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Abstract The properties of compact stars and in particular
the existence of twin star solutions are investigated within an
effective model that is constrained by lattice QCD thermo-
dynamics. The model is modified at large baryon densities
to incorporate a large variety of scenarios of first order phase
transitions to a phase of deconfined quarks. This is achieved
by matching two different variants of the bag model equa-
tion of state, in order to estimate the role of the Bag model
parameters on the appearance of a second family of neutron
stars. The produced sequences of neutron stars are compared
with modern constrains on stellar masses, radii, and tidal
deformability from astrophysical observations and gravita-
tional wave analyses. It is found that those scenarios in our
analysis, in which a third family of stars appeared due to the
deconfinement transition, are disfavored from astrophysical
constraints.

1 Introduction

It is presumed that neutron stars (NS) can contain decon-
fined quark matter due to the high densities achieved in their
interiors and might therefore play a decisive role along with
both low and high energy nuclear physics in the exploration
of the strong interaction and the Quantum Chromodynam-
ics (QCD) phase diagram. Next to particle accelerators [1],
neutron stars open an alternative window into the structure
of the densest matter in our universe [2,3].

The extremes of QCD matter manifest in similar form in
both the stellar phenomena of merging neutron stars and in
the laboratory through relativistic heavy ion collisions [4–7],
implying that similar densities and temperatures are excited
in rather different physical systems. One particular possi-
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ble feature of the QCD phase diagram is of great inter-
est: the possible existence of a first order phase transition
from a hadronic phase to a system of deconfined quarks.
Such a phase transition can be discovered astrophysically
in the properties of compact stars and their correspond-
ing mass–radius relations from the Tolman–Oppenheimer–
Volkoff equation (TOV) [8,9], tidal deformability [10], as
well as dynamical observables from the binary mergers of
neutron stars as in the GW170817 event [3,11]. New meth-
ods, such as machine learning [12,13] and Bayesian analy-
sis [14–16] are being developed in order to directly extract
the equation of state (EoS) from available data.

In context of the QCD phase diagram, astrophysical
searches for signals of phase transition in compact star matter
by detecting twin stars or finding a star from a third family
of compact stars are of particular interest. Both these cases
imply the existence of an isolated branch of stable compact
star configurations in the mass radius diagram. The differ-
ent radii are assumed to be a result of distinct particle com-
positions in stellar interiors. If twin stars are formed, this
would give a direct hint towards a sharp phase transition
in QCD matter, e.g. a phase with hadronic degrees of free-
dom and a second one composed of deconfined quarks. The
most prominent scenario is a realization of three families
of compact stars: white dwarfs, neutrons stars and their sta-
ble twins [17–24]. Recently the concept of a “delayed phase
transition“ has been proposed, in which a metastable hyper-
massive star, developed some time after the merger event,
exhibits a quark core. Two distinct post-merger gravitational-
wave frequencies, before and after the phase transition could
as well be a promising signature for the existence of quark
matter [25,26].

The EoS for compact stars is often calculated on a basis
of nuclear interaction models [27,28], including additional
hyperonic degrees of freedom [29–33] and models based
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on quark interactions [34–36], to name a few. In this work
we will take a slightly different approach, by employing a
quark hybrid EoS in which the model parameters are not only
fixed to known nuclear matter properties, but also describe
the smooth deconfinement transition and thermodynamics
at high temperatures and vanishing densities, obtained from
state-of-the-art lattice QCD calculations [37,38].

To account for a possibility of twin star solutions we mod-
ify the model, which usually only contains a crossover tran-
sition to a phase with hadrons and quarks, at high densi-
ties by constructing a transition to a deconfined phase of
quark matter. This new construction allows to study various
possible scenarios involving a first order phase transition to
deconfined quarks. We use the SU(3)-flavor parity-doublet
Polyakov-loop quark-hadron mean-field model (CMF) to
describe a hadronic and quark system in which interactions
are driven by mean field meson exchange and repulsive
excluded volume interactions. This model is in agreement
with the mass-radius and tidal deformability constraints of
astrophysical observations and has been used to investigate
the properties of compact stars [38]. Because the high density
region of the EoS cannot be constraint by methods of lattice
QCD [39–41], we will modify the model to investigate vari-
ous possibilities of 1st order phase transitions at large density.
Perturbative QCD calculations in this regime suggest that the
pressure of QCD matter is below the Stefan Boltzmann limit
of massless non-interacting gas of three quark flavors [42].
For the high density regime of the quark phase, we test two
different models: The MIT Bag model where we vary the
Bag parameter B and the Bag model enhanced by vector
meson repulsion (vMIT), in which we study different cou-
pling constants gω

q between quarks and the ω vector field. The
gω

q defines the strength of repulsive interactions of quarks by
a vector ω meson exchange. Even though such a new EoS
with explicit quark vector repulsion may violate lattice QCD
constraints for baryon number susceptibilities [43], the intro-
duction of a density dependent coupling to the repulsive field
may mitigate this problem and allow for a proper high density
Stefan–Boltzman limit.

This paper is structured as follows: In Sects. 2 and 3, we
present the CMF and Bag models used in this framework, as
well as the Maxwell construction formalism to implement the
transition. We present our results and discuss them in context
of feasibility of twin star solutions in Sect. 4. We summarize
our results in Sect. 5.

2 Chiral mean field model

The Chiral SU (3)-flavor parity-doublet Polyakov-loop quark-
hadron mean-field model, CMF, describes matter com-
posed of hadrons and quarks. It incorporates several con-
cepts of QCD phenomenology, meson exchange interac-

tions in the baryon octet [44], excluded volume repulsive
interactions amongst all hadrons [45,46], parity doubling1

amongst baryons [48] and quarks within a Polyakov loop
extended Nambu Jona-Lasinio model [49]. The parity dou-
bling assumes that the mass splitting of the baryon masses
and their parity partners is generated by scalar mesonic fields,
formulated within a mean field approach. As the energy den-
sity, (and therefore the scalar density), increases, the mass
gap between baryons and their parity partners decreases
until degeneracy between the states occurs. The CMF model
includes the full PDG list of hadrons [50] which are attributed
excluded volume parameters to mimic hadron finite size and
their repulsive interactions. The coupling constants of the
hadronic sector are chosen such that properties of nuclear
matter are reproduced: ground state density n0 = 0.16 fm−3,
binding energy per nucleon is E0/B = −15.2 MeV, asym-
metry energy S0 = 31.9 MeV, and compressibility K0 =
267 MeV. The speed of sound from the CMF model at T = 0
is shown in Fig. 1 and compared to estimates of a deep neural
network analysis, which is based on training data from avail-
able mass-radius observations [12]. The CMF model neutron
star EoS follows the trend of the 2σ confidence interval from
the neural network at low-moderate densities. However, the
uncertainties are still significant and the results of the neu-
ral network do not quantitatively constrain the high density
regime. Note that this model does not naturally exhibit a first
order phase transition from nuclear to quark matter, but a
1st order phase transition due to chiral symmetry restoration
amongst baryon parity partners [51]. The abrupt decrease of
the speed of sound to the zero value locates the phase tran-
sition of the CMF EoS. However this chiral phase transition
has a small latent heat, too small to be reflected in the struc-
ture of neutron stars [38] and can be easily hidden in the
errorbands of the neutral network analysis.

According to the results, the CMF model predicts hybrid
neutron stars with masses up to 2 M�. Such stars have a total
quark mass fraction up to 30%. There is no sharp transition in
the CMF EoS from hadrons to quarks, so that no second fam-
ily of quark stars exists within this framework. More details
and discussion on this model can be found in [38].

The CMF model includes scalar-isovector ρ-mesons
which control isospin asymmetry and are thus relevant for
NS matter, where the amount of neutrons is much larger then
the amount of protons [29,37,44,52]. The baryon octet cou-
ples to the ω, ρ and (hidden strange) φ field [44]. The baryon
masses are dynamically generated by their couplings to the
scalar σ and strange ζ field. These two fields are order param-
eters for the chiral transition and directly affect the effective

1 Notice that an earlier version of the CMF model does not include
the chiral partners of the baryons and it contains a � term in the effec-
tive mass of the fermions, which leads to a phase transition due to the
deconfinement [47].
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Fig. 1 Squared speed of sound v2
s for CMF and both Bag models as

function of density up to 8ρ0 in units of saturation density ρ0. Shaded
area is the estimated v2

s (2σ credible interval) from the deep neural
network. Solid blue: CMF model. A first order phase transition at 4ρ0
is reflected in the squared speed of sound by the sudden drop to zero.
At this density chiral symmetry is restored. The dashed grey line is the
Stefan Boltzmann limit for an ultrarelativistic ideal fluid with squared
sound speed v2

s = 1/3. The squared speed of sound for the MIT Bag
model is 1/3. The CMF model converges to this value at large densities
≥ 30ρB (not shown here). The black cross at ∼ 8ρ/ρ0 is the maximum
sound speed of the CMF EoS. This regime appears due to the strong
repulsion among hadrons. Solid red: upper and lower limits for vMIT
Bag model (using different repulsive couplings)

baryon masses, see Eq. (1) and [37]. With increasing baryon
density ρ, the σ - field decreases and causes the effective
masses of the particles to restore chiral symmetry. The effec-
tive masses read

m∗
i± =

√
(g1

σi
σ + g1

ζi
ζ )2 + (m0 + nsMs)2 ± g2

σi
σ ± g2

ζi
ζ,

(1)

where m0 is an explicit mass term of the baryon octet
m0 = 759 MeV, ns is the number of strange quarks in baryons
and ms = 130 MeV is the mass of the strange quark. The
signs ± indicate the parity quantum number of the parti-
cle. Finally, g1

σ i , g
1
ζ i , g

2
σ i and g2

ζ i are coupling constants to
scalar σ and ζ fields for i-th baryon of the octet. At high
densities, quarks are expected to be dominant so a deconfine-
ment mechanism should be incorporated in the model. This
is done in analogy to the Polyakov-loop-extended Nambu
Jona-Lasinio (PNJL) model [49] which is an effective chi-
ral field model for describing quark matter. The Polyakov-
loop�which effectively represents gluon degrees of freedom
is controlled by the temperature dependent potential U (�)

which is zero for the case of cold neutron star matter [38].
The quark masses m∗

i are dynamically generated and con-
trolled by the σ - and ζ -field. The effective masses for up,
down and strange quarks read

m∗
q = −gqσ σ + δmq + m0q, (2)

Fig. 2 Pressure as function of baryon chemical potential. The colored
areas are different Bag model EoS and the black dashed line is the CMF
EoS. A higher Bag constant shifts the Bag EoS to the right side and thus
leads to a later phase transition. The horizontal black line is the Stefan
Boltzmann limit

m∗
s = −gsζ ζ + δms + m0q, (3)

The σ -meson controls masses for up and down quarks and
the ζ -meson generates the strange quark mass. The light u
and d quarks have the explicit ground state mass term δmu =
δmd = 5 MeV and the heavier strange quark has a mass δs =
150 MeV and m0q = 235 MeV. An additional mass m0q is
introduced to take into account quarks sizable thermal masses
which usually appear in EoS models for the quark gluon
plasma [53–56], this term also prevents quark appearance in
nuclear matter. An explicit volume term vB = v is added
to the hadrons to suppress them in the quark phase [37].
Consequently, as soon as quarks contribute to the pressure P ,
they suppress hadrons by lowering their chemical potential.
For neutron star matter, leptons are taken into account in
order to obey charge neutrality and β equilibrium.

3 The high density transition

In order to allow a possible phase transition to a fully decon-
fined system of quarks, the CMF model is matched to dif-
ferent realizations of the Bag Model. In the following, we
investigate a transition from the CMF model to two ver-
sions of the Bag model: the standard MIT Bag Model for
the Quark Gluon plasma, with massless and non interacting
quarks [35,57] and the vector MIT Bag model [58].

3.1 Bag model

The first formulation of the Bag model came from Bogoli-
ubov in 1968 who built a theory where three massless quarks
inside a spherical volume with radius R are bound in an infi-
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Fig. 3 Equations of state for the 2-flavor (left) and 3-flavor (right) Bag-
CMF model. The dashed black line is the EoS obtained from the CMF
model. The colored lines show the MIT Bag EoS with different Bag

parameters, see the color code on the right side. The black and blue hor-
izontal lines show the Stefan Boltzmann limit for two and three flavors
respectively

nite square well potential [57].2 Then in 1974, an enhanced
Bag model was rediscovered independently [35] which then
was named the MIT Bag model. In this formalism, quarks
are confined in the bag and the surface of the bag has bound-
ary conditions such that the quark current perpendicular to
the surface is zero. Vanishing quark current at the boundary
of the bag effectively enforces quark confinement. Several
modifications were proposed to the original MIT Bag model,
such as the inclusion of medium effects [59], density [60] and
temperature dependencies [61], and recently it was modified
to take into account Hagedorn mass spectra of hadrons [56].
Among these modified versions, the ones which include vec-
tor interactions among quarks are particularly prominent in
the description of massive neutron stars [58]. We relate the
baryon and quark chemical potentials by a factor 1/3, using
μB = ∑

u,d,s μqi ). For such a configuration, the pressure and
energy density of the basic Bag Model at zero temperature
read:

PQGP = νf

4π2 μ4
B − B, (4)

εQGP = 3 · νf

4π2 μ4
B + B. (5)

For two flavors, the degeneracy factor νu,d = 2×3×2 = 12
respectively for two spin states, 3 colours and 2 flavors. The
three flavor version has a degeneracy factor of νu,d,s = 2 ×
3×3. The additional degree of freedom, the strange quark, in
the three flavor Bag model may allow (depending on the bag
constant) for a bound strange quark matter state [62] where
up to 1/3 of matter is composed of strange quarks which
are absent in ordinary matter. Resulting stable exotic nuclear
states were conjectured in [63]. The creation of such a type of
matter in relativistic nuclear collisions in the laboratory was

2 Unfortunately his paper was only written in French.

proposed as signature of quark-gluon plasma formation [64–
66], but never confirmed experimentally. In the bag model
with vector interactions, quarks have non-zero masses and
repulsive interaction is taken into account, represented by a
coupling gV of the vector-isoscalar meson V to the quarks.
The free leptonic e− and μ− degrees of freedom are included
as well. The modified quark chemical potential of quarks at
T = 0 reads

μ∗
q =

√
k2

F,q + m2
q − gVV, (6)

with the Fermi momentum vector kF and the bare quark
massesmq. The ω-field suppresses hadronic abundances. The
effective chemical potential μ∗

q is reduced by the vector inter-
actions. The phenomenological vMIT Bag model includes
chiral symmetry breaking and repulsive vector repulsion [58]
in its Lagrangian. It has been used in the literature to ful-
fill two solar mass constraint for neutron star masses from
observational astrophysics [58,67,68]. There are precise
Shapiro time delay measurements that observed high NS
masses like pulsar PSR J0740+6620 (2.17+0.11

−0.10 M�) [69],
PSR J0348+0432 (2.01 ± 0.04 M�) [70], and, recently PSR
J0348+0432 (2.27+0.17

−0.15 M�) [71]. The vMIT Bag model is
an attempt to describe a stiff quark EoS3 that supports such
high masses. It has an additional term that describes repul-
sive vector interactions coming from a non-vanishing mean
field in the vector meson interaction channel. However, in
the other regime of QCD at high temperatures and vanishing
densities, analysis of lattice QCD data disfavors repulsion
among quarks [43,72].

3 With ’stiff’, we refer to the properties of the EoS in their corresponding
phases and not to the inevitable ’softening’ due to the phase transition.

123



Eur. Phys. J. C (2021) 81 :41 Page 5 of 11 41

Fig. 4 Mass–radius relations for 2-flavor (left) and 3-flavor (right)
Bag-CMF, corresponding to the EoSs in Fig. 3 (left) and 3 (right) respec-
tively. The color indicates values of the Bag constants, as shown in the
color code on the right side of the plot. The horizontal colored lines indi-
cate the maximum masses of pure quark stars using the Bag model with
respective bag constant as EoS, see Eq. (8), the shaded regions below

illustrate the allowed region for pure Bag-matter stars. The dashed black
curve shows the TOV solutions for the CMF model. The combined
model “follows“ this relation up to the point of the Maxwell construc-
tion where the branch exits to the left. The combined 2-flavor Bag-CMF
model do not produce twin star solutions. For the 3-flavor Bag-CMF
model, twin star solutions with masses below 1.5 M� are predicted

3.2 Constructing the combined model

We construct a first order phase transition at high bary-
onic densities to quark matter. The phase transition in our
approach is modeled by a Maxwell construction which is well
adopted for such a scenario [73,74].4 The transition occurs
at a point where the two pressures of both EoSs intersect
as functions of chemical potential. At the phase coexistence
Pcr

low = ∑
i P

cr
qi and μcr

B = ∑
i μ

cr
qi , where Pqi is the pressure

contribution of the quarks and Plow is the pressure of lower
density phase, here – the CMF EoS. At the intersection point
of both EoSs, baryon number density nB jumps as well as
the energy density ε. In the following, we refer to the jump
in energy density ε as latent heat, i.g. the discontinuity in
energy density at the first order phase transition from the
CMF to the Bag model.

Visually, this can be seen in Fig. 2, where the combined
EoS corresponds to the maximum at a given baryon chemical
potential μB of the dashed black curve (CMF model) and the
colored curves (Bag model). The different colors in Fig. 2
correspond to different Bag constants in the model, see color
code, which we will discuss more in detail in Sect. 4. We
will vary values of the Bag constant B and additionally, in
the case of the vMIT Bag model, the coupling gω

q to study
all possible scenarios of the phase transition. The instability
of a star is proportional to the value of ptrans and inverse
proportional to the gap εtrans in energy density. Stable twin
star branches in our model can only occur if the following

4 In the presence of several conserved charges as in the NS matter, e.g.
baryonic and electric, non-congruent phase transition occurs [64,75–
77]. In the current version we restrict the construction to the baryonic
chemical potential and ignore effects of the electric charge conservation.

condition is fulfilled

εtrans

εtrans
≥ 1

2
+ 3

2

ptrans

εtrans
. (7)

This condition is called Seidov limit [78], it is a generic con-
dition for stellar equilibrium of a star with a phase change.
It provides a constraint relation between the latent heat ε

and the transition pressure ptrans. The constraint is indepen-
dent of the microscopic model used and the only assumption
is, to have a sharp transition (Maxwell construction), which
is valid if the surface tension of the interface between the
phases is large enough.

In case of 3 massless flavors, the pure Bag model itself
provides stable quark star solutions with maximal masses
that scale as [2,79]

MBag
max � 1.78

(
155 MeV

B1/4

)2

M� . (8)

Note, in the present setup there are no Bag matter stars so this
relation can not be straightly employed in our calculations
since the lower density matter is described with the CMF
model.

4 Results

4.1 Transition to MIT Bag model

In the following we present different mass–radius rela-
tions, their corresponding EoS, and the dimensionless tidal
deformability � for our combined CMF-MIT Bag model.
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Fig. 5 Dimensionless tidal deformability parameter � for the 2-flavor
(left) and 3-flavor (right) Bag-CMF model. The blue shaded area is the
prediction of a neutral network trained on observed neutron star masses
and radii in [12]. The shaded horizontal interval is a 2σ confidence
bound 375 < �1.4M� < 800 from Bayesian analysis based on the
merger event GW170817 for a 1.4 M� NS [11]. The color indicates the

value of the Bag constant, as indicated by the colorbars on the right-
hand side. The 3-flavor Bag-CMF model predicts values of � for stars
with masses ≥ 1.2 M� which fall below the constraints on � from
the merger event, as well as below the neural network analysis of NS
data [12]

Two different scenarios are tested: a combination of the CMF
model with a two flavor MIT bag model and the combination
of the CMF with a three flavor MIT Bag model, which only
differ in the amount of quarks in the Bag model regime. The
Bag constant influences the onset of the phase transition and
the number of flavors changes the latent heat of the Maxwell
construction. Both of these quantities influence possible twin
star solutions.

Smaller values for the Bag parameter B1/4 than 145 MeV
are excluded. Otherwise two-flavor quark matter would have
a lower energy than 56Fe and will form a ground state for
ordinary matter different from the one we observe [80]. Start-
ing with the 2-flavor Bag-CMF model model, the pressure
in units of μ4

B as function of chemical potential μB is pre-
sented in Fig. 3 (left). The combined EoS are constructed
such that they, for all B, converge to the Stefan Boltzmann
limit, see Eq. (4). The SB limit for the 3-flavor Bag-CMF
model is shifted upwards, see Fig. 3 (right). The increase of
the number of flavors from two to three increases the Stefan
Boltzmann limit by 50%. We define the lower limit for the
Bag parameter B by requiring that the CMF and Bag models
EoS still intersect. For three flavors, the Bag parameter is
shifted upwards to B1/4 ≈ 170 MeV.

We observe stable TOV solutions with a significant contri-
bution of Bag matter for Bag constants B1/4 � 175 MeV in
Fig. 4 (left). These solutions correspond to the 2-flavor Bag-
CMF EoS in Fig. 3 (left). In Fig. 4 the horizontal lines indi-
cate the maximum masses which the pure Bag-matter stars
can reach, Eq. (8). In the considered combined model, twin
star solutions do not appear if the transition occurs above
the maximum allowed Bag star mass. Stable solutions for
the combined model appear for B1/4 � 160 MeV, Fig. 4

(left). One can observe that stars above the maximum allowed
masses for pure Bag matter stars become consistently unsta-
ble near these limiting values, indicated as horizontal lines.
But since our stars are composed of matter described by the
CMF model, as well as Bag star matter, the point of insta-
bility and thus maximum masses deviate slightly. For the
3-flavor Bag-CMF model in Fig. 4 (right), we obtain twin
star solutions for specific Bag parameters B1/4 � 200 MeV
with twin star masses M � 1.5 M�. This contradicts the two
solar mass constraint. Higher values of B shift the transi-
tion from the CMF to the Bag models to a higher chemical
potential and thus higher transition mass in the M–R rela-
tion. We can see a correlation regarding the horizontal lines
between the maximum allowed pure Bag star masses and
a second branch. The dark orange curve for B1/4 ≈ 190
MeV lies, at the onset of transition to the 2nd branch, below
the maximum pure Bag star mass of ∼ 1.3M� whereas the
light orange curve with B1/4 ≈ 200 MeV becomes immedi-
ately unstable. The dimensionless tidal deformability for the
two and three flavor model is shown in Fig. 5. The shaded
blue area is a result of the neural network analysis of astro-
physical observations of neutron stars [12] as in Fig. 1. The
tidal deformability for the two flavor Bag-CMF EoS in Fig. 5
(left) lies within the blue area constraint as well as in the
GW170817 merger constraint for � assuming a mass ratio
of 1 with M1 = M2 = 1.4 M� [3,11,12]. For three flavors in
Fig. 5 (right) the values for � lie below both 2σ confidence
intervals, assuming neutron star masses ≥ 1.2M�. NSs with
lower tidal deformability are more compact. The investiga-
tion above demonstrates that, at least for the transition to
the CMF-model, the latent heat of the 2-flavor Bag-CMF
phase transition is not sufficient to obtain twin star solutions.
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This is different to previous findings where solutions which
allowed for the appearance of a disconnected hybrid branch
below the Seidov limit where discussed [88,89]. For the 2-
flavor Bag-CMF model, the combination of latent heat ε,
transition pressure ptrans, and transition energy density εtrans

do not fulfill the condition in Eq. (7). Thus, either transition
pressure/energy density need to be larger/smaller, and/or the
latent heat is of considerable extent.

Stars with Bag constants B ≥ 180 MeV become unstable,
see Fig. 4 (left). A reason for that is the upper mass limit for
pure Bag model stars, see Eq. (8). On the other hand, for a
3-flavor Bag-CMF model twin star solutions occur for lower
values of B with masses below 2M�. A reason for these
low twin masses can arise from the nature of the soft MIT
Bag EoS with a constant speed of sound vs = 1/3 for any
MIT Bag parametrization. The first order phase transition
has a larger latent heat, compared to our 2-flavor Bag-CMF
model. The reason for that is the larger deviation in slopes,
that both models each have at the Maxwell construction. This
discontinuity leads to a jump in the baryon number density.

4.2 vMIT Bag model

We use a 3-flavor vector enhanced Bag model to construct a
stiffer EoS for the quark phase in order to obtain sufficient
high masses of 2M� and consider repulsive vector interac-
tions in the quark phase. This stiffening could possibly lead
to higher mass twin star solutions. The masses of up, down
and strange quarks are 1 MeV for up and down and 100 MeV
for the strange quark. We vary the coupling constant gω

q in the
range gω

q /mω=[0, 1.75] fm where we use a ω-meson mass
mω = 728 MeV, see the color code in Figs. 6 and 7 [81].

Figures 7 and 6 show M–R relations and corresponding
EoS of 3 different gω

q - parameterizations where B1/4 ∈
{166, 171, 180} MeV. The different color lines with corre-
sponding color code show different quark coupling parame-
ters gω

q /mω in each plot. gω
q is the coupling parameter to the

ω field and controls the strength of repulsive force amongst
quarks. Increasing the vector repulsion decreases the pressure
at a fixed chemical potential μB , hence, an increase of gω

q will
lead to a stiffer EoS [2]. The black star in each EoS figure
is the maximum mass as obtained from the CMF model. A
higher Bag constant leads to a later phase transition, this is the
same behaviour as we observed for the MIT Bag model. For
B1/4 = 180 MeV we find twins with masses below 1.5 M�.
The motivation to choose a Bag model with repulsion was
to increase the maximum masses of twins, however it seems
that a stiff enough quark EoS alone is not sufficient for stable
stars. In analogy to the reasoning for the flavor variation of
the combined CMF MIT Bag model, the quantitative change
in slope of CMF and vMIT EoS is a direct measure for the
latent heat ε. A higher repulsion eventually leads to a too
small jump in the energy density such that the Seidov limit in

Fig. 6 3-flavor vMIT-Bag-CMF EoS. The black star Mmax is the max-
imum mass of the pure CMF curve and the blue horizontal line is the
two flavor Stefan–Boltzmann limit. Smaller values for B shift the tran-
sition to smaller masses. This behaviour was also observed for the pure
Bag model. Higher repulsion shifts the transition to a slightly higher
chemical potential. It also changes the slope, higher values stiffen the
EoS

Eq. (7), which defines if a star with a specific central pressure
can be stable, is not fulfilled and the star is not destabilized
by the Maxwell construction. We summarize the interplay
of the coupling strength a0 and the Bag constant B in the
framework of the vMIT Bag model as follows:

123



41 Page 8 of 11 Eur. Phys. J. C (2021) 81 :41

Fig. 7 M–R relation for three different Bag constants B1/4 ∈
{166, 171, 180} MeV with corresponding EoS in Fig. 6. The colorbar
in each row shows different quark couplings ranging from small val-
ues (blue) to high values (grey). The black star Mmax is the maximum
mass of the pure CMF curve and the blue horizontal line is the two
flavor Stefan–Boltzmann limit. Smaller values for B shift the transition
to smaller masses, this behaviour was also observed for both 2- and
3-flavor MIT Bag-CMF models

1. The repulsive coupling gω
q /mω influences the onset of the

transition. A smaller coupling constant leads to a smaller
discontinuity in the baryon number density nB and thus
the latent heat ε.

2. The Bag constant regulates the latent heat. A smaller Bag
constant decreases the latent heat and the onset of the
phase transition is shifted towards lower chemical poten-
tial. Possible twins only occur if the Bag constant is above
≈ 180 MeV, this softens the vMIT EoS because it shifts
the curve parallel along the x-axis to higher chemical
potentials. The star is then immediately unstable after the
transition.

Following these points, problems arise when the latent heat
ε is too small. This is the case if the intersection of both EoS
lie nearly parallel. A stiff EoS in the deconfined phase could
help to increase the latent heat. One way for that to happen
could be a larger repulsive coupling constant gω

q so that the
quark EoS is stiffer than the hadronic EoS. However, within
this framework this is not feasible since gω

q has an upper limit
that arises by requirement of EoS curves to intersect. If the
quark EoS is too stiff, then deconfined quark matter always
has a higher pressure then nuclear matter, that is not the case
in nature since at lower densities hadrons dominate. Having
a stiff hadronic EoS at the transition, followed by a soft quark
EoS that stiffens quickly after the transition could possibly
lead to twin star solutions. This could be formulated within a
density dependent repulsive quark coupling framework, as it
has been investigated in [82]. Instead of stiffening the quark
EoS one could consider to soften the hadronic EoS at inter-
mediate densities. A new analysis of the NICER data gives
hint that an extremely soft nuclear EoS and a strong phase
transition are mutually exclusive [83]. A softening of the
hadronic phase is possible through the appearance of addi-
tional baryonic degrees of freedom. In the CMF model, all
hadronic species are included, but at T = 0 only nucleons
and their parity partners appear while other hadronic species
are suppressed by their excluded volume-interactions. How-
ever, additional softening could result from the appearance
of -Baryons or hyperons in the NS EoS due to a decrease of
their repulsion or increase of their attractive interactions. The
analysis of both lattice QCD data and heavy ion collisions
indeed suggest that strange hadrons are subject to smaller
EV repulsion due to their smaller size [84,85]. We leave the
investigation of these systematics for future studies.

5 Summary

The viability of twin star solutions due to a sharp phase tran-
sition to deconfined quark matter was studied in the context
of the CMF model. The CMF model is a new type of effec-
tive description of QCD thermodynamics which includes the
effects of chiral symmetry restoration as well as a coexis-
tence between quarks and hadrons. In addition its parameters
were fixed by a matching to lattice QCD thermodynamics.
The transition was implemented by a Maxwell construction
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between the CMF model and different variations of the Bag
model. To investigate different scenarios of the transition, the
original MIT Bag model and vector-enhanced Bag model
were considered. In the study the parameters of the CMF
model remain fixed, but parameters of the Bag model were
varied, namely, Bag constant, number of quark flavors and
strength of the quark vector repulsion. The variation of the
parameters leads the phase transition to occur at different
densities and with different latent heat. In the present frame-
work the mass–radius relations and tidal deformabilities were
analysed. The observed mass–radius relations suggest that
the 2-flavor Bag-CMF model is stiff enough to produce stable
configurations with a significant fraction of deconfined quark
matter for values of the bag constant B1/4 ≤ 175 MeV. How-
ever, no twin solutions appear for 2-flavor case in the Bag-
CMF construction. For the 3-flavor Bag-CMF model, stable
configurations with large quark content appear for bag values
B1/4 ≤ 175 MeV, when the latent heat of the phase transi-
tion is large enough to destabilize the M–R branch. However,
these solutions only support NS masses up to 1.5M� which
is ruled out by astrophysical observations. The 3-flavor Bag-
CMF model was further investigated by an inclusion of the
vector repulsion amongst quarks where repulsion coupling
was varied as well. The stiffening of the EoS allowed to
produce twin star solutions with masses M ∼ 1.3M�, how-
ever higher masses for twin solutions are not supported by
this EoS. Similar to [86] we find that increasing the repul-
sive vector interaction does not favor a third family branch
because both, a higher transition pressure and energy den-
sity are more likely to destabilize the quark matter core.
Correspondingly, we also observe that if the transition pres-
sure approaches the pressure at which the pure CMF-matter
star would become unstable, the hybrid branch tends to be
very short, and in our case, immediately unstable (for all
our three different Bag model parameterizations) because the
denser quark matter core further destabilizes the star. Like-
wise to [87], we find a large difference in radii for Twin star
solutions. For the 3-flavor Bag model Twin star solutions, the
radii lie within 9 km ≤ R ≤ 13 km. The similarities of our
findings and mutual constant sound speeds of CSS and MIT
Bag approaches propose a comparison of those two mod-
els in the future. Contrary to the CSS parametrization with
constant sound speed, the vMIT Bag model produces a den-
sity dependent sound speed. However despite their deviation
in v2

s , our work finds similarities in both approaches. This
indicates that a comparison as done in in [24], is possible.
The analysis of tidal deformabilities � and comparison with
available constraints also disfavors the suggested scenario of
a sharp phase transition to quark matter. Also the transition
to quark matter in NS is constraint by the absence of the
vector repulsion among quarks in the low density and high
temperature regime of QCD [43,72].

The presented results suggest that stable high mass
twin-star solutions may only appear with a density depen-
dent repulsive interaction scheme which incorporates a soft
behaviour of quark matter at the density of the Maxwell con-
struction, followed by a stiff quark phase at higher densities.
These two characteristics seem necessary in order to obtain
a sufficient latent heat at the 1st order phase transition and a
second stable branch respectively. It may be worthwhile to
investigate whether such behaviour can be brought in agree-
ment with the measured susceptibilities from lattice QCD
simulations which are sensitive probes of density dependent
interactions.

Acknowledgements P. Jakobus and R. O. Gomes would like to thank
V. Dexheimer for fruitful discussions and suggestions. The authors
thank HIC for FAIR and HGS-HIRe for FAIR. JS thanks the BMBF
through the ErUM-Data project for funding and acknowledges the sup-
port of the SAMSON AG, WGG-Forderverein, and the C.W. Fück-
Stiftungs Prize 2018. H. Stöcker acknowledges the support through
the Judah M. Eisenberg Laureatus Chair at Goethe University, and the
Walter Greiner Gesellschaft, Frankfurt. Computational resources have
been provided by the Center for Scientific Computing (CSC) at the J.
W. Goethe-University, Frankfurt. This manuscript is dedicated to the
memory of Prof. Dr. Stefan Schramm.

Data Availability Statement This manuscript has no associated data
or the data will not be deposited. [Authors’ comment: The data that
support the findings of this paper are available from the corresponding
author, P. Jakobus, upon request.]

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation,
distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you
give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, pro-
vide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indi-
cated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permit-
ted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copy-
right holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecomm
ons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
Funded by SCOAP3.

References

1. A. Bzdak, S. Esumi, V. Koch, J. Liao, M. Stephanov, N. Xu, Phys.
Rep. (2019)

2. G. Baym, T. Hatsuda, T. Kojo, P.D. Powell, Y. Song, T. Takatsuka,
Rep. Prog. Phys. 81(5), 056902 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1088/
1361-6633/aaae14

3. E.R. Most, L.J. Papenfort, V. Dexheimer, M. Hanauske, S.
Schramm, H. Stöcker, L. Rezzolla, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122(6), 061101
(2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.061101

4. A. Bauswein, S. Goriely, H.T. Janka, Astrophys. J. 773, 78 (2013).
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/773/1/78

5. M. Hanauske, J. Steinheimer, L. Bovard, A. Mukherjee, S.
Schramm, K. Takami, J. Papenfort, N. Wechselberger, L. Rezzolla,
H. Stöcker, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 878(1), 012031 (2017). https://doi.
org/10.1088/1742-6596/878/1/012031

123

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aaae14
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aaae14
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.061101
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/773/1/78
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/878/1/012031
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/878/1/012031


41 Page 10 of 11 Eur. Phys. J. C (2021) 81 :41

6. M. Hanauske, J. Steinheimer, A. Motornenko, V. Vovchenko, L.
Bovard, E.R. Most, L.J. Papenfort, S. Schramm, H. Stöcker, Parti-
cles 2(1), 44 (2019). https://doi.org/10.3390/particles2010004

7. J. Adamczewski-Musch et al., Nat. Phys. 15(10), 1040 (2019).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0583-8

8. R.C. Tolman, Phys. Rev. 55, 364 (1939). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRev.55.364

9. J.R. Oppenheimer, G.M. Volkoff, Phys. Rev.55, 374 (1939). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.374

10. T. Hinderer, B.D. Lackey, R.N. Lang, J.S. Read, Phys. Rev. D 81,
123016 (2010). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.123016

11. B.P. Abbott et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 119(16), 161101 (2017). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101

12. Y. Fujimoto, K. Fukushima, K. Murase, Phys. Rev. D 101(5),
054016 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.054016

13. M. Ferreira, C. Providência, (2019). https://doi.org/10.05554/
arXiv

14. A.W. Steiner, C.O. Heinke, S. Bogdanov, C. Li, W.C.G. Ho, A.
Bahramian, S. Han, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 476(1), 421 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty215

15. C.A. Raithel, Eur. Phys. J. A 55(5), 80 (2019). https://doi.org/10.
1140/epja/i2019-12759-5

16. S. Traversi, P. Char, G. Pagliara, (2020). https://doi.org/10.3847/
1538-4357/ab99c1

17. N.K. Glendenning, C. Kettner, Astron. Astrophys. 353, L9 (2000)
18. K. Schertler, C. Greiner, J. Schaffner-Bielich, M.H. Thoma,

Nucl. Phys. A 677, 463 (2000). https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0375-9474(00)00305-5

19. V. Dexheimer, R. Negreiros, S. Schramm, Phys. Rev. C 91(5),
055808 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.055808

20. M.G. Alford, S. Han, Eur. Phys. J. A 52(3), 62 (2016). https://doi.
org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16062-9

21. A. Zacchi, L. Tolos, J. Schaffner-Bielich, Phys. Rev. D 95(10),
103008 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.103008

22. A. Drago, G. Pagliara, Astrophys. J. 852(2), L32 (2018). https://
doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaa40a

23. D.E. Alvarez-Castillo, D.B. Blaschke, A.G. Grunfeld, V.P. Pagura,
Phys. Rev. D 99(6), 063010 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRevD.99.063010

24. R.O. Gomes, V. Dexheimer, S. Han, S. Schramm, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 485(4), 4873 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/
stz542

25. L.R. Weih, M. Hanauske, L. Rezzolla, (2019). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRevLett.124.171103

26. M. Hanauske, L.R. Weih, H. Stoecker, L. Rezzolla, Eur. Phys. J.
(to be published) (2020)

27. B.D. Serot, J.D. Walecka, Adv. Nucl. Phys. 16, 1 (1986)
28. N.K. Glendenning, F. Weber, S.A. Moszkowski, Phys. Rev. C 45,

844 (1992). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.45.844
29. V. Dexheimer, S. Schramm, Astrophys. J. 683, 943 (2008). https://

doi.org/10.1086/589735
30. S. Weissenborn, D. Chatterjee, J. Schaffner-Bielich, Phys. Rev.

C 85(6), 065802 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.
065802, https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.90.019904 [Erratum:
Phys. Rev. C 90(1), 019904 (2014)]

31. R.O. Gomes, V. Dexheimer, S. Schramm, C.A.Z. Vasconcel-
los, Astrophys. J. 808(1), 8 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1088/
0004-637X/808/1/8

32. D. Chatterjee, I. Vidana, Eur. Phys. J. A 52(2), 29 (2016). https://
doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16029-x

33. L. Tolos, M. Centelles, A. Ramos, Publ. Astron. Soc. Austral. 34,
e065 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1017/pasa.2017.60

34. Y. Nambu, G. Jona-Lasinio, Phys. Rev. 124, 246 (1961). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.124.246

35. A. Chodos, R.L. Jaffe, K. Johnson, C.B. Thorn, V.F. Weisskopf,
Phys. Rev. D 9, 3471 (1974). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.
9.3471

36. J.M. Lattimer, M. Prakash, Phys. Rep. 442, 109 (2007). https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.physrep.2007.02.003

37. J. Steinheimer, S. Schramm, H. Stocker, Phys. Rev. C 84, 045208
(2011). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.045208

38. A. Motornenko, J. Steinheimer, V. Vovchenko, S. Schramm, H.
Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C 101(3), 034904 (2020). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRevC.101.034904

39. A. Bazavov et al., Phys. Rev. D 95(5), 054504 (2017). https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.054504

40. V. Vovchenko, J. Steinheimer, O. Philipsen, H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev.
D 97(11), 114030 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.
114030

41. A. Motornenko, J. Steinheimer, V. Vovchenko, S. Schramm,
H. Stoecker, In 28th International Conference on Ultrarelativistic
Nucleus–Nucleus Collisions (Quark Matter 2019) Wuhan, Novem-
ber 4–9, 2019 (2020)

42. A. Kurkela, P. Romatschke, A. Vuorinen, Phys. Rev. D 81, 105021
(2010). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.105021

43. J. Steinheimer, S. Schramm, Phys. Lett. B 736, 241 (2014). https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.07.018

44. P. Papazoglou, D. Zschiesche, S. Schramm, J. Schaffner-Bielich,
H. Stoecker, W. Greiner, Phys. Rev. C 59, 411 (1999). https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevC.59.411

45. D.H. Rischke, M.I. Gorenstein, H. Stoecker, W. Greiner, Z. Phys.
C 51, 485 (1991). https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01548574

46. J. Steinheimer, S. Schramm, H. Stocker, J. Phys. G38, 035001
(2011). https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/38/3/035001

47. V.A. Dexheimer, S. Schramm, Phys. Rev. C 81, 045201 (2010).
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.81.045201

48. C.E. Detar, T. Kunihiro, Phys. Rev. D 39, 2805 (1989). https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevD.39.2805

49. K. Fukushima, Phys. Lett. B 591, 277 (2004). https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.physletb.2004.04.027

50. M. Tanabashi et al., Phys. Rev. D 98(3), 030001 (2018). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001

51. Y. Motohiro, Y. Kim, M. Harada, Phys. Rev. C 92(2), 025201
(2015). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.025201, https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.059903 [Erratum: Phys. Rev. C 95(5),
059903 (2017)]

52. V. Dexheimer, J. Steinheimer, R. Negreiros, S. Schramm, Phys.
Rev. C 87(1), 015804 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.
87.015804

53. M.I. Gorenstein, S.N. Yang, Phys. Rev. D 52, 5206 (1995). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.52.5206

54. A. Peshier, B. Kampfer, O.P. Pavlenko, G. Soff, Phys. Rev. D 54,
2399 (1996). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.54.2399

55. P. Levai, U.W. Heinz, Phys. Rev. C 57, 1879 (1998). https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.1879

56. V. Vovchenko, M.I. Gorenstein, C. Greiner, H. Stoecker, Phys.
Rev. C 99(4), 045204 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.
99.045204

57. P.N. Bogolioubov, Annales de l’IHP Physique théorique 8(2), 163
(1968)

58. T. Klahn, T. Fischer, Astrophys. J. 810(2), 134 (2015). https://doi.
org/10.1088/0004-637X/810/2/134

59. K. Schertler, C. Greiner, M.H. Thoma, Nucl. Phys. A 616, 659
(1997). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(97)00014-6

60. G.H. Bordbar, H. Bahri, F. Kayanikhoo, Res. Astron. Astrophys.
12, 1280 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/12/9/008

61. Y. Zhang, R.K. Su, Phys. Rev. C 65, 035202 (2002). https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.035202

62. E. Farhi, R.L. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. D 30, 2379 (1984). https://doi.org/
10.1103/PhysRevD.30.2379

123

https://doi.org/10.3390/particles2010004
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0583-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.364
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.364
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.374
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.55.374
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.123016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.054016
https://doi.org/10.05554/arXiv
https://doi.org/10.05554/arXiv
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty215
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2019-12759-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2019-12759-5
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab99c1
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab99c1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00305-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00305-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.055808
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16062-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16062-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.103008
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaa40a
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaa40a
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.063010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.063010
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz542
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz542
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.171103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.171103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.45.844
https://doi.org/10.1086/589735
https://doi.org/10.1086/589735
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.065802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.065802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.90.019904
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/808/1/8
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/808/1/8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16029-x
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16029-x
https://doi.org/10.1017/pasa.2017.60
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.124.246
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.124.246
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.9.3471
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.9.3471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2007.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2007.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.045208
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.101.034904
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.101.034904
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.054504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.054504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.114030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.114030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.105021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.59.411
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.59.411
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01548574
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/38/3/035001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.81.045201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.39.2805
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.39.2805
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2004.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2004.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.025201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.059903
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.059903
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.015804
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.015804
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.52.5206
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.52.5206
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.54.2399
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.1879
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.1879
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.045204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.045204
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/810/2/134
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/810/2/134
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(97)00014-6
https://doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/12/9/008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.035202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.035202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.2379
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.2379


Eur. Phys. J. C (2021) 81 :41 Page 11 of 11 41

63. A.R. Bodmer, Phys. Rev. D 4, 1601 (1971). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRevD.4.1601

64. C. Greiner, P. Koch, H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 58, 1825 (1987).
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.58.1825

65. C. Greiner, D.H. Rischke, H. Stoecker, P. Koch, Phys. Rev. D 38,
2797 (1988). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.38.2797

66. S.A. Bass, M. Gyulassy, H. Stoecker, W. Greiner, J. Phys. G25, R1
(1999). https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/25/3/013

67. T. Klähn, R. Łastowiecki, D.B. Blaschke, Phys. Rev. D 88(8),
085001 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.085001

68. R.O. Gomes, P. Char, S. Schramm, Astrophys. J. 877(2), 139
(2019). https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1751

69. H.T. Cromartie et al., Nat. Astron. 4(1), 72 (2019). https://doi.org/
10.1038/s41550-019-0880-2

70. J. Antoniadis et al., Science 340, 6131 (2013). https://doi.org/10.
1126/science.1233232

71. M. Linares, T. Shahbaz, J. Casares, Astrophys. J. 859(1), 54 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aabde6

72. J. Steinheimer, S. Schramm, Phys. Lett. B 696, 257 (2011). https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.12.046

73. A. Bhattacharyya, I.N. Mishustin, W. Greiner, J. Phys.G37, 025201
(2010). https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/37/2/025201

74. G. Montana, L. Tolos, M. Hanauske, L. Rezzolla, Phys. Rev.
D 99(10), 103009 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.
103009

75. N.K. Glendenning, Phys. Rev. D 46, 1274 (1992). https://doi.org/
10.1103/PhysRevD.46.1274

76. M. Hempel, V. Dexheimer, S. Schramm, I. Iosilevskiy, Phys.
Rev. C 88(1), 014906 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.
88.014906

77. R. Poberezhnyuk, V. Vovchenko, M.I. Gorenstein, H. Stoecker,
Phys. Rev. C 99(2), 024907 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRevC.99.024907

78. Z.F. Seidov, Sov. Astron. 15, 347 (1971)
79. E. Witten, Phys. Rev. D 30, 272 (1984). https://doi.org/10.1103/

PhysRevD.30.272
80. F. Weber, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 54, 193 (2005). https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.ppnp.2004.07.001
81. B. Franzon, R.O. Gomes, S. Schramm, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.

463(1), 571 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1967
82. S. Soma, D. Bandyopadhyay, Astrophys. J.890, 139 (2020). https://

doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab6a9e
83. J.E. Christian, J. Schaffner-Bielich, (2019). https://doi.org/10.

3847/2041-8213/ab8af4
84. P. Alba, V. Vovchenko, M.I. Gorenstein, H. Stoecker, Nucl. Phys. A

974, 22 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2018.03.007
85. V. Vovchenko, A. Motornenko, P. Alba, M.I. Gorenstein, L.M.

Satarov, H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. C 96(4), 045202 (2017). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.045202

86. I.F. Ranea-Sandoval, S. Han, M.G. Orsaria, G.A. Contrera, F.
Weber, M.G. Alford, Phys. Rev. C 93(4), 045812 (2016). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.045812

87. G.F. Burgio, A. Drago, G. Pagliara, H.-J. Schulze, J.-B. Wei,
Astrophys. J. 860, 139 (2018). https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/
aac6ee

88. Andreas Zacchi, Matthias Hanauske, Jürgen Schaffner-Bielich,
Stable hybrid stars within a SU(3) Quark-Meson-Model. Phys. Rev.
D 93(6), 065011 (2016)

89. D. Alvarez-Castillo, A. Ayriyan, S. Benic, D. Blaschke, H. Grigo-
rian, S. Typel, New class of hybrid EoS and Bayesian M-R data
analysis. Eur. Phys. J. A 52(3), 69 (2016)

123

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.1601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.1601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.58.1825
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.38.2797
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/25/3/013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.085001
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1751
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-019-0880-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-019-0880-2
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1233232
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1233232
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aabde6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.12.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.12.046
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/37/2/025201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.103009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.103009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.1274
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.1274
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.014906
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.014906
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.024907
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.024907
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.272
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.272
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2004.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2004.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1967
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab6a9e
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab6a9e
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab8af4
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab8af4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2018.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.045202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.045202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.045812
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.045812
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aac6ee
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aac6ee

	The possibility of twin star solutions in a model based on lattice QCD thermodynamics
	Abstract 
	1 Introduction
	2 Chiral mean field model
	3 The high density transition
	3.1 Bag model
	3.2 Constructing the combined model

	4 Results
	4.1 Transition to MIT Bag model
	4.2 vMIT Bag model

	5 Summary
	Acknowledgements
	References




