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Assessing the joint effect of temperature and magnetic field on the neutron star

equation of state
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In this work, we study the effect of strong magnetic fields on the equation of state (EoS) of
warm, homogeneous, Neutron Star (NS) matter in beta equilibrium. NS matter is described within
a relativistic mean field (RMF) approximation, including both models with non-linear meson terms
or with density dependent nucleon-meson couplings. We first study the effect of magnetic fields
and finite temperature on the EoS separately, finding that the effect of the latter to be significantly
stronger than the one of the former. We then study the combined effect of magnetic fields and
temperature on the internal composition. We show how both factors cause an increase in the proton
fraction at low density and that, as long as the temperatures considered are not higher than 10
MeV, the effect of the magnetic field on the proton fraction is not small enough to be neglected.

I. INTRODUCTION

The EoS of NSs is a topic of extreme interest in the
modern era of multi-messenger astronomy and represents
a very complex challenge, due to the lack of data and the
impossibility of reproducing their properties in ground-
based experiments. Simulations that describe the forma-
tion or merging of these objects require the knowledge of
the EoS over a wide range of temperatures, densities and
proton fractions [1].

A category of NS, referred to as magnetars [2–5], show
magnetic fields among the strongest observed in nature,
with values at the surface up to ∼ 1016 G [6, 7], and up to
≈ 1018 G in the core, according to both the scalar virial
theorem [8, 9] and numerical solutions of the Maxwell-
Einstein equations [10–15]. The role of strong magnetic
fields in the EoS has been studied in detail in the lit-
erature. Studies have shown that the effect of a strong
magnetic field in the core EoS would only start to be seen
for fields above ∼ 1018 G [10, 16], however, there are di-
rect magnetic fields on the macroscopic structure of the
star that can not be neglected. In Gomes et al [11], the
authors found that fields above 1017G in the core already
give a non-negligible deformation of the star, and the full
Maxwell-Einstein equations should be solved. The crust
EoS, on the other hand, seems to feel more strongly the
effect of an external magnetic field. In [17–20], the au-
thors study the effect of strong fields on the outer crust
of NS. The effects on the inner crust have been studied
using several approaches such as the calculation of the
dynamical spinodal instability regions [21–25], the coex-
isting phase or the compressible liquid drop approxima-
tions [26–28], and self-consistent Thomas-Fermi calcula-
tions [29]. In these studies it was shown that, while the
effect of the magnetic field on the EoS is indeed small, it
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can significantly affect the internal composition of NSs.

The EoS of NSs is often studied at zero temperature
within various formalisms. However, a zero-temperature
EoS is not valid in the case of proto-NS and other sys-
tems, such as core-collapse supernovae or binary NS
mergers, because these objects evolve at temperatures
that can be 50 MeV or higher. The effect of finite tem-
peratures on the EoS has been studied using different ap-
proaches, such as RMF calculations [30–38], Skyrme ef-
fective [31, 39–42] interactions, microscopic descriptions
using many-body formalisms [43, 44] and, more recently,
calculations based on phenomenological nuclear Hamil-
tonians [45].

In this work we study the combined effect of strong
magnetic fields and finite temperatures on the EoS of ho-
mogeneous stellar matter in beta equilibrium. The moti-
vation for such an analysis comes from the fact that the
magnetic field of NSs becomes weaker as the star ages,
and thus the youngest and warmest stars are also ex-
pected to be the ones with the strongest magnetic fields.
The effect of strong magnetic fields on warm stellar mat-
ter has already been studied in [46], where the authors
use a RMF approximation like the one used in this work.
However, in that work, the authors consider magnetic
fields one order of magnitude stronger than the strongest
one used in our study, as well as considering matter with
a fixed charge fraction rather than in beta equilibrium.
In Ref. [25], the authors studied the sub-saturation EoS
using a thermodynamical spinodal calculation at finite
temperatures and strong magnetic fields, and they found
out that for temperatures above ∼ 100keV, the effect of
the magnetic field would be negligible.

In this study, stellar matter is described within a RMF
approximation, and we compare the results obtained with
four different RMF models: NL3 [47], NL3ωρ [48, 49],
EOS18 [50] and SPG(M4) [51]. These models were se-
lected to span different combinations of non-linear (NL)
meson terms as well as density dependent couplings. The
first three models include NL meson terms in the La-
grangian density, while the last one considers density
dependent couplings for the nucleon-meson interaction.
The NL3 and the NL3ωρ models share the same isoscalar
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properties. The latter was built because NL3 has a
very large slope of the symmetry energy at saturation,
L = 118 MeV. In the NL3ωρ model, an interaction term
between the ω and the ρ meson is added to model the
density dependence of the symmetry energy and to lower
its slope at saturation, L = 55 MeV. The EOS18 was part
of a dataset used in [52] and was then selected in [50],
as part of a few EoS that span a large range of the slope
of the symmetry energy. This particular model came
out to be in good agreement with both experimental ob-
servations and theoretical predictions. This EoS includes
both the ωρ interaction term, present also in NL3ωρ, and
a quartic self-interaction term for the ω meson. Finally,
SPG(M4) was part of a dataset used in [51], where the
authors perform a Bayesian analysis with unified RMF
density dependent EoSs, and was selected, together with
four other models, chosen in order to ensure as much
variety as possible and which included SPG(M4), to be
uploaded on the public repository CompOSE.

The paper is structured as follows: in Section II, we
present the formalism in detail, with a particular focus
on the role of the magnetic field and temperature. In
Section III, we present and analyse the results of the
study. Finally, in Section IV, we draw some conclusions.

II. RELATIVISTIC MEAN FIELD FORMALISM

Here we present the theoretical framework of our study.
We start by summarizing the RMF description of the
EoS in the case of cold and non-magnetized matter. We
then show how the calculation is modified by the pres-
ence of finite temperature and finite magnetic field sep-
arately. Finally, we show the case in which both tem-
perature and magnetic field are different from zero. In
all the cases studied, we consider npeµ matter described
within a RMF approximation, where the interaction be-
tween the nucleons is mediated by three types of mesons:
the isoscalar-scalar meson σ, the isoscalar-vector meson
ω and the isovector-vector meson ρ. Charge neutrality
and the weak equilibrium conditions are imposed in all
the considered cases:

µn − µp = µe ; µe = µµ , (1)

ρp = ρe + ρµ . (2)

A. Cold Non Magnetized Matter

For B = 0 and T = 0, the Lagrangian density of our
system is given by

L =
∑

i=p,n

Li + Ll + Lσ + Lω + Lρ + Lint , (3)

where Ll is the standard lepton Lagrangian density given
by

Ll =
∑

l=e,m

ψ̄l

[

γµi∂
µ −ml

]

ψl , (4)

the nucleon Lagrangian density is given by

Li = ψ̄i

[

γµiD
µ −M∗

]

ψi , (5)

with

M∗ =M − gσφ , (6)

and

iDµ = i∂µ − gωV
µ − gρ

2
τ · bµ , (7)

where τ are the Pauli matrices, so that the third com-
ponent is τ3 = ±1 for protons and neutrons respectively.
The mesonic components of the Lagrangian density are
expressed as

Lσ =
1

2

(

∂µφ∂
µφ−m2

σφ
2

)

, (8)

Lω = −1

4
ΩµνΩµν +

1

2
m2

ωVµV
µ , (9)

Lρ = −1

4
Bµν ·Bµν +

1

2
m2

ρbµ · bµ , (10)

with the tensors defined as

Ωµν = ∂µVν − ∂νVµ , (11)

Bµν = ∂µbν − ∂νbµ − gρ (bµ × bν) . (12)

The NL models, i.e. NL3, NL3ωρ, and EOS18, in-
clude the following higher order meson-meson interaction
terms, given by

Lint =
ξ

4!
g4ω(VµV

µ)2 − 1

6
κφ3 (13)

− 1

24
λφ4 + Λωρg

2
ωg

2
ρVµV

µ
bµ · bµ ,

while SPG(M4) considers density dependent couplings,
where each of the three nucleon-meson couplings is given
by the GDFM density functional [53]

gi = ai + (bi + dix
3)e−cix , (14)

where x = ρ/ρsat, with ρsat being the saturation density
of the model.
The particle number densities are given by

ρi =
kFi

3

3π2
, (15)
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with i = p, n, e, µ and the Fermi momentum is

kFi =
√

η2i −m2 , (16)

where ηi is the effective chemical potential for nucleons
and the electron chemical potential for leptons, and m =
M∗ for nucleons and m = ml for leptons.
The chemical potentials are defined as

µp =ηp + gωV
0 +

1

2
gρb

0 +ΣR , (17)

µn =ηn + gωV
0 − 1

2
gρb

0 +ΣR . (18)

The rearrangement term ΣR only appears in the
SPG(M4) model and is given by

ΣR(ρ) =
∂gω
∂ρ

ω0ρ+
1

2

∂gρ
∂ρ

b0,3ρ3 −
∂gσ
∂ρ

φ0ρs . (19)

The energy density and pressure are defined respec-
tively by

E = Ep
kin + En

kin + E l
kin + EF , (20)

P = P p
kin + Pn

kin + P l
kin + PF , (21)

where kinetic terms, E i
kin and P i

kin, i = p, n, l are written
as

E i
kin =

1

π2

∫ kF
i

0

dk k2
√

k2 +m2, (22)

P i
kin =

1

3π2

∫ kF
i

0

dk
k4√

k2 +m2
, (23)

where again m = M∗ for nucleons and m = ml for
leptons. The field contributions are given by

EF =
m2

ω

2
ω2
0 +

ξg4ω
8
ω4
0 +

m2
ρ

2
b23,0 +

m2
σ

2
φ20

+
κ

6
φ30 +

λ

24
φ40 + 3Λωρg

2
ρg

2
ωω

2
0b

2
3,0 (24)

PF =
m2

ω

2
ω2
0 +

ξg4ω
24

ω4
0 +

m2
ρ

2
b23,0 −

m2
s

2
φ20

− κ

6
φ30 −

λ

24
φ40 + Λωρg

2
ρg

2
ωω

2
0b

2
3,0 + ρΣR. (25)

B. Cold Magnetized Matter

We now introduce the effect of the magnetic field, fol-
lowing previous studies [27, 28, 54, 55]. We consider an
electromagnetic field of the type Aµ = (0, 0, Bx, 0), so
that the resulting field is oriented along the z axis. We

do not include the anomalous magnetic moment of par-
ticles, since it was shown in previous studies [27] that its
contribution is smaller than the already small correction
given by the interaction between the magnetic field and
charged particles.
In the following, we will refer to the quantity B∗, de-

fined as B∗ = B/Bc
e, with Bc

e = 4.414 × 1013 G being
the critical field at which the electron cyclotron energy
is equal to the electron mass.
In the presence of a magnetic field, the nucleon and

lepton terms of the Lagrangian density become respec-
tively

Li = ψ̄i

[

γµiD
µ −M∗

]

ψi , i = p, n , (26)

Ll =
∑

l=e,µ

ψ̄l

[

γµ
(

i∂µ + eAµ
)

−ml

]

ψl , (27)

with

iDµ = i∂µ − gωV
µ − gρ

2
τ · bµ − 1 + τ3

2
eAµ , (28)

where e =
√

4π/137 is the electron charge. Moreover, an
extra term for the electromagnetic field appears in the
Lagrangian density:

LA = −1

4
FµνF

µν , (29)

with Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ.
Since we neglect the anomalous magnetic moment of par-
ticles, all quantities for neutrons remain unchanged with
respect to the B = 0 case. The proton and lepton densi-
ties become

ρi =
|q|B
2π2

νi
max
∑

ν=0

gνk
F
i,ν , (30)

with i = p, l, where ν = n+ 1
2
− 1

2

q
|q|s = 0, 1, · · · , νmax

enumerates the Landau levels (LLs) for fermions with
electric charge q. The spin degeneracy factor of the LLs,
gν , is equal to gν = 1 for ν = 0 and gν = 2 for ν > 0, νmax

is the largest LL occupied by fully degenerate charged
fermions, defined as

νimax =
η2i −m2

2|q|B . (31)

and the Fermi momentum for charged particles is given
by

kFi,ν =
√

η2i −m2 − 2ν|q|B . (32)

where ηi and m are defined as in Eq.16 .
The proton and lepton kinetic terms in the equation

for the energy density become
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E i
kin =

|q|B
4π2

νmax
∑

ν=0

gs

[

kiF,νηi +

(

m2 + 2ν|q|B
)

·

ln

∣

∣

∣

∣

kiF,ν + ηi
√

m2 + 2ν|q|B

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

, (33)

where ηi and m are defined as in Eq.16 and the Fermi
momentum is defined as in Eq.32 .
In this case, we calculate the pressure from the ther-

modynamic relation

P = µpρp + µnρn + µe(ρe + ρµ)− E . (34)

C. Warm Non Magnetized Matter

We proceed by showing the effect of finite tempera-
ture on the RMF formalism in the absence of an external
magnetic field. In this case, the Lagrangian density of
the system is the same as the zero-temperature case, the
only difference being the occupation number distribution
functions for the different particles, given by

f i
k,± =

1

1 + exp(
ǫi
k
±ηi

T
)
, i = p, n, e, µ . (35)

The minus sign is for particles and the plus is for anti-
particles and ηi is the effective chemical potential in the
case of nucleons and the chemical potential in the case of
leptons. In the previous equation we have

ǫik =
√

k2 +m2 , (36)

with m =M∗ for nucleons and m = ml for leptons.
The number density is thus given by

ρi = 2

∫

d3k

(2π)3
(f i

k,− − f i
k,+)

=
1

π2

∫ ∞

0

k2(f i
k,− − f i

k,+)dk , (37)

where the second equality holds because the integrand
only depends on the modulus of the momentum. In our
work, the Fermi integrals are evaluated using the method
developed in [56].
The kinetic contributions to the energy density and

pressure are given by

E i
kin =

1

π2

∫ ∞

0

ǫikk
2(f i

k,− + f i
k,+)dk, (38)

and

P i
kin =

1

3π2

∫ ∞

0

k4

ǫik
(f i

k,− + f i
k,+)dk . (39)

D. Warm Magnetized Matter

We end the description of our theoretical framework by
showing the case in which both finite temperature and
finite magnetic field are taken into account. The same
formalism was already used in previous studies [46].
As in the case with finite B and T = 0, we neglect the

anomalous magnetic moment of the particles, so that all
the quantities concerning the neutrons remain the same
as in warm non-magnetized case.
In this case, the occupation number distribution func-

tions for protons and leptons is

f i
k,ν,± =

1

1 + exp(
ǫi
k,ν

±ηi

T
)
, (40)

where

ǫik,ν =
√

k2z +m2 + 2ν|q|B , (41)

with m = M∗ for protons and m = ml for leptons. We
notice that, in the presence of the magnetic field, ǫik,ν di-
rectly depends on the magnetic field and on the LL ν, and
moreover it depends on the component of the momentum
parallel to the field, rather than on its modulus.
The number density for the charged particles is given

by

ρi =
∑

ν

ρiν =
∑

ν

gν|q|B
2π2

∫ ∞

0

(f i
k,ν,− − f i

k,ν,+)dkz , (42)

where gν is the spin degeneracy of the LLs. Here, unlike
in the cold magnetized case, the summation is done over
all LL. In the numerical calculation, the sum is truncated
when the occupation of an LL becomes several orders of
magnitudes smaller than the one of the first level. This
dynamical estimation of the cut-off allows us to be sure
not to cut the summation too early, especially in the high
T and low B cases, in which the number of levels that
need to be taken into account can easily reach the order
of ∼ 103.
The kinetic contributions to the energy density and

pressure for charged particles are given respectively by

E i =
∑

ν

gν |q|B
2π2

∫ ∞

0

ǫik,ν(f
i
k,ν,− + f i

k,ν,+)dkz , (43)

and

P i =
∑

ν

gν|q|B
2π2

∫ ∞

0

k2z
ǫik,ν

(f i
k,ν,− + f i

k,ν,+)dkz . (44)

We finally introduce a notation that will be used in the
next section. We define

∆BX ≡ XB 6=0 −XB=0

XB=0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

T

, (45)



5

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
ρ(fm−3)

0

50

100

150

200
S(
M
eV

)
NL3
NL3ωρ
EoS18
SPG(M4)

FIG. 1: Symmetry energy as a function of the baryon
density for the four considered models.

for the difference between a quantity X evaluated at fi-
nite B and the same quantity evaluated at B = 0, nor-
malized by the quantity evaluated at B = 0, fixing the
temperature, and

∆TX ≡ XT 6=0 −XT=0

XT=0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

B

, (46)

for the difference varying the temperature, while keeping
the magnetic field fixed.

III. RESULTS

We now proceed to illustrate the results of our study.
In Tab.I we show the properties of symmetric nuclear

matter at saturation for the four selected models. It can
be seen that the isovector properties of NL3 are signif-
icantly larger as compared to the other three models,
which present similar values for both the symmetry en-
ergy and its slope at saturation density.
This can also be observed in Fig.1, where we plot the

symmetry energy as a function of the baryonic density.
This difference in the behaviour of the symmetry energy
explains the different behaviour of the NL3 model in the
following results. Note, however, that below ∼ 0.1fm−3

the symmetry energy of NL3 is the lowest, and this prop-
erty will also distinguish this model from the others.
We start our analysis by studying the effect of strong

magnetic fields at zero temperature. In Fig. 2, we show in
the upper panel the energy per baryon as a function of the
baryonic density for different values of the effective mag-
netic field B∗ and in the lower panel we plot the symmet-
ric of the relative variation of the energy per baryon with
the magnetic field with respect to the zero-field solution,
as defined in Eq. 45. We see that the magnetic field has
the effect of reducing the energy per baryon. However,
the effect of the magnetic field is only a small correction,
since the variation is less than 1% for the lowest value of
the field considered (B∗ = 103, i.e., B = 4.4×1016G). For
the highest field (B∗ = 3 × 104, i.e. B = 1.32 × 1018G)
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−
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FIG. 2: Energy per baryon (top) and its relative
variation with respect to the zero-B solution (as defined
in Eq. 45) (bottom) as a function of the density. The
results for B∗ = 0 (dashed), B∗ = 103 (dotted), and
B∗ = 3 · 104 (solid) and for the four models are shown.
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10
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P(
M
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⋅f
m

−3
) T=0NL3

NL3ωρ
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−0.50
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0.00

Δ B
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FIG. 3: Pressure (top) and its relative variation with B
(as defined in Eq. 45) (bottom) as a function of the
density. The results for B∗ = 0 (dashed), B∗ = 103

(dotted) and B∗ = 3 · 104 (solid) and for the four
models are shown.

considered, it becomes less than 10% above saturation
density, but below this density the effect can be as large
as 40%-50%. It is also seen that the effect of the field de-
creases rapidly with density and is only relevant at lower
densities.

In Fig. 3 we show the analogue of the previous plot
for the pressure. In this case, the variation due to the
field oscillates between positive and negative values. This
behaviour is due to the presence of the LLs and, in the
case of the highest field, it is possible to see in the plot
the points where a new level opens. However, as in the
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B/A (MeV) ρ0 (fm−3) M∗/M K (MeV) Esym (MeV) L (MeV)

NL3 -16.24 0.148 0.60 270 37.34 118

NL3ωρ -16.24 0.148 0.60 270 31.66 55

EoS18 -16.31 0.155 0.67 221 32 49

SPG(M4) -15.8 0.162 0.62 246 30.9 40.1

TABLE I: Symmetric nuclear matter properties at saturation density for the four models used in our analysis. From
left to right: binding energy per baryon, saturation density, normalized nucleon effective mass, incompressibility,

symmetry energy and slope of the symmetry energy.

1.0
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μ p
/M

T=0NL3
NL3ωρ
EOS18
SPG(M4)

B * =0 
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Δ B
(μ

p/M
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FIG. 4: Normalized proton chemical potential (top) and
its relative variation with B (as defined in Eq. 45)

(bottom) as a function of the density. The results for
B∗ = 0 (dashed), B∗ = 103 (dotted) and B∗ = 3 · 104

(solid), and for the four models are shown.

case of the energy per baryon, also in the case of the
pressure, the correction due to the presence of the field
is small, and decreases rapidly with density, so it is only
relevant at low densities and only for very high values of
the field. The effect at low densities appears to be largest
for NL3 because in this range of densities, the model has
the smallest symmetry energy and β-equilibrium matter
has a very small fraction of protons.
Similar conclusions apply to the chemical potential of

the proton, shown in Fig. 4. Again, the variation os-
cillates between positive and negative values due to the
Landau quantization. However, the effect of the field is
even smaller than in the case of pressure, being of the
order of ∼ 10−3 for the highest value of the field consid-
ered, and significantly smaller for the lowest, so that it
always appears to be zero in the plot.
We now compare the effect of magnetic fields on the

EoS with the effect of finite temperatures. In Figs. 5
and 6, we show the same quantities as in Figs. 2 and 3,
but this time we consider non-magnetized matter, and
examine its variation with temperature.
Finite temperatures have the effect of increasing both
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FIG. 5: Energy per baryon (top) and its variation with
T (as defined in Eq. 46) (bottom) as a function of the
density. The results for T = 0 (dashed), T = 1 MeV
(dotted) and T = 50 MeV (solid), and for the four

models are shown.
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FIG. 6: Pressure (top) and its variation with T (as
defined in Eq. 46) (bottom) as a function of the density.
The results for T = 0 (dashed), T = 1 MeV (dotted)
and T = 50 MeV (solid), and for the four models are

shown.
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calculated with the RMF formulation and the one
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defined in Eq.47, for B∗ = 0. The results for

T = 1 MeV (left panel), T = 10 MeV (central panel)
and for T = 50 MeV (right panel) and for the four

models are shown.

the energy per baryon and the pressure, with a stronger
effect at lower densities and for higher temperatures, but
with a significant variation already at low temperatures
(T = 1 MeV). This result is in good agreement with
previous studies [34, 45]. Moreover, we can see that the
effect of the temperature is significantly larger than that
of the magnetic field, both for the energy per baryon and
for the pressure, already for low temperatures (T = 1
MeV).
Before discussing the effect of temperature and mag-

netic field on the composition of NSs, we compare our
results at finite T and B∗ = 0 with the approximation
introduced in [57], where the authors propose a simple
approximation to estimate the temperature contribution
to the cold EoS. In Fig. 7, we show the difference between
the energy per baryon calculated with our approach and
the one obtained using Eq. (26) of [57] as a function of
density, and for three values of the temperature. The
difference is calculated as

∆AX =
XRMF −XApp

XRMF

, (47)

where XRMF is the quantity calculated with the RMF
approximation and XApp is the one obtained using the
approximation. The approximation appears to be more
precise at low temperatures, with a maximum error
smaller than 10% for T = 1 MeV and ρ ∼ 0.01 fm−3.
Still for T = 1 MeV but at higher densities, where we
already have shown that the temperature contribution is
smaller, the relative variation may be as small as 10−5.
For T & 10 MeV the relative difference becomes larger
and takes values well above 10% below saturation den-
sity. For a given temperature the approximation works
always better at large densities.

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
ρ(fm−3)
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B * =0
NL3
NL3ωρ
EoS18
SPG(M4)

T=0 
T=10MeV 
T=50MeV 

FIG. 8: Proton fraction as a function of density for
T = 0 (dotted), T = 10 MeV (dashed) and T = 50 MeV

(solid) and for the four models are shown.
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μ 

0.5 1.0
ρ(fm−3)
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FIG. 9: Charged particle (p, e, µ) fractions as a function
of density for the four models and for B∗ = 0. The

results for T = 0 MeV (left panel), T = 10 MeV (central
panel) and for T = 50 MeV (right panel) are shown.

We now focus on the effect of temperature and mag-
netic field on the composition of beta-equilibrated mat-
ter. The effect of the magnetic field has already been
studied in previous studies [27, 28], where it was shown
that the main effect of the field is to increase the pro-
ton fraction at low densities and to introduce kinks in
the proton fraction due to the Landau quantization. In
Fig. 8, we show the effect of finite temperatures on the
proton fraction. Like the magnetic field, the temperature
also has the effect of increasing the proton fraction at low
densities, reaching almost symmetric matter at very high
temperatures (T = 50 MeV). This is in good agreement
with what was shown in [45]. We also note that for this
value of temperature, the proton fraction remains higher
than in the T = 0 case even at very high densities. This
effect can be as large as 15-30% at 4ρ0.

The increase in the proton fraction caused by high tem-
peratures also affects the lepton fraction and the density
at which muons appear. This is shown in Fig. 9, where
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FIG. 10: Proton fraction as a function of the density for
B∗ = 0 (dashed) and B∗ = 3× 104 (solid). The results

for T = 1 MeV (left), T = 10 MeV (center) and
T = 50 MeV (right) and for the four models are shown.
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FIG. 11: Variation of the proton fraction with B (as
defined in Eq. 45) as a function of the magnetic field,
calculated at half saturation density. The results for

T = 1 MeV (left), T = 10 MeV (center) and
T = 50 MeV (right, note the difference in the scale of

the y-axis) and for the four models are shown.

we plot the fraction of charged particles as a function of
density for three values of the temperature. In agreement
with [37], we show that for sufficiently high temperatures,
muons begin to appear already at very low densities. In
particular, at T=50 MeV, the muon fraction at low den-
sities, smaller than 0.1 fm−3, is above 10% for all models.

Fig.10 shows the effect of the magnetic field on the
composition of warm matter. We compare the proton
fraction for B∗ = 0 and for a high value of the field, for
three values of temperature. For T = 1 MeV we see a
clear increase in the proton fraction at low densities and
the kink due to Landau quantization at higher densities.
For T = 10 MeV we still have the increase of the pro-
ton fraction at low densities, but the transitions due to
Landau quantization are washed out. Finally, at very
high temperatures (T = 50 MeV) almost all effects of
the magnetic field are washed out.

The effect of the magnetic field at low densities is

shown in more detail in Fig. 11, where we plot the rela-
tive variation of the proton fraction with B (as defined in
Eq. 45) as a function of the magnetic field and calculated
at ρ = ρ0/2, where ρ0 is the nuclear saturation density of
each model. From the plot we can immediately see how
the contribution of the field decreases with temperature,
decreasing by almost two orders of magnitude between
T = 1 MeV and T = 50 MeV for the highest value of the
magnetic field (note the difference of scale on the y-axis).
We also see that for the lowest temperature considered,
fields below 1017 G give a variation of about 5-10%, while
for T = 10 MeV, these values of the field give a varia-
tion of less than 2%, and very strong magnetic fields are
needed to make a significant contribution. For T = 50
MeV, an effect of ∼ 2% is only possible with magnetic
fields B & 1018G.
In all the figures we have shown results for four dif-

ferent RMF models. Although the overall behaviour of
the different physical quantities is similar for the four
models, we summarize some differences that should be
commented on: i) The effect at low densities of the mag-
netic field B is stronger for the model NL3 than for the
other models, because this is the model with the softest
symmetry energy below 0.1 fm−3, and therefore with the
smallest proton fraction at low densities. At high densi-
ties, NL3 is the model with the hardest symmetry energy
and predicts the largest proton fractions; ii) at high den-
sities, SPG(M4) has the softest symmetry energy and
this is reflected in the proton fraction which is the small-
est above ∼ 0.1 fm−3, see Fig.10; iii) NL3 and NL3ωρ
models have the same behaviour for symmetric nuclear
matter and consequently at high densities, where the ef-
fect of isospin asymmetry is not so strong, the models
show similar behaviour.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In our work we study the effect of strong magnetic
fields on the EoS of warm, beta-equilibrated homoge-
neous NS matter. We use a RMF approximation for the
description of NS matter, including both models with
meson-meson interaction terms and models with den-
sity dependent nucleon-meson couplings. Our results
are qualitatively the same for all the models considered,
showing no strong dependency on the details of the RMF
models.
We start our analysis by studying the effect of

magnetic fields and finite temperatures on the EoS
separately. We show that the effect of temperature
on both the energy per baryon and the pressure is
significantly stronger than the effect of magnetic fields,
with the variation of the pressure caused by the lowest
temperature considered (T = 1 MeV) being one order of
magnitude bigger than the variation caused by the high-
est value of the magnetic field considered (B∗ = 3×104).
This shows that, when finite temperatures are taken
into account, it is a safe approximation to ignore the
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magnetic field contribution, even for low temperatures,
when calculating these two quantities.

We then proceed to study the effect of temperatures
and magnetic fields on the fraction of protons. We show
that, in both cases, the main effect is an increase in the
proton fraction at low densities. This has already been
shown in the case of cold magnetized matter [27, 28] and
of warm non magnetized matter [45]. We confirm these
results and show that, in this case, the effect of the mag-
netic field remains relevant also at finite temperatures.
In particular, we show that, for low temperatures (T = 1
MeV), magnetic fields with intensity ≤ 1017 G are al-
ready enough to see a noticeable effect at low densities,
while for stronger magnetic fields, it is possible to observe
also the effects of the Landau quantization at higher den-
sities. For values of the temperatures around 10 MeV
only very strong magnetic fields have a significant effect
(an effect of ∼ 5% for & 5× 1017 G and a density below
half saturation density), and the effects at higher den-
sities are almost completely negligible. Finally, at very
high temperatures (T=50 MeV) effects of the magnetic
field are almost washed out (an effect of 2% requires a
magnetic field B & 1018 G at densities below half satu-
ration density). In this case, it becomes a safe approxi-
mation to neglect the presence of the field even for very
strong magnetic fields.

We thus conclude that the main effect of magnetic
fields regards the internal composition of NSs rather than
their EoS, and this effect remains relevant also at finite
temperatures, if the temperatures considered are not too
high.
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