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In a remarkable study by M. Gleiser and N. Jiang (Phys. Rev. D 92, 044046, 2015), the authors demonstrated
that the stability regions of neutron stars, within the framework of the simple Fermi gas model, and self-gravitating
configurations of complex scalar field (boson stars) with various self couplings, obtained through traditional
perturbation methods, correlates with critical points of the configurational entropy with an accuracy of a few
percent. Recently, P. Koliogiannis et al. (Phys. Rev. D 107, 044069 2023) found that while the minimization
of the configurational entropy generally anticipates qualitatively the stability point for neutron stars and quark
stars, this approach lacks universal validity. In this work, we aim to further elucidate this issue by seeking
to reconcile these seemingly contradictory findings. Specifically, we calculate the configurational entropy of
bosonic and fermionic systems, described by interacting Fermi and Boson gases, respectively, that form compact
objects stabilized by gravity. We investigate whether the minimization of configurational entropy coincides with
the stability point of the corresponding compact objects. Our results indicate a strong correlation between the
stability points predicted by configurational entropy and those obtained through traditional methods, with the
accuracy of this correlation showing a slight dependence on the interaction strength. Consequently, the stability
of compact objects, composed of components obeying Fermi or Boson statistics, can alternatively be assessed
using the concept of configurational entropy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years there has been an extensive interest in the
study of astrophysical objects with the help of the concept of in-
formation entropy and related quantities. In particular, Sañudo
and Pacheco [1] studied the relation between the complexity
and the structure of white dwarfs. Later on, the aforementioned
study has been applied in neutron star’s structure [2] and it
was found that the interplay between gravity, the short-range
nuclear force, and the very short-range weak interaction shows
that neutron stars, under the current theoretical framework, are
ordered systems. Similar studies took place in the following
years in a series of papers [3–7] and Herrera et al. [8–11] elabo-
rated the definition of the complexity factors in self-gravitating
systems, approaching the problem in a different way. Some
additional applications of the concept of the information mea-
sures may be found in Refs. [12–20].

A more specific application of the information measure is
the configurational entropy (CE). The concept of the CE has
been introduced by Gleiser and Stamatopoulos [21] in order to
study possible relation between the dynamical and information
content of physics models with localized energy configurations.
In the next years, the CE has been applied in several similar
studies [22–32]. In a notable study, Gleiser and Jiang [23]
investigated the connection between the stability of compact
objects (white dwarfs, neutron stars and boson stars) and the
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corresponding information-entropic measure. According to
their notable finding, the minimization of the CE offers an
alternative way to predict the stability condition through the
maximum mass configuration, for a variety of stellar objects. It
is worth noting that there is no theoretical argument (or proof)
to relate the stability point to the minimum of the CE. However,
it is intuitive to expect that since the maximum mass corre-
sponds to the most compact configuration (maximum mass and
minimum radius of a stable configuration), the corresponding
CE will exhibit an extreme value (in this case a total minimum).

Recently in Ref. [24] we extended the aforementioned study
in various compact objects including neutron stars, quark stars,
and hybrid stars. Employing a large set of realistic equations of
state (EoS), in each case, we found that the suggested predic-
tion of the stability by the minimization of the CE, concerning
neutron stars and quark stars, does not have, at least quantita-
tively, universal validity.

It is worth mentioning that the study of the longstanding
problem of the stability of relativistic stars [33–39] is mainly
carried out by the following three methods: (a) the method of
locating the point that corresponds to the minimization of the
binding energy defined as EB = (M −mbN)c2 (where mb

is the mass of a single nucleon, M stands for the gravitational
mass, and N is the total number of nucleons) [33–39], (b) the
variational method developed by Chandrasekhar [40, 41], and
(c) the method based on the dependence of the gravitational
mass M and the radius R on the central energy density Ec (here-
after traditional method TM). The stability condition demands
that the mass increases with increasing central energy density
dM/dEc > 0. The extrema in the mass indicates a change in
the stability of the compact star configuration [33–39].

In the present work we employ the third method in order to
investigate a possible relation between the stability of a rela-
tivistic star and the corresponding CE. In this case, the ques-
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tions that arise and must be answered (or at least investigated)
are the following: Is there any one-to-one correspondence be-
tween the minimum of the CE and the stability point for each
realistic EoS? Is this rule universal or it depends on the specific
character of each EoS? Is it possible, even in some special
cases, to associate stability with minimization of CE, and if so,
which is the underlying reason? Obviously, one can appreciate
the importance of discovering new ways, beyond the classical
ones, to find stability conditions for compact objects.

In view of the above questions, the main motivation of the
present work is to provide an extended examination of the state-
ments of Refs. [23] and [24]. In Ref. [23] the authors found that
the stability regions of neutron stars (in the framework of the
simple Fermi gas model) as well as of self-gravitating configu-
rations of complex scalar field (boson stars) with various self
couplings (detailed reviews in Refs. [42–44]), obtained from
traditional perturbation methods, correlating the critical points
of the CE with an accuracy of a few percent. In Ref. [24] the
authors found that the suggested prediction of the stability by
the minimization of the CE, concerning neutron stars and quark
stars, does not have, at least quantitatively, universal validity
although in several cases it qualitatively predicts the existence
of the stability point. In this work, we aim to further elucidate
this issue by seeking to reconcile these seemingly contradic-
tory findings. Specifically, we calculate the configurational
entropy of bosonic and fermionic systems, described by inter-
acting Fermi and Boson gases, respectively, that form compact
objects stabilized by gravity. We investigate whether the mini-
mization of configurational entropy coincides with the stability
point of the corresponding compact objects. Our results indi-
cate a strong correlation between the stability points predicted
by configurational entropy and those obtained through tradi-
tional methods, with the accuracy of this correlation showing a
slight dependence on the interaction strength.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we present
the basic formalism of the hydrodynamic equilibrium and the
role of analytical solutions while in Sec. III, we review the
definition of the configurational entropy. The parametrization
of the equations of state is provided in Sec. IV and in Sec. V the
results of the present study are laid out and discussed. Finally,
Sec. VI contains the concluding remarks.

II. HYDRODYNAMIC EQUILIBRIUM AND ANALYTICAL
SOLUTIONS

To construct the related configuration in each compact ob-
ject, which is the key property to calculate the CE, we employ
the Einstein’s field equations of a spherical fluid. In this case
the mechanical equilibrium of the star matter is determined
by the well known Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equa-
tions [33–36]

dP (r)

dr
= −GE(r)M(r)

c2r2

(
1 +

P (r)

E(r)

)
×
(
1 +

4πP (r)r3

M(r)c2

)(
1− 2GM(r)

c2r

)−1

, (1)

dM(r)

dr
=

4πr2

c2
E(r). (2)

In general, to obtain realistic solutions, it is most natural to
numerically solve the TOV equations by incorporating an EoS
that describes the relationship between pressure and density
within the fluid interior. Alternatively, one can seek analytical
solutions to the TOV equations, though these solutions may
lack physical relevance. While there are hundreds of analytical
solutions to the TOV equations [45, 46], only a few are of
significant physical interest. In this work, we employ two
of these noteworthy solutions: the Schwarzschild (constant-
density interior solution) and the Tolman VII solution [45,
46]. It is important to note that analytical solutions are highly
valuable, as they often provide explicit expressions for the
quantities of interest and are instrumental in verifying the
accuracy of numerical calculations. Below, we briefly describe
these two fundamental analytical solutions.

• Schwarzschild solution: In the case of the
Schwarzschild interior solution, the density is constant
throughout the star [37, 38]. The energy density and the
pressure read as

E = Ec =
3M

4πR3
, (3)

P (x)

Ec
=

√
1− 2β −

√
1− 2βx2√

1− 2βx2 − 3
√
1− 2β

, (4)

where x = r/R, β = GM/Rc2 is the compactness of
the star and Ec = ρcc

2 is the central energy density.

• Tolman VII solution: The Tolman VII solution has been
extensively employed in neutron star studies while its
physical realization has been examined, very recently,
in detail [47, 48]. The stability of this solution has been
examined by Negi et al. [49, 50] and also confirmed
in Ref. [51]. The energy density and the pressure read
as [51]

E(x)
Ec

= (1− x2), Ec =
15Mc2

8πR3
, (5)

P (x)

Ec
=

2

15

√
3e−λ

β
tanϕ− 1

3
+

x2

5
. (6)

In is worth mentioning that these solutions are applicable to any
kind of compact object independently of the values of mass and
radius. Consequently, they are suitable in studying any kind
of massive or supramassive object which the hydrodynamic
stability obeys to TOV equations. In any case, useful insight
can be gained by the use of analytical solutions concerning both
the qualitative and quantitative behavior of CE as a function of
central density ρc.

III. CONFIGURATIONAL ENTROPY IN MOMENTUM
SPACE

The key quantity to calculate the CE in momentum space
is the Fourier transform F (k) of the density ρ(r) = E(r)/c2,
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originating from the solution of the TOV equations, that is

F (k) =

∫ ∫ ∫
ρ(r)e−ik·rd3r

=
4π

k

∫ R

0

ρ(r)r sin(kr)dr. (7)

It is notable that the function F (k) in the case of zero mo-
mentum, coincides with the gravitational mass of the compact
object, that is F (0) ≡ M , since by definition (see Eq. (2))

M = 4π

∫ R

0

ρ(r)r2dr, (8)

where the density ρ(r) derives from the solution of the TOV
equations. Moreover, we define the modal fraction f(k) [23]

f(k) =
|F (k)|2∫
|F (k)|2d3k , (9)

and also the function f̃(k) = f(k)/f(k)max, where f(k)max

is the maximum fraction, which is given in many cases by
the zero mode k = 0, or by the system’s longest physics
mode, |kmin| = π/R. The above normalization guarantees
that f̃(k) ≤ 1 for all values of k.

Finally, the CE, SC , as a functional of f̃(k), is given by

SC [f̃ ] = −
∫

f̃(k) ln[f̃(k)]d3k. (10)

Summarizing, for each EoS, an infinite number of configu-
rations can appear, leading to the construction of M − ρc and
SC-ρc dependence. The latter fascilitates the investigation of
any possible correlation between the minimum of SC and the
stability point of compact objects under examination.

IV. EQUATION OF STATE

The present study focuses on the role of the CE as a stability
condition of compact objects obeying Fermi or Boson statis-
tics including a parameterized self-interaction. The compact
objects under consideration are neutron stars (introduced by
a simplified EoS), boson stars and other type of astrophysical
objects composed of fermions or bosons, such as dark matter
stars. In following, the equations of interacting Fermi and
boson gases are introduced.

A. Interacting Fermi Gas (FG)

In the case of compact objects consisting of solely interact-
ing Fermi gas (FG), we considered the simplest extension of
the free fermion gas in which an extra term that introduces the
repulsive interaction between fermions is added. Therefore,
the energy density and pressure of the fermions are described

as (for an extensive analysis see Ref. [52])

E(nχ) =
(mχc

2)4

(ℏc)38π2

[
x
√

1 + x2(1 + 2x2)

− ln(x+
√
1 + x2)

]
+

y2

2
(ℏc)3n2

χ, (11)

P (nχ) =
(mχc

2)4

(ℏc)38π2

[
x
√

1 + x2(2x2/3− 1)

+ ln(x+
√
1 + x2)

]
+

y2

2
(ℏc)3n2

χ, (12)

where mχ is the particle mass, which considered equal to
mχ = 939 MeV/c2 for reasons of simplicity (this holds
throughout the study), nχ is the number density and

x =
(ℏc)(3π2nχ)

1/3

mχc2
.

The last parameter, y (in units of MeV−1), is
the one that introduces the repulsive interac-
tion. In this study we have considered the values
y = [0, 0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5] (MeV−1)
where increasing y increases the strength of the interaction
and vice-versa.

B. Interacting Boson Gas (BG)

To enrich the study, we included the case of compact stars
composed of bosonic matter and specifically that of an in-
teracting Boson gas. As the construction of the EoS for the
aforementioned gas is not unambiguously defined, we intro-
duce three cases based on different assumptions. It needs to be
noted that since the scalar field only vanishes at spatial infinity,
boson stars do not have a specific radius where the energy
density and pressure vanish. Thus, we do not use a momentum
cut-off scheme, 0 ≤ |k| ≤ ∞.

1. BG - C1: The first derivation of the EoS of boson stars
with a repulsive interaction was given in Ref. [53] and
since then it has been used extensively in the correspond-
ing calculations. In particular, the energy density is given
as

E(P ) =
4

3w

(√9w

4
P + 1

)2

− 1

 , (13)

where w = 4λ(ℏc)3/(mχc
2)4 (in units of MeV−1 fm3).

In fact, the parameter λ is the one that is related with
the strength of the interaction. However, it is usual
to employ the combination of mχ and λ defined as
w. In this study we have considered the values w =
[0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5] (MeV−1 fm3)
where increasing w increases the strength of the interac-
tion and vice-versa.

2. BG - C2: The second way to describe the interior of a
boson star is through the EoS provided in Ref. [54] and
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used recently in Ref. [55], where the energy density is
given by

E(P ) = P +

√
2P

z
, (14)

where the interaction parameter z is given by z =
u2(ℏc)3/(mχc

2)2 (in units of MeV−1 fm3) and the
quantity u = gχ/mϕc

2 defines the strength of
the interaction in analogy to the case of fermions.
In this study we have considered the values z =
[0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5] (MeV−1 fm3).

3. BG - C3: Recently, in Ref. [56] the authors studied the
properties of self-interacting boson stars with different
scalar potentials. They concluded that the resulting prop-
erties of the boson star configurations differ considerably
from previous calculations. Therefore, to enhance the
connection between the stability criterion and the CE, we
employed two cases of the EoSs introduced in Ref. [56]:
(a) one with a mass term (MT) and (b) one with a vac-
uum term (VT) without a mass term. The scaling EoSs
read as

E(P ) =

{
P 2/n + (n+ 2)P/(n− 2), MT,
1 + (n+ 2)P/(n− 2), VT,

(15)

where the index n is restricted to n > 2. In this study
we have considered the values n = [4, 5] for MT (here-
after case (a)) and n = [3, 4, 5] for VT (hereafter case
(b)). An additional reason for using the mentioned cases
is because they lead to different mass-radius diagrams
(depending on the index values) and thus, cover a large
range of cases that may correspond to boson stars.

We consider that pluralism in the use of EoS will greatly help
to test the plausibility of the stability criterion through the CE
in the case of boson stars.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

As a first step, we employed two analytical solutions, namely
the Schwarzchild’s and Tolman’s VII solutions, in order to cal-
culate the CE. It is worth pointing out that although it is more
natural to use a realistic EoS for the fluid interior in order
to solve the Einstein’s field equations, the use of analytical
solutions has the advantage that by having an explicit form,
the examination of the implied physics becomes simpler. We
should remark that the analytical solutions are a source of in-
finite number of EoSs (plausible or not). Consequently, they
can be used extensively, to introduce and establish some uni-
versal approximations (for more details and discussion see also
Ref. [51]). In both cases, we formulate the dependence in the
form

SCρ
−1
c

4πb−1
= C × 105 ×

(
km

R

)3
1

ρc/ba−3
, (16)

where

a =
1

π

(
h

mc

)3/2
c

(mG)1/2
, b =

c2

G
a,

and C taking the values 1.728 and 0.145 for the Schwarzschild
and Tolman-VII solutions, respectively.

Although the above expression does not ensure the location
of the stability point, it is very useful for two reasons: (a)
comparison with the results produced by using realistic EoSs,
for a fixed value of the radius R (see Fig. 1(c)), and (b) check
and ensure the accuracy of our numerical calculations.

In Fig. 1 we display in order the four cases corresponding
to: (first) Fermi gas, (second) Boson gas - C1, (third) Boson
gas - C2, and (fourth) Boson gas - C3. In particular, Fig. 1(a)
manifests the dependence of the gravitational mass on the
radius, Fig. 1(b) presents the dependence of the gravitational
mass on the central density, and Fig. 1(c) indicates the CE
as a function of the central density for various values of the
interaction parameters. In addition, diamonds demonstrate the
stability points due to the TM, while open circles mark the
minimum of the CE.

In the case of the FG, the first panel of Fig. 1 displays that
the points due to TM and CE are located in close proximity,
validating the CE method for the location of the stability point.
However, a detailed presentation of the percentage error on
some interesting quantities, namely the gravitational mass, the
radius, the central energy density and the compactness, as
shown in Table I, signal a different behavior. While the error in
the gravitational mass is lower than 5%, the error in the central
energy density can reach up to almost 99%, depending each
time to the value of the interaction. The latter have its origin in
the creation of a plateau immediately after the rapid decrease
of the CE. The existence of a plateau maintains the CE in a
narrow region, while the central energy density is spanning
in a wide region. In addition, as the data indicate, there is no
simple relation between the interaction and the corresponding
error to establish a pattern. Thus, in the FG case, while the CE
can potentially establish the maximum gravitational mass with
good accuracy, the proper description of the central energy
density is almost impossible. It needs to be noted that for some
specific values of the interaction, the location of the total mini-
mum in CE was not successful, even at high values of densities
beyond the maximum mass configuration (unstable region). In
that cases, we located a local minimum near the density that
corresponds to the maximum mass configuration. The afore-
mentioned statement holds for all cases under consideration in
the present study.

In the case of the BG, a similar behavior with the FG is
observed. Once more, Fig. 1 in the second, third and fourth
panel, displays a visually small difference between the TM
and CE points. Nevertheless, Table I illustrates that the error
in the underlying quantities aligns with the trend observed in
the FG. Specifically, the error in gravitational mass is less than
5%, while the error in central energy density can extend up
to 100%. In this instance as well, the CE can be employed to
determine the maximum mass, but not the associated central
energy density. The observed behavior in both the FG and BG
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FIG. 1. (a) Gravitational mass as a function of the radius. (b) The corresponding dependence of the gravitational mass as a function of the
central density. (c) The corresponding CE as a function of the central density and two analytical solutions of TOV equations (a and b are
constants [23]). The inset figure indicates the location of the minimization of the CE. The black diamonds indicate the stability points due to the
TM while the open circles correspond to the minimum of the CE. The panels in order correspond to: EoSs of Sec. IV A, EoSs of Sec. IV B: case
1, EoSs of Sec. IV B: case 2, EoSs of Sec. IV B: case 3.
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TABLE I. Percentage (%) error in gravitational mass, radius, central
energy density and compactness of the CE method with respect to the
TM method.

(y,w, z, n) M R ρc β

FG (y)

0.000 0.030 1.648 7.034 1.645
0.001 0.022 1.442 6.014 1.440
0.005 0.176 3.580 15.320 3.530
0.010 0.655 6.158 29.650 5.863
0.050 1.177 7.276 38.295 6.577
0.100 0.984 6.743 35.102 6.176
0.300 4.433 14.491 98.601 11.762
0.500 0.093 1.690 7.006 1.754

BG - C1 (w)

0.001 1.776 9.012 58.881 7.953
0.005 1.789 9.045 59.167 7.978
0.010 1.789 9.120 59.813 8.067
0.050 1.753 8.591 55.327 7.480
0.100 1.916 9.001 58.827 7.785
0.300 2.252 10.222 69.804 8.877
0.500 1.750 8.585 55.422 7.477

BG - C2 (z)

0.001 3.396 12.756 81.381 10.728
0.005 3.436 12.709 80.985 10.622
0.010 3.369 12.891 82.586 10.931
0.050 3.237 12.633 80.190 10.755
0.100 3.238 12.627 80.190 10.746
0.300 4.161 14.080 94.215 11.544
0.500 3.904 13.557 89.078 11.167

BG - C3 (n)

case (a) 4 0.418 3.195 14.332 3.501
5 4.264 11.592 98.208 8.289

case (b)
3 4.318 7.901 100.000 3.890
4 4.822 7.957 97.959 3.406
5 4.664 7.899 98.438 3.513

cases strengthens the argument that the location of the stability
point is an intrinsic property of the EoS.

As one might easily suspect the CE is related to the star’s
compactness, Fig. 2 displays the dependence of the CE on the
compactness for (a) FG, (b) BG - C1, (c) BG - C2, and (d) BG
- C3. In the compactness plane the CE creates also a plateau,
similar to the central energy density plane in Fig .1(c), but in
the majority of the cases it is not so extended, depending each
time on the corresponding mass-radius diagram of Fig.1(a).
In the FG case, the error can reach values up to 12%, where
in the majority of the cases the error is lower than 6%. This
result is in accordance with the error in the gravitational mass
along with the corresponding error values in the radius. As
the radius is more sensitive to the structure of the star, this
sensitivity is also presented in the error, reaching values close
to 15%. Concerning the BG case, the error in the compactness
is established in general under 12% and in the corresponding
radius under 14%.

For a visual presentation of Table I for the predictions of
the two methods, Fig. 3 displays the percentage error on the
predictions for various fermionic and bosonic stars properties
(gravitational mass, radius, central density and compactness)
as a function of the relative parameterization of the interaction
strength (y, w, z, n) in each particular case. As a general com-
ment, the convergence of the two methods is clearly better in
the case of fermion stars compared to that of boson stars (at

least for the selected range of parameterizations). Furthermore,
for the case of a boson star, the choice of the EoS is decisive
for the accuracy of the convergence of the two methods.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Compact objects composed of either fermionic or bosonic
matter have been employed for studying the configurational
entropy as a mean of stability. The aforementioned quan-
tity should be in alignment with the stability criterion of TM
method. It is important to note that the existence of a stable
configuration is a property of gravity and independent of the
EoS. However, the specific location of the stability point is
influenced by the underlying EoS [57]. Considering the above
points, one might expect, as suggested in Ref. [23], that the
minimization of the CE is a consequence of gravity within the
framework of general relativity. If this is the case, the relevant
minimum (which should be a total minimum) should be inde-
pendent of the applied EoS. However, our findings indicate
that this is not universally true for compact objects.

The CE was studied in light of the gravitational mass, radius,
central energy density and compactness. The TM and the CE
method for the location of the stability point converge, with a
good or moderate accuracy, for the three out of four quantities
under consideration. In fact, the most accurate prediction lies
with the maximum mass, where the difference reaches values
lower than 5%. In addition, a quantity with good accuracy is
also the corresponding radius with errors up to 15%, while
in the majority of the cases, the error is lower than 10%. As
a result, the combination of the aforementioned macroscopic
quantities, which is the compactness, is also a quantity with
accuracy lying on values lower than 12%. These three quan-
tities are decisive indicators of the macroscopic quantities of
compact stars and leading to the ultimate result that in a macro-
scopic scale, the two methods for locating the stability point,
are in agreement.

The last quantity under consideration, which is the central
energy density, leads to enormous amounts of error that can
reach values up to 100%. From this point of view, the two
methods contradict each other rendering the central energy
density unreliably calculated through the CE method.

The above result does not agree with what was recently
found that the stability by the minimization of the CE, con-
cerning neutron stars and quark stars, does not have, at least
quantitatively, universal validity. A possible explanation, at
least for neutron stars, is that the existence of the crust, which
has a special constitutive explanation, has a dramatic effect on
locating the stability point by the CE minimization method.
On the other hand, in the case of quark stars, where there is
no crust, the failure of the method does not currently have a
solid explanation. Thus, the accurate prediction of the stability
point is not only related to the uniformity of the EoS, such as
in the case of interacting Fermi and Boson gas, where no crust
is added, but also to its specific form.

In conclusion, the CE method can be used as a qualitative,
rather than a quantitative, tool to macroscopically locate the
instability region of certain configurations of compact objects.
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FIG. 2. Configurational entropy as a function of the compactness
parameter. The black diamonds indicate the stability points due to
the TM while the open circles correspond to the minimum of the CE.
The panels in order correspond to: (a) EoSs of Sec. IV A, (b) EoSs of
Sec. IV B: case 1, (c) EoSs of Sec. IV B: case 2, (d) EoSs of Sec. IV B:
case 3.
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FIG. 3. Percentage error in gravitational mass (diamonds), radius
(squares), central energy density (plus signs) and compactness (tri-
angles) as a function of the interaction strength parameter of the CE
method with respect to the TM method. The panels in order corre-
spond to: (a) EoSs of Sec. IV A, (b) EoSs of Sec. IV B: case 1, (c)
EoSs of Sec. IV B: case 2, (d) EoSs of Sec. IV B: case 3.
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Finally, although the CE method is an alternative approach
for exploring the instability regions of compact objects, the
dependence on the specific EoS and the internal structure of
the compact star are factors with a decisive role in the validity
of the approach.
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