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Investigating nucleon-nucleon correlations inherent to the strong nuclear force is one of the core
goals in nuclear physics research. We showcase the unique opportunities offered by collisions of 16O
nuclei at high-energy facilities to reveal detailed many-body properties of the nuclear ground state.
We interface existing knowledge about the geometry of 16O coming from ab-initio calculations of
nuclear structure with transport simulations of high-energy 16O+16O collisions. Bulk observables in
these processes, such as the elliptic flow or the fluctuations of the mean transverse momentum, are
found to depend significantly on the input nuclear model and to be sensitive to realistic clustering
and short-range repulsive correlations, effectively opening a new avenue to probe these features
experimentally. This finding demonstrates collisions of oxygen nuclei as a tool to elucidate initial
conditions of small collision systems while fostering connections with effective field theories of nuclei
rooted in quantum chromodynamics (QCD).

PACS numbers: 21.45.-v, 21.10.Gv, 25.75.-q, 25.75.Nq, 25.75.Ld

Introduction– Unveiling the structure and the strongly-
correlated nature of atomic nuclei across the nuclide chart
has been the subject of sustained interest in fundamen-
tal physics [1–3]. Information on atomic nuclei is pre-
dominantly established through low-energy experiments,
such as elastic electron scattering and Coulomb excita-
tion [4, 5], in combination with advanced phenomenolog-
ical models [5]. The simplest model of an atomic nucleus
is a collection of non-interacting fermions in space follow-
ing, e.g., a three-parameter Fermi (3pF) density [6],

ρ(r) ∝
1 + w

(
r2/R2

)
1 + e(r−R)/a0

, (1)

where R represents the half-width radius, a0 specifies the
surface diffuseness, while w quantifies the central den-
sity depletion. For large enough nuclei, knowledge of the
function ρ(r) (supplemented with spatial deformation) is
to a great extent enough to capture the main properties
of their structure and systematically explain the related
experimental signatures [7].

For light or intermediate-mass (A ≈ 20) nuclei,
a mean-field description breaks down and two-body
nucleon-nucleon (NN) correlations acquire prominent
importance [3, 8]. Modern ab-initio approaches to the
nuclear many-body problem [9, 10] rooted in effective
field theories of low-energy QCD [11, 12] are nowa-
days capable of addressing from first principles deformed
intermediate-mass species and the emergence of cluster-
ing correlations therein [13–23]. These models are typi-
cally benchmarked against experimental data on binding
energies, charge radii, or spectroscopic information which
nonetheless probe indirectly many-body properties of the
ground states[24]. Oxygen-16 is particularly interesting

in this respect. It is doubly-magic and thus near spheri-
cal in a mean-field description [25]. However, many-body
correlations deform it into an irregular tetrahedral struc-
ture with α-like clusters at its edges [22]. Yet, robustly
accessing such a pattern in experiments remains an out-
standing challenge.
High-energy nuclear collisions open a novel avenue

to image the ground-state structure of the colliding
ions [26]. At large center-of-mass energies, a short pass-
ing time between the two nuclei is followed by the forma-
tion of a hot and dense quark-gluon plasma (QGP) [27],
whose shape and size in the transverse plane reflects the
matter distribution in the colliding nuclei [26, 28, 29].
Observables such as the elliptic flow of outgoing hadrons
are in this picture highly sensitive to the details of the
spatial distributions of nucleons, including neutron skin
and deformation [30–39].
With experimental data upcoming from collisions of

16O nuclei from the BNL Relativistic Heavy Ion Col-
lider (RHIC) [40] and the CERN Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) [41], a pressing question to settle is whether sub-
tle zero-point fluctuations of the 16O wave function could
be revealed by the collider processes. This possibility has
triggered a vast body of literature over the years [42], in
assessing the predictions from different models of 16O en-
compassing various types of α-clustered geometries [43–
51]. Moreover, understanding the emergence of collec-
tive behavior in small system collisions [52–56] is a major
open issue in the phenomenology of QCD. Therefore, im-
proving our view of the oxygen structure can help more
transparently address the nature and intricacies of the
final-state dynamics in these processes.
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Owing to recent theoretical breakthroughs, in this Let-
ter, we go one step further and perform a comprehensive
comparison of the predictions of the existing ab-initio
calculations of the 16O structure, and study their influ-
ence on observables accessible at colliders. We perform
high-precision transport simulations that include realistic
final-state interaction effects on the experimental observ-
ables, thus providing a solid theoretical baseline for the
interpretation of future data. Our rationale is straight-
forward. After briefly recalling the main features of the
nuclear models employed in our analysis, we use their
predictions to simulate 16O+16O collisions at top BNL
RHIC energy. Final-state observables are normalized to
the results of simulations employing a 3pF baseline of in-
dependent nucleons, given for convenience by the charge
density of 16O. This highlights the impact of nontrivial
NN correlations.
Remarkably, we observe that the final-state observ-

ables depend qualitatively on the resolution of the spa-
tial correlations present in the sampled nuclear configu-
rations. When the nucleon coordinates are sampled from
nuclear Hamiltonians with a low resolution, such as in
pion-less EFT, or from clustered and deformed intrin-
sic one-body distributions, fluctuations in the collective
flow of hadrons are enhanced compared to the baseline
of results obtained for independent nucleons in a spheri-
cal 3pF. However, if harder-scale physics and short-range
repulsive effects are more explicitly included in the nu-
clear Hamiltonian, then the trend is reversed and the
collective flow is suppressed compared to the baseline.
This represents our main result, demonstrating the un-
precedented opportunities offered by flow measurements
in 16O+16O collisions to probe detailed properties of the
nuclear ground state. As a bonus, this study enables
us to assess the theoretical uncertainty expected on the
interpretation of future 16O+16O data arising from the
imperfect knowledge of the oxygen structure.

Nuclear configurations and baseline– Recently, config-
urations of nucleons in the ground state of 16O have been
computed within three different frameworks of ab-initio
nuclear theory, namely:

1. Nuclear Lattice Effective Field Theory (NLEFT)
simulations [57, 58] employing a minimal pion-less
EFT Hamiltonian [59], L = 8 lattice sites with a
spacing a = 1.3155 fm. The configurations used in
this work are taken from Ref. [60], and implement a
Gaussian smearing of width 0.84 fm (corresponding
to the proton charge radius [61]) at each lattice site.

2. Variational Monte Carlo - Auxiliary Field Diffusion
Monte Carlo (VMC for brevity) simulations based
on an N2LO chiral EFT Hamiltonian [62]. The
configurations we utilize are taken from Ref. [63].

3. ab-initio Projected Generator Coordinate Method
(PGCM) calculations [64–66] based on an N3LO

chiral EFT Hamiltonian. In this approach, nucleon
positions are not sampled directly according to the
ground state of the Hamiltonian, but rather from a
clustered and deformed mean-field state which cap-
tures the main collective correlations predicted by
the theory [67, 68]. Nucleons are sampled indepen-
dently from the randomly-oriented tetrahedrally-
shaped density without adding short-range corre-
lations [22].

As shown in Fig. 1, we display the main features of the
radial distributions of the sampled nucleons in the afore-
mentioned theories. For the one-body density in Fig. 1a,
we note an ordering between the results, with the VMC
curve showing the strongest density depletion at small
radii. The central depletion is a consequence of nuclear
clustering: if nucleons tend to sit in clusters located at
r > 0, then the density is depleted at the center. The
observed ordering well reflects the expectations from the
implemented correlations. The VMC configurations in-
clude physics at short distances, and thus the strongest
clustering patterns. The figure shows as well the results
from a 3pF fit to the measured charge density of 16O, for
which R = 2.608 fm, a0 = 0.513 fm, and w = −0.051.
Figure 1b shows instead the distribution of matter rms

radii, R =
√

1
16

∑
i(x

2
i + y2i + z2i ), with i = 1, . . . , 16, in

the three models. The nucleons have been recentered
such that ⟨x⟩ = ⟨y⟩ = ⟨z⟩ = 0 in each nucleus. We
note that the NLEFT and PGCM results align well with
the results obtained by sampling nucleons independently
from the 3pF density. This is expected from the low
resolution of the NLEFT Hamiltonian, as well as from the
fact that the PGCM coordinates come essentially from
an independent sampling, albeit with nontrivial angular
correlations. The VMC results are, on the other hand,
dramatically different, showing a strong departure from
the mean-field baseline. This is again a consequence of
the higher resolution of the implemented Hamiltonian.
Finally, Fig. 1c displays the distance-distance corre-

lation among nucleon pairs, commonly quantified via a
normalized two-body distribution,

C(∆r) =

∫
d3s f

(
s+ r

2 , s−
r
2

)∫
d3s f

(
s+ r

2

)
f
(
s− r

2

) , ∆r = |r|, (2)

where s is the center of mass of a nucleon-nucleon pair,
while r is the relative distance vector. The two-body dis-
tribution in the numerator is calculated from pairs from
the same batch of A = 16 coordinates, and then aver-
aging over configurations. The nucleon pairs in the de-
nominator are taken from different parent nuclei (mixed
event), erasing thus any genuine two-body effects [46].
In Fig. 1c, at short distances, the positive correlation ob-
served in the NLEFT results is a remnant of the under-
lying theory being discretized on a lattice. The notable
feature in this plot is the prominent repulsive correlation
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FIG. 1. a, The nuclear one-body density, ρ(r), is depicted for various models of the 16O. We note that the 3pF baseline given
by the charge density does not have the expected flat shape towards the center of the nucleus. The reason is that the displayed
curve is obtained from sampled configurations that are re-centered, to ensure an apples-to-apples comparisons with the VMC
and NLEFT evaluations. The same re-centering is applied to the PGCM nucleons. b, The probability density of the matter
rms radius, P (R). c, Two-body correlation function, C(∆r), where ∆r is the inter-nucleon separation.

present in the VMC evaluations, reflecting again harder-
scale physics included in the chiral interaction.

Dynamical transport calculations– We move on then
to the dynamical simulations of 16O+16O collisions. The
event-by-event simulations are performed by means of
the A Multi-Phase Transport (AMPT) framework [69],
whose working principles are recalled in the Supplemen-
tal Material (SM). We perform simulations starting from
the ab-initio nuclear configurations, from configurations
sampled according to the 3pF charge density baseline, as
well as from configurations sampled from 3pF distribu-
tions that are fitted to the NLEFT and VMC one-body
densities of Fig. 1a (we obtain R = 1.84 fm, a0 = 0.46
fm, and w = 1.76 for the VMC fit and R = 1.65 fm,
a0 = 0.73 fm, and w = 0.87 for the NLEFT fit). We
compute the final-state observables as a function of the
collision centrality, defined from the charge multiplicity
at midrapidity (with 0% corresponding to the limit of
fully-overlapping nuclei). We focus on quantities that
probe fluctuations and correlations in the interaction re-
gion, namely, the radial and elliptic flow of produced
hadrons. We compute the mean transverse momentum,
⟨pT ⟩, the mean squared elliptic flow, v22 , the variance and
the skewness of the mean transverse momentum fluctua-
tions, respectively, ⟨(δpT )2⟩ and ⟨(δpT )3⟩, as well as the
covariance of the elliptic flow and the mean transverse
momentum, ⟨v22pT ⟩, for events taken from narrow cen-
trality classes. The operational definition of these ob-
servables in terms of final-state particle distributions is
presented in the SM [Eqs. (4-6)].

The final-state observables obtained in the different
calculations are normalized to the results obtained start-
ing from the 3pF charge density. Hence, if the ratio is
unity the result is essentially consistent with an indepen-
dent sampling of nucleons from the charge density profile,
whereas the presence of NN correlations will cause the
ratios to deviate from the baseline. Our results are dis-
played in Fig. 2. We note a rather universal trend for all

observables: compared to the baseline, NN correlations
tend to enhance the fluctuations of the collective flow
for the NLEFT and PGCM scenarios, while they deplete
the observables for the VMC input. As expected, these
effects are more prominent in central collisions, where
the entire geometry of the colliding ions is resolved by
the interactions. In addition, as argued in the SM, the
results are robust against non-flow correlations and vis-
cosity changes. We conclude that these observables are
effectively probing the spatial resolution of the nuclear
Hamiltonians. The consistency of the the NLEFT and
the PGCM results confirms that NLEFT results based
on pion-less EFT theory can essentially be captured by
sampling nucleons according to randomly-oriented de-
formed densities computed within the PGCM approach.
Assuming that the NLEFT and VMC many-body solu-
tions for the ground state are equally good, one would
conclude that the spread in model results observed in
Fig. 2 genuinely arises from the more prominent short-
range physics included in the VMC evaluations.
Another important aspect of our study is the compar-

ison with the results obtained starting from fitted 3pF
densities. In central collisions, such results do not show
a significant departure from the baseline, although the
underlying radial one-particle distributions are fairly dif-
ferent (see Fig. 1a). This means that the relevant corre-
lations affecting the observables displayed in Fig. 2 are
angular, rather than involving only radial information.
Before concluding, we connect this work with the re-

cent analysis of preliminary 16O+16O data performed by
the STAR collaboration [40]. The observable under study
is the relative fluctuations of elliptic flow [70], given by
the ratio v2{4}/v2{2} of the fourth-order cumulant of the
elliptic flow distribution, v2{4}, to the second-order one,
v2{2} (see the SM for operational definitions). Obtaining
a four-particle correlation observable with adequate pre-
cision would require several simulations with event statis-
tics comparable to those recorded experimentally (close
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FIG. 2. Bulk observables computed in 16O+16O collisions at
√
sNN = 200 GeV for different models of the oxygen structure

are normalized to those obtained starting from the charge density 3pF parametrization of the nucleus. The ratios are shown as
a function of the collision centrality. a, the mean transverse momentum, ⟨pT ⟩. Two-particle correlation observables are instead
the variance of mean transverse momentum fluctuation
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f , respectively. The specific configuration labels are shown in panel d.

to half-billion simulations), which is beyond our current
possibilities. Therefore, we only give an estimate of this
quantity, assuming a proportionality relation between v2
and the participant-plane eccentricity, ε2 in a given cen-
trality class, v2 ∝ ε2. This implies that approximately
ε2{4}/ε2{2} ≈ v2{4}/v2{2}, which we can obtain with a
higher precision from initial-state calculations. As shown
in Fig. 3, all estimates appear to agree on a quantitative
level. The only outlier is that obtained from the VMC
configurations, which aligns better with the STAR re-
sults [40]. This corroborates the point that this observ-
able, too, will enable us to place experimental constraints
on high-resolution properties of 16O in its ground state.
Conclusion and outlook– Exciting times are ahead with

the advent of 16O+16O collisions at RHIC and the LHC.
Combining the most advanced evaluations of the ground-
state structure of 16O with high-precision transport simu-
lations of the collision processes, our results suggest that
bulk observables in 16O+16O collisions will offer a high-
resolution view of the inner oxygen structure and the
influence of many-body correlations. A plethora of ob-
servables can be used for this purpose, as indicated by
the results in Fig. 2. Such a possibility, combined in the
future with advanced Bayesian analysis [71], will effec-
tively permit us to directly link the properties of the nu-
clear Hamiltonians to the collider data. We expect thus
16O+16O collisions to open new direction in the QCD
phenomenology, and broaden the interdisciplinary stud-
ies in nuclear physics.

1−10 1 10
Centrality (%)

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

{2
}

2ε/
{4

}
2ε

VMC
3pF fit to VMC
NLEFT

3pF fit to NLEFT
PGCM

3pF

=200 GeV, AMPT
NN

sO+O 

FIG. 3. Relative eccentricity fluctuation, ε2{4}/ε2{2}, plot-
ted as a function of the centrality percentile in 16O +16 O
collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV, for different models of the

oxygen structure.

Conversely, the present analysis helps in the prepara-
tion of the hot QCD program envisaged for the 16O+16O
runs with two main expectations [41]. One pertains to
the observation of jet quenching in a small system [72].
Our results suggest that quantities probing the size of
the interaction region, such as ⟨pT⟩, come with a small
0.1% uncertainty from the input nuclear model. There-
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fore, the size of the medium expected to be traversed
on average by the hard probes is expected to be well
constrained. Secondly, 16O+16O collisions may permit
us to better unveil the origin of the collectivity in small
systems [73–75]. From Fig. 2, we expect that charac-
terizations of the collective dynamics to ascertain the
presence of a hydrodynamic QGP-like medium will be
hindered by considerable uncertainties, of order 10-20%,
associated with the nuclear inputs. These can be reduced
by looking at collision centralities higher than 40%, al-
though at the cost of less produced particles. Alterna-
tively, combining 16O+16O collisions with other collision
systems having near equal participant nucleon numbers
will largely reduce the theory uncertainty coming from
the nuclear modeling, in particular from the modeling of
the short-range correlations [22, 75].
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APPENDIX

Calculations of observables – The 2nd and 4th order
cumulants of the distribution of ε2 are defined as,

ε2{2}2 =
〈
ε22
〉

ε2{4}4 = 2
〈
ε22
〉2 − 〈

ε42
〉 (3)

The elliptic flow
〈
v22
〉
is calculated based on a multi-

particle correlation framework prescribed in Refs. [76–78]
as,

〈
v22
〉
=

〈∑
i ̸=j wiwj cos[2 (ϕi − ϕj)]∑

i ̸=j wiwj

〉
(4)

Mean transverse momentum in each event [pT] and its
high-order flucutations, variance and skenwess ⟨(δpT)n⟩
for n = 2, 3, respectively, are given by:

[pT] =

∑
i wipT,i∑

i wi
, ⟨⟨pT⟩⟩ ≡ ⟨[pT]⟩evt

〈
(δpT)

2〉 =

∑
i ̸=j wiwj (δpT,i) (δpT,j)∑

i ̸=j wiwj

〈
(δpT)

3〉 =

∑
i̸=j ̸=k

wiwjwk (δpT,i) (δpT,j) (δpT,k)∑
i ̸=j ̸=k wiwjwk

(5)

where δpT,i = pT,i−⟨⟨pT⟩⟩. The track-wise weight wi,j,k

accounts for the experimental detector effect set to be 1 in
the model simulation. Correlations between elliptic flow
and mean transverse momentum,

〈
v22δpT

〉
is expressed as

〈
v22δpT

〉
=

〈∑
i ̸=j ̸=k wiwjwke

i2(ϕi−ϕj) (δpT,k)∑
i ̸=j ̸=k wiwjwk

〉
evt

(6)

The averages are performed by looping over particles
to obtain all unique multiples within a single event and
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then averaged over an ensemble of events within fixed
centrality intervals. The

〈
v22
〉
is calculated via the two-

subevent method, where particle i and j are selected from
different pseudorapidity ranges of −2 < η < −0.5 and
0.5 < η < 2, respectively, for suppressing the short-range
correlations, commonly referred to as “non-flow”, aris-
ing from resonance decays and jets [56]. The skewness〈
(δpT)

3
〉
and covariance

〈
v22δpT

〉
are calculated by aver-

aging over all triplets labeled by particles indices i, j, and
k. The standard cumulant framework is used to obtain
the results instead of directly calculating all triplets.

Model step and simulations – AMPT model [69], a
proxy for the relativistic hydrodynamics, was employed.
This model implemented four main phases, fluctuat-
ing initial conditions from the HIJING model, elastic
parton cascade simulated by the ZPC model, quark
coalescence model for hadronization, and hadronic re-
scattering based on ART model. This model has been
successful in describing collective flow data in both small
and large collision systems at RHIC and the LHC [79, 80].
Utilizing the version v2.26t9 in string melting mode at√
sNN = 200 GeV, with a partonic cross section of 3.0

mb, provides a reasonable description of RHIC data [81].
In the current study, generic 16O+16O collisions are ini-
tiated incorporating five configurations to sample the
nucleon spatial distributions within the ab-initio ap-
proaches and 3pF by generating 300 million mininum-
bias events for each case. The final-state hadrons within
0.2 < pT < 2 GeV/c and |η| < 2 are analyzed to achieve
the best statistical precision. The centrality is defined
by charged hadron multiplicity measured at |η| < 0.5,
following STAR experiment’s “Refmul” centrality defini-
tion.
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FIG. 4. The centrality dependence of ε2 ratios for the ratios
of VMC, NLEFT and PGCM to the traditional 3pF config-
urations in initial state 16O +16 O collisions at

√
sNN = 200

GeV.

In Fig. 4, We observe that the ε2 model exhibits sim-
ilar, but stronger ordering when compared to the final
state v2 behaviors in Fig. 2.

Final state interactions – Following our previous
work [82], the different combinations of QCD coupling
constant αs, and screening mass µ give the different par-

tonic cross sections. The role of the final state effects is
studied varying the specific shear viscosity η/s up and
down by 30% by changing the partonic cross-section.
These choices significantly change the predicted v2, yet
the v2 ratios remain unchanged as shown inFigure 5, im-
plying that the ratios of elliptic flow are insensitive to the
medium properties in the final state.
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FIG. 5. The centrality dependence of v2 ratios for two differ-
ent values of partonic cross sections 3 mb and 6 mb for VMC
to the traditional 3pF configuration, using hadrons in |η| < 2
and 0.2 < pT < 2 GeV/c in 16O+16 O collisions at

√
sNN =

200 GeV.
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FIG. 6. The centrality dependence of v2 ratios for the stan-
dard and two-subevent method for VMC to the traditional
3pF configuration, using hadrons in |η| < 2 and 0.2 < pT < 2
GeV/c in 16O+16 O collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV.

Nonflow effects.— The possible contamination from
“nonflow” on anisotropic flow in small systems cannot be
fully eliminated. However, the nonflow should be largely
diluted in ratios between different configurations within
the same centrality intervals in the same collision system.
Therefore, any deviation of the ratio from unity is still a
strong indication of the role of nucleonic clustering in the
initial state. Figure 6 demonstrates that the “nonflow”
effect is less than 1% which is rather small compared with
the nuclear structure effect.
Recentering effects – For completeness, we show in

Fig. 7 the same distributions presented in Fig. 1, albeit
without the re-centering the sampled PGCM and 3pF nu-
cleons. For the 3pF baseline, we recover the expected flat
behavior at small radii for the one-body density (panel
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FIG. 7. Same as Fig. 1 except that the PGCM and 3pF are obtained without re-centering.

a). Beside that, we note in Fig. 7c that switching off re-
centering eliminates the slight positive slope of the two-
body correlation that was observed in the PGCM results

and the 3pF baseline. This suggests that the features ex-
hibited by the NLEFT and VMC nucleons might be an
artifact of re-centering.
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