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Abstract. Nuclear equation of state plays an important role in thewgian of the Universe, in
supernova explosions and, thus, in the production of helangants, and in stability of neutron stars.
The equation constrains the two- and three-nucleon irtierexcand the quantum chromodynamics
in nonperturbative regime. Despite the importance of thea#qgn, though, its features had remained
fairly obscure. The talk reviews new results on the equatiostate from measurements of giant
nuclear oscillations and from studies of particle emiséiocentral collisions of heavy nuclei.

INTRODUCTION

An equation of state (EOS) is a nontrivial relation betwedegriodynamic variables
characterizing a medium. While the term is used in its siagidrm in nuclear physics,
actually different relations are of interest, such as betwmessur@ and baryon density
p and temperatur&, p(p,T), or chemical potentigh andT, p(y, T), between energy
densityeandp andT, e(p, T), etc. Some of the relations are fundamental under certain
conditions, i.e. all other relations may be derived fromnti{such as frone(p) atT = 0).

The nuclear EOS is of interest because it affects the fat@efUniverse at times
t 2 1ps from the Big Bang and because its features are behind therrsma explo-
sions. Moreover, its features ensure the stability of meustars. Through its effects on
the evolution of the Universe, on supernovae explosiorgpoameutron-star collisions,
the EOS affects nucleosynthesis. Moreover, the EOS impaatsal reactions of heavy
nuclei. Finally, the form of the EOS constraints hadronteractions and the nonpertur-
bative quantum chromodynamics (QCD).

IMPORTANCE OF EOS

Different regimes for the strongly interacting are coneenly assessed in thg—

T plane, see Fig 1. Along th& = 0 axis, atyu~ 930 MeV, we have the matter in
heavy nuclei. The matter in the interior of neutron starsesponds to higher chemical
potentials, in combinations with low temperatures. Theteran the early Universe
evolved along the temperature axis, at low baryon numbeteocbnand thus at lowa.
Different regions of the plane are explored at differeneé&@tors. In the early Universe
and likely at the higher-energy accelerators, the matessas the transition between
the hadronic matter and quark-gluon plasma. The transitia@bserved in numerical
lattice QCD calculations as a rapid change in energy denstiye temperature region
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FIGURE 1. Strongly interacting matter in the— T plane, after [1].
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FIGURE 2. Energy in baryonless matter \fs from calculations of Ref. [2].

of To ~ 170 MeV, cf. Fig. 2. The numerical calculations are carrietlan a lattice of

a finite size and it can be difficult to establish whether oregigist with a transitional
behavior or with a phase transition and, if so, of what ordénether or not there is a
first-order phase transition is of importance for the eanhydrse.

Early Universe

Associated with a first-order phase transition is the serfansioro and a possibility
of supercooling. For sufficiently higls, the early Universe might supercool down
to temperatures as low as half of the critical temperafltecf. Fig. 3. The large
surface tension would lead to a wide separation, by as muéh-alm, of the forming
hadronic bubbles and, eventually, as the hadronic bubbi@s gnd begin to fill all
space, of the remnant quark-gluon bubbles, cf. Fig. 4. Tharsgion would produce
large nonuniformities, characterized by masbes- 10* kg (i.e. of a medium size
asteroid), in the distribution of the baryon number follogithe hadronization, with
the baryon number concentrated in the regions that hadrdast. The excess baryon
number would get trapped in the quark-gluon bubbles, bectnesbaryon number costs
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FIGURE 3. Supercooling tension for the confinement phase transifter, [3].

all baryon number in plasma remnants!

FIGURE 4. Phase bubbles in the region of the confinement phase tamsifiter [3].

little in the quark-gluon phase, with quarks being masslasd a lot in the hadronic
phase, with massive baryons. An analogous situation tdkes prhen seawater freezes.
Then the salt appears in the areas that are last to freez&, Higere are some cautioning
theoretical and experimental indications, though, reigarthe scenario, that the surface
tension might not be very large between in the quark-gluehreadron phases.

Supernova Explosions

Type Il supernova explosions are the source of at least htieonuclei heavier than
iron around us. Only very massive stars, of maddes 8M.,, explode. Generally, the
more massive a star, the shorter it lives, burning fastertduegher density and tem-
perature in its interior. A star starts out burning hydraggeen helium and successively
heavier nuclei; at each stage the products are accumulkstied.a given fuel runs out,
the gravitation compresses the star core raising temperand the next fuel ignites
with its burning preventing further compression. When theeaconsists of iron only,
the burning stops. It is then up to the electron pressureh(asaesisting the compres-
sion of solids) to prevent the gravitational collapse of tbee. However, the electron
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FIGURE 5. Seawater analogy.



pressure fails when the core exceeds the threshold Chahktiersmass. This is seen
by examining the contributions to the energy from gravitg &#om an ultrarelativistic
electron gas:
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The electron Fermi momentum is proportional to the cube obetectron density and,
thus, is inversely proportional to core radips,[] p(le/s 01/R. Both the gravitational and
electron energies are then inversely proportional to tdeusa but the electron energy
grows only as the number of electrons to the 4/3 power whigegifavitational energy
as the square power of the nucleon number. For the electnoeequal to half the
nucleon numbete = N\ /2, the gravity wins over electrons for core mass
3/2 o 1/2

§h_c> ﬂ ~1.5Mg. (2)
6 G mg

When the iron core exceeds the threshold mass, a gravhotapse of the core
starts and progresses till the nuclear densities are rdadlne nuclear matter is more
incompressible than the electron gas — what starts as arosmopl gets reversed at
the nuclear densities into an explosion. From the centetavfa shock wave moves
out, see the schematic view in Fig. 6, while at the center aafled protoneutron
star forms at a density of the order of that in nuclei. Inside,the electron Fermi
energy exceeds the proton-neutron mass difference, tlvegs®f neutronization takes
place,e” + p — ve+ n. Additionally, thermal neutrinos are copiously produckedthe
meantime, the shock moving through the infalling matetlls outside of the protostar
and gets, most likely, revived by the neutrinos coming ootfthe center. Aside from
propelling the shock, the neutrinos drive the neutron windifthe center within which
copper, nickel, zinc and other elements form. Eventuallg, shock reaches the star
surface producing a magnificant display in the sky and thmgwi M. of material
space. The properties of nuclear matter, where the colle@gyseses and that is the site
of neutrino production, are, however, generally not webwn.

M>Mth:(

Neutron Stars

The protoneutron star eventually turns into a black holetr & neutron star. Which
is the case depends on the properties of nuclear matter//FiDependent on those
properties are also the characteristics of the formingroaugtar and, in particular, the
density profile and radius, see Fig. 8. In astrophysical rtiadeof neutron stars or of
supernova explosions, a host of nuclear EOS is employet, asithose in Fig. 9, in
terms of the dependence on pressure on energy density. SO/8eake excluded by
causality (those with higlp) and some by known masses of existing neutron stars (those
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FIGURE 7. Limiting neutron star mass as a function of the compressiodutus of the corresponding
symmetric matter [5]

with low p). This still leaves a wide range of possibilities; there B@S taken from
nonrelativistic and relativistic calculations and somete EOS incorporate different
types of phase transitions.

A possible site for the synthesis of heavy elements, othaar supernova explosions,
are mergers of neutron stars. These mergers shed much mtiex me space if the
nuclear EOS is relatively soft than when it is stiff, Fig. 10.
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FIGURE 8. Density profile of a neutron star of masgs= 1.4M, after [4].
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FIGURE 9. Pressure-energy relations [6] for nuclear matter, emmlayastrophysical calculations.

ELEMENTARY FEATURESOF THE NUCLEAR EOS

Energy Minimum

The advances in the determination of the nuclear EOS have begerally, difficult.
The elementary information comes from the Weizsacker bipeinergy formula and
from the systematics of nuclear density profiles. The Wekséformula separates out
the contributions to the energy associated with nuclearaations and the interior

and surface of nuclei, the contributions associated witlsps1 asymmetry and with
Coulomb interactions, and the shell correction,

—B(A,Z) = —16MeVA+asA?/3

(A—2Z)? Z(z-1)
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FIGURE 10. Neutron star mergers for soft (left panels) and stiff (rigabels) nuclear EQS, after [7].
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FIGURE 11. Nuclear densities deduced from electron scattering.

Nuclear densities, obtained from charge densities midtidhy mass to charge number
ratio, are seen to reach the same vafes 0.16 fm—2 ~ 1/(6 fm°), for a wide range
of nuclear masses, see Fig. 11. We conclude that the energypkeon in a uniform
symmetric nuclear matter at = 0, in the absence of Coulomb interactions, has a
minimum at the normal densityy with the energy value, relative to nucleon mass, of
-16 MeV, from the volume term in the binding formula, see Rig. As, obviously, the
binding energy approaches zero for separated nuclegns-ad, we actually know two
points in the T = 0) dependence of the energy per nucldef\ = e/p, on density.

The next nontrivial feature of the energy per nucleon isutsature in the dependence
onp, aroundpg. This curvature is commonly quantified in terms of the sdechhuclear
incompressibility, with an unusal numerical factor:

d? /E d? /E
_ 2 _
K_gpod—pz (K) - de—RZ (K) ' “)

The factor stems from the fact that the nuclei were first aereid as sharp-edged
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FIGURE 12. Energy per nucleon vs density in nuclear matter.
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FIGURE 13. Oscillating nuclei were first considered as sharp-edgedrgstwith the energy changing
as a function of the radius.

spheres with the energy changing as a function of the ra#ligs 13). To get an idea of
what might be expected for the incompressibility, one mjgst run a parabola through
the two known points on the curve &f(p). The then resulting incompressibility has
a value ofK ~ 290 MeV. If the actual incompressibility turns out to be hlelthis
benchmark value, we may consider the nuclear EOS to be saofftst#f if the opposite
IS the case.

Microscopic Calculations

To get the features of the nuclear EOS outside of the mininama, might turn to
microscopic calculations, such as within Brueckner andatianal frameworks. These
calculations utilize elementary nucleon-nucleon inteoms constrained by nucleon-
nucleon interactions and by deuteron properties. Howekiernonrelativistic calcula-
tions with only nucleon-nucleon interaction miss the knguasition of the minimum in
the nuclear EOS; the minimae line up along the so-called €oése (Fig. 14) in the
energy vs density or Fermi momentum, with the change of theiae of the interac-
tion. The relativistic calculations line up along anotheeGter line that passes closer to
the true minimum; aside from relativity, though, those aldtions are generally more
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tions [8]. Right: Binding energy vs Fermi momentum in marogdh calculations, after [9].
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FIGURE 15. Energy per nucleon in nuclear matter as a function of derfsityn a variational calcula-
tion of Ref. [10] with two- and three-nucleon interactions.

primitive than the nonrelativistic ones.

To get the right position of the minimum in the EOS, Fig. 15sihecessary to incor-
porate three-nucleon interactions in the microscopiadatons. These interactions are
not well constrained by scattering, hampering the predigtiower of the theory. In this
situation, one may want to turn to experiment to get the mfation on the EOS away
from the normal density.

INCOMPRESSIBILITY - GETTING OUT OF THE MINIMUM

The simplest way to determine the incompressibility expentally may seem to induce
volume oscillations in a nucleus. This could be done by edatj a particles off a
nucleus, Fig. 16. For the lowest excitation, the excitaBaergyE*, deduced from the
final a energy, would be related to the classical frequency thrdtigh- 2Q, and the
latter would be related td. Let us examine the classical energy of an oscillating nuscle

myve 1
Et = /drp N2 +SAK(R=Ro)?




FIGURE 16. Volume oscillations induced by alpha scattering.
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where we use the fact that, for a nucleus uniformly chandgimgdensity, the velocity is
proportional to the radiuy,= R(r /R). We then obtain the energy of a simple harmonic
oscillator; the frequency is a square root of the spring tzontglivided by mass constant,
yielding:

. K
== ©

There are complications regarding this reasoning. Thsntitleus is not a sharp-
edged sphere and the Coulomb interactions play a role in shiflasions as well as
nuclear interactions. These effects may be taken care osiog@n incompressibility
constant characteristic for a nuclefs;— Ka, and isolating different contributions in an
analogy to those for the binding energy:

_ N—z\%?  z@z-1
Ka =K +KsA 1/3+Ka<T) -l—KC%-i—.... (7)

With the corrections, it turns out that the incompresdileti for medium to heavy nuclei
are about 2/3 of the incompressibility for infinite nucleaatter, e.g.KP? ~ 0.64K;
KSM~ 0.67K.

However, there are more problems. Thus, the density osoila lie high up in
the excitation energy and get broadened up. This may be iethéy employing a
sum rule (notably, sum rules are often robust tools in helpinlink simple classical
considerations with the characteristics of quantum states

Ka <E*3>O+spectrum
By = = [ , (8)
MmN <r >A <E >O+spectrum
i.e. the incompressibility may be obtained from dividing third by the first moment of
the spectrum. An alternative is to use a microscopic theuwti,an effective interaction,
to describe both the excitation spectrum and the incomiimégsfor infinite matter.

The final complication is that other types of oscillationisart that changing the
density, are excited in scattering, such as the oscillatibprotons vs neutrons and
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FIGURE 17. Different collective oscillations transform differentiynder rotations.

FIGURE 18. Delivering angular momentum to a target.

the quadrupole shape oscillation, cf. Fig. 17. Howeverse¢hoscillations transform
differently under rotations and, correspondingly, theredatary excitations for those
oscillations are characterized by different angular mamewith the uniform density
changes characterized by= 0. It is possible to isolate tHe= 0 excitations by analyzing
scattering at the very forward angles, Fig. 18. When theaalpdticle scatters off a
nucleus it transfers linear and angular momenta to the nsclehe angular momentum
is limited by the product of the linear momentum transfer #reldistance over which
the transfer occurs, i.e. roughly the sum of projectile aarget radii. At high beam
energies and small angles we get

L <|p—p|R~ pBR. 9)

Excitations characterized Hy> 1A may suppressed by looking at scattering into the
anglesd < %{, i.e. within the first diffraction peak.

Scattering of alpha particles from different targets hanlarefully studied in recent
years simultaneously as a function of excitation energy smattering angle, allowing
to isolate the contributions df = O excitations [11, 12], see Fig. 19 for data from a
samarium target. For the shown excitation energy of 16.5 Mepronounced. = 0
peak is evident at low scattering angles. The 0 excitation strength is next shown for
the samarium target in Fig. 20. A peak is evident at the etxaitanergy of 15.5 MeV,

yielding an incompressibility of samariuk®™= % = 138MeV, and of nuclear

matter K = KS"/0.67 ~ 210MeV. However, explorations with microscopic models
produce different results faa/K. In particular, relativistic models can yield results
in the rangeK ~ (250— 270) MeV [13]. Generally, the results are, though, on the soft
side of the incompressibility.
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EOSAT SUPRANORMAL DENSITIESFROM FLOW

Features of EOS at supranormal densities can be inferrea flow produced in col-
lisions of heavy nuclei at high energies. At low impact pagters, in those collisions,
macroscopic regions of high density are formed. The calledtow, that can be quanti-
tatively assessed in collisions, is the particle motiorrabi@rized by space-momentum
correlations of dynamic origin. The flow can provide infotioa on the pressure gener-
ated in the collision.

To see how the flow relates to pressure, we may look at the Hydsesnic Euler
equation for the nuclear fluid, an analog of the Newton equatn a local frame where
the collective velocity vanishesg,= O:

0
(e+ p)av

The collective velocity becomes an observable at the endeofdgaction. In comparing

= —0p. (10)



to the Newton equation, we see that the presspjfepz%ép)g/p plays the role of a

potential for the hydrodynamic motion, while the densityeothalpyw = e+ p plays
the role of a mass. In fact, at moderate energies, the egtkalpsity is practically the
mass densityw ~ pmy. We see from the Euler equation that the collective flow cln te
us about the pressure in comparison to enthalpy. In edtatdighe relation, we need
to know the spatial size where the pressure gradients dewagld this will determined
by the nuclear size. However, we also need the time durindgpydeodynamic motion
develops and this can represent a problem.

The equilibrium required for hydrodynamics is not quite iaeld in reactions and,
thus, transport theory is actually required to establiskdibetween the EOS and ob-
servables; the hydrodynamics just yields important insighhe reacting system in the
transport theory relying on Boltzmann equation is describgerms of the phase-space
distribution functionsf for different particles. In particular, the system energg func-
tional of the distributiong={ f }, and can be parametrized to yield different EOS in equi-
librium. The distributions follow a set of the Boltzmann adjons with single-particle
energies that are functional derivatives of the eneggydE /5f:

of deof oeof | an
ot odpor orop
wherel is the collision integral.

The first observable that one may want to consider to exthadnformation on EOS
is the net radial or transverse collective energy. Thatgneray reach as much as half
of the total kinetic energy in a reaction. Despite its magphét, the energy is not useful
for extracting the information on EOS because of the lack@drmation on how long
the energy develops. Large pressures acting over a shattam produce the same net
collective energy as low pressures acting over a long tinés fakes appearent the
need for a timer in reactions.

The role of the timer in reactions may be taken on by the sled¢apectators. The
spectator nucleons are those in the periphery of an energetition, weakly affected by
the reaction process, proceeding virtually at undisturdmgginal velocity, see Fig. 21.
Participant nucleons, on the other hand, are those closéetoenter of the reaction,
participating in violent processes, subject to matter a@sgion and expansion in the
reaction. As the participant zone expands, the spectatmging at a prescribed pace,
shadow the expansion. If the pressures in the central regohigh and the expansion
is rapid, the anisotropies generated by the presence dfatpecare going to be strong.
On the other hand, if the pressures are low and, correspglydihe expansion of the
matter is slow, the shadows left by spectators will not bg yeonounced.

There are different types of anisotropies in the emissiat the spectators can
produce. Thus, throughout the early stages of a collisitvesparticles move primarily
along the beam axis in the center of mass. However, duringdhgression stage, the
participants get locked within a channel, titled at an angé#ween the spectator pieces,
cf. Fig. 21. As a consequence, the forward and backward esntarticles acquire an
average deflection away from the beam axis, towards the ehamection. Another
anisotropy may be observed for particles emitted in thestrarse directions with zero
longitudinal velocity. The region with compressed mat®ropen to the vacuum in
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FIGURE 21. Reaction-plane contour plots for different quantities itf46n +124Sn reaction at 800
MeV/nucleon and = 6 fm, from transport simulations by Shi [14].

the direction perpendicular to the reaction plane. Howeawethe direction within the
reaction plane the region is shadowed by the participaritsis,Tmore particles are
expected to be transversally emitted from the participagion perpendicular than
within the direction plane. The anisotropy should be stasrige faster the expansion of
the compressed matter.

The different anisotropies have been quantified experiatigridver a wide range of
bombarding energies. Figure 22 shows the measure of theaiddéorward-backward
deflection in Au + Au collisions as a function of the beam eggevgth symbols repre-
senting data. Lines represent simulations assuming diffdeOS. On top of the figure,
typical maximal densities are indicated which are reachhad@en bombarding energy.
Without interaction contributions to pressure, the sirtiates labelled cascade produce
far too weak anisotropies to be compatible with data. Theikitions with EOS charac-
terized by the incompressibilitg = 167 MeV yield adequate anisotropy at lower beam
energies, but too low at higher energies. On the other hattld tine EOS characterized
by K = 380 MeV, the anisotropy appears too high at virtually allrgres. It should be
mentioned that the incompressibilities should be consillaere as merely labels for the
different utilized EOS. The pressures resulting in the espan are produced at densities
significantly higher than normal and, in fact, changing ia tiourse of the reaction.

Figure 23 shows next the anisotropy of emission at midrapali zero longitudinal
velocity in the c.m., cf. Fig. 24, with symbols representdsja and lines representing
simulations. Again, we see that without interaction cdmttions to pressure, simulations
cannot reproduce the measurements. The simulationdiwtil67 MeV give too little
pressure at high energies, and those Kith 380 MeV generally too much. A level of
discrepancy is seen between data from different expersnent

We see that no single EOS allows for a simultaneous desmmipgif both types
of anisotropies at all energies. In particular, the= 210 MeV EOS is best for the
sideward anisotropy, and the = 300 MeV EOS is the best for the other, so-called



Pmax/Po: ~2 ~3 ~5 -7

0.0

F o FoPI 1

04~ o5 EOS -

r s E895 7]

L e K=380 MeV

03 m .

- r ]
L - 380 W/PT
8 o021 E
o C ]
B 210

01 G e .

N 167

0.1 05 1.0 5.0 10.0
Elab [GeV/A]

FIGURE 22. Sideward flow excitation function for Au + Au. Data and traogpcalculations are
respresented, respectively, by symbols and lines [15].

Pmax/P0* ~2 ~3 ~5 ~7

0.05 — I I I I ]
000} ——————— =" Sy
L o T ]
c% L DATA ]
> F % o FOPI .
(o] L |

g 005 o Plastic Ball
L o ]
L o EOS q
r 210 ® E895 ]
-0.10 ET & E877 —
- K=380 MeV .
Lol Cll Ll ]

0.1 05 1.0 50 10.0

Ejap [GeV/A]

FIGURE 23. Elliptic flow excitation function for Au + Au. Data and transf calculations are respre-
sented, respectively, by symbols and lines [15].

2 AGeV
1.5
) 1 \\/ a
€S 05 p——T—
RS el
S = 4rjszjrapidity
9%? 0s M
5 1 /"‘“\\ d
S 05 [
(8]
5 1t e
0% ® 500 90
¢' (DEG)

FIGURE 24. Azimuthal distribution of protons from Au + Au collisions atGeV/nucleon in different
rapidity intervals [16].



200\\\\‘\\\\

Causal i

-
o
o
\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\

FIGURE 25. Constraints from flow on th& = 0 pressure-density relation, indicated by the shaded

region [15].
350 T T I L 4
—e—RMF: DD "
300 b - RrMF: LW a |
—~— RMF:NL3 / v

250 |- --x--Skyrme: soft ‘7
--+--Bogutal :w/pt ,/ ,’
200 -

= Experiment

P (MeV/fm®)

02 03 04 05 06
p (fm™)

0.7 0.8

FIGURE 26. Impact of the constraints on models for EOS [15].

elliptic, anisotropy. We can use the discrepancy betweerctimclusions drawn from
the two types of anisotropies as a measure of inaccuaratyedheory and draw broad
boundaries on pressure as a function of density from whabnsnoon in conclusions
based on the two anisotropies. To ensure that the effectsgbiession dominate in the
reaction over other effects, we limit ourselves to densitigher than twice the normal.
The boundaries on the pressure are shown in Fig. 25 and tmeinate some of the

more extreme models for EOS utilized in nuclear physicshsascthe relativistic NL3

model and models assuming a phase transition at relatioetgénsities, cf. Fig. 26.
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HIGH-T LOW-p LIMITSOF THE HADRONIC WORLD

In central reactions of medium to heavy nuclei, over a braatye of bombarding
energies, it is found that hadronic yields are consistetih wiermal equilibrium at
definiteT andp when interactions appear to stop [17, 18]. This is illugidah Fig. 27
showing measured particle yields and those calculatedrasguthermal equilibrium.
The results indicate that, at the deduced temperatures lagmhical potentials, the
spectrum of hadrons is close to that in free space and, theiphiase transition to quark-
gluon phase has not been crossed. The boundaries of thenfaaarld, staked out in
this fashion, are shown in Fig. 28.

CONCLUSIONSAND OUTLOOK

Nuclear EOS ties together different areas of physics. Bssgon the EOS has been
made in different directions. Data on giant monopole resoea (and also on giant



vector resonances) have been collected with significarkgsaand reductions and high
resolution both in the energy and angle direction, allowoargmproved determinations
of the nuclear incompressibility. Anisotropies of flow frozentral reactions allow to
constrain the EOS at supranormal densities. The paramdtéiseze-out in reactions
allow to stake out the limits of the hadronic world. Additadisources of information on
EOS that | had no chance to talk about include measurementutfon-star properties,
studies of nuclear systematics and lattice QCD calculationconquered EOS frontiers
include the dependence of EOS on the isosopin degree oftinreadd the detection of
the quark-gluon plasma. The first frontier is, in particutarbe tackled at the NSCL
coupled-cyclotrons and at the proposed RIA acceleratahdrbaryonless regime, the
second frontier is pursued at RHIC. However, the baryoh-regime awaits stepped-
up dedicated studies with good resolution in bombardinggna the range of (2-
40) GeV/nucleon.
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