arXiv:nucl-th/0512093 v1 27 Dec 2005

Isovector Channel Role of Relativistic Mean Field Models in the Neutrino Mean Free Path

A. Sulaksono, P.T.P. Hutauruk, T. Mart Departemen Fisika, FMIPA, Universitas Indonesia, Depok, 16424, Indonesia

Abstract

An improvement in the treatment of the isovector channel of relativistic mean field (RMF) models based on effective field theory (E-RMF) is suggested, by adding an isovector scalar (δ) meson and using a similar procedure to the one used by Horowitz and Piekarewicz to adjust the isovector-vector channel in order to achieve a softer density dependent symmetry energy of the nuclear matter at high density. Their effects on the equation of state (EOS) at high density and on the neutrino mean free path (NMFP) in neutron stars are discussed.

PACS numbers: 13.15.+g, 25.30.Pt, 97.60.Jd

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutrino transport in stellar matter plays an important role in some phenomena such as the mechanism of supernovae explosions, structure of protoneutron stars, etc. Theoretical input needed for understanding the neutrino transport is the neutrino mean free path (NMFP) and the equation of state (EOS). A unified matter model used in calculating both observables is a requirement for having a consistent neutrino transport result. We note that considerable efforts have been devoted to investigate the neutrino interaction in matter at high density [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15] with different matter models, variety of approximation levels and purposes.

To this end, a kind of matter models that can be used is the relativistic mean field (RMF) model. The original or standard RMF models use the sigma, omega, and rho mesons with additional cubic and quartic nonlinearities of sigma meson to effectively describe the interaction among nucleons. NL-3 parameter set [16] belongs to this model. The parameter set has been very successful in the description of a variety of ground state properties of nuclei [17]. Details of the models as well as their applications can be seen in Refs. [18, 19, 20]. The effects of including delta meson in standard RMF models including the corresponding linear responses have been studied for the asymmetric nuclear matter at low densities in Refs. [21, 22, 23], whereas for heavy ion collisions in Refs. [24, 25, 26] and on the neutron star properties in Ref. [27]. It was found that the δ field leads to a larger repulsion in the dense neutron rich matter (stiffer symmetry energy that leads to a larger proton fraction at high density), as well as a definite splitting of proton and neutron effective masses. Both features are influencing the stability conditions of a neutron star [27].

Inspired by the concept of effective field and density functional theories for hadrons, Furnstahl, Serot and Tang [28] constructed a new RMF model (from now on, will be denoted by E-RMF) that can be considered as an extension of the standard RMF models. One of the parameter sets in this model is G2. Besides yielding accurate predictions in finite nuclei and normal nuclear matter [20, 28, 29], G2 has the interesting features like a positive value of quartic sigma meson coupling constant that leads to the existing lower bound in energy spectrum of this model [30, 31] and to the missing zero sound mode in the high density symmetric nuclear matter [32]. Moreover, the agreement of the nuclear matter and the neutron matter EOS at high density of G2 with the Dirac Brueckner Hartree Fock (DBHF) calculation [29, 30] is better than those of NL-3, NL-1 and TM1 models (the standard RMF plus a quartic omega meson interaction). Nevertheless, from the comparison between the neutron matter EOS of this model and that of the DBHF result, the authors of Ref. [29] pointed out that the present form of the E-RMF model still needs a substantial improvement in the treatment of the isovector sector. It has also been shown that the G2 parameters set of the E-RMF model still predicts a too large proton fraction [4]. It is known that proton fraction correlates to the direct URCA cooling process [33]. It is also known that this problem is caused by the role of isovector terms. So far, the effects of the delta meson inclusion on this model has not been studied yet.

Therefore, in this work, first, we will study the effects of adding an isovector-scalar (δ) meson in the E-RMF model and the effects of the isovector-vector channel adjustment by using a similar procedure to the one used in Ref. [1]. The aim of these adjustments is to achieve a softer density dependent symmetry energy of nuclear matter at high density. The symmetry energy has a wide range of effects, such as from giant dipole resonances to heavy ion collisions in nuclear physics and from supernovae to neutron stars in astrophysics. In spite of its diverse influences, its magnitude and density dependence are not well understood [34]. More detail informations on the role of symmetry energy and related topics can be consulted to Ref. [34] and references therein. Second, we will also extend the analysis of our previous report [4] to give a more solid argument about the source of the possible appearance of the anomalous behavior in the NMFP of neutron stars predicted by RMF models. Here the anomalous behavior in the NMFP means a contra intuitive NMFP results in a form of the decreasing of the mean free path with respect to the decreasing of the matter density [3]. It has been known that this anomalous behavior exists in the NMFP predicted by non relativistic nuclear models of the Skyrme type [2, 3]. This anomalous behavior is attributed to the dominating term at high density that responsible to the appearance of the acausal behavior (the speed of sound exceeds the speed of light) of the model at high densities [2]. It has been reported in Refs. [2, 3, 8] that relativistic models alleviate this problem. But we have eventually found that not every parameter set of relativistic models is free from this problem [4].

In section II we will briefly explain the formalism used in this work. In section III we discuss the results of our calculations. We will give the summary of our findings in section IV.

II. FORMALISM

This section contains a very brief description of the self consistent models for nucleons plus the standard non-interacting Lagrangian densities for electron and muon as well as the interaction between neutrino-electron with matter based on the standard model of weak interaction. Here, a similar assumption with that of Refs. [3, 4] is used, i.e., the ground state of the neutron star is reached once the temperature has decreased below a few MeV. This state is gradually reached from the later stages of the cooling phase. The system is then quite dense and cool so that the zero temperature approximation is valid. In this case the direct URCA neutrino-neutron scattering is kinematically possible for low energy neutrinos at and above the threshold density when the proton fraction exceeds 1/9 [33] or slightly larger if muons are present. Furthermore, the absorption reaction is suppressed. For simplicity, we neglect the RPA correlations.

A. E-RMF Model

The calculation is done in the framework of the relativistic mean field approximation. The effective Lagrangian density used to describe nucleons interactions is taken from Refs. [28, 29, 35]. This Lagrangian is constructed with a nonlinear realization of chiral symmetry [28]. The explicit form of the E-RMF effective Lagrangian density reads

L^{nuc} = L_N + L_M . (1)

For nucleons, the Lagrangian density up to order ν = 3 is given by

L_N = ψ̄[iγ^μ(∂_μ + iν̄_μ + ig_ρb̄_μ + ig_ω V_μ) + g_Aγ^μγ^5ā_μ − M + g_σ σ]ψ − f_ρg_ρ 4M ψ̄b̄_{μν} σ^{μν} ψ, (2) where ψ = ( p n ) , ν̄_μ = − i 2 (ξ̄^†∂_μξ̄ + ξ̄∂_μξ̄^†) = ν̄^†_μ, (3)

ā_μ = − i 2 (ξ̄^†∂_μξ̄ − ξ̄∂_μξ̄^†) = ā^†_μ, (4)

ξ̄ = exp(iπ̄(x)/f_π), π̄(x) = 1 2 ⃗τ · ⃗π(x), (5) π̄(x) = 1 2 ⃗τ · ⃗π(x), (6)

b̄_{μν} = D_μb̄_ν − D_νb̄_μ + ig_ρ[b̄_μ, b̄_ν ], D_μ = ∂_μ + iν̄_μ, (7)

V_{μν} = ∂_μV_ν − ∂_ν V_μ, (8)

σ^{μν} = 1 2 [γ^μ, γ^ν ]. (9) Here, p, n and M are the proton-, neutron-field and nucleon mass, while σ, ⃗π, V^μ, and ⃗b^μ are the σ, π, ω and ρ meson fields, respectively. For mesons, the Lagrangian density up to order ν = 4 reads

L_M = 1 4 f^2_π Tr(∂_μŪ∂^μŪ^†) + 1 4 f^2_π Tr(Ū Ū^† − 2) + 1 2 ∂_μσ∂^μσ − 1 2 Tr(b̄_{μν}b̄^{μν} ) − 1 4 V_{μν} V^{μν} − g_{ρππ} 2f^2_π m^2_ρ

Tr(b̄_{μν}ν̄^{μν} ) + 1 2 (1 + η_1 g_σ σ M + η_2 2 g^2_σ σ^2 M^2

)m^2_ωV_μV^μ + 1 4! ζ_0g^2_ω (V_μV^μ)^2

+ (1 + η_ρ g_σσ M )m^2_ρTr(b̄_μb̄^μ) − m^2_σσ^2(1 + κ_3 3! g_σ σ M + κ_4 4! g^2_σ σ^2 M^2

), (10)

where Ū = ξ̄^2, ν̄_{μν} = ∂_μν̄_ν − ∂_νν̄_μ + i[ν̄_μ, ν̄_ν ] = −i[ā_μ, ā_ν ]. (11)

In the mean field approximation, the π meson does not have a contribution. If we set η_1, η_2, ζ_0, η_ρ and f_ρ equal to zero, in the Lagrangian density, the same equations of state for nucleons and mesons of the standard RMF models [18, 19, 20] can be obtained.

The density dependence of the modified nuclear matter symmetry energy after including the isovector-vector nonlinear term,

L_{HP} = 4Λ_V g^2_ρ g^2_ω ⃗b^μ ·⃗b_μ V^μV_μ, (12)

in the Lagrangian density of the standard RMF model and then followed by an adjustment of g_ρ and Λ_V parameters has been for the first time calculated by Horowitz and Piekarewicz [1]. Motivated by a similar philosophy, other additional nonlinear terms, but with different forms, have also been studied in Ref. [36]. In this paper, we follow the same procedure as given in Refs. [1, 36], but since we use the E-RMF model which already contains an isovectorvector nonlinear term, the density dependence of the nuclear matter symmetry energy can be modified without adding a new nonlinear term, instead, it only needs an adjustment of the g_ρ and η_ρ parameters while keeping the symmetry energy at the same value, i.e., E_{sym}= 24.1 MeV at k_F =1.14 fm^{−1}. The argument behind this procedure is that the symmetry energy at the saturation density (k_F =1.32 fm^{−1}) is not well constrained experimentally. However, an average of symmetry energy at full density (the average density is less than saturation density) and at surface symmetry energy is constrained by binding energy of nuclei [1, 36].

To study the effects of a δ meson addition in the E-RMF model, we add to the Lagrangian density of that model the following terms,

L_δ = 1 2 (∂_μ⃗δ · ∂^μ⃗δ − m^2_δ⃗δ^2) + ψ̄g_δ⃗τ · ⃗δψ. (13) For electron and muon, the Lagrangian density reads ∑ l=e^− , μ^− l̄(γ^μ∂_μ − m_l)l. (14)

All matter properties used in this work can be derived from these Lagrangian densities. A more detail step of the derivations can be seen in Refs. [1, 28, 29, 30, 35, 36]. Coupling constants for all parameter sets used in this work are displayed in Table I. To determine the fraction of every constituent, we imposed the requirement that in the neutron star at zero temperature, the chemical potential is in equilibrium and the charge is neutral.

B. Neutrino Mean Free Path

For neutrino-electron matter interactions based on the standard model of weak interaction, the Lagrangian density for every constituent is

L^j_{int} = G_F √ 2 [ν̄γ^μ(1 − γ_5)ν](ψ̄J^j_μψ), (15)

where J^j_μ = γ_μ(C^j_V − C^j_Aγ_5) and j = n, p, e^−, μ^−. The values of C^j_V and C^j_A can be seen in Table II.

The neutrino differential scattering cross-section can be derived from the Lagrangian density and has the form of 1 V d^3σ d^2Ω^′dE^′_ν = − G_F 32π^2 E^′_ν E_ν Im(L_{μν} Π^{μν} ). (16)

TABLE I: Coupling constants of the parameter sets used in this work. Parameter G2 NL-3 NL-Z Z271

m_S /M 0.554 0.541 0.520 0.495 g_S /(4π) 0.835 0.813 0.801 0.560 g_V /(4π) 1.016 1.024 1.028 0.670 g_R/(4π) 0.755 0.712 0.771 0.792 κ_3 3.247 1.465 2.084 1.325 κ_4 0.632 -5.668 -8.804 31.522 ζ_0 2.642 0 0 4.241 η_1 0.650 0 0 0 η_2 0.110 0 0 0 η_ρ 0.390 0 0 0

TABLE II: Coupling constants of neutrino-electron matter interactions. Here we use sin^2 θ_w = 0.223 and g_A = 1.260 [2, 3, 9]. Target C_V C_A n −0.5 -g_A/2 p 0.5 − 2 sin^2 θ_w g_A/2 e 0.5 + 2 sin^2 θ_w 1/2 μ −0.5 + 2 sin^2 θ_w −1/2

Here E_ν and E^′_ν are the initial and final neutrino-electron energies, respectively, G_F = 1.023×10^{−5}/M^2 is the weak coupling, and M is the nucleon mass. The neutrino-electron tensor L_{μν} can be written as

L_{μν} = 8[2k_μk_ν + (k.q)g_{μν} − (k_μq_ν + q_μk_ν ) − iϵ_{μναβ} k^αq^β], (17) where k is the initial neutrino-electron four-momentum and q = (q_0, ⃗q) is the four-momentum transfer. The polarization tensor Π^{μν} , which defines the target particles, can be written as

Π^j_{μν} (q) = −i ∫ d^4p (2π)^4

Tr[G^j (p)J^j_μG^j (p + q)J^j_ν ], (18) where p = (p_0, ⃗p) is the corresponding initial four-momentum, and G(p) is the target particle propagator. The explicit form of the nucleon propagator is

G^{n,p}(p) = (p/^∗ + M^∗) [ 1 p^∗2 − M^{∗ 2} + iϵ + i π E^∗ × δ(p^∗_0 − E^∗)θ(p^{p,n}_F − | ⃗p |) ] , (19)

where E^∗ = E + Σ_0 is the nucleon effective energy and M^∗ = E + Σ_S is the nucleon effective mass. The Σ_0 and Σ_S are the scalar and time like self energies, respectively. Electron and muon propagators have similar expressions, except the effective (starred) quantities in Eq. (19) are replaced by the free ones.

The NMFP (symbolized by λ) as a function of the initial neutrino energy at a certain density is obtained by integrating the cross section over the time- and vector-component of the neutrino momentum transfer, as [3, 9] 1 λ(E_ν ) = ∫_{2Eν −q0} q_0 d|⃗q| ∫_{2Eν} 0 dq_0 |⃗q| E^′_ν E_ν 2π 1 V d^3σ d^2Ω^′dE^′_ν . (20)

Equation (20) is used to calculate the NMFP in the neutron star matter of Figs. 3, 4, and 7.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section we study the effects of the isovector-vector channel adjustment and the addition of δ meson in E-RMF models on the corresponding nuclear matter properties predictions. We also study the role of every factor involved in the predicted NMFP in neutron stars of RMF models. We start with considering the effects of isovector-vector channel of the E-RMF model. Here we analyze the effects of different g_ρ and η_ρ combinations of the G2 parameter set. The value of various coupling constant combinations can be seen in Table III. Their effects on matter properties are shown in Fig. 1.

The symmetry energies of sets I–IV given in Table III are shown in the upper left panel. Since it has been pointed out by Lattimer et al. [33], that the crucial role of the proton fraction value for the onset of the direct URCA process is to enhance the neutron star cooling rate [43], we plot the corresponding proton fractions in the upper right panel. To

TABLE III: Isovector-vector channel adjustment in the G2 parameter set of E-RMF model. Isovector Set parameter I II III IV g_ρ 9.358 9.483 11.786 13.687 η_ρ 0.190 0.390 4.490 8.490

FIG. 1: Isovector-vector channel adjustment in the E-RMF model. Effects of different combinations of g_ρ and η_ρ on the symmetry energy of the nuclear matter are shown in the upper left panel, on the pressure and M^∗ of the PNM are in the lower left and right panels, respectively, and on the proton fraction predictions in the upper right panel. Shaded region in the upper right panel corresponds to the proton fraction threshold of the direct URCA process [33].

estimate their effects on the EOS of neutron star, we plot the pressure as a function of energy of the pure neutron matter (PNM) as the dominant contributor in the EOS of a neutron star, in the lower left panel. It is clear from the figure in the lower right panel that the adjustments of g_ρ and η_ρ have no effect on the PNM effective mass (M^∗).

TABLE IV: Isovector-vector channel adjustment in the Z271 parameter set of the Horowitz and Piekarewicz model [1].

Isovector Set parameter I II III IV

g_ρ 9.498 9.672 11.506 12.145 Λ_V 0 0.01 0.03 0.035

In conclusion, for the E-RMF model, proton fraction predictions depend strongly on the behavior of the density dependent of E_{sym} at high density. On the other hand, the predicted neutron star EOS does not drastically depend on the behavior of E_{sym} at high density.

A similar analysis for the standard RMF plus an additional isovector-vector nonlinear term model of Horowitz and Piekarewicz [1] with Z271* parameter set has been also performed. The various sets of coupling constant combinations are shown in Table IV, whereas their effects on matter properties are shown in Fig 2. Similar conclusion is obtained both for proton fraction and M^∗ in the PNM. Significant dependency in the EOS of this model on E_{sym} is found. The different trend in E_{sym} and EOS of this model compared to the E-RMF one originates from the different form of the isovector-vector non linear terms used in both models.

To investigate which factor dominantly controls the behavior of the NMFP based on RMF models, we compare the EOS and NMFP of both models with the one of the standard RMF model, i.e., the NL-3 parameter set. The results are shown in Fig 3. In the upper left panel, we show the effects from the variation of E_{sym} in the G2* parameter sets (represented by the variation of g_ρ and η_ρ values) on the NMFP. Similarly, for the Z271* and NL-3 parameter sets (represented by the dots form), the results are shown in the upper right panel. The EOS and M^∗ in the PNM of the standard G2, Z271 and NL-3 parameter sets are displayed in the lower left and right panels, respectively. Different from NL-3, which has an anomalous behavior in its NMFP, it is found that G2* and Z271* parameter sets predict the NMFP trends, which do not change with the variation of E_{sym} (in both models, the anomalous behavior in the NMFP does not appear in every parameter set even though they have different E_{sym} values). This means that the appearance of the anomalous behavior in the NMFP seems to be insensitive to the value of the proton fraction. The NL-3 parameter

FIG. 2: Isovector-vector channel adjustment in the Horowitz and Piekarewicz model (Z271) [1]. Effects of different combinations of g_ρ and Λ_V on the symmetry energy of SNM are shown in the upper left panel, on pressure and M^∗ of PNM in the lower left and right panels, respectively, and on proton fraction predictions in the upper right panel. Shaded region in the upper right panel corresponds to the proton fraction threshold for the direct URCA process [33].

set has PNM with a stiff EOS and a relatively small M^∗ value but, on the contrary, Z271 and G2 have PNM with a soft EOS and large M^∗ value at high density. This fact gives an indication that a soft EOS and a normal behavior of the NMFP are mostly determined by the relatively large M^∗ value at high density. On the other hand, finite nuclei calculations using the standard RMF model [18, 19, 20, 37] inform us that acceptable shell structure predictions in finite nuclei regions require a small M^∗ value (∼ 0.6 M) in the saturation density which is fulfilled by G2 [29] and NL-3 [18, 19, 20, 37] parameter sets.

Actually, the above results could be more clearly interpreted by looking at the effects of different M^∗ on the NMFP in the same model. The difference in each parameter set is only in the values of some adjusted coupling constants, while they should have acceptable SNM

FIG. 3: Effects of the isovector-vector channel adjustment on NMFP predictions for G2, NL-3 and Z271 models. The upper left panel is for the E-RMF model (G2) and the upper right panel is for the Horowitz and Piekarewicz model (Z271). For comparison, the result of NL-3 is given in the upper-right panel by the dots form. The pressure as a function of the energy density and M^∗ as a function of the nucleon-saturation densities ratio are given in the lower left and lower right panels, respectively.

TABLE V: M^∗ variations in the NL-Z parameter set of the standard RMF model. [37] Parameter NL-Z P-070 P-080 g_S /(4π) 0.801 0.673 0.575 g_V /(4π) 1.028 0.817 0.632 κ_3 2.084 2.463 2.899 κ_4 −8.804 −7.595 12.779

FIG. 4: Effects of the M^∗ variations on the proton fraction and on the NMFP (upper left and upper right panels), and on the EOS (lower left panel). Shaded region in the upper left panel corresponds to a threshold of the proton fraction for the direct URCA process [33]. Variations of the M^∗ as a function of the nucleon-saturation densities ratio is shown in the lower right panel.

and PNM predictions at saturation density (more details about matter predictions of these models can be seen in Ref. [37]), and for our purpose here, the proton fraction predictions should be similar. The parameter sets of Ref. [37] are suitable for this task. The coupling constants variations of the models are shown in Table V, whereas the results are shown in Fig. 4. The effects of the M^∗ variation on the proton fraction are shown in the upper left panel, while the effects on the NMFP and EOS of PNM are shown in the upper right and lower left panels, respectively. Clearly, if M^∗ becomes too low then the corresponding EOS becomes too stiff and the anomalous behavior in the NMFP appears. The P-070 and P-080 parameter sets have unacceptable shell structure predictions in some nuclei [37] since these parameter sets have a too large M^∗ in the saturation density which, as a consequence, leads to a too narrow spin-orbit splitting prediction. Recently, “FSU GOLD” parameter

TABLE VI: Effects of the δ meson on the G2 parameter set of the E-RMF model. Case η_ρ = 0.39.

Isovector Set parameter I II III g_ρ 9.483 12.313 15.937 g_δ 0 5.026 7.540

TABLE VII: Effects of the δ meson in the G2* parameter sets of the E-RMF model. Case η_ρ = 4.49.

Isovector Set parameter I II III g_ρ 11.786 15.304 18.784 g_δ 0 5.026 7.540

set has been introduced by Todd-Rutel and Piekarewicz [17] which yields a soft EOS, while still accurately reproducing experimental data of binding energies and charge radii of some magic nuclei and also centroid energies for breathing mode of^{208}Pb and^{90}Zr. Unfortunately the shell structure prediction of this parameter set is not reported in that paper. Therefore, before drawing any further conclusion, we should wait for their full calculation, including the predicted shell structure properties of some magic nuclei.

In conclusion, these results confirm previous findings [29, 30] about the wide range of applications of the E-RMF model. In our view, the reason comes from the fact that the E-RMF model has a relatively small M^∗ (∼ 0.6 M) in saturation density (demanding feature for finite nuclei) but a relatively large M^∗ at high density (demanding feature for the neutron star). Extra nonlinear and tensor terms of this model compared to the standard one seem to be the source of this behavior (see Table I). From the possibility that the density dependent E_{sym} can be adjusted, the claim that RMF models predict relatively lower threshold densities for the direct URCA process and this fact can be considered as a weak point of the models [38, 39, 40], now can be re-explored. A precise density dependent E_{sym} at high density experimentally determined and/or extracted from the properties of the neutron star are needed in this case.

To study the effects of δ meson on the E-RMF model, we start with the standard G2 with η_ρ = 0.39 and generate different g_ρ and g_δ parameters combinations but we keep the same

FIG. 5: Effects of the δ meson addition in the E-RMF model for η_ρ = 0.39 on the symmetry energy and proton fraction (upper left and right panels) and on the EOS and M^∗ in the PNM ( lower left and right panels). Shaded region in the upper right panel corresponds to the proton fraction threshold for the direct URCA process [33].

E_{sym} = 26.57 MeV at k_F = 1.172 fm^{−1} (note: there would be no change in the conclusion if we took E_{sym} = 24.1 MeV at k_F = 1.14 fm^{−1}). The combinations of the coupling constants of the models can be seen in Table VI. The matter properties predictions are shown in Fig. 5. It is clearly seen that the presence of the δ meson results in a higher E_{sym} at high density. This fact leads to a higher proton fraction. But, in the region ρ_B=(1.5-2)ρ_0, the difference between the E_{sym} value of the E-RMF plus a δ and that without a δ meson is not so significant. The presence of the δ meson also makes the PNM EOS stiffer and reduces the value of the PNM M^∗. The reduction magnitude depends on the magnitude of g_δ . A similar trend is also found in the case of η_ρ = 4.49. The combinations of g_ρ and g_δ coupling constant are shown in Table VII and the corresponding results can be seen in Fig. 6.

In Fig. 7, it can be seen that the presence of the δ meson removes the anomalous behavior

FIG. 6: Same as in Fig. 5, but for η_ρ = 4.49.

in the predicted NMFP. The effect appears more pronounce in the case of η_ρ = 4.49, rather than η_ρ = 0.39. This fact is clearly depicted in Fig. 7.

In Fig. 8, we show the E/A ratio and the pressure, for the SNM as well as the PNM of the four RMF parameter sets. NL-3 is a parameter set with good predictions for observables of finite nuclei and has a stiff EOS at high density. Z271 is a parameter set that is specially constructed for the neutron star and has a soft EOS at high density. G2 is a parameter set with acceptable predictions for observables of finite nuclei and has a relatively soft EOS at high density. Clearly, parameter sets with soft EOS are consistent with experimental data of Danielewicz et al. [44] and close to the results of the variational calculation by Akmal et al. [41], BHF calculation with AV14 potential plus 3BF of Baldo et al. [43], and DBHF calculation of Li et al. [42]. It seems also from the results of G2^∗ +δ, that the enhancement in the isovector channel of G2 shifts the E/A ratio and pressure predictions of that parameter set closer to the result of variational calculation from Akmal et al. [41].

FIG. 7: Effects of the δ meson addition in the E-RMF model on the corresponding NMFP prediction. Left panel is for η_ρ = 0.39, while right panel is for η_ρ = 4.49.

FIG. 8: Energy per nucleon (E/A) of the SNM (upper left) and PNM (upper right) of G2, Z271, NL3 and G2^∗ + δ parameter sets. The corresponding pressures are given in the lower left and lower right panels. For comparison, we also show the results from variational calculation of Akmal et al. [41], DBHF calculation of Li et al. [42], and BHF with AV14 potential plus 3BF of Baldo et al. [43]. Shaded regions correspond to experimental data from Danielewicz et al. [44].

IV. SUMMARY

In summary, we find that by adjusting the parameters in the isovector-vector sector of RMF models we can obtain a low proton fraction at high densities in neutron star. The anomalous behavior in the NMFP of RMF models would not appear, if their M^∗ predictions at high density were sufficiently large. The presence of the δ meson in the E-RMF model increases the proton fraction at high density but the change in the value of the proton fraction is not significant in the region ρ_B =(1.5-2)ρ_0. For the PNM case, the presence of the δ meson has effects that the EOS prediction becomes stiffer and M^∗ becomes smaller at high density. The presence of the δ meson in the E-RMF model also removes the anomalous behavior in the NMFP. By adjusting the isovector-vector sector and adding the δ meson in the E-RMF model, the E/A ratio and the predicted pressure of the PNM become much closer to the results of Akmal et al. [41].

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

We acknowledge P. Danielewicz for his kindness to give us his experimental data.

[1] C. J. Horowitz and J. Piekarewicz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 5647 (2001); Phys. Rev. C. 64, 062802(R) (2001); Phys. Rev. C. 66, 055803 (2002).

[2] S. Reddy, M. Prakash, and J.M. Lattimer, Phys. Rev. D. 58, 013009 (1998); and references therein.

[3] R. Niembro, P. Bernardos, M. Lopez-Quelle and S. Marcos, Phys. Rev. C. 64, 055802 (2001). [4] P.T.P. Hutauruk, C.K. Williams, A. Sulaksono, T. Mart, Phys. Rev. C. 70, 068801 (2004). [5] C.J. Horowitz and M.A. Perez-Garcia, Phys. Rev. C. 68, 025803 (2003). [6] L. Mornas, Nucl. Phys. A. 721, 1040 (2003). [7] L. Mornas, A. Perez, Eur. Phys. J.A 13, 383 (2002).

[8] S. Reddy, M. Prakash, J.M. Lattimer, and J.A. Pons, Phys. Rev. C. 59, 2888 (1999). [9] C. J. Horowitz, K. Wehberger, Nucl. Phys. A. 531, 665 (1991); ibid. Phys. Lett. B 266, 236 (1991).

[10] S. Yamada, and H. Toki, Phys. Rev. C. 61, 015803 (2000).

[11] C. Shen, U. Lombardo, N. Van Giai and W. Zuo, Phys. Rev. C. 68, 055802 (2003). [12] J. Margueron, J. Navarro, and N. Van Giai, Nucl. Phys. A. 719, 169 (2003). [13] D. Chandra, A. Goyal, K. Goswami, Phys. Rev. D. 65, 053003 (2002). [14] S. Cowell and V.R. Pandharipande, Phys. Rev. C. 70, 035801 (2004). [15] C.K. Williams, P.T.P. Hutauruk, A. Sulaksono, T. Mart, Phys. Rev. D. 71, 017303 (2005). [16] G.A. Lalazissis, J. Konig and P. Ring, Phys. Rev. C. 55, 540 (1997). [17] B.G. Todd-Rutel and J. Piekarewicz, nucl-th/0504034 (2005). [18] P.-G. Reinhard, Rep. Prog. Phys. 52, 439 (1989); and references therein. [19] P. Ring, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys 37, 193 (1996); and references therein. [20] B.D. Serot, and J.D. Walecka, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 6, 515 (1997); and references therein. [21] S. Kubis and M. Kutschera, Phys. Lett. B 399, 191 (1997).

[22] B. Liu, V. Greco, V. Baran, M. Colonna and M. Di Toro, Phys. Rev. C. 65, 045201 (2002). [23] V. Greco, M. Colonna, M. Di Toro, and F. Matera, Phys. Rev. C. 67, 015203 (2003). [24] V. Greco, V. Baran, M. Colonna, M. Di Toro, T. Gaitanos and H.H. Wolter, Phys. Lett. B 562, 215 (2003).

[25] T. Gaitanos, M. Di Toro, S. Typel, V. Baran, C. Fuch, V. Greco and H.H. Wolter, Nucl. Phys.

A. 732, 24 (2004).

[26] T. Gaitanos, M. Colonna, M. Di Toro and H.H. Wolter, Phys. Lett. B 595, 209 (2004). [27] B. Liu, H. Guo, M. Di Toro and V. Greco, nucl-th/0409014 (2004).

[28] R.J. Furnstahl, B.D. Serot and H.B. Tang, Nucl. Phys. A. 598, 539 (1996); Nucl. Phys. A.

615, 441 (1997).

[29] T. Sil, S.K. Patra, B.K. Sharma, M. Centelles, and X. Vinãs, nucl-th/0406024 (2004). [30] P. Arumugam, B.K. Sharma, P.K. Sahu and S.K. Patra, T. Sil, M. Centelles, and X. Vinãs, Phys. Lett. B 601, 51 (2004).

[31] G. Baym, Phys. Rev. 117, 886 (1960).

[32] J.C. Caillon, P. Gabinski, J. Labarsouque, Nucl. Phys. A. 696, 623 (2001). [33] J.M. Lattimer, C.J. Pethick, M. Prakash, P. Haensel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 2701 (1991). [34] A. W. Steiner, M. Prakash, J.M. Lattimer and P.J. Ellis, nucl-th/0505062 (2005). [35] P. Wang, Phys. Rev. C. 61, 054904 (2000).

[36] G. Shen, J. Li, G.C. Hillhouse and J. Meng, Phys. Rev. C. 71, 015802 (2005). [37] A. Sulaksono, T. Mart and C. Bahri, Phys. Rev. C. 71, 034312 (2005).

[38] D. Blaschke, H. Grigorian, D.N. Voskresensky, astro-ph/0403170 (2004). [39] E.E. Kolomeitsev, D.N. Voskresensky, Phys. Rev. C. 68, 015803 (2003). [40] A.B. Migdal, E.E. Saperstein, M.A. Troitsky, D.N. Voskresensky, Phys. Rep. 192, 179 (1990). [41] A. Akmal, V.R. Pandharipande and D.G. Ravenhall, Phys. Rev. C. 58, 1804 (1998). [42] G. Q. Li, R. Machleidt and R. Brockmann, Phys. Rev. C. 45, 2782 (1992). [43] M. Baldo, I. Bombaci and G.F. Burgio, Astron. Astrophys. 328, 774 (1997). [44] P. Danielewicz, R. Lacey and W.G. Lynch, Science 298, 1592 (2002).