, (65)

. In Appendix A, we show explicitly the conversion
between the these two thermodynamic ensembles and
demonstrate that the correction term goes to zero at
T = 0. Thus, in this work we argue that

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∼ ∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
T=0,nB ,YQ

, (66)

and ignore any correction terms that show up at finite
temperatures.

3. Extracting s/nB (T, nB , YQ) from HIC data

It may be possible in future work to use HIC data

to constrain these two terms:
∂sHIC(T,nB ,YQ=Y HIC

Q )

∂T and
∂3S̃HIC,2(T,nB)

∂T∂δ2HIC

∣∣
δHIC=0

. For instance, at chemical freeze-

out one can use a model for the equation of state of the
hadron resonance gas (HRG) to extract the temperature
and chemical potentials using identified particles yields,
ratios, and fluctuations. Typically, an ideal HRG model
is used with the entire particle list from the particle data
group (PDG) [64]. However, other, more realistic models
can be used instead, such as a van der Waals EOS [76],
lattice QCD directly (at least for fluctuations) [77, 78],
or other effective models. In fact, any framework that
provides microscopic information about the densities of
specific particle species could then be used to extract
these temperatures and chemical potentials from exper-
imental data given a specific beam energy

√
sNN and a

colliding species that fixes Y HIC
Q = Z/A. Of course, if

the model does not have the correct degrees of freedom
and interactions it may not fit the data well. Presumably
various assumptions could be tested against the particle
yields, ratios, and fluctuations to determine the best fit,
although we are unaware of such a study at this time.

Regardless of the underlying model, the general pro-
cedure is the same. The EOS must be 4D in terms of
T, µB , µS , µQ wherein µS and µQ are constrained by

⟨nS⟩ = 0, (67)

⟨nQ⟩ = Y HIC
Q ⟨nB⟩, (68)

such that we can always determine

µS (T, µB) , µQ (T, µB) , (69)

from T and µB . Next, a minimum χ2 fit is performed
using data from specific ion-ion (A-A) collisions at a spe-
cific beam energy

√
sNN and centrality. The result of the

minimum χ2 fit provides the extracted freeze-out values
of TFO, µFO

B from a given
√
sNN . Next, with this pair of

TFO, µFO
B one can calculate EOS properties for that spe-

cific
√
sNN and Y HIC

Q . Central collisions are considered

Ion Y HIC
Q Data available

8
16O 0.5 not yet
29
63Cu 0.46 [79]
44
96Ru 0.458 preliminary
40
96Zr 0.42 preliminary
79
198Au 0.4 [80]
92
238U 0.38 [81]

TABLE I. List of ion species (with the format of Z
Aion, where

Z is the number of protons and A is the number of nucleons)
ran at

√
sNN = 200 GeV at RHIC and their corresponding

electric charge fraction.

the best for such a study since they result in the largest
system size and presumably the closest to the infinite vol-
ume approximation of the Grand Canonical Ensemble.
At very large

√
sNN , the nuclei are Lorentz contracted

and are very thin along the beam direction, passing
through each other nearly instantaneously. As a result,
in this limit, there is no time for baryons (i.e. valence
quarks) to be stopped within the collision, such that the
global baryon number of the system is extremely small
⟨nB⟩ → 0. This is also the regime where the collision
reaches the highest temperatures. However, at lower√
sNN , the nuclei must be treated as 3D objects, as they

are traveling more slowly and take longer to pass through
each other, allowing for enough time to capture baryons.
For these intermediate

√
sNN , nB is large and the initial

temperature is lower. Finally, at very low
√
sNN , the nu-

clei may not pass through each other entirely, but rather
stick together. In this regime, nB is smaller, and the
initial temperature is very low (may be so low that the
quark-gluon plasma phase is no longer reached). Thus,
the systems created in heavy-ion collisions can vary sig-
nificantly as a function of

√
sNN and extend across a wide

range on the QCD phase diagram.
Within heavy-ion collisions, we can also consider other

possibilities to further refine the EOS that is studied. As
previously mentioned, different ion species correspond to
different Y HIC

Q . In fact, a wide range of Y HIC
Q values have

already been run at
√
sNN = 200 GeV, where the baryon

chemical potential is approximately µB ∼ 20 MeV. The
different ions and their corresponding Y HIC

Q are shown in
Table I. Additionally, we can also compare different cen-
trality classes or rapidity windows, which also affect the
temperatures and chemical potentials reached at freeze-
out. With the upcoming FAIR fixed target experiment
at GSI, there is an opportunity to run a variety of species
with different Y HIC

Q , EOS information can be extracted
across a range of densities, temperatures, and δHIC that
would then provide constraints for Eq. (64).
One key difference between heavy-ion collisions and

astrophysical scenarios is that in heavy-ion collision net-
strangeness is conserved and, since the initial state has
no strangeness, strangeness neutrality is enforced. Note
that does not imply zero strangeness but just that the
number of strange particles and anti-particles are equal
to each otherNs = Ns̄. In contrast, in neutron star merg-
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ers there is no such conservation, and the star may violate
strangeness neutrality. One potential way to avoid this
issue is to only study yields, ratios, and fluctuations of
light particles such as pions, protons, or light nuclei such
as deuterons. However, one would have to consider how
to map isentropes extracted using the strangeness neu-
trality constraint in Eq. 67 into isentropes applicable for
neutron star mergers that would not have this constraint.
We also leave that study for a future work.

D. Obtaining other thermodynamic quantities
from p(T, µ⃗)

Once the finite temperature pressure is obtained, the
other thermodynamic quantities can easily be calculated
using:

s(T, µ⃗) =
dp

dT

∣∣∣∣
µ⃗

, (70)

nB(T, µ⃗) =
∂p

∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T,µQ

, (71)

nQ(T, µ⃗) =
∂p

∂µQ

∣∣∣∣
T,µB

, (72)

YQ(T, µ⃗) =
nQ

nB
, (73)

ε = −p+ sT + nBµB + nQµQ, (74)

where the last equation comes from the Gibbs-Durhem
relation in Eq. (52) at finite temperature. Eqs. (70-72)
can also be rewritten in terms of our series expansion, as
shown in Appendix B. There, we show that the finite T
expansion requires a total 4 coefficients in O(T 2) and a
total of 7 coefficients in O(T 3) to obtain all the neces-
sary thermodynamic observables {s, nB , nQ, YQ, ε} ana-
lytically. The last two Eqs. (73-74) are straightforward
to calculate once {s, nB , nQ} are obtained.

In order to extract the correct YQ-dependent behav-
ior, other derivatives are required. Specifically, to ob-
tain nB(T, µ⃗) and YQ(T, µ⃗). In Appendix C we work
through the calculations such that {s, nB , nQ} can be
calculated analytically. We find that obtaining the en-
tropy dependence on YQ is very straightforward and only
requires higher-order derivatives of the entropy with re-
spect to the temperature. However, nB and YQ would
require a number of new derivatives with respect to µB or
µQ. Considering the potential error in determining these
fourth-order (or even high-order) derivatives, we instead
advocate for simply taking the first-order derivatives in
Eq. (71-72) numerically across the finite T version of the
EOS, once it is generated across a fixed table and using
Eq. (73) to calculate YQ.

E. Crust

While we have motivated this work with neutron star
mergers in mind, up until this point the expansion scheme
is generic and could be used in supernova explosions and
nuclear experiments (although the range of YQ values
would be closer to SNM in some regions/stages of super-
novae and heavy-ion collisions). However, the limit of
nB → 0 in stars has significant differences from that in
heavy-ion collisions. Thus, the EOS in this limit must
be specific to the type of system that is being modeled.
In Ref. [26], a discussion on the method to attach an ap-
propriate EOS for heavy-ion collisions when nB → 0 is
discussed. Here, we focus on neutron star mergers.

The crust of a neutron star contains multiple different
layers that depend strongly on nB [82, 83]. The outer-
most layers of a neutron star have an EOS that is dom-
inated by a degenerate Fermi gas of electrons, with a
small contribution to the energy density from nuclei. In
this regime, the number density of protons, np, within
the nuclei is exactly equal to the number density of elec-
trons, ne, in the system, i.e., np = ne, to ensure that
the star is stable. As nB increases, the nuclei that min-
imize the energy become more and more neutron rich
until eventually the neutron drip line is reached. Beyond
the neutron drip line, there is a superfluid state of free
neutrons and nuclei, then as nB continues to increase the
nuclei are squeezed and form pasta phases. Eventually,
nuclei are no longer stable at very high nB ∼ nsat and
one anticipates that N-body interactions between nucle-
ons dominate the EOS.

Numerical relativity simulations requires the micro-
scopic information from all of these rich phases of matter
that take place from the outer core up to nearly nsat.
Thus, in this work, we match a microscopic EOS for the
crust up to nB = nsw, where nsw is the switching den-
sity given in units of nsat, and at higher nB we use a
functional form of the EOS that can be changed. In
our framework, nsw < 1nsat because we allow the user
to input the symmetry energy coefficients themselves. If
one were to take nsw ≥ 1nsat, then the symmetry energy
coefficients would already be defined since they are cal-
culated at nsat. Later in Sec. III, we discuss the practical
implementation of a microscopic crust and its matching
to the functional form of the EOS.

We should note the exact details related to the crust
can modify the mass-radius of a neutron star by about
10% [84–87]. However, the inclusion of a crust is nec-
essary to obtain the correct shape of the mass-radius
sequence, such that it bends toward large radii at low
masses. In contrast, compact objects that do not include
a crust reach low radii for low masses, mimicking quark
stars.
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III. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION

In order to construct the EOS across the full range of
{T, nB , YQ} required for numerical relativity simulations,
we need to apply different types of EOS in different re-
gions. Additionally, the construction of the 3D EOS will
require different types of expansions across YQ, across T ,
and across YQ and T simultaneously. In this section, we
discuss how we obtain the EOS in these different regimes
numerically and also how we match the EOS in the dif-
ferent regimes to each other. Furthermore, we check the
numerical accuracy of our EOS as it is being expanded
in both T and YQ.
In Fig. 1 we sketch out the EOS models used in dif-

ferent regimes of the phase diagram as well as show the
different expansion schemes. The finite T regime comes
from the finite T expansion and we estimate the errors
from this expansion in Fig. 1. At T = 0, our EOS varies
across the nB and YQ plane. At low nB , we use a mi-
croscopic crust based on a table that is an input to the
code. At intermediate densities we interpolate the crust
and switch to an interpolated version of the crust instead
of the table. At high nB , we make use of a parametric
form of the EoS that presents structure in c2s, in agree-
ment with different high-energy data. The behavior of
this structure at β-equilibrium is propagated across dif-
ferent YQ using the symmetry energy expansion.
In order to ensure that the EOS is thermodynamically

consistent, we carefully match the different regimes of the
EOS. In the next section we lay out all the steps in our
algorithm and also define the free parameters and inputs
needed in our framework.

A. Numerical algorithm and flow chart

In this section, we outline our numerical algorithm in
order to produce a 3D table that is thermodynamically
consistent for use in numerical relativity codes. The sum-
mary of our algorithm is shown in Fig. 2 together with the
input parameters. The following sections provide more
thorough details of the steps described here.

Our numerical scheme begins with a β-equilibrated,
cold neutron star EOS. At T = 0 along β-equilibrium, a
microscopic crust is taken from nB = 0 up to nsw where
nsw < nsat.

At high nB , we have two options for the core EOS.
A user could input a table of c2s(nB) at β-equilibrium,
which the code would then match to the crust, or the
user could build in structure by hand within the EOS
(this is the default). For the option of built-in struc-
tures in c2s, it is possible to incorporate multiple different
structures at specific points in nB , i.e., ni, ni+1, . . . up
until the maximum baryon density nmax

B considered for
numerical relativity. Examples of these structures in c2s
are bumps, jumps, kinks, plateaus, steep rises or falls,
which follow from a variety of physical motivations (see
e.g., [88–91]). In between nsw < nB < ni, we take the

FIG. 1. Schematic diagram of the EOS and expansion
schemes used in the different regions of the phase diagram.
The EOS must cover a wide range in temperatures, T , baryon
number densities, nB , and charge fractions, YQ. Pure neutron
matter (PNM) is equivalent to YQ = 0, symmetric nuclear
matter (SNM) is equivalent to YQ = 0.5, and a β-equilibrated,
cold neutron star is asymmetric nuclear matter (ANM) that
falls between these two limits. Typical heavy-ion collisions
(HIC) have values of YQ ∼ 0.38− 0.5. The predicted numeri-
cal error for our T expansion is shown vs nB . The symmetry
energy expansion is performed around Y HIC

Q in the direction of
YQ → 0 and the finite T expansion is performed around T = 0
in the direction of finite T . At low densities we use a 3D crust
EOS. For T ≤ 50 MeV (green region) and 50 ≤ T ≤ 100 MeV
(yellow region) the difference between the expanded pressure
and the reference RMF EoS on the (nB , YQ) plane is below
20% and 40%, respectively. Note that the error bounds reflect
the compounded error in the expansion when switching from
a thermodynamical basis in (µB , µQ) to (nB , YQ).

crust EOS and interpolate its speed of sound, c2s, but

do not use its corresponding Y β,crust
Q (nB) in this regime

(instead Y β,sym
Q (nB) comes from the symmetry energy

expansion, as shown in Eq. (46)). Alternatively, a user

can also input a table of Y β,tab
Q (nB) that could be used.

However, we caution that a poor choice in Y β,tab
Q (nB)

combined with specific symmetry energy coefficients may
not correctly obtain saturation properties. The default is

to obtain the Y β,sym
Q (nB) from the symmetry energy ex-

pansion, but if a user provides a table, it will be matched

to the Y β,crust
Q (nB) in the same way as discussed below.

If we were to take the Y β,crust
Q (nB) from the crust up to

nsat, we would be restricted to specific symmetry energy
coefficients. However, by matching YQ(nB) below nsat,
the symmetry energy coefficients can be varied, although
we always check if saturation properties are maintained
for SNM (as was was done in Ref. [26]). At nsw the

Y β,crust
Q (nB) is matched to the Y β,sym

Q (nB) using a hyper-
bolic tangent switching function. For the β-equilibrated
EOS, the crust is matched to the interpolated (or user
provided) EOS at nsw using a tanh in c2s(nB) that al-
lows for a smooth transition between the microscopic
EOS and the interpolated version. Then we can integrate
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Crust EOS (table)

Convert units in table  MeV/fm

Calculate  from table

Obtain -equilibrium crust EoS from
table

Calculate  at -equilibrium
from the table and interpolate to get

Full cold EOS at -equilibrium

At  match  to  with a
 switching function

At  match  to  with 
  switching function

Calculate  at -equilibrium and interpolate

Use 2nd-order Runge Kutta to calculate ) from

Output -equilibrium EOS

Subtract leptons from crust
and -equilibrated EOS

Symmetry Energy Expansion across 

Expanded 2D EOS: expand -equilibrated EOS across
 slices using symmetry energy expansion

Calculate  of expanded 2D EOS and
interpolate

At  swtich from  table to
 at 

On fixed  slices, starting below  integrate up to
 using 2nd-order Runge Kutta to obtain

 and 

Calculate all necessary thermodynamic variables at

Check  properties, output result

Finite T expansion

Regrid 2D EOS in terms of 

Calculate  analytically
 
Calculate , , and  numerically
 
Add the leptons to the EOS, ensuring total charge neutrality

Calculate the total  with leptons present

Calculate  from Gibbs-Duhem

Regrid EOS in terms of 

Calculate 

Convert to astrophysical units and re-grid in terms of log 

Output 3D EOS table for numerical relativity calculations

Free Parameters and input functions

Crust: 2D or 3D table with population numbers

-equilibrated EOS: USER supplies 

Symmetry Energy Coefficients: 

leptons: 

Finite T expansion:  and ,

Range and step sizes in 

FIG. 2. Flowchart of the numerical algorithm to produce a 3D EOS table. The main inputs are a microscopic crust, a β-
equilibrated core EOS, the type of leptons that contribute to the EOS, symmetry energy coefficients, and the finite T expansion
properties.
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c2s(nB) using a second-order Runge Kutta to obtain p(ε),
and from there use thermodynamic properties to obtain
all necessary thermodynamic state variables. Since the
matching at nsw is based on the same EOS (one is a ta-
ble and the other is interpolated) this matching should
be extremely smooth. We then output the β-equilibrated
EOS.

Once our new β-equilibrated EOS and YQ(nB) is ob-
tained, we can then use the symmetry energy expansion
in Eq. (45) to expand to different slices in Y const

Q . Follow-

ing the expansion across YQ, we calculate c
2
s(nB , YQ)expn

across the 2D T = 0 plane. Then, we return to our orig-
inal 2D crust and use that table directly up to nB ≤ nsw

and switch to c2s(nB , YQ)expn for nB > nsw. Along slices
of YQ =const., we can integrate c2s(nB , YQ)expn upwards
from nsw using the second-order Runge Kutta and the
thermodynamic information at nsw from the crust table
as initial conditions for the Runge Kutta. Using this
method, we obtain p(nB , YQ) and ε(nB , YQ) and from
there all other necessary thermodynamic observables can
be calculated. From this point we can check saturation
properties, and we output if the EOS fits within these
known constraints or not.

Our final step is the development of the finite T EOS.
To do so we must reformat our EOS along a fixed grid
in µ⃗ space using a 2D interpolation. Then, we can calcu-
late p(T, µ⃗) and s(T, µ⃗) analytically, after which we can
calculate nB(T, µ⃗) and nQ(T, µ⃗) numerically. Then, we
add the contribution of leptons back into the EOS, en-
suring local charge neutrality at each point in the grid.
We can then interpolate and reformat the grid in terms
of T, nB , YQ and calculate c2s across this grid. Finally, we
are able to convert our units back to astrophysical units
and covert to the format required for numerical relativity
simulations, which is then recorded as an output for the
user.

B. Crust

In this section, we detail the changes and calculations
that need to be performed on the crust EOS in order to
make it compatible with the core EOS. These changes
primarily consist of unit conversions but also include the
calculations of certain thermodynamic variables. Addi-
tionally, we need to find the β-equilibrated EOS, since
this is typically not automatically provided from the
crust.

The crust we use here is SLy4 [92] that is available
online at [93] on the StellarCollapse website. In principle,
any other crust could be used, although it would need to
be in the same format as StellarCollapse. In Appendix
D, we discuss the format of SLy4 and unit conversion
for the various thermodynamic variables relevant to this
work.

1. Finding β-equilibrium

Cold, isolated neutron stars reach a state of β-
equilibrium (see Sec. IIA) wherein a relationship be-
tween the chemical potentials (assuming neutrinos are
not trapped) forms, shown in Eq. (16). The 3D table pro-
vided does not supply the EOS at β-equilibrium. How-
ever, we can reconstruct it using the relation in Eq. (16).
Our algorithm for finding β-equilibrium calculates the
chemical potential that is a shift out-of-β-equilibrium,
µ∆β at each point in the table, i.e.,

µ∆β = µn − (µp + µe), (75)

where the µ∆β = 0 at β-equilibrium. Then we employ a
1D interpolation and root-finder at a fixed nB at T = 0
to find the corresponding YQ(nB) where µ∆β = 0. Re-
peating this method across the entire range of nB we
reconstruct the full β-equilibrium YQ(nB) and from this
point can interpolate the table to obtain the remaining
thermodynamic quantities at β-equilibrium.

C. Crust-core matching

In this work, we want to ensure that the matching be-
tween the crust and the core is thermodynamically con-
sistent, such that it does not introduce phase transitions,
nor leads to significant numerical error within numerical
relativity simulations. Based on our algorithm in Fig.
2, we first perform a 1D matching of the crust at β-
equilibrium to the high nB region of the EOS. Then we
smoothly switch from our 2D crust table to the 2D high
nB (core) EOS that was reconstructed using the symme-
try energy expansion. In order to perform the matching
(for the symmetry energy expansion), we pick a point to
switch from the crust to the high nB EOS. Here we match
at a fixed point of nsw

B that is the same point for both
the 1D matching at β-equilibrium as well as the point in
2D where we switch between the crust and the expanded
EOS along slices of YQ =const.

In past work [14, 94], thermodynamic consistency from
the crust-core transition was not fully ensured, but here
we attempt to address that issue. As discussed previ-
ously in Sec. III A, we have three different sections of our
T = 0 EOS: the crust (table), the interpolated crust (int)
wherein YQ(nB) at β-equilibrium is replaced with Eq.
(46)), and structure in c2s that appears at high nB = nstrc

(strc). Then, both the 1D and 2D matching only occur
at the boundary between the table EOS and the int EOS,
since the connection between the int EOS and the strc
EOS is made at the level of c2s(nB), such that one can
simply integrate upward from a lower nB to obtain p(ε)
and no unintentional phase transitions are introduced in
the process.

For the 1D problem along β-equilibrium, a variety of
approaches have been followed in the past. One of them is
to use a tanh to avoid unintentionally introducing phase
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transitions (e.g., [89]), which is what we use here. Gener-
ically, we can achieve a smooth transition between two
1D functions that vary with nB by using:

ftanh(nB) ≡ S(nB)fint(nB) + [1− S(nB)] fcrust(nB) ,
(76)

where S(nB) can be any smoothing function but here we
use a tanh:

S(nB) := 0.5 + 0.5 tanh

[
(nB [nsat]− nsw)

∆nB

]
, (77)

where ∆nB determines the width of the smoothing re-
gion, the baryon density is given in terms of [nsat], and
nsw is the point in nB [nsat] where the matching happens.
The c2s is matched at nB = 0.5nsat and ∆nB = 0.1.
Then, for the 2D connection between the crust table

and the expanded 2D EOS (expn) using the symmetry
energy expansion, we use a different approach. We sim-
ply switch from the c2s(nB , YQ)table at nsw directly to
the c2s(nB , YQ)expn. Then, we can once again apply the
second-order Runge Kutta and integrate starting from
nsw up to higher nB to obtain the thermodynamic vari-
ables needed for the full EOS. This approach provides a
fully smooth EOS when switching from the table to the
expanded EOS.

1. Adding structure into c2s

One of our goals here is to add in structure into c2s(nB)
at β-equilibrium and then use the symmetry energy ex-
pansion to allow that structure to propagate to differ-
ent slices of YQ. There are many ways to add structure
in c2s(nB) such as using Gaussian Processes [91, 95–99],
adding in phase transitions through the constant speed of
sound method [100], or inserting functional forms using
specific types of equations (e.g., Gaussians, polynomials,
etc) [101]. The code is flexible enough to change the
details of the structure at high densities or it would be
straightforward enough to input an external c2s(nB) that
could be used instead at some chosen ni.

2. EOS reconstruction from a second-order Runge Kutta

Now that the description of c2s(nB) is established for
β-equilibrium, we can integrate upwards from nsw to ob-
tain the remaining thermodynamic variables. Previous
work [88, 89, 101] used an Eulerian integration that is
sufficient only for studying properties at β-equilibrium.
However, because we will need to expand to other YQ

slices and calculate a number of thermodynamic deriva-
tives, we have decided to use a second-order Runge-Kutta
instead to improve numerical accuracy.

We have devised the following scheme to obtain p, ε,
and µB from a starting point n0 where the step size is
∆nB . A Runge Kutta of second-order requires the initial
point at nB = n0, the mid point at nB = n0 + ∆nB/2,

and the slope at the mid point nB = n0+∆nB/2. Thus,
for a generic function f(nB) one calculates the derivative
at n0

f ′
0(n0) =

df0(n0)

dnB
, (78)

using that to calculate the function at the mid point

f1

(
n0 +

∆nB

2

)
= f0(n0) + f ′

0(n0)
∆nB

2
, (79)

and the slope at the midpoint

f ′
1

(
n0 +

∆nB

2

)
=

df1
(
n0 +

∆nB

2

)
d
(
n0 +

∆nB

2

) , (80)

that can be used to provide our final value for the full
step:

f2 (n0 +∆nB) = f0(n0) + f ′
1

(
n0 +

∆nB

2

)
∆nB . (81)

Since we assume β-equilibrium and charge neutrality,
Eqs. 49, 51, and 56 simplify to

ε = −p+ nBµB , (82)

µB =
dε

dnB
, (83)

c2s =
dp

dε
, (84)

that help us to calculate the slopes.
For our second-order Runge Kutta we are integrating

over baryon density such that:

nB,1 = nB,0 +
∆nB

2
, (85)

nB,2 = nB,0 +∆nB , (86)

such that nB,1 is our mid point and nB,2 is the full step.
The energy density at the mid point is then

ε1 = ε0 +

(
dε

dnB

)
0

∆nB

2

= ε0 + µB,0
∆nB

2
, (87)

where

µB,i =
εi + pi
nB,i

. (88)

Then we also require the information about the pressure
where

p1 = p0 +

(
dp

dnB

)
0

∆nB

2

= p0 +

(
dp

dε

dε

dnB

)
0

∆nB

2

= p0 + c2s(nB,0)µB,0
∆nB

2
, (89)

(90)
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where

c2s(nB,0) =
dp0
dε0

. (91)

Putting this all together, at the mid point we can calcu-
late the slopes:

µB,1 =
e1 + p1
nB,1

, (92)

c2s(nB,1) =
dp1
dε1

. (93)

Then, this allows up to construct the full time step
for the energy, the pressure, the chemical potential, and
speed of sound squared:

ε2 = ε0 + µB,1 ·∆nB , (94)

p2 = p0 + c2s(nB,1)µB,1 ·∆nB , (95)

µB,2 =
e2 + p2
nB,2

, (96)

c2s(nB,2) =
dp2
dε2

, (97)

such that we have recovered all necessary thermodynamic
quantities at β-equilibrium. To ensure numerical accu-
racy, we use steps in baryon density of ∆nB = 0.001nsat.

For the 2D EOS, a similar process must be performed.
Once again, we integrate over baryon density along a slice
of YQ =const. such that

nB,1 = nB,0 +
∆nB

2
, (98)

nB,2 = nB,0 +∆nB , (99)

and we can write the charge density as

nQ,1 = nQ,0 +
∆nQ

2
= nQ,0 + YQ

∆nB

2
, (100)

nQ,2 = nQ,0 + YQ∆nB . (101)

Since YQ and ∆nB are both constants, then ∆nQ =
YQ∆nB = const.

The energy density at the mid point is then

ε1 = ε0 +

(
∂ε

∂nB

) ∣∣∣
YQ,0

∆nB

2
, (102)

where we no longer have µB ̸= dε
dnB

|YQ
but rather dε

dnB
|YQ

has contributions both from µB and µQ since both nQ

and nB vary along slices of YQ =const. (see Eq. 51).

Thus, we simply take the derivative dε
dnB

|YQ
for the slope

and do not substitute in the chemical potential as we did
previously for the 1D case.

Then we also require the information about the pres-
sure where

p1 = p0 +

(
dp

dnB

)
0

∆nB

2

= p0 +

(
∂p

∂ε

∂ε

∂nB

)
0

∆nB

2

= p0 + c2s(nB,0)

(
∂ε

∂nB

) ∣∣∣
YQ,0

∆nB

2
. (103)

The speed of sound squared can be calculated directly
for YQ =const.

c2s(nB,0) =
∂p0
∂ε0

∣∣∣
YQ=const

, (104)

since both ∆nB =const. and ∆nQ =const. Putting this
all together, at the mid point we can calculate the slope

c2s(nB,1) =
∂p1
∂ε1

∣∣∣
YQ=const

. (105)

Then, this allows up to construct the full time step for
the energy, the pressure, and speed of sound squared

ε2 = ε0 +

(
∂ε

∂nB

) ∣∣∣
YQ,1

·∆nB , (106)

p2 = p0 + c2s(nB,1)

(
∂ε

∂nB

) ∣∣∣
YQ,1

·∆nB ,(107)

c2s(nB,2) =
dp2
dε2

∣∣∣
YQ=const

, (108)

such that we have recovered most necessary thermody-
namic quantities across the 2D EOS.
Once our full 2D EOS is calculated across the necessary

nB , YQ, we can then interpolate our 2D EOS such that
we can take derivatives along trajectories of nX while
holding nY ̸=X =const. and obtain µB and µQ. Note that
we only require the Runge Kutta approach for nB > nsw

since below that point we are using the table directly.

3. Interpolated EOS and saturation properties

After the symmetry energy expansion part of our algo-
rithm is complete and we have reconstructed the entire
2D EOS from crust to core at T = 0, we can then de-
termine if we have obtained reasonable saturation prop-
erties. From low-energy nuclear physics experiments, we
know certain properties of nuclear matter at nsat (see [6]
for a discussion on the experimental and astrophysical
constraints). Here we can check that our EOS for SNM
(YQ = 0.5) reproduces saturation properties. The first
property at nsat that we check is the binding energy

B =
εSNM

nsat
−mN , (109)

that presents a minimum at nB = nsat, where one ex-
pects nsat ∼ 0.14−0.18 fm−3. Then, the binding energy
at nsat is typically around B = −16 MeV with a range of
−14 to −18 MeV. One can also calculate the compress-
ibility at nsat, which is defined as

K = 9
∂p

∂nB

∣∣∣∣∣
nB=nsat

, (110)

wherein requiring 200 < K < 300 MeV is a reasonable
constraint. Our code checks if a given EOS passes these
constraints and prints off a warning if one of these is
out-of-bounds but then proceeds to the next steps.
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D. Finite T expansion

Now that we have constructed the 2D EOS at T=0,
we can begin our work on the finite T expansion. There
are a few questions that we wish to explore here:

• How significant are the terms at O(T 2) and O(T 3)
in the expansion?

• Are the terms well-behaved across YQ? Does our
expansion in s/nB accurately describe finite T be-
havior along different YQ slices?

• How accurate is the finite T expansion at O(T 2)
and O(T 3)?

• Does our switch between a grid in fixed µ⃗ to fixed
YQ, nB introduce significant numerical error?

Note that all these questions are numerical. Thus,
we study them in the context of a single model – the
relativistic mean field (RMF) model [30], although our
approach is generic and can work for any model not
containing first-order phase transitions. This model de-
scribes protons and neutrons coupled to σ, ω, and ρ
mesons. We choose the following values for the cou-
plings: gσ = 8.3965, gω = 10.1845, and gρ = 10.9176
and the remaining free parameters b = 0.00438046,
c = −0.00359399, and b1 = 5.18964 (see Ref. [30] for
a description of the model Lagrangian and free param-
eters). These parameters are a representative sample of
a large set of constrained parameter values, which re-
produce the properties of uniform PNM obtained from
chiral effective field theory and satisfy basic astrophysi-
cal constraints; namely, the maximum mass of a stable,
isolated, slowly-rotating neutron star is at least two so-
lar masses [102–106] and the radii predicted for 1.4 and
2.1 solar-mass stars is within the one-sigma posterior ob-
tained from NICER data [1–4].

We start by picking a fixed point in YQ = Y HIC
Q to

study the finite T expansion. In this limit, we demon-
strate the accuracy of the finite T expansion at O(T 2)
and O(T 3). Then, we calculate the s/nB expansion and
demonstrate its accuracy across YQ. Finally, we quantify
the numerical error introduced by switching between a
grid in fixed µ⃗ to fixed YQ, nB .

1. Terms at O(T 2) and O(T 3)

Using the RMF model, we can calculate the O(T 2)
term ∂s/∂T |T=0 and the O(T 3) term ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0. In
order to calculate accurate derivatives we require step
sizes in the temperature of ∆T = 1 MeV and must
generate tables in ranges of T = 0 to 100 MeV. To
do so, we calculate the terms on a fixed grid in µB

and µQ for all points at T = 0. Then, we can per-
form a root-finding method to reconstruct ∂s/∂T |T=0

and ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0 along lines of YQ =const.
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FIG. 3. ∂s/∂T that enters at O(T 2) (top) and ∂2s/∂T 2 that
enters at O(T 3) (bottom) calculated at fixed µB , µQ as a func-
tion of µB for YQ = 0.4.

In Fig. 3 we plot the second-order term ∂s/∂T |T=0 on
the top and the third-order term ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0 on the
bottom for a fixed YQ = 0.4 (the value corresponding to
Au-Au heavy-ion collisions). The second-order term is
positive definite, which is what one should expect, be-
cause at finite temperature entropy is non-zero. Thus,
the derivative of ∂s/∂T at the limit of T = 0 must be
positive to ensure that as one goes from T = 0 to any
T , entropy is increased. We find that the ∂s/∂T |T=0

term increases monotonically with µB and has a rela-
tively smooth behavior.

When we study the third-order term ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0, we
find that it is at least 5-orders of magnitude smaller than
the second-order term for this specific YQ = 0.4. We find
that the third-order term is nearly zero at large µB and
increases with decreasing µB , although it is not neces-
sarily monotonic, having some small oscillations at very
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FIG. 4. ∂s/∂T that enters at O(T 2) (top) and ∂2s/∂T 2 that
enters at O(T 3) (bottom) calculated varying µB for a range
of YQ values where different colored lines represent different
YQ.

large µB that are due to numerical error from taking a
third-order derivative or difficulties calculating the en-
tropy at very low T in the RMF EOS. Since it has the
opposite qualitative behavior as the second-order term,
one should expect that the second-order term would play
the largest role at low µB . However, for this specific re-
alization of the EOS at YQ = 0.4, one would need to go
to extremely large T in order to see an influence of the
third-order term. Thus, any potential numerical noise in
the third-order term is of little relevance except at very
high T . Later on we quantify more precisely the influence
of the third-order term at specific temperatures in Sec.
IV and discuss potential numerical noise in this term.

In Fig. 4 we plot the second-order term ∂s/∂T |T=0 on
the top and the third-order term ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0 on the
bottom but this time we compare their behavior across

YQ. Qualitatively, we find a very similar behavior for
∂s/∂T |T=0 across YQ, but the overall magnitude changes.
When comparing across slices in YQ, we find that the
YQ → 0 limit has the smallest overall values of ∂s/∂T |T=0

whereas the magnitude of ∂s/∂T |T=0 increases with in-
creasing YQ. Thus, from the second-order term alone, we
anticipate that SNM is more sensitive to T dependence
compared to PNM. In other words, heavy-ion collisions
should be more sensitive to temperature effects than neu-
tron star mergers.
The third-order term in Fig. 4 (bottom) is overall not

positive definite, nor is it monotonic, unlike the second-
order term that has both properties. As we saw previ-
ously for the case of YQ = 0.4, at low µB generally the
∂2s/∂T 2|T=0 term is the largest, especially for small YQ.
Comparing Fig. 3 to Fig. 4, we find that for YQ = 0.4
the ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0 result is at least 2-orders of magnitude
smaller than for small YQ ≲ 0.1. In fact, when plotting
in Fig. 4, it appears that for YQ close to SNM that the
results are nearly 0. Comparing the second and third-
order terms we can conclude that SNM is more strongly
T dependent and likely has the most straight-forward T
dependence (the third-order term is probably mostly neg-
ligible), at least in this RMF model. On the other hand,
for PNM and ANM the system does not have as strong of
an overall T dependence, but some non-trivial behavior
may show up due to the contribution of the third-order
term, especially at low µB , high T . However, further in-
vestigation must be made into the numerical accuracy of
the third-order term to better understand if the wiggles
that appear are due to numerical error or physics.

2. Proof-of-principles for HIC with Y HIC
Q = 0.4

Now that we have an idea of what the O(T 2) and
O(T 3) terms look like, we can use these terms to recon-
struct the pressure at finite T . As a proof of principle,
we use Y HIC

Q = 0.4 because both ∂s/∂T |T=0(µB) and

∂2s/∂T 2|T=0(µB) appeared well-behaved in this limit in
Fig. 3. Another motivation for choosing Y HIC

Q = 0.4
as a starting point is that we also need to expand
around Y HIC

Q in order to obtain a YQ dependence for

∂s/∂T |T=0(YQ). We wanted to pick a Z/A from heavy-
ions collisions that is as close to typical YQ values reached
in neutron stars as possible, such that one has to expand
the smallest distance possible in δHIC.
In Fig. 5 (top panel) we show a comparison between

the pressure p in MeV/fm3 vs µB at T = 0 vs T = 100
MeV for the RMF EOS. Then, our finite T expansion in
Eq. (58) is shown including either just the second-order
term (black solid line) or both the second- and third-
order terms from Fig. 3 (green dotted line). We find
that the inclusion of just the second-order term already
provides an extremely accurate representation of the T =
100 MeV EOS from µB = 1000 to 2000 MeV. Only a very
small deviation can be seen around µB ∼ 1000 MeV.
When we include the third-order term we produce no
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FIG. 5. Pressure in MeV/fm3 vs baryon chemical potential
in MeV at T = 100 MeV for the original RMF model com-
pared to the reconstructed EOS from the finite T expansion
up to different orders (top). As a comparison, the T = 0 EOS
is show for the original RMF EOS. The middle panel dis-
plays the relative % error of our expanded pressure vs baryon
chemical potential in MeV at T = 100 MeV compared to the
original RMF model. The bottom panel compares the ratio
of the third-order over second-order term (that includes the
T scaling) vs baryon chemical potential in MeV at T = 100
MeV.

visible difference in the results.
We can quantify the deviation from the original RMF

EOS at T = 100 MeV by calculating the following rela-
tive % error of deviation from the pressure:

|∆p|
pRMF

× 100% =
pexpn − pRMF

pRMF
× 100%, (111)

where pRMF is directly from the RMF model and pexpn
is from our finite T expansion. The results of this com-
parison are shown in the middle panel in Fig. 5, where

we find that for µB ≳ 1200 MeV our error is only at the
O(1%) or even significantly less. However, for smaller
µB we do find larger deviations from the original RMF
table because there may be possible contributions from
the liquid-gas phase transition. In this figure we also find
oscillations in the relative % error, which we suspect arise
from issues in the original RMF model in accurately cal-
culating the entropy at low T , which would in turn affect
our pressure expansion.
Finally, in the bottom panel of Fig. 5 we study the

contribution of the second-order term:

p2 ≡ ∂s

∂T

∣∣
T=0

T 2, (112)

vs the third-order term:

p3 ≡ ∂2s

∂T 2

∣∣
T=0

T 3, (113)

by plotting the ratio p3/p2 vs µB MeV. For YQ = 0.4
the p3 contribution is heavily suppressed and even at its
largest is 4 orders of magnitude smaller than p2 such
that it plays no role in the expansion. Thus, the small
deviation that we find at low µB may either be fixed
in future work by improved numerical accuracy of the
entropy in the RMF model or by possibility exploring
fourth-order terms.

3. s/nB expansion in YQ

Now that we have shown that our finite T expansion
works well in a specific limit of YQ = 0.4, we test our
s/nB expansion to see if it allows us to properly capture
the YQ behavior of ∂s/∂T |T=0. Looking at the YQ de-
pendence of ∂s/∂T |T=0 in Fig. 4, it seems that it should
be relatively straightforward to capture this behavior.

As a first step, we plot s/nB versus the parameter δHIC

expanded around Y HIC
Q for a fixed temperature T = 1

MeV along lines of nB [nsat] =const. The result of s/nB

versus δHIC is shown in Fig. 6 in the top panel. We find
that s/nB is extremely flat versus δHIC for different nB

slices, although at low nB some small amount of δHIC

dependence begins to appear. The small amount of δHIC

dependence indicates a clear decrease in s/nB as one in-
creases δHIC (and that change increases more quickly for
larger δHIC). Thus, from this behavior we anticipate a
negative second derivative of δ2HIC such that it is more
pronounced also at small nB .

Next, in Fig. 6 in the bottom panel we show the sec-
ond derivative, ∂2(s/nB)/∂δ

2
HIC|δHIC=0, versus temper-

ature T . We find that ∂2(s/nB)/∂δ
2
HIC|δHIC=0 is always

negative, which implies that s/nB decreases with increas-
ing δHIC or, in other words, s/nB is larger (at a fixed
T, nB) for SNM than for PNM. This qualitative effect
was indeed confirmed in the top panel of Fig. 6. Us-
ing ∂2(s/nB)/∂δ

2
HIC|δHIC=0 we can quantify how much

and how quickly s/nB decreases as one approaches more
asymmetric nuclear matter. The other effect that we
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FIG. 6. Top: s/nB versus δHIC defined in Eq. (59) that ex-
pands around Y HIC

Q = 0.4. Different nB values in terms of
the saturation density are shown as lines in different colors.
Bottom: The second derivative of s/nB with respect to δHIC

is shown at the limit of δHIC = 0 versus the temperature. Dif-
ferent nB values in terms of the saturation density are shown
as lines in different colors.

see in Fig. 6 (bottom) is that the ∂2(s/nB)/∂δ
2
HIC|δHIC=0

term has a temperature dependence that strongly de-
pends on nB , whereas we find at high nB there is little
temperature dependence of ∂2(s/nB)/∂δ

2
HIC|δHIC=0.

Putting this all together, we can now finally plot in
Fig. 7 the third-derivative that is needed for the s/nB

expansion in Eq. (64). The overall term is negative as
we would expect from the combination of Fig. 4 and
Eq. (64). Fig. 4 demonstrates that ∂s/∂T |T=0 must de-
crease with decreasing YQ, which is only possible from
Eq. (64) if the term ∂3(s/nB)/∂δ

2
HIC∂T |δHIC=T=0 is neg-
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FIG. 7. The derivative required for the s/nB expansion (see
Sec. II C 2) taken in the limit of T = 0 versus baryon density
in units of saturation density.

ative. Additionally, we find that the overall magnitude of
∂3(s/nB)/∂δ

2
HIC∂T |δHIC=T=0 is the largest for small nB ,

such that small nB is be most sensitive to changes in YQ.
The fact that low nB is more sensitive to YQ changes is
another source of potential error that may appear at low
nB .

We can test how well our expansion works by studying
how ∂(s/nB)/∂T |T=0 varies with YQ in the RMF model
and then try to reproduce its results for a small value of
YQ using Eq. (64). The result of the s/nB expansion at
finite T can be found in Fig. 8 where we used Y HIC

Q = 0.4
as our starting point and expanded to YQ = 0.05. We
show the result for the baryon density range of nB = 0.5−
6 nsat. The difference between ∂(s/nB)/∂T |T=0 for YQ =
0.4 and YQ = 0.05 is already very small and only shows
small deviations at low nB , whereas for high nB there
is almost no YQ dependence. The results of our s/nB

expansion are shown compared to the YQ = 0.05 result
from RMF and the s/nB expanded results reproduce the
behavior of ∂(s/nB)/∂T |T=0 vs nB very well. At low
nB , we do see a small deviation, but this regime also
corresponds to low µB , such that we already anticipate
more numerical error there from the finite temperature
expansion itself.

Finally, in Fig. 9 we summarize our findings by per-
forming error quantification for the accuracy of our ex-
pansion from Eq. (64) across the µB , µQ plane at three
different temperatures T = 30, 50, 100 MeV in the top,
middle, and bottom panels, respectively. We have a den-
sity plot across µB , µQ where the colors indicate the
|∆p|
pRMF

× 100% as defined in Eq. (111). Our results

for T = 30 MeV show that most of the error is less
than 1%, although some higher deviations appear around
µB ∼ 1000 MeV. We also do not see almost any µQ de-
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FIG. 8. ∂(s/nB)/∂T |T=0 as a function of nB [nsat]. The black
solid line is the reference Y HIC

Q = 0.4 or in other words δHIC =
0 about which we expand. The blue solid line is the true value
from the RMF model at YQ = 0.05. The green dashed line
is the approximation from the YQ isentrope expansion up to
O(δ2HIC).

pendence of the error, rather it depends almost entirely
on µB . A similar story is seen at T = 50 MeV although
larger deviations begin to appear around µB ∼ 1100 MeV
but higher µB ’s also demonstrate error only at the ∼ 1%
level. Even up to T ∼ 100 MeV our expansion still works
quite well above µB ≳ 1150 MeV where we are only see-
ing deviations at the percent level. However, it is clear
that around µB ≳ 1000 MeV and T = 100 MeV that
error can rise as high as 15 − 20%, consistent with our
findings in Fig. 5.

4. Conversion between a fixed grid in µ⃗ vs a fixed grid in
nB , YQ

It is significantly more natural to perform our finite T
expansion across a grid of fixed T, µ⃗ than across a grid
of T, nB , YQ, even though the latter are more natural
variables in hydrodynamical simulations. In this section,
we discuss the consequences of performing our expansion
in T, µ⃗ and then the need to redo our EOS grid in terms
of T, nB , YQ for it to be usable in numerical relativity
simulations.

We saw already in Fig. 5 that in the range of µB =
1000 − 2000 MeV the finite T expansion can reproduce
the pressure extremely well at T = 100 MeV, although
small deviations begin at µB ≲ 1150 MeV. One compli-
cation to this picture, however, is that a given range of
nB has a non-trivial relationship with µB at finite T . In
other words, if we take the range of µB = 1000 − 2000
MeV and then calculate the baryon density at different

FIG. 9. The relative error percentage of the pressure, see
Eq. (111), is shown across the range of µB , µQ relevant to
neutron star mergers. T The top panel has a temperature
of T = 30 [MeV], the middle panel has a temperature of
T = 50 [MeV], and the bottom panel has a temperature of
T = 100 [MeV].

temperatures, we find that

nB(T = 100, µB = 1000) ̸= nB(T = 0, µB = 1000),
(114)

where the units are in MeV. While this may seem an ob-
vious statement, it has important consequences for error
quantification in our approach.
Since the error quantification in Fig. 5 was done at

fixed µB , the corresponding nB for that range of µB is not
the same at fixed T . Rather, as we go to higher T than we
actually require a lower range in µB in order to produce
the same range in nB . To see this effect clearly, we fix our
range in nB = 1−5nsat, which is a very reasonable range
reached within neutron star mergers (see, e.g., [10, 61, 94]
for example ranges). Then we plot the extent of the
nB = 1 − 5nsat range in µB at different temperatures
and indicate integer units of nB [nsat] using tick marks.
The results of the range of nB mapped onto µB ranges
at different temperatures is shown in Fig. 10.
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results come directly from the RMF EOS.

In Fig. 10 we find that a fixed range in nB = 1 −
5nsat shifts to lower µB as one reaches higher T . The
implication of this effect is that for a fixed nB the error
increases with increasing T not only from the expansion
itself but also because one shift to lower µB where the
error is larger. However, this shift is a stronger effect
for heavy-ion collisions (i.e., YQ = 0.4) than for ANM in
neutron stars (shown for YQ = 0.02). One should also
note that this effect is not that large at temperatures of
T ≲ 50 MeV so depending on the maximum T reached
within a merger it may or may not play a role.

We can also see this effect numerically using the ex-
pansion derived in Appendix B in Eqs. (B2,B7). If we
just take the expansion of nB up to O(T 2) shown in Eq.
(B7), we find that the change of nB with T at a fixed µ⃗
can be determined as:

nB(T, µ⃗)− nB(µ⃗)

∣∣∣∣
T=0

=
1

2

∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

T 2, (115)

where the sign of ∂2s(T,µ⃗)
∂T∂µB

∣∣
T=0,µQ

tells you if nB increases

or decreases with T . However, in Fig. 4 (top) we can al-
ready get a sense of sign of this derivative. In Fig. 4 (top)

we see that ∂s(T,µ⃗)
∂T

∣∣
T=0,YQ

monotonically increases with

µB such that the derivative is most likely always positive
(note that there YQ =const. rather than µQ needed for
our expansion, however we expect that difference to be
small). Thus, this is consistent with our finding that at
a fixed T, µ⃗ then nB should always increase with T.
With this in mind, we can then understand the relative

error percentage of the pressure as a function of nB , YQ

shown in Fig. 11. Fig. 11 is made after calculating the
thermodynamic derivatives in Eqs. (71-72) wherein nu-
merical error at low µB can influence regions of higher µB

when taking a derivative. Thus, we find that in Fig. 11
there is a clear increase in the relative error percentage of

FIG. 11. The relative error percentage of the pressure, see
Eq. (111), is shown across the range of nB , YQ relevant to
neutron star mergers. The top panel has a temperature of
T = 30 MeV, the middle panel has a temperature of T = 50
MeV, and the bottom panel has a temperature of T = 100
MeV.

the pressure across nB , YQ. Above nB ≳ 3nsat the error
still remains small and is under 10% even up to T = 100
MeV. Similar to the behavior across µQ in Fig. 9, we do
not see almost any YQ dependence to the error in Fig. 11
as well.
In order to better understand the low nB error, let us

compare T = 30 MeV. In Fig. 9 for µB ≳ 1000 MeV
most of the error is at the percent level. Then, T =
30 MeV and µB ≳ 1000 corresponds to nB ∼ 1.5nsat

(there is little shift in the nB(µB) relationship at that
low of a T ). However, the numerical error in Fig. 11 for
T = 30 MeV and nB ∼ 1.5nsat is quite large varying
from 10 − 50%. This increase arises primarily from the
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numerical derivatives and possibly even from boundary
issues (taking numerical derivatives close to where our
knowledge ends).

IV. ERROR QUANTIFICATION AND FUTURE
IMPROVEMENTS

In this section, we break down the different sources of
error in our approach and methods that can be used in
future work to improve the error. To be clear, we will
begin with the assumption that the β-equilibrated T = 0
EOS is known and only discuss error from the expansion
itself. Additionally, we should clarify that there are three
different types of error that arise in our approach:

• Numerical Error. The first source of error is the
most intuitive to understand. We require a number
of derivatives in our approach, some that are even
up to third-order. An especially significant chal-
lenge is that these derivatives are often tempera-
ture derivatives that must be taken in the limit of
T = 0. However, a known issue in microscopic EOS
codes is that the Fermi-Dirac distribution is diffi-
cult to solve in this regime, leading to numerical
noise. Another potential source of numerical error
is taking derivatives close to the edge of a grid.

• Expansion Error. We use three different expan-
sions in our approach and only consider terms up to
O(T 2) for the finite T expansion, O(δ2HIC) for the
symmetry energy and isentrope expansions. Error

can arise from higher-order contributions in these
expansions.

• Uncertainty in coefficients. The input for our
3D expansion requires knowledge of coefficients and
functions (see Fig. 2 for a summary). The symme-
try energy coefficients and the functions required
for the finite T expansion can come from exper-
iments or be calculated from a given microscopic
EOS (although some numerical error will be intro-
duced). However, if we wish to use a generic β-
equilibrated EOS at T = 0 then these inputs will
not be known and introduce a new source of error.

A. Numerical Error

The numerical error in our approach is a relatively
small contribution but does likely introduce “wave-like”
structure when comparing our expanded pressure at T =
100 MeV to the original RMF EOS in the middle-panel
of Fig. 5 and that leads to a similar effect at very high
T = 100 MeV in Fig. 9. The primary issue is that it is
difficult to calculate the entropy accurately in the RMF
model at low T , which is required for our second and
third-order terms in Fig. 3-4. That numerical error may
be leading to the extra wiggles that appear in Fig. 4 (bot-
tom) for ∂2s/∂T 2|T=0. There are ways to improve these
calculations in microscopic models and we plan to explore
them in a future work. However, considering how well
our O(T 2) results reproduce the pressure up to T = 100
MeV in Fig. 5 and Fig. 9, we believe that the numerical
error at least in ∂s/∂T |T=0 is likely quite small on a grid
of µ⃗.
Another source of numerical error arises after the 3D

pressure is calculated and we obtain the other thermody-
namic observables in the EOS such as s, ε, nB , YQ. We
must take first-order numerical derivatives of the pres-
sure to recover these thermodynamic variables (see Sec.
IID) or calculate these analytically with further infor-
mation about T = 0 (see Appendix B). In this work we
calculated the thermodynamic variables numerically and
find a significant increase in the error when ones switches
to a grid of nB , YQ. The numerical arises for a few dif-
ferent reasons: the shift in nB to lower µB at finite T ,
the higher error from the expansion up to O(T 2) in that
regime, and potentially boundary effects when taking nu-
merical derivatives since the error is most pronounced
close to the edge of our grid. Thus, our error increases
as one converts our grid from T, µ⃗ into T, nB , YQ.

B. Expansion Error

We can first discuss error that can arise in keeping
terms in the finite T expansion only up to O(T 2). To do
so we can consider order-of-magnitude contributions for
the second and third-order terms in Eq. (58).
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We should note that these are dimensionful terms such
that they should be considered in conjunction with their
T expansion as well. Here we estimate the percentage
contribution from the inclusion of the third-order term.
To do so, we first define the order-of-magnitude of the
maximum contribution to the second and third-order
terms, i.e.,

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣∣
T=0

∼ 105,

∂2s

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣
T=0

∼ 102,

Then we can take the ratios of the entire second and
third-order terms (including their T contributions), i.e.,

∂s
∂T

∣∣
T=0

T 2

∂2s
∂T 2

∣∣
T=0

T 3
∼ 102 T 3

105 T 2

= 10−3 T. (116)

Thus, for a contribution from the third-order term on
the order of 1%, one requires a temperature of at least
T ∼ 10 MeV. For a contribution on the order of 10%,
one requires a temperature of at least T ∼ 100 MeV.
Although, we remind the reader here that these are the
maximum contributions from the third-order terms and
for other regions of the EOS the contribution is some-
times orders of magnitude smaller. Typical neutron star
mergers reach up to temperature of about T ∼ 50 MeV
but some simulations find temperatures up to T ∼ 100
MeV [61, 94].

However, we provide a word of caution here. In the
RMF model we consider hadrons only and no phase tran-
sitions exist between these hadrons and quarks. Thus,
the order-of-magnitude or the behavior of these contri-
butions may change for models that have more complex
phase structures. In fact, one could even consider using
these terms to calculate a radius-of-convergence to obtain
a phase transition, but we leave that for future studies.

The symmetry energy expansion includes both uncer-
tainty in the coefficients and also the limitation of ex-
panding only up to O(δ2iso) and the fact that the expan-
sion is around nB ∼ nsat such that error increases at
large nB . The δiso expansion error is likely very small in
our approach because the YQ range needed for neutron
star mergers is very close to the β-equilibrated value such
that one does not need to expand far away. The nB er-
ror is more of a concern because the expansion is around
nB ∼ nsat whereas neutron stars may reach densities up
to [4− 10]nsat. In this work we use four coefficients but,
as was shown in Ref. [26], error can already appear at
higher nB . Thus, we argue that the symmetry energy
expansion warrants further investigation in future work.

We also have the isentropic expansion across δHIC. We
found in this work that works very well with terms up
δ2HIC, although the low nB regime appears to be most
sensitive to this expansion. It may be possible to explore
higher terms up to δ4HIC in future work but this appears

to be one of the smallest sources of error in this work.
Lastly, we point out that we ignored linear contributions
to the s/nB expansion. However, in principle that is only
a valid assumption if one expands around SNM i.e. as
was done in Eq. 36. We plan to relax that assumption in
future work to test any influence that it may have had in
our results.

C. Uncertainty in coefficients

We have the following input coefficients and functions
of nB :

• coefficients: Esym, Lsym, Jsym, Ksym,

• function:
∂sHIC(T,nB ,YQ=Y HIC

Q )

∂T

∣∣∣
T=0

(nB),

• function:
∂3S̃HIC,2(T,nB)

∂T∂δ2HIC

∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0

(nB),

where the four coefficients come from the symmetry
energy expansion and at least the first two of them
(Esym, Lsym) have bounds set by various experiments
[49, 51, 52]. The remaining two (Jsym, Ksym) have theo-
retical bounds [47] but these bounds are very broad still.
However, as discussed in Ref. [26] one can also impose
causality and stability constraints on c2s(nB) at SNM that
further restricts the range of these coefficients. It is also
possible to impose astrophysical constraints [50].
The two functions were first introduced in this work

and, therefore, have not yet been constrained from theo-
retical and experimental work. However, since it is possi-
ble to extract information about isentropes from heavy-
ion collisions and one has the flexibility to vary Y HIC

Q by

changing Z/A, there is hope for eventual experimental
constraints. Furthermore, future work is warranted on
better understanding these functions using a variety of
microscopic models. In this work, we have assumed that
these functions are known from a model and quantified
the error under that assumption.

D. Final error quantification

In Fig. 12 we summarize our findings for the error
quantification across nB at different slices in the temper-
ature T . The error is averaged over the relevant range
of YQ for neutron star mergers i.e. YQ = 0.02 − 0.2 and
shown on a log scale to emphasize the accuracy across
nB . We find an overall trend of the error decreasing with
nB , consistent with previous plots. Using 10% error as a
gauge, we find that the lower temperatures of T = 10, 30
MeV reach 10% error at nB ∼ 2nsat whereas the high-
ter temperatures of T = 50, 100 MeV reach 10% error at
nB ∼ 3nsat.

Note that the error that appears in Fig. 5 is not the
same as what appears in Fig. 12 for a number of reasons
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that we outline here. These are the different types of
error in our analysis of the 3D table:

1. The finite T expansion up to O(T 2), shows largest
deviations at low µB . This error can be improved
once entropy at low T is numerically more accu-
rate within the RMF model, allowing us to check
contributions from higher-order terms in the series.

2. The symmetry energy expansion has uncertainty
in its coefficients, uncertainty in the knowledge of
YQ(nB) at β-equilibrium, and because it is taken up
to O(δ2iso) and expanded around n ∼ nsat. Because
the range in YQ required for numerical relativity
simulations is small, the O(δ2iso) does not produce
significant amounts of error. The uncertainty in the
symmetry energy coefficients is mitigated by using
known constraints and requiring causality and sta-
bility. However, the expansion around n ∼ nsat

leads to unavoidable error at large nB .

3. The s/nB up to O(δ2HIC) shows largest deviations
at low nB . Since the error is nearly independent of
YQ at a fixed nB , this error is likely negligible.

4. A fixed nB shifts to lower µB at finite T . Because
the expansion is worse at lower µB then this shift
means that at finite T there is a larger nB regime
with high error. This is technically not an error
that can be improved on, but rather a physical con-
sequence of nB at finite T . However, improvements
in 1. will help to reduce the error that arise from
this issue.

5. Numerical calculation of the EOS from c2s(nB). We
mitigate this error by using a second-order Runge
Kutta.

6. Calculation of numerical derivatives s, nB , nQ at
finite T . There are multiple challenges taking these
derivatives as discussed Sec. IVA. Future work will
explore an analytical method to mitigate this issue.

Of these six sources of error, working to resolve 1. would
most likely have the largest impact on the uncertainty
quantification because it would also aid with 3. and
might make it possible to calculate the derivatives in
6. analytically. Additionally, we argue that improving
upon 1. should be prioritized because our largest uncer-
tainties occur at low nB and they are in part driven by
1. The best starting point to fix this error is to improve
the entropy calculations in the RMF model at low T and
studying the influence of higher-order contributions in T .
We also argued that 6. is a significant source of error

in this work. In future work, we could improve on this
issue by creating a grid in µ⃗ well-beyond the regime of
validity of the model to avoid boundary issues and try-
ing other numerical approaches to calculate these deriva-
tives. There is also the possibility of analytically cal-
culating these state variables, but, as previously stated,

that requires knowledge of new, potentially challenging
derivatives at T = 0 that have not yet been calculated.
It may also be worth thinking about techniques other

than an expansion around nsat that is used for the sym-
metry energy expansion. We do not find large error at
large nB in our model. However, if one would like to
extrapolate these results to supernova or heavy-ion col-
lisions, then the compounded expansion in both δiso and
nB could lead to larger issues with uncertainty at large
nB .

In contrast, the error arising from expansions in δHIC

and δiso are likely some of the smallest source of error
and do not warrant as much attention. Additionally, we
estimate that the numerical error is very minimal from
5.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper we present a new approach to incorporat-
ing finite T effects for an arbitrary cold, β-equilibrated
neutron star EOS. Our approach results in a 3D EOS
across T, nB , YQ using the symmetry energy expansion
that has already been well-established in nuclear physics
but introduces two new expansions: the finite T expan-
sion and the entropy over baryon number expansion. We
find that the finite T expansion only requires one non-
zero term beyond the T = 0 EOS to reproduce the pres-
sure at T = 100 MeV at µB ≳ 1150 MeV for a fixed
YQ, using an relativistic mean field model as a bench-
mark. We then break down all the different sources of
error in our approach and discuss methods to continue
to decrease the error in future work. This framework
provides a clear path for quantifying uncertainty in the
finite T EOS relevant for, e.g., neutron star mergers and
outlines a connection to heavy-ion collision experiments
through the entropy over baryon number expansion.

We have developed an open-source code [29] called
FiniteT that will be released upon publication of this
work that can take an input β-equilibrium EOS or build
a functional form of a β-equilibrated EOS, which is then
expanded into the phase space relevant for numerical rel-
ativity simulations of neutron star mergers. The code
matches this 3D expanded EOS to a crust at low nB

and produces a table in a format compatible with nu-
merical relativity codes. Our code also outputs the β-
equilibrated EOS, verifies if known nuclear saturation
properties are respected, and checks causality and stabil-
ity of the EOS across the full 3D EOS. Next steps include
testing within numerical relativity simulations, especially
with a focus on varying finite T effects, grid size conver-
gence tests, and studying how the error in our expansion
affects numerical relativity simulations (see also [107]).

While our focus in this work has been primarily on
neutron star mergers, these techniques could be applied
to both heavy-ion collisions and supernova studies. For
both heavy-ion collisions and neutron star mergers, the
uncertainty quantification would need to be studied with
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more focus on large YQ values (for instance, supernovae
may reach values of YQ > 0.5 (e.g., [108, 109]), that
we did not explore in this work. For heavy-ion colli-
sions, we would not want to match to a crust, as we
did in this work, but rather to the lattice QCD EOS
and/or a hadron resonance gas (see, e.g., [34, 35]). Addi-
tionally, in heavy-ion collisions strangeness plays a large
role in the EOS and would need to be included in the
expansion as well. An additional unexplored avenue
is the impact of approximations in the symmetry en-
ergy and how this would impact nuclear reaction rates.
This may affect especially supernovae simulations, where
more consideration of neutrino transport effects would
need to be considered [110]. Similar considerations also
apply to neutrino-driven composition changes in neu-
tron star mergers, including potential imprints of neu-
trino bulk viscosity, which may be of a comparable order
[41, 62, 111–116].

At this point, we have only benchmarked our approach
using a relativistic mean field EOS, but we plan to per-
form future studies on EOS that contain hyperons and/or
quarks. We do not anticipate that our finite T expansion
can handle first-order phase transitions due to the diver-
gence of thermodynamic state variables at the transition,
but cross-over phase transitions into quark phases should

be possible if the higher-order terms in the finite T ex-
pansion remain small.
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Appendix A: Converting between different thermodynamical bases

We want to express
∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
through the thermodynamical basis (T, nB , YQ). In this basis, the differential of the

entropy is

ds =
∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

dT +
∂s

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

dnB +
∂s

∂YQ

∣∣∣
nB ,T

dYQ, (A1)

so we can calculate

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
=

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

+
∂s

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

∂nB

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
+

∂s

∂YQ

∣∣∣
nB ,T

∂YQ

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
. (A2)

We can then write Eq. (A2) concisely in terms of a matrix product,

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
=

∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

+


∂s

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

0

0
∂s

∂YQ

∣∣∣
nB ,T


∂nB

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗

∂YQ

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗

 . (A3)

The elements of the column vector specify trajectories of constant µ⃗ on the (nB , YQ) plane. These trajectories are
given by the constraint equations,

0 = dµB =
∂µB

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

dT +
∂µB

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

dnB +
∂µB

∂YQ

∣∣∣
T,nB

dYQ, (A4)

0 = dµQ =
∂µQ

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

dT +
∂µQ

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

dnB +
∂µQ

∂YQ

∣∣∣
T,nB

dYQ, (A5)

implying that

0 =
∂µB

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

+
∂µB

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

∂nB

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
+

∂µB

∂YQ

∣∣∣
T,nB

∂YQ

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
, (A6)

0 =
∂µQ

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

+
∂µQ

∂nB

∣∣∣
T,YQ

∂nB

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
+

∂µQ

∂YQ

∣∣∣
T,nB

∂YQ

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗
. (A7)

Again, we write Eq. A6 as a matrix product,

−


∂µB

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ

∂µQ

∂T
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nB ,YQ

 =


∂µB
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 . (A8)

We can now invert the matrix to obtain∂nB

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗

∂YQ

∂T

∣∣∣
µ⃗

 = −


∂µB
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nB ,YQ

 . (A9)

Finally, we substitute Eq. A9 into Eq. A3 to obtain

∂s
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 . (A10)

If we now evaluate this expression at T = 0,

∂s

∂T
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µX ,T=0

=
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∂T

∣∣∣
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−
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 ,

(A11)
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knowing that for a system with a non-degenerate ground state for all µB and µQ we expect s = 0 at T = 0, the terms
∂s

∂nB

∣∣∣
T=0,YQ

and
∂s

∂YQ

∣∣∣
nB ,T=0

should vanish, and thus
∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
µX ,T=0

=
∂s

∂T

∣∣∣
nB ,YQ,T=0

should hold in the T = 0 limit.

We verified this numerically for the RMF model shown in this work.

Appendix B: Other thermodynamic observables for the finite T expansion

In fact, it is possible to derive the other thermodynamic quantities directly from Eq. (58). In Eq. (58) we consider
terms only up to O(T 3) in the pressure, which is then reflected in our equations below such that we drop high-order
terms. Beginning with the entropy:

s(T, µ⃗) =
dp(T, µ⃗)

dT

∣∣∣∣
µ⃗

= 2
∂s(T, µ⃗)

∂T

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T +
∂s2(T, µ⃗)

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 2 +
1

3

∂3s(T, µ⃗)

∂T 3

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 3 +O(T 4). (B1)

The same can be done for nB :

nB(T, µ⃗) =
∂p(T, µ⃗)

∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T,µQ

=
∂p(µ⃗)

∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

+
∂s(T, µ⃗)

∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

T +
1

2

∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

T 2 +
1

6

∂3s(T, µ⃗)

∂T 2∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

T 3 +O(T 4)

= nB(µ⃗)

∣∣∣∣
T=0

+
1

2

∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

T 2 +
1

6

∂3s(T, µ⃗)

∂T 2∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

T 3 +O(T 4), (B2)

where ∂s/∂µB is zero in the limit of T = 0 since the entropy is zero.
And also for nQ:

nQ(T, µ⃗) =
∂p(T, µ⃗)

∂µQ

∣∣∣∣
T,µB

= nQ(µ⃗)

∣∣∣∣
T=0

+
1

2

∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T∂µQ

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µB

T 2 +
1

6

∂3s(T, µ⃗)

∂T 2∂µQ

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µB

T 3 +O(T 4). (B3)

We can also calculate higher-order susceptibilities:

χn
X(T, µ⃗) =

∂np(T, µ⃗)

(∂µX)n

∣∣∣∣
T,µY ̸=X

= χn
X(µ⃗)

∣∣
T=0

+
1

2

∂n+1s(T, µ⃗)

∂T (∂µX)n

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µY ̸=X

T 2 +
1

6

∂n+2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T 2(∂µX)n

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µY ̸=X

T 3 +O(T 4), (B4)

where X = B,Q.
For a number of EOS it may be sufficient to only expand the pressure up to O(T 2) and in that case we summarize

the corresponding equations:

p(T, µ⃗) = pT=0(µ⃗) +
1

2

∂s(T, µ⃗)

∂T

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 2 +O(T 3), (B5)

s(T, µ⃗) = 2
∂s(T, µ⃗)

∂T

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T +
∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂2T

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

T 2 +O(T 3), (B6)

nB(T, µ⃗) = nB(µ⃗)

∣∣∣∣
T=0

+
1

2

∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T∂µB

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µQ

T 2 +O(T 3), (B7)

nQ(T, µ⃗) = nQ(µ⃗)

∣∣∣∣
T=0

+
1

2

∂2s(T, µ⃗)

∂T∂µQ

∣∣∣∣
T=0,µB

T 2 +O(T 3). (B8)

The number of required coefficients are listed for O(T 2) and O(T 3) in Table. II. We find that for the finite T
expansion, we require only 4 coefficients for up to O(T 2) and 7 coefficients up to O(T 3).
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Thermodynamics O(T 2) O(T 3)

Pressure ∂s(T,µ⃗)
∂T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∂s(T,µ⃗)
∂T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∂2s(T,µ⃗)

∂2T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

Entropy ∂s(T,µ⃗)
∂T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∂s(T,µ⃗)
∂T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∂2s(T,µ⃗)

∂2T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∂2s(T,µ⃗)

∂2T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

∂3s(T,µ⃗)

∂3T

∣∣
T=0,µ⃗

Baryon Density ∂2s(T,µ⃗)
∂T∂µB

∣∣
T=0,µQ

∂2s(T,µ⃗)
∂T∂µB

∣∣
T=0,µQ

∂3s(T,µ⃗)

∂T2∂µB

∣∣
T=0,µQ

Charge Density ∂2s(T,µ⃗)
∂T∂µQ

∣∣
T=0,µB

∂2s(T,µ⃗)
∂T∂µQ

∣∣
T=0,µB

∂3s(T,µ⃗)

∂T2∂µQ

∣∣
T=0,µB

Total Unique Terms 4 7

TABLE II. List of all needed thermodynamic coefficients up to orders T 2 and T 3 for the analytical finite T expansion.

Appendix C: YQ expansion of entropy derivatives

Following the δHIC expansion of the isentropes in Sec. II C 2 we can obtain the YQ dependence of the derivatives
shown in Table II. We have already derived the ∂s/∂T term in Eq. (64). Thus, we begin with the ∂2s/∂T 2 by applying
another T derivative on Eq. (64)

∂2S̃(T, nB , YQ)

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣∣
T=0,nB

=
1

nB

∂2sHIC(T, nB , YQ)

∂T 2

∣∣∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0,nB

+
1

2

(
1− YQ

Y HIC
Q

)2
∂4S̃HIC,2(T, nB)

∂T 2∂δ2HIC

∣∣∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0,nB

.

(C1)

In fact, we can generically write:

∂nS̃(T, nB , YQ)

∂Tn

∣∣∣∣∣
T=0,nB

=
1

nB

∂nsHIC(T, nB , YQ)

∂Tn

∣∣∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0,nB

+
1

2

(
1− YQ

Y HIC
Q

)2
∂n+2S̃HIC,2(T, nB)

∂Tn∂δ2HIC

∣∣∣∣∣
T=δHIC=0,nB

,

(C2)

where n is the order of the derivative. However, the numerical stability of higher-order derivatives may become quite
challenging, especially if one would like to connect to heavy-ion data.

Appendix D: Unit conversion

The SLy4 data table is provided along a fixed grid of

log10 T, log10 ρB , YQ, (D1)

where they are in the following units:

T MeV, ρB

[ g

cm3

]
, YQ, (D2)

where ρB is the baryon mass density and YQ is dimensionless. However, in this work we assume natural units
ℏ = c = 1, which are more natural for calculations of a relativistic EOS. Thus, our first step is to convert all the
quantities in the EOS into natural units.

Even for natural units there is a choice of writing variables in terms of some power of MeV, fm or a mixture of
the two. All EOS calculations within our code are performed in powers of MeV. However, for plots, it is normally
advantageous to write in a mixture of variables. We have compiled a summary table of all the needed thermodynamic
variables in Tab. III and compared their units and format between the table, the code, and the plots. For our final
EOS that we output to be used within numerical relativity simulations, we convert all variables back to the original
table format. We also provide the user the option to output the table in [MeV ] as well.

From the table, we are provided with T, ρB , YQ, p, ε, c
2
s, and the chemical potentials for protons µp, electrons µe,

and neutrons µn. However, the variables required for our calculations are T , nB , YQ, p, ε, c
2
s, µB , µQ. Here we walk

through each variable, any required unit conversion, and other changes requires:
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Variable Table Code Plots
T log10 and [MeV ] [MeV ] [MeV ]
nB ρB

[
g

cm3

]
nB

[
MeV 3

] [
1/fm3

]
YQ YQ YQ YQ

µB µn +mN and [MeV ] [MeV ] [MeV ]
µQ µp-µn [MeV ] [MeV ] [MeV ]

p log10 and
[
dyn
cm2

] [
MeV 4

] [
MeV/fm3

]
ε log10 and

[
erg
g

] [
MeV 4

] [
MeV/fm3

]
c2s

[
cm2

s2

]
c c

µn [MeV ] [MeV ] [MeV ]
µp [MeV ] [MeV ] [MeV ]
µe [MeV ] [MeV ] [MeV ]

TABLE III. List of thermodynamic variables required within the code, their units and format obtained from the crust table of
SLy4, the units used in the code, and the units used for plots.

1. Baryon density The table provides the baryon mass density, ρB , in units of
[
g/cm3

]
along a grid in log10,

whereas we require the baryon number density in the code in
[
MeV 3

]
and for our plots in

[
fm−3

]
. The first

step is to remove the log10 such that one takes the input to the 10th power: ρB = 10ρB,log10 . To convert from
the mass density to number density, we do the following:

nB [fm
−3] =

ρB
[
g cm−3

]
mN [g]

1 [cm3]

(1013)3 [fm3]
, (D3)

where mN is the mass of the nucleons, which is mN [g] = 940.6MeV · 1.783 · 10−30
[

g
MeV

]
in Sly4. Thus, the full

conversion ends up being

nB [fm
−3] = 5.97 · 1016 · 10ρB,table , (D4)

to obtain nB [fm
−3]. For the actual EOS calculations, we use only units of [MeV ] such that the conversion is

nB [MeV 3] = 197.33 · nB [fm
−3]. (D5)

2. Speed of sound For the speed of sound squared, c2s, the table had units of [cm2/s2] and we use natural units
such that the speed of light is c = 1 and c2s is in terms of c:

c2s =
c2s,table

[
cm2 s−2

]
c2cgs [cm

2 s−2]
, (D6)

where c2s is the speed of sound squared in terms of c, c2s,table are the values from the table in cgs units of[
cm2 s−2

]
, and c2cgs is the speed of light in cgs units of

[
cm2 s−2

]
.

3. Pressure The pressure is provided in units of [dyn/cm2] and also in log scale of log10. To convert into our
needed units of

[
MeV 4

]
p
[
MeV 4

]
= F ∗ 10ptable

[
dyn

cm2

]
, (D7)

where p is the pressure in
[
MeV 4

]
, 10ptable is the pressure from the table in units of

[
dyn
cm2

]
, and F is a conversion

factor to convert the units, in this case F = 4.79363 ∗ 10−27
[
MeV 4cm2

dyn

]
.

4. Energy The table provides the internal energy E in cgs units of [erg/g] wherein[
erg

g

]
=

[
dyn · cm

g

]
=

[
cm2

s2

]
. (D8)

In cgs units, the variables are not normalized by the speed of light c such that we need to divide by the correct
dimensions of c in cgs units. Additionally, from the table the energy density provided is in log scale of log10.
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The internal energy from the table does not include the rest mass, mN , whereas for our calculations we require
the total energy density ε that does include the rest mass. Another change is that the values stored in the
original table are shifted by a value in units of [erg/g]. This energy shift is used to ensure that log10ε [erg/g]
is positive and is a constant value of 1.91312955 · 1019 [erg/g]. To summarize, we can put together all of these
effects to get the desired energy density in terms of

[
MeV 4

]
:

ε
[
MeV 4

]
= mN [MeV ] ∗ nB

[
MeV 3

]1 +
10E

[
erg
g

]
− y

[
erg
g

]
c2
[
cm2

s2

]
 . (D9)

Here ε is the energy density in units of
[
MeV 4

]
and mN [MeV ] is the mass of the nucleons that we defined

previously.

5. Chemical potentials The table provides information about the microscopic chemical potentials, i.e., for a
specific species (either electrons, protons, or neutrons) whereas we require the chemical potentials of conserved
charges. Additionally, the table uses chemical potentials that are shifted by their mass that we denote as µ̃:

µ [MeV ] = µ̃ [MeV ] +mN [MeV ] , (D10)

where both µ and µ̃ are in MeV. In order to get the electric charge chemical potential, we can simply use

µQ = µp − µn, (D11)

and the baryon chemical potential is

µB = µn. (D12)

From this point forward, we assume that all thermodynamic quantities are in units of [MeV ] within the code itself.
Then only at the very end when the entire 3D is finalized, we convert back to the units required for numerical relativity
simulations using the inverse of the formulas discussed here.
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