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The chiral magnetic effect (CME) and the chiral vortical effect (CVE) induce a correlation between
baryon and electric currents. We show that this correlation can be detected using a new observable:
a mixed baryon-electric charge correlator. This correlator is proportional to the baryon asymmetry,
suggesting a novel way to separate the chiral effects from the background in heavy ion collisions.

INTRODUCTION

Local, event-by-event CP violation is expected to hap-
pen in heavy ion collisions due to topological transitions
in QCD. These processes result in a local chiral imbal-
ance, quantified by the chiral chemical potential µ5. As
a consequence of the chiral anomaly [1, 2] µ5 acts as
a source of anomalous transport phenomena [3, 4] (see
[5, 6] for reviews), such as the Chiral Magnetic Effect
(CME) and the Chiral Vortical Effect (CVE) [7–10]. The
CME occurs in the presence of a magnetic field B and
results in an electric current along the direction of the
magnetic field. In the hot QCD medium with Nf = 3
light quark flavors, the CME current reads:

j⃗CME =
2

3

Ncµ5

2π2
e2B⃗, (1)

where Nc = 3 is the number of colors and e is the electron
charge; the factor 2/3 = 4/9 + 1/9 + 1/9 results from
summing over the charges of light quarks.

The CVE occurs in a chiral matter with non-vanishing
vorticity ω and baryon chemical potential µB . It results
in a baryon current aligned with the angular velocity,
which for Nf = 3 reads:

j⃗BCVE =
Ncµ5µB

π2
ω⃗. (2)

We stress that in the case of 3 light quark flavors the
magnetic field induces electric current but no baryon cur-
rent, and vorticity induces baryon current but no electric
current [10].

The experimental search for these effects in heavy ion
collisions involves analyzing angular correlations among
charged hadrons or baryons. This is done through the
so-called γ-correlators [11–13] that allow to reduce the
background. However, a number of background effects,
such as charge and momentum conservation and elliptic
flow [14–19], still contribute and dominate the measure-
ments. This is why isolating the effects of anomalous
transport in heavy ion collisions is a major challenge.
Specific techniques and experiments have been devised

to this end, but only upper bounds to chiral effects have
been identified so far [20–24].

Here, we show explicitly how the value of γ-correlators,
and particularly of the so-called ∆γ correlators is related
to the magnitude of macroscopic currents (1), (2). Using
these results, we give a quantitative estimate of the mag-
nitude of the chiral chemical potential required to explain
the recent ALICE measurements of CVE and CME sig-
nals in PbPb collisions at 5.02 TeV [25]. Our estimates
are done in a simple analytical framework and are in line
with other estimates of the chiral chemical potential in
heavy ion collisions [26, 27].

Finally, we introduce a new mixed baryon-electric
charge correlator. This correlator is sensitive to both
CME and CVE and it is odd in the baryon asymmetry.
Since the baryon asymmetry at mid rapidities can be
controlled experimentally in the event-by-event analysis,
this property of the proposed mixed correlator can al-
low to separate the anomalous transport signal from the
background.

CHIRAL IMBALANCE FROM THE CVE SIGNAL

The CVE current (2) separates baryons along the di-
rection of the angular velocity. Therefore, in a heavy ion
collision we expect a baryon separation perpendicular to
the reaction plane. We denote the resulting baryon sep-
aration as ∆N↑↓

B :

∆N↑↓
B = N↑

B +N↓
B̄
−N↓

B −N↑
B̄
, (3)

where N↑,↓
B(B̄)

is the number of (anti)baryons observed

above (i.e. with azimuthal angle ϕ ∈ [0, π)) and below
(ϕ ∈ [π, 2π)) the reaction plane.

To obtain the baryon separation resulting from the
CVE, we integrate eq. (2) over the reaction plane and
over the entire history of the hydrodynamic stage (assum-
ing that the pre-hydro contribution is relatively small).
Choosing a reference frame such that the angular velocity
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points in the y-direction, we have:

∆N↑↓
B =

∫ τf

τ0

dτ τ

∫
dx dη

Nc

π2
µ5 µB ω, (4)

where τ is the proper time and η is the space-time rapid-
ity in Milne coordinates. The hydrodynamic evolution
starts at τ0 = 1 fm and τf is the freeze-out time.
We consider a simplified setup, where the fluid is dom-

inated by Bjorken-like flow [28–30] and vorticity is a
small correction on top of it. In this case, temperature

and baryon chemical potential scale as T = T0 (τ0/τ)
1/3

and µB = µB0 (τ0/τ)
1/3

, where the quantities with sub-
script “0” are evaluated at τ0. Furthermore, throughout
the paper we will assume that the chiral chemical poten-
tial is time-independent, and all the quantities in eq. (4)
are homogeneous in space. Under these assumptions, we
get:

∆N↑↓
B =

Nc

π2
µ5Lx∆η

∫ τf

τ0

dτ τµB ω, (5)

where Lx = 2R−b is the width of the intersecting area of
two identical circles of radius R with centers at a distance
b (in the case of 208Pb nuclei, R ≃ 1.2A1/3 = 7.1 fm).
The rapidity interval ∆η will be specified in accordance
with the experimental data.

To compute the baryon separation it is necessary to
know the time dependence of the vorticity, that has been
addressed in several studies [31–36]. In this work we
will adopt the fit proposed in ref. [31] for the rapidity
interval η ∈ [−1, 1], based on the AMPT model [37]. At√
sNN = 5.02 TeV, it reads:

ω(b, τ) = A(b) + e−τ/τR

(
τ

τR

)0.3

B(b), (6)

where A(b) = 1.28 tanh(0.35b) · 10−3, B(b) = (1.1 +
0.52b) · 10−2, with τR ≈ 1.5 fm and b is the impact pa-
rameter in fm; ω is in fm−1.

The baryon separation averaged over many events is
not directly observable in heavy ion collisions because the
average µ5 vanishes. The studies of local CP violation
thus employ the so-called γ-correlators, which we will
now briefly review.

The azimuthal distribution of hadrons of type i in a
given event is parameterized as:

dNi

dϕi
=
Ni

2π
[1 + 2a sin(ϕi −ΨRP )

+
∑
k

2vk cos (k(ϕi −ΨRP ))

]
, (7)

where Ni is the total multiplicity in the rapidity interval
under consideration, vn are the flow coefficients and a
non-vanishing coefficient a accounts for a local CP vio-
lation. ΨRP denotes the azimuthal angle of the reaction

plane. The γ correlator between two particle species i
and j is defined as [11]:

γ112 = ⟨cos(ϕi + ϕj − 2ΨRP )⟩. (8)

where the angular bracket is defined as:

⟨f(ϕ)⟩ = 1

N

∫
dϕ

dN

dϕ
f(ϕ). (9)

This correlator has been extensively used for the search
of the CME, in which case i and j denote two species of
charged hadrons. In CVE studies, similarly, i and j are
two baryons. A non-vanishing signal for γ112, however,
can be produced also by a number of effects that do not
require a local CP violation. In addition to the directed
flow, backgrounds due to momentum and charge conser-
vation and resonance decays cannot be ignored [14–19].
To mitigate these effects, one can separately compute
γ112 between particles with (electric or baryon) charge of
the same sign, γSS , and of the opposite sign, γOS , and
define ∆γ = γOS

112 − γSS
112 [38, 39].

The subtraction eliminates charge-independent back-
grounds; however it has been realized that the experi-
mentally measured ∆γ is largely dominated by the ellip-
tic flow of resonances decaying into particles appearing
in the correlator [11]. The component of ∆γ driven by
chiral effects is only a fraction of the ∆γ observed exper-
imentally; we denote this fraction as fCE :

∆γCE = fCE∆γ
obs.
CE . (10)

The latest experimental estimates from the isobar run
at 200GeV by STAR give an upper bound for the CME
fraction fCME ≲ 10% [20], whereas in PbPb collisions
at 5.02TeV at the LHC the estimates vary but they are
compatible with this bound [22, 40, 41].
Focusing on ∆γCE , one gets

∆γCE = 4aiaj + a2i + a2j , (11)

where we have used ai = −aī for particle i and antipar-
ticle ī, as dictated by charge conjugation. In the above
formula we also consider the case where particle and an-
tiparticle of the same species appear in the correlator,
which leads to the term a2i + a2j . If this is not the case,
that term should not be taken into account.
Using eq. (7), the baryon asymmetry can also be re-

lated to the parameter a. Only the protons and Λ hyper-
ons are observed, so1:

∆N↑↓
B =2

∑
i=p,Λ

(∫ π

0

dϕ
dNi

dϕ
−
∫ 2π

π

dϕ
dNi

dϕ

)
=
8

π
(Npap +NΛaΛ), (12)

1 Without loss of generality, we set ΨRP = 0.
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where the factor 2 accounts for the antiparticles.
We will use this relation to get a quantitative estimate

of µ5 at 5.02TeV using the ∆γCV E recently extracted by
the ALICE Collaboration [25]. ΛΛ̄ and pp̄ correlations
are not accounted for in the data, so ∆γCV E = 4aΛap,
in accordance with the discussion after (11).

Both ∆γCV E and ∆N↑↓ depend on ap and aΛ, but it
is not possible to express one in terms of the other un-
less we introduce an additional equation. To this end,
we assume flavor symmetry between p and Λ, setting
ap = aΛ. Furthermore, we use NΛ ≈ 0.5Np. This ra-
tio has been checked using the SMASH-vHLLE hybrid
model [42]. Under these assumptions:

∆γCV E = 4a2

∆N↑↓
B =

12Np

π a

}
⇒ ∆N↑↓

B =
6Np

π

√
∆γCV E . (13)

We can now estimate the chiral chemical potential needed
to explain the CVE data. Using (5), this chiral chemical
potential is:

µ5 =
6πNp

√
∆γCV E

NcLx∆η
∫ τf
τ0
dτ τ µBω

. (14)

The values of ∆γobs.CV E as function of centrality are
taken from the ref. [25]. The CVE fraction, fCV E , is
still unknown, so we will relate it to the CME frac-
tion. There are several estimates of the CME fraction
in PbPb collisions at 5.02TeV in the literature. We
will use fCME = 10% as the upper limit but note that
there are also estimates much lower than 10% [22], that
would imply a value of µ5 significantly smaller than the
one reported below. For the CVE, we expect that sta-
tistical fluctuations are much larger than for the CME
due to the lower baryon multiplicity compared to in-
clusive charged hadrons (dominated by pions). We will
assume that the background is statistical, and fCV E is
suppressed w.r.t. fCME by a factor

√
N2

π/NpNΛ ≈ 30
for |η| < 0.5 at all centralities. Therefore, we estimate
fCV E ≈ fCME/30 = 0.3%.
The baryon chemical potential is modelled by a

Bjorken flow such that its value at freeze-out is µB =
1MeV, in accordance with the recent ALICE data [43,
44]. We assume the freeze-out to happen at 155 MeV
at all centralities. The initial temperature is taken from
ref. [45], and the Bjorken scaling determines the final
freeze-out time. The impact parameter at different cen-
tralities is taken from ref. [46]. The proton multiplicity
is measured by ALICE in the rapidity interval |η| < 0.5
in ref. [47].

Table I summarises the data mentioned above and our
findings, and also contains data on the CME which is
described in the next section. The values of µ5/T0 ob-
tained are in line with the other estimates in the liter-
ature [26, 27]. One can notice that the extracted value
of µ5/T0 increases in more peripheral collisions; however,

this may be a consequence of our simplified model and
requires a further investigation.
To conclude this section, we will link the CVE observ-

able to another independent experimental observable: the
baryon asymmetry. The baryon asymmetry characterizes
the overall excess of baryons over antibaryons in the pres-
ence of a positive baryon chemical potential µB (or vice
versa in the case of negative µB).
Since the only baryons observed in a detector are pro-

tons, the observed baryon asymmetry is the same as the
net proton number, ∆NB = ∆Np = Np −Np̄. In a sim-
plified version of the statistical hadronization model the
ratio of antiproton to proton yields is determined by the
baryon chemical potential: Np̄/Np = e−2µB/T , where the
baryon chemical potential and temperature are taken at
freezeout. For µB ≪ T it implies:

∆NB =
2µB

T
Np. (15)

Note that the ratio µB/T is constant in Bjorken model,
so ∆NB is constant throughout the hydrodynamic evo-
lution, in accordance with baryon number conservation.
The values of the average ∆NB as a function of centrality
computed from (15) are reported in table I.
Using eqs. (5) and (15) we can rewrite baryon separa-

tion in terms of the baryon asymmetry:

∆N↑↓
B =

∆NB

2Np

Nc

π2
µ5Lx∆η

∫ τf

τ0

dτ τ ω(τ)T (τ). (16)

CHIRAL IMBALANCE FROM THE CME
SIGNAL

To check the consistency of our framework we also esti-
mate the chiral chemical potential from the data reported
on the CME in the same system. The CME electric cur-
rent (1) separates charges in a way similar to eq. (2). Fol-
lowing the previous section, and assuming that B points
in the y direction, the number of charges separated by
the CME current is2:

∆N↑↓
Q =

Ncµ5

3π2
Lx∆η

∫
dτ τeB. (17)

This equation is the analog of eq. (5). We assumed the
magnetic field to be independent of x and η.
Once again, we relate this quantity to the ∆γ observ-

able. In the case of ∆γCME the particles used in this
correlator are charged hadrons, mostly pions and pro-
tons. The charge separation is obtained as in eq. (12),

2 The number of charges is computed from jCME/e.
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Centrality [%] b[fm] T0[MeV] Np ∆γobs.
CV E µ

(CV E)
5 /T0 ∆NB eB0[m

2
π] Nπ+ ∆γobs

CME . µ
(CME)
5 /T0

0− 10 3.5 428 34 8 · 10−5 2.3 0.4 1.8 · 10−2 770 2 · 10−5 10.3
10− 20 6.0 411 24 2 · 10−4 3.3 0.3 3.8 · 10−2 520 5 · 10−5 7.3
20− 30 7.8 389 16 3 · 10−4 4.0 0.2 5.0 · 10−2 355 9 · 10−5 7.5
30− 40 9.2 362 11 6 · 10−4 6.1 0.1 6.7 · 10−2 230 16 · 10−5 7.4
40− 50 10.5 332 7 12 · 10−4 9.2 0.1 7.4 · 10−2 145 25 · 10−5 9.0

TABLE I. This table summarizes the estimates of the first two sections. Refer to the main text for the sources of each column.
The values of ∆γobs. reported here are the results of experimental measurement, and the contribution coming from anomalous
transport is obtained by multiplying them by fCE as shown in eq.(10).

and it reads:

∆N↑↓
Q =

8

π
(Nπ+aπ+ +Npap). (18)

We notice here that, since the pion multiplicity is much
larger than the proton one, the proton contribution to
eq. (18) can be ignored.

In the case of the CME data, correlations between par-
ticles of the same species are taken into account, so from
eq. (11) we have ∆γCME = 4aπap + a2p + a2π. To express

∆N↑↓
Q in terms of ∆γ, we assume once again aπ ≃ ap = a.

Under this assumption:

∆γCME = 6a2

∆N↑↓
Q = 8

πNπ+a

}
⇒ ∆N↑↓

Q =
8

π
√
6
Nπ+

√
∆γCME ,

(19)

and finally:

µ5 =
24πNπ+

√
∆γCME√

6NcLx∆η
∫ τf
τ0

dτ τeB
. (20)

The estimate of µ5 from the above formula requires the
knowledge of the time evolution of the magnetic field in
the quark gluon plasma [26, 48–51]. An accurate under-
standing of this time evolution requires solving resistive
dissipative relativistic magnetohydrodynamics (see e.g.
[52]), which is very difficult. Instead, we have used the
publicly available code from ref. [49], that solves the
Maxwell equations in a medium with constant electric
conductivity σ (without back-reaction). In particular,
we use superMC [53] to generate the spectator density
distribution and the magnetic field generated by partici-
pants is neglected.

The resulting magnetic field was parameterized at dif-
ferent values of impact parameter using a simple formula

[48]: B = B0(b)
[
1 + (τ/τB)

2
]−1

. The initial magnetic

field B0 and the decay time τB are very sensitive to the
value of electric conductivity of the plasma. We choose
the value σ = 0.05 fm−1 ≈ 10MeV that is consistent with
lattice calculations [48, 54, 55] for the characteristic tem-
perature of the plasma produced at the LHC. This value
leads to the decay time of magnetic field τB ≈ 1.5 fm
at all values of centrality. The values of the initial mag-
netic field B0 resulting from the simulation are provided

in table I, along with the ∆γCME correlator for charge
separation, from ref. [25], and the pion multiplicity, from
ref. [47].
In the last column of table I we report the values of the

chiral chemical potential computed from eq. (20) with the
CME fraction set to fCME = 10%. The values of chiral
chemical potential we obtain from the CME measure-
ments are reasonably close to the ones we have obtained
from the CVE. This illustrates that both electric charge
and baryon correlations can be consistently interpreted
in terms of CME and CVE, at least within the simple
framework that we use.

MIXED BARYON-ELECTRIC CHARGE
CORRELATOR

With the goal of extracting the correlations between
the anomalous electric and baryon currents predicted by
the CME and the CVE, let us now introduce a new
mixed correlator that is affected by both of these chiral
effects. As we have seen, the baryon separation given by
eq. (16) is proportional to the baryon asymmetry, which
can be separately measured event-by-event. However,
the ∆γCV E correlator scales with ∆N2

B , which makes it
challenging to observe this dependence experimentally.
To isolate the anomalous effects, we thus propose the

following mixed baryon-electric charge correlator:

ΓQB =
∑
i,j

⟨⟨cos(ϕQ,i + ϕB,j − 2ψRP )⟩⟩, (21)

where i runs over the species of electrically charged
hadrons (Q) while j runs over the baryon species (B).
We have also introduced double angular brackets denot-
ing a non-normalized expectation value:

⟨⟨f(ϕ)⟩⟩ =
∫

dϕ
dN

dϕ
f(ϕ). (22)

As we will show, the correlator (21) is predicted by the
CVE to be proportional to the baryon asymmetry ∆NB .
The dependence on ∆NB can be analysed on the event-
by-event basis similarly to the study of chiral magnetic
wave (CMW) [56, 57] by the STAR Collaboration [58,
59], where events with different charge asymmetry were
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selected. This dependence can provide a clear signature
of anomalous transport.

We use the framework introduced in the previous sec-
tions to study the correlator (21). Considering only pi-
ons, protons, and Λ hyperons in the final state we have:

ΓQB =
∑

i={π±,p,p̄}
j={p,p̄,Λ,Λ̄}

⟨⟨cos(ϕC,i + ϕB,j − 2ψRP )⟩⟩. (23)

We now define a ∆ΓQB . Denoting with B particles
with baryon number B = 1 and with B̄ those with
B = −1, the same-sign and opposite-sign correlators are
defined as:

ΓSS = Γ+B + Γ−B̄ , ΓOS = Γ+B̄ + Γ−B , (24)

and

∆ΓQB = ΓOS − ΓSS . (25)

Using eq. (7), we can evaluate these quantities as be-
fore. Since the number of pions is much larger than that
of the other particles at hand, we can neglect the terms
that do not include Nπ+ , which leads us to3:

∆ΓQB = 4Nπ+aπ+(NΛaΛ +Npap). (26)

Now it can be realized that ∆ΓQB is directly related to

∆N↑↓
B and ∆N↑↓

Q , the baryon and electric charge separa-
tions. Indeed, using eqs. (12) and (18):

∆ΓQB =
(π
4

)2

∆N↑↓
B ∆N↑↓

Q . (27)

Notice that, in contrast to the previous sections, we do
not need any additional assumptions on the values of aπ,
ap, and aΛ to obtain eq. (27).
Using eqs. (16) and (17), the mixed correlator can also

be expressed as:

∆ΓQB = ∆NB
µ2
5

Np

N2
c

96π2
L2
x∆η

2

∫
dτ τ T ω

∫
dτ ′ τ ′ eB.

(28)
This makes it clear that the new mixed correlator de-
pends on µ2

5, same as ∆γCME and ∆γCV E , so it does
not vanish when averaged over many events. Most im-
portantly, it depends linearly on the baryon asymmetry
∆NB .

The mixed correlator can also be expressed in terms
of ∆γCME , ∆γCV E and multiplicities. Using equations
(13),(19):

∆ΓQB =

√
3

2
NpNπ+

√
∆γCV E∆γCME . (29)

3 The same formula can be obtained restricting the charged parti-
cle species to pions.

FIG. 1. Prediction for the mixed correlator ∆ΓQB (averaged
over ∆NB) for PbPb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02TeV based on

eq.(29).

FIG. 2. The predicted baryon asymmetry dependence of the
mixed correlator ∆ΓQB in different centrality bins. Dashed
horizontal lines are plotted to guide the eye, and represents
the ∆NB-independent background.

Notice, however, that this relation is expected to hold
only for the fraction of the correlators coming from
anomalous transport, and deviations from it can help
understand the backgrounds. In fig. 1 we report our ex-
pectation of ∆ΓQB based on eq. (29) and using the val-
ues ∆γobs. reported in table I. Notice the non-monotonic
behavior of the correlator with centrality, which results
from the interplay of the decrease of multiplicities and
the increase of the ∆γ.

ANOMALOUS DEPENDENCE ON THE
EVENT-BY-EVENT BARYON ASYMMETRY

The most important feature of the correlator (25) is
that the part of the signal induced by anomalous trans-



6

port scales linearly with baryon asymmetry ∆NB . There
is a priori no reason to expect a similar behavior from the
background. From eq. (27), we see that the anomalous
part of ∆ΓQB will change sign when ∆NB changes sign.
The baryon asymmetry is expected to be positive on av-
erage, due to the baryon stopping mechanism provided
by the baryon junctions [60–63], but it can have different
value and sign event-by-event. Therefore, if the events
are classified according to ∆NB , it should be possible to
notice the linear scaling of ∆ΓQB with ∆NB . A similar
procedure was already employed in CMW studies, where
the events where classified according to the value of the
charge asymmetry [58, 59].

In the presence of background, we expect a relation

∆ΓQB(∆NB) = fΓ
∆Γ∗

QB

∆N∗
B

∆NB + (1− fΓ)∆Γ∗
QB , (30)

where quantities with a star superscript denote a refer-
ence measurement of ∆ΓQB at a specific ∆N∗

B and fΓ is
the mixed-correlator signal fraction.

To illustrate this behavior we use our estimate of the
average value of ∆NB , as well as the ∆γobs. data re-
ported in table I to make a prediction for ∆ΓQB(∆NB).
The value of ∆Γ∗ is calculated using eq. (29). The signal
fraction fΓ of the mixed correlator is assumed to be re-
lated to the CVE and the CME signal fractions through
fΓ =

√
fCME fCV E . Consistently with the previous sec-

tions, we use fCME ≈ 10% and fCV E ≈ fCME/30, which
leads to fΓ ≈ 2%. Our estimates are reported in fig.
2. One can see that the slope of the line is expected
to slightly increase in peripheral collisions. The inter-
cept is related to the ∆NB-even background and is non-
monotonic as a function of centrality.

CONCLUSION

The recent observation of baryon separation reported
by the ALICE Collaboration [25] at the LHC raises the
question whether the signal is consistent with expecta-
tions from the CVE. In this paper, we have addressed
this question by developing a model that allows to di-
rectly relate the magnitude of anomalous currents to the
measured correlators. We find that the data can indeed
be explained using a reasonable value of the chiral chem-
ical potential. Moreover, the data on electric charge cor-
relations can also be explained in the CME scenario by
using a chiral chemical potential compatible with the one
extracted from the baryon number correlations, again as-
suming the presence of CVE.

Chiral anomaly predicts a correlation between the
CME and the CVE [10], and this correlation can be used
to isolate anomalous effects in heavy ion collisions. The
interplay between the CME and the CVE also induces
the mixing of the anomaly-driven collective excitations,
the CMW and the Chiral Vortical Wave (CVW) [64–66].

Recently, a particular mixed baryon-electric charge corre-
lation has been computed in lattice QCD in the presence
of a background magnetic field [67].
We have introduced a new mixed electric-baryon

charge correlator that can be used to detect anomalous
transport in heavy ion collisions. The anomalous con-
tribution to the mixed correlator is predicted to be di-
rectly proportional to the net baryon asymmetry. We
thus propose to use such linear dependence of the mixed
electric-baryon charge correlator on baryon asymmetry
as a decisive test of the presence of local CP violation in
heavy ion collisions.
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