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We investigate the challenges of constructing neutron star (NS) solutions in f(Q) gravity, high-
lighting the importance of treating the affine connection as an active, dynamical component of the
theory. We begin by clarifying under what conditions standard simplifications —such as the coinci-
dent gauge or General Relativity (GR)-like connections— inadvertently lead to GR behavior, even
in non-trivial f(Q) models. Building on previous work in black hole (BH) spacetimes, we adapt
the formalism to NS and extend it to non-vacuum configurations. Focusing on two representative
models, f(Q) = Q + αQ2 and f(Q) = Qβ , our analysis suggests that, under standard regularity
assumptions, solutions with Maclaurin/Laurent-type series recover GR dynamics, pointing to more
intricate structures as the likely seat of beyond-GR effects, and reflecting the constraints imposed by
the connection’s dynamics on the asymptotic behavior of genuinely beyond-GR solutions. We then
formulate the problem as a boundary value problem (BVP) and highlight the numerical pathologies
that may arise, together with possible strategies to prevent them. This work aims to provide a
concrete framework for future numerical studies and outlines the theoretical consistency conditions
required to construct physically meaningful beyond-GR NS solutions in f(Q) gravity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Einstein’s theory of GR has consistently demonstrated
remarkable success in describing gravitational interac-
tions across a vast range of scales, from planetary orbits
to the evolution of the Universe itself. However, despite
its success, several theoretical and observational chal-
lenges have prompted the exploration of alternative grav-
itational frameworks. Cosmological tensions, BH singu-
larities, the nature of dark matter and dark energy, and
the incompatibility of GR with quantum mechanics have
all raised questions about the completeness of GR, to the
point where these issues have driven interest in reformu-
lating our theory of gravity to explore new gravitational
interactions that retain GR’s core principles while broad-
ening the spectrum of potential solutions.

In particular, the study of gravitational phenomena
through the lens of non-metric geometry is a relatively
novel approach that moves beyond the well-established
curvature-based interpretation of GR. While traditional
formulations of the latter describe gravity as a manifesta-
tion of spacetime curvature, structured around the Levi-
Civita connection —which is both metric-compatible and
torsion-free—, alternative formulations reveal that grav-
ity can also be framed in terms of torsion or non-metricity
[1–3]. This shift gives rise to the so-called Symmetric
Teleparallel Gravity (STG) theories, and in particular,
the Symmetric Teleparallel Equivalent of GR (STEGR),
where gravity is represented not by curvature but purely
by non-metricity, allowing for a framework in which the
connection is independent of the metric [1, 2, 4, 5]. In
STEGR, instead of the Riemann tensor, it is the non-
metricity tensor Qαµν the geometrical object that en-
codes the gravitational interaction. The non-metricity
scalar Q —derived from this tensor— becomes then the
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gravitational Lagrangian, analogous to the Ricci scalar
in GR. In the same vein, Coincident General Relativ-
ity (CGR)[4], as the gauge-restricted version of STEGR,
maintains flat and torsion-free conditions but allows for
a vanishing affine connection, which simplifies the repre-
sentation of gravitational effects while maintaining con-
sistency with empirical data.

This non-metric approach is becoming more popular
and valuable in modified gravity theories, particularly
f(Q) gravity [6], which extends STEGR by introducing
functional forms of the non-metricity scalar Q in the ac-
tion [1, 4, 6, 7]. Such non-linear generalization introduces
a fundamental change in the sense that the affine connec-
tion is no longer a pure gauge quantity that can be en-
tirely removed in the so-called coincident gauge. Instead,
it acquires physical significance and becomes a dynamic
entity, contributing to the field equations and introduc-
ing new degrees of freedom [8–10]. As a result, additional
equations of motion (EoMs) emerge in f(Q) gravity, giv-
ing rise to potentially propagating modes beyond those
present in GR. Thus, unlike in STEGR, the connection in
f(Q) gravity cannot be trivially fixed or removed with-
out altering the theory’s dynamics, which endows the
connection with an active, physically meaningful role in
determining gravitational behavior, potentially leading
to solutions that differ significantly from those in stan-
dard GR [6, 11–14].

One of the primary challenges in f(Q) gravity research
lies precisely in understanding how these additional de-
grees of freedom associated with the connection influ-
ence the behavior of gravitational systems. A growing
number of studies over the past few years have explored
the implications of f(Q) gravity for static and stationary
spherically symmetric configurations, reflecting increas-
ing interest in its potential to describe astrophysical phe-
nomena beyond GR. In many of these works, especially
in the early literature, simplifying assumptions on the
connection are adopted in order to render the field equa-
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tions tractable. While such choices have led to a wide
range of interesting results, they often suppress the con-
nection’s unique contributions to the dynamics, so that
the resulting gravitational solutions tend to remain close
to their GR counterparts. In practice, such constraints
can effectively remove or strongly restrict the new degrees
of freedom that are intrinsic to f(Q) gravity, preventing
the theory from fully displaying its potential to describe
novel gravitational effects [4, 11, 12, 15].

These studies include many works on BHs such as [16–
23], which typically handle trivial connections or assume
particularly simple choices, tailored to render the field
equations more tractable. Such setups, while often use-
ful and valuable as benchmarks, naturally explore only
a subset of the theory’s possible dynamical behaviors.
More relevant for our purposes, a large body of work
has focused on compact star modeling, exploring stellar
structure, mass-radius relations, and stability bounds in
f(Q) gravity [24–34]. Also most of these studies adopt
either the coincident gauge or a spherical GR-like con-
nection, so that potential beyond-GR signatures asso-
ciated with the affine structure are largely fixed rather
than followed dynamically. For beyond stellar configura-
tions, similar simplifying strategies are often employed in
gravastar studies [35–42] and more general static spher-
ically symmetric solutions [43–56]. Complementary to
these approaches, other works do place particular empha-
sis on the connection as a dynamical object, with some
addressing this issue in cosmological settings [11, 57–60]
and others developing more general frameworks [61] or
studying compact objects directly [62–64]. Taken to-
gether, this expanding body of work signals a healthy
and growing theoretical interest in f(Q) gravity, but the
diversity in how the connection is treated can make it
challenging to assess the theory’s full implications in a
unified way. In this context, a careful and systematic
analysis —such as the one we present here for NS—, in
which we aim to complement and extend existing studies
by exploring NS configurations in which the connection
is consistently treated as an active, dynamical ingredient,
becomes not only timely but necessary.

In this work, we lay the theoretical and numerical
groundwork necessary to explore beyond-GR NS solu-
tions in f(Q) gravity. Our primary aim is to clarify un-
der what conditions non-trivial solutions can exist and to
identify the assumptions that must be avoided to preserve
the theory’s additional degrees of freedom. Because these
solutions typically lie beyond analytic reach, we analyze
the regularity of the system to formulate a numerically
solvable BVP required for consistent integration. This in-
cludes determining appropriate boundary conditions, the
form of the metric and connection near the center, and
the expected asymptotic behavior. This process clarifies
how the connection’s degrees of freedom naturally con-
strain the admissible form of viable beyond-GR solutions
and help us identify the numerical obstacles that must
be overcome. We then examine the specific numerical
challenges that arise when solving the equations under

these more general conditions and outline strategies for
addressing them. Our focus here is thus methodologi-
cal. We aim to establish a robust framework for future
studies seeking to go beyond GR in a controlled and re-
liable way, while leaving the numerical construction of
complete stellar models for future work.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly

review the geometric structure of STEGR and its gener-
alization to the framework in f(Q) gravity, introducing
the essential elements needed to define our conventions
and set up the field equations. Sec. III concisely es-
tablishes the general structure for static and stationary
spherically symmetric configurations, including the most
general flat, torsionless connection compatible with these
symmetries —previously derived for BHs in [12]— and
featuring one potentially dynamical, non-trivial compo-
nent. We present the corresponding equations of mo-
tion adapted in the presence of matter and in Sec. III B
and Sec. III C, we introduce a convenient metric repa-
rameterization and outline the approximations used in
the fluid description adopted for NS. Sec. IV focuses
on identifying the assumptions that reduce the theory to
GR, either through specific limits of the function f(Q)
or by prematurely fixing the connection. This step is
important for the numerical analysis that follows, as it
provides a controlled GR limit from which to depart in
the search for beyond-GR solutions. We show that even
mild conditions on the connection components can sup-
press the theory’s additional degrees of freedom and thus
prevent genuinely new behavior from emerging. Sec. V
explores beyond-GR NS solutions for two representative
f(Q) models: f(Q) = Q+ αQ2 and f(Q) = Qβ . We be-
gin in Sec. VB by analyzing the regularity and boundary
behavior of the field equations at the center of the NS
and at large distances, establishing consistent boundary
conditions required for numerical integration. Through a
perturbative analysis, we show that standard expansion
techniques yield GR-like solutions. Specifically, solutions
admitting a series expansion near r = 0, or in powers
of 1/r at far infinity, seem to converge to GR behavior.
This constrains the asymptotic structure that non-trivial
solutions may exhibit, guiding the numerical strategy de-
veloped in Sec. VC. There, we identify and address the
key challenges in solving the full system under general
conditions. We do not present numerical stellar mod-
els, but provide instead the boundary data, consistency
checks, and continuation road map that enable such com-
putations. Finally, Sec. VI summarizes our findings and
highlights potential directions for future research.

II. A DESCRIPTION OF GRAVITY BASED ON
NON-METRICITY

A. Symmetric Teleparallelism

Consider a metric-affine geometry, described by the
triplet (M, gµν ,Γ

α
µν), where M is a smooth four-

dimensional manifold, gµν are the components of a met-
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ric tensor with signature (−,+,+,+), and Γα
µν represents

the affine connection. The latter defines how vectors are
parallel transported along curves and establishes the form
of the covariant derivative:

∇µu
ρ = ∂µu

ρ + Γρ
µνu

ν . (1)

The choice of connection enables the construction of ten-
sors that quantify the geometric behavior of the mani-
fold, namely the Riemann curvature tensor Rρ

αµν , the
torsion tensor Tα

µν , and the non-metricity tensor Qαµν ,
which together offer three complementary approaches to
gravity [1, 2].

The first two are defined as:

Rρ
αµν := Γρ

να,µ − Γρ
µα,ν + Γρ

µβΓ
β
να − Γρ

νβΓ
β
µα, (2)

Tα
µν := Γα

µν − Γα
νµ; (3)

and are set to zero for a description of gravity based
entirely on non-metricity. The third and only non-trivial
tensor characterizes the change in length of a vector as
it is parallel transported and is defined as:

Qαµν := ∇αgµν = ∂αgµν − 2Γλ
α(µgν)λ, (4)

being thus symmetric in its last two indices. Because of
this property, there are two independent traces that can
be constructed, namely Qα := Q λ

α λ and Q̃α := Q λ
λα ,

which in turn give rise to five independent contractions
at the quadratic order in non-metricity. The most gen-
eral combination of these five contractions results in the
definition of the non-metricity scalar Q [1, 2, 4, 5]:

Q := c1QαβγQ
αβγ + c2QαβγQ

βαγ + c3QαQ
α

+ c4Q̃αQ̃
α + c5QαQ̃

α. (5)

For later convenience, we introduce the non-metricity
conjugate Pα

µν and the symmetric tensor qµν . The for-
mer is defined as

Pα
µν :=

1

2

∂Q
∂Q µν

α
= c1 Q

α
µν + c2 Q

α
(µ ν) + c3 gµνQ

α

+ c4 δ
α

(µQ̃ν) +
1

2
c5

(
gµνQ̃

α + δα (µQν)

)
, (6)

it is manifestly symmetric in its lower two indices and it
fulfills the property

Q = PαµνQ
αµν . (7)

qµν , on the other hand, is defined as:

qµν :=
∂Q
∂gµν

= c1 (Q
αβ

µ Qναβ − 2Q β
αµ Qα

νβ)

− c2 Q
β

αµ Q α
βν + c3 (QµQν − 2QαµνQ

α)

− c4 Q̃µQ̃ν − c5 QαµνQ̃
α, (8)

and we can rewrite it in a more compact and manifestly
symmetric form making use of the non-metricity conju-
gate as

qµν = P(µ|αβQν)
αβ − 2Pαβ

(νQαβ|µ). (9)

The most general action for a flat, torsion-free, non-
metric theory with quadratic EoMs reads then [1, 2, 4]:

SQ[g,Γ;λ, ρ] :=

∫
M

d4x

(
1

2κ

√
−gQ+ λ βµν

α Rα
βµν

+ ραµνT
α
µν

)
+ Smatter, (10)

where κ = 8π in geometrized units and the factor
√
−g

ensures that our volume element
√
−g d4x is invariant un-

der coordinate transformations as in the Einstein-Hilbert
action in GR. The conditions of flatness and no torsion
are imposed at the level of the action by performing vari-
ations with respect to the two Lagrange multiplier fields

λ βµν
α = λ

β[µν]
α and ρ µν

α = ρ
[µν]

α , defined as antisym-
metric tensor densities in their last two indices [4, 5]. By
solving the constraints, it can be shown that the flatness
and vanishing torsion conditions restrict the connection
to be purely inertial so that, for arbitrary ξα, it becomes
[1, 2, 4, 5, 12]:

Γα
µν =

∂xα

∂ξλ
∂µ∂νξ

λ. (11)

The affine structure of the theory reveals thus one of
the characteristic properties of symmetric teleparallelism:
the connection can be arbitrarily chosen and there exists
a special gauge choice, the so-called coincident gauge, in
which ξα = xα and the connection becomes trivial, i.e.,
Γα
µν = 0. Mathematically speaking, this means that all

covariant derivatives are replaced by ordinary derivatives.
Physically speaking, the connection becomes inertial and
the gauge itself can be interpreted as the one where the
origin of the tangent space, parametrized by ξα, coincides
with the spacetime origin, hence the name [1, 4].
To recover the STEGR theory, one starts by re-writing

a generic connection as:

Γα
µν = { α

µν }+Kα
µν (T ) + Lα

µν(Q), (12)

where { α
µν } stands for its Levi-Civita part, Kα

µν :=
1
2T

α
µν + T α

(µ ν) is the so-called contorsion tensor and

carries the contributions coming from the torsion, and
the disformation tensor Lα

µν := 1
2Q

α
µν−Q α

(µ ν) gathers

the contributions of the non-metricity [1, 2, 4, 5, 13]. This
last two pieces are sometimes referred to as distortion.
Under such a shift of the connection, two contractions

of the corresponding expansion of the Riemann tensor,
together with the two geometrical postulates of sym-

metric teleparallelism, Tα
µν

!
= 0, Rρ

αµν
!
= 0, lead to

the following relation between the Ricci scalar for the
Levi-Civita connection, R, and the non-metricity scalar
[1, 2, 5, 12]:

R = −Q̊−Dα(Q
α − Q̃α). (13)

Here, Q̊ stands for the non-metricity scalar Q in (5)
for the specific choice of coefficients {c1, c2, c3, c4, c5} =
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{−1/4, 1/2, 1/4, 0,−1/2}. From this expression it be-
comes evident that the action

SSTEGR[g,Γ] = − 1

2κ

∫
M

d4x
√
−g Q̊ (14)

differs from the Einstein-Hilbert action only by a to-
tal derivative, reproducing thus the dynamics and phe-
nomenology of GR. In addition to having a description
in which the curvature tensor with respect to the affine
connection vanishes, (13) shows that we are also sub-
tracting the derivatives in the boundary term from the
usual action in GR. These represent inertial effects that
typically diverge away from the source and consequently,
in a Teleparallel theory of gravity the covariance of the
theory is not compromised [1, 2, 5].

B. General framework in f(Q) gravity

The leap from (10) to f(Q) gravity [6] is trivial by
promoting the non-metricity scalar to an arbitrary func-
tion f(Q̊), since only our choice of {ci}5i=1 contains the
STEGR. In order to alleviate the notation, however, the
symbol Q is used henceforth instead. In this sense, the
most general action in f(Q) gravity, in some convenient
system of units reads:

Sf(Q)[g,Γ;λ, ρ] :=

∫
M
d4x

(
1

2

√
−g f(Q) + λ βµν

α Rα
βµν

+ ραµνT
α
µν

)
+ Smatter. (15)

The EoMs of the theory are computed in their most
generic form and in a manifestly covariant formulation
following an approach à la Palatini and performing a
variation of the action functional with respect to the
metric and with respect to the connection. Note that
contrary to what happens in STEGR, the latter is not
entirely determined by the metric and can contribute ad-
ditional degrees of freedom in this case, as detailed in
IIIA. The matter distribution under consideration is en-
coded in Smatter, whose variation with respect to the met-
ric and connection results in the usual definition for the
energy-momentum tensor and hypermomentum, respec-
tively [4, 5, 13, 65]:

Tµν := − 2√
−g

δSmatter

δgµν
, H µν

α := −1

2

δSmatter

δΓα
µν

. (16)

H µν
α is generated by coupling fermions to gravitation

and its presence or absence is therefore determined by the
way we choose to couple the matter fields in our frame-
work [5, 66]. Despite the ambiguity in such choice for
generalized geometries, from the evidence we have from
GR, we are interested in considering situations in which
there is absence of any coupling to the connection. Thus,
in the following we always consider H µν

α = 0.
The stationary-action principle on the variation of (15)

with respect to the inverse of the metric tensor gµν ,

δgSf(Q)
!
= 0, yields the EoMs for the metric [4, 5, 11–

13, 29, 67, 68]:

Mµν :=
2√
−g

∇α

[√
−g Pα

µν f
′(Q)

]
+ f ′(Q) qµν

− 1

2
f(Q)gµν = κTµν , (17)

where we are using the prime notation to denote the
derivatives of f with respect to Q, namely f ′(Q) :=
df(Q)/dQ. These equations can be brought into the more
practical and suggestive form [12, 68]

Mµν = f ′(Q)Gµν − 1

2
gµν [f(Q)− f ′(Q)Q]

+ 2f ′′(Q)Pα
µν (∂αQ) = κTµν , (18)

where Gµν := Rµν − (1/2)Rgµν is the Einstein tensor
(computed with respect to the Levi-Civita connection).
This way of writing the EoMs is more transparent and
practical in the sense that it prevents one from calculat-
ing a covariant derivative and evidences the fact that the
choice f(Q) = Q recovers the STEGR limit of the the-
ory. For this case, it follows that Gµν = Tµν and we thus
recover the same dynamics as in standard GR.
The connection EoMs are derived by performing a vari-

ation with respect to the connection, δΓSf(Q)
!
= 0, obtain-

ing [4, 5]:

∇βλ
νµβ

α + ρ µν
α =

√
−gf ′(Q)Pµν

α , (19)

where one assumes, also in the derivation of (17), that
the variations of the metric tensor and connection vanish
on the boundary, i.e., δgµν |∂M = δΓα

µν |∂M = 0. Two fur-
ther covariant derivatives acting on (19) remove the La-
grange multipliers due to their symmetry properties and
the commutation of covariant derivatives in STG —since
the commutator of a general tensor field is proportional
to curvature and torsion terms—, leading to the more
compact form [5, 12, 13, 67, 68]:

Cα := ∇µ∇ν

(√
−g f ′(Q)Pµν

α

)
= 0. (20)

The expansion of (20) to find their explicit form in terms
of the unknown components of a certain metric and con-
nection requires the computation of two covariant deriva-
tives, also with respect to such arbitrary connection that
can potentially become dynamical. Bianchi identities
turn out to be a convenient tool that offer a much more
efficient alternative route to circumvent the cumbersome
calculation. These identities take the form, for f(Q)
gravity:

∇̊µMµ
ν + Cν = 0; (21)

where the operator ∇̊ denotes the covariant derivative
with respect to the Levi-Civita connection. A formal
definition can be found in [6]. Intuitively, they can be
understood as a consequence of imposing the conserva-
tion of the energy-momentum tensor, ∇̊µTµν = 0, on (17)



5

or (18), so that ∇̊µMµν = 0. Since from (20), Cν = 0,
then these two results imply (21). Therefore, a faster
way to obtain the connection EoMs, is to take the co-
variant derivative of the metric ones with respect to the
Levi-Civita connection and set it to be equal to zero.

III. STATIONARY AND SPHERICALLY
SYMMETRIC NEUTRON STAR SOLUTIONS

Let us recall that the focus of this work is to investigate
NS solutions within this formalism, and in particular to
do so without imposing too restrictive assumptions that
kill some of the degrees of freedom of the theory. To
this end, one needs to enforce on both the EoMs and
the connection the appropriate symmetries for our sce-
nario: stationary spacetimes with spherical symmetry.
Since unlike in GR, the latter implies considering what
connection is compatible not only with the symmetries
of our spacetime but also with the postulates of symmet-
ric teleparallelism. Once these symmetry constraints are
implemented, we can proceed to specify our distribution
of energy and momentum (i.e., our Tµν), and if necessary,
to close the system of equations to be solved. In the case
of NS solutions, this also involves defining an EoS.

A. Metric, connection and EoMs

We work in spherical coordinates, i.e., we assume
that both the components of the metric and the affine
connection can be expressed in the chart (t, r, θ, ϕ) ∈
R × R>0 × [0, π] × [0, 2π). For the former, we choose
to employ the simplest form that the metric tensor of a
stationary and spherically symmetric geometry can take.
This is, without loss of generality, given by

gµν =


gtt 0 0 0
0 grr 0 0
0 0 r2 0
0 0 0 r2 sin2 θ

 , (22)

where gtt = gtt(r) and grr = grr(r) only depend on r
[12, 69, 70], having thus reduced the number of indepen-
dent components to be determined from 10 to 2. The
symmetry reduction for the connection, however, is sig-
nificantly more complicated and has been done in full
detail in [12]. In this regard, we refer to this study for
more details and present in TABLE I the components of
the flat, torsionless, stationary and spherically symmetric
connection that we consider for our calculations.

In particular, note that all components can be ex-
pressed in terms of arbitrary constants, trigonometric
functions or other components, except for Γr

rr(r) and
Γr
θθ(r). Since there exists only one differential equation

for ∂rΓ
r
θθ, the background connection has thus one non-

trivial component that can potentially become dynami-
cal. Also, the coincident gauge (see equation (11)) fails

to be spherically symmetric and therefore any attempt
to find such solutions to the field equations of f(Q) grav-
ity, while keeping the simple form of the metric tensor
depicted in (22), is doomed to failure [12]. For later
convenience, we also stress that, given that the deriva-
tive equation only involves Γr

θθ(r) and Γr
rr(r), we can

easily trade one for the other and decide which one to
treat as our independent connection variable. Here and
in what follows, we use the compact notation ∂rX for
radial derivatives; since all quantities depend only on r,
this should be understood as a total derivative dX/dr.
Likewise, we can solve the explicit expression for the

non-metricity scalar for Γr
rr.

Q =
1

r2g2rrgtt(Γ
r
θθ)

2

{
gtt

[
Γr
θθ

(
(Γr

θθ)
2grr − r2

)
(∂rgrr)

+ 2grr
(
(Γr

θθ)
2 − grrΓ

r
rr(Γ

r
θθ)

3 + r2 + rΓr
θθ(rΓ

r
rr + 2)

)]
+ Γr

θθgrr
[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr + 2rΓr

θθ + r2
]
(∂rgtt)

}
, (23)

and use Q instead. This should be seen as a measure
taken for simplicity and practical reasons.
Concerning the field equations (17) and (20), the en-

forcing of the symmetries reduces their structure to only
three non-trivial components: Mtt, Mrr and Cr. We re-
fer again to [12] for the details. In this sense, our theory
needs to be solved for either {gtt, grr,Q}, {gtt, grr,Γr

rr}
or {gtt, grr,Γr

θθ} —we stick to the first scenario for
simplicity— for such three EoMs. To obtain their explicit
form, one solves (23) for Γr

rr to trade these two variables
and use Q in the rest of the necessary equations instead.
Next one calculates the EoMs Mtt and Mrr using (18)
and solve Mrr for ∂rgtt and Mtt for ∂rgrr, obtaining:

∂rgtt =+
rgttκ

f ′(Q)
Trr −

gtt
[
2 + grr

(
Qr2 − 2− f(Q)r2

f ′(Q)

)]
2r

+
gtt

[
r2 − grr(Γ

r
θθ)

2
]

Γr
θθrf

′(Q)
(∂rQ)f ′′(Q), (24)

∂rgrr =− rg2rrκ

f ′(Q)gtt
Ttt +

grr
[
2 + grr

(
Qr2 − 2− f(Q)r2

f ′(Q)

)]
2r

+
grr

[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr + 2rΓr

θθ + r2
]

Γr
θθrf

′(Q)
(∂rQ)f ′′(Q).

(25)

These equations identically correspond to those obtained
in [12] for BH solutions, now including an arbitrary (sta-
tionary and spherically symmetric) energy-momentum
distribution encoded in Tµν .
To ensure that the only derivatives of the metric com-

ponents appear in (24) and (25), we can further use these
two equations to substitute those appearing in the result
of solving Q in (23) for Γr

rr. This also allows us to write
down the equation for the derivative ∂rΓ

r
θθ appearing in

the last row of TABLE I. These two utility equations are:
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TABLE I. A concise summary of all the components and properties of the flat, torsionless, stationary and spherically symmetric
connection we use in this work. Table and caption adapted from Table 2 and Table 3 in [12].

Independent
components

All connection components can be expressed in terms of an arbitrary constant Γt
θθ, the two

functions Γr
rr(r),Γ

r
θθ(r), with Γr

θθ(r) ̸= 0; and trigonometric functions.

Non-zero
components

There are 10 non-zero components: the three independent components
Γt
θθ = const., Γr

rr(r), Γ
r
θθ(r) and

Γt
rr = − Γt

θθ
(Γr

θθ
)2
, Γθ

rθ = − 1
Γr
θθ
, Γϕ

rϕ = − 1
Γr
θθ
,

Γt
ϕϕ = sin2 θ Γt

θθ, Γθ
ϕϕ = − cos θ sin θ, Γϕ

θϕ = cot θ,

Γr
ϕϕ = sin2 θ Γr

θθ.

Derivatives of
independent
components

Of the two independent functions, the r-derivative of Γr
θθ can be expressed as

∂rΓ
r
θθ = −1− Γr

rrΓ
r
θθ,

while ∂rΓ
r
rr cannot be expressed in terms of other components.

Γr
rr =

Γr
θθf(Q)grrr

2(Γr
θθ + r) +

{
2r2 + Γr

θθ

[
2r + grr

(
2(r + Γr

θθ)− r2Q(r + 2Γr
θθ)

)]}
f ′(Q)

2f ′(Q)Γr
θθ

[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr − r2

]
− rκ

2f ′(Q)

{
grr
gtt

Ttt −
(Γr

θθ)
2grr + 2rΓr

θθ + r2

(Γr
θθ)

2grr − r2
Trr

}
, (26)

∂rΓ
r
θθ = −

Γr
θθ

{
f(Q)grrr

2(Γr
θθ + r) +

[
2r − grr(2Γ

r
θθ + r)(Qr2 − 2)

]
f ′(Q)

}
2f ′(Q)

[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr − r2

]
+

rκΓr
θθ

2f ′(Q)

{
grr
gtt

Ttt −
(Γr

θθ)
2grr + 2rΓr

θθ + r2

(Γr
θθ)

2grr − r2
Trr

}
. (27)

Note that (26) does not provide any relevant dynamical
information nor shall it be used to solve our system, but it
is the one that allows us to trade Γr

rr ↔ Q and written in
this way, it already depends on the variables we want to
use; i.e., it does not introduce any additional derivative
of the metric when making such replacement. (27) on

its side constitutes a constraint equation for this non-
dynamical component.
Finally, by acting with the covariant derivative ∇̊µ on

(18) (with the corresponding upper index), according to
the Bianchi identities (21), and solving for ∂2

rQ; we can
easily calculate the EoM of the connection Cr, obtaining:

∂2
rQ =− rκ(∂rQ)

2f ′(Q)

{
Trr −

grr
[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr + r2

]
gtt

[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr − r2

] Ttt}+
(∂rQ)

2
[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr − r2

]{2r + grr
[
4Γr

θθ(−∂rΓ
r
θθ) + 2r −Qr3

]
+ grrr

3 f(Q)

f ′(Q)
− 2

[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr + 2Γr

θθgrrr + r2
]f ′′(Q)

f ′(Q)
(∂rQ)− 2

[
(Γr

θθ)
2grr − r2

]f (3)(Q)

f ′′(Q)
(∂rQ)

}
. (28)

Once again, equations (27) and (28) correspond to those
obtained in [12] with the extra contributions coming from
the coupling to matter. In particular, the EoM for the
connection (28) that we have obtained here by means of
the Bianchi identities, is obtained in [12] starting from
(20), being the latter a considerably more convoluted

task. The fact that the result presented here matches
the one shown there serves both as a consistency check
and as a motivation for introducing a much simpler and
more elegant method for calculating such EoM.

As two further remarks, note that none of these equa-
tions depends on Γt

θθ. Consequently, the dynamics of
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the system are completely independent of this connec-
tion component. The quantity Γt

θθ is therefore arbitrary
and may be chosen, if desired, to take any constant value
compatible with the geometrical postulates and the sym-
metries imposed on the system. Finally, it is important
to note that the dependence on Ttt and Trr in (26), (27),
and (28) only appears as a consequence of substituting
∂rgtt and ∂rgrr using their respective EoMs. Before this
step—which we perform only for convenience and for the
sake of comparison with [12]—none of these equations
depends on the energy-momentum tensor, since the con-
nection does not couple to the matter fields.

In the vacuum limit, Tµν = 0 and equations (24), (25),
(27) and (28) constitute a closed system of four equa-
tions for four unknowns: the three dynamical degrees of
freedom gtt, grr, Q, and Γr

θθ. Concerning Γr
θθ, since it

cannot be eliminated from the rest of the EoMs using
(27), we solve also for it using this constraint equation
to close the system. However, once we consider a certain
energy-momentum distribution described by some non-
zero Tµν , we have a larger number of variables to solve
the system for. In the case of a NS, as will be detailed
in the following sections, these new unknowns are the
pressure of the star, p(r), and its (energy) density, ρ(r).
Therefore, two new equations are necessary to solve the
system unambiguously: a conservation equation for the
energy-momentum tensor,

∇̊νT µν = 0; (29)

and a certain EoS:

f(p, ρ) = 0. (30)

The former corresponds to the same conservation law as
in GR because the matter sector is assumed to be min-
imally coupled to the metric only, with no additional
coupling to the independent connection or to the non-
metricity scalar. The possible choices we can make for
the latter and their physical motivation are discussed in
detail in Sec. III C.

B. Perfect fluid approximation and
reparametrization of the metric tensor

Concerning Tµν , we assume for simplicity that our
energy-momentum distribution is well modeled as a per-
fect fluid, i.e., transport processes such as heat conduc-
tion, viscosity or shear stress are negligible. This implies
that perfect fluids are cold, —there is no temperature de-
pendence for p and ρ— and there are no viscosities; both
scenarios happening in a NS after a reasonable amount of
time has elapsed following the core collapse or merging of
the source(s). We refer to Sec. III C for further details.
The expression for Tµν that we consider from now on is
then [29, 69]:

Tµν = (ρ+ p)uµuν + pgµν , (31)

where uµ stands for the 4-velocity of the fluid elements
and the pressure p = p(r) and density ρ = ρ(r) of the NS
are functions of the radial distance to its center, r. Since
we are considering a NS described as a self-gravitating
perfect fluid, it has no motion and the only non-zero
component of the 4-velocity is ut. This, together with
the normalization condition uµuµ = −1 [69, 70], is
sufficient to determine (31), given gµν .

As far as the metric is concerned, one could treat gtt(r)
and grr(r) in (22) as the metric variables for which to
solve the system and follow the approach in [12]. How-
ever, it is common in the literature (e.g., in [29, 69, 70])
to introduce two functions ξ(r) and ζ(r), so that the line
element of a static, spherically symmetric spacetime is
written as

ds2 = −eξ(r)dt2 + eζ(r)dr2 + r2(dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2). (32)

This reparametrization is acceptable provided that gtt <
0 and grr > 0 at all points of the manifold, as would
be expected for a NS. If one were to extend this anal-
ysis to generic (interior) BH solutions, note that these
conditions are satisfied in the interior of stars, but they
are in general not for BHs, for which it is necessary to
revise this coordinate system and replace it with a more
convenient alternative, such as the Kruskal-Szekeres co-
ordinates, or use the generic notation with gtt and grr as
done in [12].
Furthermore, for the sake of a later identification of

grr with the mass of the NS, we can further introduce a
(not-yet-mass) m(r) function so that:

ζ(r) := log

(
1− 2m(r)

r

)−1

. (33)

Under these assumptions, using (31), (32) and (33), the
energy-momentum tensor Tµν reads:

Tµν =


ρ(r)eξ(r) 0 0 0

0 p(r)eζ(r) 0 0
0 0 p(r)r2 0
0 0 0 p(r)r2 sin2 θ

 ,

(34)
and the conservation equation (29) takes the form

dξ

dr
= − 2

p+ ρ

dp

dr
. (35)

Note that this holds for any choice of connection com-
ponents and f(Q), since the covariant derivative is com-
puted with respect to the Levi-Civita connection and it
only depends on the matter fields and metric compo-
nents. For clarifications in this regard, we refer to the
proof of Bianchi identities in [6].
With all the above, the EoM for the metric (25) and

(24) turn into differential equations for the dynamical
variables m(r) and ξ(r), where the latter can be used to-
gether with equation (35) to obtain an EoM for the pres-
sure p(r) instead and “decouple” the system from ξ(r).
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The connection EoM for Q and the constraint equation for Γr
θθ follow directly from (28) and (27). These four

equations take the form now:

dm

dr
=

r2

2f ′(Q)

{
− 1

2

[
f(Q)− f ′(Q)Q

]
+

(Γr
θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr

θθ + r)

r2Γr
θθ

(∂rQ)f ′′(Q) + κρ

}
, (36)

dp

dr
=− (p+ ρ)

2f ′(Q)(r − 2m)

{
r3f(Q) + f ′(Q)

(
4m− r3Q

)
2r

− (Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2

Γr
θθ

(∂rQ)f ′′(Q) + r2κp

}
, (37)

∂2
rQ =

(∂rQ)

2
[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]{4(r −m) + 4Γr
θθ(−∂rΓ

r
θθ)−Qr3 + r3

f(Q)

f ′(Q)
− 2

[
(Γr

θθ + r)2 − 2rm
]f ′′(Q)

f ′(Q)
(∂rQ)

− 2
[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]f (3)(Q)

f ′′(Q)
(∂rQ)

}
− r2κ(∂rQ)

2f ′(Q)(r − 2m)

{
p+

(Γr
θθ)

2 − 2rm+ r2

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
ρ

}
, (38)

∂rΓ
r
θθ =−

Γr
θθ

{
f(Q)r2(Γr

θθ + r) +
[
2(r − 2m)− (2Γr

θθ + r)(Qr2 − 2)
]
f ′(Q)

}
2f ′(Q)

[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]
− r2κΓr

θθ

2f ′(Q)(r − 2m)

{
ρ+

(Γr
θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr

θθ + r)

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
p

}
. (39)

The system of equations {(35), (36), (37), (38), (39)},
supplemented with a suitable EoS, constitutes the closed
system of 6 equations for 6 unknown functions of r,
namely {m, p, ρ, ξ,Q; Γr

θθ}, which we want to solve for
a given ansatz of the f(Q) function, as shall be done in

Sec. IV, and V. We will refer to them from now on as
our equations of structure.
For the sake of completeness, one can also write down

equation (26), which, if necessary, would allow us to ob-
tain the remaining independent connection component
once the previous system is solved:

Γr
rr =

Γr
θθf(Q)r2(Γr

θθ + r) +
{
2r2 − 4m(Γr

θθ + r) + Γr
θθ

[
2(2r + Γr

θθ)− r2Q(r + 2Γr
θθ)

]}
f ′(Q)

2f ′(Q)Γr
θθ

[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]
+

r2κ

2f ′(Q)(r − 2m)

{
ρ+

(Γr
θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr

θθ + r)

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
p

}
. (40)

C. Choice of an EoS for neutron star solutions

A NS is a type of star with typical masses of MNS ∼
1− 2 M⊙, densities of the order of ρNS ∼ 1014−15 g/cm

3

and typical radii of RNS ∼ 10 km. Such stars do not
burn nuclear fuel and are supported against gravity by
the pressure of degenerate neutrons and nucleon–nucleon
strong–interaction forces [69]. From this description it
follows that its temperature is ideally fixed at zero and
the nuclear composition can in principle be described en-
tirely by its density. Therefore, a suitable EoS aspiring
to describe a NS must be of the form p(ρ), as anticipated
at the beginning of Sec. III B. For the sake of simplicity,

hereafter and when necessary we adopt in this work a
polytropic EoS:

p(r) = kρ(r)γ . (41)

This type of equations can be derived for any fluid under
adiabatic conditions and depending on the value that the
so-called adiabatic index γ takes, it serves to describe a
wide range of astrophysical objects. In particular, NS are
well modeled as polytropes with γ = 2− 3 [69].
This choice of EoS represents thus a deliberately sim-

plified scenario and has been made mainly for practi-
cal and comparative reasons. In realistic NS modeling
one typically employs tabulated microphysical EoS or
piecewise–polytropic fits for different regions of the NS
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that capture composition changes across density ranges.
While we do not adopt those here, extending our frame-
work to realistic or piecewise–polytropic EoS is a natural
next step left for future work. In particular, we highlight
the interest of the approaches taken in [71] and [72], to
which we refer for more information in this regard.

IV. UNDERSTANDING THE STEGR LIMIT

Recent literature has revealed ambiguities regarding
understanding which assumptions can be safely imposed
when searching for beyond-GR solutions in f(Q) gravity.
For instance, while setting the affine connection to
zero is a valid gauge choice in STEGR, it generally
eliminates additional degrees of freedom in the f(Q)
scenario, suppressing the theory’s distinctive features
and potentially restricting the solution space to cases
that fall within or closely resemble GR. Understanding
the role of the connection in the STEGR limit is thus
as a prerequisite for a consistent exploration of more
general f(Q) models [6]. This is particularly relevant
when considering numerical approaches, where GR
solutions often serve as a point of departure: knowing
that the GR limit of a given system can be recovered
numerically provides a robust consistency check and
offers a concrete foundation from which to iteratively
explore genuine beyond-GR behavior, as addressed
in VC. In this section, we comment on the general
choices that inevitably retrieve the STEGR limit of the
theory and establish a reference point for the subsequent
numerical analysis of beyond-GR scenarios, where the
connection may acquire a physically meaningful and
dynamic role, as detailed in IIIA.

It is oftentimes adopted in the literature (e.g., [29, 31])
the ansatz Γr

θθ = −r. This choice greatly simplifies our
equations and from the constraint equation (39) we ob-
tain the following expression for the non-metricity scalar:

Q(r) = − 2κm(p+ ρ)

f ′(Q)(r − 2m)
. (42)

Furthermore, from making use of Γr
θθ = −r together with

(42) in (40), it follows that Γr
rr = 0. Alternatively, we

could have started by fixing the Γr
rr component to zero,

solved (40) for Q(r) and used these two results in (39)
to end up getting Γr

θθ = −r again. Substituting this
into the expression obtained for Q(r) simplifies it back
to (42). In this sense, (42) is given in general for the
choice {Γr

θθ,Γ
r
rr} = {−r, 0}. Alternative ways of writing

this equation, adopted in different works are:

Q = − grr − 1

gtt g2rrr
(grr∂rgtt + gtt∂rgrr),

=
(e−ζ − 1)(ζ ′ + ξ′)

r
; (43)

being the former the result of computing the non-
metricity scalar directly in terms of gtt and grr us-
ing this connection; and the latter the expression for
our reparametrization for the metric components (e.g.,
[12, 19, 24, 25, 29, 30, 33, 39, 50]).

It can be trivially seen that for the vacuum case
(p = ρ = 0), which in turn means studying exterior
NS solutions, Q = 0 and the connection field equation
(38) trivializes [12], losing then the associated additional
degree of freedom and inevitably leading to GR results.
How de Sitter-Schwarzschild solutions arise from this sce-
nario has been presented in [12], to which we refer for
further details. In this regard, we can only stress that,
for exterior solutions, adopting the spherical connection
{Γr

θθ,Γ
r
rr} = {−r, 0} inherently leads to Q = 0 and con-

sequently any attempt to use it to obtain beyond-GR so-
lutions is doomed to failure [12]. Therefore, when look-
ing for such solutions, one must consider some sort of
deviation from this behavior. This point will be further
clarified in Sec. VB.

When considering interior solutions, i.e., when p and
ρ are different from zero; Q ̸= 0, the EoM for Q is not
identically satisfied and one obtains for the metric and
connection EoMs, respectively:

dm

dr
=− r2

2f ′(Q)

{
1

2

[
f(Q)− f ′(Q)Q

]
+

2m

r2
(∂rQ)f ′′(Q)− κρ

}
, (44)

dp

dr
=− (p+ ρ)

2f ′(Q)(r − 2m)

{
r3f(Q) + f ′(Q)

(
4m− r3Q

)
2r

+ 2m(∂rQ)f ′′(Q) + r2κp

}
, (45)

∂2
rQ =(∂rQ)

{
(r −m)Qr2

4m2
− 1

r
+

r2

4m

f(Q)

f ′(Q)
+

f ′′(Q)

f ′(Q)
(∂rQ)− f (3)(Q)

f ′′(Q)
(∂rQ)

}
+

r2κ(∂rQ)

2f ′(Q)(r − 2m)

{
ρ+

(
r

m
− 1

)
p

}
,

(46)

together with equation (42) for the non-metricity scalar coming from (39) and (40) as explained above.
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The value of Q has not been substituted into the three
equations above for the sake of clarity. We should note,
however, that in this case, since one is artificially fixing
all the independent components of the connection, this
also fixes the form that Q must have and thus losing
this additional degree of freedom. By fixing Q in this
way, we might expect (46) to lose all meaning and either
impose some kind of restriction on the form that f(Q) can
have in order to be satisfied identically, or most likely, to
make the system of equations inconsistent, since we now
have one less variable for the same number of equations
and there is no guarantee that (42) fulfills (46). This
would mean that such a choice of connection is directly
incompatible with the kind of interior solutions we are
looking for. Again any attempt to fix only one of the
two relevant independent components of the connection
automatically fixes the other, making it impossible to
find solutions with Γr

θθ = −r, Γr
rr ̸= 0 and vice versa:

with Γr
θθ ̸= −r, Γr

rr = 0. The strategies to be followed to
avoid this outcome are again addressed in full detail in
Sec. VB.

Alternatively, and as briefly mentioned in Sec. II B, the
most direct possibility to recover the GR behavior of the
theory without the need to specify any additional input
is to set f(Q) = Q, letting the independent connection
components unspecified. By doing this in our EoMs for
the metric (37) and (36), we obtain:

dp

dr
= −

(ρ+ p)
[
m+ (κ/2)pr3

]
r(r − 2m)

, (47)

dm

dr
=

κ

2
r2ρ; (48)

thus recovering the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV)
and mass equations from GR without any extra assump-
tions for the connection. Naturally, it can also be trivially
checked that by substituting f(Q) = Q in (44) and (45),
these also lead to (48) and (47) respectively. The two
remaining equations to be considered to close the system
are the one for the conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor (35) and the EoS, for the variables {m, p, ρ, ξ}.
As for the outer solutions, when setting p = ρ = 0;
(47) is trivialized and (35) together with (48) lead to
the Schwarzschild solution.

Concerning the role of the connection EoM in this sce-
nario, and for later reference when commenting on how to
depart from GR results numerically in Sec. VC, we recall
that equation (46) originates precisely from the part of
the Bianchi identities that is not automatically satisfied
when deviating from GR, i.e., from the connection de-
gree of freedom. Therefore, no analogous equation exists
in the STEGR limit since the choice f(Q) = Q trivi-
alizes it, and consequently, its associated EoM. Without
delving into formal details—for which the reader is kindly
referred once again to [6]— the derivation of (28) demon-
strates that the covariant form of the connection EoMs,
Cν = 0, arises from computing ∇̊µMµ

ν = 0, where Mµ
ν

is given by (18). However, in the STEGR limit, it follows

from this equation that Mµ
ν reduces to the Einstein ten-

sor Gµ
ν , so that ∇̊µGµ

ν is identically zero, leading to the
trivial tautology 0 = 0 instead of a meaningful EoM.
Furthermore, due to the inherent gauge freedom in

STEGR (see equation (11)), the connection does not
influence the physical dynamics, and therefore, in this
limit, the EoMs for the metric remain invariant regardless
of the connection choice. In practical terms, this implies
that the problem can be fully addressed without speci-
fying the connection at all, and hence the non-metricity
scalar Q, which remains physically irrelevant. Even if
one opts to impose a specific ansatz for the connection
in STEGR for convenience, and accordingly fixes the ex-
pression for Q, any permissible connection choice (con-
sistent with the imposed symmetries) would be related
through a gauge transformation, rendering meaningless
for the dynamics. As a token of remembrance, it is impor-
tant to note that this gauge freedom is no longer present
when transitioning to a more general f(Q) theory, pro-
vided that one does not want to artificially constrain the
additional degree of freedom of the theory.
It is therefore theoretically not possible to find a well-

defined (in the sense of being well-founded and unam-
biguous) GR limit for Eqs. (38) and (39). This leads to
several complications, which will be discussed in detail in
Sec. VC, and also results in discrepancies with some of
the previous results in the literature, in particular those
reported in Ref. [29].

V. BEYOND-GR NEUTRON STAR SOLUTIONS

The TOV and mass equations do not, in general, admit
analytical solutions, and the same holds for the beyond-
GR theories studied here. In this sense, we aim to ob-
tain numerical solutions that can be confronted with ob-
servational data and, if necessary, discarded when they
are inconsistent with current observations. An additional
challenge in such modified scenarios is that the connec-
tion contributes non-trivially to the dynamics, so that
we must not only solve the corresponding equations, but
also specify initial conditions for Γr

θθ and for Q —whose
EoM is of second order— when integrating our system.
Important comments on the viability of the models and
on the issues that arise in the numerical integration are
presented in Sec. VC. In the present section we study
two different cosmology-motivated [6, 60, 67] beyond-GR
scenarios, characterized by different choices of f(Q), and
analyze the behavior of the solutions at the integration
boundaries, namely the stellar center and spatial infin-
ity. This approach not only aids in assessing the reg-
ularity of the solutions and the internal consistency of
the associated BVP, but also constrains the set of possi-
ble boundary conditions suitable for a numerical initial
value problem (IVP) analysis. Moreover, we find inter-
esting additional constraints on the solutions that elim-
inate the additional degrees of freedom associated with
the connection. Finally, we review the various challenges
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encountered in the process of numerical integration, aim-
ing to provide a practical walkthrough for future studies.

A. EoMs for the cases f(Q) = Q+αQ2 and f(Q) = Qβ

The first family of theories we consider is the one given
by f(Q) = Q + αQ2, with α ∈ R being a small parame-

ter that characterizes the deviation from GR, i.e., from
the case where α = 0. The equations of structure to
be solved, particularized to our choice of f(Q) are: the
metric field equations (36) and (37), the connection EoM
(38), and the constraint equation (39), which read now:

dm

dr
=

1

2(1 + 2αQ)

{
α

2Γr
θθ

{
r2Q2Γr

θθ + 4(∂rQ)
[
(Γr

θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr
θθ + r)

]}
+ κr2ρ

}
, (49)

dp

dr
=

(ρ+ p)

2(1 + 2αQ)(r − 2m)

{
αr3Q2 − 4m(1 + 2αQ)

2r
+

2α
[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]
(∂rQ)

Γr
θθ

− κr2p

}
, (50)

∂2
rQ =− r2κ(∂rQ)

2(1 + 2αQ)(r − 2m)

{
p+

(Γr
θθ)

2 − 2rm+ r2

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
ρ

}
+

(∂rQ)

1 + 2αQ

{
2
[
r −m+ Γr

θθ(−∂rΓ
r
θθ)

]
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

− α

[
Q2r3 − 8Q (r −m+ Γr

θθ(−∂rΓ
r
θθ)) + 4(∂rQ)

(
(Γr

θθ + r)2 − 2rm
) ]

2
[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

] }
, (51)

∂rΓ
r
θθ =−

Γr
θθ

{
4(r −m) + Γr

θθ(4− r2Q) + αQ
[
8(r −m+ Γr

θθ)− r2Q (3Γr
θθ + r)

]}
2(1 + 2αQ)

[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]
− r2κΓr

θθ

2(r − 2m)(1 + 2αQ)

{
ρ+

(Γr
θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr

θθ + r)

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
p

}
. (52)

Moreover, it can be easily checked that (48) and (47)
are trivially recovered from (49) and (50) respectively in
the limit α = 0. It is also worth noting, especially now
that the connection plays a fundamental role, that the
EoM (51) is not only of second order but also that all
terms on the right-hand side are proportional to ∂rQ.
This implies that a solution where Q = const. ̸= 0, while
mathematically correct, would trivialize such equation,
effectively guillotining the additional degree of freedom
of the connection and, therefore, is not valid when aiming
to find beyond-GR results. Likewise, we now also have
equation (52), which, as previously noted, is not an EoM
but rather a constraint equation for the Γr

θθ component

that cannot be eliminated from the rest of the equations
nor arbitrarily fixed, as discussed in Sec. IV. Given that
in STEGR the connection is pure gauge and there is no
analogous equation, it is both important and non-trivial
to determine how to handle this equation and, in partic-
ular, to identify the appropriate boundary conditions not
only for ∂rQ but also for Γr

θθ.
The second set of theories we consider is the one char-

acterized by the function f(Q) = Qβ , β ∈ R. On this
occasion, the STEGR limit is obtained for β = 1 and
therefore we expect deviations from the GR behavior as
much as β differs from this value. The equations of struc-
ture including the matter read:

dm

dr
=
β − 1

4β

{
Qr2 +

2β
[
(Γr

θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr
θθ + r)

]
QΓr

θθ

(∂rQ)

}
+

κr2Q1−β

2β
ρ, (53)

dp

dr
=

(ρ+ p)

2β(r − 2m)

{
− 2βm

r
+ (β − 1)

[
1

2
Qr2 +

β
(
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

)
QΓr

θθ

(∂rQ)

]
− κr2Q1−βp

}
, (54)
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∂2
rQ =− r2κQ1−β(∂rQ)

2β(r − 2m)

{
p+

(Γr
θθ)

2 − 2rm+ r2

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
ρ

}
− (∂rQ)[

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
]{− 2

[
r −m+ Γr

θθ(−∂rΓ
r
θθ)

]
+

(β − 1)

2β
Qr3 +

[
(Γr

θθ + r)(r + Γr
θθ(2β − 3))− 2rm

]
Q

(∂rQ)

}
, (55)

∂rΓ
r
θθ =−

Γr
θθ

{
Qr2(Γr

θθ + r) + β
[
4(r −m+ Γr

θθ)− r2Q(2Γr
θθ + r)

]}
2β

[
(Γr

θθ)
2 + 2rm− r2

]
− r2κΓr

θθQ1−β

2β(r − 2m)

{
ρ+

(Γr
θθ + r)2 − 2m(2Γr

θθ + r)

(Γr
θθ)

2 + 2rm− r2
p

}
. (56)

As anticipated, the metric EoMs indeed recover Eqs. (47)
and (48) in the limit β = 1. For the first set of theories
considered, the parameter α enters only as an overall
multiplicative factor in f(Q) and in its derivatives, so it
merely rescales the coefficients of the equations without
affecting their radial dependence. In contrast, β appears
as an exponent of the non-metricity scalar and therefore,
when taking derivatives of f(Q), it generally modifies the
order in r of the different terms

B. Constraints from regularity and boundary
conditions

In order to construct viable NS solutions and deter-
mine or constrain the space of possible initial conditions
for the BVP, it is convenient to establish well-motivated
physical assumptions that ensure the regularity of the so-
lutions and the internal consistency of the boundary con-
ditions with the equations of motion. A natural approach
involves applying appropriate boundary conditions such
as imposing regularity at the stellar center and ensuring
asymptotic flatness at spatial infinity. We reason only on
the three following assumptions:

1. The metric tensor and all other quantities must be
regular and well-behaved at the center of the star,
i.e., for r = 0.

2. The solution must be asymptotically flat, i.e., the
metric should be Minkowski-like for r → ∞.

3. Both the quantities we are calculating and the cor-
responding differential equations admit a Maclau-
rin expansion in a neighborhood of r = 0, and a
Laurent expansion in powers of 1/r about r → ∞.

The first condition ensures a space geometry that is
smooth at the origin. Any singularity at r = 0 would
imply that there is no local Lorentz there, yielding a
physically unacceptable theory for NS. The second con-
dition guarantees that infinitely far from the NS, gravity
cancels out and one recovers the Special Relativity limit
of the theory: a Minkowski spacetime. These conditions

are thus physically-motivated and crucial to keep in mind
if one wants to produce physically-relevant results. The
third condition, while restricting the functional form of
our solution to a specific ansatz, simplifies the study enor-
mously without violating its analiticity and provides a
straightforward path towards constraining the boundary
conditions necessary to integrate the system numerically.

Interior solutions

We consider the following perturbative analysis inside
the NS:

p(r) = p(0) + p(1)r + p(2)r2 +O(r3),

ρ(r) = ρ(0) + ρ(1)r + ρ(2)r2 +O(r3),

m(r) = m(0) +m(1)r +m(2)r2 +O(r3),

ξ(r) = ξ(0) + ξ(1)r + ξ(2)r2 +O(r3),

Γr
θθ(r) = Γr

θθ
(0) + Γr

θθ
(1)r + Γr

θθ
(2)r2 +O(r3),

Q(r) = Q(0) +Q(1)r +Q(2)r2 +O(r3); (57)

where A(0) ≡ A(0), A(n) ≡ (dnA/drn)r=0, for A(r) being
each one of the functions in (57). Next, we impose regu-
larity of the equations of structure at r = 0 by plugging
the expansions above into our system of equations and
determining, order by order, the conditions that must be
met by the different coefficients in order to avoid diver-
gences in the first place, and to fulfill the equation in
second place.

For the STEGR case, the results of such study are well
known [69] and we present them in TABLE II for later
reference. We include the expansions (57) up to O(r3),
and a schematic overview of the required boundary
conditions for the numerical integration, together with
their constraints. In particular, we note that m(0) = 0 is
required to ensure both a spacetime geometry smooth
at the origin and regularity of the pressure equation
(47). The pressure p(0) ≡ p(0) at the center of the
NS is an arbitrary constant of integration that can be
fixed using available data from indirect observations or
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TABLE II. A summarized view of the initial conditions necessary to solve the BVP for the equations of structure of a NS in the
STEGR limit (f(Q) = Q), together with the derived boundary conditions and Taylor expansion of their solution (leading-order
and next-to-leading-order terms, up to O(r3).

To be determined m(0), p(0), ξ(0), (ρ(0) using EoS)

Boundary conditions m(0) = 0, p(0) = const., ξ(0) = const., ξ(r → ∞) = 0

Expansions at r ≈ 0
(truncated)

m ≈ κρ(0)r3

6
XXX

∣∣
p ≈ p(0) − κ

12

(
ρ(0) + p(0)

)(
ρ(0) + 3p(0)

)
r2

XXX∣∣ ξ ≈ ξ(0) +
κ

6

(
ρ(0) + 3p(0)

)
r2

other well-tested models, as mentioned in III C, and
ξ(0) is fixed by the junction condition when matching
with the exterior Schwarzschild solution or in more
general scenarios where the exterior solution is not
known —such as in beyond-GR cases—, by imposing an
asymptotically flat metric, i.e., ξ(r → ∞) = 0.

For the two non-trivial choices of f(Q), the result of
the analysis for the family of theories f(Q) = Q + αQ2

is displayed in TABLE III. We observe that for the
first case, the Maclaurin expansions for m, p and ξ are
unambiguously determined and also consistently recover
those presented in TABLE II for the STEGR case in the
limit α = 0, serving as a consistency check. However,
to maintain the regular behavior of the equations, the
various choices for Γr

θθ
(0) and Q(0) give rise to three

different sets of boundary conditions — i.e., one can
achieve this behavior by taking three different paths:
The third set directly implies Q = 0 and therefore
recovers the STEGR scenario. For the other two sets,
there exists a coupling between m, p and ξ and the
non-metricity scalar. However, Q(1) = 0 for both.

In fact, although only terms up to O(r3) are shown
in TABLE III, our analysis shows that once Q(1) = 0 is
fixed by regularity arguments, all subsequent derivatives
also vanish. In other words, for sets 1 and 2, Q must
be a constant. The immediate consequence of this result
is that also here the connection EoM is trivialized ev-
erywhere inside the NS, therefore killing the associated
degree of freedom. In this sense, while the equations for
the metric and pressure appear to be coupled to the non-
metricity scalar, this coupling lacks physical sense; it can
be gauged away, rendering the analysis a convoluted re-
formulation of GR. This explains why different choices for
the connection lead to the same solutions for the physi-
cal variables. The overarching conclusion of this analysis
is that any attempt to derive a solution deviating from
GR using the ansatz (57), i.e., a solution that admits a
Taylor expansion around r = 0, is inherently bound to
fail and will inevitably converge to GR solutions.

For the beyond-GR scenario given by f(Q) = Qβ ,
the results of the analysis are gathered in TABLE IV
and we see that a similar situation occurs. Also here

the Taylor expansions for m, p and ξ are determined
unambiguously and recover the GR case in TABLE II
for β = 1, and different sets of initial conditions are
obtained, depending on the values we take for Γr

θθ
(0). In

particular, the two sets obtained here are the same as
sets 1 and 2 in TABLE III. The conclusion for this case is
thus completely analogous to that of the previous family
of theories: we obtain that solutions that admit a Taylor
series expansion around r = 0 are only compatible with
the situation where Q = const. and therefore trivialize
the EoM for the connection and can only lead to GR
results.

Exterior solutions

For the outside of the NS, we explore the possibility
of performing a series expansion in powers of 1/r around
r = ∞, as one can do in GR to retrieve the Schwarzschild
solution. In this way we intend to determine whether we
are able to recover modified gravity effects to some order
of 1/r where these become significant. This expansion is
formulated as follows:

m(r) = m(0) +m(1)r−1 +m(2)r−2 +O(r−3),

ξ(r) = ξ(0) + ξ(1)r−1 + ξ(2)r−2 +O(r−3),

Γr
θθ(r) = Γr

θθ
(0) + Γr

θθ
(1)r−1 + Γr

θθ
(2)r−2 +O(r−3),

Q(r) = Q(0) +Q(1)r−1 +Q(2)r−2 +O(r−3); (58)

where ξ(0) = 0 and Q(0) = 0 are required in order to
ensure an asymptotic Minkowski spacetime.

Following the same steps outlined for the previous
cases, we find also here that by applying this method,
the only solution compatible with the asymptotic con-
ditions and the functional dependence on r in (58) for
both families of beyond-GR theories is the trivial case
where Q(r) = 0, corresponding to Schwarzschild’s so-
lution. This result poses a critical distinction from the
STEGR scenario, where it is possible to recover the full
exterior solution by means of such expansion.
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TABLE III. A summarized view of the initial conditions necessary to solve the BVP problem for the equations of structure of
a NS in the beyond-GR case f(Q) = Q + αQ2, together with the derived boundary conditions and Taylor expansion of their
solution (leading-order and next-to-leading-order terms, up to O(r3).

To be determined m(0), p(0), ξ(0), Γ
r (0)
θθ , Q(0), Q(1), (ρ(0) using EoS)

a

∣∣
Common boundary a

∣∣
a∣∣ conditions a∣∣ m(0) = 0, p(0) = const., ξ(0) = const., ξ(r → ∞) = 0

Common expansions
at r ≈ 0

(truncated)

XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣ m ≈ (Q(0))2α+ 2ρ(0)κ

6(4αQ(0) + 2)
r3 XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣

XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣ p ≈ p(0) +

(
ρ(0) + p(0)

) [
(Q(0))2α− κ

(
ρ(0) + 3p(0)

)]
4(6αQ(0) + 3)

r2 XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣

XXX∣∣ ξ ≈ ξ(0) −
(Q(0))2α− κ

(
ρ(0) + 3p(0)

)
4(6αQ(0) + 3)

r2 XXX∣∣
Different possibilities Set 1 Set 2 Set 3

Boundary conditions

|
∣∣
Γ
r (0)
θθ = const. |

∣∣
Q(0) = const.

|∣∣ Q(1) = 0 |∣∣
|
∣∣
Γ
r (0)
θθ = 0 |

∣∣
Q(0) = const.

|∣∣ Q(1) = 0 |∣∣
|
∣∣
Γ
r (0)
θθ = 0 |

∣∣
Q(0) = 0

|∣∣ Q(1) = 0 |∣∣
|
∣∣
Expansions at |

∣∣
r ≈ 0 (truncated) |∣∣ Q ≈ Q(0)

Γr
θθ ≈ Γ

r (0)
θθ − 2r

Q ≈ Q(0)

Γr
θθ ≈ Γ

r (2)
θθ r2 + Γ

r (3)
θθ r3

Q ≈ 0

Γr
θθ ≈ −r + Γ

r (2)
θθ r2

***∗∗

TABLE IV. A summarized view of the initial conditions necessary to solve the BVP problem for the equations of structure of
a NS in the beyond-GR case f(Q) = Qβ , together with the derived boundary conditions and Taylor expansion of their solution
(leading-order and next-to-leading-order terms, up to O(r3).

To be determined m(0), p(0), ξ(0), Γ
r (0)
θθ , Q(0), Q(1), (ρ(0) using EoS)

a

∣∣
Common boundary a

∣∣
a∣∣ conditions a∣∣ m(0) = 0, p(0) = const., ξ(0) = const., ξ(r → ∞) = 0

Common expansions
at r ≈ 0

(truncated)

XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣ m ≈ Q(0)

12β

[
β − 1 + 2κρ(0)(Q(0))−β

]
r3 XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣

p ≈ p(0) +
Q(0)

12β

(
ρ(0) + p(0)

) [
β − 1− κ(Q(0))−β

(
ρ(0) + 3p(0)

)]
r2

XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣ ξ ≈ ξ(0) − Q(0)

6β

[
β − 1− κ(Q(0))−β

(
ρ(0) + 3p(0)

)]
r2 XXX

∣∣
XX∣∣

Different possibilities Set 1 Set

Boundary conditions

|
∣∣
Γ
r (0)
θθ = const. |

∣∣
Q(0) = const.

|∣∣ Q(1) = 0 |∣∣
|
∣∣
Γ
r (0)
θθ = 0 |

∣∣
Q(0) = const.

|∣∣ Q(1) = 0 |∣∣
|
∣∣
Expansions at |

∣∣
r ≈ 0 (truncated) |∣∣ Q ≈ Q(0)

Γr
θθ ≈ Γ

r (0)
θθ − 2r

Q ≈ Q(0)

Γr
θθ ≈ Γ

r (2)
θθ r2 + Γ

r (3)
θθ r3

***∗∗

General discussion

In general, these results, while enforcing a further con-
straint on the shape of beyond-GR NS solutions within
our setup, do not necessarily imply that such solutions
do not exist. Instead, the analysis indicates that, among

all the potential interior or exterior beyond-GR solutions
for our system, none exhibit behavior as a power series in
r close to the center of the star or 1/r at far infinity, re-
spectively. This approach assumes a specific dependence
of the solutions on r within the approximation range.
Therefore, while one might be motivated to follow such
an approach by the GR scenario, where this type of ex-



15

pansion is effective, in this more general case, the same
reasoning does not hold. Consequently, adopting this
kind of expansion will invariably lead to GR solutions,
ruling out the possibility of observing genuinely beyond-
GR effects in this regime.

As a counterexample and a reinforcing argument in fa-
vor of the possible existence of approximate beyond-GR
solutions in the f(Q) = Q + αQ2 case, we refer to the
study conducted in [12] on BH solutions. There, by per-
forming a perturbative analysis in α rather than in r the
authors found an exterior solution that could be perfectly
applicable to our NS scenario —Γr

θθ(r) is treated in their
work as the dynamical variable, which translates into a
third order differential EoM. The main advantage of such
perturbative scheme is that it provides a picture of how
much one must deviate from GR to appreciate the mod-
ified gravity effects and even obtain a scale at which this
occurs. It is therefore a conceptually very transparent
approach, even if not optimal for the computation of the
“fixed zones” or the boundary conditions in the sense of
what discussed above.

In such exterior solution, the metric variables deviate
from Schwarzschild by means of a connection hair with a
radial dependence in log r/r. Similarly, the non-metricity
scalar shows a rather convoluted functional form, but not
the metric nor Q diverge within the range of applicabil-
ity, and asymptotically the metric takes the Minkowski
form. Additionally, the non-metricity scalar has a well-
defined limit at infinity: Q(r → ∞) = 0. This behavior
not only ensures an asymptotically flat spacetime, but
also indicates that non-metricity vanishes at infinitely
large distances. Since both curvature and torsion are
zero by construction, these solutions guarantee a purely
Minkowski spacetime devoid of gravity at infinity without
the need for Q to trivialize anywhere outside the NS. The
connection component Γr

θθ(r) diverges at infinity, but so
does it in STEGR, so this should not be regarded as a
problem due to the previous arguments, as far as Q is
well-behaved.

It is important to emphasize that this solution is likely
not the only possible one and it is in principle possible
to find other types of solutions by simply requiring
that the energy-momentum tensor from the connection
vanishes only at infinity, but not at every intermediate
point from the surface of the sphere to there; i.e., that
the EoM for the connection only trivializes at infinity.
Furthermore, because of the non-trivial dependence on
r of the terms that deviate from GR to this order in
perturbation theory, we can draw some conclusions as
to why the expansion (58) fails to produce beyond-GR
results: First of all, the physically meaningful spacetime
quantities carrying dynamical degrees of freedom that
we are considering are the metric and the non-metricity
scalar. These are the geometrical objects that must be
well-behaved at infinity and it follows from the results
in [12] that in order to do so, it is not necessary for Γr

θθ
to also be regular at infinity.

On the other hand and as anticipated above, the dom-
inant contribution to the deviation from GR manifests
itself in the form of a log r term, which does not admit
a series expansion at infinity. In this sense, the complete
solution could contain terms going like, e.g., (log r)/rn

or [rn(A+B log r)]−1, and even r−n(C+D log r) for the
connection ({A,B,C,D} ∈ R); that we are overlooking
in (58). As opposed to considering the now vast range of
possibilities, looking for zeros in the energy-momentum
tensor of the connection, far from being an easy job,
might present a more productive alternative that we pro-
pose as future work.
Likewise for interior solutions, such beyond-GR

behavior might emerge through more complex functional
dependencies on r, such as r log r or r2/(1 + r log r),
which remain regular at the origin but do not support
a Maclaurin expansion, in a similar manner to the
behavior of exterior solutions.

A comment on extending the perturbation in α

For the sake of completeness and to provide a comple-
mentary approach to our study, we conclude the theoret-
ical analysis by discussing the possibility of performing
also here a perturbative analysis in α for the interior
solutions in the first set of families. In doing so, the
main conceptual differences that arise are, firstly, that
the equations become considerably more complex in this
case due to the appearance of p(r) and ρ(r). At the same
time, this implies that one does not have an analytical so-
lution for the zeroth-order approximation —the STEGR
limit— as it happens with Schwarzschild’s solution for
the exterior case. One possible way to circumvent this
issue would be to use the series expansions in TABLE II
as such. On the other hand, the analysis in [12] explores
the deviation from GR by examining the deviation from
the specific choice Γr

θθ = −r. As explained in Sec. IV,
this choice effectively trivializes the connection EoM for
exterior solutions but not for interior ones. In particular,
for our choice of f(Q), this approach yields the result:

Q(r) = − 1

4α

[
1±

√
1− 16καm (p+ ρ)

r − 2m

]
; (59)

where only the option with the minus sign has a well-
defined limit when α → 0.
In principle, this does not pose any problem at the

theoretical level since in STEGR the choice we make for
the connection (and therefore for Q) does not influence
the dynamics, and there is no requirement to select it
in any specific way. However, if we intend to analyze
the behavior of (51) and (52) starting from the GR limit
—understood as the zeroth-order approximation of our
solution— we must select a scenario that simultaneously
satisfies these two equations at O(α0) to serve as a valid

starting point. Outside the NS, the choice Γr
θθ

(0) = −r is
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a viable option that leads to a gauge where Q = 0. This
choice significantly simplifies the equations and ensures
a well-defined GR limit for both the EoM for the con-
nection and the constraint equation for Γr

θθ. For interior

solutions, since there is no apparent choice for Γr
θθ

(0)(r)
that implies Q = 0 or Q = const., nor any alternative
pair {Γr

θθ
(0)(r),Q(r)} that simultaneously satisfies (51)

and (52), if one wishes to pursue this analysis, one must

settle for simply finding an alternative choice for Γr
θθ

(0)(r)
that simplifies the analysis enough to enable a step-by-
step resolution of the expansion. In our case, we tested
the following Ansätze:

Γr
θθ

(0)(r) = {0, Γr
θθ,c, Γ

r
θθ,c r

4 log r, ±r, ±
√
r (2m− r),

(2m− r)±
√
2m (2m− r)}, (60)

where Γr
θθ,c denotes an arbitrary real constant. Never-

theless, the combined effect of the two aforementioned
issues complicates the analytical resolution of the equa-
tions even within this approximation. Therefore, we do
not believe that this approach offers a significant practi-
cal advantage in this particular case.

C. Further remarks and guidelines on the
numerical viability

In general terms, we solve the full beyond–GR system
consisting of the metric equations (36)–(37), the connec-
tion sector (38)–(39), the conservation law (35), and an
EoS. Unlike the STEGR limit, where the connection is
pure gauge and its EoM collapses to a tautology, here the
non-metricity scalar Q satisfies a genuine second–order
equation while Γr

θθ obeys a first–order constraint.
We clarify the numerical pathologies encountered dur-

ing the analysis that, in näıve integrations, tend to
regress to GR-like configurations, and we present prag-
matic ways to structure a consistent computation with-
out suppressing the extra degree of freedom, serving as a
reference for future studies.

GR attractor and boundary conditions

A practical difficulty arises from the structure of (38),
where every term on its right–hand side is proportional
to ∂rQ. Numerically, this makes the branch ∂rQ ≡ 0
an attractor: once the derivative is driven to zero by an
initial guess or by round–off (for instance, due to coarse
meshes, loose tolerances, or poor continuation), the up-
date for Q stalls and the solver converges to Q = const.
(including Q = 0). The connection degree of freedom is
thus effectively frozen, in line with the regularity results
of Sec. VB, which show that Maclaurin–regular interiors
force Q to be constant.

From a mathematical point of view, the static NS con-
figurations considered here are naturally formulated as a

BVP: regularity at r = 0, matching conditions at the stel-
lar surface, and asymptotic flatness as r → ∞ constrain
the solution both at the center and at large radii. In
particular, asymptotic flatness requires Q(r → ∞) = 0
(while the metric tends to Minkowski and the inertial
connection may grow), so that Q(0) (and, in principle,
also ∂rQ(0) for a second–order equation) cannot be fixed
from regularity alone and must be adjusted to satisfy the
outer conditions.
A straightforward numerical strategy is to cast the

BVP into an IVP by shooting from the center: one treats
the central values, such as {Q(0), ∂rQ(0), Γr

θθ(0)}, as free
parameters, integrates the coupled four–equation system
for (m, p,Q,Γr

θθ) outward (with ξ determined from the
conservation equation), and tunes them so that the sur-
face and far–field conditions are met. In practice, how-
ever, the degeneracy of (38) along the branch ∂rQ ≡ 0
can make simple shooting rather delicate: small varia-
tions in the central data, or the accumulation of numeri-
cal error, may push the solution towards the Q = const.
branch and drive the integration back to a GR–like
regime.
For this reason, more robust schemes based on a

global boundary–value formulation are likely preferable.
While in our attempts we have restricted ourselves to
a shooting implementation, future studies could instead
discretize the radial domain, treat the central values
{Q(0), ∂rQ(0), Γr

θθ(0)} as unknowns to be solved for to-
gether with the bulk profiles, and impose regularity at
r = 0, the matching conditions at the stellar surface, and
asymptotic flatness at a large but finite outer radius. In
such a global BVP framework, parameter continuation
in the deformation parameters that control departures
from STEGR (for example, starting from a small but fi-
nite α = α⋆ ≪ 1 or β = 1 + ϵ with ϵ ̸= 0), together
with suitably chosen initial guesses for Q(r) in the itera-
tive solver, could help track branches with ∂rQ ̸≡ 0 and
reduce the tendency of the method to converge to the
constant–Q branch.

Interior anchoring, continuation, and exterior matching

A second obstacle is the lack of an interior reference
configuration for the connection sector. For the exterior,
Sec. IV provides a clear anchor: the choice Γr

θθ = −r im-
plies Q = 0 via (42). However, no analogous interior an-
chor exists. This means that in contrast to STEGR, there
is no GR–like interior template for Γr

θθ or ∂rQ that fixes
their central behavior beyond regularity. This is relevant
because (38) is genuinely second order in Q, whereas (39)
is a first–order constraint for Γr

θθ.
Following the reasoning above, a practical way to re-

move this ambiguity is again to promote the central co-
efficients to unknowns determined by global boundary
conditions. Concretely, one starts the integration not at
r = 0 but at r = ε ≪ 1 and chooses the coefficient set
that keeps ∂rQ(ε) ̸= 0. The stellar radius R is likewise



17

unknown and is fixed by the free–boundary condition
p(R) = 0, enforced together with outer conditions that
guarantee asymptotic flatness and vanishing nonmetric-
ity. In this BVP setting, ∂rQ(0) is thus not a tunable
input but an outcome selected by simultaneously satisfy-
ing (36)–(39), the EoS, and the asymptotic (and observ-
able) constraints. The same logic eliminates the need
to impose boundary data for Γr

θθ by hand, since once
its central value is included among the unknowns, the
first–order constraint (39) propagates it throughout the
domain, and the combination of central regularity and
outer/observable conditions selects the admissible value.
In addition, measured exterior observables can be folded
into the outer boundary data (e.g. prescribing (M,R) or
the surface redshift zs, or fixing the tidal Love number
Λ), which translate into Dirichlet/Robin conditions for
(ξ,m,Q) and help determine the missing central data.

A third source of difficulty is the ill–posed GR limit
for the connection equations: in STEGR, Cν = 0 reduces
to ∇̊µGµ

ν = 0 and (39) is absent, so there is no meaning-
ful linearization point for (38)–(39). The aforementioned
continuation should therefore start at a small nonzero
deformation and the issue could potentially be fixed, for
example, by proceeding with a pseudo–arclength contin-
uation, rather than by dialing from zero; or by regular-
izing the connection EoM with a counterterm controlled
by ϵreg → 0 at convergence.

Concerning exterior matching, we note that our early
attempt to reproduce the exterior behavior suggested
by the BH perturbative analysis by enforcing Q = 0 in
the interior (and ignoring (39) there) while switching to
the full system outside, leads to an apparent blow–up
when integrating the mass equation. This is readily ex-
plained by the presence of logarithmic tails and indi-
cates that such matching brings its own numerical pathol-
ogy: logarithmic far–field terms (notably in the α–family
at O(α2)) spoil näıve integration of the mass function
when m is used as the primary variable. Rather than
shooting or solving for m directly, this indicates that it
might be preferable to work with (ξ, ζ) directly, or (ξ,m)
but subtract a known asymptotic template before inte-
grating. If the latter were to be done, one can write
m(r) = m∞ + δm(r) and impose a Robin condition for
δm at a large rout based on the template, or match at
a finite Rmatch to the perturbative exterior for (ξ,Q),
keeping in mind that only Γr

θθ may grow while the met-
ric remains asymptotically flat and Q → 0.

Finally, if further issues appear near points where
denominators such as [(Γr

θθ)
2 +2rm− r2] or Γr

θθ become
small, redefinitions involving dimensionless variables,
and compactifying the radial domain so that the center
behavior is regular by construction while remaining
consistent with Sec. VB could potentially help.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

This work was conceived to address a central issue
in the study of NS within f(Q) gravity: the consistent
search for genuinely beyond-GR solutions that preserve
the dynamical role of the affine connection. While the
field has seen growing interest —particularly in BH and
cosmological contexts— many existing analyses of com-
pact stars make simplifying assumptions, often intro-
duced for technical convenience, which reduce or even re-
move the explicit role of the additional degrees of freedom
inherent in f(Q) gravity. While some of these studies
act as benchmark configurations within the f(Q) frame-
work and have played an important role in charting the
space of solutions under such assumptions, in many cases,
the gauge structure familiar from STEGR is implicitly
carried over to more general models, so that the result-
ing configurations often remain very close to their GR
counterparts. In this work, we have laid out a system-
atic framework —particularly oriented towards future,
well-defined numerical studies— in which the connec-
tion is treated consistently as a physical, dynamical ob-
ject throughout the construction, thereby complement-
ing and extending these previous analyses towards se-
tups where the affine degrees of freedom are fully taken
into account. Building on earlier results in the context
of BHs, we extended the formalism to spherically sym-
metric, non-vacuum configurations, employing a perfect
fluid description with a polytropic EoS.

After briefly introducing the necessary elements of the
formalism in Sec. II, we presented in III the structure
of the field equations for both the metric and the con-
nection, adapting the results from [12] to the NS case.
Matter fields were included explicitly, and the system
was closed using a versatile EoS relevant for astrophysical
modeling. A key difference with respect to many earlier
treatments of NS in the literature is that our setup re-
tains a general connection consistent with the spacetime
symmetries, which is not fixed a priori but allowed to be
determined dynamically by the field equations. This dis-
tinguishes our work not only technically, but also concep-
tually: commonly used connection ansätze (often inher-
ited from GR or STEGR) are very convenient in practice,
but can restrict the dynamics in such a way that some
of the genuinely extended behaviors permitted by f(Q)
gravity are not explored.

Sec. IV plays a brief but essential role. First, it clari-
fies the theoretical origin of a common issue: why many
claimed “beyond-GR” solutions actually lie within the
GR regime due to hidden simplifications. More impor-
tantly, this section lays the groundwork for numerical
exploration by identifying which limits must be recov-
ered when looking for GR behavior and which equations
serve as a starting point when seeking genuinely new
physics. While concise, this section ensures that any fu-
ture numerical implementation begins from a consistent
and meaningful departure point.

Thanks to this, it is in Sec. V where the core of the



18

machinery to search for beyond-GR solutions is built. Fo-
cusing on two representative models —f(Q) = Q+ αQ2

and f(Q) = Qβ— we analyzed the structure of solutions
near the stellar center and in the asymptotic regime moti-
vated by the search of appropriate boundary conditions
to solve the BVP. We found the key and constraining
result that the beyond-GR branch cannot be captured
by a regular expansion in pure power series in r or 1/r.
While perhaps not a no-go theorem, this is a restrictive
conclusion that places strong limitations on the admis-
sible boundary behavior of any hypothetical beyond-GR
configuration. It implies that genuinely novel effects can-
not arise from standard perturbative methods routinely
used in GR, but must instead originate from more intri-
cate, possibly non-analytic features in the solution space
—features that are systematically filtered out by the ap-
proximations most often employed. We also emphasized
the distinct theoretical role of the connection’s EoM. In
both model scenarios studied, the behavior of this equa-
tion —particularly under regularity assumptions— acts
as a diagnostic tool, helping determine whether a solu-
tion preserves the dynamical richness of the theory or
collapses back into a GR-like regime.

Lastly, in VC, we reflected on the structural challenges
that arise when attempting to solve the system numer-
ically. We deliberately separate analytical groundwork
from implementation to ensure that solver choices re-
spect the constraints derived here, so that our analysis
offers a clear set of criteria, both technical and concep-
tual, that should guide such future efforts. First, the
structure of Eq. (38), in which every term is proportional
to ∂rQ, makes the branch ∂rQ ≡ 0 a numerical attrac-
tor, so that straightforward shooting implementations of
the BVP tend to freeze the extra degree of freedom and
drive the solution back to a GR–like regime. As dis-
cussed above, this suggests that genuinely beyond–GR
branches might be more naturally approached within
global boundary–value formulations, where the central
data {Q(0), ∂rQ(0),Γr

θθ(0)} are solved for together with
the bulk profiles under regularity, matching, and asymp-
totic–flatness conditions, possibly aided by parameter
continuation in the deformation parameters. Second, the
absence of an interior GR–like anchor for the connection
sector means that, unlike in STEGR, neither Γr

θθ nor ∂rQ
is fixed near the center beyond regularity requirements.
In a global BVP setting, these quantities are instead
selected by the combined constraints of the field equa-
tions and the interior and exterior boundary data, which
can naturally incorporate observable quantities such as
(M,R), redshifts, or tidal deformabilities. Third, ex-
terior matching must accommodate the logarithmic far-
field structure, what favors either working with (ξ, ζ) in-
stead of m, or solving for m(r) = M∞ + δm(r) with a
Robin condition for δm built from the perturbative tem-
plate, or matching at a finite Rmatch to the known exte-
rior for (ξ,Q)—all while allowing Γr

θθ to grow inertially
as the metric tends to Minkowski and Q → 0.

If after implementing these strategies —or alterna-
tive ones proposed and refined by the community—
within a genuinely well-defined BVP (with a regular cen-
ter, asymptotically consistent outer data, and variable
choices that neutralize the far-field pathology), the solu-
tions still tend to fall back onto GR configurations, such
an outcome would itself be informative about the robust-
ness of the GR limit in these models, and we would wel-
come further suggestions and discussions on how best to
probe this regime. This would indicate that, within static
spherical symmetry, perfect-fluid matter without hyper-
momentum, and the most general flat, torsionless connec-
tion compatible with (22); the models f(Q) = Q + αQ2

and f(Q) = Qβ do not support Maclaurin/Laurent-
regular beyond-GR neutron-star branches. Our message
here is not a no-go claim, but a roadmap: the difficul-
ties we exposed single out what a deeper, comprehen-
sive numerical study must include (global BVPs, contin-
uation, matched asymptotics, and observable-informed
outer data) to faithfully probe the extra connection de-
gree of freedom without oversimplifying it away. Should
such a study still find no robust beyond-GR branch,
the negative result would point either to a genuine ob-
struction under the stated assumptions (i.e., the con-
nection’s extra mode decouples or becomes stealthy on
static, isotropic fluid backgrounds) or to the need to re-
lax them —rotation, anisotropy, time dependence, non-
trivial matter couplings/hypermomentum, or less restric-
tive metric/connection ansätze— where non-analytic ra-
dial structure or different asymptotics might activate new
physics.
To conclude, this work serves both as a theoretical clar-

ification and as a strategic roadmap. It highlights that in
f(Q) gravity, obtaining truly novel behavior is not simply
a matter of selecting a more complex function f , but of
preserving the dynamical role of the affine structure and
respecting the geometric subtleties of the theory. Many of
the simplifying strategies commonly employed in the lit-
erature —often for good technical reasons— can nonethe-
less suppress precisely the features that distinguish these
models from GR. In this work we have highlighted which
assumptions tend to have this effect and provided crite-
ria for avoiding them when the goal is to preserve the
degrees of freedom introduced by the connection and to
ensure that numerical schemes remain sensitive to gen-
uinely beyond-GR dynamics. In this sense, we hope that
this study complements existing analyses by contribut-
ing to a more systematic and transparent approach in
the field, and helps set the stage for future investigations
capable of genuinely new gravitational physics.
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[66] J. Beltrán Jiménez, L. Heisenberg, and T. Koivisto,
Class. Quant. Grav. 37, 195013 (2020), arXiv:2004.04606
[hep-th].
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