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Collective anisotropic flow, where particles are correlated over the entire event, is a prominent
phenomenon in relativistic heavy-ion collisions and is sensitive to the properties of the matter created
in those collisions. It is often measured by two- and multi-particle correlations and is therefore
contaminated by nonflow, those genuine few-body correlations unrelated to the global event-wise
correlations. Many methods have been devised to estimate nonflow contamination with various
degrees of successes and difficulties. Here, we review those methods pedagogically, discussing the
pros and cons of each method, and give examples of ballpark estimate of nonflow contamination and
associated uncertainties in relativistic heavy-ion collisions. We hope such a review of the various
nonflow estimation methods in a single place would prove helpful to future researches.

1. INTRODUCTION

Collective anisotropic flow is a hallmark of heavy-ion
(nucleus-nucleus) collisions [1]. It refers to azimuthal an-
gular correlations among particles over the entire event –
every particle is correlated with every other particle. One
specific mechanism that gives rise to such global corre-
lations (collective effects) is hydrodynamic flow, where
the initial geometry anisotropy in finite impact param-
eter collisions is converted by interactions into momen-
tum space anisotropy of particles [2–4]. All particles are
thus correlated in azimuth to the ellipse-shaped collision
geometry, e.g. with respect to the impact parameter di-
rection. The anisotropy is nonzero even in head-on (zero
impact parameter) collisions because of position fluctu-
ations of nucleons inside the colliding nuclei giving rise
to finite eccentricities [5, 6], which defines the so-called
participant plane azimuth. Because of the same rea-
son, nonzero anisotropy can also emerge in small-system
collisions, such as proton-proton (pp), proton-nucleus
(pA), deuteron-nucleus (dA), and helium-nucleus colli-
sions [7, 8]. In fact, for any impact parameter, it is still
the participant plane direction that is most relevant for
azimuthal anisotropic flow, whose departure from that
with respect to the impact parameter direction consti-
tutes flow fluctuations, stemming out of fluctuations of
the participant plane direction about the impact param-
eter direction [9, 10].

The interactions in the system created in relativistic
heavy-ion collisions at RHIC (Relativistic Heavy-Ion Col-
lider) and the LHC (Large Hadron Collider), presumably
the quark-gluon plasma (QGP), are governed by quan-
tum chromodynamics (QCD) [11–16]. It is generally be-
lieved that ultra-strong interactions are required to pro-
duce the observed large anisotropy (or flow) in heavy-ion
collisions, and the QGP created in those collisions is a
nearly perfect fluid [17] and can be well described by hy-
drodynamics with little viscosity [18–20]. In peripheral
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heavy-ion collisions and small-system collisions, the inter-
actions may not be intense enough where hydrodynamics
could be applicable and the escape mechanism may be
at work [21–24]. Recently, it has been shown that col-
lective effects can be generated with few interactions [23]
and hydrodynamics is an attractor for the behaviour of
many-body systems [25–28]. It is important to keep in
mind that the word “flow”, while suggestive, does not
necessarily mean hydrodynamic flow.

The collision geometry–the impact parameter vector
of a heavy-ion collision or generally the geometric shape
of the interaction zone–is experimentally unknown. It is
often reconstructed as a proxy from the final-state par-
ticle azimuthal distribution as the symmetry harmonic
plane [29]. The particle azimuthal distribution can be
written in the Fourier series [30]:

dN

dϕ
=
N

2π

(
1 + 2

∞∑
n=1

vn cosn(ϕ− ψn)

)
, (1)

where ϕ is the particle azimuthal angle and ψn is that of
the nth order harmonic plane. The anisotropic harmonic
flow is then given by

vn = ⟨cosn(ϕ− ψn)⟩ . (2)

Here n = 1, 2, 3, ...; v1 is called directed flow, v2 elliptic
flow, v3 triangular flow, and so on. Because ψn is recon-
structed from particles, the vn values in Eq. (2) effectively
measure two-particle correlation strengths. Namely, it
can be obtained from two-particle cumulant, or the
Fourier coefficient Vn of the two-particle correlation func-
tion,

dNpair

d∆ϕ
=
Npair

2π

(
1 + 2

∞∑
n=1

Vn cosn∆ϕ

)
, (3)

where ∆ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2 is the azimuthal angle difference of
a particle pair. The Fourier coefficient is simply

Vn = ⟨cosn∆ϕ⟩ ≡ cn , (4)
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where cn is also used in literature [31, 32]. Under the
presence of only collective flow, it follows straightfor-
wardly that

Vn = v2n{2} , (5)

where v2{2} denotes two-particle cumulant flow [33–36].
If measured by the two-particle cumulant method of

Eqs. (3,4), the Vn is not necessarily related to the col-
lision geometry. For example, the gluon field from each
incoming nucleus can be correlated and this correlation
may result in a final-state anisotropy Vn [37, 38]. Such an
initial-state correlation permeates over an entire collision
event, so it is flow, but not part of hydrodynamic flow.

There is, however, an important contribution to Vn
(or more generally, any variables) measured via correla-
tions, and that is nonflow: two- and few-particle genuine
correlations that have nothing to do with the collision ge-
ometry or event-wise global correlations [9, 39–42]. Non-
flow includes all other contributions to the measured Vn
except the collective flow. Examples of nonflow correla-
tions are those between daughter particles from a reso-
nance decay, particles from a jet shower originated from
an energetic parton (quark or gluon) [43, 44], hadrons
from string fragmentation [45], Hanbury-Brown Twiss
(HBT) interferometry [46], and global momentum con-
servation [47]. Figure 1 illustrates those correlations in a
two-particle angular correlation plot in (∆η,∆ϕ) where
∆η = η1 − η2 is the two-particle pseudorapidity differ-
ence. Most of the nonflow correlations (HBT, resonance
decays, intra-jet correlations, string fragmentation) are
short-ranged (small-angle) correlations contributing to
the near-side (∆ϕ ∼ 0) peak at ∆η ∼ 0. HBT is rel-
evant at very small angle differences and its effect is gen-
erally minor because of the limited phase space at small
angles. There is a long-range contribution from dijet cor-
relations contributing to the away-side ridge at ∆ϕ ∼ π
that has little ∆η dependence (because of the stochastic
sampling of kinematics of the underlying parton-parton
scattering producing the dijet) [43, 48]. It is noteworthy
that the nonflow contributions from jets are those intra-
and inter-jet hadron correlations, whereas the azimuthal
anisotropy of jet-axis orientations, a result of path-length
dependent partonic energy loss or jet quenching [49, 50],
is related to the collision geometry and is thus part of
flow. Global momentum conservation contributes to the
away-side ridge, but only to the first harmonic [47].

All those nonflow correlations contribute to the Vn
of Eq. (4), so the factorization in Eq. (5) is no longer
valid [9, 51–54]. A keen interest in relativistic heavy-ion
collisions is to measure collective anisotropic flows aris-
ing from final-state interactions to probe the properties
of the QGP by, for example, comparing to hydrodynamic
calculations [20, 55–57]. Thus, the goal is to measure the
collective anisotropic flows from global event-wise corre-
lations related to the collision geometry. To this end,
nonflow contamination in Vn must first be subtracted
with faithful systematic uncertainties [58]. Recently, az-
imuthal anisotropies similar to those in heavy-ion col-

FIG. 1. Illustration of nonflow correlations in two-particle
(∆η,∆ϕ) angular distribution. The near-side peak at ∆ϕ ∼ 0
is mainly short ranged (∆η ∼ 0). There could be various
near-side short-range correlations: HBT is very short ranged
(sharp peak), resonance decay and intra-jet correlations are
short ranged with a ∆η width on the order of one unit. The
away-side ridge at ∆ϕ ∼ π is long ranged and comes mainly
from dijet correlations and global momentum conservation.
Underlying these nonflow peaks are the majority pair distri-
bution (zero-suppressed), modulated by anisotropic flows of
various harmonic orders in ∆ϕ, which could have dependen-
cies on η (on single particle level) and ∆η (on two-particle
level, referred to as flow decorrelation).

lisions have been observed in small-system p/d/3He+A
and pp collisions [31, 32, 59–68], prompting intense inter-
est in possible collective phenomenon in small systems.
There, nonflow correlations are dominating, if not the
entirety of, the observed anisotropies. The challenge to
remove nonflow correlations is particularly serious in or-
der to identify any collective flow signals in small sys-
tems [69–71].
Many experimental methods have been devised to es-

timate and/or subtract nonflow contributions from az-
imuthal anisotropy measurements. This note aims to
give a pedagogical review of those methods in a single
place, hopefully useful for future researches. The pos-
sible contributions from geometry-unrelated initial-state
gluon correlations [37, 38] need also to be considered.
This is however outside the scope of this note.
It should be noted that nonflow is an issue mostly

relevant to two-particle cumulant measurements as in
Eqs (3,4,5). Nonflow is significantly reduced in multi-
particle cumulants as clusters composed of several par-
ticles are sparse [72–77]. Moreover, their contributions
are diluted by multiplicity to higher powers [33, 34]. The
flow fluctuation effects are, however, different in v2{4}
and v2{2}, negative in the former and positive in the
latter [9, 78]. For physics pertinent to two-particle corre-
lations, such as the chiral magnetic effect [79, 80], mea-
surement of v2{2} is crucial and that of v2{4} is largely
irrelevant. Furthermore, for rare probes, low-multiplicity
events, or higher-order harmonics, vn{4} measurements
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are insurmountable statistically, so vn{2} measurements
are essential. Because of all these reasons, nonflow stud-
ies in two-particle cumulant measurements are indispens-
able.

2. NONFLOW ESTIMATION METHODS

There are three main categories of nonflow estima-
tion methods: (1) applying pseudorapidity ∆η gaps be-
tween particle pair, (2) subtracting correlations from low-
multiplicity events, and (3) performing data-driven fits to
two-particle correlation functions.

2.1. ∆η-gap Methods

Nonflow correlations are primarily short ranged in ∆η.
Those short-range nonflow correlations can be suppressed
by applying a ∆η gap between particle pairs used in the
correlation analysis. The ∆η gap method cannot sup-
press long-range nonflow correlations.

2.1.1. Simple ∆η-gap method

The simplest way to suppress nonflow is to impose a
∆η gap between the two hadrons in two-particle cumu-
lant measurement of Vn [66, 81–86]. This method is sim-
ple and straightforward to implement in data analysis.
The shortcomings are obvious:

i) the method is not clean–how much nonflow is elim-
inated depends on the ∆η-gap size relative to the
width of the near-side short-range correlations;

ii) away-side jet correlations cannot be eliminated be-
cause dijets can be widely separated in η, and how
much they contribute to Vn is unknown a priori;

iii) the η-dependencies [73, 87–89] and longitudinal
decorrelations [90–93] of flow and flow fluctuations
would yield different measurements of Vn with dif-
ferent ∆η-gap sizes.

The last is not related to nonflow, but flow and flow fluc-
tuations. However, since they cannot be distinguished
by a ∆η-gap analysis, the effects of flow and nonflow are
mixed. These shortcomings make the uncertainty esti-
mation of a particular ∆η-gap result difficult.

2.1.2. Two-subevent method

Instead of applying ∆η-gap between the two particles,
one may use the two-subevent method where one particle
is taken from one subevent in a given η region and the
other from another subevent in a different η region, and
the two subevents are separated in η with a certain ∆η

gap [84, 94–98]. This has the advantage that the cumu-
lant calculation can be applied which involves only single-
particle loops [36, 99], thus saving tremendous computing
time compared to double loops of particle pairs. Obvi-
ously, all the shortcomings of the simple ∆η-gap method
described in Sect. 2.1.1 are present in the two-subevent
method.

2.1.3. Three- and four-subevent methods

The away-side jet correlations are long ranged in
∆η, and thus the simple ∆η-gap method and the two-
subevent method cannot suppress the away-side non-
flow correlations. One can use three- and four-subevent
method to calculate multi-particle cumulants to suppress
the away-side nonflow correlations from dijets by separat-
ing those subevents well in η [77, 97, 100]. Figure 2 illus-
trates the idea behind the three-subevent method of four-
particle cumulant, where dijets appear in at most two
subevents and the third subevent is free of nonflow dijet
correlations once the ∆η-gaps are made wide enough.
As a result, the correlations among the particles–two
from one subevent and one from each of the other two
subevents–are due only to collective flow. The four-
subevent method for four-particle cumulant is similar,
except that one particle is taken from each of the four
subevents.

FIG. 2. Sketch of the three-subevent method. Four-particle
cumulant is formed by taking two particles from one subevent
and one particle from each of the other two subevents. All
nonflow correlations are suppressed including back-to-back di-
jet correlations provided sufficient ∆η gaps, except global mo-
mentum conservation.

The multi-subevent method, with sufficient ∆η gaps,
should suppress essentially all nonflow correlations (ex-
cept those in V1 from global momentum conserva-
tion [47]). This method also takes advantage of cumulant
calculations [36, 99], greatly reducing the computing de-
mand. The shortcomings are as same as those from the
simple ∆η-gap method described in Sect. 2.1.1, except
(ii) provided sufficiently large ∆η gaps.

2.2. Low-multiplicity subtraction methods

The general idea behind this category of methods
is that particle correlations in peripheral and low-
multiplicity collisions are primarily due to nonflow, and
those in central and high-multiplicity collisions come
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from collective flow with some contamination from non-
flow correlations. Nonflow in Vn, being due to few-body
correlations, is diluted by combinatorial particle pairs,
and is therefore significantly reduced by high multiplic-
ities. As a result, nonflow dominates in peripheral/low-
multiplicity collisions and any flow may be neglected, and
in central/high-multiplicity collisions flow may prevail.
The degree of nonflow contamination at high multiplici-
ties may then be assessed from particle correlation mea-
surements in low-multiplicity events. The key questions
are:

i) at what low multiplicity the correlations can be
considered all as nonflow, and

ii) how this low-multiplicity nonflow can be mod-
eled or utilized to gauge nonflow in high-
multiplicity/central events.

2.2.1. Inverse multiplicity scaling method

Resonance abundances are expected to scale approxi-
mately with the final-state multiplicity [101, 102]. If the
scaling is exact and if resonance kinematic distributions,
and thus the average correlations between decay daugh-
ters, do not change with event multiplicity, then nonflow
contribution from resonance decays to Vn by Eq. (4) is
inversely proportional to multiplicity (N). Take the num-
ber of particles to be Nlow in low-multiplicity events and
Nhigh in high-multiplicity events, and take the number of
pairs to be N2 (valid under Poisson statistics), then

N2
highV

high
n = N2

highV
sub
n +N2

lowV
low
n · Nhigh

Nlow
, (6)

V sub
n = V high

n − Nlow

Nhigh
V low
n . (7)

Here, it is assumed that the number of nonflow “sources”
scales with multiplicity, leading to the factor Nhigh/Nlow

in Eq. (6). The notation V sub
n denotes low-multiplicity

subtracted Vn with the ultimate goal to be the nonflow-
subtracted anisotropic flow. This method is sometimes
called the c0 method where c0 ≡ N [31, 32].

The 1/N scaling implies not only a scaling in the abun-
dance of nonflow sources, but also that the physics of
nonflow correlations does not change from low- to high-
multiplicity collisions. Neither is good assumption for
nonflow contribution from jet correlations:

• Jets are produced by hard processes whose abun-
dance increases with N more strongly than linearly
in heavy-ion collisions [49, 50]. The 1/N scaling
would be an underestimate of this part of nonflow.
However, the majority nonflow contribution comes
from relatively low transverse momentum (pT ) jets
or minijets, whose production may be more closely
proportional to N .

• Jets are modified by the nuclear medium created
in relativistic heavy-ion collisions. Such modifica-
tions broaden/suppress the angular correlations be-
tween jet fragments [44, 103–108], making nonflow
weaker.

• On the other hand, jets lose energy via collisional
and radiative partonic energy loss [48, 109, 110],
resulting in more lower pT particles and particle
pairs, and thus stronger nonflow correlations.

Quantitatively, these effects are pT dependent, and the
interplay among them determines the final dependency
of nonflow on collision centrality/multiplicity. Simula-
tions by the hijing model–a jet production model with-
out hydrodynamic flow so its correlations are entirely of
nonflow nature1–indicate only a modest excess (10–20%)
of correlation strengths in central Au+Au collisions at√
snn = 200 GeV than the 1/N scaling from peripheral

collisions would entail [58]. Nevertheless, this is one in-
ferior part of the method.
Besides the strong assumptions, the 1/N scaling

method also explicitly assumes that the correlations in
low-multiplicity collisions are all nonflow. The flow result
in high-multiplicity events extracted from this method
will thus inevitably depend on what low-multiplicity
events are considered as the pure-nonflow baseline. The
selection of very low-multiplicity or very peripheral
events seems to be the natural choice, but they could
be biased towards too soft underlying nucleon-nucleon
scatterings or diffractive interactions. This is a selection
bias and has indeed been observed in small systems at
RHIC [112, 113] and in peripheral Pb+Pb collisions at
the LHC [114]. Such effects at the LHC start to become
important at 80% centrality mark towards more periph-
eral collisions [114]. The nonflow in those events may
therefore not be a good reflection of nonflow in central
collisions; in other words, the lowest multiplicity colli-
sions are unnecessarily the best baseline for nonflow sub-
traction.
This issue is more severe in analyzing anisotropies in

small-system collisions, such as pp, pA, and dA collisions.
Because of multiplicity selection biases [112, 113], the
low- and high-multiplicity collisions of those small sys-
tems can be vastly different in physics, including non-
flow correlations. High-multiplicity pp events are likely
biased towards jet production, whereas low-multiplicity
events are likely biased towards softer-than-average in-
teractions. As a result, the 1/N scaling may completely
fail in gauging nonflow contamination in small systems.
Multiplicity selection bias is likely insignificant in

central heavy-ion collisions–there are many underlying

1 The pathlength dependent energy loss results in an anisotropy of
jet fragments relative to the overall collision geometry, thus flow.
This flow is encoded in the correlations between jet fragments
and underlying particles in hijing but is negligible compared to
the nonflow caused by intra- and inter-jet correlations [111].
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nucleon-nucleon interactions. For example, it is highly
unlikely to have all those interactions to produce jets.2

Therefore, minimum-bias pp collisions would be the best
baseline at our disposal for nonflow subtraction for cen-
tral heavy-ion collisions within the scope of the 1/N scal-
ing method.

In Eq. (6), it is implicitly assumed, by the N2
high in

front of V sub
n , that those nonflow particles have attained

the global collective flow with all other particles in cen-
tral events, while still retaining their genuine few-body
correlations. This can happen in two scenarios: the par-
ticles have attained collective flow from system expansion
but still retaining their correlations from early times, or
the correlations are generated late in time after the col-
lective flow has built up. This is reasonable for heavy-ion
collisions but may not be justified in small-system colli-
sions. It is possible that those nonflow particles, such as
jets produced early, have exited the collision zone with-
out participating in the final-state interactions that are
responsible for the generation of flow. In such a case,
the Vn estimated by Eq. (7) would be an underestimate
of flow of the underlying event in those high-multiplicity
small-system collisions.

To recap, the advantage of the 1/N scaling method is
that it is simple to implement. The shortcomings are the
inherent assumptions, namely,

i) it assumes that all correlations are nonflow in low-
multiplicity events, which begs the question how
low in multiplicity is a good baseline;

ii) it assumes the 1/N scaling of nonflow correlations,
implying no change in the physics of nonflow cor-
relations from low- to high-multiplicity collisions,
a strict proportionality to N of the abundance of
nonflow sources, and no selection biases for those
low- (and high-)multiplicity events;

iii) it assumes that those nonflow particles, while still
genuinely correlated among themselves, have also
attained individually the same collective flow as the
rest of the collision event.

The strong assumption of ii) and the fact that it is a
priori unknown how nonflow correlations vary with the
collision centrality/multiplicity make it difficult to assess
the robustness and the associated uncertainties of the
estimated nonflow by the simple 1/N scaling method.

2.2.2. Near-side jetlike yield-scaled subtraction

As noted in the Sect. 2.1.1, nuclear effects, like jet
quenching, result in modifications to jet correlations [43,

2 This is of course valid only up to a certain high-multiplicity limit.
When one demands high multiplicity with extremely small cross
section, multiplicity selection biases would also manifest in cen-
tral heavy-ion collisions.

44], thus nonflow effects change from peripheral to cen-
tral collisions. Likewise, particle production mechanisms
and distributions change with centrality, yielding, for ex-
ample, the baryon-over-meson enhancement from periph-
eral to central collisions [115–117], which would modify
the nonflow effects from resonance decays. Any of those
changes will cause nonflow to deviate from the simple
1/N scaling.
Both jetlike correlations and resonance decays produce

a near-side correlation peak at (∆η,∆ϕ) ∼ (0, 0). Di-
jets contribute to an away-side correlation at ∆ϕ ∼ π
but more or less uniform in ∆η. One may take the
difference between small-∆η (short-range) and large-∆η
(long-range) correlations, properly normalized, to arrive
at a near-side correlated yield, which is primarily com-
posed of contributions from resonance decays and intra-
jet fragments. One can then compare this near-side yield
in high-multiplicity events to that in low-multiplicity
events. Any difference would indicate modification of
nonflow correlations from low- to high-multiplicity col-
lisions and/or multiplicity selection biases [62, 64, 112–
114], or likely both. One may take the ratio of the corre-
lated near-side yields (Yhigh/Ylow) as a scaling factor to
apply onto the low-multiplicity nonflow V low

n in Eq. (7)
to possibly take into account modifications to nonflow
correlations [61, 68, 113, 118]. The estimated flow in
high-multiplicity events would then be

V sub
n = V high

n − Yhigh
Ylow

Nlow

Nhigh
V low
n . (8)

Such a scaling, while an improvement over the simple
1/N scaling, comes with its own issues:

i) the near-side nonflow correlation shape may
change/broaden, the effect of which is not included
by the simple scaling of the correlated yield;

ii) the away-side jet correlated yield unlikely scales
with the near-side one because of “trigger” biases
(for example, surface bias at high pT ), and even
if it scales, the scaling factor Yhigh/Ylow includes
resonance decays besides near-side jet contribution
and is therefore already an incorrect scaling fac-
tor, needless to say that the away-side correlation
shape can be significantly modified because of large
jet-quenching effects;

iii) the correlated yield analysis may be difficult at low
pT because of the subtraction of large combinatorial
background.

The near-side yield-scaled subtraction is usually done
at the Fourier coefficient level by Eq. (8). Effectively,
it is a subtraction of the scaled correlation function in
low-multiplicity events from the correlation function in
high-multiplicity events, ignoring any changes in the cor-
relation shape. Shape changes in nonflow correlations
noted in point i) above can, to some extent, be inspected
by the small- and large-∆η correlation difference and can
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in principle be considered in nonflow subtraction. Of
course, this difference would be purely nonflow corre-
lations only under the assumption that flow is ∆η in-
dependent. If flow is ∆η dependent, then it becomes
difficult to disentangle the two effects. Moreover, the
approximate ∆η-independent away-side correlations are
also subtracted in such a difference, so no information
on any shape change in ∆ϕ correlations is retained. The
ultimate approach is to use data-driven fitting methods,
which will be discussed in Sect. 2.3.

Two-particle cumulant flow involves particle pairs.
The nonflow correlation shapes are often studied in terms
of per-trigger normalized correlated yield. Besides the
nonflow correlation shape, the number of trigger parti-
cles also matters for flow. If the number of trigger parti-
cles does not scale with event multiplicity, then the 1/N
scaling will be invalid and this is certainly the case for jet
correlations. For most low-pT flow analysis in heavy-ion
collisions, this is not an issue because the trigger particle
is the charged hadron itself. However, this is an issue
for small system collisions like pp because of multiplicity
selection biases. The number of minijets is biased and
will not be proportional to the event multiplicity. This
imposes a large uncertainty on small-system flow analy-
sis.

2.2.3. Template fit

In the template fit method [31, 32, 65, 119], the two-
particle correlation is assumed to be composed of a scaled
correlation from low-multiplicity events (considered all as
nonflow) and a series of Fourier harmonics (to represent
flow) except the n = 1 component. This is illustrated
in Fig. 3. Namely, the following function is fit to two-
particle correlations in high-multiplicity events,

dNhigh
pair

dϕ
= F

dN low
pair

dϕ
+
G

2π

(
1 + 2

∞∑
n=2

Vn cosn∆ϕ

)
, (9)

where F is a fit parameter to scale the low-multiplicity
correlations (template). Note that in the harmonic se-
ries, the first harmonic is excluded. In other words, the
fitting constraint is to assume that the first harmonic is
all nonflow; there is no flow harmonic of the first order.3

The template fit assumes, effectively, that the nonflow
component in high-multiplicity events scales according to
V1. If V1 is inversely proportional to multiplicity (which
is approximately the case, see e.g. Ref. [68]), then the
template fit method is similar to the 1/N scaling method
in Sect. 2.2.1. In other words, the assumption here is
that nonflow scales with multiplicity in the same way

3 Of course, without any imposed constraint, the fit would not
yield any unique result because anything can be described by a
Fourier series.

as V1. Any deviation of the fit parameter F from the
1/N scaling factor can be considered as a modification in
nonflow correlations from low to high multiplicity, taken
care of by a constant scaling without change in shape.
This is similar to the near-side jetlike yield-scaled sub-
traction described in Sect. 2.2.2, except that the scaling
here is determined by the V1 dipole component (mainly
the away-side correlation, probably dominated by global
momentum conservation [47]) instead of the near-side
correlation. The template fit can therefore be coined as
a V1-scaled subtraction method, just like the near-side
scaled subtraction can be recasted as a fitting method
to match the near-side yield from small- and large-∆η
difference.

/2π− 0 /2π π /2π3

φ∆

  (
a.

u.
)

φ∆d
pa

ir
dN

heavy-ion

scaled pp
nonflow

0

FIG. 3. Sketch of the template fit method and the dipole
scaling method. The heavy-ion pair correlations are consid-
ered to be composed of nonflow correlations scaled from pp
and flow correlations. In the template fit, the extracted flow
magnitudes are with respect to the pair multiplicity between
the two curves, i.e., the nonflow pairs scaled from pp is first
subtracted. In the dipole scaling method, the flow magni-
tudes are with respect to the total pair multiplicity under-
neath the upper curve. The methods also apply to small
system analysis, where the label “heavy-ion” is to be re-
placed by “high-multiplicity events” and “scaled pp” by “low-
multiplicity events.”

Within fit errors, the following equities follow from
Eq. (9):

Nhigh
pair = FN low

pair +G , (10)

Nhigh
pair V

high
1 = FN low

pairV
low
1 , (11)

Nhigh
pair V

high
n = FN low

pairV
low
n +GV sub

n . (12)

Simple algebra leads to

V sub
n =

(
V high
n − V high

1

V low
1

V low
n

)/(
1− V high

1

V low
1

)
. (13)

Eq. (13) is similar to Eqs. (7, 8) except the denominator.
The denominator comes about because the normaliza-
tion G in Eq. (12) does not include all the pairs in the
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high-multiplicity events but excludes those genuine non-
flow particle pairs. It assumes that the nonflow pairs do
not participate in the final-state collective flow, and the
extracted flow is relative to the reduced average pair mul-
tiplicity (the underlying event) excluding those nonflow
pairs. The physics picture is that the high-multiplicity
event is composed of nonflow particles (the white area
underneath the lower curve in Fig. 3) and flow particles
(the area between the two curves in Fig. 3). However, the
cross pairs (one from a nonflow source and the other from
the collective flow bulk) are included in the normalization
G and thus are considered as part of flow. This underly-
ing event normalization issue is mostly a small effect but
may be relevant for small-system flow studies. To some
extent this is an intrinsic uncertainty as it is not a priori
clear which picture is more realistic. This normaliza-
tion difference is unique to the template fit method. For
all other nonflow estimation methods, the final extracted
flows are based on the total event (pair) multiplicity, in-
cluding nonflow particles–see bullet iii) in Sect. 2.2.1 (not
explicitly stated for other nonflow estimation methods).

The template fit method attempts to account for
nonflow changes by scaling the correlations in low-
multiplicity events. It is similar in spirit to the near-side
jetlike yield-scaled subtraction method, differing in the
assumption of how nonflow changes. So a similar set of
assumptions and shortcomings, namely:

i) it assumes that the first harmonic is all nonflow
and there is no flow V1, so nonflow scales from low
to high multiplicity according to the V1 magnitude,
without change in the correlation shape;

ii) the away-side dijet correlations likely change shape
due to jet quenching in medium-to-central heavy-
ion collisions, and thus unlikely scale with V1;

iii) the near-side nonflow correlations may not scale
like V1, and the correlation shape can also change
from low- to high-multiplicity collisions.

2.2.4. Dipole scaling method

The dipole scaling method [31, 32] is very similar
to the template fit method in Sect. 2.2.3, also assum-
ing the first harmonic V1 to be all nonflow, and the
V1 in low-multiplicity events is scaled to match that in
high-multiplicity events, as in Eq. (11). The V sub

n is,
however, defined in terms of the total pair multiplicity

Nhigh
pair , not G as in Eq. (12). Namely, Nhigh

pair V
high
n =

FN low
pairV

low
n +Nhigh

pair V
sub
n , which leads to

V sub
n = V high

n − V high
1

V low
1

V low
n . (14)

This assumes effectively that all those nonflow parti-
cles, while keeping their inter-particle nonflow correla-
tions, have attained collective flow themselves individ-
ually. This is as same as the assumption made in

Sect. 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. In the template fit method, on
the other hand, the low-multiplicity correlated yield is
scaled and subtracted first, and those particles are not
counted as part of collective flow as aforementioned. Ef-
fectively, the dipole method is as same as the template
method except that the subtracted average baseline in
the low-multiplicity template is added back to the un-
derlying event. The dipole method is sometimes called
“c1 method” (where c1 ≡ V1) [31, 32].

2.3. Data-driven fitting methods

As seen from Sect. 2.1 and 2.2, nonflow contamina-
tion is difficult to remove, involving strong assumptions.
Another approach to estimate nonflow contributions is
quite different from those described in Sect. 2.1 and 2.2.
It relies on correlation structures observed in data, and
identifies local peaks and ridges to attribute to nonflow
correlations and the approximately ∆η-independent un-
derlying distribution to collective flow. It then involves
fitting the correlation data with pre-defined functional
forms in a data-driven way.
The advantage of these fitting methods is that they

are data driven, having minimal assumptions about the
physics of nonflow and no reliance on the evolution of
nonflow over centrality/multiplicity. The downside, how-
ever, is that the fit functional forms for nonflow correla-
tions are ad hoc and one needs to ensure that the non-
flow functional forms are reasonable descriptions of the
data by trial and error, examining fit qualities by using,
e.g. the fit χ2/ndf values.

2.3.1. 2D fitting in (∆η,∆ϕ)

One data-driven approach is to perform two-
dimensional (2D) fits to two-particle (∆η,∆ϕ) correla-
tions [105, 120–123]. Raw two-particle correlations are
predominantly of a “triangle” shape in ∆η, which comes
from the approximately uniform single-particle density
distribution within limited η acceptance (for example,
|η| < 1 in the STAR experiment [124]). The trian-
gle acceptance can be largely corrected by the mixed-
event technique, resulting in two-particle (∆η,∆ϕ) corre-
lations, such as the one sketched in Fig. 1, that are dom-
inated by an overall pedestal. The fine structures atop
the pedestal are nonflow correlations and a flow modula-
tion along ∆ϕ (with possibly a ∆η dependence). These
features have been generally described in the introduc-
tion.
The near-side nonflow peaks may be modeled by 2D

Gaussians, and the flow modulation is described by a
Fourier series. The Fourier coefficients, corresponding to
flow harmonics, are typically assumed to be ∆η indepen-
dent. The two-particle correlations can then be fit with a
functional form including Gaussians and Fourier harmon-
ics. This 2D fitting method is data-driven; the nonflow
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correlation shapes are dictated by the data structure and
modeled. The method fits the data in a given central-
ity or multiplicity bin and does not rely on assumptions
using low-multiplicity baseline events. A recent 2D fit
study indicates an approximately 40% nonflow in cen-
tral isobar collisions [122, 123], in line with the central
Au+Au data [125] (also see Sect. 3) considering the mul-
tiplicity dilution of nonflow by approximately a factor of
two.

It is noteworthy that the Fourier flow harmonics can
be ∆η dependent, for example, due to flow decorrela-
tions [90–93]. In addition, the vn, although long ranged,
can be η dependent [73, 87–89]; such a dependence can re-
sult in ∆η-dependent Fourier coefficients as well. Includ-
ing these possible η-dependencies of the flow harmonics
as free parameters in the fit model would not be fruitful
as the correlation data would not have sufficient con-
straining power over these parameters (and those mod-
eling nonflow). Usually the effects due to the possible
η-dependent flow harmonics are assessed as part of the
systematic uncertainties [122, 123].

However, the information on the ∆η-dependencies of
flow harmonics can be obtained from other measurements
and can be factored into the 2D fit function. We leave
discussions on this to the next section.

2.3.2. 1D fitting in ∆η

The spirit of the one-dimensional (1D) fitting method
is similar to that of the 2D fitting method, except that the
∆ϕ dimension is collapsed into a single number Vn(∆η)
for each harmonic. The Vn(∆η) is first calculated by
Eq. (4) in each ∆η bin. Then Vn(∆η) as a function of
∆η is decomposed into flow and nonflow through the 1D
fitting method.

Figure 4 illustrates a typical V2(∆η) dependence on
∆η. It is generally a decreasing function of ∆η, pri-
marily because of the short-range nonflow contributions.
For tracking detectors, track merging/splitting is some-
times important [105, 120, 122, 123], which creates a
dip/peak4 at ∆η ∼ 0 as indicated by the dashed curve
in Fig. 4. When track merging effects are significant, the
average Vn from full-event analysis can even be smaller
than the subevent result which automatically excludes
the dip. In such a case, the difference between full-event
and subevent Vn in the ∆η-gap methods would not be
a good assessment of systematic uncertainties. On the
other hand, when track splitting effects are significant,
then the systematic uncertainties would be grossly over-
estimated.

Compared to the 2D fitting method in Sect. 2.3.1, 1D
fitting is more straightforward because the ∆ϕ dimension

4 HBT/Bose-Einstein correlations and Coulomb interactions can
also create dips and peaks at small pair separation [46].

0 1 2

η∆

4

6

3−10×

2
V flow

flow (fit component)
flow + nonflow
detector effect

fluctuation
event-by-event

 + decorrelation2〉
2

v〈flow: 

 flow component〉2
2

v〈

FIG. 4. Illustration of the 1D fit method. The black curve
indicates a V2 measurement, where the dip at ∆η ∼ 0 indi-
cated by the dashed curve is caused by track merging in a
typical tracking detector. The magenta curve incorporates
∆η convolution from single-particle v2(η) and flow decorrela-
tion 1− Fn∆η. The blue curve indicates the flow component
in V2 scaled up from the magenta curve to include flow fluc-
tuations, with the scaling factor treated as a fit parameter.
The difference between the black curve and the blue curve
would be nonflow contribution to the V2 measurement. The
vertical axis is zero-suppressed and the values are only order-
of-magnitude indications.

is collapsed in the Vn measurement. It is also easier to
include the possible ∆η dependence of flow and flow fluc-
tuations via ∆η-dependent Vn. There are two sources for
∆η dependence of flow as aforementioned:

• The single particle flow vn can depend on η [73, 87–
89], which would result in a ∆η-dependent two-
particle cumulant Vn(∆η) convoluted from the two
single-particle distributions of v2(η1) and v2(η2).
Such a dependence can be examined, for the
case of n = 2 for example, by four-particle cu-
mulant measurement v2{4}(η) where nonflow is
largely eliminated, and/or by v2{zdc}(η) with re-
spect to the first order harmonic plane of specta-
tor neutrons measured by Zero-Degree Calorime-
ters (ZDC) which is free of nonflow. Note that
v2{zdc} measures approximately the average ⟨v2⟩
and v22{4} ≈ ⟨v2⟩2 − σ2 where σ denotes Gaussian
width of v2 fluctuations, whereas the flow compo-
nent in the two-particle measurement V2 is v

2
2{2} =

⟨v2⟩2 + σ2 [29]. As an approximation, one may ob-
tain v2{2}(η) from v2{4}(η) and v2{zdc}(η). Al-
ternatively, one may make the reasonable assump-
tion that the effect of v2 fluctuations is proportional
to ⟨v2⟩ and apply a scale factor as a free fit param-
eter to v2{4}(η) or v2{zdc}(η) to obtain v2{2}(η).

• Another source of ∆η dependence is flow decorre-
lation, rn(∆η) ≈ 1 − Fn∆η [90–93]. Such decor-
relations can result from fluctuations of the har-
monic flow magnitude as well as harmonic planes
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over ∆η [126, 127]. The decorrelation parameter Fn

of a few percent has been measured at RHIC [128]
and the LHC [92, 93].

The ∆η dependence of the flow component in two-
particle V2(∆η) is the combination of the two effects
above. This is illustrated by the magenta curve in Fig. 4.

The nonflow component in V2(∆η) can be modeled by
typical functional forms like Gaussians in ∆η. Fits are
applied to V2(∆η) excluding the track merging ∆η ∼ 0
region, or alternatively including a negative Gaussian at
∆η = 0 to model it. The blue curve is an illustration
of the fitted flow, scaled up from the shape given in ma-
genta. This scaling factor is the effect of flow fluctuations
and is treated as a fit parameter. The idea of the fit is
to have the best description of V2(∆η) using the known
shape of flow and flow fluctuations, and deciding by trial
and error on the functional forms for the ∆η dependence
of nonflow.

The away-side dijet correlations are always the most
notorious nonflow to handle. If the away-side correlations
in ∆η are just like flow correlations such that both are rel-
atively uniform, then 1D fitting cannot distinguish them.
One may resort to 2D fitting if the away-side correlations
are relatively sharp-peaked in ∆ϕ such that one is rea-
sonably confident that it is nonflow. If it is broadly dis-
tributed, then there is really no way to distinguish it from
flow as Fourier components can describe any functional
shape. However, it is more likely that the away-side cor-
relations in ∆η differ from flow; for instance, away-side
jet correlations could be more peaked at ∆η = 0 at rel-
atively high pT (at the highest-pT extreme the dijet will
have to be both at midrapidity), or at low pT perhaps
dipped at ∆η = 0 (e.g. because of longitudinal flow). On
the other hand, if the away-side correlations in ∆η are
sufficiently different from flow, then it is possible to dis-
tinguish it in 1D fitting by examining the data structure
in V2(∆η).

2.3.3. Symmetry method in (η1, η2)

STAR performed another data-driven analysis by ex-
amining V2(η1, η2) as a function of the two particles’
pseudorapidities [125]. This method [129] exploits the
η reflection symmetry in symmetric heavy-ion collisions
by comparing two pairs of pseudorapidity bins, one at
(η1, η2) and the other at (η1,−η2), and thus does not
assume any particular shapes for flow as functions of η.
Any difference between the two pairs must arise from
∆η-dependent physics. The ∆η-dependent component
and the ∆η-independent component can be identified in
V2(η1, η2). The former is associated with the combination
of nonflow and ∆η-dependent flow fluctuations (decor-
relation). The ∆η-independent part is associated with
flow plus ∆η-independent flow fluctuations. They are
found to be independent of η within the limited STAR
acceptance of |η| < 1. STAR has also supplemented the
analysis with the four-particle cumulant V2{4}(η1, η2) as

a function of the particles’ pseudorapidities, albeit large
uncertainties, to separate flow fluctuations from the av-
erage flow magnitude.
This method has the least model assumption and the

functional dependencies on η and ∆η are determined
from data. The disadvantages of the method are the re-
quired high statistics,5 and the reduction of data to func-
tional forms to economically describe the various compo-
nents of flow and nonflow requires iterations of trial and
error. The estimated nonflow in the most central 0–5%
Au+Au collisions from this method is on the order of
20% with a relatively large uncertainty [125].

3. AN EXAMPLE CASE STUDY

As an example, we illustrate the various nonflow sub-
traction methods using STAR data of dihadron (∆η,∆ϕ)
correlation functions in Au+Au collisions at

√
snn =

200 GeV published in Ref. [105]. The data are presented
in the form of ∆ρ/

√
ρref =

√
ρref(r − 1) where r is the

(∆η,∆ϕ) correlation function divided by the properly
normalized mixed-event one, and

√
ρref = dN/dη/2π.

The ∆η-gap method. One can calculate Vn from the
correlation function r(∆η,∆ϕ) by Eq. (4) with certain
minimum ∆η gaps. The values of V2 for the top 0–5%
centrality are listed in Table I for various ∆η gaps, to-
gether with the relative reduction from the inclusive one
(i.e. no ∆η gap requirement). This reduction corresponds
to the removed nonflow fraction by each ∆η gap.
It is noteworthy that the correlation functions have al-

ready been corrected for the triangle ∆η acceptance via
the mixed-event technique [105]. The calculated numeri-
cal value of Vn is dependent of this acceptance correlation
because nonflow is primarily composed of short-range
correlations, decreasing with increasing ∆η. Because flow
is approximately η independent, the ∆η-acceptance is
sometimes uncorrected in experimental analysis of two-
particle cumulant V2, e.g., in early works of Ref. [72, 130].
Without the triangle acceptance correction, the calcu-
lated V2 values would be larger. For numerical illustra-
tion, we “uncorrect” the STAR data by the perfect tri-
angle acceptance, and tabulate the obtained V2 values in
Table I together with the corresponding nonflow reduc-
tions. In this case the nonflow effects are larger.

The 1/N scaling method. The per-hadron normalized
correlated yields, 1

Ntrig

dN
d∆ϕ , can be obtained from projec-

tions of
√
ρref × r [105]. These correlated yield distribu-

tions are shown in the left panel of Fig. 5 for the most
central 0–5% and most peripheral 84–93% collisions. The
first three Fourier coefficients are written on the corre-
sponding plot. Using the simple 1/N scaling method of
Eq. (7), one can readily obtain the “nonflow-subtracted”

5 The four-particle cumulant V2{4}(η1, η2) is also analyzed in two
dimensions and is limited by statistics with large uncertainties.



10

TABLE I. An example case study of nonflow estimations by various methods in top 0–5% Au+Au collisions at
√
snn = 200 GeV

using midrapidity (∆η,∆ϕ) correlation data from STAR [105]. Quoted values are two-particle cumulant V2 (×10−4) with
statistical uncertainties. The midrapidity multiplicity densities are dN/dη = 5.2, 13.9, and 671 for 84–93%, 74–84% and 0–5%
centralities, respectively. The data are corrected for ∆η acceptance via mixed events. The last column “uncorrects” the data
using the perfect triangle acceptance.

Method Implementation ∆η-acc. corrected ∆η-acc. uncorrected

∆η-gap
— 6.12±0.05 6.64±0.03

|∆η| > 1.04 5.30±0.10 −13% 5.45±0.07 −18%
|∆η| > 1.52 5.08±0.18 −17% 5.25±0.14 −21%

Low-
multiplicity
subtraction

1/N scaling
84–93% 5.67±0.06 −7% 6.07±0.04 −9%
74–84% 5.13±0.06 −16% 5.42±0.03 −18%

1/N scaling
84–93%

5.10± 0.08 −4% 5.25± 0.08 −4%|∆η| > 1.04

dipole scaled
84–93%

5.04± 0.11 −5% 5.21± 0.09 −4%|∆η| > 1.04

near-side scaled 84–93% 4.93±0.13 −19% 5.12±0.13 −23%

1D fit
exp. + const 5.23±0.15 −15% −21%
Gaus. + const 5.48±0.08 −10% −17%

two-Gaus. + const 5.29±0.12 −14% −20%
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FIG. 5. Left panel: per-hadron normalized ∆ϕ correlations in central 0–5% and peripheral 84–93% Au+Au collisions at√
snn = 200 GeV. The Fourier coefficients are written on the plots. Right upper panel: ∆ϕ correlation function at |∆η| < 1.04

minus that at 1.04 < |∆η| < 2 after properly normalized on the away side (π/2 < ∆ϕ < 3π/2). The Gaussian curves are to
guide the eye. Right lower panel: V2(∆η) as a function of ∆η of particle pair. Fit functions are superimposed to model nonflow
correlations atop of a pedestal, the underlying flow. The ∆ϕ correlation data points are symmetrized about ∆ϕ = 0 and π.
Error bars are statistical uncertainties. Data from Ref. [105] by the STAR Collaboration.

flow anisotropy, V sub
n . The values of elliptic flow V sub

2

for the top 0–5% centrality are tabulated in Table I. As
discussed in Sect. 2.1.1, the result depends on what cen-
trality is used as the low-multiplicity event class. The
V sub
2 calculated using the 74–84% centrality (instead of

the 84–93% one) for low-multiplicity subtraction is also
tabulated in Table I. The corresponding nonflow reduc-
tion is larger, as one would expect. The effects of the ∆η
triangle acceptance are also shown in Table I.

In this low-multiplicity subtraction exercise we have
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used pair correlations without ∆η gap. One can cer-
tainty use the correlations with a minimum ∆η require-
ment and then further apply low-multiplicity subtraction,
as we show in Table I as well. The relative nonflow reduc-
tion is smaller because the base V2 with the ∆η gap has
a significant portion of nonflow already removed. How-
ever, the nonflow reduction is finite, indicating remaining
nonflow beyond the applied ∆η gap. Note that the ∆η-
acceptance effect is in this case negligible because the
nonflow contribution at large ∆η is relatively small and
approximately ∆η independent.

We may repeat the exercise using the directly mea-
sured v2 values from STAR [130] (the triangle accep-
tance is not corrected in these data). The measured
v2 in peripheral 70–80% and top 0–5% central Au+Au
collisions are v2{2}peri ≈ 6.9% and v2{2}cent ≈ 2.4%,
respectively [130]. Assuming the former is all nonflow,
the 1/N scaling of nonflow would result in a nonflow of

(vperi2 )2
Nperi

ch

Ncent
ch

≈ 1.7 × 10−4, i.e. 30% nonflow in (vcent2 )2

of the latter. Choosing 90-100% centrality as the low-
multiplicity baseline would yield a significantly smaller
nonflow estimate [131]. As discussed in Sect. 2.2, it is
possible that the 90-100% (or 84-93%) centrality, which
is defined by the event multiplicity, is biased towards too
soft interactions, thus underestimating the nonflow to be
used as subtraction for central collisions. On the other
hand, the higher 70-80% centrality data likely contain
flow, and thus the 30% estimate is likely an overesti-
mate of nonflow. It is subject to the uncertainty what
peripheral range best represents the underlying nonflow
magnitude of those central collision events.

To avoid the peripheral multiplicity bias, minimum
bias (MB) pp collisions may be a better reference for non-
flow subtraction. STAR has measured accumulative cor-
relation as a function of pT , ⟨

∑
i cos 2(ϕpT

− ϕi)⟩, where
ϕpT

is the azimuthal angle of the particle of interest from
a given pT bin and ϕi is that of the reference parti-
cle. The flow component in the accumulative correla-
tions is Nv2(pT )v̄2, and the nonflow contribution would
be constant under the 1/N scaling assumption so the ra-
tio pp/Au+Au of the accumulative correlations can be
directly related to the nonflow fraction in Au+Au col-
lisions. The accumulative correlations are presented as
functions of pT in pp and Au+Au collisions (Fig. 1 in
Ref. [132]). The peripheral 80–100% Au+Au collisions
are comparable to pp, suggesting that these peripheral
collisions are dominated by nonflow. In the top 0–5%
central collisions, the measured ratio is on average 15%,
or 12% after correcting for the occupancy-dependent de-
tector efficiency of 20% from pp to central Au+Au [133].
One may consider that the mean ⟨pT ⟩ in central Au+Au
collisions is larger than in pp, and because the accumu-
lative correlation is an increasing function of pT , the N -
weighted pp/Au+Au ratio (or the ratio of the accumu-
lative correlations at the corresponding ⟨pT ⟩ values) is
smaller, approximately 8% [131]. On the other hand, one
may argue that the pp/Au+Au ratio should be taken at

higher pT for pp than for Au+Au because of jet energy
loss in the latter, which would yield a larger ratio. These
considerations suggest that nonflow estimations by the
1/N scaling, even without multiplicity biases, still have
large uncertainties because of strong assumptions made
in this method.
The dipole scaling method. With the Fourier coeffi-

cients from peripheral and central collisions, we can read-
ily apply the dipole scaling method of Eq. (14). It is
generally expected that the negative dipole is approx-
imately inversely proportional to N , so the 1/N scal-
ing and the dipole scaling would give similar results of
V sub
n . Obviously, the correlations shown in the left panel

of Fig. 5 without ∆η gap is not suitable for the dipole
scaling method because the dipole V1 in central collisions
is not even negative because of the large near-side non-
flow peak at ∆ϕ ∼ 0. Instead, we apply the dipole scaling
method to the correlations with a minimum ∆η gap of
1.04 (the bin edge of a ∆η bin). The V1 values for ∆ϕ
correlations in 1.04 < |∆η| < 2 are (−1.40±0.07)×10−2

and (−1.30 ± 0.10) × 10−4 for 84–93% and 0–5% cen-
tralities, respectively. The V1 ratio of 0.0093 ± 0.0009
compares reasonably well to the inverse multiplicity ra-
tio of 0.0077. The V sub

2 by Eq. (14) is shown in Table I.
Again the nonflow reduction is small because the base V2
with the ∆η gap is already void of significant nonflow.
The template fit method is not shown in Table I. It

is a close variation from the dipole scaling method as
discussed in Sect. 2.2.3 and Sect. 2.2.4. The difference
between Eqs. 13 and 14 is the V1 ratio in the denomina-
tor, which is only on the order of 1%.

The near-side scaling method. The upper right panel of
Fig. 5 shows the per-hadron normalized correlated yield
difference in ∆ϕ between small- and large-∆η ranges,
|∆η| < 1.04 and 1.04 < |∆η| < 2, respectively. A slight
normalization adjustment is applied before taking the dif-
ference, a couple of percent for peripheral collisions and
negligible for central collisions, such that the away-side
(π/2 < ∆ϕ < 3π/2) correlated yield is averaged to zero.
This correlation difference represents the near-side short-
range nonflow correlations under the assumption of ∆η-
independent collective flows. The ratio of the near-side
correlated yield in central collisions over that in periph-
eral collisions is Yhigh/Ylow = 2.65± 0.21,6 and this ratio
is applied in the near-side subtraction method of Eq. (8)
to the scaling of nonflow in addition to the simple multi-
plicity dilution. The near-side scaled nonflow subtracted
V sub
2 value is shown in Table I. The nonflow effect is sig-

nificantly larger than the simple 1/N scaling because the
near-side correlated yield is significantly larger in central
collisions.

The 1D fitting method. The V2 as a function of |∆η|
is shown in the right lower panel of Fig. 5. The V2 value

6 The ∆ϕ = 0 data point in central collisions may be affected by
track splitting so the ratio is taken excluding the ∆ϕ = 0 data
points.
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with a certain minimum ∆η gap requirement is simply
the pair density-weighted integral of this plot over the
range beyond the given |∆η| gap size. Take the ∆η-gap
idea a step forward would be the 1D fitting method. For
good accuracy, one would want to take into considera-
tion other flow measurements that are less vulnerable to
nonflow, such as those from ZDC measurements or multi-
particle cumulants as discussed in Sect. 2.3. For the il-
lustration purpose here, we assume simply that the flow
is independent of ∆η and use various functional forms
for nonflow correlations. Specifically, we use exponential,
single Gaussian, and double Gaussian functions. The fits
are superimposed in the right lower panel of Fig. 5. The
fit pedestals, corresponding to the “real” flow, are written
on the plot, and tabulated in Table I with the correspond-
ing nonflow reduction. The flow for the ∆η-acceptance
uncorrected data would be the same as the fit pedestal.
The corresponding nonflow reduction is larger as shown
in Table I, because the inclusive V2 measurement is larger
containing stronger nonflow contribution.

It is clear from our example case study that the vari-
ous nonflow subtraction methods result in a wide range of
nonflow estimations. The nonflow contamination in the
top 0–5% central Au+Au collisions from this illustrative
exercise is approximately 20%. The absolute range in the
nonflow estimation and thus the relative uncertainty on
the flow result is on the order of 10%. The nonflow ef-
fect is expected to be smaller at the LHC than at RHIC
because of the larger multiplicity, thus larger dilution of
nonflow. A significant fraction of nonflow may be re-
moved by a large ∆η gap. This is in line with findings at
the LHC [134, 135] and RHIC [136]. However, nonflow
is not completely absent at |∆η| > 1. Low-multiplicity
subtractions and fitting methods indicate an additional
a few percent (absolute) nonflow contamination beyond
|∆η| > 1.

4. DISCUSSIONS AND SUMMARY

Nonflow includes all few-body correlations in a colli-
sion event except the global flow correlations where all
particles are correlated over the entire event. Those non-
flow correlations cannot possibly be fully measured, and
various estimation/subtraction methods have been de-
vised, as reviewed here in a single place. They can be
broadly divided into three categories: (1) ∆η-gap, (2)
low-multiplicity subtraction, and (3) data-driven fits. All
of them have assumptions, some of which are strong and
some are less so; they come with different pros and cons.
Because of the various degrees of assumptions, assess-
ments of systematic uncertainties on nonflow are chal-
lenging. We summarize in Table II the various nonflow
estimation methods regarding their assumptions, pros,
cons, and the sources of uncertainties involved.

1. The ∆η-gap methods, while simple to implement,
are not clean. The interpretation of results of
a given ∆η-gap analysis is subject to issues like

the η-dependence and ∆η-decorrelation of flow.
The systematic uncertainties are hard to quantify;
comparing to full-event (no ∆η gap) benchmark
can, for example, be bitten by the usual track-
merging/splitting detector artifacts. An improve-
ment would be to examine the results as functions
of the applied ∆η-gap size, which would constitute
the data-driven 1D fitting method.

2. The low-multiplicity subtraction methods come
with the large uncertainty in the assumptions of the
multiplicity/centrality dependence of nonflow and
the arbitrariness in the choice of low-multiplicity
event class. Strictly confining within a given set of
assumptions, one may arrive at a nonflow estimate
with relatively small systematic uncertainty. How-
ever, this is only valid when the assumptions are
correct; more likely, the estimated nonflow is sys-
tematically biased, and loosening the assumptions
would yield a wide range of uncertainties.

3. The data-driven fitting methods are probably the
best at our disposal with the fewest assumptions
and least model dependency. However, it requires
attentive examination of the data and identification
of nonflow correlation shapes. The fitting can be
demanding and requires thorough inspection.

Naturally, different methods are different in their de-
grees of efficacy in removing nonflow. The ∆η-gap
method is used in essentially all modern flow analyses.
The low-multiplicity subtraction methods have been ac-
tively explored in data analyses, especially in the con-
text of small-system collisions. The fitting methods take
more efforts; the methods are not new but are less ex-
plored. We have included an example case study of the
various nonflow subtraction methods using the top 0–5%
central Au+Au data at

√
snn = 200 GeV published by

STAR [105].
In general, nonflow contamination is severe in periph-

eral collisions and become less so towards more cen-
tral collisions. However, since the elliptic flow also de-
creases with increasing centrality because of the more
spherical collision zone, nonflow contamination in cen-
tral collisions can still be appreciable, whereas it is gen-
erally the smallest in midcentral collisions. In the top 0–
5% central Au+Au collisions at RHIC, for example, the
data-driven fitting methods indicate a nonflow fraction
of 20%, with a typical relative systematic uncertainty of
20% [122, 123, 125, 137]. From low-multiplicity subtrac-
tion, one can get a wide range of nonflow estimate, prob-
ably 10–30%, depending on assumptions of multiplicity
dependence of nonflow and what low-multiplicity events
are taken as nonflow baseline. Multiplicity dependence
of nonflow involve two factors, one is a possibly faster
increase in the number of nonflow sources than the mul-
tiplicity, and the other is a possible change in the correla-
tion of each nonflow source with multiplicity/centrality.
Nonflow subtraction is particularly challenging in small

system collisions to search for signs of collectivity in high-
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TABLE II. Summary of the assumptions, pros, cons, and sources of uncertainties involved in the various nonflow estimation
methods.
Method Implementation Assumptions Pros Cons Uncertainty sources

∆η-gap

1. pair ∆η

2. two-subevent

3. multi-
subevent

- nonflow is
short-ranged simple

difficult to assess
systematic
uncertainties

- choice of ∆η gap size (nonflow
beyond ∆η)

- flow dependence on η

- flow decorrelation in ∆η

Low-
multiplicity
subtraction

1. 1/N scaling

2. near-side
scaling

3. template fit

4. dipole scaling

- low-multiplicity
events have no flow

- certain multiplicity
dependencies for
nonflow

- template fit differs
from dipole scaling
only in base
normalization

restrained
by low-
multiplicity
correlations

strong model
dependencies;
near-side
correlation
analysis can be
difficult at low pT

- choice of low-multiplicity events

- degree of validity of assumptions
(nonflow shape can change,
near- and away-side may scale
differently, nonflow sources may
not scale with multiplicity)

- multiplicity selection biases,
especially in small systems

- detector effects (track
merging/splitting) is multiplicity
dependent

Data-driven
fitting

1. 2D fit

2. 1D fit

3. η-symmetry

- flow and nonflow
shapes are different

least model
dependent

fitting can be
demanding (trial
and error)

- functional forms for nonflow
correlations

- ∆η dependence of flow and flow
fluctuations (which can be input
from elsewhere)

multiplicity events. The reasons are many-fold: the non-
flow contamination is high and likely dominates the V2
measurement, multiplicity selection biases are significant
for both low- and high-multiplicity events, how nonflow
varies from low- to high-multiplicity collisions is largely
unknown (partially because of the selection biases). The
task is relatively easier at the LHC than at RHIC because
of the larger detector longitudinal acceptances, the larger
multiplicities produced, and the more likelihood to have
collectivity at the higher energies of LHC. At RHIC the
analysis is significantly more difficult; for example, the
difference between PHENIX [66, 67] and STAR [31, 32]
on flow in p+Au, d+Au, and 3He+Au is not fully settled.

One may naively expect that some of the methods
would at least give the lower limit of nonflow (thus up-
per limit of flow). For example, the ∆η-gap method
could give a lower limit because one expects residual non-
flow to still contribute beyond a certain ∆η gap. This is
true if one confines to the physics interpretation of flow
and nonflow within the measured ∆η region. If one in-
fers the ∆η-gap measurement of flow to, e.g. the entire
|∆η| > 0 region, then the measured flow at large ∆η can
be lower than the true flow over the entire ∆η range be-
cause flow and/or flow fluctuation effects can decrease
with ∆η. This could then be a lower limit of flow and
upper limit of nonflow; however, this is really a physics
interpretation issue.

The difficulties in estimating/subtracting nonflow re-
flects the fact that nonflow cannot be fully and thor-

oughly measured and the physics evolution of nonflow
with collision system and centrality/multiplicity is not
well understood. It is therefore important to examine
various estimation/subtraction methods, when strong as-
sumptions are involved, in order to arrive at a robust
nonflow estimate with faithful systematic uncertainties,
which often takes the majority effort of data analysis.
This is particularly important when data are compared to
theoretical models, such as hydrodynamics, where non-
flow effects are not fully incorporated, to draw quantita-
tive physics conclusions.
We end our topical review of nonflow by a set of rec-

ommendations:

• Use multiple methods (as many as feasible), possi-
bly combine methods, and assess the range of un-
certainties in the results;

• Always strive to use data-driven methods even
though they may be more demanding;

• Employ information and/or constraints from other
measurements as much as possible;

• Use multi-particle cumulants wherever feasible,
keeping in mind the different flow fluctuation ef-
fects in two- and multi-particle cumulants;

• For small systems, take extreme care in assessing
the possibly severe multiplicity biases in event se-
lections.
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We hope our review summarizing the various nonflow
estimation methods in a single place is helpful to future
researches.
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