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In the present work, we analyze several strange as well as non-strange relative hadronic yields obtained in the
ultra-relativistic heavy-ion collisions (URHIC) experiments over a wide range of centre-of-mass collision energy
(y/snn). We invoke the formation of a hot and dense hadronic resonance gas (HRG) in the final stage following
the URHIC. We use an earlier proposed thermodynamically consistent approach for obtaining the equation of
state (EoS) of a HRG. It takes into account an important aspect of the hadronic interaction, viz., the hadronic
hard-core repulsion, by assigning hard-core volumes to the hadrons, leading to an excluded volume (EV) type
effect. We have invoked the bag model approach to assign hard-core volumes to baryons (antibaryons) while
treating mesons to be point particles. We employ ansatz to obtain the dependence of the temperature and BCP
of the HRG system on the centre-of-mass energy in the URHIC. We also find strong evidence of double freeze-
out scenario, corresponding to baryons (antibaryons) and mesons, respectively. Strangeness (anti-strangeness)
imbalance factor is also seen to play an important role in explaining the ratio of strange hadrons to the non-
strange ones. The HRG model can explain the experimental data on various relative hadronic multiplicities quite
satisfactorily over a wide range of /syy, ranging from the lowest RHIC energies to the highest LHC energies
for the set of the model parameters obtaining the best theoretical fit to the experimental data by minimizing the

x2/dof value.

PACS numbers: 05.70.Ce, 12.38.Mh, 12.39.Ba, 13.30.Eg, 13.75.Cs, 24.10.Pa, 24.85.4+p, 25.75.-q, 25.75.Dw

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of hadronic and nuclear collisions at ultra-
relativistic energies constitutes a highly focused subfield of
high-energy physics. The ultra-relativistic heavy-ion colli-
sions (URHIC) provides an immense potential to investigate
the fundamental constituents of matter i.e., quarks and glu-
ons, and the complex forces governing their interactions. The
energy densities obtained by colliding high-energy nucleus
beams in a laboratory environment are significant enough
to enable the transformation of strongly interacting matter
(SIM), where hadrons are the fundamental degrees of free-
dom, with quarks and gluons confined inside various hadronic
species, to a state where quarks and gluons themselves be-
come the fundamental degrees of freedom due to the melting
of hadrons in an environment of high temperature and density.
Existence of such a state is predicted by quantum chromody-
namics (QCD), which is the fundamental SU(3) gauge theory
of strong interactions [1]. In this altered state, also known as
quark-gluon plasma (QGP) [2-6], the quarks and gluons are
de-confined over an extended region, spreading over almost
the entire physical volume of the system initially formed. As
particles are continuously produced within QGP, which con-
tinuously expands in the outward direction, the density and
temperature drops to a critical level where quarks and gluons
can no longer remain free due to the highly non-perturbative
nature of the strong force. Consequently, the system under-
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goes a process called hadronization, where quarks and gluons
again gets confined and hadrons are produced. These hadrons
continue to interact with one another producing more hadrons
until a certain stage is reached where a chemical freeze-out
(CFO) occurs. The term “chemical freeze-out” refers to the
stage of the evolving SIM after the collision, where particle
“composition” becomes fixed or frozen in time and the system
is no longer undergoing any significant changes in terms of
particle creation and annihilation. Therefore, URHIC presents
a unique and crucial opportunity for investigating the proper-
ties and behaviour of SIM under extreme conditions of tem-
perature, pressure and density. The abundant production of
various hadronic species in these collisions has been exten-
sively studied in the framework of statistical thermal mod-
els. Though the dynamics governing the evolution of system
is quite complex, therefore the system is expected to reach
a reasonably high degree of chemical and thermal equilib-
rium [7, 8]. Under this condition, the properties leading to
the production of particles in the final state of system be-
fore its breakup can be described using statistical models with
temperature (7') and baryonic chemical potential (p) as two
important independent free model parameters [9-17]. It is
worthwhile to note that baryon chemical potential (BCP) is
also an indicator of abundance of baryons over antibaryons in
the system. In other words, this description assumes the emis-
sion of particles from a source that is not only thermally but
also chemically well equilibrated, a state that is created by the
inelastic particle reactions under specific conditions within the
system. The statistical model parameters defining the CFO
stage of the colliding systems are determined by the actual
yield of produced hadrons [18-20].
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The ideal hadron resonance gas (Id-HRG) model is a
phenomenological framework providing an equation of state
(EoS) that has been used extensively to analyse many ex-
perimental hadron yield data from URHIC. This straightfor-
ward approach has produced fairly good descriptions of ex-
perimental data over a broad range of energies, ranging from
Schwerlonen-Synchroton (SIS) to the Relativistic Heavy-Ion
Collider (RHIC) at BNL and further to the highest energies
of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). These studies have en-
riched our broad understanding of such states to a great ex-
tent [21-23]. In this model, within the temperature range of
approximately 100-150 MeV and at both negligible and fi-
nite BCP (up) at CFO, offers a useful and straightforward
phenomenological framework. It can effectively reproduce
various hadronic yields, which are otherwise a complex phe-
nomenon observed in lattice QCD calculations [24—27]. How-
ever, some deviations from the Id-HRG models are antici-
pated. The exploration of extensions beyond Id-HRG frame-
work has been the centre of attention. In particular, the ex-
cluded volume-based hadronic resonance gas, i.e., the EV-
HRG model, has been studied in depth [28-30]. The EV-
HRG model mimics the repulsive interactions among hadrons
at short distances [30-36]. While on the otherhand, van der
Waals (vdW) model [37-39] is an extension in this direc-
tion that takes into account both repulsive as well as attrac-
tive interactions among hadrons. A basic feature of heavy-
ion collisions is the conservation of charges, which include
strangeness (S), electric charge (Q) and baryon number (B).
The electric charge is mostly distributed among the pions, as
they are the lightest hadrons and are copiously produced in
the collision process at a later stage which further increases
with the collision energy. On the other hand, strangeness is
mostly produced in the earlier stages of the collision [40—45].
It has also been shown that the absence of repulsive interac-
tions in the hadronic EoS restricts the construction of a first-
order quark-hadron phase transition within the Bag model ap-
proach [46] according to the Gibbs criteria across the entire
T — up plane. The short-range repulsive hard-core interac-
tions between a pair of baryons or antibaryons is incorporated
using a phenomenological approach in the excluded volume
inspired HRG models [47-57]. The baryons in the system are
typically assumed to be incompressible. Furthermore, they
are considered either as completely non-deformable spheri-
cal objects or as fully deformable objects under extreme high-
density conditions, where they can change shape but maintain
the same volume due to their non-compressibility. The result
of these two seemingly extreme and opposing assumptions is
that for baryons (or antibaryons) with radius r, the excluded
volume per baryon (or antibaryon) is (16/3)77> in the former
case [58, 59] and (4/3)7r? in the latter case [60].

It is important and interesting to understand that how sys-
tems consisting of hot and dense hadronic gas can behave
when formed in the most central heavy-ion collisions over a
wide range of centre of mass collision energy, /syy. Here, it
may be worthwhile to realize how the properties of such sys-
tem’s can be affected by different collision energies. There is
a strong experimental evidence that towards smaller collision
energies, the colliding nuclei are able to stop each other com-

pletely. However, as the centre of mass frame energy of the
colliding beams of heavy nuclei increases beyond SPS energy,
i.e., v/snn ~ 17.3 GeV per nucleon, the nuclear transparency
effect sets in. This effect turns out to be partial in both SPS
aswell as RHIC energies as the energy is further increased, the
nuclear transparency effect tends to become more prominent.
The main outcome of this effect is that at low and intermedi-
ate energies, the system that is formed due to the high degree
of stopping in nuclear collisions contains almost all the col-
liding (participating) nucleons in the most central collisions,
along with other hadrons (mostly pions, which have a zero
baryon number) in the bulk system [61]. Hence, a baryon-
rich system is formed, which maintains a large BCP. On the
other hand, at sufficiently large collision energies, as a result
of the nuclear transparency effect setting in, the bulk of the
system is formed in the region between the two receding nu-
clei due to highly excited vacuum. Consequently, the system
is almost baryon-symmetric, which maintains a small chem-
ical potential. Hence, with increasing collision energy, this
effect becomes more prominent and the systems formed in
URHIC tend to maintain smaller chemical potentials [61, 62].
It is found in experiments that though there is a rapid increase
in the thermal temperature of the system as the energy is in-
creased from a reasonably low value of |/syy. However, it
tends to almost saturate towards very high collision energies
at RHIC and LHC [63-65].

The final state relative hadronic yields obtained from these
experiments are known to depend very sensitively on the en-
ergy of the colliding beam nuclei. Hence, there are strong
indications that relative hadronic yields might serve as an im-
portant tool to explore the properties at CFO of hot and dense
system formed at various collision energies. One can there-
fore expect that within the framework of the EV-HRG model
as well, one can establish a correlation between the thermal
parameters of the system and the relative yields of various
hadronic species. Therefore, in this work, our aim is to use
a realistic phenomenological EoS such that it can describe the
relative hadronic yields over a wide range of collision energy
and hence extract reasonable values of various model param-
eters. We will also attempt to understand of the impact of
the finite baryon sizes on hadronic yields, which lead to ex-
cluded volume type effect in the system, as already discussed
above. In addition, we will explore how the consideration of
incompressible but partly deformable baryonic (antibaryonic)
states can affect the relative particle yields. We shall also ap-
ply various conservation criteria, such as strangeness and elec-
tric charge conservation, in the system during its evolution till
the CFO. The study of energy dependence of these quantities,
along with other model parameters, can shed light on the be-
haviour of the systems formed at different collision energies
as they approach the CFO stage.

This paper is structured as follows: In section II, we present
a brief overview of the excluded volume hadron resonance
gas (EV-HRG) model. In section III, obtained results are dis-
cussed in depth. Finally, we summarise and conclude our re-
sults in Section IV.



II. THE STATISTICAL APPROACH

The Ideal Hadron Resonance Gas (Id-HRG) model is a
statistical-thermal framework utilized to describe the prop-
erties of a system regarded as a hot and dense gas of vari-
ous hadronic species that are considered to be in a state of
thermo-chemical equilibrium [66]. It aims to help us under-
stand the macroscopic properties of the system by incorporat-
ing the statistical behaviour of microscopic constituents i.e.,
hadrons. The hadrons within the system continue to inter-
act inelastically until freeze-out, hence their numbers are not
conserved. Under this condition, a grand canonical partition
function-based EoS assuming thermal distribution functions
for the constituent hadrons of the system is a suitable way to
compute various thermodynamical quantities for a HRG sys-
tem. This can also provide hadronic yields seen in URHIC.

The hadronic EoS within the framework of statistical mod-
els has also been employed through various computational
tools like THERMUS [67], Thermal-FIST [68], and THER-
MINATOR [69]. These authors have calculated several ther-
modynamic parameters of the system.

As discussed in Section I, the hard-core repulsion is an es-
sential feature of the hadronic interaction at short distances,
which is assumed to act between a pair of baryons or a pair
of antibaryons [47, 50]. Hence, in a system at sufficiently
high densities, the mean separation between its constituents
becomes small enough, and the effect of the short range repul-
sive interaction becomes important. In a simplistic approach,
it is assumed that a given baryon in the system cannot move
freely over the entire volume of the system but only in the
available volume, which is free from other baryons. Hence,
an effective proper volume vy is assigned to every baryonic
species. Following van der Waals’ excluded volume (EV) type
treatment and for a system with N number of particles, the
volume V is replaced by V — vyN [70]. However, in a strict
sense, the procedure is thermodynamically inconsistent. For
example, the net baryon density (ng) of the system calculated
from the grand partition function or thermodynamic potential
(Q) cannot be derived as np # dQ/dug [47, 49, 50, 71].

Several models have emerged to rectify these inconsisten-
cies by offering varied perspectives and solutions. In this con-
text, a thermodynamically consistent EoS formulation of the
EV-HRG was developed by Rischke et al. [51]. In this ap-
proach, strong repulsive interactions exist between all pairs
of baryons and all pairs of antibaryons [72—75] while the in-
teractions between baryon-antibaryon pairs are only attractive
in nature and can lead to annihilation processes [72, 76, 77].
Similarly, the strong meson-meson and meson-(anti)baryon
interactions are also predominantly of an attractive nature.

The EV-HRG model proposed by Rischke et. al. can be
viewed as an extension of the Id-HRG model [51]. It is ex-
pected that thermodynamically consistent EoS can provide a
more reasonable understanding of the behaviour of nuclear
matter under extreme conditions of temperature and densities.
In the following, we first briefly review the grand canonical
ensemble (GCE) based formulation for an Id-HRG consisting
of point particles.

The expression for the partition function of the i’ particle

specie can be written as [66, 76, 78]

InZ4(T,u,V) = deln{lzte (E—m)/Th (1)

where + sign corresponds to fermions and anti-fermions,

while the - sign corresponds to bosons. The quantities g; and
E; = /p? —|—le are respectively the spin-isospin degeneracy

and energy of the i""
ume of the system and y; denotes the chemical potential of i
specie which is defined as

hadronic specie. V is the physical vol-
ith

Wi = Biup +Sitis + Qillg 2

where B;, S;, and Q; are the baryon number, strangeness, and
electric charge of the /" hadronic specie. The quantities iz,
Us, o are represented as BCP, strange chemical potential and
electric chemical potential, which control the net baryon, net
strangeness and net electric charge content of the system, re-
spectively.

Using the grand canonical partition function ff}id (T, u,V),
one can get pressure p'(T, 1;) and number density ni(T, ;)
as

vid T. U
(T ) = fim (T, V)
e \%
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The entropy density, represented as sﬁd, is determined
as si¢ = (dpi/dT),,. Meanwhile, the energy density €9,
Wthh can be derlved from another thermodynamical relation
& (T, ) = Tsi (T, i) — pi (T, i) — pin? (T, 1), is written
as [79]

8i /°° p*dp
212 Jo 14e (Ei-m)/T
One can also write the ideal grand canonical partition func-

tion Efé‘é(T, W, V) for any hadronic specie in terms of the cor-
responding canonical partition function as

(T, ) = E; ()

ZH (T, V)= Y N T ZH (T N,V) (6)

N=0

Here D@”Cid(T,N ,V) denotes the canonical partition function
for a system consisting of N particles at temperature 7 and
volume V. As discussed above, the grand partition function,
which incorporates baryonic repulsive interactions, can be ob-
tained by assigning a finite size to all baryons (antibaryons).
This, as discussed in section I, results in an excluded volume



effect where a hard-core volume vy is assigned to each baryon.
Thus, for a single component system ) having N number of
finite size particles, the volume V in the ideal canonical parti-
tion function is replaced by the volume available to any given
baryon in the system, i.e., V — vyN. This leads to a modified
grand canonical partition function incorporating the effect of
repulsive interaction as follows

28T, W, V) = Y. N ZE(T N,V — voN)B(V — voN)

N=0
| @)
The canonical partition function 2¢%(T,N,V — voN) thus
incorporates the excluded volume effect resulting from the
hard-core repulsion among hadrons.
Here the total excluded volume arising due to N number of
particles having hard core interactions is VoN [50, 51, 56, 57].
The evaluation of the sum over N in Eq. (7) poses a chal-
lenge due to the dependence of the available volume, i.e.,
V —woN on N. To address this, one can take the Laplace trans-
form on Eq. (7) [51] to get
FENT, uy, x) / dV exp(—xV) ZENT,ui, V) (8)
For the finiteness of the above integral and avoid the extreme
right singularity in the limit V — oo, it is required that we
should have [51]
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Using Eq. (7), one can rewrite Eq. (8) as [51]

2 (Tgu) = [ dverp(—xV) Y exp(un/T)

N=0
x ZM(T,N,V —vN) (11)

Interchanging the order of summation and integration, we can
therefore rewrite the above Eq. (11) as

2 (T = Y [ avexp(—a) exp(u/T)
N=0

x ZM(T,N,V —vwN) (12)

Writing V¥ =V —vyN ie., V =V*+ wN, we get

Fed(T V) = / dV exp(—x(V* + VoN))

x exp((UN/T) Z¢ (TanV ) (13)

As N is constant in each integral, hence dV*
rewrite Eq. (13) as

=dV, we can

gexcl T ,uz ,

Z/ dV* exp(—xV™)

x exp((1i — voTx)(N/T)) Z&(T,N,V*)  (14)

Further substituting p = y; — voT'x and again interchang-
ing the order of the integration and summation (replacing the
dummy integration variable V* by V)

B (T V) = [ av exp(—xv) ¥ expluiN/T)
Jo o

x Z(T,N,V*) (15)

The above result is as that for the case of point-like particles
but with y; replaced by 1, hence we can finally write

FENT, wi, V) = /0 dV exp(—xV) Z.(T,ur, V) (16)

Comparing Eq. (8) and (16), we get

BT, V) = ZE(T 147, V) (17)

This gives p@(T,w) = pi(T, 1) with p; = w —
VoTx. Combining with Eq. (10), it becomes u' = u; —
Vop$el(T, ;) = W; — vop'(T, ;). Hence, one can obtain the
pressure of the system in the thermodynamic limit V — o by
solving the transcendental equations.

The number density of the finite size particles can now be
obtained in a thermodynamically consistent manner by taking
the derivative of the pressure term and after rearranging the
terms, we get

ni:d(T7 ‘u'[*)
1+ vonid(T, )

(18)
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Using p¢&!(T,u;) and n¢(T,u;), one could derive
the s@“!(T,p;) and by using the thermodynamical relation
e N (T, i) = Ts¢™! (T, i) — p§*! (T i) — win™! (T, i), we
write for the i hadronic specie
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where we have used

T (T, 1)

exd excl
T,u;) = i) = T d
(T, pi) = (T, i) [ von (T, 1)

21

The above equations reveals two suppression effects be-
cause of the VDW repulsion, as

1. The transformation of chemical potential f; — 1.

2. A suppression factor [1 + voni(T, 1)) S



Egs. (18), (19), (20) and (21) describe the number den-
sity, entropy density, energy density and pressure for a single
component of hadronic matter, taking into account finite size
effects in a thermodynamically consistent manner. We can
generalize this for “n” number of hadronic species.

The excluded volume approach can be extended to accom-
modate several particle species. The excluded volume grand
canonical partition function Qfég’ (T, 1, ..., 4y, V) for several
particle species equals to the product of the partition func-
tions, denoted as Z&<! (T, y;,V) for each individual particle
species “i”” having proper volumes V1, ..., V, can be defined as

- - L zNi
- E £ Rl)
N1=0 N,=0 i=1

X ZH(T,N;,V*)O(V*) (22)
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where the available volume is V* =V —Y" , viN;. The
Laplace transform of Eq. (22) gives the total pressure

InZENT, ey M, V)

PN (T e ) = T lim v
=p(T i, Zp (T.1)  (23)
The effective baryonic chemical potential u for i"" bary-
onic component can then be written as
W= = Vi (T, e ) (24)

The modified number density of any hadronic species for
the multi-component EV-HRG system in the baryonic sector
can be obtained in a thermodynamically consistent manner
and is thus given as

exc apexcl
(T, ,un)( >

Mi ) 7y,
which can be written as
id *
id (T 14
nl ( ) “l ) (25)
e Yo vnid (T, u)
The effective chemical potential for the i/ antibaryonic

component i.e., /.Tl* can be obtained in a similar way as given
by Eq. (24), by replacing number density of particles nfd with

antiparticles nfd and is written as:

U == vip™ (T, 0y, 1, Hi=—  (26)
The modified number density of the hadronic species for the
multi-component EV-HRG system in the antibaryonic sector

is thus given as

. . 8?)‘”1
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n; ( nulv ,[.Ln) a/“ll
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In the above, we have presented a comprehensive ther-
modynamically consistent formulation of the van der Waals
(VDW) repulsion within the grand canonical ensemble given
by Rischke et. al. [51]. The formulation also addresses a
non-trivial problem: the necessity of thermodynamical self-
consistency. Other thermal model formulations with ad hoc
corrections fall short of this essential condition. Unlike other
earlier approaches described in the Ref.’s [32-34, 80], this ap-
proach differs significantly in a way that leads to a modified
baryon (antibaryon) chemical potential, as shown in Egs. (24)
and (26).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the preceding sections, we have presented a comprehen-
sive description of the EoS of an EV-HRG, with the main em-
phasis being on incorporating an essential feature of strong in-
teraction i.e., the hard-core type repulsion among pairs of two
baryons or two antibaryons. This effect resembling van der
Waals (VDW) type repulsion is incorporated within a grand
canonical ensemble based formulation in a thermodynami-
cally consistent manner. In the present approach, the mesons
are treated as point-like particles as they do not exhibit repul-
sive interaction.

In Eq. (25), the summation over the index j in the denom-
inator involves all baryonic degrees of freedom, including the

th species of baryons (antibaryons). It is noteworthy that the
equation of state reflects the influence of repulsive hard-core
interactions through the effective BCP (u*) as given in Egs.
(24) and (26). In order to fix the hard-core volumes of various
baryons (antibaryons), we invoke the basic feature of the Bag
model, where quarks and gluons are essentially supposed to
exist inside a Bag (i.e. hadron), which is assumed to be incom-
pressible [81-83]. The energy density of such a bag is given
by 4B, where B is the bag constant. Using this Bag model ap-
proach, the hard-core volume of a baryon with a given mass
M can be written as vo = M; /4B, where M; is the mass of the
" hadron [84]. The value of the Bag constant, B, has been
obtained by choosing the most widely used value of the hard-
core radius of proton, i.e., r = 0.59 fm [72], yielding B = 272
MeV/fm3. The hard-core volumes of the remaining baryons
are fixed by using this value of Bag constant. Further, in our
approach, we have considered hadrons as incompressible ob-
jects but allowed them to get deformed under extreme con-
ditions of temperature and pressure, thus leading to different
effective values of the excluded volumes in the system arising
due to each baryon (antibaryon). For the case of completely
non-deformable spherical baryons (antibaryons), each baryon
gives rise to an excluded volume, which is 4vy while for a



fully deformable case, it turns out to be v only. In our present
analysis, we have therefore considered a more realistic situa-
tion by allowing the baryons and antibaryons to become partly
deformable. Hence we have multiplied the baryonic (antibary-
onic) hard-core volume vy by a deformation factor { which
can vary between 1 and 4. The values 1 and 4 respectively
correspond to two extreme ideal situations when baryons (an-
tibaryons) are fully deformable and when they are not de-
formable at all and are able to retain spherical shape. While
using the Eqs. (25) and (27) to describe the relative particle-
antiparticle yields, we have therefore treated the quantity §
as a free model parameter along with the other unknown free
parameters of the equation. These are fixed by using the best
fit method of the experimental data through minimizing the
x%/dof.

As discussed earlier in Sec. II, the chemical potential ;
of a given i"* hadronic species is defined in Eq. (2). Since
baryons are made up of three valence quarks, the light quark
(u,d) baryonic chemical potential is defined as p, = ug/3.
The corresponding baryonic fugacity of the light quarks will
be A, = e#a/T while the light antiquark fugacity will be Az =
kq_ = ¢7H4/T Here we have neglected the isospin asymmetry
and hence used A, = A; = A,. This is required to define the
fugacities of all the hadrons. In addition, charged hadrons will
also acquire electric chemical potential, 1y in order to control
the net electric charge of the system. The corresponding elec-
tric fugacity for a positively charged hadron (x+,p, L7, X~
etc) will be 1g = ete/T . Similarly for a negatively charged
hadron (7~,p,2T,% " etc), we will have A; = A5 = ¢ Ho/T
where i is treated as a free parameter and is fixed by con-
serving the charge-to-baryon ratio of the system. For neutral
hadrons, Q; = 0, which means their chemical potential is inde-
pendent of tip. The kaon however, contains a light quark (anti-
quark) and an antistrange (strange) quark therefore, we define
kaon fugacities as Ag+ = 4,4, ' Ag, Ao = AyA ! ete. The fu-
gacity associated with strange quarks is defined here as A; =
/T For strange antiquarks the associated fugacity will be
As= A, = e M/T where y is the strange chemical potential
and is fixed by applying the criteria of the overall strangeness
conservation. As proton and neutron are composed of three
light quarks, their fugacities are given as A, = A;AQ and

An = l;. In a similar fashion for the neutral singly strange
hyperon (A°,X0) the fugacities becomes Ay050 = A2A; and
for charged singly strange hyperon (X%, X7) fugacity are de-
fined as As+ = AZAsAg, Az~ = AZAsA," . For the case of neu-
tral doubly strange hyperon (E°) fugacity will be Azo = A,A2
while for the charged doubly strange hyperon i.e., (E7), the
fugacity will be Az— = ),qlszlg_ ! In a similar fashion, we can
define the Q™ baryon fugacity as Ao~ = lflé ! The chemical
potential of all antiparticles is always taken to be the negative
of their corresponding particle’s chemical potential. Conse-
quently, the fugacities of all antiparticles will be the reciprocal
of their corresponding particle’s fugacities [17, 57, 58, 83, 85].

There is a strong relationship between these chemical po-
tentials and the temperature of the system i.e., U, Ug, Us
and T inside the hot and dense matter created in the URHIC
[86, 87]. As mentioned, in our present approach we have used

the net charge to the net baryon number ratio to fix the value
of the electric chemical potential, o as

Zini(Tnu'BnuSuuQ?é) Qi
Zini(T7“B7#57IJ’Q7C) Bi

The summation in the numerator is over all charged par-
ticle densities, where Q; =+1(+2) and -1(-2) respectively for
positive singly (doubly) and negative singly (doubly) charged
particle. In the denominator the summation is over all baryon
and antibaryon densities where B; = +1 for baryons and -1
for antibaryons. The physical systems formed in the ultra-
relativistic nucleus-nucleus collisions determine the ratio of
the net charge to the net baryon number. It is seen that the ratio
of the number of protons (N,) to the mass number (N, +N,)
of the colliding nuclei in the URHIC experiments is nearly
constant, i.e., ~ 0.4.

The strange chemical potential ugs(7, Ug, g, &) of the sys-
tem is determined by the overall net zero strangeness

= constant (28)

”S(Tvl«lBaliS,liQ,C) = Zsini(T7HB7HS7uQ7C) -

Zgiﬁi(Ta .uBa.uSana C) =0 (29)

In the above equation, the s; and n; are the strangeness con-
tent and number density of the i strange hadron. Similarly,
the 5; and 7; are for the cases of the corresponding antiparti-
cles.

Now the two remaining thermodynamic parameters, i.e.,
temperature (7)) and BCP (up) at various collision energies
can be fixed by fitting the experimental data on antibaryon
to baryon ratios available over a wide range of collision en-
ergy (y/snn). As already discussed the BCP reflects the ex-
cess of baryons over antibaryons. On the other hand, an in-
creasing temperature leads to significant excitation within the
system, causing the densities of all particles to increase and
hence strongly affecting the particle ratios.

Hence, T and up of the systems formed in the URHIC at
different collision energies (,/syy) at CFO must be precisely
determined in order to perform a useful comparison between
theoretical and experimental data. An effective way to achieve
this goal is to create a relationship between these two freeze-
out parameters and /syy. The following type of ansatz has
been widely used in the literature to fit the extracted values of
T and pp from the experimental data [§8-94].

a

= 30
Uz o (30)
T =c—duz—epg 31)

This kind of ansatz has shown promising results in exam-
ining the characteristics of hot and dense matter in URHIC
using thermal models across various colliding energies. Anal-
ysis over a broad collision energy range [16, 21, 95] have con-
tributed significantly in advancing our comprehension of the
criteria governing thermo-chemical freeze-out.



It is customary to include all baryonic and mesonic res-
onances in the system and the contribution of their subse-
quent decays to the observed final state hadrons in the ex-
periments. It is also important to note that the final number
density of hadronic species is modified due to the feed-down
decay contribution of the heavier resonances. We have in-
cluded hadronic resonances upto 2 GeV mass [96-98]. The
final state particle multiplicities are then represented by the
following

nf =nf + Y Tjin (32)
j

al =i + Y Ty (33)
j

where nf"d is the thermal particle number density which is
calculated using Eq. (25) and ﬁf"d is the thermal antiparticle
number density, which is calculated using Eq. (27). In the
above equations, I'j—; is the probability of particle j decay
into particle i [98].

In our present analysis, the values of the constants in the
above Eqs. (30) and (31) are obtained by the least x> fitting
procedure of p/p ratios available over a wide range of colli-
sion energy. The 2 is defined as

2
h theo expt
R — R

i=1

The R and R{*" are the theoretical results and exper-
imental values of the particle ratios for i collision energy
Vsny and o; represent the experimental (statistical system-
atic) errors for corresponding energies. The values obtained
are a = 1310.0 MeV, b = 0.31 GeV~!, ¢ = 166.0 MeV, d =
0.33x 1073 MeV~!, e =0.015x 107° MeV 2 and { = 2.8.
The number of data points for the case of the p/p ratio in the
experimental data set [99-104] is 18, as shown in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1. p/p dependence on ,/syy. Experimental data is taken
from [99-104].
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FIG. 2. Dependence of BCP (up) and temperature (T) on /syy for
baryonic degrees of freedom

Using these extracted values of the system parameters, we
first show the variation of temperature (7') and BCP (ug) of
the baryons in the system with the centre of mass collision
energy +/syn, in Fig. 2, represented by Egs. (30) and (31),
respectively. The extracted values of up falls monotonically
from SIS and AGS energy range to Relativistic Heavy-lon
Collider (RHIC) at BNL and further towards the LHC ener-
gies while extracted temperature 7 is seen to rise asymptoti-
cally almost saturating at 166 MeV for baryons (antibaryons).
In other words, the central collisions at higher energies can be
characterized by a unique (almost) energy independent CFO
temperature. This baryonic freeze-out temperature value is in
close proximity to the phase-transition temperature predicted
by the lattice QCD calculations. This indicates that in very
high energy nuclear collisions, the system undergoes a chem-
ical decoupling close to the phase boundary.  The proton
(antiproton) is the lightest baryon (antibaryon). As most of
the high-mass baryons (antibaryons) decay into protons (an-
tiprotons), it is worthwhile to note that protons and antiprotons
are of particular importance because of their large abundance
in the final state among all baryons in URHIC. Hence, we
have used their abundances to extract the 7 and BCP values
of the system for all baryonic (antibaryonic) degrees of free-
dom. Here the inclusive yield of protons (as well as all other
hadrons) is reported as the sum of their primordial yields and
the decay contributions after CFO. We have taken into account
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FIG. 4. =t /&~ dependence on /syy. Experimental data is taken
from [101, 103, 105-107]

the contributions of single weak decay processes and where a
weak decay is followed by a strong decay. The final state
hadron multiplicities can only be understood in a better way
by taking these decay modes into account [108].

The decreasing value of p/p towards lower /syy reflects
an increase in the net baryon density due to higher baryon
stopping at lower collision energies, as seen in Fig. 1. The
antiproton yield however increases with increasing collision
energies more rapidly than the proton. Towards sufficiently
higher values of /sy, the production of protons and antipro-
tons becomes almost equal due to increasing temperature, as
there is relatively more thermal production of antiprotons at
higher temperatures. Further, due to the increasing trans-
parency effect in nuclear collisions at higher energies, the bulk
of the secondary hadronic matter is formed between the two
receding nuclei. Consequently, the system tends to become
symmetric between baryons and antibaryons and hence main-
tains a small BCP as their is very little access of baryons over
antibaryons.

Similarly, other antibaryon to baryon ratios, like X/A,
ET/E and Q1 /Q are shown in Figs. 3, 4, 5, respectively.
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FIG. 5. Q" /Q~ dependence on /syy. Experimental data is taken
from [101, 103, 105-107]

We have chosen the same set of freeze-out parameters for
these cases, as obtained from the best-fit curve for the p/p
ratio, thus assuming simultaneous freeze-out of all baryonic
species in the system [72]. These ratios also show an increas-
ing trend with increasing collision energy. Beyond /syy ~
200 GeV, the ratios tend to saturate towards unity, exhibiting
clear evidence of nearly equal production of baryons and an-
tibaryons in the URHIC. In all the above cases, we find that the
theoretically fitted curves are in good agreement with the trend
exhibited by the experimental data. The minimum y2/dof for
the best fitted curve in the case of the p/p ratio is 1.56 where
dof in this case is 18. While for the cases of A/A, ¥ /=,
Q*/Q’, it turns out to be 1.23, 1.90 and 0.40 using the same
set of parameters as already discussed above.

One important observation in our study is that a lower CFO
temperature than that of baryons is required to explain the
/3N~ dependence of the K~ /K™ ratio as well as the charged
pion ratio, i.e., 7~ /7.

We find clear evidence that the baryons have a higher CFO
temperature than that of mesons. In earlier studies, two differ-
ent freeze-out temperatures for baryon and meson sectors in
thermal models have been discussed in relation to Hagedorn’s
states [109, 110]. The best-fit curve shows the K~ /K‘L de-
pendence on /syy which is obtained only by using a lower
value of the temperature ansatz parameter, i.e., ¢ = 152 MeV
in Eq. (31) while for baryons it is 166 MeV. The values of the
remaining parameters remain unchanged.

We find that the K~ /K™ ratio increases with increasing col-
lision energy, /sy and then saturates as it approaches unity
beyond /syy ~ 200 GeV. This may be attributed to almost
symmetric particle and antiparticle production at high ener-
gies, as shown in Fig. 6

The increase in the K~ /K™ ratio with /syy indicates that
the production channels of K™ and K~ contribute almost
equally to their abundances as the matter becomes baryon
symmetric. Consequently, baryons and antibaryons contribute
to the abundance of K+ and K~ almost equally. However, at
lower energies, the production of K™ dominates due to an ex-
cess of baryons over antibaryons.
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FIG. 6. K~ /K" dependence on ,/syy. Experimental data is taken
from [102, 105, 111]

The reactions for the production of K™ involving the above-
mentioned interactions are mainly:

t+n— Kt +A

B +p—Kt+A

p+p— p+A+K"

n+p—p+A+K"

While the reactions for the production of K~ (involving
antinucleons) are mainly:

n+p—n+A+K-

The T — K K~ reaction channel however produces K~
and K in a symmetric manner. As illustrated above, at lower
collision energies, there is more production of K™ in the sys-
tem due to the dominance of baryons over antibaryons states.
Our thermal model-based predictions are in accordance with
this scenario. The experimental data on K~ and K* abun-
dance ratios closely matches the predictions of the thermal
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FIG. 7. #~/n" dependence on /syy. Experimental data is taken
from [99, 105]

model. This agreement strengthens our notion of that ther-
mal models may adequately represent the dynamics of particle
production at different collision energies.

Charged hadrons are produced at different stages in the sys-
tem formed in URHIC during its evolution [112—114]. Pion is
the lightest among all charged hadrons and is thus abundantly
produced during the evolution of the system until freeze-out
and carries only electric charge (i.e. neither strangeness nor
baryon number). The thermal production ratio 7~ /™" is,
however, not only governed by the electric chemical poten-
tial, i.e., Up, but also by the CFO temperature 7. Besides,
several heavier hadronic resonances, including baryons and
kaons, contribute to its final stage abundance through their
various decay channels. Hence, the ratio 7~ /7™, besides (o
and T, also exhibits its dependence on BCP pp.

At low energies, the secondary heavier resonances are much
less produced and the positive charged are mostly trapped in-
side the protons. Hence any extra positive charge of the sec-
ondary hadrons is compensated by the production of 7~. This
causes an increase in the £~ production as compared to the
7t production. However, at sufficiently higher energies, there
is almost symmetric production of positive and negative pi-
ons in the system as the system maintains an overall low net
baryon density (i.e., small pg). The ratio thus tends to saturate
to unity for the energies beyond /syn ~ 10 GeV, as shown in
Fig. 7.

Kaon is the most abundantly produced strange hadron in
heavy-ion collisions as it is the lightest strange particle having
mass much less than the lightest baryon i.e., proton (mg <<
m,). The strangeness (antistrangeness) content of the system
is thus mostly carried by the kaons. Similarly, as discussed
above, pions (7) being the most abundantly produced parti-
cles in URHIC carry bulk of the entropy content of the sys-
tem. The K/ ratio is therefore of particular interest, as it
reflects the strangeness content relative to the entropy content
of the system formed in ultra-relativistic heavy-ion collisions.
This ratio is also an indicator of the enhanced strangeness
production in the highly excited thermalized system formed
in the URHIC [115-117]. Initially, it was suggested that the



enhanced K /7 ratio could potentially serve as a possible sig-
nature of QGP [118] formation, but their precise connection
to the properties of phase transition remains skeptical [119].
Therefore, there still remains an ambiguity as to how K/&
could be regarded an unambiguous indicator of the transition
between QGP and hadronic matter in heavy-ion collisions. It
is also been suggested that a chemically equilibrated hadronic
resonance gas (HRG) might exhibit strangeness comparable
to or greater than that of QGP [43, 120—122]. The present cal-
culations clearly show that in order to explain all strange (an-
tistrange) to non-strange hadronic ratios obtained within the
framework of thermal hadron resonance gas (HRG) model re-
quire a “strangeness (antistrangeness) imbalance factor”, ;.
Above /syn ~ 10 GeV, the factor turns out to be less than
unity (9 < 1) indicating a suppression in the K~ /7~ yield
in the experiments. While below this energy, there is ev-
idence of excess experimental yield compared to the theo-
retically obtained values, thus providing 9 > 1. This phe-
nomenon may be interpreted as evidence of a non-equilibrium
effect in the production of strangeness [44, 45]. It has also
been suggested that an observably low K~ /7~ yield above
Vsnn ~ 10 GeV may be a signature of QGP presence fol-
lowed by a non-equilibrium effect during the QGP to HRG
transition, especially in the kaonic sector [123, 124]. While
at lower energies, where the experimental K~ /7~ ratios are
greater than the theoretical ones, it can be safely assumed
that no QGP is formed and the system remains in the HRG
phase. In such a system, a certain fraction of pions may
get absorbed through the strangeness producing reactions
(tm — KK, tN — KA, TN — K A), while due to possible
non-equilibrium effects, the backward reaction rates remain
slower than the forward ones, leading to a depletion of pions
and increase in the kaon population, consequently leading to
an enhanced K~ /7t~ ratio. Thus, this ratio in URHIC may of-
fer a more insightful perspective, especially when compared
to proton-proton collisions [40, 89, 125]. The present work
thus also attempts to study the K/ ratio and the effect of
strangeness imbalance over a wide range of collision energy
by taking into account the hard-core hadronic repulsion’s. We
find that near \/syy = 10 GeV, our theoretical value of the
K~ /m~ ratio is ~ 0.1, which matches quite well with exper-
imental data. Hence, in this case, the strangeness imbalance
factor 7; turn out to be ~ 1. This may be due to the competing
effect of a predominantly HRG type system and the beginning
of the onset of deconfinement.

In Fig. 8, we have shown the variation of K~ /7~ ratio
with increasing /syy. The blue line represents the result of
our theoretical calculation which at lower energies (/syny <
8 GeV) under predicts the experimental data while for higher
energies it over predicts. The violet curve represents the the-
oretical curve when the strangeness imbalance factor is taken
into account. The implementation of ¥, leads to a more ac-
curate representation of the K~ /7~ experimental data ratio
across a wide range of center of mass energy, \/syy. The
agreement between the corrected curve and the experimental
data highlights the need of strangeness imbalance factor in de-
scribing the ratio of strange to non-strange particles. This pro-
vides y?/dof to be 0.23 for K~ /m~ ratio. The ratio increases
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FIG. 8. K~ /n~ dependence on ,/syy. Experimental data is taken
from [102, 105, 106, 111]

steadily with increasing /syy up to ~ 50 GeV in the URHIC
and saturates towards further higher energies at ~ 0.16.

It is very interesting to note here that the values of the
strangeness imbalance factor obtained from the analysis of
the K~ /7~ ratio can be used to obtain reasonably correct val-
ues of the K+ /7 ratio over a wide range of collision energy.
The resulting (corrected) theoretical values are found to fit the
experimental data quite well, including the region of energy
(5-7) GeV [126, 127], where a horn structure is seen in Fig.
9.
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FIG. 9. K™ /n™ dependence on ./syy. Experimental data is taken
from [102, 105, 106, 111]

For a nearly baryon symmetric matter formed in URHIC
having g ~ 0, the K=/~ and K+ /7* would become nearly
identical. This is clearly seen in the two Figs. 8 and 9 where
both ratios tend to saturate at ~ 0.16 for large values of /syn.
The existence of the “horn” structure in the K+ /7™ ratio may
be explained in terms of higher kaon production rates com-
pared to that of the antikaons [128, 129] as already discussed
above. Here it is worthwhile to mention that the previously
shown antihyperon to hyperon ratios in Figs. 3, 4 and 5 are
almost independent of y; as their strangeness-antistrangeness



contents are equal and are hence equally affected by this fac-
tor.

0.9 | E
0.8 | E

0.7 | 1
06 \u i
05 | 1
04 | \\\\ 1
03¢ ‘\\\\\ E

02 F \_\ 3

0.1 T E

0 L L )

10t 102 103
A /SNN(GCV)

p/mt

FIG. 10. p/n™ dependence on ,/syy. Experimental data is taken
from [99, 101, 105]

InFigs. 10 and 11, we have shown the dependence of p/7+
and p/m~ ratios on /syy. These ratios serve as indicators
of the relative yields of the lightest baryons (antibaryons) and
mesons. The apparently good agreement between the theoreti-
cal and experimental value can characterize the thermal nature
of the hadron production with in hot and dense fireball con-
sisting of various hadronic resonances. In Fig. 10, the value
of p/m™ ratio decreases monotonically. This could be due to
the fact that at lower collision energies the BCP of the system
is high (~ 500 MeV) which tends to enhance the baryon abun-
dance while suppressing the antibaryon abundance. Hence at
lower /syy we have a proton rich system. However, with
increasing collision energy the temperature of the HRG sys-
tem formed in URHIC increases (asymptotically) but the BCP
simultaneously decreases. This results in a relatively slower
increase in the fermionic, i.e., protonic, abundance than that
of the light bosonic i.e., pionic abundance in the system thus
leading to a decrease in the p /7™ ratio with increasing /sy .
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FIG. 11. p/n~ dependence on /syy. Experimental data is taken
from [99, 101, 105]
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Since towards higher collision energies the decreasing BCP
and the rising temperature leads to a rapid increase in the
antiproton abundance than that of the proton hence the ratio
p/m~ is seen to rise with /syy in Fig. 11. Similarly the
cascade antibaryon to pion ratio i.e., Z* /7~ is also seen to
increase in Fig. 12 with the center-of-mass energy /syn. The
theoretical curve obtained after applying the strangeness im-
balance correction factor 7; is found to explain the available
experimental data well with y2/dof equals to 0.85.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

An improved thermodynamically consistent hadron reso-
nance gas (HRG) model is used in this study by taking ex-
cluded volume (EV) effects into consideration in order to ex-
plain several relative hadronic yields in URHIC over a wide
range of collision ,/syy energy using a set of model pa-
rameters. We have assigned a hard-core finite size volume
to baryons (antibaryons) through bag model approach using
B= 272 MeV/fm?. For protons, this gives a radius of 0.59
fm which is a reasonable value. The hard-core volumes of
the other baryons (antibaryons) increase according to their
masses. The mesons have been treated as point particles. We
find that though the baryons and antibaryons may be treated as
incompressible however they appear to be partly deformable,
where the deformation factor { is ~ 2.8. Our approach re-
mains quiet valid even at values of thermodynamic variables,
i.e., temperature (7)) and BCP (up) of the HRG system un-
der extreme conditions. The centre-of-mass energy /syny
dependent ansatz is used for fixing the values of these two
thermodynamic variables (7)) and (ug). Clear evidence of
a double CFO scenario, one corresponding to baryons (an-
tibaryons) and the other to mesons, is seen. The baryons are
found to freeze-out earlier than the mesons. We also take into
account the final state contributions of the heavier hadronic
resonances with masses up to 2 GeV through their weak de-
cays. We have included single weak decays as well as the
double decays where weak decay is followed by strong de-



cay. We use minimum y2/dof fits to theoretically explain
the variation of the experimental particle ratios with centre-
of-mass collision energy. When attempting to explain the
unlike mass ratios of strange and non-strange hadrons, e.g.,
K/mand E* /7, we find that the theoretical results overesti-
mate the experimental data significantly. In order to achieve
a reasonably good agreement between the theoretical results
with the experimental data, we have introduced a strangeness
(anti)strangeness imbalance factor, 7;, which can explain the
abundance of strange hadrons relative to non-strange ones, es-
pecially pions, which are the most abundantly produced non-
strange hadrons. After applying the same strangeness imbal-
ance correction factor 7; to each case, we find that the theoret-
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ical curves match quite well with the trend of the experimental
data, with reasonable values of the minimum y2/dof for each
case.

V. FUTURE WORK

We intend to incorporate the effect of attractive interaction
and also consider the medium effect on the hadron masses
and see how these can modify our current results on various
particle ratios in the system.
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