
Nuclear equation of state at finite µB using deep learning assisted quasi-parton model

Fu-Peng Li,1 Long-Gang Pang,1, ∗ and Guang-You Qin1, †

1Key Laboratory of Quark and Lepton Physics (MOE) & Institute of Particle Physics,
Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China

(Dated: January 20, 2025)

To accurately determine the nuclear equation of state (EoS) at finite baryon chemical potential
(µB) remains a challenging yet essential goal in the study of QCD matter under extreme conditions.
In this study, we develop a deep learning assisted quasi-parton model, which utilizes three deep neural
networks, to reconstruct the QCD EoS at zero µB and predict the EoS and transport coefficient η/s
at finite µB . The EoS derived from our quasi-parton model shows excellent agreement with lattice
QCD results obtained using Taylor expansion techniques. The minimum value of η/s is found to
be approximately 175 MeV and decreases with increasing chemical potential within the confidence
interval. This model not only provides a robust framework for understanding the properties of the
QCD EoS at finite µB but also offers critical input for relativistic hydrodynamic simulations of
nuclear matter produced in heavy-ion collisions by the RHIC beam energy scan program.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reconstructing the nuclear equation of state (EoS) is a
cornerstone of modern nuclear and particle physics, with
profound implications for understanding the evolution of
the early universe, the properties of neutron stars, and
the behavior of Quark-Gluon Plasma (QGP) [1–6]. This
pursuit is a central focus of heavy-ion collision experi-
ments [7–9], which have driven significant advancements
in our understanding of the EoS of hot and dense nu-
clear matter over the past few decades [10–14]. Notably,
first-principles lattice QCD calculations at zero baryon
chemical potential (µB) have provided a critical bench-
mark for validating theoretical models [15–19].

Despite these achievements, the exploration of QCD at
finite baryon chemical potentials remains a formidable
challenge, primarily due to the notorious sign problem
[20–22]. While effective expansion methods offer inter-
polation and extrapolation capabilities [23–25], they in-
troduce significant uncertainties, particularly at higher
baryon chemical potentials. Alternative approaches, such
as the hadron resonance gas model and quasi-parton
models, have been employed to approximate the QCD
EoS [26–28]. However, achieving a precise and compre-
hensive understanding of EoS across all relevant condi-
tions remains an unresolved and critical problem in the
field.

The recent surge in machine learning (ML) applica-
tions has revolutionized scientific computation, particu-
larly in solving inverse problems in physics through data-
driven and physics-driven neural networks [29–42]. Data-
driven approaches leverage deep neural networks (DNNs)
to extract physical information from data, though they
often struggle with extrapolation. In contrast, physics-
driven methods integrate the underlying physics theory,
such as partial differential equations (PDEs), into the
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training process, enhancing predictive accuracy. The
universal approximation capabilities of neural networks,
as demonstrated by Hornik et al. [43], combined with
the precision of automatic differentiation techniques [44],
have enabled these models to approximate solutions even
with limited data. By embedding boundary and initial
conditions into the training algorithm, these networks
respect the underlying physical constrains, further im-
proving their predictive power.
In this study, we propose a novel weakly coupled quasi-

parton model that treats the strongly-interacting QGP as
a system of non-interacting quasi-partons. This model
derives the QCD EoS using statistical formulae, serving
as an effective theory for strongly coupled QGP. By as-
suming that the masses of quasi-partons (quasi-gluons
and quasi-quarks) depend on the temperature and chem-
ical potential of the medium [45], we compute various
QCD observables. Recent studies have successfully ap-
plied quasi-parton methodologies to heavy-ion collision
analyses [46–48]. However, these approaches often rely
on parameterized mass functions, which can introduce
biases. To address this limitation, we employ three neu-
ral networks to model the unknown quasi-parton mass
functions, determining the masses by minimizing an ob-
jective function, as demonstrated in our prior work [49].
In Ref. [49], the temperature-dependent masses derived
from the neural network accurately reproduced the QCD
EoS at zero chemical potential.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 intro-

duces the quasi-parton method and the neural network
framework. Section 3 presents the results and discussion,
including training outcomes and predictions at finite µB .
Finally, Section 4 provides a summary of our findings.

II. METHOD

Fig. 1 shows the temperature (T ) and chemical po-
tential (µB) dependent quasi-parton model developed
using PyTorch[50]. The input data are T and µB ,
and the outputs are mu/d(T, µB , θ1), ms(T, µB , θ2), and
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FIG. 1. (Color online) The neural network framework utilized in this study for deriving three mass functions is structured as
follows. Each mass model integrates two residual neural networks (ResNets). Each ResNet consists of 8 hidden layers, with
each layer containing 32 neurons. A swish activation function is applied at the conclusion of each hidden layer.

mg(T, µB , θ3), respectively. The θ1, θ2 and θ3 repre-
sent the trainable parameters associated with these three
mass models. For simplicity, we will omit θi and denote
m(T, µB , θi) as m(T, µB). Each mass model employs a
residual neural network architecture comprising 8 hid-
den layers, each containing 32 neurons, and utilizes a
sigmoid activation function at the output layer to ensure
that the results fall within an appropriate range. Once
the temperature and baryon chemical potential depen-
dent quasi-parton masses mu/d(T, µB), ms(T, µB), and

mg(T, µB) are obtained, we can calculate the total par-
tition function lnZ(T, µB)[51]:

lnZ(T, µB) = lnZg(T, µB) +
∑
i

lnZq(q̄)i(T, µB), (1)

where i represents the quark flavor. We assume that
the masses of the quarks and anti-quarks masses are
the same. The detailed partition function lnZ(T, µB)
is given by the ideal gas statistical formulae:

lnZg(T, µB) = −dgV

2π2

∫ ∞

0

p2dp ln

[
1− exp

(
− 1

T

√
p2 +m2

g(T, µB)

)]
, (2)

lnZq(q̄)i(T, µB) = +
dq(q̄)iV

2π2

∫ ∞

0

p2dp ln

[
1 + exp

(
− 1

T

(√
p2 +m2

q(q̄)i
(T, µB)− µq(q̄)i

))]
, (3)

The dg and dq(q̄)i represent the degrees of freedom for
the gluon and for the quark and anti-quark, respectively.
For quarks and anti-quarks, it is 6 = 3 × 2 = Ns × Nc,
where Ns = 2 accounts for spin degeneracy and Nc = 3
for the number of colors. For gluons, it is 16 = 2 × 8.
The quark and baryon chemical potentials are related as

follows[18]:

µu =
1

3
µB +

2

3
µQ, (4)

µd =
1

3
µB − 1

3
µQ, (5)

µs =
1

3
µB − 1

3
µQ − µS , (6)

where in a system with zero net strangeness and zero net
electric charge, µQ and µS are zero.
The pressure, net baryon number density, entropy den-

sity, energy density, and trace anomaly can be derived
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from the following thermodynamic relations:

P (T, µB) = T

(
∂ lnZ(T, µB)

∂V

)
T,µB

, (7)

nB(T, µB) =

(
∂P (T, µB)

∂µB

)
T

, (8)

s(T, µB) =

(
∂P (T, µB)

∂T

)
µB

, (9)

ϵ(T, µB) = Ts− P + µBnB , (10)

∆(T, µB) = ϵ− 3P. (11)

To predict the QCD equation of state at finite baryon
chemical potential, we introduce the generalized suscep-
tibilities χB

2 and χB
4 as one of the optimization objectives,

defined by the following dimensionless derivatives:

χB
i =

∂P (T, µ̂B)/T
4

∂µ̂i
B

∣∣∣∣
µ̂B=0

, µ̂B = µB/T. (12)

The finally training objectives are composed of three
components, one is the EoS constraint, which encom-
passes the entropy density, the trace anomaly. The sec-
ond one is generalized susceptibilities χB

2 and χB
4 . The

last one is the masses constraint given by the hard ther-
mal loop (HTL) result [52, 53]l:

Rg/q =
Mg,T>2.5Tcut

Mq,T>2.5Tcut

=

√
3

2

(
NC

3
+

Nf

6

)
, (13)

Tcut=0.150 GeV. Consequently, mu/d and mg can be ex-
pressed as:

L1 =

∣∣∣∣Rg/q −
3

2

∣∣∣∣ . (14)

It is postulated that the s quark at high temperatures
satisfies:

L2 =

∣∣∣∣ms −mu/d

ms −mu/d
− 1

∣∣∣∣ . (15)

Here, the current quark masses are denoted by ms ≈
95 MeV and mu/d ≈ 5 MeV. Additionally, it is found
that the training results are better if the magnitudes of s
and ∆ are similar. Therefore, we use ∆/T as a substitute
for ∆ in loss function. In the absence of numerical lattice
QCD results at low temperatures, we use the Thermal-
FIST package to generate the training data[26, 27]. The
quasi-parton masses are then determined by minimizing
the mean absolute error (MAE) between the network pre-
dictions and the lattice QCD data[17, 23].

The total loss is thus given by,

L(θ1, θ2, θ3) = |sNN − sinput |+
∣∣∣∣∆NN −∆input

T

∣∣∣∣ (16)

+
∣∣χB

2,NN − χB
2, input

∣∣+ ∣∣χB
4,NN − χB

4, input

∣∣
+ LMC

where LMC = L1 + L2 represents the mass constraint
derived from high-temperature HTL calculations. Each
trainable parameter θ is updated iteratively using SGD-
like algorithms such as Adam, following the principle:

θ → θ − α
1

n

n∑
i

∂L
∂θ

(17)

where n is the number of training samples, α ∼ 10−5

is the learning rate (a small positive number), and the
∂L/∂θ is the gradient of the loss with respect to each
trainable parameter.
The ∂L/∂θ is computed numerically using automatic

differentiation (auto-diff), a highly efficient method for
calculating derivatives with machine precision. The
auto-diff is also employed to compute derivatives in nB

(baryon number density), s (entropy density) and χB
i

(baryon susceptibility), automatically.
The momentum integration is implemented numeri-

cally using a 50-point Gaussian quadrature, facilitated
by the PyTorch framework. This approach enables the
network to propagate the loss to the trainable parameters
of the mass models without requiring explicit computa-
tion of the derivatives of these integrals.
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FIG. 2. (Color online) The results obtained from training
using Deep Learning methods are juxtaposed with those de-
rived from lattice QCD (LQCD) and Hadron Resonance Gas
(HRG) calculations at zero chemical potential, as detailed in
[15, 26, 27]. Figures (A), (B), (C), and (D) depict the en-
tropy density s/T 3, trace anomaly ∆/T 3, susceptibility χ2

B

and χ4
B respectively, plotted against temperature. The red

lines indicate the predictions from DNN, whereas the black
lines signify the data from lattice QCD.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Fig. 2 compares the values of s/T 3, ∆/T 4, χB
2 , and

χB
4 with those obtained from lattice QCD (LQCD) and
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FIG. 3. (Color online) The quasi-parton mass distribution at various µB and T values is presented. From the left to the right
panels are the distributions for quasi-u/d quarks, quasi-s quarks and gluons, respectively.

Hadron Resonance Gas (HRG) calculations. The results
indicate that the quasi-parton masses reconstructed via
DNN can precisely reproduce the QCD EoS across a wide
temperature range using statistical mechanics formula-
tions. Furthermore, DNN-learning quasi-parton masses
can match the generalized susceptibilities χB

4 and χB
2 per-

fectly. The current EoS results cover the crossover tran-
sition region, which also indicates that our deep learning
quasi-parton (DLQP) model is capable of capturing some
of the phase transition properties of QCD.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of quasi-parton masses
at different T and µB . It can be found that the u/d
quark and s quark decrease as temperature increases at fi-
nite µB , but the gluon increase as temperature increases.
The results are different from other quasi-parton models
based on the parameterized mass functions, which will in-
troduce some priori bias[46]. Once the quasi-parton mass
is determined, we can easily compute various thermody-
namic properties at different temperatures and baryon
chemical potentials using Eq. (11). Figures 4 and 5 and
show the results for energy density E, pressure P , en-
tropy density s and speed of sound c2s using quasi-parton
masses. It can be found that EoS gradually increases
as T and µB increase. We also notice that c2s first de-
creases to a minimum value and then increases at small
µB , which involves a crossover from hadron gas phase to
QGP.

Additionally, Figures 5 and 6 are the s/T 3 and c2s as a
function of temperature compared with LQCD calcula-
tions within µB/T = 3.5. It is evident that s/T 3 values
increase as temperature rises, which is essentially cover
lattice QCD calculations. The values of c2s also increase
as energy rises at different µB . At zero chemical po-
tential, we can perfectly reproduce the lattice QCD re-
sults. And as energy density ϵ increases, the trend of
c2s with respect to µB transitions from monotonic de-
crease to monotonic increase, which is likely due to a
phase transition. These results not only validate the de-
veloped quasi-parton model for the study of the QCD
EoS under finite temperature and baryon chemical po-
tential conditions, but also furnish crucial EoS inputs for

hydrodynamic simulations.
Using the relaxation time approximation approach

[54, 59, 60], we compute the QGP transport coefficient
shear viscosity (η), which describes the properties of
QGP fluid. Fig. 7 presents the shear viscosity over en-
tropy density (η/s) as a function of temperature at dif-
ferent µB values. The calculations using DLQP masses
show that η/s first rapidly drops to a minimum value
around 175 MeV and then rises again as the temperature
increases at zero µB . This trend effectively aligns with
results from lattice QCD calculations and agrees with
the conclusions drawn in our previous work [49], which
suggests that the minimum value of η/s should occur at
a temperature greater than Tc. Furthermore, our find-
ings indicate that the minimum value of η/s increases
with higher µB , and the location of this minimum shifts
accordingly.
Figure 8 shows the location of η/s on the T − µB

plane. The position of minimum value decreases as the
µB increases within µB/T = 3.5, but it will increase
above µB/T = 3.5. And these positions are all located
above the freeze-out temperature (Tch), which indicates
that the temperature required for the production of the
hottest and densest QCD matter with the smallest shear
viscosity must be greater than this Tch. By comparing
our current results with those obtained from previous
methods, we demonstrate that our findings are reason-
able at least within the range of 0 ≤ µB/T ≤ 3.5. Predic-
tions beyond this range require additional physical con-
straints.

IV. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this study, we have developed the deep-learning
quasi-parton gas model to investigate the QCD EoS at
finite baryon chemical potential. First, we introduce a
novel methodology employing three neural networks to
parameterize the quasi-gluon and quasi-quark masses.
By utilizing data from the HRG model at low temper-
atures and lattice QCD results at high temperatures, we
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FIG. 4. (Color online) The density distributions of energy density (E), pressure (P ), and entropy density (s/T 3) as functions
of T and µBare presented.
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FIG. 5. (Color online) The left panel illustrates the distribu-
tion of the squared speed of sound χ2

s while the right panel
depicts c2s as a function of temperature at finite chemical po-
tential, compared with lattice QCD calculations[54]. The grey
line represents the Hadron Resonance Gas (HRG) model cal-
culation, and the red dashed line corresponds to results from
the HotQCD collaboration[15]. The remaining colored lines
denote different values of the baryon chemical potential.

accurately reproduced the EoS using fundamental sta-
tistical mechanics principles. Crucially, our framework
avoids any preconceived biases, relying exclusively on the
powerful representational capabilities of neural networks
and automatic differentiation techniques to address this
variational problem.

Then, utilizing the temperature- and chemical
potential-dependent masses, we calculate the entropy
density, speed of sound, and shear viscosity as functions
of temperature at various µB . Our findings are largely
consistent with those obtained from lattice QCD calcula-
tions through approximate expansion methods. Notably,
at zero µB , the minimum value of η/s for the QGP occurs
above the critical temperature (Tc). Additionally, as the
baryon chemical potential increases, this minimum shifts
to lower temperatures. Furthermore, the predictions of
the EoS at finite µB provide essential inputs for relativis-
tic hydrodynamic simulations.

Looking forward, we propose extending our deep-
learning quasi-parton approach to include finite charge
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FIG. 6. (Color online) The entropy density s/T 3 as a function
of temperature at finite chemical potential, compared with
the approximate expansion [24]. The color band illustrates
the DNN-learned mass predictions, whereas the scatter plot
represents the lattice QCD results [17, 23, 24].

chemical potential (µQ) and strangeness chemical poten-
tial (µS), thereby facilitating a more comprehensive ex-
ploration of the EoS properties. Moreover, by incorpo-
rating the QCD critical point into our model, we aim to
utilize this framework in the search for the QCD critical
point. These future directions have the potential to sig-
nificantly enhance our understanding of QCD phase tran-
sitions and their implications for high-energy physics.
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