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In this study, we employ a multi-phase transport (AMPT) model to understand the production
of π±, K±, p, p, K0

s , Λ, Λ̄, and ϕ in Au + Au collisions at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV.

We have studied the energy dependence of various bulk properties of the system such as transverse
momentum (pT ) spectra, particle yields (dN/dy), mean transverse mass (⟨mT ⟩), and anti-particle
to particle ratios. Model calculations using both default and string melting versions of the AMPT
with three distinct sets of initial conditions are compared to the data from the STAR experiment.
In the case of π±, K±, p, and p, we observe that the string melting version shows better agreement
with data at higher energies, while the default version performs better at lower collision energies.
However, for K0

s , Λ, and ϕ, it is observed that the default version is able to describe the data better
at all energies. In addition, we have used the blast-wave model to extract the kinetic freeze-out
properties, like the kinetic freeze-out temperature and the radial flow velocity. We observe that
these parameters are comparable with the data.

keywords: AMPT Model, particle spectra, bulk properties, kinetic freeze-out properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Heavy ion collision experiments provide an opportu-
nity to probe the behaviour of nuclear matter under
extreme conditions of energy density and temperature.
Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD), the theory govern-
ing the strong nuclear force, predicts that under the ex-
treme energy densities achieved in heavy-ion collisions,
the hadronic matter transitions to a deconfined state
of quarks and gluons, known as Quark-Gluon Plasma
(QGP) [1–5]. Experimental facilities such as the Rela-
tivistic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC) at the Brookhaven
National Laboratory (BNL) and the Large Hadron Col-
lider (LHC) at the European Organization for Nuclear
Research (CERN), aim to study various properties of the
QGP. One central goal of these experiments is to map out
the QCD phase diagram, typically plotted as tempera-
ture (T ) versus baryon chemical potential (µB). In that
regard, RHIC initiated the Beam Energy Scan (BES)
program in 2010, collecting the data in Au+Au collisions
at

√
sNN = 7.7 – 200 GeV. BES program spanned a wide

range of µB from 20 to 420 MeV [6–16]. Lattice QCD
calculations predict that the phase transition from the
hadronic matter to QGP occurs somewhere in this range
of µB [17].
In this study, the bulk properties of the system in

Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200

GeV are studied using a multi-phase transport (AMPT)
model. We employ three distinct sets of input param-
eters for both the string melting (AMPT-SM) and the
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default (AMPT-Def) versions of the AMPT [18]. Bulk
properties, such as transverse momentum (pT ) spectra,
integrated yields (dN/dy), mean transverse mass (⟨mT ⟩),
and particle ratios at various collision energies are stud-
ied. We also study the kinetic freeze-out (KFO) parame-
ters obtained by fitting the transverse momentum spectra
using a hydrodynamically inspired blast-wave model [19].
KFO refers to the surface of last scattering of hadrons
produced in heavy-ion collisions, effectively defining the
surface of their final momentum distribution. Freeze-out
properties provide information on the evolution of the
medium produced in heavy-ion collisions.

The paper is organised as follows: Section II provides
a brief overview of the AMPT model. In Sec. III, we
discuss the comparison of AMPT model results with the
experimental data. Section IIIA compares the pT spectra
of various particles obtained from the AMPT model with
experimental data. Section III B presents the energy de-
pendence of dN/dy, ⟨mT ⟩, and particle ratios at various
collision energies. In Sec. III C, we show the dependence
of freeze-out parameters on the collision centrality and
energy. Finally, Section IV summarises our findings.

II. AMPT MODEL

AMPT is a hybrid monte carlo event generator that
allows the study of the dynamics of relativistic heavy-
ion collisions. It has been widely used to analyse vari-
ous collision systems at different centre-of-mass energies
[20–22]. AMPT model generates fluctuating initial con-
ditions using the Heavy Ion Jet INteraction Generator
(HIJING) model, which involves spatial and momentum
distributions of minijet partons and soft string excita-
tions [23]. Evolution of partonic interactions is modelled
using the Zhang’s Parton Cascade (ZPC) [24]. The dif-

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

13
52

0v
1 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  1

9 
Ju

n 
20

24

mailto:krishangopal@students.iisertirupati.ac.in
mailto:cjena@iisertirupati.ac.in
mailto:k.nayak1234@gmail.com


2

ferential cross-section of parton-parton scattering can be
expressed as:

dσ

dt
≈ 9πα2

s

2(t− µ2)2
, (1)

where σ is cross section of partonic two body scattering, t
is the standard Mandelstam variable for four-momentum
transfer, αs is the strong coupling constant, and µ is the
Debye screening mass in the partonic matter. The µ is
influenced by the medium effects, in turn affecting σ.
A medium dependent µ would produce results that are
closer to the experimental data. In addition, it has been
observed that particle multiplicity in a collision is not
very sensitive to σ, but it might affect the elliptic flow
such that a larger σ leads to larger elliptic flow [25].
The two versions of AMPT, Default and String Melt-

ing, differ in how they treat the formation of hadrons. In
the AMPT-Def version, the formation of hadrons from
quarks and antiquarks is governed by Lund String model
employing a symmetric fragmentation function:

f(z) ∝ z−1(1− z)a exp(−bm2
T /z), (2)

where z is the light-cone momentum fraction of the pro-
duced hadrons relative to the fragmenting string, while
a and b are called Lund string fragmentation parameters
[26]. The average squared transverse momentum, ⟨p2T ⟩,
of the produced particles is proportional to the string
tension κ, which represents the energy stored per unit
length of a string:

⟨p2T ⟩ ∝ κ =
1

b(2 + a)
. (3)

According to Eq. (3), the parameters a and b determine
the pT distribution of particles produced in heavy-ion
collisions. A large value of a and/or b will lead to a small
⟨p2T ⟩, resulting into a sharp pT spectrum. However, a
smaller value of a and b will produce a flat pT distribution
[21].

The AMPT-SM version, on the other hand, is based on
the concept that beyond a certain critical energy density
(∼ 1 GeV/c), the coexistence of colour strings and par-
tons becomes unfavourable. Consequently, these strings
“melt” into low momentum partons at the start of ZPC.
The transported partons finally undergo hadronization
by spatial quark coalescence mechanism [27].

a b(GeV −2) αs µ(fm−1) σ (mb)
Set 1 0.55 0.15 0.33 2.265 3
Set 2 2.2 0.15 0.33 2.265 3
Set 3 0.5 0.9 0.33 3.2 1.5

TABLE I. Different sets of input parameters for Lund string
fragmentation and parton scattering cross sections used in
this study.

The subsequent interaction of hadronic matter is char-
acterised by a hadronic cascade, which is governed by a
relativistic transport (ART) model [28].

Table I lists various choices of input parameters of the
AMPT model we have used in this work to study particle
production in heavy-ion collisions. The different choices
of these parameters were made by insights derived from
previous studies [20–22]. We have performed a system-
atic study of particle pT spectra using various set of input
parameters as mentioned below,

• Set-1 and Set-2 differ in the a parameter while keep-
ing b and σ are same. A larger value of a is expected
to yield a sharp pT spectrum.

• In Set-1 and Set-3, all three parameters a, b, and
σ are different. We have decreased all these three
values to observe their effect on the bulk properties.

We aim to find the best set of input parameters that
properly describe the experimentally measured pT spec-
tra. In the following section experimental results are
compared with the results from different configurations
of the AMPT model.

III. RESULTS

We report the mid-rapidity pT spectra, dN/dy, ⟨mT ⟩
of π±, K±, p, p, K0

S , Λ, and ϕ, along with particle ratios
in most central Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27,

39, 62.4, and 200 GeV. The results are obtained for both
AMPT-SM and AMPT-Def configurations. We compare
the model results to those obtained from the STAR ex-
periment.

A. Transverse momentum spectra

Figure 1 shows the comparison of mid-rapidity pT spec-
tra of π+, K+, and p in most central Au+Au collisions
obtained using the AMPT-Def with the STAR data at√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV [12]. The exper-

imental data is fitted with the Levy-Tsallis function and
the lower panel in each plot shows the ratio of the invari-

ant yield ( d2N
2πpT dydpT

) obtained from the fit function to

the one obtained from AMPT-Def using different sets of
input parameters. It is observed that both Set-1 and Set-
2 appear to adequately describe the data, particularly at
low energies, while Set-3 consistently underpredicts the
data.
Similar to Fig. 1, Fig. 2 presents a comparison of mid-

rapidity pT spectra of π+, K+, and p in most central
Au+Au collisions obtained using the AMPT-SM with the
STAR data at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV.

STAR data is fitted with Levy-Tsallis function and the
lower panel in each plot shows the ratio of the invariant
yield obtained from the fit function to the one obtained
with AMPT-SM using different sets of input parameters.
We observe that Set-2 provides an accurate description
of the data at higher energies among all the three sets,
however, it fails to describe the data at lower energies.
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FIG. 1. Mid-rapidity (|y| < 0.1) invariant yield of π+ (upper row), K+ (middle row) and proton (lower row) as a function of
pT for 0-5% centrality in Au+Au collision at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV using AMPT-Def version. The AMPT

results are compared with the corresponding experimental data which is fitted with the Levy-Tsallis function [29]. The ratio
of data to fit function is shown in the lower panels of each pad.

We also observe that compared to π+ and p, pT spectra
of K+ deviates significantly from the experimental data
for all the different sets of AMPT-SM model considered
in this study, perhaps due to the difference of strangeness
quantum number. We have also explicitly checked that
these result hold true for antiparticles as well.

We also observe that the invariant yield shows a mono-
tonically decreasing trend with increasing pT across all
particles and sets of parameters for both AMPT-Def and
AMPT-SM. In addition, the inverse slopes of particle
spectra display a consistent trend: π < K < p similar
to what has been observed in experimental data.

Figures 3 and 4 show a comparison of mid-rapidity pT
spectra of K0

s , Λ, and ϕ obtained from the AMPT model
with the STAR data in most central Au+Au collisions
at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV [29]. The

experimental data is compared to predictions from both
the AMPT-Def and AMPT-SM model with distinct sets
of input parameters. STAR data is fitted with the Levy-
Tsallis function and the lower panel in each plot shows
the ratio of the invariant yield obtained from the fit func-
tion to the one obtained from the AMPT model. We ob-
serve that among the parameter sets, Set-1 in AMPT-Def
effectively describes the pT spectra of strange hadrons.
Whereas, in the case of AMPT-SM, no specific set is de-
scribing the data consistently.

B. pT integrated yield, mean transverse mass, and
particle ratios

Figure 5 shows a comparison of the energy dependence
of dN/dy of π±, K±, p, and p̄, normalised by half of
the average number of participating nucleons (⟨Npart⟩/2)
obtained using the AMPT model in the most central
Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200

GeV with the STAR data. We observe that of all the
choices of input parameters, Set-2 describes the particle
yields reasonably well for both AMPT-Def and AMPT-
SM versions as shown in Fig. 5(a) and Fig. 5(b), respec-
tively. dN/dy of π±, K±, p and p̄ is observed to increase
with increasing energy. However, dN/dy of p decreases
with increasing energy due to the baryon stopping promi-
nently observed at lower energies.

Figure 6 shows a comparison of the energy dependence
of dN/dy of K0

s , Λ, Λ̄, and ϕ normalised by ⟨Npart⟩/2 in
the most central Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27,

39, 62.4, and 200 GeV calculated using AMPT model
with the STAR data. We observe that Set-1 and Set-2 of
AMPT-Def better describe the data for strange hadrons.

For a thermodynamic system, average transverse mass,
(⟨mT ⟩ −m0), could be an indicative of the temperature
of the system, where m0 is the rest mass of the parti-
cle. It has been suggested that the energy dependence
of ⟨mT ⟩ −m0 may be a possible signature of first-order
phase tranistion between the hadronic medium and the
QGP [31]. Figure 7(a) and 7(b), show the energy depen-
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FIG. 2. Mid-rapidity (|y| < 0.1) invariant yield of π+ (upper row), K+ (middle row) and proton (lower row) as a function of
pT for 0-5% centrality in Au+Au collision at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV using AMPT-SM version. The AMPT

results are compared with the corresponding experimental data which is fitted with the Levy-Tsallis function [30]. The ratio
of data to fit function is also shown in the lower panels for each pad.

dence of ⟨mT ⟩ − m0 for π±, K±, p, and p̄ in most cen-
tral Au+Au collisions calculated using AMPT-Def and
AMPT-SM, respectively. We observe that all the three
sets qualitatively capture the trend of the data.

Figure 8(a) and 8(b) show the energy dependence of
⟨mT ⟩ −m0 for K0

s , Λ, Λ̄ and ϕ in most central Au+Au
collisions from AMPT-Def and AMPT-SM, respectively.
We observe that Set-1 of AMPT-Def version is describ-
ing the data well, however, all the sets implemented in
AMPT-SM tend to underpredict the data.

The energy dependence of antiparticle-to-particle ra-
tios helps in understanding the particle production mech-
anism in heavy-ion collisions [32]. Figure 9 shows the
collision energy dependence of the particle ratios π−/π+,
K−/K+, and p̄/p in most central Au+Au collisions cal-
culated using the AMPT model. The comparison of
the calculations of the AMPT-Def with the experimen-
tal data [33–39] are shown in the upper panel, while the
lower panel shows the comparison with the AMPT-SM
calculations. We observe that the π−/π+ ratio is greater
than unity at low energies, due to a significant contri-
butions from resonance decays, such as from ∆ baryons.
The K−/K+ ratio decreases with decreasing energy due
to the associate production of K+. p̄/p is also observed
to decrease with decreasing energy due to the effects of
baryon stopping at lower energies. As the energy in-
creases both K−/K+ and p̄/p ratios approaches unity.
The systematic effects resulting from variations in model
parameters cancel out in particle ratios, leading to an

absence of energy dependence on input parameters. We
observe that all the sets of both AMPT-Def and AMPT-
SM are able to describe the data well.

C. Kinetic freeze-out

In this section, we discuss kinetic freeze-out parameters
obtained using a blast-wave model in Au+Au collisions at
various centre-of-mass energies. In this approach, we per-
form a simultaneous fit of pT spectra of π±, K±, p, and
p̄ with the blast-wave model similar to how it has been
done with experimental data [12] . The blast-wave model
is a hydrodynamically motivated model that provides an
accurate description of data at low pT . However, it is not
well-suited for describing hard processes at high pT . The
blast-wave model assumes a common radial flow velocity
profile and a thermal freeze-out temperature for all par-
ticles [40]. Assuming a radially boosted thermal source
with kinetic freeze-out temperature (Tkin) and transverse
radial flow velocity (β), the pT distribution of the parti-
cles is given by:

dN

pT dpT
∝ mT

∫ R

0

rdrI0

(
pT sinh ρ(r)

Tkin

)
×K1

(
mT cosh ρ(r)

Tkin

) , (4)

where mT =
√

p2T +m2
0 and ρ(r) = tanh−1(β). I0 and
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FIG. 3. Invariant yield of K0
S (upper row), Λ (middle row) and ϕ (lower row) as a function of pT for 0-5% centralitya in Au+Au

collision at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV at |y| < 0.5 (< 1.0, for Λ in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV)) are

shown in each column using AMPT-Def. The ratio of data to fit function is also shown in the lower panels for each pad.

a ϕ-meson spectra is calculated in 0-10% centrality of Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 29, and 200 GeV and 0-20% centrality at√

sNN = 62.4 GeV as per the availability of the experimental data.

K1 are modified Bessel functions of the first and second
kind, respectively. β = βS (r/R)

n
is the flow velocity,

where βS is the surface velocity, r/R is the relative radial
position in the thermal source, and n is the exponent of
the flow velocity profile.

Figure 10 shows the energy and centrality dependence
of Tkin in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4,

and 200 GeV. We observe that predictions from all the
sets of input parameters to the AMPT-SMmodel are able
to capture the decreasing trend of Tkin with increasing
centrality, consistent with the experimental data.

Figure 11 shows the variation of ⟨β⟩ with centrality of
Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200

GeV. We observe that qualitatively all the different sets
of input parameters of the AMPT-SM model are able
to describe the increasing trend of ⟨β⟩ with increasing
centrality.

An anticorrelation plot between Tkin and ⟨β⟩ is shown
in Fig. 12. We observe that all the different config-
urations of the AMPT-SM model capture this anti-
correlation behavior, although Set-3 shows a significant
deviation from the data compared to the other two sets.

IV. SUMMARY

This study aims to understand the particle production
mechanism in Au+Au collisions at STAR energies in the
framework of the AMPT model covering a wide range of√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV. We have stud-

ied the production of π±, K±, p, p, K0
S , Λ, Λ̄, and ϕ in

most central Au+Au collisions at mid-rapidity. In ad-
dition, various bulk properties including the transverse
momentum spectra, particle yield, the mean transverse
mass, and particle ratios, as well as freeze-out properties
have been studied. Both the Default and String Melting
versions of the AMPT model initialized with different
sets of Lund string fragmentation parameters (as listed
in Table I) are compared with data from the STAR ex-
periment.
We observe that the pT spectra of identified hadrons

are well-described by Set-2 of AMPT-SM at higher en-
ergies and by Set-2 of AMPT-Def at lower energies. For
strange hadrons we conclude that Set-1 of AMPT-Def
version is describing the data well at the studied colli-
sion energies. The comparison of bulk properties with
the results from the AMPT model suggests that:

• Set-2 of input parameters describe the dN/dy of
π±, K±, p, and p reasonably well for both AMPT-
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FIG. 4. Invariant yield of K0
S (upper row), Λ (middle row) and ϕ (lower row) as a function of pT for 0-5% centralitya in Au+Au

collision at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4, and 200 GeV at |y| < 0.5 (< 1.0, for Λ in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV) are

shown in each column using AMPT-SM. The ratio of data to fit function is also shown in the lower panels for each pad.

a ϕ-meson spectra is calculated in 0-10% centrality of Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 29, and 200 GeV and 0-20% centrality at√

sNN = 62.4 GeV as per the availability of the experimental data.

(a) (b)

FIG. 5. Energy dependence of (dN/dy)/(⟨Npart⟩/2) for particle (π+, K+, p) and anti-particle (π−, K−, p̄) for central Au+Au
collisions using AMPT-Def (left panel) and AMPT-SM (right panel). The AMPT results shown in open markers are compared
with the corresponding experimental data (solid marker).
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(a) (b)

FIG. 6. Energy dependence of (dN/dy)/(⟨Npart⟩/2) for K0
S , Λ, ϕ, and Λ̄ for central Au+Au collisions using AMPT-Def

(left panel) and AMPT-SM (right panel). The AMPT results shown in open markers are compared with the corresponding
experimental data (solid marker).

(a) (b)

FIG. 7. ⟨mT ⟩−m0 of π±, K±, p, and p̄ as a function of
√
sNN at midrapidity (|y| < 0.1). Results are presented for most central

Au+Au collisions using AMPT-Def (left panel) and AMPT-SM (right panel). The AMPT results shown in open markers are
compared with the corresponding experimental data (solid marker).

Def and AMPT-SM.

• Set-1 and Set-2 of input parameters describe the
dN/dy of K0

S , Λ, Λ̄, and ϕ reasonably well.

• We observe that all three sets qualitatively capture
the trend of ⟨mT ⟩ − m0 for all studied particle as
observed in the data.

• All the three sets of input parameters are able to
describe the particle ratios reasonably well for both
the versions of the AMPT model.

• All three sets of input parameters of AMPT-SM

qualitatively capture the decreasing trend of Tkin

and the increasing trend of ⟨β⟩ with increasing
centrality. Additionally, they capture the anti-
correlation between Tkin and ⟨β⟩, as observed in
the experimental data.

In conclusion, we observe that the bulk properties
studied in the framework of the AMPT model are sen-
sitive to the input parameters. Comparing the AMPT
results with the experimental data helps in understand-
ing the underlying particle production mechanism. The
results presented in this paper may help in deciding a
better set of input parameters for future studies.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 8. ⟨mT ⟩ −m0 of K0
S , Λ, ϕ, and Λ̄ as a function of

√
sNN at midrapidity. Results are presented for most central Au+Au

collisions using AMPT-Def (left panel) and AMPT-SM (right panel). The AMPT results shown in open markers are compared
with the corresponding experimental data (solid marker).

FIG. 9. π−/π+, K−/K+, and p̄/p ratios at midrapidity (|y| < 0.1) in central most Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN = 7.7, 27, 39, 62.4

and 200 GeV using AMPT-Def (upper panel) and AMPT-SM (lower panel). The AMPT results shown in open markers are
compared with the published experimental data (solid marker).
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