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Prof. Dr. Marcus Bleicher

Extension of the periodic system
• into the direction of extreme iso-spin asymmetry

• into the direction of anti-matter

• into the direction of strangeness

• into the direction of charm

• à need to produce new quarks
à need to couple them to new nuclei

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 2
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Time Evolution of Heavy Ion Collisions

1x 10-23 s 10 x 10-23 s 30 x 10-23 s 

At high energies hybrid approaches are very 
successful for the description of the dynamics

Nuclei at 99 % 
speed of light

Quark Gluon Plasma Cluster emissions vs. 
formation

Hadronic 
Rescattering

Nonequilibrium 
initial state 
dynamics

Relativistic 
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Parton dynamics

Hadron Transport
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QCD (Quantum Chromo Dynamics)

• yn: Quarks
• Aµ: Gluon Field
• Fµn: Gluon field tensor
• mn: Quark masses
• ta: Gell-Mann Matrices (Gluon color charge)
• a: Gluon Colour index (1..8)

•Gα
µν =∂ µGα

ν −∂νGα
µ − gf αβγGβ

µGγ
ν

•Gα
µ

• tα
• f αβγ

•ψi

• g = 4παs (! = c =1)

color fields tensor 

four potential of the gluon fields (α=1,..8) 

Dirac spinor of the quark field (i represents color) 

3x3 Gell-Mann matrices; generators of the SU(3) color group 

color charge (strong coupling constant) 

structure constants of the SU(3) color group 

• The$quarks$have$three$basic$colorMcharge$states,$which$can$be$labeled$as$i=red,$green,$and$blue.$Three$
color$states$form$a$basis$in$a$3Mdimensional$vector$space.$A$general$color$state$of$a$quark$is$then$a$vector$
in$this$space.$The$color$state$can$be$rotated$by$3$×$3$unitary$matrices.$All$such$unitary$transforma1ons$
with$unit$determinant$form$a$Lie$group$SU(3).$$

• A$crucial$difference$between$the$QED$and$QCD$is$that$the$gluon$field$tensors$contain$the$addi1onal$term$
represen1ng$interac1on$between$colorMcharged$gluons.$

• While$sources$of$the$electromagne1c$field$depend$on$currents$that$involve$a$small$parameter,$gluons$
are$sources$of$the$color$field$without$any$small$parameter.$Gluons$are$not$only$colorMcharged,$but$they$
also$produce$very$strong$color$fields.$

QCD Lagrangian 

LQCD = ψqiiγ
µ δij∂µ + ig Gµ

αtα( )ij
!
"#

$
%&ψqj −mqψqiψqi( )

q
∑ −

1
4
Gµν

α Gα
µν

LQED =ψeiγ
µ ∂µ + ieAµ!" #$ψe −meψeψe −

1
4
FµνF

µν
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Isospin
Strangeness
Charm
Antimatter
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How do we describe the dynamics?
NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 6

• QCD has asymptotic freedom
à Allows perturbative calculations 
 at small distances (<<1fm) or 
 at very high temperatures (>>1GeV)

• àWe are dealing with size ~ 1 - 10 fm, T ~ 50 – 200 MeV

• Lattice QCD only in equilibrium (and µB/T<<1)
à no dynamics, no collision, no particle production,...

• Can not use ab-initio QCD
• à Need an effective (dynamical) model
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Taken from Elena Bratkovskaya
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Ultra-relativistic Quantum Molecular 
Dynamics (UrQMD)
Relativistic hadron transport model

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand

• Based on the propagation of hadrons
• Rescattering among hadrons is fully included
• String excitation/decay (LUND picture/PYTHIA) at higher 

energies
• Provides a solution of the relativistic n-body transport eq.:

The collision term C includes more than 100x100 hadrons
• Includes interaction potentials
• “Standard Reference” for low and intermediate energy 

hadron and nucleus interactions

2

namic results depend strongly on the initial and final
state prescription that is applied in the specific calcula-
tion.

To get a more consistent picture of the whole dynam-
ics of heavy ion reactions various so called microscopic
plus macroscopic (micro+macro) hybrid approaches have
been launched during the last decade. Most notewor-
thy in this respect are the pioneering studies related to
a coupling between UrQMD (Ultra-relativistic Quantum
Molecular Dynamics) and hydrodynamics (a detailed sys-
tematic investigation of this coupling procedure can be
found in the following references [25, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33,
34, 35]).

Other approaches in the same spirit are, e.g., the NEX-
SpheRIO approach that uses initial conditions calculated
in a non-equilibrium model (NEXUS) followed by an
ideal hydrodynamic evolution [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42]
or a hybrid approach by Toneev et al. which uses QGSM
initial conditions followed by a three-dimensional hy-
drodynamic evolution [43]. In this way event-by-event
fluctuations are taken into account and the calculation
mimics more realistically the experimental case. For the
freeze-out NEXspheRIO employs a continuous emission
scenario or a standard Cooper-Frye calculation. Other
groups, e.g., Teaney et al. [44], Hirano et al. [45, 46],
Bass/Nonaka [25], are using smooth Glauber or Color
Glass Condensate initial conditions followed by a full two-
or three-dimensional hydrodynamic evolution and calcu-
late the freeze-out by a subsequent hadronic cascade.
The separation of chemical and kinetic freeze-out and
final state interactions like resonance decays and rescat-
terings are taken into account. There are two major con-
clusions from these previous studies: The treatment of
the initial state fluctuations and the final decoupling is
of major importance for a sound interpretation of the
experimental data.

Unfortunately, all presently existing micro+macro ap-
proaches rely on a complete separation of the three main
ingredients (initial conditions, hydrodynamic evolution,
transport calculation). Thus, it is impossible to com-
pare the evolution of the system between hydrodynamics
and transport simulation directly and from the same ini-
tial conditions. This may provide essential new insights
into the role of viscosity and local equilibration. In addi-
tion, the usual separation of the program code does not
allow for a dynamical coupling between hydrodynamics
and transport calculation, which would be desirable to
consistently solve the freeze-out puzzle [47, 48, 49, 50].

To overcome these restrictions, we go forward and
build a transport approach with an embedded three-
dimensional ideal relativistic one fluid evolution for the
hot and dense stage of the reaction. This allows to re-
duce the parameters for the initial conditions and the
freeze-out prescription. The aim is to compare calcula-
tions with different EoS within the same framework. It
will be possible to extract the effect of changes in the
EoS, e.g., a phase transition from hadronic matter to the
QGP, on observables.

In this paper we describe the specific micro+macro
hybrid approach that embeds a hydrodynamic phase in
the UrQMD approach. First we explain the initial con-
ditions, then introduce the basics of the hydrodynamic
evolution including the hadron gas EoS and the transport
calculation and illustrate how the freeze-out is treated.
In the second part, the sensitivity of the results on the pa-
rameters are tested and the time evolution of the baryon
density and the particle numbers are compared. Results
on particle multiplicities and rapidity as well as trans-
verse mass spectra are presented in the third part.

At present we have calculated results imposing a
hadron gas EoS to provide a baseline calculation to
disentangle the effects of the different assumptions for
the underlying dynamics in a transport vs. hydrody-
namic calculation. The purely hadronic calculations can
be compared in the broad energy regime from Elab =
2−160A GeV where a vast amount of experimental data
from BNL-AGS and CERN-SPS exists and which will
be explored in more detailed energy scans by the FAIR
project near GSI and the critRHIC program. Studies
employing different EoS are delayed to future work to
concentrate on effects of the underlying dynamics first.

II. GENERAL ASPECTS

The modelling of the dynamical evolution of heavy ion
reactions is essential to gain further insights about the
properties of the newly produced hot and dense QCD
matter. Transport theory aims at the description of all
stages of the collision on the basis of an effective solution
of the relativistic Boltzmann equation [51]

pµ · ∂µfi(x
ν , pν) = Ci . (1)

This equation describes the time evolution of the dis-
tribution functions for particle species i and includes the
full collision term on the right hand side. The interaction
with external potentials leads to an additional term on
the left hand side. The influence of potentials gets small
at higher energies compared to the energy that is trans-
ferred by collisions. Therefore, they are dropped in Eqn.
1 and are not further discussed here. Usually, the colli-
sion kernel is truncated on the level of binary collisions
and 2 → n processes to keep the calculation numerically
tractable. This microscopic approach has the advantage
that it is applicable to non-equilibrium situations and the
full phase space information is available at all stages of
the heavy ion reaction. The restriction to binary colli-
sions assumes large mean free paths of the particles. Be-
tween interactions the particle trajectories are given by
straight line trajectories and particles are assumed to be
in asymptotic states between the collisions (no “memory
effect”).

This assumption might not be justified in the hot and
very dense stage of heavy ion collisions anymore. In this

M. Bleicher et al, J.Phys. G25 (1999) 1859-1896
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List of included particles 
in the hadron cascade

nucleon � ⇥ ⌅ ⇤ ⇧
N938 �1232 ⇥1116 ⌅1192 ⇤1317 ⇧1672

N1440 �1600 ⇥1405 ⌅1385 ⇤1530

N1520 �1620 ⇥1520 ⌅1660 ⇤1690

N1535 �1700 ⇥1600 ⌅1670 ⇤1820

N1650 �1900 ⇥1670 ⌅1775 ⇤1950

N1675 �1905 ⇥1690 ⌅1790 ⇤2025

N1680 �1910 ⇥1800 ⌅1915

N1700 �1920 ⇥1810 ⌅1940

N1710 �1930 ⇥1820 ⌅2030

N1720 �1950 ⇥1830

N1900 ⇥1890

N1990 ⇥2100

N2080 ⇥2110

N2190

N2200

N2250

The model - UrQMD

• Binary interactions between all 
implemented particles are treated 
individually

• Cross sections are taken from data 
when available or models

• Resonances are implemented in 
Breit-Wigner form

• No a priori in-medium modifications, 
however collisional broadening and 
mass dependent decay widths are 
included

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand
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1+� 2++ (1��)⇥ (1��)⇥⇥

b1 a2 ⇤1450 ⇤1700
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2 K⇥
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h⇤1 f ⇤2 ⌅1680 ⌅1900

The model - UrQMD
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Time Evolution of Heavy Ion Collisions

1x 10-23 s 10 x 10-23 s 30 x 10-23 s 

At high energies hybrid approaches are very 
successful for the description of the dynamics

Nuclei at 99 % 
speed of light

Quark Gluon Plasma Cluster emissions vs. 
formation

Hadronic 
Rescattering

Nonequilibrium 
initial state 
dynamics

Relativistic 
Hydrodynamics/

Parton dynamics/
Hadrons+potentials

Hadron Transport
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History of Hybrid Approaches
• Started with S. Bass, A. Dumitru, M. Bleicher, Phys.Rev.C60:021902,1999
• Results On Transverse Mass Spectra Obtained With NexSpherio

F. Grassi, T. Kodama, Y. Hama, J.Phys.G31:S1041-S1044,2005
• 3-D hydro + cascade model at RHIC.

C. Nonaka, S.A. Bass, Nucl.Phys.A774:873-876,2006
• Hadronic dissipative effects on elliptic flow in ultrarelativistic heavy-ion

collisions. (3d hydro + JAM)
T. Hirano, U. Heinz, D. Kharzeev, R. Lacey, Y. Nara, 
Phys.Lett.B636:299-304,2006

• Integrated (open source) UrQMD 3.4
H. Petersen, J. Steinheimer, M. Bleicher, Phys. Rev. C 78:044901, 2008

• MUSIC+UrQMD@RHIC and LHC
B. Schenke, S. Jeon, C. Gale, ... (2008/2010)

• EPOS+Hydro+UrQMD at LHC
K. Werner, M. Bleicher, T. Pierog, Phys. Rev. C (2010)

11
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• Initial State: 
– Initialization of two nuclei
– Non-equilibrium hadron-string dynamics
– Initial state fluctuations are included naturally

• 3+1d Hydro +EoS:
– SHASTA ideal relativistic fluid dynamics
– Net baryon density is explicitly propagated
– Equation of state at finite μB

• Final State: 
– Hypersurface at constant energy density
– Hadronic rescattering and resonance decays

within UrQMD

H.Petersen, et al, PRC78 (2008) 044901
P. Huovinen, H. P. EPJ A48 (2012) 171UrQMD Hybrid model

12
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Why are we interested in the 
production of normal/hyper/anti-clusters?

• Light (normal) nuclei (at this energy not created by break-up)
- Production mechanism under debate (thermal? coalescence?)
- Can tell us about the source size (alternative to HBT)
- Can tell us about the QCD phase transition

• Strange hyper-matter nuclei are not very well known
- Interesting by themselves, 
- Y-N interaction relevant for Neutron Star EoS 

• Anti-matter clusters (anti-nuclei)
- Allow for test of matter-anti-matter symmetry
- May tell us about Dark Matter in the Universe (AMS!)

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 13
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Fluctuations in quark densities à Clusters might be enhanced

C. Herold, M. Nahrgang, M. Bleicher, I. Mishustin, Nucl.Phys. A925 (2014) 14-24

Angular distribution, 12 fm/c

Nonequilibrium fluctuations in PQM 6 fm/c 12 fm/c

Crossover

CP

1st  o. PT

à Strong fluctuations, inhomogeneous quark densities à Cluster enhancement

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand
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Figure 3: Azimuthal distribution of the baryon number density after t = 6 fm (a) and t = 12 fm
(b) for several transition scenarios. We see that strong inhomogeneities develop at the first-
order phase transition.

see discussion in [34].
In Fig. 4 we show the impact of the formation of droplets on baryonic flow.

For this purpose we calculated the Fourier coefficients vn of the angular dis-
tributions of net-baryons in position space, dN/dφ, at end of the evolution for
t = 12 fm. They resemble the flow harmonics of the net-baryon distribution
measured in experiments. To suppress statistical fluctuations these coefficients
are averaged over an ensemble of generated events. The results are presented
in Fig. 4. As one may already expect from the previous discussions, these coef-
ficients are significantly larger after an evolution through the first-order phase
transition than through the CEP. The largest enhancement is found for n = 2
harmonic. This corresponds to the plot of the azimuthal distribution in Fig. 3,
which shows two large peaks around φ = 3π/4 and φ = 7π/4 for both the in-
termediate and the final stage of the simulation. The higher harmonics (n > 2)
are also significantly enhanced in the first-order transition scenario.

5. Summary and Outlook

In conclusion, within a fully dynamical approach we have demonstrated how
strong inhomogeneities of baryon density can be created at the first-order QCD

10

s-field

14
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Similarly... 

• Visible in the scaled density fluctuations
y2= 1 + Dn is enhanced.

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 15

KJ. Sun, CM. Ko, Eur.Phys.J.A 57 (2021) 11

1st  o. PT

Crossover
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Thermal emission vs. BB nucleosynthesis

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand

• Thermal model provides good description of cluster data, e.g. deuteron, 
even with protons being slightly off (ncluster = a*exp(-mcluster/T))

• Surprising result, because the binding energy of the deuteron (2.2 MeV) 
is much smaller than the emission temperature (150-160 MeV)

• Why is it not immediately destroyed?
Related to famous deuterium bottleneck in big bang nucleosynthesis: 
If the temperature is too high (mean energy per particle greater than d binding 
energy) any deuterium that is formed is immediately destroyed 
à delays production of heavier clusters/nuclei.

From
 Braun-M

unzinger, Stachel, Andronic 

Big Bang Nucleosynthesis as a Probe of New Physics 7

6Li/H

N

7Li/H

7Be/H

3He/H

T/H

D/H

Yp

H

SBBN f.o.

D b.n.

e± ann.

n/p dec.ν dec.

t/sec

T/keV

0.1 1 10 100 1000 104 105 106

1000 100 10 1

1

10−2
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10−6

10−8

10−10

10−12

10−14

SBBN f.o.

D b.n.

e± ann.

n/p dec.ν dec.

T/keV

1000 100 10 1

1

10−2

10−4

10−6

10−8

10−10

10−12

10−14

Figure 1: Time and temperature evolution of all standard big bang nucleosynthesis (SBBN)-

relevant nuclear abundances. The vertical arrow indicates the moment at T9 ≃ 0.85 at

which most of the helium nuclei are synthesized. The gray vertical bands indicate main

BBN stages. From left to right: neutrino decoupling, electron-positron annihilation and n/p

freeze-out, D bottleneck, and freeze-out of all nuclear reactions. Protons (H) and neutrons

(N) are given relative to nb whereas Yp denotes the 4He mass fraction.

Below we discuss the fusion of the light elements and compare their SBBN predictions with

observations.

1.1.1 O(0.1) abundances: 4He. The beauty of the SBBN prediction for 4He lies in

its simplicity. Only a few factors that determine it. The rates for weak scattering processes

that inter-convert n ↔ p at high plasma temperatures scale as G2
FT

5, where GF is the

Fermi constant. As the Universe cools, these rates drop below the T 2-proportional Hubble

rate H(T ) Eq. (6). The neutron-to-proton transitions slow down, and the ratio of their

respective number densities cannot follow its chemical-equilibrium exponential dependence,

n/p|eq ≃ exp(−∆mnp/T ). Around T ≃ 0.7MeV this dependence freezes out to n/p ≃

1/6 but continues to decrease slowly due to residual scattering and β-decays of neutrons.

The formation of D during this intermission period is delayed by its photo-dissociation

process that occurs efficiently because of the overwhelmingly large number of photons [see

Pospelov, Pradler, Ann.R
ev.N

ucl.Part.Sci.60:539-568,2010

16
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Methods to calculate clusters 
in dynamical models

• Just do it ...
• Have proper nuclear potentials
• Have proper interactions 
• Run your code...
• Wait until infinity
• Clusters are stable and will show-up at the end of your simulation

• Unfortunately its not so easy... cf. J. Aichelin and E. Bratkovskaya

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand
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Methods to calculate clusters

• Wigner coalescence
• Projection on (Hulthen) wave 

function
• No free parameters
• No orthogonality of states

• Cross sections
• Introduce explicit processes, 

e.g. p+n+pàd+p
• Dynamical treatment
• ‘Fake’ 3-body interactions

• Box coalescence
• Employ cut-off parameters
• E-by-E possible
• 2 free parameters

• Thermal emission
• Put deuterons in partition sum
• No free parameter
• Why should a cluster be in?

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand

18

Gyulassy, NPA402 (1983), Bleicher PLB (1993), Oliinychenko, PRC99 (2019), 
Butler, PR129 (1963), Mekijan PRL39 (1977) 
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Coalescence

• Propagate particle after
freeze-out to the same time
in 2-particle rest frame

• If     Dp=|(p2-p1)| ≲ 285 MeV 
and Dx=|(xb-xa)| ≲ 3.5 fm 

àdeuteron forms
àpd=p1+p2, xd=(x1+x2)/2

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 19

STAR, Nature 527, 345 (2015)

deuteron
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Why do we think coalescence is correct?
• Constituent scaling
• Fluctuations

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 20
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Can we distinguish thermal emission from coalescence? 
à Anisotropic Flow

Simplified picture:

Position-space anisotropy 
à Momentum-space anisotropy

Real picture:
Complicated state, 
mean free paths,…

by MADAI.us

+ + + +
⋯

=v2 v5v4v3

Fourier expansion of the radial distribution! à vn

v1 +

Adopted from H. Elfner

21
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• discovery of “magical factors” 
of 2 and 3 in measurements of
spectra and the elliptic flow of
mesons and baryonsat RHIC 
(Fries et al, 2003)

• Predicted v2 scaling in case of
coalescence

Can we distinguish thermal emission from coalescence?
à Scaling

NCQ scaling at high energies RHIC data

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 22

à Check scaling to prove coalescence

16

Since the maximal values of v2 will be of the order of 0.1,
we can neglect the quadratic and cubic terms and arrive
at the following simple scaling law, which connects the
elliptic flow of hadrons vh2 to those of the partons v2:

vh2 (PT ) = n v2

(

1

n
PT

)

(89)

with n being the number of valence quarks and anti-
quarks contained in hadron h. This scaling law was in-
deed already found to hold in STAR data on the elliptic
flow of Λ and K0

s down to transverse momenta of about
500 MeV/c [16]. This is a very strong support for the
recombination picture. Apparently a part of the uncer-
tainty in the recombination mechanism at low PT , in-
troduced by the violation of energy conservation, cancels
after taking the ratios in Eqs. (83,84). The recombina-
tion formalism seems to give valid results for v2 down to
transverse momenta of several hundred MeV/c.
We combine the contributions to the anisotropic flow

from recombination and fragmentation by using the rel-
ative weight r(PT ) for the recombination process

v2(PT ) = r(PT )v2,R(PT )+(1− r(PT )) v2,F(PT ). (90)

r(PT ) is defined as the ratio of the recombination contri-
bution to the spectrum and the total yield.

r(PT ) =
dNR/d2PT

(dNR/d2PT + dNF/d2PT )
. (91)

F. The statistical thermal model

In this subsection we give a brief account of the sta-
tistical model following variant I of [42]. For further de-
tails we refer the reader to the comprehensive literature
[42, 43, 44, 58].
The hadron spectrum at is supposed to emerge from a

hypersurface Π and has the form

E
dNh

d3P
=

∫

Π

dσR
P · v(R)

(2π)3
Gh(R;P ). (92)

We use the same parametrization for the four velocity
v(R) as in (64). The hypersurface Π is determined by
the condition

√
v2 = τSM = const. The hadronic phase-

space distribution functions are given by

Gh(R;P ) =
ChfSM(r)

e−(P ·v−µBBh−µsSh−µIIh)/TSM ± 1
, (93)

for bosons and fermions respectively. r = τSM sinh ηT
is the radial coordinate and fSM(r) = Θ(r0 − r) is a
radial profile function providing a cylindrical shape. Ch

is the degeneracy factor and Bh, Sh and Ih are baryon
number, strangeness and third component of the isospin
for hadron species h.
Equation (92) can be evaluated analogous to (66). We

note that in the limit PT → ∞ Eqs. (69,70) are equivalent

to (92) if the same hypersurface and the same tempera-
ture and chemical potentials are used. This is an indi-
cation that recombination from a thermal parton phase
is the underlying microscopic picture of hadron produc-
tion in a statistical model. While we will not elaborate
on this in more detail, we will quote some results of the
statistical model for hadron ratios and compare with our
calculation.
The geometric parameters are fixed to be τSM = 7.66

fm and r0 = 6.69 fm for for most central collisions at
RHIC in Ref. [42]. Particle ratios at mid rapidity in a
boost-invariant model are not influenced by the expan-
sion of the system [42], thus we can use the parameters
which are determined by particle ratios from the entire
phase space. We follow [43] and set TSM = 177 MeV,
µB = 29 MeV, µS = 10 MeV and µI = −0.5 MeV.

G. Note on the parameters in our model.

We want to give a brief summary of all the parameters
for the parton phase. Essentially we have three degrees of
freedom for central collisions. Theses are the energy loss
given by ϵ0⟨L⟩, the slope of the exponential part given by
temperature T and radial flow velocity vT and the nor-
malization of the recombination spectrum by the volume
τAT . In addition there are the parton fugacities. After
fixing ⟨L⟩, T and τ to physical or at least reasonable val-
ues, we retain ϵ0, vT and ρ0 as true parameters that were
determined by fitting to the final data given by PHENIX
for the inclusive π0 spectrum [52]. This is in contrast to
our previous study where the parameters of the parton
spectrum were fixed by the peliminary charged hadron
spectrum [10].
The light quark fugacity was set to 1 in accordance

with the measured p/π0 ratio and the fugacities for an-
tiquarks and strange quarks were obtained from other
ratios. The ratio of fugacities γū/γu = 0.9 can be trans-
lated into a baryon chemical potential µB = 27 MeV. For
other impact parameters, the simple geometric scaling of
the volume and the number of collisions with b and a
reasonable ansatz for ϵ(b) describe the data up to b = 10
fm. Only for very peripheral collision there is the need
to introduce the new parameter γ(b).

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we are going to discuss our numerical
results on hadron production.

A. Hadron spectra

In Fig. 2 we show our results for hadron production
from fragmentation and recombination for impact pa-
rameter b = 0 in central Au+Au collision at

√
s = 200

GeV. We compare to available experimental data from

Fries et al, Phys.Rev. C68 (2003)

24

PT (GeV)

0.0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

v 2

FIG. 17: v2 for charged hadrons. Again we show the con-
tributions from different mechanisms as in Fig. 15. Data are
preliminary and taken from the STAR collaboration.
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FIG. 18: The anisotropy v2/n for pions (bottom) and protons
(top) as a function of transverse momentum pT /n using the
scaling law (89) with n = 2 for pions and n = 3 for protons.
Data points are pions and protons from PHENIX using the
same scaling law.

a violation of this scaling law at higher values, coming
from perturbative QCD.

In this publication we have only considered sin-
gle hadron production and neglected correlations in
the hadron emission pattern. The yield of secondary
hadrons, when triggering on a leading hadron, is a
promising quantity to provide more information about
the underlying hadronization mechanism.

With fragmentation and energy loss alone, no con-
sistent explanation involving all hadron species can be
given. In contrast we are able to describe most avail-
able RHIC data on spectra, ratios, nuclear suppression
and elliptic flow of hadrons, including their impact pa-
rameter dependence, for transverse momenta above 1–2
GeV/c – for v2 even down to very low PT – consistently
with a very small number of globally adjusted parame-
ters. As input for the recombination process we use a
dense phase of partons with temperature T = 175 MeV
and radial flow velocity vT = 0.55c at hadronization time
5 fm. All RHIC data shown in this work are consistent
with the existence of such a phase.
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Can we distinguish thermal emission from coalescence?
à Scaling

UrQMD 6

FIG. 11. [Color online] Triangular flow of free protons and
deuterons in Au+Au collisions as a function of transverse mo-
mentum for the backward rapidity �0.45 < y < �0.35 at a
fixed-target beam energy of 1.23 AGeV. The lines indicate the
UrQMD calculations (b = 6� 9 fm).

FIG. 12. [Color online] 4th flow of free protons and deuterons
in Au+Au collisions as a function of transverse momentum for
the backward rapidity |y| < 0.1 at a fixed-target beam energy
of 1.23 AGeV. The lines indicate the UrQMD calculations
(b = 6� 9 fm).

all transverse momentum windows. One can observe a
v3 6= 0 with respect to the reaction plane which is very
similar for both particles and shows a strong rapidity de-
pendence.

Figure 11 shows the triangular flow of protons and
deuterons as a function of transverse momentum for the
backward-rapidity bin �0.45 < y < �0.35 in Au+Au col-
lisions (b = 6�9 fm) at a beam energy of 1.23 AGeV. The
lines denote the UrQMD calculations. Both protons and
deuterons show a strong increase of v3 going to higher

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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d, �0.05 < y < 0.05

FIG. 13. [Color online] Elliptic flow of protons (solid line) and
deuterons (dashed line) in Au+Au collisions as a function of
transverse momentum and for |y| < 0.05 scaled with the mass
number A at a fixed-target beam energy of 1.23 AGeV. The
lines indicate the UrQMD calculations (b = 6� 9 fm).

pT . Surprisingly v3 at HADES energy is on the same
order as at RHIC energies [59]. It is interesting to note
that protons and deuterons show the same magnitude of
v3.

D. 4th order flow

For the fist time a prediction of the 4th order flow
(quadrangular flow) with respect to the reaction plane
is given for Au+Au reactions at 1.23 A GeV. Figure
12 shows the 4th order flow of protons and deuterons
as a function of transverse momentum for mid-rapidity
�0.1 < y < 0.1 in Au+Au collisions (b = 6 � 9 fm)
at a beam energy of 1.23 A GeV. The lines denote the
UrQMD calculations. Both protons and deuterons show
a strong dependence on transverse momentum.

IV. SCALING AND CORRELATION ANALYSIS

A. Mass number scaling

The scaling of elliptic flow with the number of con-
stituents has long been established with quark recombi-
nation models at RHIC energies [60]. For the coalescence
of nucleons into deuterons the same scaling is present in
terms of the baryon number. This results in the expecta-
tion that vd2

�
pdT

�
= 2vp2

�
1
2pdT

�
. Thus v2/A as function of

(pT /A), with A being the baryon number, should yield
the same curves for protons and deuterons, if deuterons
are formed by coalescence. Taking the data of Fig. 7 and
8 we show the scaled flow of protons and deuterons for
Au+Au collisions (20%-30% centrality) at a beam energy

HADES data
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à Scaling is observed
à suggests coalescence
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Can we distinguish thermal emission from coalescence?
à Fluctuations

Au+Au at 2 AGeV
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FIG. 1. Model parameter B for Model A (black squares) and
resulting proton (in blue) and deuteron (in red) multiplicities
as function of energy. The resulting deuteron multiplicity is
compared to the thermal fit (red line) input to our model.
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FIG. 2. Fluctuation of the deuteron number for Au+Au col-
lisions at 2.6 GeV beam energy in comparison to the Pois-
son distribution. The parameters of the distributions are for
Model A: σ2/⟨nd⟩ = 1.609, Sσ = 2.218, κσ2 = 6.915; Model
B: σ2/⟨nd⟩ = 1.308, Sσ = 1.616, κσ2 = 3.422.

one clearly observes that coalescence leads to skewed dis-
tributions with a shift to higher values, as expected from
the non-linear formation probability. The scaled higher
moments: the variance σ2/⟨nd⟩, the skewness Sσ and
the kurtosis κσ2 all differ significantly from the Poisson
expectation of unity. The departure from Poissonian dis-
tribution is larger if proton and neutron number fluc-
tuate together (Model A), but also independent proton
and neutron fluctuations (Model B) lead to clearly non-
Poissonian shape.
Next we explore the energy dependence of the moments

of the deuteron distribution and compare to the Poisson
expectations. Figures 3 and 4 show the scaled mo-
ments σ2/⟨nd⟩, Sσ, and κσ2 as functions of collision en-
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FIG. 3. The energy dependence of the moments σ2/⟨nd⟩, sσ,
and kσ2 of the deuteron distribution obtained from Model A
compared to the Poisson expectation
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FIG. 4. The energy dependence of the moments σ2/⟨nd⟩,
sσ, and kσ2 of the deuteron distribution in the coalescence
model assuming indepenedent proton and neutron fluctua-
tions (Model B) compared to the Poisson expectation.

ergy for Models A and B, respectively. We observe a
clear deviation from the Poisson expectation for all the
higher moments. The deviation is very strong at low
energies, where both coalescence parameter B and the
mean proton and neutron numbers are large, which re-
sults in sizeable fluctuations of the mean of Poissonian
deuteron number distribution given by eq. (1) or eq. (5).
This leads to even larger fluctuations of the deuteron
number. The effect could be possibly observed for ener-
gies up to about 5 GeV in all the moments and even up
to higher energies in kurtosis only.

Removing the correlation between initial proton and
neutron fluctuations clearly weakens the effect, as can
be seen in Fig. 4. The scaled moments attain approxi-
mately one half of the values obtained for neutron num-

Moments/Correlations 3
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FIG. 1. Model parameter B for Model A (black squares) and
resulting proton (in blue) and deuteron (in red) multiplicities
as function of energy. The resulting deuteron multiplicity is
compared to the thermal fit (red line) input to our model.
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FIG. 2. Fluctuation of the deuteron number for Au+Au col-
lisions at 2.6 GeV beam energy in comparison to the Pois-
son distribution. The parameters of the distributions are for
Model A: σ2/⟨nd⟩ = 1.609, Sσ = 2.218, κσ2 = 6.915; Model
B: σ2/⟨nd⟩ = 1.308, Sσ = 1.616, κσ2 = 3.422.

one clearly observes that coalescence leads to skewed dis-
tributions with a shift to higher values, as expected from
the non-linear formation probability. The scaled higher
moments: the variance σ2/⟨nd⟩, the skewness Sσ and
the kurtosis κσ2 all differ significantly from the Poisson
expectation of unity. The departure from Poissonian dis-
tribution is larger if proton and neutron number fluc-
tuate together (Model A), but also independent proton
and neutron fluctuations (Model B) lead to clearly non-
Poissonian shape.
Next we explore the energy dependence of the moments

of the deuteron distribution and compare to the Poisson
expectations. Figures 3 and 4 show the scaled mo-
ments σ2/⟨nd⟩, Sσ, and κσ2 as functions of collision en-
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FIG. 4. The energy dependence of the moments σ2/⟨nd⟩,
sσ, and kσ2 of the deuteron distribution in the coalescence
model assuming indepenedent proton and neutron fluctua-
tions (Model B) compared to the Poisson expectation.

ergy for Models A and B, respectively. We observe a
clear deviation from the Poisson expectation for all the
higher moments. The deviation is very strong at low
energies, where both coalescence parameter B and the
mean proton and neutron numbers are large, which re-
sults in sizeable fluctuations of the mean of Poissonian
deuteron number distribution given by eq. (1) or eq. (5).
This leads to even larger fluctuations of the deuteron
number. The effect could be possibly observed for ener-
gies up to about 5 GeV in all the moments and even up
to higher energies in kurtosis only.

Removing the correlation between initial proton and
neutron fluctuations clearly weakens the effect, as can
be seen in Fig. 4. The scaled moments attain approxi-
mately one half of the values obtained for neutron num-
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Precision test of this idea:
- Proofs independent fluctuations of p and n
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Proton-proton collisions
Deuteron (anti-deuteron): ratios

2

FIG. 1. [Color online] Rapidity distributions of protons and
deuterons in minimum bias p+Be (left) and p+Au (right)
collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV, from the UrQMD
model (lines) compared to experimental E802 data (symbols)
[18].

ton and neutron densities, space-momentum correlations
are neglected) with the deuteron wave function. Protons
and neutrons with momenta k±�p (k being the deuteron
momentum) do then coalesce into the deuteron state with
the quantity �p being related to the deuteron wave func-
tion, given a certain spatial distribution of protons and
neutrons. Folding the deuteron wave function with the
spatial distribution of the n-p source allows then to in-
troduce a single momentum space parameter p0. If the
wave function is small compared to the source size, p0 is
inversely proportional to the source volume. Therefore it
is clear that p0 encodes also information on the emission
source in this approach and is to first order system size
(1/volume) dependent.

In previous calculations using the UrQMD hybrid ap-
proach [9] the production of clusters was calculated via
the Cooper-Frye equation on a hyper-surface of con-
stant energy density. This approach assumes that the
deuterons are not formed by coalescence, but are emitted
as a single entity from the fireball as suggested in statis-
tical hadronization models. An alternative way is the co-
alescence approach introduced by Gyulassy, Frankel, and
Remler[10] based on the von Neumann equation for the
n-body density. This ”Wigner function” approach follows
in spirit the original idea by Sato and Yazaki, but sug-
gests to project the Wigner-transformed wave function on
the classical phase space distribution generated from sim-
ulations, under the assumption that the classical phase
space density provides a good approximation of the (fac-
torized) n-p density matrix. The main advantage in this
approach is that one does not need to integrate the spa-
tial volume of the source into the coalescence parameter,
but uses the relative space-momentum dependent Wigner
representation of the deuteron state directly. Here one

FIG. 2. [Color online] Energy dependence of d/p and d/ p
ratios in pp collisions with |y| < 0.5 at

p
sNN = 53, 900, 2760

and 7000 GeV. The open symbols represent UrQMD model
results. The solid symbols denote the result from ISR (star)
[19–21] and ALICE (circle and triangle) [22]

.

can also easily include the space-momentum correlations
of the protons/neutrons emerging during the reaction.
The Wigner function approach has been applied very
successfully in the description of deuteron production,
see e.g. [11–13, 15, 16].

Another well tested possibility is to use a cut-o↵ co-
alescence approach [17], either in momentum space or
coordinate space or in full phase space. This approach is
similar to the Wigner function approach, but essentially
assumes a flat probability in coordinate space and mo-
mentum space for the coalescence probability (instead of
the deuteron wave function). One defines a maximum
relative momentum �p and/or a maximum distance �r
between the proton and the neutron to form a deuteron.
If one restricts oneself to the relative momentum cut only,
one observes a similar volume dependence of the momen-
tum space coalescence parameter as in the Sato/Yazaki
approach. As in the Wigner function approach, the inclu-
sion of a space and momentum space parameter allows to
use a volume independent set of parameters. Phase space
coalescence has been shown to work successfully and to
yield results similar to the Wigner function approach, see
e.g. [12].

For the purpose of this work, we model deuteron forma-
tion in UrQMD via phase space coalescence at the point
of last interaction of the respective proton and neutron
in space and time. The method we use comprises the
following steps:

1. During the evolution of the system, we follow the
protons and neutrons until their individual space-
time points of last interaction.

2. For each p-n pair, the momentum and position of
proton and neutron is boosted to the 2-particle rest-

Absolute yields
3

frame of this p-n pair.

3. The particle that has decoupled earlier is then prop-
agated to the later time of the other particle.

4. We calculate the relative momenta �p = |�!p 1��!p 2|
and the relative distances �r = |�!x 1 � �!x 2| of the
p-n pair in the 2-particle rest-frame at equal times.
The yield of deuteron candidates is then given by
the condition of �p < �pmax and �r < �rmax.
Here we use the parameter set of �pmax = 0.285
GeV/c and �rmax = 3.575 fm.

5. For each deuteron candidate we perform the sta-
tistical spin and isospin projection1to the deuteron
state (probability 1/2 · 3/4 = 3/8) [12, 14]. Then,
the chosen p-n pair is marked as a deuteron and its
constituent nucleons are removed from the phase
space distribution.

It is important to note that the parameters for
deuteron formation are kept independent of energy, col-
lision system and centrality, because they are related to
the deuteron wave function. As we will see, the chosen
parameter values provide a good description of the avail-
able data in a wide range of systems and beam energies.

II. RESULTS

In the following we will present extensive comparisons
of UrQMD model results with experimental measure-
ments of deuteron production at various beam energies
and system sizes. We will mainly distinguish between
proton induced reactions, p+p and p+A and nuclear re-
actions A+A. The calculated yields, ratios, rapidity and
transverse momentum distributions will give us good in-
sights into the validity of the coalescence approach and
possible shortcomings. For Pb+Pb collisions of 2.76 TeV,
UrQMD is used in hybrid mode.

All simulations are performed using UrQMD with
deuteron production via the coalescence approach as de-
scribed above.

A. Proton induced reactions

Proton-proton and proton-nucleus reactions provide
the simplest test cases for our model studies. In these

1
The statistical spin and isospin factors emerge from the sum-

mation and averaging over spin states and from the condition

of anti-symmetry of the deuteron wave function. The deuteron

state itself has the quantum numbers S = 1, and I = 0. As shown

in detail in [14], the direct product of the spin- and isospin wave-

functions of a proton and a neutron generates eight combinations

of n-p wave functions. However, only three states belong to the

deuteron quantum numbers (I = 0, S = 1, Sz=-1, 0, 1). Thus,

one obtains a statistical spin and isospin factor of 3/8.

p
sNN (TeV) dN/dy

ALICE UrQMD

0.9 (1.12±0.09±0.09)⇥10�4 (0.96± 0.05)⇥ 10�4

d 2.76 (1.53±0.05±0.13)⇥10�4 (1.47± 0.06)⇥ 10�4

7 (2.02±0.02±0.17)⇥10�4 (2.05± 0.09)⇥ 10�4

0.9 (1.11±0.10±0.09)⇥10�4 (1.00± 0.05)⇥ 10�4

d 2.76 (1.37±0.04±0.12)⇥10�4 (1.55± 0.07)⇥ 10�4

7 (1.92±0.02±0.15)⇥10�4 (2.22± 0.09)⇥ 10�4

TABLE I. The integrated yield (dN/dy) of deuterons and
anti-deuterons in pp collisions with midrapidity |y| < 0.5 at
di↵erent center of mass energies as

p
sNN = 0.9, 2.76 and 7

TeV.

systems the rescattering stage is rather short and the
freeze-out volumes are smaller than in nucleus-nucleus
reactions. In comparison to the following nucleus-nucleus
studies, it provides a handle to explore the independence
of the coalescence parameters on the system size.

Figure 1 shows the rapidity distributions of protons
and deuterons in minimum bias p+Au (left) and p+Be
(right) collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV. The
symbols denote the experimental data, the lines indi-
cate the UrQMD calculations. The deuteron and proton
yields are consistent with the experimental E802 data
[18], and the rapidity distributions are well reproduced.

A similarly good description of the deuteron and anti-
deuteron production in proton-proton reactions can also
be obtained for the highest beam energies achievable at
the LHC. The integrated, midrapidity |y| < 0.5, yields
(dN/dy) of deuterons and anti-deuterons in p+p colli-
sions are calculated by the UrQMD model for di↵erent
center-of-mass energies

p
sNN = 0.9, 2.76 and 7 TeV and

compared to recent ALICE data, as shown in Table I.
We can see that our results are in agreement with the
ALICE experimental data.

Using the yields from Table I one can calculate the
ratios of deuteron to proton (d/p) and anti-deuteron to
anti-proton (d/ p) as a function of energies

p
sNN =

53, 900, 2760 and 7000 GeV, as shown in Figure 2. The
open symbols are calculations by the UrQMD model and
are compared to the experimental data. We find that at
high energies, our results are consistent with the experi-
mental data.

B. Nucleus-Nucleus reactions

In the following we will present results of (anti-)
deuteron production for collisions of light to heavy nu-
clei at various beam energies. Starting with the low-
est beam energies, we compare the rapidity distribu-
tions (dN/dy(0)) of deuterons, protons and ⇡� for cen-
tral Ni+Ni collisions (with b  1.8 fm) at beam energies
1.93A, 1.45A and 1.06A GeV with FOPI data [23], as
shown in Figure 3. Here y(0) = y/ycm is the rapidity
scaled with the center-of-mass rapidity ycm. We find that

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand
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FIG. 6. [Color online] Rapidity distributions of protons and
deuterons in Si+Au collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV
with impact parameter b = 2 fm, comparing UrQMD results
(lines) to data of E802 (symbols) [26].

FIG. 7. [Color online] Invariant yields of deuterons at pt = 0
as a function of rapidity in central (left) and minimum-bias
(right) Si+Pb collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV. Data
of the E814 Experiment [28] are shown as symbols and the
model calculations as lines.

Si+Pb collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV at
pt = 0. The lines indicate the UrQMD calculations, the
symbols denote the E814 data from Ref. [28]. We find
that the calculated invariant yields are in good agreement
with the measured E814 data.

Moreover, we show invariant yields of deuterons as a
function of mt � m in central Si+Al, Si+Cu and Si+Au
collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV. In Figure 8
we compare our results to data of the experiment E802
[26]. For central collisions, the rapidity intervals re y =
0.5 to 1.5 with �y = 0.2. Each successive spectrum is
divided by 100 for better visibility. The invariant yields
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FIG. 8. [Color online] Invariant yields of deuterons as a func-
tion of mt � m in central Si+Al, Si+Cu and Si+Au colli-
sions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV. The rapidity interval
is y = 0.5 to 1.5 with �y = 0.2. Each successive spectrum is
divided by 100 for visual clarity. The symbols denote data of
the E802 collaboration [26].

are determined as

E

✓
d3N

dp3

◆
=

✓
1

2⇡mt

◆✓
d2N

dydmt

◆
(1)

where mt is the transverse mass

mt = (p2t + m2)1/2 , (2)

and E is the energy and p the momentum.
We find that our results are consistent with the data

from the experiment E802. The resulting invariant yields
of deuterons for the three targets and for each rapidity
interval show that the invariant yields decrease with in-
creasing rapidity until the fragmentation region.

Going up in energy, we next explore the CERN-SPS
energy regime. The NA49 experiment explored deuteron
formation in great detail at various energies and centrali-
ties. The data of the NA49 experiment will be compared
to UrQMD calculations for Pb+Pb collisions at di↵erent
energies. Figure 9 shows the deuteron multiplicity as
a function of rapidity for Pb+Pb collisions at a beam
energy of 20A GeV for di↵erent centralities. The lines
denote the UrQMD calculations and the symbols denote
the data of the NA49 collaboration [27]. The calcula-
tions are in good agreement with the experimental data.
However, one can observe a small deviation to the exper-
imental data which is due to a stronger baryon stopping
in UrQMD as compared to the NA49 data, when going
towards more central collisions.

Figure 10 shows the deuteron multiplicity as a func-
tion of rapidity at beam energies of 20A GeV, 30A GeV,
40A GeV, 80A GeV and 158A GeV for central Pb+Pb
collisions. The lines denote the UrQMD calculations and
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FIG. 1. [Color online] Rapidity distributions of protons and
deuterons in minimum bias p+Be (left) and p+Au (right)
collisions at a beam energy of 14.6A GeV, from the UrQMD
model (lines) compared to experimental E802 data (symbols)
[18].

ton and neutron densities, space-momentum correlations
are neglected) with the deuteron wave function. Protons
and neutrons with momenta k±�p (k being the deuteron
momentum) do then coalesce into the deuteron state with
the quantity �p being related to the deuteron wave func-
tion, given a certain spatial distribution of protons and
neutrons. Folding the deuteron wave function with the
spatial distribution of the n-p source allows then to in-
troduce a single momentum space parameter p0. If the
wave function is small compared to the source size, p0 is
inversely proportional to the source volume. Therefore it
is clear that p0 encodes also information on the emission
source in this approach and is to first order system size
(1/volume) dependent.

In previous calculations using the UrQMD hybrid ap-
proach [9] the production of clusters was calculated via
the Cooper-Frye equation on a hyper-surface of con-
stant energy density. This approach assumes that the
deuterons are not formed by coalescence, but are emitted
as a single entity from the fireball as suggested in statis-
tical hadronization models. An alternative way is the co-
alescence approach introduced by Gyulassy, Frankel, and
Remler[10] based on the von Neumann equation for the
n-body density. This ”Wigner function” approach follows
in spirit the original idea by Sato and Yazaki, but sug-
gests to project the Wigner-transformed wave function on
the classical phase space distribution generated from sim-
ulations, under the assumption that the classical phase
space density provides a good approximation of the (fac-
torized) n-p density matrix. The main advantage in this
approach is that one does not need to integrate the spa-
tial volume of the source into the coalescence parameter,
but uses the relative space-momentum dependent Wigner
representation of the deuteron state directly. Here one

FIG. 2. [Color online] Energy dependence of d/p and d/ p
ratios in pp collisions with |y| < 0.5 at

p
sNN = 53, 900, 2760

and 7000 GeV. The open symbols represent UrQMD model
results. The solid symbols denote the result from ISR (star)
[19–21] and ALICE (circle and triangle) [22]

.

can also easily include the space-momentum correlations
of the protons/neutrons emerging during the reaction.
The Wigner function approach has been applied very
successfully in the description of deuteron production,
see e.g. [11–13, 15, 16].

Another well tested possibility is to use a cut-o↵ co-
alescence approach [17], either in momentum space or
coordinate space or in full phase space. This approach is
similar to the Wigner function approach, but essentially
assumes a flat probability in coordinate space and mo-
mentum space for the coalescence probability (instead of
the deuteron wave function). One defines a maximum
relative momentum �p and/or a maximum distance �r
between the proton and the neutron to form a deuteron.
If one restricts oneself to the relative momentum cut only,
one observes a similar volume dependence of the momen-
tum space coalescence parameter as in the Sato/Yazaki
approach. As in the Wigner function approach, the inclu-
sion of a space and momentum space parameter allows to
use a volume independent set of parameters. Phase space
coalescence has been shown to work successfully and to
yield results similar to the Wigner function approach, see
e.g. [12].

For the purpose of this work, we model deuteron forma-
tion in UrQMD via phase space coalescence at the point
of last interaction of the respective proton and neutron
in space and time. The method we use comprises the
following steps:

1. During the evolution of the system, we follow the
protons and neutrons until their individual space-
time points of last interaction.

2. For each p-n pair, the momentum and position of
proton and neutron is boosted to the 2-particle rest-
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Also transverse expansion is well 
captured in the coalescence approach

S. Som
bun, M

. Bleicher et al, Phys.R
ev. C

99 (2019) no.1, 014901
27



Prof. Dr. Marcus Bleicher

Extension to tritons is straightforward
Rapidity - OK Transverse momenta - OK
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Energy
dependence
- Generally good
agreement of
coalescence with data,
except for highest
energies (LHC)

- Hybrid and pure 
transport show similar
results in overlap region

- Multifragmentation (hot
coalescence is similar)

- Mainly reflects
decrease of µB
with increasing energy
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Beautiful analysis...

• Consistent analysis confirms that 
hydro+transport+coalescence 
is necessary to describe the full breadth of data
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Neutron density fluctuations?
• Triton to deuteron ratio
might yield information
on neutron density
fluctuations
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TABLE I: Yields (dN/dy at midrapidity) of p, d, 3He and 3H as well as the yield ratio 3H/3He measured in Pb+Pb collisions
at SPS energies [47] together with the derived yield ratio Op-d-t. The units for E and

√
sNN are AGeV and GeV, respectively.

E
√
sNN centrality p d 3He 3H/3He 3H Op-d-t

20 6.3 0− 7% 46.1±2.1 2.094±0.168 3.58(±0.43) × 10−2 1.22±0.10 4.37(±0.64) × 10−2 0.459±0.014

30 7.6 0− 7% 42.1±2.0 1.379±0.111 1.89(±0.23) × 10−2 1.18±0.11 2.23(±0.34) × 10−2 0.494±0.020

40 8.8 0− 7% 41.3±1.1 1.065±0.086 1.28(±0.15) × 10−2 1.16±0.15 1.48(±0.26) × 10−2 0.541±0.022

80 12.3 0− 7% 30.1±1.0 0.543±0.044 3.90(±0.50) × 10−3 1.15±0.19 4.49(±0.94) × 10−3 0.458±0.038

158 17.3 0− 12% 23.9±1.0 0.279±0.023 1.50(±0.20) × 10−3 1.05±0.15 1.58(±0.31) × 10−3 0.484±0.037

TABLE II: Collision energy dependence of neutron relative density fluctuation ∆n for α =-0.2, -0.1, 0, 0.1 and 0.2. The units
for E and

√
sNN are AGeV and GeV, respectively.

E
√
sNN centrality ∆n (α = −0.2) ∆n (α = −0.1) ∆n (α = 0) ∆n (α = 0.1) ∆n (α = 0.2)

20 6.3 0− 7% 0.485±0.037 0.526±0.039 0.583±0.048 0.669±0.064 0.816±0.099

30 7.6 0− 7% 0.566±0.044 0.623±0.053 0.704±0.068 0.833±0.096 1.093±0.177

40 8.8 0− 7% 0.667±0.046 0.746±0.057 0.864±0.076 1.071±0.118 1.620±0.322

80 12.3 0− 7% 0.482±0.090 0.523±0.106 0.579±0.130 0.662±0.171 0.807±0.262

158 17.3 0− 12% 0.542±0.084 0.594±0.101 0.668±0.127 0.782±0.175 1.002±0.345

freeze-out. To take into account density fluctuations of
nucleons, we express the neutron and proton density in
the emission source as

n(!r) =
1

V

∫

n(!r)d!r + δn(!r) = 〈n〉+ δn(!r), (6)

np(!r) =
1

V

∫

np(!r)d!r + δnp(!r) = 〈np〉+ δnp(!r), (7)

where 〈·〉 denotes the average value over space and
δn(!r) (δnp(!r)) with 〈δn〉 = 0 (〈δnp〉 = 0) denotes the
fluctuation of neutron (proton) density from its average
value 〈n〉 (〈np〉). We can then approximately rewrite
Eqs. (4) and (5) as

Nd =
3

21/2

(

2π

m0Teff

)3/2 ∫

d!r n(!r)np(!r)

=
3

21/2

(

2π

m0Teff

)3/2

(Np〈n〉+ V 〈δnδnp〉), (8)

and

N3H =
33/2

4

(

2π

m0Teff

)3 ∫

d!r n(!r)2np(!r)

=
33/2

4

(

2π

m0Teff

)3
[

(〈n〉2 + 〈(δn)2〉)Np

+2V 〈n〉〈δnδnp〉+ V 〈(δn)2δnp〉
]

. (9)

Assuming δnp(!r) = c(!r)δn(!r), where the function c(!r)
can be positive or negative, we can then express the cor-
relation between δn(!r) and δnp(!r) as

〈δnδnp〉 =
1

V

∫

d!rδn(!r)δnp(!r)

=
1

V

∫

d!r c(!r)(δn(!r))2. (10)

The above equation can also be written as

〈δnδnp〉 = α
〈np〉
〈n〉

〈(δn)2〉, (11)

with α being the correlation coefficient and 〈np〉
〈n〉 account-

ing for the isospin asymmetry of the emission source. In
the case that the neutron and proton density fluctuations
are completely correlated, we then have α = 1. By ne-
glecting the term 〈(δn)2δnp〉 in Eq. (9), we can rewrite
Eqs. (8) and (9) as

Nd =
3

21/2

(

2π

m0Teff

)3/2

Np〈n〉(1 + α∆n), (12)

N3H =
33/2

4

(

2π

m0Teff

)3

Np〈n〉2[1 + (1 + 2α)∆n],

(13)

where ∆n = 〈(δn)2〉/〈n〉2 is a dimensionless quantity
that characterizes the relative density fluctuation of neu-
trons.
Besides depending on ∆n, both d and 3H yields also

depend on Teff, Np and 〈n〉. The density fluctuation in
the emission source can be probed from the following
yield ratio:

Op-d-t =
N3HNp

N2
d

= g
1 + (1 + 2α)∆n

(1 + α∆n)2
, (14)

with g = 4/9×(3/4)3/2 ≈ 0.29. The Op-d-t is constructed
in such a way that many effects, such as those due to Teff,
Np, 〈n〉, volume and isospin asymmetry of the emission
source, cancel out. Experimentally, one can thus extract
∆n in relativistic heavy-ion collisions by measuring the

Sun et al, Phys.Lett.B 774 (2017) 103-107

4

yield ratioOp-d-t. When α∆n is much smaller than unity,
the correction from α in Eq. (14) is second-order, and
Op-d-t can be approximated as

Op-d-t ≈ g(1 +∆n). (15)

In this case, Op-d-t has a very simple linear dependence on
∆n. We would like to point out that one may also choose
other light nuclei such as 3He and 4He to extract the
nucleon density fluctuation at kinetic freeze-out. In these
cases, however, information on the isospin at freeze-out
is needed and also the higher-order density fluctuations
may be involved. For example, the yields of 3He and 4He
are given, respectively, by

N3He =
33/2

4

(

2π

m0Teff

)3

Nn〈np〉2 (1 +∆np + 2α∆n) ,

(16)

N4He =
1

2

(

2π

m0Teff

)9/2

Np〈np〉〈n〉2

×
[

1 + (1 + 4α)∆n+∆np +
〈(δnδnp)2〉
〈n〉2〈np〉2

]

, (17)

which further depend on the proton average density 〈np〉,
its relative density fluctuation ∆np = 〈(δnp)2〉/〈np〉2
and higher-order fluctuations. In Eq. (17), terms like
〈(δn)2δnp〉 and 〈(δnp)2δn〉 are neglected.
Eqs. (12)-(17) show that large density fluctuations can

affect the yields of light nuclei in relativistic heavy-ion
collisions and lead to an A dependence different from
〈n〉A that is expected from the statistical model [55]. Ex-
isting experimental data from the Alternating Gradient
Synchrotron (AGS) at

√
sNN = 4.8 GeV have shown

a striking exponential behavior with a penalty factor of
about 50 per additional nucleon to the produced nuclear
cluster up to A = 7 [55]. Similarly, such a regular expo-
nential behavior is seen at RHIC energies for A ≤ 4 [56].
These results have thus ruled out large nucleon density
fluctuations at kinetic freeze-out in heavy-ion collisions
at AGS and RHIC top energies.
However, recently published results on light nuclei pro-

duction in central Pb+Pb collisions at SPS energies [47]
show a quite different behavior. This can be seen from
the collision energy dependence of Op-d-t and ∆n. Ta-
ble I summarizes the yields (dN/dy at midrapidity) of p,
d, 3He and 3H as well as the yield ratio 3H/3He measured
in central Pb+Pb collisions at 20 AGeV (0− 7% central-
ity), 30 AGeV (0 − 7% centrality), 40 AGeV (0 − 7%
centrality), 80 AGeV (0− 7% centrality), and 158 AGeV
(0 − 12% centrality) by the NA49 Collaboration [47].
In obtaining the yield of 3H, we have used the relation
3H=3He×3H/3He. The derived Op-d-t is also shown in
Table I with errors estimated by assuming they are dom-
inated by correlated systematic errors as a result of sim-
ilar detector acceptance and phase-space extrapolation.
It is seen from Table I that the energy dependence of

Op-d-t shows a possible non-monotonic behavior with its
largest value at

√
sNN = 8.8 GeV. However, it should

be pointed out that the evidence for the non-monotonic
behavior may not be statistically significant due to the
sufficiently large uncertainty. Indeed, the value of Op-d-t

at
√
sNN = 8.8 GeV deviates by only about 2.5σ from a

χ2 fit of Op-d-t at
√
sNN =6.3 GeV, 7.6 GeV, 12.3 GeV

and 17.3 GeV by the constant 0.471± 0.018.
Equation (14) shows that for a fixed value of Op-d-t,

the extracted value for ∆n depends on the value of α.
We note that Eq. (14) has no solution when α is larger
than ∼ 0.23 at

√
sNN = 8.8 GeV. This feature sug-

gests that a perfect or strong correlation between neu-
tron and proton density fluctuations at kinetic freeze-out
(i.e., α = 1 or α > 0.23) cannot appear in collisions at√
sNN = 8.8 GeV. Similar features are also seen at other

four collision energies, although the maximum values of
α are larger, i.e., 0.32 for 6.3 GeV, 0.28 for 7.6 GeV,
0.32 for 12.3 GeV and 0.29 for 17.3 GeV. Table II shows
the extracted values of ∆n for α = −0.2, −0.1, 0, 0.1
and 0.2 at different collisions energies. For all these val-
ues of α, a similar non-monotonic behavior is seen in the
dependence of ∆n on the collision energy with a peak
at

√
sNN = 8.8 GeV. Also, the obtained value of ∆n

is much larger than that due to the event-by-event sta-
tistical fluctuation in the neutron multiplicity, which is
expected to be inversely proportional to its mean value
and is thus only about a few per cent.

FIG. 1: Collision energy dependence of the neutron relative
density fluctuation ∆n in central Pb+Pb collisions at SPS
energies based on data from Ref. [47]. Results for α = −0.2,
−0.1, 0, 0.1 and 0.2 are shown by various dotted lines.

To see more clearly the collision energy dependence of
∆n, we plot in Fig. 1 the extracted ∆n as a function of√
sNN for α = −0.2, −0.1, 0, 0.1 and 0.2. The extracted

∆n is seen to increase with increasing value of α, and
the increase is faster for larger value of Op-d-t. It is in-
teresting to see that the peak at

√
sNN = 8.8 GeV seems

to always exist for all values of α considered here. Esti-
mating the statistical significance of the non-monotonic
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Op-d-t can be approximated as
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density fluctuation ∆n in central Pb+Pb collisions at SPS
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To see more clearly the collision energy dependence of
∆n, we plot in Fig. 1 the extracted ∆n as a function of√
sNN for α = −0.2, −0.1, 0, 0.1 and 0.2. The extracted

∆n is seen to increase with increasing value of α, and
the increase is faster for larger value of Op-d-t. It is in-
teresting to see that the peak at

√
sNN = 8.8 GeV seems

to always exist for all values of α considered here. Esti-
mating the statistical significance of the non-monotonic

g=0.29, a=p-n correlation

4 Jie Zhao (for the STAR collaboration)

Fig. 4. Energy dependence of the coalescence parameter, B2 (left), and the neutron
density fluctuation, �n (right), from Au+Au collisions at RHIC [18,20].

Fig. 5. Rcp of the K0
s , ⇤, ⌅, �, ⌦ in Au+Au collisions at

p
sNN = 7.7 - 39 GeV [21].

of the hypertriton binding energy and mass di↵erence between hypertriton and
antihypertriton. The STAR data [24] provide the first test of the CPT symme-
try in the light hypernuclei sector. No deviation from the exact symmetry is
observed.

5 Medium e↵ects and dynamics

Lifetimes of long-lived resonances are comparable to the typical lifetime of the
QGP fireball created in heavy-ion collisions. Resonances can thus be used to
study the properties and evolution of the hot and dense QGP medium. The
K⇤0 and � mesons have di↵erent hadronic cross sections and lifetimes. The
comparison of �/K� and K⇤0/K� ratios in Fig. 6 indicate strong medium e↵ects
at RHIC and LHC [5,25].

Dileptons are penetrating probe to heavy-ion collisions [26]. Recent measure-
ments show a strong enhancement in the very low pT region. The results point
to additional physics contributions, for example contributions from photon in-
teractions in the magnetic field trapped in the QGP [27].
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None of the models provide a full description of the data
- However coalescence + multi-fragmentation seem to work below LHC energies
- Models dont see suggested density fluctuation peak!
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Fluctuations or not?

• RHIC data has changed!
• What about the LHC data?
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Anti-deuterons
Does coalescence also work for 
more exotic states at high µB?

Energy dependence of deuterons 
and anti-deuterons
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• Surprisingly good description of 
anti-deuteron yield

• Same parameters!!

Consistent picture over the 
whole energy range
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FIG. 3: The same DCM calculations with symbol notations as in Fig. 2, but in the X–Z plane. The

symbols show the coordinates of Λ absorption points in projectile and target spectators. Ellipses

show the average positions of projectile and target nuclei during time intervals indicated in the

figure (from top to bottom) in the system of equal velocities. Number of hyperons nΛ (per 2·105

events) captured in the participant and spectator zones during these intervals are noted on the

right side.
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Hyper and multi-strange matter
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tral heavy ion collisions. Here we assume that the coa-
lescence criterion used to form the composite particles
includes the proximity of nucleons both in the momen-
tum and coordinate space. The coordinate coalescence
parameters are determined by the relation rC = !/pC,
with the same values of pC as were used in [78]. As a
first approximationwe use the same coalescence param-
eters for both conventional fragments and hyperfrag-
ments. An example of the calculated invariant yields
of the fragments produced in the central Au + Au col-
lisions at projectile momentum 11.5A GeV is shown
in Fig. 1. One can understand that at this energy the
coalescence model reproduces qualitatively the experi-
mental data for conventional fragments. The fragments
yields fit very close to exponential dependence with a
penalty factor of approximately 50 for each nucleon
added in agreement with the data. Due to the fact that
the same coalescence parameters were used a similar
penalty factor is obtained for hyperfragments, which is
supplemented by additional suppression if the neutron
is replaced by a Λ.
For the following results we fixed the coalescence pa-
rameters as described, with a fit to the data at 11.5A
GeV, and assume that they do not change with beam en-
ergy. This allows us to predict cluster production over a
wide range of experimental setups.

4. Results

Figures 2 and 3 show our results for the mid rapidity
yields (|y| < 0.5) of di-baryons and hypernuclei as a
function of the beam energy Elab. In our calculations we
considered most central (b < 3.4 fm) Pb+Pb/Au+Au
collisions at Elab = 1 - 160A GeV. In addition, figure
2 shows the Λ yield (black lines and squares) for the
two different models compared to data [75, 76, 77]. In
these figures, the UrQMD hybrid model calculations
are shown as lines, while the DCM Coalescence results
are depicted as symbols. A striking feature of our
comparison is that, above Elab ∼ 10A GeV, both
computations for most (hyper-)nuclei and di-baryons
agree very well. At lower energies the strange cluster
production is suppressed in the transport model due
to the non-equilibrium of strangeness. In the thermal
calculations restrictions of energy and momentum
conservation, resulting in a phase space reduction for
produced strange particles, strongly decreases strange
particle yields [57, 58, 59]. This behavior was also
observed in a core-corona implementation in the hybrid
model [79].

Figure 2: Yields per event of different di-baryons in the mid rapidity
region (|y| < 0.5) of most central collisions of Pb+Pb/Au+Au. Shown
are the results from the thermal production in the UrQMD hybrid
model (lines) as compared to coalescence results with the DCMmodel
(symbols). The small bars on the right hand axis denote results on di-
baryon yields from a previous RQMD calculation at √sNN = 200
GeV [74]. In addition, the black lines and symbols depict results for
the production rate of Λ’s from both models, compared to data (grey
crosses) from [75, 76, 77].

An instructive result is that the yields of most hyper-
nuclei have a maximum (or saturation) around 10–20
A GeV of beam energy. Therefore, the investigation of
hypernuclei can be effectively pursued at these energies.
On the other hand, the dependence of their yields up to
energies of ∼200 A GeV can help to clarify the mecha-
nisms of hypernuclei production.
Noticeably the yields for di-baryons inlcuding Ξ

hyperons differ strongly with respect to the model
applied, for the double Ξ state the difference is as
large as one order of magnitude. The reason for this
discrepancy can be understood considering that the
DCM model produces considerably, by a factor of
5 times, less Ξ’s than the UrQMD hybrid model,
therefore also the dibaryon formation is strongly
suppressed (note that the experimental Ξ yield is quite
well reproduced by the UrQMD-hybridmodel [80, 79]).

Di-baryon production rates have also been calculated
in a coalescence approach using the RQMD model for√sNN = 200 GeV collisions of Au nuclei [74]. To re-

4

Figure 3: Yields per event of different (hyper-)nuclei in the mid ra-
pidity region (|y| < 0.5) of most central collisions of Pb+Pb/Au+Au.
Shown are the results from the thermal production in the UrQMD hy-
brid model (lines) as compared to coalescence results with the DCM
model (symbols).

late our calculations to these results, they are indicated
as the colored bars on the right axis of figure 2. The
RQMDmodel used was in particular tuned to reproduce
multi strange particle yields (such as the Ξ) and the re-
sults are therefore close to the ones obtained with our
thermal/hydrodynamic approach.
Figures 4 and 5 show the integrated (4π) yields for

all considered clusters as a function of beam energy. As
with the midrapidity results there is a remarkable agree-
ment between both approaches. However, the integrated
yields of non-strange nuclei at high energies are system-
atically larger in the coalescence approach, although the
mid-rapidity yield was smaller. This observation can be
explained when the rapidity distribution of the nuclei is
considered. In the coalescence approach the probability
to produce a nucleus increases with rapidity and in par-
ticular in the fragmentation region, where the nucleons
have small relative transverse momenta and can easily
coalesce.
In addition we point out that the coalescence results

depend on the parameters of the model. As mentioned,
in the presented results the parameter pC for Λ’s was
taken equal to the one of the nucleon’s. However, the
hyperon-hyperon and hyperon-nucleon interactions are

Figure 4: Full acceptance yields per event of different di-baryons cre-
ated in most central collisions of Pb+Pb/Au+Au. Shown are the re-
sults from the thermal production in the UrQMD hybrid model (lines)
as compared to coalescence results with the DCM model (symbols).

not very well known and we expect that these parame-
ters may be different for clusters containing Λ’s or even
Ξ’s. In table 2 we demonstrate how the yields of strange
dibaryon nuclei depend on the momentum parameter
pC . As discussed previously, we have accordingly re-
stricted the rC parameter, however, by imposing an em-
pirical limitation related to the nuclear force properties
that rC can not be larger than 4 fm. One can see, we
expect a very large variation of the yields depending on
the parameters. For instance, the probability of a bound
Λ–nucleon state may decrease by many orders, if we as-
sume a small pC corresponding to a low binding energy
of this state. Usually the parameters are fixed by com-
parison with experiment. Nevertheless, ratios of hyper-

pC= 5 20 50 90
ΛN 4.4 ·10−4 2.7 ·10−2 3.0 ·10−1 2.1
ΛΛ 3.0·10−5 1.2·10−3 6.6·10−3 5.6·10−2
ΞN < 10−6 1.0·10−3 1.1·10−2 1.0·10−1
ΞΛ < 10−6 7.4·10−5 5.8·10−4 1.0 ·10−2
ΞΞ < 10−6 < 10−6 3.8·10−4 7.2·10−4

Table 2: Dependence of yield of strange dibaryons (per one event) on
momentum coalescence parameter (pC in units of [MeV/c]), in central
(b < 3.5 fm) Au+Au collisions at 20A GeV

5

Hybrid model (lines) vs. coalescence (symbols)
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Interplay of baryon density with strangeness production
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Pion beam experiments for hyper nuclei

• Pion beam allow for copious poduction of (large!) hypernuclei
• With increased beam energy even multi-strange hypernuclei

NED 2024, Krabi, Thailand 37



Prof. Dr. Marcus Bleicher

Charm nuclei (subtreshold)
Charm production Charm nuclei
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J. Steinheimer et al, PRC95 (2017) 1, 014911

Charm production and charmed nuclei are possible in the FAIR/NICA energy range 
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Summary

• Coalescence works very well over a broad energy regime
(with one fixed parameter set Dx, Dp)

• Flow scaling supports the coalescence picture

• Also anti-nuclei can be described and predicted

• Predictions for various hyper-nuclei have been made

• Even Charmed nuclei seem possible

• Predictions for hypermatter show that GSI/FAIR and NICA 
are ideally positioned to explore this new kind of matter.
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