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Abstract

Within a Bayesian statistical framework using a Gaussian Process emulator for
an isospin-dependent Boltzmann-Uehling-Uhlenbeck (IBUU) transport model
simulator of heavy-ion reactions at intermediate energies, we infer from the
HADES proton flow data the posterior probability distribution functions of
in-medium baryon-baryon scattering cross section modification factor X with
respect to free-space and the corresponding incompressibility K of nuclear mat-
ter as well as their correlation function. The mean value of X is found to be
X = 1.32+0.28

−0.40 at 68% confidence level assuming the nuclear incompressibility
K will not exceed 400 MeV, providing circumstantial evidence for enhanced
baryon-baryon scattering cross sections in hot and dense nuclear matter.

Keywords: Equation of State, Heavy-Ion Reactions, Transport Models,
In-medium Cross Sections, Collective Flow, Bayesian Analyses

1. Introduction

Comparisons of hydrodynamics and/or transport model predictions with ex-
perimental data of various components of nuclear collective flow in heavy-ion
collisions over a broad energy range have revealed much needed information
about the Equation of State (EOS) and transport properties (e.g, viscosity or
in-medium nucleon-nucleon (NN) scattering cross sections) of hot and dense nu-
clear matter [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10] while many interesting issues remain to be
addressed [11, 12, 13, 14]. In the intermediate beam energy range from around
30 MeV/nucleon to several GeV/nucleon, it is know that there is a degeneracy
between the stiffness (normally measured/labeled by using the incompressibility
K of symmetric nuclear matter at saturation density ρ0) of nuclear EOS and the
in-medium baryon-baryon scattering cross sections (σmed

NN ) in describing flow ob-
servables, see, e.g., Refs. [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. Namely, the
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same flow data can normally be described equally well by either modifying the
incompressibility K or the in-medium cross section σmed

NN . While theoretically
it has been a longstanding goal to calculate the σmed

NN and K consistently within
the same microscopic many-body theoretical framework using the same nuclear
effective interactions [26], practically most of the information about them ob-
tained so far are from comparing transport model predictions with experimental
observations. However, essentially all previous efforts to extract the σmed

NN and
K from intermediate energy heavy-ion collisions have been using the forward-
modeling approach, i.e., comparing directly experimental data with transport
model predictions using typically a stiff (K ≈ 380 MeV) and/or soft (K ≈ 200
MeV) EOS (or 2 ∼ 3 Skyrme EOSs) and sometimes with a cascade option cou-
pled with 1 ∼ 3 parameterization(s) for σmed

NN or simply using the free-space

experimental cross sections σfree
NN . Generally speaking, only broad constraining

bands or qualitative conclusions have been made from such approach without
giving quantified uncertainties for neither the in-medium cross section σmed

NN nor
the stiffness K of nuclear EOS.

With few exceptions (e.g., Ref. [27]) strong indications of a reduced σmed
NN rel-

ative to σfree
NN were found from analyzing the collective flow and nuclear stopping

power of heavy-ion collisions up to beam energies about 800 MeV/nucleon, see,
e.g., Refs. [28, 29] and references therein. At higher beam energies when the
inelastic baryon-baryon scatterings dominate, the situation becomes very un-
certain. Theoretically, nuclear medium affects baryon-baryon scattering cross
sections through several factors [30] including the relative velocity thus the in-
coming current of two colliding baryons through their effective masses due to
the momentum dependence of their mean-field potentials [31, 32, 33], the in-
teraction matrix element itself due to, e.g., off-shell or collectivity of exchanged
mesons [15, 34, 35, 36], and the Pauli blocking of both intermediate and final
states [37, 38]. There are unresolved fundamental issues about each of these
elements. For example, considering the fact that nucleon effective masses are
reduced compared to their free-space values, many transport model simulations
have adopted reduced in-medium cross sections based on the effective mass scal-
ing by assuming that the baryon-baryon interaction matrix element is the same
as in free-space, see, e.g., Ref [39] for a review. On the other hand, considering
the pion collectivity in dense matter in evaluating the in-medium interaction
matrix element, inelastic nucleon-nucleon cross sections in dense medium were
found to increase significantly with respect to their free-space values [15]. More-
over, there are many interesting technical issues in modeling scatterings in dense
medium within transport models, see, e.g., Ref. [40] for a recent review. Thus,
how to extract the σmed

NN effectively, and most importantly what is its value
with quantified uncertainties, from experimental observables remains a major
challenge in intermediate energy heavy-ion physics. Besides its importance for
understanding fundamental physics mentioned above, reliable knowledge about
the σmed

NN has important ramifications for space radiation protection, nuclear
stockpile stewardship, and nuclear waste transmutation.

In this work, a Bayesian inference of the in-medium baryon-baryon scatter-
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ing modification factor X ≡ σmed
NN /σfree

NN from HADES proton flow data [41, 42]
is carried out with a uniform prior for X = 0.5 ∼ 2 and K = 180 ∼ 400
MeV, respectively, using a Gaussian Process (GP) emulator for the isospin-
dependent Boltzmann-Uehling-Uhlenbeck (IBUU) transport model simulator
[21, 39, 43, 44]. Circumstantial evidence for an enhanced in-medium baryon-
baryon scattering cross section is found with a mean value of X = 1.32+0.28

−0.40

and K = 346+29
−31 MeV at 68% confidence level from their posterior probability

distribution functions (PDFs) inferred.

2. A brief summary of the IBUU simulator used in this work

The IBUU simulator has multiple choices for the baryon mean-field poten-
tial and in-medium baryon-baryon cross sections [39]. For the purpose of this
work, considering the limitations of our computing powers and the task to gen-
erate the necessarily large data sets to train and test the GP emulator of the
IBUU simulator, we choose the Skyrme-type momentum-independent potential
for baryon q

Vq(ρ, δ) = a(ρ/ρ0) + b(ρ/ρ0)
σ + V q

asy(ρ, δ) + V q
Coulomb. (1)

The parameters a, b and σ are determined by the saturation properties and the
compressibility K of symmetric nuclear matter at ρ0 by [2, 21]

a = −29.81− 46.90
K + 44.73

K − 166.32
(MeV), (2)

b = 23.45
K + 255.78

K − 166.32
(MeV), (3)

σ =
K + 44.73

211.05
. (4)

To avoid causing confusions, we emphasize a few points here. Firstly, the above
Skyrme potential has only one free parameter K = 9ρ20[d

2E0(ρ)/dρ
2]ρ0

that
determines not only the incompressibility of SNM at ρ0 but also its high-density
stiffness measured by the skewness parameter J0 = 27ρ30[d

3E0(ρ)/dρ
3]ρ0

and
the kurtosis parameter Z0 = 81ρ40[d

4E0(ρ)/dρ
4]ρ0

where E0(ρ) is the energy per
nucleon in SNM at density ρ. Analytically, one can easily show that once the
K parameter is specified for a Skyrme energy density functional E0(ρ) both the
J0 and Z0 are then uniquely determined. Thus, the stiffness of Skyrme EOS
in the entire density range is completely determined by the single parameter
K. Nevertheless, we caution that nuclear collective flow in heavy-ion collisions
at beam energies around 1-2 GeV/nucleon depend individually not only on the
incompressibility K of SNM at ρ0 but also the high density stiffness of the
EOS. More specifically, the pressure in cold SNM is well described up to about
(4− 5)ρ0 by [45]

P (ρ) = ρ2
dE0(ρ)

dρ
=

ρ2

ρ− ρ0
[K(

ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)2 +
J0
2
(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)3 +
Z0

6
(
ρ− ρ0
3ρ0

)4]. (5)
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In such meta-model EOS, the three parameters K, J0 and Z0 are independent
a priori. A recent Bayesian calibration of the above pressure by us [45] using
the constraining band on pressure in SNM in the density region of (1.2 ∼ 4.5)ρ0
from analyzing the kaon production and the beam energy dependence of nuclear
collective flow in relativistic heavy-ion collisions [7, 46, 47] indicates that the
pressure underlying the collective flow constrain not only the K but also both
the J0 and Z0 when they were used as three independent parameters. Moreover,
the constraining band of pressure from analyzing flow in relativistic heavy-ion
collisions makes the posterior PDFs of both J0 and Z0 much narrower than their
uniform prior PDFs. Nevertheless, the posterior PDFs of J0 and Z0 depend
strongly on the prior range and PDF of K. And, of course, the posterior PDFs
of the three parameters are all correlated as one expects. Therefore, while the
single parameter K is enough to label accurately the entire Skyrme EOS, the
flow data to be used in our analyses constrain not only the stiffness of SNM at ρ0
but also at higher densities. How the pressure in each density region contributes
to the flow is consistently determined by the BUU reaction dynamics through
the Skyrme mean-field potential given above.

It is well known that the momentum-dependence of nuclear mean-field affects
the nuclear collective flow, see, e.g., Refs. [48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53]. Neverthe-
less, essentially all dynamical effects due to the momentum dependence can be
mimicked by varying the incompressibility K within a momentum-independent
model, i.e., the same flow data and generally all observables in heavy-ion col-
lisions can be equally well reproduced by using a smaller K with momentum
dependence or a larger K without it, see, e.g., Ref. [54] for a review. As we
are going to generate the value of K randomly with an equal probability within
its prior range of 180 MeV to 400 MeV in our Bayesian analysis using the
above momentum-independent potential, our choice for the mean-field poten-
tial is physically sufficient for the present study. The V q

asy(ρ, δ) is the baryon
symmetry potential in asymmetric nuclear matter with isospin asymmetry δ.
Here we adopt (corresponding to the F3 in Eq. (3) of Ref. [55]) the following
momentum-independent symmetry potential

V n(p)
asy = ±2ea(ρ/ρ0)

1/2δ −
1

2
ea(ρ/ρ0)

1/2δ2 (6)

where ea ≡ Esym(ρ0)− (22/3−1) 3
5E

0
F with the symmetry energy Esym(ρ0) = 32

MeV and the Fermi energy E0
F = 36 MeV at ρ0. The ± sign is for neu-

trons/protons, respectively, and V q
Coulomb is the Coulomb potential for charged

particles. The potentials of baryon resonances (∆ and N∗) are related to those
of nucleons through the square of the Clebsch-Gordon coefficients in their decays
to pion+nucleon processes [56].

We notice that the above choice of the single-nucleon potential is still among
the most widely used options, see, e.g., Ref. [57]. Instead of introducing more
parameters to distinguish possibly different in-medium effects for elastic and
inelastic scatterings and their energy dependence, in this work we use the single
parameter X to modify all free-space experimental nucleon-nucleon scattering
cross sections used as default in the original IBUU code. Nevertheless, consid-
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ering the current situation of the field, we purposely use the very broad prior
ranges for both the parameter X and K. As we shall show in the next section,
within the Bayesian framework, just two data points alone from the proton
directed and elliptical flow at a single beam energy can already narrow down
significantly the PDFs of X and K. While our Bayesian analyses in this work
use only two free parameters (X and K) and two data points, the framework
established here can be easily extended to more model parameters and use more
data in the future. In particular, a Gogny-type flexible parameterization for the
single-nucleon potential with momentum dependence for both its isoscalar and
isovector parts leading to varying density dependence of nuclear symmetry en-
ergy together with a coalescence model for forming light clusters will be carried
out in a future work. It is also interesting to note here that several groups are
carrying out both forward-modelings and Bayesian analyses with similar goals
and some using the same data as ours but employing different dynamical models
[58, 59, 60]. Nevertheless, to our best knowledge, our work here is the only one
focusing on inferring the in-medium baryon-baryon cross sections.

3. IBUU simulations of heavy-ion reactions on the X-K Latin Hyper-

lattice for training and testing the Gaussian Process emulator

Since the pioneering work of Refs. [61, 62, 63], the first (v1) and second (v2)
coefficients of the Fourier decomposition of particle azimuthal angle distribution
2π
N

dN
dφ = 1+2

∑
∞

n=1 vn cos [n(φ)] have been used to measure the strength of the

so-called directed (transverse) and elliptical flow, respectively. Their values
at rapidity y and transverse momentum pt can be evaluated from v1(y, pt) =

〈cos(φ)〉 (y, pt) =
1
n

∑n
i=1

pix

pit
and v2(y, pt) = 〈cos(2φ)〉 (y, pt) =

1
n

∑n
i=1

p2

ix−p2

iy

p2

it

,

where pix and piy are the x- and y-component of the ith particle momentum,
respectively. In our setup of the simulations, the reaction plane is in the x −
o − z plane. In the present study, we only use the slope F1 ≡ dv1/dy

′|y′=0 =
0.46± 0.03 of proton directed flow v1 at mid-rapidity y′ ≡ ycm/ymid = 0 in the
center of mass (cm) frame of the two colliding nuclei, and the proton elliptical
flow v2 = −0.06 ± 0.01 data for |ycm| ≤ 0.05 and pt ≥ 0.3 GeV/c in mid-
central (10-30% centrality) Au+Au collisions at Ebeam/A=1.23 GeV from the
HADES Collaboration [41, 42]. For this reaction, ymid = 0.74. The F1 and v2
for this reaction are consistent with those from the FOPI Collaboration [64].
Interestingly, they are respectively at the top and bottom of the F1 vs beam
energy and v2 vs beam energy systematic curves based on data accumulated
over the last 40 years [11, 42], indicating that the strengths of both direct
flow (positive) and elliptic flow (negative) are the strongest around this beam
energy. These data may thus provide the best opportunity for determining the
underlying agents creating the collective flow.

We identify free nucleons as those with local densities less than ρ0/8 in
the final state of the reaction. In generating the IBUU training and testing
data, for each set of the X and K parameters we use 200 testparticles/nucleon
and generate randomly 100 impact parameters b with the probability density
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P (b) ∝ b between b=6 fm and 9 fm corresponding to approximately the (10-
30)% centrality of the Au+Au reaction [65]. Thus, for each X and K parameter
set, 20,000 IBUU events of Au+Au collisions are used in calculating the F1 and
v2 in each step of the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) in our Bayesian
analyses.
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Figure 1: Predicted slope F1 of the free proton (red) and neutron (blue) direct flow at mid-
rapidity dv1/dy′|y′=0 (left) and elliptical flow v2 (right), respectively, as functions of the
incompressibility K (right axis) and in-medium baryon-baryon scattering cross section modi-
fication factor X (left axis) generated on a Latin Hyperlattice in the X-K plane using the IBUU
transport model for the indicated Au+Au reactions measured by the HADES Collaboration.

Since multi-million MCMC steps are needed in the Bayesian analyses, a fast
emulator for the IBUU simulator is necessary. We use here the widely used
GP emulator with the Squared Exponential (SE) covariance function [66]. To
train and test it, large sets of IBUU simulations have to be carried out first.
To ensure that the emulator can explore unbiasedly the whole X-K parameter
plane, we train it on the Latin Hyperlattice [67] with totally 80 sets of X-K
parameters. Shown in Fig. 1 are the IBUU simulator predicted slope F1 of
the free proton (red) and neutron (blue) directed flow at mid-rapidity F1 =
dv1/dy

′|y′=0 (left) and elliptical flow v2 (right), respectively, as functions of
K (right axis) and X (left axis) for the indicated Au+Au reactions measured
by the HADES Collaboration [41, 42]. Some interesting observations can be
made qualitatively. Firstly, the magnitudes of both F1 and v2 increase with
both K and X, thus for a given data set of F1 and v2 the required values of
X and K should be anti-correlated. Secondly, the HADES data prefer a very
stiff EOS with K ≈ 350 MeV but also an enhanced in-medium cross section
with X ≈ 1.3. Thirdly, there are only small differences between the results for
protons and neutrons. Nevertheless, it will be interesting to study in the future
how these differences may depend on the baryon symmetry potential used and
if they can be used to probe the density dependence of nuclear symmetry energy
especially at suprasaturation densities.

We notice that there are some outliers from the general trends mostly in the
region where both the EOS is soft and the in-medium cross section is reduced.
In these cases, there are only few free nucleons emitted and the resulting F1
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and v2 values are very small. In their automated calculations in our codes using
the same number of test particles within the same rapidity and/or transverse
momentum bins, some outliers are expected. Nevertheless, since these F1 and
v2 values generated using unrealistically small K and X are so far away from
the experimental data, the likelihood function in our Bayesian analyses enables
the MCMC process to step away quickly from these points, thus they do not
really affect our final conclusions.
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Figure 2: Correlation between v2 and F1 for protons and neutrons, separately, for the same
results shown in Fig. 1.

To see more clearly the correlation between the two observables used here,
shown in Fig. 2 are v2 vs F1 for protons and neutrons, separately. The experi-
mental data from HADES is shown with the black star symbol. We emphasize
that the v1 and v2 measure nucleon collective behaviors in different kinematic
regions, they thus provide complementary information. Together they constrain
more tightly the model parameters although they are strongly correlated. As
shown in detail in Ref. [68], in the traditional analyses of the differential flow
strengths v1(y, pt) and v2(y, pt) in different rapidity intervals for the same re-
action studied here within the IBUU model, the integrated v1(y) is dominated
by contributions from high pt particles around both mid-rapidity and projec-
tile/target rapidities. While there are only few high pt particles compared to
the mostly isotropic low pt particles, the large px of these high pt particles make
major contributions to the in-plane flow v1(y). Due to the total momentum
conservation in the transverse directions, the integrated v2 at mid-rapidity for
high pt particles would become more negative as the F1 increases with the in-
creasing X and/or K. This feature is clearly demonstrated in Fig. 2. Moreover,
the difference between the v2 vs F1 correlations for protons and neutrons is
appreciable.

Before using the GP emulator in the MCMC, we have tested its reliability
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Figure 3: Left: A comparison between predictions for F1 by the IBUU simulator and its GP
emulator for 100 sets (runs) of X and K parameters randomly generated. Right: the emulator
error (EE) as a function of run number.

using several approaches normally used in the literature [69, 70, 71, 72, 73] by
generating independent training and testing data sets from running the IBUU
simulator. By design, the GP emulator pass through the training points. Its
power in predicting reliably observables at random locations away from the
training points can be evaluated by examining, for instance, the Emulator Error
(EE), by comparing predictions of the emulator (emu) and the simulator (sim).
In our case, the EE is given by

EE(run) = [F emu
1 (run)− F sim

1 (run)]2 + [vemu
2 (run)− vsim2 (run)]2 (7)

for each simulator run randomly in the model parameter space. For example,
shown in the left panel of Fig. 3 is a direct comparison between predictions for
F1 from the GP emulator and the IBUU simulator with 100 sets (runs) of X and
K parameters randomly generated in the regions shown. The corresponding EE
is shown as a function of run number in the right panel. Except 5 runs with
very small EE vales less than 0.03, all other runs have EE values very close to
zero, indicating that the emulator is working faithfully.

4. Bayesian inference of the posterior PDFs of X and K

For completeness, we first recall here the Bayesian theorem

P (M|D) =
P (D|M)P (M)∫
P (D|M)P (M)dM

, (8)

where the denominator is a normalization constant. The P (M|D) represents
the posterior PDF of the model M given the data set D. The P (D|M) is the
likelihood function obtained by comparing predictions of the model M with the
data D, while the P (M) is the prior PDF of the model M. In the present
study, M represents the model parameters X and K, and D represents the F1

and v2 data from HADES. We use the standard Gaussian likelihood function
and a constant prior PDF. We note that the training and Bayesian analyses are
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Figure 4: Running averages of the X (left) and K (right) parameters as functions of the
number of accepted MCMC steps after 200,000 initial steps in 5 independent chains.

all done so far in exactly the same ranges of X = 0.5 ∼ 2 and K = 180 ∼ 400
MeV.

In our MCMC sampling of posterior PDFs we use the Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm. The running averages of model parameters are normally used to
check if and when the MCMC has reached equilibrium. Shown in Fig. 4 are the
running averages of X (left) and K (right) parameters as functions of the number
of accepted MCMC steps after 200,000 initial steps in 5 independent MCMC
chains. It is seen that it took about an additional 105 steps for each chain to
reach equilibrium. It is also interesting to note that while the 5 independent
chains started at very different initial state (X and K values), they all reach
the same equilibrium state as they should. Moreover, the initial fluctuations
of X and K are anti-correlated as one expects. Technically, we notice that the
number of steps necessary for the MCMC to reach equilibrium strongly depend
on the prior ranges we use for X and K. Starting from narrow ranges if our prior
knowledge permits it, the chains will reach equilibrium stages much faster. For
the purposes of this work, we use the broad prior ranges for X and K given
earlier.
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Table 1: 10 training data points on the Latin Hyperlattice with X between 0.5-2.0 and K
between 400 and 450 (MeV). The slope F1 of v1 at mid-rapidity and v2 are for free protons

X K (MeV) F1 v2
0.532, 443.87, 0.244E+00, -0.281E-01
0.789, 400.08, 0.366E+00, -0.405E-01
0.883, 420.80, 0.405E+00, -0.556E-01
0.969, 408.13, 0.441E+00, -0.524E-01
1.178, 433.74, 0.498E+00, -0.723E-01
1.378, 418.28, 0.528E+00, -0.820E-01
1.460, 429.53, 0.558E+00, -0.849E-01
1.659, 435.39, 0.598E+00, -0.945E-01
1.790, 445.35, 0.616E+00, -0.976E-01
1.899, 411.82, 0.595E+00, -0.966E-01

Shown in Fig. 5 are the posterior PDFs of X (left) and K (right) as well as
their correlation (middle) using 50 million steps from combining the 5 indepen-
dent chains after throwing away the first 1 million steps from each chain. For
comparisons, the prior PDFs are also shown.

It is seen that the most probable value (MPV) of X and K are 1.1 and 375
MeV, respectively. Moreover, the PDFs of both X and K are asymmetric and
they are anti-correlated as shown in the middle panel. Most interestingly, MPV
(X)=1.1 and the highly asymmetric posterior PDF of X is preferentially in the
region of X ≥ 1. Together they clearly provide circumstantial evidence for an
enhanced in-medium baryon-baryon cross section. Since the posterior PDFs of
both X and K are asymmetric, following the procedure given in Ref. [74] we
calculate the highest posterior density (HPD) interval at 68% confidence level
according to ∫ piU

piL

PDF(pi)dpi = 0.68 (9)

where piL (piU) is the lower (upper) limit of the corresponding HPD interval of
the parameter pi (X or K). We found that the 68% confidence HPD intervals for
X and K are 0.92 ∼ 1.60 and 315 ∼ 375 MeV, respectively. Since the posterior
PDFs of both X and K are highly asymmetric, it is also useful to know that their
mean values are 1.32 and 346 MeV, respectively. Since the MPVs are shown
visually in their posterior PDFs, we find it is more informative to present the
HPD intervals at 68% confidence levels with respect to the mean values of X
and K. Thus, the HADES data clearly prefers an enhanced in-medium cross
section with a mean X = 1.32+0.28

−0.40 and a stiff EOS with K = 346+29
−31 MeV,

respectively, at 68% confidence level.

5. Effects of the prior ranges

According to the Bayesian theorem of Eq. (8), the posterior PDFs are
proportional to the prior PDFs. In the above analyses, we have used uniform
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Figure 6: Comparisons of PDFs for X (left) and K (right) parameters obtained with the three
different prior ranges of K but the same prior range of X between 0.5 and 2.0

Table 2: Posterior means of X and K as well as their MPVs with 68% HPD boundaries for
the three prior ranges for K all with the prior range of X between 0.5 and 2.

Prior range of K (MeV) Mean X Mean K(MeV) MPV of X MPV of K(MeV)

240-350 1.38, 325.38, 1.25+0.40
−0.15, 330+15

−15

240-400 1.32, 349.98, 1.20+0.45
−0.15, 375+15

−45

240-450 1.31, 358.97, 1.15+0.50
−0.20, 375+15

−45

priors in the range of X between 0.5 and 2.0 and K between 180 and 400 MeV.
The prior ranges are educated guesses based on our reviews of the literature
as outlined in the introduction section. There is no physical reason that these
priors is precise and one of the purposes of Bayesian analysis is to improve them
based on the posteriors obtained. One quick lesson we can learn from inspecting
the PDFs in Fig. 5 is that the lower limit 180 MeV for K used in its prior is
too small although such a lower limit was used previously in studying particle
production in heavy-ion reactions at GSI energies. Nevertheless, such choice
only leads to the waste of some computing time. On the other hand, our choice
for the upper limit of 2 for the prior of X parameter obviously leads to the cutoff
of its posterior PDF at X=2. What is the effect of the upper limit chosen for
the prior of the K parameter? In the above studies, we have chosen 400 MeV
as the maximum value of K based on the current knowledge of the community
as discussed earlier. It is not clear if the sharp drop of the PDF of K near
K=400 MeV shown in the right panel of Fig. 5 is due to the cutoff by the prior
PDF or requirement of the HADES data itself through the likelihood function.
To clarify this issue, we performed three new Bayesian calculations all with
the same prior range for X between 0.5 and 2.0 as before, and the same lower
limit of 240 MeV but different upper limits for the prior K : Kmax=350 MeV,
Kmax=400 MeV, and Kmax=450 MeV, respectively. For the first two cases, we
use the available training data set prepared with K between 180 MeV and 400
MeV. For the last case with Kmax=450 MeV, we added 10 additional training
points prepared on the Latin Hyperlattice with K between 400 MeV and 450
MeV as listed in Table 1. Compared to the HADES data of F1 = 0.46 ± 0.03
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and v2 = −0.06 ± 0.01, while most of the new results with large K values are
far away from the 1σ boundaries of the HADES data, some combinations of
small X with large K (e.g. with X = 0.883 & K = 420.08 MeV leading to
F1 = 0.405 & v2 = −0.056) are within the 1σ boundaries of the data. Thus, the
K is allowed to go above 400 MeV, the question is how big the PDF there may
be. We also notice that in the rarely any training point is exactly on the prior
boundary. Thus, the very last point of the posterior PDF is always forced to go
to zero totally by the prior PDF.

Shown in Fig. 6 are comparisons of the PDFs of X and K with the three
different prior ranges for K. Several interesting observations can be made: (1)
limiting the Kmax to smaller values requires generally large X values as one
expects. (2) The sharp drop in PDF of K near Kmax = 350 MeV is completely
due to the cut-off of its prior PDF as its posterior of PDF stays rather high
when its upper boundary is extended to 400 MeV, indicating that the likelihood
function itself is still quite high with K ≃ 350 MeV. As the Kmax is increased
from 400 to 450 MeV, however, the decrease of the posterior PDF is mainly due
to the nature drop of the likelihood function itself as indicated by its small albeit
finite values between 400 < K < 450 MeV. As noticed earlier, the GP is rarely
trained on the boundary. It always gives non-zero small finite probabilities
when it is asked to extrapolate to parameter spaces beyond the ranges in which
it was trained as Gaussian functions only approach zero when the variables are
infinitely away from their central values. (3) In all three cases, the posterior
PDFs of X are finite as X approaches its prior upper limit 2.0 and their drop
to zero is completely due to the prior PDF of X. Will the posterior PDFs of
X and K ever become completely independent of their prior ranges? Based
on the results presented above, one may expect a positive answer when the
Xmax and Kmax are extended to around 5 and 500 MeV, respectively, using the
same data set and assuming no other physics constraint will come in. Currently
we cannot afford such calculations because of the computationally extremely
expensive cost in training the GP in such large parameter space and the limited
gain qualitatively compared to what we have already done in understanding the
physics issues discussed in this work.

To be more quantitative, shown in Table 2 are comparisons of the mean
and MPVs of X and K from the above three new calculations. Interestingly,
despite of the dependence of the poster PDFs on the prior ranges of the X
and K parameters, both the mean and MPVs of X are significantly larger than
one and agree well within 1σ boundaries in all the cases considered. Thus, our
qualitative conclusion that the HADES data provides circumstantial evidence
for enhanced baryon-baryon scattering cross sections in hot and dense nuclear
matter is robust, albeit the quantitative enhancement depends somewhat on our
precise knowledge about the nuclear incompressibility.
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Conclusions

In conclusion, we found circumstantial evidence for enhanced baryon-baryon
scattering cross sections in hot and dense nuclear matter compared to their free-
space values from Bayesian analyses of the HADES proton flow data using a
GP emulator for the IBUU transport model simulator of heavy-ion reactions
at intermediate energies. Quantitatively, the mean value of the in-medium
baryon-baryon scattering cross section modification factor X is found to be
X = 1.32+0.28

−0.40 at 68% confidence level assuming the nuclear incompressibility
K will not exceed 400 MeV.
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[1] H. Stöcker and W. Greiner, Phys. Rep. 137 (1986) 277.

[2] G.F. Bertsch and S. Das Gupta, Phys. Rep. 160 (1988) 189.

[3] W. Cassing, V. Metag, U. Mosel and K. Niita, Phys. Rep. 188 (1990) 363.

[4] S. Das Gupta and G.D. Westfall, Physics Today, 46(5) (1993) 34.

[5] W. Reisdorf and H.G. Ritter, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 47 (1997) 663.

[6] S.A. Bass et al, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 41 (1998) 255.

[7] P. Danielewicz, R. Lacey, W. G. Lynch, Science 298 (2002) 1592.

[8] O. Buss, T. Gaitanos, K. Gallmeister, H. van Hees, M. Kaskulov,
O. Lalakulich, A. B. Larionov, T. Leitner, J. Weil and U. Mosel, Phys.
Rept. 512 (2012) 1.

[9] U. Heinz and R. Snellings, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 63 (2013) 123.

13



[10] Xiaofeng Luo, Qun Wang, Nu Xu, Pengfei Zhuang (Eds),
“Properties of QCD Matter at High Baryon Density”,
Springer Nature Singapore, Singapore, pages 183–285, 2022.
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-981-19-4441-3_4

[11] N. Xu, J. Stroth, T. Galatyuk, Y. Leifels, F. Q. Wang, H. Sako,
B. Hong, X. Dong, R. X. Xu and L. W. Chen, et al., “Nu-
clear Matter at High Density and Equation of State,” Chapter 4
in the Book ”Properties of QCD Matter at High Baryon Den-
sity”, Springer Nature Singapore, Singapore, pages 183–285, 2022.
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-981-19-4441-3_4

[12] A. Sorensen, et al. [arXiv:2301.13253 [nucl-th]].

[13] A. Lovato, et al. [arXiv:2211.02224 [nucl-th]].

[14] P. Achenbach, et al. [arXiv:2303.02579 [hep-ph]].

[15] G. F. Bertsch, G. E. Brown, V. Koch and B. A. Li, Nucl. Phys. A 490

(1988) 745.

[16] H. M. Xu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67 (1991) 2769.

[17] G. D. Westfall,et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 71 (1993) 1986.

[18] D. Klakow, G. Welke and W. Bauer, Phys. Rev. C 48 (1993) 1982.

[19] T. Li, et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 1924.
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