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Bayesian analyses of heavy-ion collisions rely on functional inputs, such as temperature-dependent
transport coefficients and the equation of state, whose prior specification remains a significant source
of uncertainty. Standard approaches employ low-dimensional parametrizations that can impose
artificial correlations and leave the resulting inference sensitive to the assumed functional form.

We develop a nonparametric framework for constructing priors over such functions using Gaus-
sian processes, tailored to emulator-based inference in heavy-ion phenomenology. Truncated
Karhunen–Loève expansions yield optimized finite-dimensional representations suitable for use as
emulator inputs. We investigate how physical constraints can be incorporated into these priors,
demonstrating that rejection-based methods produce non-Gaussian measures and induce nontrivial
statistical dependences in the expansion coefficients. By contrast, pushforward constructions enforce
the constraints while preserving a tractable Gaussian measure in a latent space.

These results provide a systematic framework for incorporating physical constraints into functional
priors and clarify their effects on the statistical structure of the finite-dimensional representations
used in Bayesian inference.

I. INTRODUCTION

Heavy-Ion Collisions (HIC) have been one of the
main sources of experimental guidance for the study of
the strong interaction under extreme conditions [1, 2].
These collisions produce an extremely hot but short-lived
medium, and determining its properties has been an ef-
fort of great interest for both the theoretical and experi-
mental communities. Early studies established the quali-
tative picture of heavy-ion collisions, including the forma-
tion of the quark–gluon plasma (QGP) and its strongly
coupled, fluid-like behavior [3]. With theoretical and ex-
perimental advances, our understanding of these systems
has become increasingly quantitative and precise. In par-
ticular, comparisons of hydrodynamic simulations with
collider data demonstrated the necessity of non-trivial
transport coefficients, and led to increasingly precise es-
timates of those quantities [4–12].

A crucial step towards this “precision era” of HIC was
the adoption of Bayesian inference methods in the field
[9, 10, 13, 14]. The Bayesian approach is advantageous
because it provides a principled way to account for not
only the experimental sources of uncertainty but also the
theoretical ones, which cannot be neglected in this case.
The modeling of these collisions is a great challenge, and
there is no first-principles approach that is successful for
realistic collisions. The most successful descriptions are
numerical simulations in which there is a succession of
several distinct stages, each with an effective description
suited to the current conditions of the system. The most
ubiquitous feature of these models is, as suggested earlier,
the presence of a hydrodynamic stage.

The community has developed a more or less stan-
dard framework for Bayesian inference to deal with
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domain-specific challenges, especially the high compu-
tational cost of numerical simulations [15]. Its central
ingredients are the use of Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) methods to sample the posterior distribution
over model parameters, and the use of Gaussian-process
emulators to evaluate the likelihood without running the
full simulation at every MCMC step. This has moti-
vated several recent developments in surrogate model-
ing for heavy-ion phenomenology, including multi-fidelity
Gaussian-process emulators [16, 17] and additive multi-
index Gaussian processes for multi-physics QGP simu-
lations [18]. Related structured Gaussian-process mod-
els have also been developed more broadly for expen-
sive computer-code emulation [19]. However, while many
MCMC algorithms used in practice are formulated for
finite-dimensional parameter spaces, several quantities of
interest in heavy-ion collisions are naturally functions,
such as the temperature-dependent transport coefficients
η/s(T ) and ζ/s(T ). This motivates inference strategies
that treat such objects as functions, rather than only
through a small number of predetermined parameters.

This mismatch can be resolved in two ways: by using
MCMC algorithms that are well-posed in the infinite-
dimensional limit or by restricting to a finite-dimensional
subspace for the inference. For practical reasons that
will be discussed later, the former is not yet feasible
in the context of realistic simulations, and the latter is
the usual approach. Finite-dimensional parametrizations
have been widely employed for inference, but they suffer
from some well-known limitations. The restricted func-
tional forms are inherently rigid and can induce spu-
rious long-range correlations in the inferred functions
[12, 15, 20, 21]. Besides that, the resulting posteriors
can depend strongly on the chosen parametrization, in
the sense that apparent constraints may reflect the im-
posed functional structure rather than genuine informa-
tion from the data. This phenomenon is commonly re-
ferred to as prior dominance.

In this paper, we propose a methodology, based on
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random process theory, to specify priors over infinite-
dimensional function spaces and parametrize them in an
optimal and mathematically motivated way that miti-
gates both issues mentioned in the previous paragraph.
Following previous work suggesting the use of random
processes as priors for inference over functions in HIC
[15, 20, 22], we construct priors with different degrees of
physical motivation for functions of interest and compute
parametrizations that are optimal in the L2 sense with
respect to the prior measure. We quantify the effects
of two strategies to impose physical constraints in the
prior distribution, which we refer to as rejection sampling
and pushforward constructions and discuss the benefits
and limitations of each approach. The flexibility of our
method provides a way to incorporate several kinds of
physical information, with varying degrees of rigidity, in
the prior and the construction of parametrizations for the
resulting prior distributions that are readily applicable to
state-of-the-art Bayesian analyses. This work focuses on
the construction and statistical characterization of func-
tional priors, rather than on a full end-to-end calibration
to experimental data. Our goal is to develop and com-
pare prior constructions and finite-dimensional represen-
tations that are compatible with existing emulator-based
Bayesian workflows, and to clarify their practical impli-
cations for future heavy-ion collision analyses.

II. METHODOLOGY

A crucial step for Bayesian inference is specifying prior
knowledge about the object of inference in the form of
a probability distribution, the prior distribution. The
standard approach to specify priors over functions in
HIC phenomenology has been to choose a parametriza-
tion with a few free parameters and use simple probabil-
ity distributions (usually uniform) for them. The prior
knowledge is introduced mainly in two ways: the choice
of parametrization, which may or may not reflect well-
known features, and the choice of the probability distri-
bution of the parameters.

Another approach has recently gained attention in the
field, following its successful application in other con-
texts, namely the use of random processes to specify these
distributions [20, 22]. Continuous random processes are,
in essence, probability distributions over spaces of func-
tions and can therefore be used as priors. A useful prior
should assign non-negligible probability mass to physi-
cally plausible functions, including the true one.

The use of random processes as priors for functions
offers both conceptual and practical advantages. They
are defined on infinite-dimensional spaces, which is natu-
ral for functions. Although in practice computer sim-
ulations always use finite-dimensional representations,
these methods are still valuable because they can be de-
signed to be robust under grid refinement. They also
allow finer control of the correlations in the functions we
want to infer and provide more flexibility than traditional

parametrizations.
GP priors have been successfully used for EoS infer-

ence with neutron-star observations [23–26], for inference
of Parton Distribution Functions [27, 28], for probing
new physics in Cosmology [29], for inferring wavefunc-
tion representations in quantum many-body physics [30]
and more. Recently, this strategy has been adopted by
researchers in heavy-ion phenomenology. In [22], a GP
prior was constructed for the µB = 0 case and the sen-
sitivity of observables in state-of-the-art simulations to
different samples of the EoS was demonstrated, while in
[20] a GP prior was used for inference of the jet quenching
function q̂(T ).
We start the discussion with an introduction to the

necessary theory of random processes.

A. Random processes and the KL expansion

As argued, random processes provide a natural frame-
work for modeling uncertainty in functional quantities.
Nearly every field of science has benefited from the ap-
plication of models with stochastic elements, and this has
motivated the development of a rich mathematical the-
ory of random processes. In this work, we restrict our
attention to processes with continuous sample paths, as
their realizations must be continuous functions.
Consider a random process X = {X(t)}, with t ∈

[a, b] ⊂ R which is second-order (meaning that it has fi-
nite variance), with zero mean and continuous covariance
function k(s, t). It can be decomposed as

X(t) =

∞∑
k=1

Zkek(t) (1)

with convergence in L2([a, b]), where Zk are random vari-
ables and ek is a set of orthonormal functions that forms
a basis of the relevant Hilbert space [31, 32]. Further-
more, if we define the functions to be the eigenfunctions
of the covariance integral operator Ĉ i.e. the solutions
ek(t) of

[Ĉek](s) ≡
∫ b

a

k(s, t)ek(t)dt = λkek(s) (2)

where λk are the associated eigenvalues, then all the ran-
dom variables Zk are uncorrelated (not necessarily inde-
pendent), and it can be shown that truncations of the
infinite sum in that basis yield finite linear parametriza-
tions of the random process that minimize the average
integrated squared error in the representation ϵ2N :

ϵ2N = E


∫ b

a

∣∣∣∣∣X(t)−
N∑

k=1

Zkek(t)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dt

 (3)

In other words, truncations of equation (1) are the opti-
mal linear parametrizations in the L2 sense for a given
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number of parameters N . We will refer to this expansion
as the Karhunen-Loève (KL) expansion, after the famous
Karhunen-Loève theorem that guarantees its existence.
In a sense, this procedure is the infinite-dimensional ana-
logue of Principal Component Analysis (PCA), since the
KL modes defined by equation (2) form a basis that “di-

agonalizes” the covariance operator Ĉ. For this reason, it
is commonly called functional PCA. The KL expansion
has been used for emulation in computer experiments
with functional or high-dimensional outputs, where sim-
ulator predictions are projected onto a small number of
dominant modes [16]. Related KL-based representations
have also been used to construct reduced-rank and struc-
tured Gaussian-process models [19] and to parametrize
random fields in Bayesian inverse problems [33, 34].

The random coefficients Zk can be decomposed in the
following way

Zk =
√

λkξk (4)

where ξk is a random variable with unit variance and λk

is the variance contained in the mode ek (in the random
process). The covariance function does not determine
the joint distribution of ξk, and processes with the same
covariance function can have distinct distributions due to
higher correlations.

In this decomposition, the covariance function can be
written in terms of the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues as

k(s, t) =
∑
i

λiei(s)ei(t). (5)

In coefficient space,

E[ZkZl] = λkδkl (6)

which shows that the modes are uncorrelated, while the
full joint distribution of the ξk is not fixed by the covari-
ance alone. Although we restricted attention to scalar-
input, scalar-output GPs, the Karhunen–Loève expan-
sion extends to higher-dimensional inputs and to vector-
valued outputs, with the KL modes defined over the in-
put domain and, in the multi-output case, taking values
in the output space.

An interesting case where the distribution of the ran-
dom variables ξk is known is for Gaussian processes,
where the coefficients follow Gaussian distributions of
zero mean and unit variance, which we denote by ξk ∼
N (0, 1) for each k, and the distributions are not only
uncorrelated but completely independent. Special cases
of covariance functions have analytical KL modes, but
there are numerical routines that allow the calculation
of modes in the general case. Analytical KL modes are
known for some specific covariance kernels and choices of
domain, measure, and boundary conditions. In general,
however, the modes must be approximated numerically
by solving the corresponding covariance-operator eigen-
value problem (see Appendix A).

Interestingly, similar constructions have appeared im-
plicitly in the heavy-ion literature, where principal com-
ponent analyses of fluctuating initial conditions are used

to define uncorrelated modes of the initial state profiles
[35–37]. While not always formulated in terms of ran-
dom process theory, these approaches are closely related
to the KL decomposition discussed here. The distribu-
tions of mode coefficients reported in these works are
approximately Gaussian, with small deviations in the
lowest modes, suggesting that the underlying ensembles
of initial conditions are close to Gaussian random fields.
A quantitative characterization of these deviations, and
their physical origin, would be an interesting direction
for future work.
A notable difference, however, is that these analyses in-

volve random fields defined over a two-dimensional trans-
verse plane, rather than one-dimensional functions. For
typical covariance kernels, the associated KL spectra de-
cay more slowly as the dimensionality of the input space
increases. As a result, a significantly larger number of
modes is required to achieve a comparable level of accu-
racy. This is consistent with the relatively large num-
ber of principal components needed to reach the desired
precision in such studies. A similar effect is expected to
arise when building priors for the finite-density equations
of state, which depend on multiple thermodynamic vari-
ables, where the increased dimensionality of the input
space should likewise lead to a slower decay of the KL
spectrum and a corresponding increase in the number of
modes required for accurate representations.
This framework also provides a principled way to in-

terpret studies in which PCA is applied to observables
differential in transverse momentum [38–41], clarifying
how the choice of binning relates to finite-dimensional
approximations of the underlying Karhunen–Loève de-
composition, as well as to the statistical properties of
the ensembles being analyzed.

B. Gaussian process regression

Gaussian processes (GPs) are a class of random pro-
cesses defined by the property that any finite collection
of function values follows a multivariate Gaussian distri-
bution [31]. For simplicity, we restrict our attention to
GPs with input x from a subset of RD and scalar output.
A GP is fully specified by a mean function m(x) and a
covariance function k(x,x′), defined as

m(x) = E[f(x)], (7)

k(x,x′) = E
[
(f(x)−m(x))(f(x′)−m(x′))

]
. (8)

We denote this as

f(x) ∼ GP(m(x), k(x,x′)). (9)

In Gaussian process regression, we infer a latent func-
tion from noisy observations

yi = f(xi) + ϵi, ϵ ∼ N (0,Σ), (10)

where Σ is the noise covariance matrix. The commonly
used case of independent homoscedastic Gaussian noise
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corresponds to

Σ = γ2I, (11)

where γ2 is the noise variance at each observation point.
Given training data {(xi, yi)}ni=1, the predictive distri-

bution at test inputs X∗ is Gaussian,

f∗ ∼ N (f̄∗, cov(f∗)), (12)

with mean and covariance

f̄∗ = m(X∗)

+K(X∗, X)
[
K(X,X) + Σ

]−1[
y −m(X)

]
,

(13)

cov(f∗) = K(X∗, X∗)

−K(X∗, X)
[
K(X,X) + Σ

]−1
K(X,X∗).

(14)

Here K(X1, X2) denotes the matrix obtained by eval-
uating the covariance function k(x,x′) between all pairs
of points in X1 and X2.

The posterior covariance function is given by

kp(x, x
′) = k(x, x′)−K(x,X)

[
K(X,X)+Σ

]−1
K(X,x′).

(15)
As for any second-order random process, the KL modes

of the posterior GP can be obtained by solving the eigen-
value problem of the integral operator associated with kp
(see Eq. 2).

C. Priors for the QCD shear viscosity

The shear viscosity to entropy density ratio η/s(T )
is one of the key transport coefficients controlling the
hydrodynamic evolution of the medium formed in HIC.
It determines how efficiently momentum anisotropies are
dissipated during the expansion and therefore has a direct
impact on flow observables. Inferring its temperature
dependence from experimental data is one of the cen-
tral goals of Bayesian analyses in heavy-ion phenomenol-
ogy. However, because η/s(T ) is a function rather than
a finite set of parameters, its prior specification requires
assumptions about smoothness, correlations, and physi-
cal constraints. We begin with a minimal GP prior for
η/s(T ) and then discuss a pushforward construction that
enforces positivity by construction.

1. Minimal model

The simplest thing one can do is draw samples for
η/s(T ) directly from a GP with specified mean m(T )
and covariance k(T, T ′) functions. In this way, the infor-
mation contained in the prior is completely specified by

the choice of these functions. A common choice for the
covariance function is the Radial Basis Function (RBF)

k(x, x′) = σ2 exp

(
−|x− x′|2

2l2

)
(16)

with hyperparameters σ and l that control, respectively,
the amplitude of fluctuations and the characteristic range
of correlations. Samples of a GP with zero mean and
RBF covariance are infinitely differentiable, which is
good for numerical calculations but can be a problem
if one wants to infer functions that describe phase transi-
tions. Other classes of covariance functions can generate
paths that are not as smooth. The Matérn class of co-
variance functions, for example, has a parameter that
controls directly how many times the samples are dif-
ferentiable and can be more suited if a phase transition
is known or expected. A short guide on how to choose
kernels can be found in [42].
We start our analysis with a minimalistic GP prior for

η/s(T ). We model our prior distribution as

η/s(T ) ∼ GP(m(T ), k(T, T ′)) (17)

with constant mean function m(T ) = m and RBF co-
variance with constant hyperparameters σ2 and l2. The
choices of m, l and σ must reflect prior knowledge about
η/s(T ). In this illustrative prior, we take m = 1/(4π),
although for realistic inference it could be appropriate to
choose a higher value, since previous analyses indicate a
considerably larger shear viscosity. The parameter l de-
termines how fast the samples vary as functions of T and
the value of l = 0.2GeV is chosen by hand for this work.
The value of σ2 corresponds to the variance of the pro-

cess and determines how broad our prior is. The choice
of σ2 is more complicated because, by construction, the
variance of our process is symmetric with respect to the
mean, while we need η/s(T ) ≥ 0 for physical consistency.
In principle, one could choose a value for σ such that
the number of unphysical samples is negligible, but that
could also make the prior unreasonably narrow. As a first
possibility, we impose positivity “on the fly” by reject-
ing and discarding unphysical samples. Other construc-
tions that enforce positivity more naturally, and avoid
some of the drawbacks of rejection, will be discussed be-
low. This process ultimately changes the prior distribu-
tion and makes it non-Gaussian. We choose σ = 0.04,
which gives a reasonably wide prior while keeping the
fraction of unphysical samples small (roughly 8%). Posi-
tivity was evaluated on a uniform grid of 1000 points over
T ∈ [0, 0.5] GeV and 7746 of 105 samples were rejected.
Fig. 1 shows the uncertainty bands of the GP, along

with 100 samples that are colored based on whether they
are physical or not. The first KL modes of the minimal
prior for η/s (including unphysical samples) are shown
in Fig. 2. The distribution of the KL coefficients for
these modes is shown in the corner plot in Fig. 3, and
the covariance eigenvalues λi are shown in Fig. 4. The
observed distribution of coefficients is consistent with the
expectation for a GP of i.i.d Gaussian variables N (0, 1).
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FIG. 1. 100 samples of the unconstrained GP prior for η/s(T ).
Unphysical samples are shown in red dashed lines, and cred-
ible intervals are shown with blue bands.
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FIG. 2. The first 5 KL modes of the unconstrained GP prior
for η/s(T ), ordered by the magnitude of the respective eigen-
values.

As mentioned before, discarding samples induces
changes in the statistical properties of the resulting ran-
dom process. It certainly breaks the Gaussianity of the
process and possibly introduces correlations and higher-
order statistical dependencies in the distributions of coef-
ficients. Fig. 5 shows credible bands and other statistical
quantities for the physical samples, and one can clearly
see, as expected, that the distribution is skewed towards
the positive direction. In Fig. 6, the distributions of co-
efficients for physical and unphysical samples are shown
in a corner plot (in the KL basis of the full GP).

It should also be noted that the optimality of the trun-
cated parametrization is guaranteed only with respect to
the measure of the original process from which the KL
modes were computed. Since the selection of physical
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FIG. 3. Corner plot of the distribution of KL coefficients for
the unconstrained GP prior for η/s(T ). This plot includes
physical and unphysical samples. The distributions are con-
sistent with the expectation for a GP: i.i.d Gaussian variables
with zero mean and unit variance.
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FIG. 4. The normalized eigenvalues of the covariance oper-
ator for the unconstrained GP prior for η/s(T ). The spec-
trum shows approximately exponential decay, which allows
for the construction of satisfactory finite-dimensional repre-
sentations.

samples changes the covariance function of the process, to
obtain a new optimal parametrization, one should com-
pute the KL modes of the new induced covariance func-
tion, which is not known analytically. In this case, one
can approximate the KL modes by using a set of sam-
ples from the process, as discussed in Appendix A. The
coefficients obtained by projecting onto the recomputed
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FIG. 5. 100 samples of the physical ensemble obtained by
rejecting unphysical samples. Credible bands are shown in
blue along with horizontal lines showing the mean, median
and the reference value 1/(4π).
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FIG. 6. Corner plot of the KL coefficients for physical (blue)
and unphysical (red) samples in the KL basis of the full pro-
cess.

KL basis are uncorrelated by construction, but they are
not necessarily independent because the constrained pro-
cess is non-Gaussian. In practice, we find that the KL
modes and eigenvalues are essentially unchanged by the
rejection of unphysical samples. Thus, the original KL
expansion of the GP still provides a good parametrization
of the physical ensemble in the L2 sense. It also means
that the covariance function of the resulting process is
similar to the original one because of Eq. 5.

A practical issue for inference arises if one interprets
the accepted physical samples as defining a new prior dis-
tribution over KL coefficients. After rejecting unphysical
functions, the distribution of coefficients is no longer the
original product Gaussian distribution and is not known
analytically. Therefore, if one wants to sample directly
from this induced physical ensemble as an explicit prior,
one would need to approximate its density from samples,
for example using Kernel Density Estimation or Normal-
izing Flows [43, 44].
However, this density-estimation step is not the only

solution. One can instead keep the original Gaussian
prior over the KL coefficients and impose physicality at
the level of the likelihood evaluation during MCMC. In
this approach, the prior remains the analytically known
Gaussian prior associated with the unconstrained GP,
while proposals that generate unphysical functions are as-
signed zero likelihood and rejected before evaluating the
emulator. This formulation requires checking the phys-
icality constraints at each MCMC proposal, but it does
not require evaluating or normalizing the probability den-
sity of the rejected physical ensemble. These two formu-
lations yield the same posterior distribution over physical
functions: conditioning the Gaussian prior on the phys-
icality constraint differs from multiplying the likelihood
by the corresponding indicator function only by a nor-
malization constant. The latter formulation retains the
original Gaussian measure as a convenient reference for
constructing proposals.

2. Pushforward model

Instead of hard rejecting unphysical samples, another
reasonable approach is to implement the physical con-
straints directly in the construction of the random pro-
cess prior. This is not a trivial task and might not be
possible in every case of interest. A very powerful and
widely adopted approach is to put a GP prior over an
auxiliary variable and map that variable into the quan-
tity of interest through some pushforward function. This
induces a distribution over the quantity of interest which
we use as a prior. The great advantage of using this push-
forward construction is that our prior is exactly Gaussian
over the latent auxiliary variable and we can do infer-
ence on that space, where the prior is analytically known.
Moreover, Gaussian priors are particularly convenient for
Bayesian inference, as some MCMC methods are explic-
itly constructed for Gaussian reference measures and are
not directly applicable to more general priors.
To enforce positivity, we need to put our GP samples

through some non-linear function f : R → [0,∞). A com-
mon choice is f(x) = expx. Another interesting choice
is the softplus function f(x) = ln(1 + expx), which we
use here for the η/s(T ) prior. As discussed, we define a
function ϕ(T ) such that

η/s(T ) = C ln(1 + expϕ(T )) (18)



7

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
T [GeV]

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25
/s

Pushforward model for /s(T)
Samples
Median
68% credible band
95% credible band
Mean
1/(4 )

FIG. 7. Pushforward prior for η/s(T ). The plot shows 100
samples along with credible bands and horizontal lines indi-
cating the mean and median. Every sample is now guaranteed
to be physical, but the distribution is skewed as can be seen
by comparing the mean and median of the process at each
point. The median corresponds to the reference value 1/(4π).

and put a GP prior over it

ϕ(T ) ∼ GP(0, k(T, T ′)) (19)

with

C =
1

4π ln 2
(20)

so that the median of the η/s prior matches the reference
value 1/(4π) and k(T, T ′) is a RBF covariance with σ =√
0.5 and l = 0.2GeV. The credible bands, mean and

median are shown along with 100 samples in Fig. 7.
The pushforward process also admits a KL expansion,

obtained by diagonalizing the induced covariance func-
tion, but since it is non-Gaussian the KL coefficients are
not independently distributed. The KL modes of the
induced and latent processes are shown in Fig. 8, and
spectra of the latent and induced process are shown in
Fig. 9. The KL modes of the induced process for η/s(T )
are similar to the modes of ϕ, and so is the spectrum.
Clearer although still small changes can be seen in the
distribution of coefficients in the corner plot in Fig. 10,
demonstrating that the modes are no longer independent.
The fact that the covariance structure of the process is
not severely altered by the pushforward can be under-
stood as a consequence of the fact that the pushforward
function is close to linear in the typical range of values
for ϕ, so the non-linearity ends up affecting only the tails
of the Gaussian distributions, which decay fast. This
is also a reason why the pushforward in Eq. 18 is ar-
guably better than others, such as the exponential map
η/s(T ) = expϕ(T ), which have the correct domain and
codomain but are more non-linear in the typical range of
values of ϕ.
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More significant changes are observed in the distribution of
KL coefficients.
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proximately exponential decay and the variation in the spec-
tra between the two processes is observed to be small.

If one were to do inference over the KL coefficients
of the pushforward process, the prior distribution must
account for those dependencies. As said before, the ad-
vantage of the pushforward prior is that the latent func-
tion ϕ is distributed as a GP and we can do inference
directly over ϕ because the prior distribution of KL coef-
ficients is simple there. We stress, however, that the KL
basis is L2 optimal for the representation of samples of
the associated process, and putting the samples through
a pushforward affects that optimality. We thus expect
to minimize the average error squared on ϕ(T ), but not
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FIG. 10. Corner plot for the distribution of first 5 KL coef-
ficients of the pushforward process for η/s(T ). All samples
are physical by construction, but the coefficients are not in-
dependent as in the case of a GP.

on η/s(T ). In practice, optimizing the representation of
ϕ will result in representations of η/s(T ) that are close
to optimal, but a truly optimal representation for the
pushforward process comes with the price of having a
complicated prior distribution inference. In principle, a
representation obtained by truncating the KL expansion
of the latent process and then applying the pushforward
map can outperform the “optimal” representation given
by the KL expansion of the resulting process. This is be-
cause the KL optimality is defined within the class of lin-
ear parametrizations, whereas the pushforward induces a
non-linear parametrization.

D. Priors for the QCD EoS

The Equation of State (EoS) is one of the crucial func-
tions for describing the evolution of the medium formed
in HIC. There is great interest in methods for inferring
the EoS from data because the sign problem severely
limits first-principles lattice-QCD calculations at finite
baryon chemical potential µB . Heavy-ion collisions at
top LHC energies are very close to µB = 0, but collisions
at intermediate energies (such as in the Beam Energy
Scan program) and other systems (most notably neutron
stars) are not. A deeper understanding of the QCD phase
diagram necessarily involves knowing the EoS in these
more general situations. We analyze the EoS prior pro-
posed in [22] and then briefly discuss how fully physical
EoS priors could alternatively be constructed using pure

pushforward methods.
The use of flexible, probabilistic representations of

equations of state has a long history in neutron-star
applications. In particular, nonparametric Gaussian-
process constructions have been used to infer the cold
dense-matter equation of state from gravitational-wave
and electromagnetic observations [23–25], while related
Bayesian Gaussian-process models have been developed
to quantify correlated chiral-EFT truncation uncertain-
ties and propagate them to thermodynamic quantities
such as the pressure and speed of sound [45]. More re-
cently, Gaussian-process model mixing has been used to
combine low-density chiral-EFT information with high-
density perturbative-QCD constraints in symmetric nu-
clear matter [46]. These works are conceptually relevant
to the present study in that they treat the equation of
state as a random function and propagate this uncer-
tainty through thermodynamic relations. Here, however,
we focus on the finite-temperature QCD equation of state
relevant to heavy-ion collisions. We first analyze the con-
struction proposed by Gong et al. and then discuss how a
pushforward from latent random functions with a Gaus-
sian prior could provide a fully physical alternative.
For µB = 0, the EoS can be represented by a one-

dimensional function P (T ) that relates the pressure P
and local temperature T . Often, one defines the scaled
pressure P̃ (T ) = P (T )/T 4 to make it dimensionless.
The construction of the prior distribution proposed in

[22] starts by regressing a GP over two sets of points:
a low-temperature set (T < 0.13GeV) obtained from
the Hadron Resonance Gas (HRG) model and a high-
temperature set (T ≥ 0.7GeV) from lattice calculations
[47]. The GP is built with a RBF kernel with fixed σ2 = 1
and optimized l = 0.473. To have physical samples, one
must impose 4 constraints in the random process that
generates the EoS samples:

P (T ) > 0,
∂P

∂T
> 0,

∂2P

∂T 2
> 0 and 0 ≤ c2s < 1.

(21)
The first 3 are related to thermodynamic consistency,
while the last one enforces causality. Following [22], we
additionally impose c2s < 1/2, a stricter bound than the
fundamental causal requirement c2s < 1. The speed of
sound squared c2s is obtained from a particular sample of
P (T ) as

c2s =
∂P

∂e
=

∂P/∂T

∂e/∂T
=

∂P/∂T

T ∂2P/∂T 2
. (22)

The first constraint in 21 is imposed on the construction
of the random process by defining the GP samples as re-
lations between ln(P̃ ) and ln(T/T0), so that a sample of

ln(P̃ ) as a function of ln(T/T0) uniquely determines a
sample of P (T ) that is ensured to be positive everywhere
(this is similar to enforcing positivity with a pushfor-
ward as done for the shear viscosity, but with an extra
transformation to the GP argument). The authors use
T0 = 1GeV. The last three conditions are imposed “on
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the fly”, that is, by sampling and rejecting samples that
don’t satisfy one or more of the constraints.

There are two important things to notice. First, defin-
ing the GP in log space induces a random process over
P̃ (T ) that is not Gaussian. It can be classified, by defi-
nition, as a lognormal random process. Secondly, as seen
before, imposing constraints on the fly changes the prob-
ability distribution of the final random process. This
will, in general, break the Gaussianity of the process
over ln(P̃ ) and consequently the “lognormality” of the in-

duced process over P̃ (T ). In the context of using random
processes as prior distributions for Bayesian analysis, it
is essential to understand, in a quantitative manner, how
the probability distribution over function space changes
as physical constraints are imposed. This will ensure that
the knowledge we want to incorporate into the prior dis-
tribution is correctly accounted for when the inference
step is performed.

Fig. 11 shows 100 samples from the prior constructed
by Gong et al. Around 30% of the resulting samples are
unphysical because they violate one or more of the last
three constraints in 21. The constraints were evaluated
using second-order finite differences on 1000 points uni-
formly spaced in ln(T/T0) and 21,538 of 71,538 tested
samples were rejected. State-of-the-art numerical simu-
lations may fail or produce thermodynamically ill-posed
evolutions when fed an EoS that violates these condi-
tions, so these samples cannot be consistently used to
evaluate a likelihood. Besides that, as argued in the
construction of shear viscosity prior, imposing physical
constraints by rejection sampling effectively breaks the
Gaussianity of the resulting prior, even in the latent vari-
able where the GP is defined. Pure pushforward con-
structions are advantageous in this aspect because they
retain a latent random function with an exactly Gaus-
sian measure, where inference can be performed with en-
hanced tractability.

If one nevertheless wishes to use rejection-based con-
structions while retaining the Gaussian measure as the
reference measure of the sampling formulation, a prag-
matic approach is to impose the physical constraint at
the likelihood level rather than in the prior itself. Emu-
lators can be trained on a set of strictly physical samples,
and at each step of the Markov chain, before evaluating
the likelihood, one checks whether the current proposal
is physical. If the proposal is unphysical, it is assigned
zero likelihood and immediately rejected. This avoids
evaluating the emulator in regions of parameter space
where the model is not well defined. Since simulations
are expected to fail there, emulator predictions would
amount to unphysical extrapolations of the underlying
model. Provided that the physicality test is sufficiently
cheap and does not make inference impractically slow,
this strategy allows hard constraints to be enforced via
rejection while preserving some of the tractability advan-
tages of Gaussian priors.

Fig. 12 shows the first 3 KL modes for the latent GP
in the EoS construction and the first 3 KL modes of the
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FIG. 11. 100 samples of Gong et al. prior for the EoS. Un-
physical samples are shown in red, and the credible intervals
are shown in blue. The credible intervals refer to the full pro-
cess, before rejecting unphysical samples.

physical prior obtained by rejecting unphysical samples.
The modes look like wavelets of increasing frequency and
are very close to zero in the regions where the GP is con-
strained (high and low temperature regions). The rejec-
tion of unphysical samples is seen to have little effect on
the KL modes: its effect on the covariance of the process
is mostly expressed through changes in the distribution
of KL coefficients rather than on the modes. Fig. 13
shows a corner plot for the distribution of the first 5 KL
coefficients (in the full process basis) for physical and
unphysical sets. The distribution of coefficients in the
full GP is by construction i.i.d Gaussian variables of unit
variance. This is not true for the physical set of samples.

It is also interesting to note that when converting the
samples to functions of T instead of its logarithm the
modes get distorted in a way that compresses low tem-
perature intervals more than high temperature ones, re-
sulting in modes that oscillate slower as the temperature
increases (in contrast to what Fig. 12 shows, where each
mode oscillates with a constant period). We also verified,
as in earlier examples, that the variance eigenvalues de-
cay approximately exponentially, supporting the use of
low-dimensional parametrizations.

Finally, although we do not construct such a prior ex-
plicitly here, fully physical EoS priors can also be con-
structed using pure pushforward methods. Instead of
sampling the pressure or interaction measure directly and
rejecting unphysical samples, one may sample an uncon-
strained latent function and map it to a manifestly physi-
cal quantity, such as the speed of sound c2s(T ). By choos-
ing a transformation that enforces stability and causal-
ity, and then reconstructing the thermodynamic func-
tions through the µ = 0 thermodynamic identities, the
resulting pressure, entropy density and energy density
automatically satisfy the desired consistency conditions.
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Constructions of this type have been developed and
used in the neutron-star equation-of-state literature [23,
25, 48]. They illustrate that pushforward priors can be
designed to produce ensembles that are physical by con-
struction, with no need for rejection sampling. In the
context of heavy-ion phenomenology, this provides a pos-
sible route toward EoS priors with controlled smoothness
and correlation structure, while maintaining a fully phys-
ical prior ensemble.

E. Implications for emulator-based inference with
realistic simulations

We do not perform a full calibration study in this work.
In the present section, we discuss how the prior con-
structions introduced above interface with the standard
emulator-based inference workflow used in heavy-ion phe-
nomenology, and we highlight the practical implications
of nonparametric functional priors for surrogate model-
ing and MCMC sampling.
The standard Bayesian calibration problem in HIC

phenomenology is to infer model parameters x from ex-
perimental observables y, related by a computationally
expensive forward model G as y = G(x). Because no
closed-form relationship exists between x and y, the for-
ward problem is solved numerically, and evaluating G at
a single point in parameter space is already too costly to
be done at every step of an MCMC random walk. The
HIC community addresses this by training an emulator,
typically a GP regressed over a Latin hypercube design
in parameter space, that interpolates simulation outputs
across the full parameter space at negligible computa-
tional cost. Likelihood evaluations during MCMC then
query the emulator rather than the underlying simula-
tion. State-of-the-art global analyses typically operate
in parameter spaces of dimension 5 to 20, and common
parametrizations of η/s(T ) use up to 4 parameters. The
priors adopted in these analyses are almost exclusively
uniform distributions, with the exception of [49], which
employs generalized Normal distributions.
The functional priors constructed in this work can be

incorporated into this pipeline in two ways depending on
the parametrization used. The pushforward parametriza-
tion for η/s is the most straightforward to integrate, since
the N = 3 truncation captures over 99% of the prior vari-
ance, N = 4 over 99.9%, and the marginal distribution
of each KL coefficient is known in closed form and can
be passed directly to any standard MCMC sampler. For
the parametrizations constructed with on-the-fly rejec-
tion sampling, the prior over coefficients is not available
analytically, and additional work is needed to make it us-
able for MCMC. One natural approach is to train a Nor-
malizing Flow on samples from the rejection procedure,
yielding a tractable density that approximates the true
prior. Uncertainty from truncated modes can be incor-
porated by marginalizing over their prior or by retaining
additional modes in the inference.

1. Function-space MCMC algorithms

Functions are naturally infinite-dimensional objects, so
ideally inference should be performed directly in infinite-
dimensional space. In practice, some discretization is
always necessary, which restricts the originally infinite-
dimensional prior to a finite-dimensional subspace on
which the inference is ultimately carried out. The natu-
ral goal is then to choose subspaces that capture as much
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variance as possible from the full infinite-dimensional
prior, and this is precisely what truncated KL expansions
are designed to achieve.

Most standard MCMC algorithms, such as Random
Walk Metropolis, suffer from the curse of dimensionality:
their efficiency degrades as the dimension of the parame-
ter space increases, requiring proposal step sizes to shrink
in order to maintain reasonable acceptance rates [50].
This leads to increasingly slow exploration of the poste-
rior as the number of parameters grows. While state-
of-the-art HIC analyses typically operate in parameter
spaces of dimension 5 to 20, the number of KL modes
required to capture a fixed fraction of the prior variance
for more complex functions can be large enough to make
standard MCMC methods impractical. To solve this is-
sue, mathematicians developed dimension-robust MCMC
methods, which maintain stable acceptance rates under
increases in the dimension of the inference subspace. One
such algorithm is the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson
(pCN) method [33], which is specifically designed for
Bayesian inference with Gaussian prior measures and is
therefore directly applicable to inference over the latent
GP in the pushforward parametrization of η/s(T ) con-
structed in this work. The same principle could, in princi-
ple, be extended to GP-based equation-of-state construc-
tions used in neutron-star studies [23, 25, 48], provided
that their priors are represented explicitly in terms of
the latent Gaussian process rather than only through the
generated ensemble of physical EoS samples. With pCN,
one could include a larger number of KL modes in the in-
ference even when the data is expected to constrain only
the lowest modes, since the algorithm does not degrade as
additional modes are included. This also makes the treat-
ment of truncation uncertainty more principled: rather
than fixing N and discarding the remaining modes, one
can retain them in the sampler and allow the data to de-
termine how many modes are actually informed by the
likelihood. The pCN method has the further conceptual
advantage that the random walk is defined in function
space, with the finite-dimensional parametrization enter-
ing only through the likelihood evaluation at each accep-
tance step.

Related preconditioned sampling strategies have re-
cently appeared in heavy-ion Bayesian analyses. For ex-
ample, [51, 52] use the pocoMC implementation of Pre-
conditioned Monte Carlo, in which a normalizing flow
is used to decorrelate the parameters before sequen-
tial Monte Carlo sampling. These applications, how-
ever, still concern ordinary finite-dimensional parameter
spaces of phenomenological model parameters. The situ-
ation considered here is conceptually different: pCN is
not merely a way of improving sampling efficiency in
a high-dimensional vector space, but a proposal mech-
anism defined at the level of the underlying Gaussian
measure on function space. The finite-dimensional KL
parametrization then appears only as a practical approx-
imation used to evaluate the likelihood.

The adoption of dimension-robust algorithms in heavy-

ion phenomenology would therefore enable a more princi-
pled approach to Bayesian inference over functions, and
would open the possibility of performing inference di-
rectly on classes of models that do not admit a natural
low-dimensional parametrization, such as functions spec-
ifying the initial conditions of HIC or the finite-density
QCD equation of state. We leave the implementation
of such algorithms within the HIC inference pipeline to
future work.

III. CONCLUSION

In this work, we investigated the use of random pro-
cess priors to represent functions of interest in HIC phe-
nomenology, with a view toward their use in Bayesian in-
ference, focusing on the temperature dependence of the
shear viscosity η/s(T ) and the QCD equation of state.
The central problem we address is how to encode genuine
prior knowledge about physical functions in a form that is
both statistically principled and compatible with realis-
tic inference pipelines. This requires facing a tension be-
tween physical consistency and computational tractabil-
ity.
Gaussian processes provide a natural and flexible

framework for this task, allowing prior information to
be encoded with fine control over smoothness and corre-
lations through the choice of covariance function. The
Karhunen–Loève expansion provides a principled way
to construct finite-dimensional parametrizations, yield-
ing linear representations that minimize mean squared
approximation error for a fixed number of parameters.
This construction defines a natural baseline for inference
over functions, but the key difficulty is how physical con-
straints modify this picture.
We showed that imposing constraints through hard

rejection of unphysical samples, while conceptually
straightforward, generically induces non-Gaussian mea-
sures and complicates both the specification of the prior
and its use in MCMC algorithms. In contrast, pushfor-
ward constructions with latent Gaussian processes pre-
serve the Gaussian measure of the underlying latent func-
tions, enabling inference with analytically tractable pri-
ors and well-defined statistical structure, at the cost of
no longer guaranteeing strict optimality of the induced
parametrization. This trade-off has direct consequences
for inference: the Gaussian structure of the pushforward
priors makes them naturally compatible with dimension-
robust MCMC algorithms such as pCN, which maintain
stable acceptance rates as the number of parameters in-
creases and provide a more appropriate framework for
inference over function spaces than standard methods.
Understanding this trade-off quantitatively is therefore
essential for designing priors that faithfully encode phys-
ical knowledge without becoming intractable in practice,
and more broadly highlights the importance of analyzing
how physical constraints reshape the statistical proper-
ties of random process priors.
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The parametrizations constructed in this work are di-
rectly compatible with current Bayesian pipelines in HIC
phenomenology. At the same time, the framework devel-
oped here opens a path toward inference over functions
that do not admit natural low-dimensional parametriza-
tions, including the finite-density QCD equation of state
and functions specifying the initial conditions of heavy-
ion collisions, where the number of required modes may
render traditional MCMC approaches impractical. We
leave the implementation of such algorithms within re-
alistic HIC inference pipelines, and the full calibration
studies they could enable, to future work.
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set of samples is available, from which we can estimate
an empirical covariance [53].

For a uniform grid with spacing ∆t, we first solve the
ordinary matrix eigenvalue problem

n∑
j=1

Kijv
(k)
j = µkv

(k)
i , Kij = k(ti, tj), (A1)

where the eigenvectors are normalized,
∑

i v
(k)
i v

(l)
i = δkl.

The constant quadrature factor ∆t does not affect the
eigenvectors and is therefore omitted from the matrix
eigenproblem. The corresponding approximations to
the continuum covariance eigenvalues and L2-normalized
eigenfunctions are

λk ≃ ∆t µk, ek(ti) ≃
v
(k)
i√
∆t

. (A2)

Indeed, these modes satisfy ∆t
∑

i ek(ti)el(ti) ≃ δkl.

When the covariance kernel is known away from the
grid, the Nyström extension becomes

ek(t) ≃
1

µk

√
∆t

n∑
j=1

k(t, tj)v
(k)
j . (A3)

The advantage of nonparametric/functional methods is
not to avoid discretization, but to use it in a way that

the methods and results are robust with respect to the
arbitrary choice of grid size. This is often referred
to as dimension-robustness or invariance under mesh-
refinement in the mathematical inverse problem litera-
ture [33, 54, 55].
If the functional form of k(s, t) is known, then all that

needs to be done is to solve the eigenvalue problem. This
will produce a set of eigenvectors which represent the KL
modes in the chosen grid, along with the corresponding
variance eigenvalues. If the functional form of k(s, t) is
not known, one can still numerically estimate the KL
modes by performing standard PCA on the sample ma-
trix. In this case, the covariance matrix Kij is replaced
by its empirical estimate constructed from the samples.
This procedure is justified by the fact that PCA diag-
onalizes the empirical covariance matrix, while the KL
decomposition corresponds to the eigen-decomposition of
the covariance operator. The empirical covariance con-
verges to the true covariance as the number of samples
increases, and the discrete eigenproblem converges to the
continuum one as the grid is refined. In this sense, the
two approaches become equivalent in the limit of infinite
samples and vanishing grid spacing.
In our tests, the two methods give consistent results

if a reasonable number of samples is used in the second
one. Estimating the covariance empirically is the only
practical way to compute KL modes in the priors con-
structed based on rejection strategy as described in this
work, because only the covariance of the full process is
known.
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