
Measurement of directed flow in Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN = 19.6 and 27 GeV with

the STAR Event Plane Detector

STAR Collaboration
(Dated: June 27, 2024)

In heavy-ion collision experiments, the global collectivity of final-state particles can be quantified
by anisotropic flow coefficients (vn). The first-order flow coefficient, also referred to as the directed
flow (v1), describes the collective sideward motion of produced particles and nuclear fragments
in heavy-ion collisions. It carries information on the very early stage of the collision, especially
at large pseudorapidity (η), where it is believed to be generated during the nuclear passage time.
Directed flow therefore probes the onset of bulk collective dynamics during thermalization, providing
valuable experimental guidance to models of the pre-equilibrium stage. In 2018, the Event Plane
Detector (EPD) was installed in STAR and used for the Beam Energy Scan phase-II (BES-II) data
taking. The combination of EPD (2.1 < |η| < 5.1) and high-statistics BES-II data enables us to
extend the v1 measurement to the forward and backward η regions. In this paper, we present the
measurement of v1 over a wide η range in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 19.6 and 27 GeV using the

STAR EPD. The results of the analysis at
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV exhibit excellent consistency with

the previous PHOBOS measurement, while elevating the precision of the overall measurement. The
increased precision of the measurement also revealed finer structures in heavy-ion collisions, including
a potential observation of the first-order event-plane decorrelation. Multiple physics models were
compared to the experimental results. Only a transport model and a three-fluid hybrid model
can reproduce a sizable v1 at large η as was observed experimentally. The model comparison also
indicates v1 at large η might be sensitive to the QGP phase transition.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nuclear collisions at ultra-relativistic energies create
a deconfined system of partons in the midrapidity re-
gion [1–5]. The so-called quark-gluon plasma (QGP)
represents the state of QCD matter under conditions
present in the first few microseconds after the Big Bang.
Studying the properties of the QGP and the transition
from confined to deconfined color matter is the primary
purpose of the experimental program at the Relativis-
tic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC) at Brookhaven National
Laboratory.

The QGP created at RHIC can be understood remark-
ably well when modeled as a hydrodynamic system [6],
providing access to the equation of state (EoS) and trans-
port coefficients [7, 8] of the QCD matter under extreme
conditions. Measurements of anisotropic flow [9] have
proven particularly useful to extract both the QGP prop-
erties as well as the nontrivial initial conditions [10–12].
The hot zone formed in any collision is geometrically
anisotropic, leading to anisotropic pressure gradients and
hydrodynamic response. Measured flow coefficients, vn,
quantify the azimuthal anisotropy of particle emission
relative to an event-plane Ψ:

dN

dϕ
=

N

2π
{1 +

∞∑
n=1

2vn cos [n(ϕ−Ψn)]}. (1)

The event-plane angle is measured as:

Ψn =
1

n
arctan

∑
i wi sin (nϕi)∑
i wi cos (nϕi)

, (2)

where wi is the weight assigned to the ith particle, and the
sums run over all the particles that are used to calculate

the event plane. Since the event plane is measured with a
finite number of particles, the anisotropic flow measured
relative to the event plane needs to be corrected by the
event-plane resolution [13].

The thermodynamic variables quantifying the state of
matter are temperature (T ) and baryon chemical poten-
tial (µB) [14]. At µB = 0, first-principle lattice QCD
calculations have established the transition between the
QGP and hadron gas to be a crossover transition at the
critical temperature Tc = 154±9 MeV [15]. At finite µB ,
QCD-based models predict a first-order phase transition
and the existence of a critical point at the end of the
first-order phase transition line [16, 17]. Since the first-
principle lattice calculations of QCD EoS are only stable
at very low values of µB [18], insights on the transition
from color-confined to -deconfined states will depend cru-
cially on experimental measurements and detailed mod-
eling.

In 2010, RHIC embarked upon the Beam Energy Scan
(BES) program [19], with a goal to further explore the
QCD phase diagram at finite µB . The first stage of the
RHIC BES program was carried out during 2010 and
2014. Au+Au data were collected by the STAR exper-
iment at six energies (

√
sNN = 62.4, 39, 27, 19.6, 14.5,

11.5 and 7.7 GeV). As the collision energy is reduced, the
QGP is doped with more quarks than antiquarks, thus
reaching a higher µB [20–22]. Several measurements from
BES-I suggest that a phase transition occurs in collisions
near

√
sNN ≈ 20 GeV, an order of magnitude lower than

the top RHIC energy [23, 24]. From 2018 to 2021, RHIC
conducted the second phase of the BES, focusing on the
energies around the expected location of the transition
energy:

√
sNN = 27, 19.6, 17.3, 14.6, 11.5, 9.2 and 7.7

GeV.
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At BES energies, the colliding system is less boosted
compared to the top RHIC energy, so a significant
amount of evolution happens before nuclei have com-
pletely passed through each other. Therefore any dy-
namical model must treat the full three-dimensional sys-
tem in detail and the simulation of the pre-equilibrium
stage becomes important. Furthermore, the baryon dop-
ing of the region of interest, requires transporting baryon
number from y = ybeam to the midrapidity [25, 26]; the
mechanism of this so-called “baryon stopping” remains
a topic of intense research [27–30]. A satisfactory un-
derstanding of heavy-ion collisions in the BES transition
region will thus require modeling the dynamics over the
entire rapidity range.

The first-order flow coefficient (v1), also referred to as
the directed flow, quantifies the sideward motion of pro-
duced particles and nuclear fragments as a function of
(pseudo)rapidity. It vanishes by symmetry in a purely
boost-invariant model, in which the system is indepen-
dent of the space-time rapidity. It is particularly inter-
esting at BES energies, as it connects the longitudinal
and transverse dynamics, manifestly probing the three-
dimensional nature of the system’s evolution. Directed
flow is also sensitive to the early stage of the collision,
especially in the fragmentation region, where it is be-
lieved to be generated during the nuclear passage time
(∼ 1 fm/c) [31, 32]. Directed flow therefore probes the
onset of bulk collective dynamics during thermalization,
providing valuable experimental guidance to models of
the pre-equilibrium stage [19]. Model studies have indi-
cated that directed flow is sensitive to the shear viscosity
of the hot QCD matter [33]. Furthermore, directed flow
has demonstrated strong constraining power on the ini-
tial baryon stopping and can serve as a probe for the EoS
in heavy-ion collisions [34–36]. Currently, most model
studies at BES energies focus around midrapidity due
to both the lack of experimental data in the forward
(backward) region and an insufficient understanding of
particle production in the fragmentation region. How-
ever, past measurements have indicated that the directed
flow signal is most pronounced at the forward(backward)
(pseudo)rapidity [37–40]. Therefore, any sensitivity of
v1 to the initial state, transport coefficients, or the EoS
may be more evident at large (pseudo)rapidities. The
measurement of directed flow over a wide pseudorapidity
range will thus offer valuable constraints on the three-
dimensional initial state and evolution of the heavy-ion
collision.

In this paper, we use the STAR Event Plane Detec-
tor [41] (EPD) to measure directed flow at

√
sNN = 19.6

and 27 GeV, from 2.1 < |η| < 5.1. The EPD is part
of the STAR BES-II upgrade. It is a hit detector and
was originally designed to measure event-plane angles
[41]. It is challenging to use the EPD as the particles-
of-interest (PoI) region in the flow measurement because
it cannot count the exact number of particles traversing
each tile per event. Therefore, we developed an entirely
new method to ensure the accuracy of this measurement.

This method will help STAR to extend flow measure-
ments to a wide pseudorapidity range at all the BES-II
energies.
This paper is organized as follows. The STAR detector

and the BES-II data set are introduced in Sec. II. The
details of how the reference is chosen and how the event
plane is calculated are discussed in Sec. IIIA. Our new
approach to measure v1 in the EPD acceptance is dis-
cussed in Sec. III B. The correction for the STAR mate-
rial effect is discussed in Sec. III C. Systematic checks are
discussed in Sec. IV. In Sec. V, we present v1(η) measured
from 2.1 < |η| < 5.1 in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 19.6

and 27 GeV. Comparisons with various models are also
discussed. Finally, the analysis results are summarized
in Sec. VI.

II. EXPERIMENT

A. STAR detector subsystems

© https://www.star.bnl.gov/~dmitry/edisplay/

FIG. 1. A sketch of an event recorded by the TPC and the
EPD

The main subsystems of STAR used in this paper are
the Time Projection Chamber (TPC) and the EPD. Fig-
ure 1 shows a collision event recorded by these two de-
tectors. The TPC is 4.2 m long and 4 m in diameter.
It is used to detect charged particles within the pseu-
dorapidity range of |η| < 1, with a full 2π azimuthal
(ϕ) coverage [42]. In this analysis, we used TPC tracks
with 0.15 < pT < 2.0 GeV/c. The TPC is also used
to reconstruct the primary vertex position of each event
along the beam direction (Vz) and its radial distance from
the z axis (Vr). In this analysis, we require events with
|Vz| < 40 cm and Vr < 1 cm. In order to reduce con-
tamination from the interactions between the primary
particles and the detector material, as well as the sec-
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FIG. 2. An illustration of the EPD tiles lighting up in a single
event. In this case, the right side of the EPD wheel is mainly
hit by produced particles from the fireball, while the left side
of the EPD wheel is mainly hit by the nuclear fragments.
The pseudorapidity (η) range of an EPD tile depends on the
primary vertex position. The EPD acceptance is 2.1 < |η| <
5.1 when the collision happens at the center of the TPC.

ondary particles from weak decays, we require tracks re-
constructed in the TPC to have a distance of closest ap-
proach (DCA) to the primary vertex of less than 3 cm.
We also require each track to have at least 16 ionization
points in the TPC.

The EPD consists of two scintillator wheels with high
granularity located at ±3.75 m from the center of the
TPC along the beam direction. Each EPD wheel is com-
posed of twelve “supersectors” that subtend 30 degrees in
azimuth and each supersector is divided into 31 tiles [41].
As shown in Figure 2, the peusorapidity range of an EPD
tile depends on the primary vertex position, the η and
ϕ of a tile are determined by a straight line between the
primary vertex and a random point on the tile. When
the primary vertex is at the center of the TPC, the EPD
acceptance is 2.1 < |η| < 5.1. When a minimum-ionizing
particle (MIP) traverses an EPD tile, the tile absorbs
part of its energy and emits photons. The wavelength-
shifting fibers wired in the EPD tile will transport the
light to a silicon photomultiplier (SiPM). Signals from
the SiPM are then amplified and sent to the STAR digi-
tizing and acquisition system and are eventually recorded
as ADC values. The non-MIP will deposit more energy
than the MIP in the EPD tile, but the amount of non-
MIPs is negligible compared to the amount of MIPs at
BES energies. As a pre-shower scintillator detector, the
EPD cannot reconstruct charged tracks like the TPC
does. However, the number of MIPs traversing each EPD
tile averaged over all the events can be probabilistically
determined. The extraction of averaged MIPs will be
discussed in detail in Sec. III B.

B. Data sets

This analysis utilizes data from Au+Au collisions at√
sNN = 27 GeV collected in 2018 and Au+Au collisions

at
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV collected in 2019 as part of the

BES-II program. STAR collected minimum-bias events
by requiring the coincidence of signals on both sides of
the interaction region from the Zero Degree Calorimeters
(ZDCs), or the Vertex Position Detector (VPD), or the
Beam Beam Counter (BBC). By excluding outliers in the
correlation between the number of TPC tracks and the
number of those tracks with a matched hit in the Time of
Flight (TOF) detector, we are able to detect and remove
out-of-time pile-up in roughly 0.02% of these minimum-
bias events. This is possible since the TOF is a fast
detector and does not detect out-of-time pile-up events,
unlike the TPC. We also require at least one TPC track
matched to the TOF for selecting good events. After
these event cuts together with the primary vertex cuts
mentioned in Sec. II A, 320 M events are available for
the analysis at

√
sNN = 27 GeV and 260 M events are

available at
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV, both for 0-80% centrality.

The centrality classes are defined based on the charged-
particle multiplicity (Nch) distribution in the TPC within
the pseudorapidity window of |η| < 0.5. Such distribu-
tions are fit to Monte Carlo (MC) Glauber simulations
after correcting for the luminosity and acceptance vari-
ation as a function of Vz. The detailed procedure to
obtain the simulated multiplicity using the MC Glauber
is similar to that described in Ref. [43].

III. METHOD OF ANALYSIS

A. Event-Plane Reconstruction

Anisotropic flow reveals the global collectivity of the
final state particles. However, the measurement of it
can be contaminated by non-collective or nonflow correla-
tions from various sources. They include the momentum-
conservation effect, quantum statistics, resonance de-
cays, jet or minijet fragmentation, among others [13, 44].
Therefore, the reference particles used to determine the
event plane need to be carefully selected to suppress those
nonflow effects. In this analysis, the TPC was chosen
as the reference to suppress the momentum-conservation
effect and the short-range correlations [44]. During the
RHIC run in 2018, one of the 24 TPC sectors was used to
commission the inner TPC (iTPC) sector and the data
from this sector were not used for physics analyses. The
loss of tracks due to the iTPC sector leads to a region
of depletion in the η − ϕ acceptance map. Commonly,
such issues are resolved by implementing a ϕ-weighting.
Nevertheless, when the collision vertex is displaced con-
siderably from the center of the TPC, for instance, Vz

in the vicinity of −40 cm and η close to −1, the regions
of depletion are too prominent to be corrected by the ϕ
weighting. Therefore, only tracks within |η| < 0.8 were
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used at
√
sNN = 27 GeV. In run 19, there is no such

issue, so, tracks within |η| < 1.0 were used at
√
sNN =

19.6 GeV.
A weight of w(η) = −η was applied to the TPC tracks

since directed flow is odd in pseudorapidity. Without this
weight, the asymmetry of the collision would result in a
resolution of zero for the first-order event plane recon-
structed from TPC (ΨTPC

1 ). Another track weight based
on the η and ϕ of the TPC tracks was also used to achieve
a uniform event-averaged dN/dϕ distribution and a sym-
metric dN/dη distribution around mid-rapidity.

The resolution of the TPC event plane is calculated by
the “three sub-event method”:

RTPC
1 =

√
⟨cos (ΨTPC

1 −ΨEPDE
1 )⟩⟨cos (ΨTPC

1 −ΨEPDW
1 )⟩

⟨cos (ΨEPDE
1 −ΨEPDW

1 )⟩ ,

(3)
where ΨEPDE

1 is the event-plane angle measured by the
East EPD (−5.1 < η < −2.1) and ΨEPDW

1 is the event-
plane angle measured by the West EPD (2.1 < η < 5.1).
All the event-plane distributions have been flattened by
the shifting method [13] to further remove the accep-
tance correlations from an imperfect detector. Figure 3
shows the ΨTPC

1 resolution as a function of centrality at√
sNN = 19.6 and 27 GeV for sixteen Vz bins between

−40 to 40 cm. The resolution peaks at mid-centrality at
both energies, and no Vz dependence was observed.

B. Extraction of v1

The energy loss of MIPs in a scintillator follows a Lan-
dau distribution, the ADC spectra of the EPD tiles thus
also follow Landau distributions. The Landau distribu-
tion only has two parameters: the most probable value
(MPV) and the width over MPV (WID/MPV). In prin-
ciple, the WID/MPV only depends on the material and
thickness of the detector; and the ADC values are cal-
ibrated in a way that MPV is normalized to unity for
the Landau distribution corresponding to a single MIP
traversing the EPD tile in all the events. Figure 4 demon-
strates how an ideal EPD spectrum should look when
different numbers of MIPs traverse an EPD tile. In gen-
eral, the n-MIP Landau is the convolution of (n-1)-MIP
Landau with the 1-MIP Landau (n ̸= 1).

In reality, an EPD tile gets hit by a varying number
of MIPs in each event. The resulting EPD spectrum is
thus a weighted sum of the 1, 2, 3, . . . , n-MIP Landaus,
with the weights representing the probabilities of 1, 2, 3,
. . . , n-MIP events. This spectrum is illustrated by the
blue curve in Figure 4. Therefore, the distribution of
calibrated ADCs can be described by the equation:

dN

d(Calibrated ADC)
=

n∑
i=1

MiLi(Calibrated ADC),

(4)
where Mi represents the probability of the i-MIP events
and Li represents the i-MIP Landau distribution: (∗ is
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FIG. 3. ΨTPC
1 resolution as a function of centrality for 16

Vz bins; the resolution is calculated by the three sub-event
method. The resolution differences between two collision en-
ergies mainly come from the different pseudorapidity regions
used. The data points are shifted along the x-axis for a clearer
presentation.

the convolution product.)

Li =

{
Landau(MPV,WID/MPV), if i = 1;

Li−1 ∗ L1, otherwise.
(5)

Since the mean of the Landau distribution is undefined,
the law of large numbers doesn’t apply. Therefore, the
mean of calibrated ADCs will not necessarily get close to
the averaged number of MIPs as more data gets collected.
Instead, the probability of the i-MIP event must be de-
rived by fitting the measured calibrated ADC spectra
with Eq. 4. Assuming the contribution to such spectra
comes from up to 4-MIP events, such a fitting will involve
six parameters M1,M2,M3, M4, MPV and WID/MPV.
So, the averaged number of particles in each tile can be
calculated as:

N =

4∑
i=1

Mi × i. (6)

The corresponding uncertainty on N needs to be calcu-
lated by the covariance matrix:

σ2 = kΣk⊤, (7)

whereΣ is the covariance matrix of the fitting parameters
and k = (1, 2, 3, 4, 0, 0) is the partial derivatives of N over
those fitting parameters.
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⎻ EPD Spectrum
⎻ 1-MIP Landau
⎻ 2-MIP Landau
⎻ 3-MIP Landau
⎻ 4-MIP Landau

FIG. 4. The black, red, green, purple curves correspond to
the 1,2,3,4-MIP Landau respectively. The blue curve shows
what the EPD spectrum is like when 30% of the events are
a 1-MIP event, 5% of the events are a 2-MIP event, 0.4% of
the events are a 3-MIP event, 0.3% of the events are a 4-MIP
event and the rest are a 0-MIP event. This plot is just a
sketch for the purpose of demonstration, it is not made from
real data.

As illustrated in Figure 2, the pseudorapidity coverage
of each EPD tile depends on Vz. Therefore, this analysis
was carried out in sixteen Vz bins in [−40, 40] cm. The η
and ϕ of each EPD tile is determined by a straight line
between the primary vertex and a uniformly distributed
random point on the EPD tile. The widths of the EPD
tiles are incorporated into the systematic uncertainties
on η. Figure 5 demonstrates the procedure of extracting
v1 of Ring 16 on the east EPD for 20-30% centrality and
−5 <Vz< 0 cm. First of all, for each tile on Ring 16, we
make the calibrated ADC spectrum for each (ϕ−ΨTPC

1 )
bin and apply the fit. Figure 5 (a) is made from events in
which the difference between the ϕ of Tile 1 and ΨTPC

1 of
the event is between −π and − 11

12π. Then, the dN/d(ϕ−
ΨTPC

1 ) distribution for a single tile can be calculated by
Eq. 6. Next, we take the average of all the good tiles on
Ring 16 and obtain the dN/d(ϕ−ΨTPC

1 ) distribution for
the whole EPD ring as shown in Figure 5 (b).

After obtaining the particle azimuthal distributions,
we can extract the raw v1 by fitting them with Fourier
expansions:

dN

d(ϕ−ΨTPC
1 )

=

k[1 + 2v1 cos(ϕ−ΨTPC
1 ) + 2v2 cos(2ϕ− 2ΨTPC

1 )],

(8)

where the higher orders are left out. Then, we correct
the raw v1 with the event-plane resolution:

vmeasured
1 =

v1
RTPC

1

. (9)

Figure 6(a) shows v1(η) after the resolution correction
for sixteen Vz bins for 20-30% centrality at

√
sNN =

27 GeV. The v1 obtained from Figure 5(b) only corre-
sponds to one data point in Figure 6(a). As a sanity
check, we fit all the data points with a smooth curve
(y(x)) and calculate the normalized residuals (shown by
the lower panel of Figure 6(a)):

ri =
y(xi)− f(xi)

σi
, (10)

where f(x) is the fitting function and σi is the error bar
associated with the data point. The normalized residuals
follow a Gaussian distribution of σ ∼ 1.08 (Figure 6(b)),
which indicates that the fluctuations and error bars on
the data points are reasonable.
In order to better present the final results, we group

every sixteen v1 points along η simply by taking the av-
erage of the sixteen v1 values and sixteen η values. Note
that the group of sixteen points might have contributions
from different EPD rings especially at small |η|. This un-
derscores the importance of measuring v1(η) in small Vz

bins instead of using a wide Vz range.

C. Correction for STAR material effect

Simulation showed that about half of the particles the
EPD detects are produced via interactions between the
primary particles and the materials in the detector. In
order to correct for this material effect, we carried out
an iterative process as shown by the flow chart in Fig-
ure 7. Monte Carlo events were generated by HIJING [45]
and passed to the GEANT3 [46] simulation of the STAR
detector. The HIJING model does not emit isotopes
with A > 1. The yield (dNdη ) and azimuthal distribu-

tion (v1(pT ) and v1(η)) of the input HIJING tracks can
be tuned to any desired shape by weighting. The same
weight needs to be applied simultaneously to the HIJING
track and its daughters produced in the GEANT3 sim-
ulation. Then, we use the difference between the input
and output v1(η) (i.e correction factor c(η)) to create a
new input v1(η) and repeat the GEANT3 simulation.
The goal of this iterative process is to find the input

v1(η) that can reproduce the measured v1(η), so that the
corresponding c(η) can be used to calculate the v1(η) of
the primary particles:

vcorrected1 (η) = vmeasured
1 (η) + c(η) (11)

The iteration is terminated when the difference between
the output and measured v1(η) stops decreasing. Note
that the input v1 and

dN
dη need to be continuous functions

in the entire η range (|η| < 6) since primary particles
out of the EPD acceptance can also result in EPD hits
through decaying and scattering. This process was con-
ducted centrality by centrality and Vz-bin by Vz-bin. The

correction due to the STAR material effect ( |c(η)|
vmeasured
1 (η)

)

ranges from ∼ 1% to ∼ 100%.
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FIG. 5. (a): the calibrated ADC spectra (blue, largely obscured by the red curve) for tile 1 at ring 16 on the east EPD (shown
by the orange area on the middle right EPD sketch) obtained from events with (ϕ − Ψ1) ∈ [−π,− 11

12
π], −5 < Vz <0 cm,

and 20-30% centrality. The shaded areas represent the expected calibrated ADC spectra when 1, 2, 3, 4 minimum ionization
particles (MIPs) traverse an EPD tile. The histogram is fitted by the weighted sum of these four distributions (red curve)
using the weights (Mi) as the fitting parameters. The fitting is applied for a calibrated ADC range from 0.75 to 8, to exclude
background noise. (b): the dN/d(ϕ − ΨTPC

1 ) distribution for ring 16 obtained from all the events (shown by the orange area
on the upper right EPD sketch). Each point is obtained by fitting multiple calibrated ADC spectra. The leftmost point is
calculated from the calibrated ADC spectra of 24 tiles on ring 16 including the one shown in (a).

IV. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTY

When we correct for the STAR material effect with the
HIJING+GEANT3 simulation, dN

dη and v1(pT ) are re-

quired as input parameters. However, they are unknown
simply because our detector doesn’t cover the whole η
range and pT cannot be measured at forward and back-
ward η. Therefore, we took our best guess as the default
setting, then vary dN

dη and v1(pT ) within a reasonable

range and incorporate the differences into systematic un-
certainties. In the default setting, v1 is independent of
pT . The variations are as follows, only one parameter is
varied at a time:

1. v1(pT ) = k · √pT ;

2. v1(pT ) = k · p2T ;

3. dN
dη .

The directed flow was also measured with respect to
the event plane reconstructed by the other side of the
EPD as a systematic check. The East (West) EPD reso-
lution is also calculated by the “three sub-event method”:

R
EPDE(W)
1 =√√√√ ⟨cos (ΨTPC

1 −Ψ
EPDE(W)
1 )⟩⟨cos (ΨEPDE

1 −ΨEPDW
1 )⟩

⟨cos (ΨTPC
1 −Ψ

EPDW(E)
1 )⟩

.

(12)

Figures 8 and 9 show the v1(η) measured with different
references. The black data points are obtained using Ψ1

from the TPC, while the orange data points are obtained
using Ψ1 from the other side of the EPD. Clear differences
were observed especially at peripheral and central colli-
sions. Further investigation shows the discrepancy could
arise from three sources:

• Short-range correlations: the η gap between the
TPC and EPD is approximately equal to one for
the outermost EPD ring, while the η gap is at least
four between the two EPD wheels. Non-flow ef-
fects like resonance decays and minijet fragmenta-
tion usually contribute to positive azimuthal corre-
lations between two nearby η regions. A larger η
gap will better suppress these short-range correla-
tions, resulting in a smaller measured |v1|. There-
fore, |v1{ΨTPC

1 }| is expected to be larger than
|v1{ΨEPD

1 }| especially at small |η|, as the PoI is
closer to the reference.

• Momentum-conservation effect: when a single side
of the EPD is used as the reference, the momentum-
conservation effect cannot be suppressed, and it
is more prominent when ⟨pT ⟩ is high (usually at
small |η|) and the multiplicity is low (peripheral
collisions). The momentum conservation effect has
been clearly observed around midrapidity. While
v1 at midrapidity should be zero simply due to the
asymmetry of the collision, it was measured to be
greater than zero when using Ψ1 from the West
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FIG. 6. v1(η) for 16 Vz bins between -40 cm and 40 cm,
before correcting for the influence from the STAR material
budget. All the data points are fitted by a smooth curve
and the normalized residuals (residuals divided by error bars)
follow a Gaussian distribution of σ ∼ 1.08, which indicates the
fluctuations and error bars on the data points are reasonable.

EPD (η > 0), and smaller than zero when using
Ψ1 from the East EPD (η < 0) in all centralities.
The v1(η) curve becomes an odd function when
both sides of the EPD are used to reconstruct Ψ1.
The UrQMD (Ultra-relativistic Quantum Molec-
ular Dynamics) simulation also yielded a “v1(η)
shift” with the same order of magnitude and sign.
In this systematic check, at peripheral collisions,
v1(η) measured with Ψ1 from the East (West) EPD
shifted down (up) compared to |v1{ΨTPC

1 }|, and the
shift is more prominent at smaller |η|. It is con-
sistent with the expectation from the momentum-
conservation effect.

• First-order event-plane decorrelation: at large |η|,
both short-range correlations and the momentum-
conservation effect will lead to |v1{ΨTPC

1 }| >

Start

Input 
v1(?),v1(pT), 
dN/d? for 
HIJING 
particles 

Pass HIJING 
particles to 
GEANT3 

Measure output 
v1(?) from 
GEANT3 
simulation

Calculate the correction factor:
  

decreases?

Calculate corrected  v1(?):
Stop

Calculate new input v1(?):

then fit the new v1(?i) points with 
an odd polynomial function:

Yes

No

FIG. 7. Flow chart for the HIJING+GEANT3 correction.

|v1{ΨEPD
1 }|. However, |v1{ΨTPC

1 }| < |v1{ΨEPD
1 }|

was observed in central collisions, which might be
explained by the first-order event-plane decorre-
lation. Model studies have shown that the first-
order participant plane and the first-order specta-
tor plane can be decorrelated due to the conser-
vation of angular momentum. This decorrelation
is most prominent at central and peripheral colli-
sions [47]. As a result, at smaller |η|, |v1{ΨTPC

1 }|
can be larger than |v1{ΨEPD

1 }| because the PoI are
more correlated with the participant plane (approx-
imated by ΨTPC

1 ); at larger |η|, |v1{ΨTPC
1 }| can be

smaller than |v1{ΨEPD
1 }| because the PoI are more

correlated with the spectator plane (approximated
by ΨEPD

1 ). As shown in Figures 10 and 11, the pos-
sible event-plane decorrelation signals are beyond
other systematic uncertainties in 0-5% centrality.

Note the above three effects can influence the measure-
ment of event plane resolutions, too. Ideally, only the
short-range correlations should be included in the sys-
tematic uncertainty. However, it is impractical to isolate
and disentangle the individual effects of short-range cor-
relations. Therefore, the differences between |v1{ΨTPC

1 }|
and |v1{ΨEPD

1 }| are directly incorporated into the sys-
tematic uncertainties.
Lastly, v1(η) should be an odd function due to the

asymmetry of the collision. Thus, the consistency be-
tween |v1(η)| at forward and backward η becomes a nat-
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sNN = 19.6 GeV (before correcting for the STAR material
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markers respectively. Some of them are too small to be visible.
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FIG. 9. The v1(η) measured with two different references at
√
sNN = 27 GeV (before correcting for the STAR material budget),

similar to Figure 8.

ural systematic check.
The total systematic uncertainty was calculated using

Barlow’s method [48]. For the ith systematic check, cal-
culate:

Ydiff = Yi − Ydf , (13)

σdiff,i =
√
|σ2

stat,i − σ2
stat,df |, (14)

where Ydf is the observable measured in the default anal-
ysis, σstat,df is the associated statistical uncertainty; Yi

is the observable measured in the systematic check, and
σstat,i is the associated statistical uncertainty. Then:

σsys,i =

{
0, Ydiff ≤ σdiff,i,√
Y 2
diff − σ2

diff,i, Ydiff > σdiff,i.
(15)

The final systematic uncertainty is calculated as:

σsys =√√√√(
σsys,1√

3
)2 + (

max(σsys,2, σsys,3)√
3

)2 +

5∑
i=4

(
σsys,i√

12
)2,

(16)
where systematic check 1 is the variation of input dN

dη in

the GEANT correction; systematic checks 2 and 3 are
the variations of pT dependence of v1; systematic check
4 is the |v1| difference between η > 0 and η < 0; sys-
tematic check 5 is the variation of reference. Figures 10
and 11 show the results for all the systematic checks.
The data points were calculated by Eq. 13 and the error
bars were calculated by Eq. 14. Only the points which
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are non-zero within the error bars were incorporated into
the systematic uncertainties.

V. RESULTS

Figure 12 shows v1(η) measured in Au+Au collisions at√
sNN = 19.6 and 27 GeV for seven centralities. At both

energies, v1(η) crosses zero roughly around the beam ra-
pidity for all the centralities. At η < ybeam, |v1(η)| de-
creases towards central collisions; at η > ybeam, |v1(η)|
slightly increases and then decreases going from periph-
eral to central collisions.

The “v1 wiggle” (v1 changes sign three times along η
including the zero crossing at midrapidity) has been ob-
served by multiple experiments at various energies [37,
38, 40, 49, 50]. It is believed to be due to the longitudinal
hydrodynamic expansion of a tilted source [35, 51–55]. A
tilted source is created after the collision due to the local
imbalance of the longitudinal momenta of the forward-
and backward-going participants. Due to the higher pres-
sure gradient, more particles are produced along the mi-
nor axis of the tilted fireball, leading to a negative v1(η)
slope around midrapidity. For central collisions, the fire-
ball is less tilted and less anisotropic, resulting in a milder
v1(η) slope at small |η| [51]. For peripheral collisions, the
fireball is more titled, but the nuclear fragments also re-
ceive a stronger deflection, leading to both large flow and
large “anti-flow” in the fragmentation region. This could
explain the nonmonotonic change of v1 with centrality at
forward η.
Figure 13 shows v1(η − ybeam) at

√
sNN = 19.6 and

27 GeV for seven centralities. The results from the for-
ward and backward pseudorapidities are combined by
averaging v1(η) and −v1(−η). At all centralities, the
v1(η − ybeam) curves from two energies coincide within
uncertainties especially beyond the beam rapidity.

This energy scaling with (η−ybeam) is usually referred
as “limiting fragmentation.” The hypothesis of limiting
fragmentation states that, in high-energy collisions, two
incoming particles go through each other and break into
fragments in the process instead of completely stopping
each other [56]. It further predicts that at sufficiently-
high energies, both d2N/dy′dpT and the mix of particles
species reach a limiting value and become independent of
energy in a region around y′ ∼ 0, where y′ ≡ y − ybeam
and y is the rapidity. It also implies a limiting value
for dN/dη′ where η′ ≡ η − ybeam [57]. This dN/dη′

scaling has been observed both at BRAHMS and PHO-
BOS [58–60]. Surprisingly, the same scaling behavior was
also observed for directed and elliptic flow at PHOBOS
and STAR [37, 38, 40, 49, 50, 61]. This analysis verified
the v1(η

′) scaling again at one more energy with high
precision (Figure 14). While the energy scaling of the
yield around η′ ∼ 0 can be attributed to “spectators”
minimally influenced by the collisions, the energy scaling
of directed flow is less intuitive to comprehend, as v1 is
usually closely related to the collision dynamics. A com-

mon interpretation for large v1 at the forward rapidity is
the deflection of nuclear fragments. However, it is hard
to explain the energy independence of the directed flow
around η′ ∼ 0 with this picture. The limiting fragmen-
tation of directed flow indicates the production of v1 at
the fragmentation region might not only come from the
deflection. Figure 14 also shows the comparison between
the STAR and PHOBOS measurements. The results at√
sNN = 19.6 GeV exhibit excellent consistency.

Figure 15 shows the model comparison at
√
sNN =

19.6 GeV. UrQMD is a microscopic hadron transport and
string model. In the standard cascade mode, UrQMD
simulates the production of particles via hadron rescat-
tering, resonance decays, and string excitation and decay.
It doesn’t rely on any mean-field or equilibrium assump-
tions. The UrQMD particles are sampled at 500 fm/c
after the collision in the cascade mode. The UrQMD
v1 are calculated with respect to the reaction plane (the
plane spanned by the impact parameter and the beam
direction) and the event plane respectively. The event-
plane angle and its resolution are calculated with exactly
the same formula, reference, track cuts and weights as
what were used in the experimental measurement. The
discrepancy between v1{RP} and v1{EP} can originate
from the lumpiness of the colliding nuclei, the non-flow
correlations and the decorrelation between the spectator
plane and the participant plane. This underscores the
importance of using the same reference when comparing
the model studies and experimental measurements. Al-
though UrQMD failed to reproduce the experiment re-
sults quantitatively, it was able to reproduce the overall
shape of the data including the “v1 wiggle” and the sub-
stantial nonzero v1 at forward η.

MUFFIN [62] is an event-by-event three-fluid dynamic
model based on the vHLLE code [63]. In this model,
the incoming nuclei are represented by two droplets of
cold nuclear fluid, called projectile and target fluids. The
process of a heavy-ion collision is thus modeled as mu-
tual interpenetration of the projectile and target flu-
ids. The phenomenon of baryon stopping is modeled
as the friction between the projectile and target flu-
ids. The kinetic energy lost to friction is channeled into
the creation of a third fluid, which represents particles
produced in the reaction. In this calculation, MUF-
FIN was coupled to a final-state hadronic cascade using
SMASH [64]. The v1 from MUFFIN are measured with
respect to the reaction plane and as a function of rapid-
ity. A pT cut of 0.15 < pT < 2.0 GeV/c was applied
to the simulation data while no pT cut was applied to
the particles-of-interest region in the experiment. This
MUFFIN+SMASH hybrid simulation shows the sign of
π− v1 at large rapidity is sensitive to the QGP phase
transition. It will be interesting to see if this sensitivity
still exists for charged-particle v1(η). Since the propor-
tion of nucleons increases at the fragmentation region, it
is possible that v1 at large η is predominantly influenced
by the nucleon v1, which exhibits a mild dependence on
the QGP phase transition.
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FIG. 10. Multiple systematic checks at
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV. Different colors represent different checks. Circles are y(η) at η > 0,
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the points whose error bars do not touch zero are incorporated into the systematic uncertainties.
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FIG. 11. Multiple systematic checks at
√
sNN = 27 GeV, similar to Figure 10.

A (3+1)-dimensional hybrid framework with paramet-
ric initial conditions (both the initial energy-density dis-
tribution and the initial baryon-density distribution) has
been developed recently [35]. This model has successfully
reproduced the measured rapidity (around the midrapid-
ity) and beam-energy dependence of the directed flow
v1(y) of identified particles from

√
sNN = 7.7 to 200

GeV. However, it yields significantly smaller v1(η) com-
pared to the STAR measurement at the forward η. This
discrepancy mainly arises from the fact that this model
only takes into account the fluid at the participant re-
gion. In reality, the nucleons that do not directly overlap
with other nucleons in the initial stage of the collision can
also interact with the fireball, thus making a substantial
contribution to the final particle production across the
entire (pseudo)rapidity range. Therefore, a satisfactory
understanding of heavy-ion collisions at the BES ener-
gies will require modeling the dynamics over the entire η

range.
Figure 16 shows the model comparisons at

√
sNN =

27 GeV. Similar to
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV, UrQMD qual-

itatively reproduced the overall shape of the measured
v1(η). A one-fluid model was also utilized to compute
the v1, employing two different initial states (generated
by GLISSANDO [65] and UrQMD respectively). This
model failed to produce any non-zero v1 at the forward
η. Again, this failure demonstrates the importance of in-
cluding all the segments of the heavy-ion collisions in the
model study.

VI. SUMMARY

In this paper, we presented v1(η) measured in Au+Au
collisions at

√
sNN = 19.6 and 27 GeV over six units of η

using the STAR EPD. In order to measure directed flow
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FIG. 12. v1(η) at
√
sNN = 19.6 (red) and 27 (black) GeV in Au+Au collisions for seven centralities. Circles are v1(η) at

η > 0, squares are −v1(−η) at η < 0. The statistical uncertainties on v1 and η are plotted with vertical and horizontal lines
respectively. The statistical uncertainties associated with η are too small and hidden behind the line widths. The systematic
uncertainties are plotted with boxes whose heights and widths represent the systematic uncertainties on v1 and η respectively.
The red arrows represent the beam rapidity (ybeam = 3.0) at

√
sNN =19.6 GeV, while the black arrows represent the beam

rapidity (ybeam = 3.4) at
√
sNN = 27 GeV.
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FIG. 13. v1(η − ybeam) at
√
sNN = 19.6 (red) and 27 (black) GeV in Au+Au collisions for seven centralities. The results from

the forward and backward pseudorapidities are combined by averaging v1(η) and −v1(−η). Statistical uncertainties are plotted
with lines, systematic uncertainties are plotted with boxes.

without reconstructing individual charged tracks, we de-
veloped an entirely-new method to ensure the accuracy
of this measurement. It includes fitting the EPD spectra
with convoluted Landau distributions and correcting for
the STAR material effect with the GEANT3 simulation.
The results at

√
sNN = 19.6 GeV exhibit excellent con-

sistency with the previous PHOBOS measurement in the

same phase space (v1 integrated over all pT ), while elevat-
ing the precision to a new level. The increased precision
of the measurement also revealed finer structures of the
heavy-ion collision, including potential evidence for the
first-order event-plane decorrelation. A collision-energy
scaling of v1(η − ybeam) was observed at (η − ybeam) > 0
for

√
sNN = 19.6 and 27 GeV, which indicates the v1
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FIG. 15. Model comparisons of v1(η) at
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV

for 10 ∼ 40% centrality. Details about the models can be
found in the text. Note v1 from the MUFFIN simulations are
measured as a function of rapidity instead of the pseudora-
pidity. Statistical uncertainties are plotted as bands for the
UrQMD and (3+1)D Hydro results, but sometimes they are
too small and hidden behind the line width.

at large |η| might not only come from the deflection of
nuclear fragments.

Simulations from various models including transport,
hydrodynamic, one-fluid hybrid and three-fluid hybrid
models have been compared to this measurement. Only
UrQMD (transport model) and MUFFIN (three-fluid hy-
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FIG. 16. Model comparisons of v1(η) at
√
sNN = 27 GeV for

10 ∼ 40% centrality. Statistical uncertainties are plotted as
bands for the UrQMD, but sometimes they are too small and
hidden behind the line width.

brid model) were able to reproduce a significant v1 at the
forward(backward) η as observed in the experiment. This
underscores the importance of incorporating all segments
of the heavy-ion collision in model studies, especially at
BES energies where nuclear fragments can substantially
influence particle production across the entire pseudora-
pidity range. The comparison with the MUFFIN simu-
lation indicates v1 at large η might be sensitive to the
QGP phase transition. Furthermore, the UrQMD study
has shown significant discrepancy between v1{EP} and
v1{RP}, demonstrating the importance of employing the
same reference when comparing experimental measure-
ments and model calculations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank the RHIC Operations Group and RCF at
BNL, the NERSC Center at LBNL, and the Open Science
Grid consortium for providing resources and support.
This work was supported in part by the Office of Nu-
clear Physics within the U.S. DOE Office of Science, the
U.S. National Science Foundation, National Natural Sci-
ence Foundation of China, Chinese Academy of Science,
the Ministry of Science and Technology of China and
the Chinese Ministry of Education, the Higher Education
Sprout Project by Ministry of Education at NCKU, the
National Research Foundation of Korea, Czech Science
Foundation and Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports
of the Czech Republic, Hungarian National Research, De-
velopment and Innovation Office, New National Excel-
lency Programme of the Hungarian Ministry of Human
Capacities, Department of Atomic Energy and Depart-



13

ment of Science and Technology of the Government of
India, the National Science Centre and WUT ID-UB of
Poland, the Ministry of Science, Education and Sports
of the Republic of Croatia, German Bundesministerium
für Bildung, Wissenschaft, Forschung and Technologie

(BMBF), Helmholtz Association, Ministry of Educa-
tion, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT),
Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) and
Agencia Nacional de Investigación y Desarrollo (ANID)
of Chile.

[1] U. W. Heinz and M. Jacob, Evidence for a new state of
matter: An Assessment of the results from the CERN
lead beam program, (2000), arXiv:nucl-th/0002042.

[2] J. Adams et al. (STAR), Experimental and theoretical
challenges in the search for the quark gluon plasma: The
STAR Collaboration’s critical assessment of the evidence
from RHIC collisions, Nucl. Phys. A 757, 102 (2005),
arXiv:nucl-ex/0501009.

[3] K. Adcox et al. (PHENIX), Formation of dense partonic
matter in relativistic nucleus-nucleus collisions at RHIC:
Experimental evaluation by the PHENIX collaboration,
Nucl. Phys. A 757, 184 (2005), arXiv:nucl-ex/0410003.

[4] B. B. Back et al. (PHOBOS), The PHOBOS perspective
on discoveries at RHIC, Nucl. Phys. A 757, 28 (2005),
arXiv:nucl-ex/0410022.

[5] I. Arsene et al. (BRAHMS), Quark gluon plasma and
color glass condensate at RHIC? The Perspective from
the BRAHMS experiment, Nucl. Phys. A 757, 1 (2005),
arXiv:nucl-ex/0410020.

[6] C. Gale, S. Jeon, and B. Schenke, Hydrodynamic Mod-
eling of Heavy-Ion Collisions, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 28,
1340011 (2013), arXiv:1301.5893 [nucl-th].

[7] U. W. Heinz, Early collective expansion: Relativistic hy-
drodynamics and the transport properties of QCD mat-
ter, Landolt-Bornstein 23, 240 (2010), arXiv:0901.4355
[nucl-th].

[8] U. Heinz and R. Snellings, Collective flow and viscosity
in relativistic heavy-ion collisions, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part.
Sci. 63, 123 (2013), arXiv:1301.2826 [nucl-th].

[9] S. A. Voloshin, A. M. Poskanzer, and R. Snellings,
Collective phenomena in non-central nuclear collisions,
Landolt-Bornstein 23, 293 (2010), arXiv:0809.2949 [nucl-
ex].

[10] B. H. Alver, C. Gombeaud, M. Luzum, and J.-Y. Olli-
trault, Triangular flow in hydrodynamics and transport
theory, Phys. Rev. C 82, 034913 (2010), arXiv:1007.5469
[nucl-th].

[11] B. Alver and G. Roland, Collision geometry fluctuations
and triangular flow in heavy-ion collisions, Phys. Rev.
C 81, 054905 (2010), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.C 82, 039903
(2010)], arXiv:1003.0194 [nucl-th].

[12] S. Singha, P. Shanmuganathan, and D. Keane, The first
moment of azimuthal anisotropy in nuclear collisions
from AGS to LHC energies, Adv. High Energy Phys.
2016, 2836989 (2016), arXiv:1610.00646 [nucl-ex].

[13] A. M. Poskanzer and S. A. Voloshin, Methods for ana-
lyzing anisotropic flow in relativistic nuclear collisions,
Phys. Rev. C 58, 1671 (1998), arXiv:nucl-ex/9805001.

[14] A. Sorensen et al., Dense nuclear matter equation of state
from heavy-ion collisions, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 134,
104080 (2024), arXiv:2301.13253 [nucl-th].

[15] A. Bazavov et al. (HotQCD), Equation of state in (
2+1 )-flavor QCD, Phys. Rev. D 90, 094503 (2014),
arXiv:1407.6387 [hep-lat].

[16] S. Ejiri, Canonical partition function and finite density
phase transition in lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 78, 074507
(2008), arXiv:0804.3227 [hep-lat].

[17] E. S. Bowman and J. I. Kapusta, Critical points in the
linear σ model with quarks, Phys. Rev. C 79, 015202
(2009).

[18] J. N. Guenther, Overview of the QCD phase diagram:
Recent progress from the lattice, Eur. Phys. J. A 57, 136
(2021), arXiv:2010.15503 [hep-lat].

[19] M. M. Aggarwal et al. (STAR), An Experimental Explo-
ration of the QCD Phase Diagram: The Search for the
Critical Point and the Onset of De-confinement, (2010),
arXiv:1007.2613 [nucl-ex].

[20] W. Busza, K. Rajagopal, and W. van der Schee,
Heavy Ion Collisions: The Big Picture, and the Big
Questions, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 68, 339 (2018),
arXiv:1802.04801 [hep-ph].

[21] A. Aprahamian et al., Reaching for the horizon: The
2015 long range plan for nuclear science, (2015).

[22] J. Cleymans, S. Wheaton, H. Oeschler, and K. Redlich,
Comparison of chemical freeze-out criteria in heavy-ion
collisions, PoS CPOD2006, 035 (2006).

[23] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Beam-Energy Dependence
of the Directed Flow of Protons, Antiprotons, and Pi-
ons in Au+Au Collisions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 162301
(2014), arXiv:1401.3043 [nucl-ex].

[24] J. Adam et al. (STAR), Nonmonotonic Energy Depen-
dence of Net-Proton Number Fluctuations, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 126, 092301 (2021), arXiv:2001.02852 [nucl-ex].

[25] F. Videbaek (BRAHMS), Overview and Recent Re-
sults from BRAHMS, Nucl. Phys. A 830, 43C (2009),
arXiv:0907.4742 [nucl-ex].

[26] I. G. Bearden et al. (BRAHMS), Nuclear stopping in Au
+ Au collisions at s(NN)**(1/2) = 200-GeV, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 93, 102301 (2004), arXiv:nucl-ex/0312023.

[27] J. D. Brandenburg, N. Lewis, P. Tribedy, and Z. Xu,
Search for baryon junctions in photonuclear processes
and isobar collisions at RHIC, (2022), arXiv:2205.05685
[hep-ph].

[28] N. Lewis (STAR), Identified Hadron Spectra and Baryon
Stopping in γ+Au Collisions at STAR, Acta Phys. Polon.
Supp. 16, 1 (2023).

[29] W. Lv, Y. Li, Z. Li, R. Ma, Z. Tang, P. Tribedy,
C. Y. Tsang, Z. Xu, and W. Zha, Correlations of Baryon
and Charge Stopping in Heavy Ion Collisions, (2023),
arXiv:2309.06445 [nucl-th].

[30] W. Dong, X. Yu, S. Ping, X. Wu, G. Wang, H. Z. Huang,
and Z.-W. Lin, Study of Baryon Number Transport Dy-
namics and Strangeness Conservation Effects Using Ω-
hadron Correlations, (2023), arXiv:2306.15160 [hep-ph].

[31] H. Sorge, Elliptical flow: A Signature for early pressure
in ultrarelativistic nucleus-nucleus collisions, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 78, 2309 (1997), arXiv:nucl-th/9610026.

[32] N. Herrmann, J. P. Wessels, and T. Wienold, Collective

https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0002042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.085
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-ex/0501009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.086
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-ex/0410003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.084
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-ex/0410022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.02.130
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-ex/0410020
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X13400113
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X13400113
https://arxiv.org/abs/1301.5893
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-01539-7_9
https://arxiv.org/abs/0901.4355
https://arxiv.org/abs/0901.4355
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-102212-170540
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-102212-170540
https://arxiv.org/abs/1301.2826
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-01539-7_10
https://arxiv.org/abs/0809.2949
https://arxiv.org/abs/0809.2949
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.034913
https://arxiv.org/abs/1007.5469
https://arxiv.org/abs/1007.5469
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.039903
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.039903
https://arxiv.org/abs/1003.0194
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/2836989
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/2836989
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.00646
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.58.1671
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-ex/9805001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2023.104080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2023.104080
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.13253
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.094503
https://arxiv.org/abs/1407.6387
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.074507
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.074507
https://arxiv.org/abs/0804.3227
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.79.015202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.79.015202
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/s10050-021-00354-6
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/s10050-021-00354-6
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.15503
https://arxiv.org/abs/1007.2613
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-101917-020852
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.04801
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.029.0035
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.162301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.162301
https://arxiv.org/abs/1401.3043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.092301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.092301
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.02852
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2009.09.011
https://arxiv.org/abs/0907.4742
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.102301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.102301
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-ex/0312023
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05685
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05685
https://doi.org/10.5506/APhysPolBSupp.16.1-A152
https://doi.org/10.5506/APhysPolBSupp.16.1-A152
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.06445
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.15160
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.2309
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.2309
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9610026


14

flow in heavy ion collisions, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci.
49, 581 (1999).

[33] F. Becattini, G. Inghirami, V. Rolando, A. Beraudo,
L. Del Zanna, A. De Pace, M. Nardi, G. Pagliara, and
V. Chandra, A study of vorticity formation in high energy
nuclear collisions, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 406 (2015), [Er-
ratum: Eur.Phys.J.C 78, 354 (2018)], arXiv:1501.04468
[nucl-th].

[34] Y. B. Ivanov, Directed flow in heavy-ion collisions and
its implications for astrophysics, Universe 3, 79 (2017),
arXiv:1711.03461 [nucl-th].

[35] L. Du, C. Shen, S. Jeon, and C. Gale, Probing initial
baryon stopping and equation of state with rapidity-
dependent directed flow of identified particles, Phys. Rev.
C 108, L041901 (2023), arXiv:2211.16408 [nucl-th].

[36] Z.-F. Jiang, C. B. Yang, and Q. Peng, Directed flow of
charged particles within idealized viscous hydrodynamics
at energies available at the BNL Relativistic Heavy Ion
Collider and at the CERN Large Hadron Collider, Phys.
Rev. C 104, 064903 (2021), arXiv:2111.01994 [hep-ph].

[37] J. Adams et al. (STAR), Directed flow in Au+Au col-
lisions at s(NN)**(1/2) = 62-GeV, Phys. Rev. C 73,
034903 (2006), arXiv:nucl-ex/0510053.

[38] J. Adams et al. (STAR), Azimuthal anisotropy at RHIC:
The First and fourth harmonics, Phys. Rev. Lett. 92,
062301 (2004), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 127, 069901
(2021)], arXiv:nucl-ex/0310029.

[39] J. Adams et al. (STAR), Azimuthal anisotropy in Au+Au
collisions at s(NN)**(1/2) = 200-GeV, Phys. Rev. C 72,
014904 (2005), arXiv:nucl-ex/0409033.

[40] B. I. Abelev et al. (STAR), System-size independence
of directed flow at the Relativistic Heavy-Ion Collider,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 252301 (2008), arXiv:0807.1518
[nucl-ex].

[41] J. Adams et al., The STAR Event Plane Detector, Nucl.
Instrum. Meth. A 968, 163970 (2020), arXiv:1912.05243
[physics.ins-det].

[42] M. Anderson et al., The Star time projection cham-
ber: A Unique tool for studying high multiplicity events
at RHIC, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 499, 659 (2003),
arXiv:nucl-ex/0301015.

[43] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Inclusive charged hadron
elliptic flow in Au + Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7 - 39

GeV, Phys. Rev. C 86, 054908 (2012), arXiv:1206.5528
[nucl-ex].

[44] N. Borghini, P. M. Dinh, J.-Y. Ollitrault, A. M.
Poskanzer, and S. A. Voloshin, Effects of momentum con-
servation on the analysis of anisotropic flow, Phys. Rev.
C 66, 014901 (2002), arXiv:nucl-th/0202013.

[45] X.-N. Wang and M. Gyulassy, HIJING: A Monte Carlo
model for multiple jet production in p p, p A and A A
collisions, Phys. Rev. D 44, 3501 (1991).

[46] R. Brun, F. Bruyant, F. Carminati, S. Giani,
M. Maire, A. McPherson, G. Patrick, and L. Ur-
ban, GEANT Detector Description and Simulation Tool
10.17181/CERN.MUHF.DMJ1 (1994).

[47] J. R. Adams and M. A. Lisa, Decorrelation of participant
and spectator angular momenta in heavy-ion collisions,
Phys. Rev. C 106, 064904 (2022), arXiv:2109.14726
[nucl-th].

[48] R. Barlow, Systematic errors: Facts and fictions, in Con-
ference on Advanced Statistical Techniques in Particle
Physics (2002) pp. 134–144, arXiv:hep-ex/0207026.

[49] B. B. Back et al. (PHOBOS), Energy dependence of di-

rected flow over a wide range of pseudorapidity in Au
+ Au collisions at RHIC, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 012301
(2006), arXiv:nucl-ex/0511045.

[50] G. Agakishiev et al. (STAR), Directed and elliptic flow
of charged particles in Cu+Cu collisions at

√
sNN = 22.4

GeV, Phys. Rev. C 85, 014901 (2012), arXiv:1109.5446
[nucl-ex].

[51] P. Bozek and I. Wyskiel, Directed flow in ultrarelativis-
tic heavy-ion collisions, Phys. Rev. C 81, 054902 (2010),
arXiv:1002.4999 [nucl-th].
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