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Collisions of isobar nuclei, those with the same mass number but different structure parameters,
provide a new way to probe the initial condition of the heavy ion collisions. Using transport model
simulation of 96Ru+96Ru and 96Zr+96Zr collisions at two energies

√
sNN = 0.2 TeV and 5.02 TeV,

where 96Ru and 96Zr nuclei have significantly different deformations and radial profiles, we identify
sources of eccentricities contributing independently to the final state harmonic flow vn. The efficacy
for flow generation differs among these sources, and explains the modest energy dependence of
the isobar ratios of vn. Additionally, a significant component of vn is found to be uncorrelated
with the eccentricity but is instead generated dynamically during system evolution. Experimental
measurement of these ratios at the LHC energy and comparison with RHIC energy can provide
insight into the collision-energy dependence of the initial condition.

PACS numbers: 25.75.Gz, 25.75.Ld, 25.75.-1

Introduction. One major challenge in heavy ion phe-
nomenology is the need to simultaneously determine the
“initial condition” and the “transport properties” of the
quark-gluon plasma (QGP), each of which has multi-
ple parameters. Current state-of-the-art multi-system
Bayesian analyses show that the parameters of the ini-
tial condition and the transport properties are correlated,
such that the simultaneous extraction of both is required
to improve the precision of the extracted QGP proper-
ties [1–3]. The connection between initial condition and
final state observables is relatively well understood within
a given model, for example, vn ∝ εn for n = 2 and 3 [4].
However, the initial condition can not be calculated di-
rectly from the first principle QCD theory. Thus, it is
desirable to identify experimental observables that can
more directly pinpoint signatures of the initial condition.

One promising approach is to consider the collision of
isobar systems with the same mass number but differ-
ent yet well-known structural properties. These proper-
ties can be characterized, for instance, by parameters of
a deformed Woods-Saxon distribution with varying nu-
clear shape and radial profile. In experimental measure-
ments, we focus on the ratio of a given observable O in

collisions of isobars X and Y , and ask OX+X/OY+Y
?= 1.

Any significant departure from unity must originate from
the structural differences, which impacts the initial con-
dition and survives to the final state [5]. Studies have
been performed for ratios of bulk observables such as the
distribution of charged particle multiplicity p(Nch), har-
monic flow v2 and v3 and mean transverse momentum
⟨pT⟩ [6–9]. These ratios are found to be insensitive to
the final state effects [10] and hence reflect mainly how
the initial condition responds to variations in the nuclear
structure.

At high energy, the initial condition for bulk particle

∗Electronic address: jiangyong.jia@stonybrook.edu

production is dominated by partons at a small longitu-
dinal momentum fraction x. The distribution of these
partons depends on not only distributions of nucleons
from nuclear structure input, but also modifications due
to gluon shadowing or gluon saturation effects, encapsu-
lated in the so-called nuclear parton distribution function
(nPDF) [11, 12]. The nPDF and, hence, the emergent
initial condition is naturally expected to vary with

√
sNN

and pseudorapidity η. For example, the initial condition
at mid-rapidity is controlled by low-x partons from both
nuclei. In contrast, at forward rapidity, it is controlled by
large-x partons from the projectile nucleus and small-x
partons from the target nucleus. The small-x evolution
may smooth out the long-range density variation induced
by nuclear structure in a

√
sNN and rapidity-dependent

manner [13, 14]. Hence, comparing isobar ratios at dif-
ferent

√
sNN and η can be helpful to detect these novel

nPDF effects [15].
In this paper, we perform a first study of

√
sNN

and η dependence the isobar ratios in 96Ru+96Ru and
96Zr+96Zr collisions for several bulk observables, p(Nch),
v2 and v3. Our study is based on a popular transport
model (AMPT) [16], which previously were shown to be
able to reproduce the experimental isobar ratios mea-
sured by the STAR Collaboration [7–9].
Setup. The AMPT data at

√
sNN = 200 GeV were

produced in a previous study [17]. Therefore, we only
need to generate the isobar data at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

using AMPT version 2.29t9. The model was run in
the string-melting mode with a partonic cross-section of
3.0 mb [18]. The nucleon distribution in colliding ions is
parameterized by a deformed Woods-Saxon distribution,

ρ(r, θ, ϕ) ∝ 1

1 + e[r−R0(1+β2Y 0
2 (θ,ϕ)+β3Y 0

3 (θ,ϕ))]/a0
, (1)

which includes four parameters: quadrupole deforma-
tion, β2, octupole deformation, β3, half-width radius,
R0, and surface diffuseness, a0. It was already es-
tablished those isobar ratios are controlled by parame-
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ter differences, ∆β2
2 = β2

2Ru − β2
2Zr, ∆β2

3 = β2
3Ru − β2

3Zr,
∆a0 = a0Ru − a0Zr and ∆R0 = R0Ru − R0Zr [19]. There-
fore, we simulate generic isobar 96X+96X collisions with
five choices of β2, β3, R0 and a0 listed in Table I. This
allows us to define ratios that isolate influences of the
nuclear structure parameters step-by-step. The Nch, v2
and v3 are calculated using particles within 0.2 < pT < 2
GeV/c in various η ranges. The effects of non-flow are
evaluated by comparing results obtained from the de-
fault standard method, which uses all unique pairs, and
the two-subevent method, where the particles in pairs are
taken from the opposite η range [20]. The small differ-
ence of vn between the two methods is consistent with
the impact of longitudinal flow decorrelations [21]. The
impact of non-flow, which has a characteristic 1/Nch in
vn, is visible only at Nch < 50 in the AMPT model in the
standard method.

TABLE I: Nuclear structure parameters used in the simu-
lations of 96Ru+96Ru and 96Zr+96Zr collisions. Case1 and
Case5 represent, respectively, full parameterizations of 96Ru
and 96Zr.

R0 (fm) a0 (fm) β2 β3

Case1 96Ru 5.09 0.46 0.162 0
Case2 5.09 0.46 0.06 0
Case3 5.09 0.46 0.06 0.20
Case4 5.09 0.52 0.06 0.20
Case5 96Zr 5.02 0.52 0.06 0.20

The initial condition in the AMPT model is controlled
by the HIJING model, where the particle production is
described in terms of a soft and a hard component [16].
The soft component produces particles in a string pic-
ture, which scales as the mass number A and increases
slowly with

√
sNN. In contrast, the hard component pro-

duces particles via pQCD minijet partons described by
the impact parameter dependent nPDF, which scales as
A4/3 and grows fast with

√
sNN. In our simulation, par-

ticle production at
√
sNN = 0.2 TeV is dominated by the

soft component, whereas the hard component is greatly
enhanced at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. Note that the nPDF im-

plemented in HIJING is quite old, and captures only par-
tially

√
sNN and η dependence of the initial condition.

Results. Figure 1 displays the distribution of charged
particle multiplicity p(Nch) at mid-rapidity ∣η∣ < 0.5. The
range in Nch is much larger at the LHC energy. How-
ever, after applying a scale factor of 1/3.9, which matches
the Nch values at 1% centrality at the two energies, the
two distributions have very similar shapes. The shape
of p(Nch) at the LHC is sharper, due to a somewhat
better centrality resolution. Their difference in shape,
quantified by the ratio in the insert panel, reveals a shal-
low bump in mid-central collisions and a sharp bump
in central collisions. However, these differences are mild
considering the large increase in Nch from RHIC to the
LHC. For a fair study of the

√
sNN dependence, the re-

sults from LHC are presented as a function of the scaled
Nch match to the value at RHIC energy.
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FIG. 1: The distributions of Nch, p(Nch), in Ru+Ru colli-
sions at

√
sNN = 0.2 TeV and 5 TeV before (left) and after

(right) rescaling to match the at 1% centrality. The configu-
ration of “Case 1” in Tab I is used. The insert panel shows
the ratio of the rescaled p(Nch).

Figure 2 shows the four isobar ratios of p(Nch) using
the setting in Table I, calculated separately at RHIC and
the LHC, which include the effects of nuclear structure
step by step. These ratios have been studied in detail in
Ref. [8] and were found to describe the STAR data. We
found that the ratios at the LHC energy show nearly the
same behavior. Such a lack of

√
sNN dependence suggests

that the ratios of p(Nch) are a robust probe for structure
difference between isobar systems.
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FIG. 2: The ratios of p(Nch) including the differences of the
four nuclear structure parameters β2, β3, a0 and R0, step-by-

step: Case1
Case2

, Case1
Case3

, Case1
Case4

, Case1
Case5

. The results at RHIC

energy
√
sNN = 0.2 TeV are shown by solid lines, while those

at the LHC energy
√
sNN = 5 TeV are shown by symbols.

Next, we study the energy dependence of harmonic
flow. Figure 3 compares the flow calculated using the
two-particle correlation method vn{2} between the two
energies. The vn{2} values are significantly larger at the
LHC, which is expected as stronger collective flow is gen-
erated from more frequent partonic scattering. An in-
crease of the vn{2} values at Nch < 50, was observed at
RHIC but not LHC, implying that non-flow contribution
for a given centrality is smaller at higher energy.
To understand the vn{2} in terms of initial collision
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FIG. 3: The results of harmonic flow in Ru+Ru colli-
sions, calculated via two-particle correlation vn{2}, partici-

pant plane vn,pp, the difference δn =
√

(vn{2})2 − (vn,pp)
2,

and the reaction plane vn,rp from RHIC energy in symbols
and LHC energy in solid lines for n = 2 (left panel) and n = 3
(right panel). The LHC Nch was scaled by 1/3.9 to match
p(Nch) at RHIC.

geometry, we calculated the harmonic flow vector Vn =
vne

inΨn with respect to the “participant plane” (PP) ec-
centricity En = εneinΦn ,

vn,pp =
∣ ⟨VnE∗n⟩ ∣√
⟨EnE∗n⟩

, (2)

which captures the flow generated by the collision geom-
etry. Another related quantity is the flow with respect to
the impact parameter direction, vn,rp, also known as the
flow with respect to the reaction plane (RP), which quan-
tifies the strength of flow driven by the average geometry
of the overlap region. Both vn,pp and vn,rp are smaller
than vn{2}, as observed in Fig. 3. As expected, the v2,rp
reaches zero in central collisions, and v3,rp vanishes ev-
erywhere since there is no average triangular component
in the collision geometry.

The difference between vn{2} and vn,pp suggests that
flow from the two-particle correlation method has a com-
ponent largely uncorrelated with initial collision geome-

try, which we define as

δn =
√
(vn{2})2 − (vn,pp)2 . (3)

The δn are also shown in Fig. 3, whose magnitude is
quite comparable to vn,pp. Namely, the value of δ2 is
only slightly smaller than v2,pp in central collisions, and
the values of δ3 are comparable to v3,pp in mid-central
and central collisions, and are larger in peripheral colli-
sions. The values of δn have a weak dependence on Nch,
suggesting most of them are unrelated to the non-flow
since the latter is expected to have a 1/Nch dependence.
Instead, δn could originate from the hydrodynamic re-
sponses to local hot spots in the initial state, which has
been shown to increase the flow fluctuations but are un-
correlated with the participant eccentricity [22, 23].
Previous studies have shown that the ratios of vn{2}

are sensitive to nuclear structure parameter differences
between isobar or isobar-like systems [8, 9, 17, 24]. Here,
we want to investigate how such sensitivity shows up in-
dividually for various components of the harmonic flow:
vn,pp, δn, and vn,rp. The results are shown in Fig. 4,
where we show the ratio Case1/Case5 in Table I, which
includes the full nuclear structure differences between Ru
and Zr. One striking feature is that the ratios of δn are
very close to unity, whereas the ratios of vn,pp have a
much larger deviation from unity than the ratio of vn{2}.
This behavior implies that δn is insensitive to variations
of nuclear structure parameters, and hence simply dilutes
the nuclear structure dependence of vn{2}. As mentioned
earlier, δn may be caused by local correlations in the ini-
tial state or arise dynamically as a stochastic source in
the final state. In the future, it would be interesting to re-
peat this study in smaller systems for which experimental
data already exist, such as p/d/3He+Au collisions [25–
28]; where vn{2} could be dominated by δn, and the much
smaller vn,pp component should reflect better the order-
ing of the εn between these systems. Lastly, the ratio of
vn,rp shows a large enhancement from unity, which was
clarified in Ref. [17] as being dominated by the a0 differ-
ence between Ru and Zr.
It is well known that the impact of all four structure

parameters, β2, β3, a0, and R0, depend on the observable
and centrality. Therefore, it is important to study their
influences separately. The results are shown in Fig. 5.
For all four parameters, the ratios of vn,pp show stronger
variations than the ratios of vn{2}, and the ratios of δn
are always much closer to unity than the ratios of vn{2}
or vn,pp.
Regarding energy dependence, the behavior of the ra-

tios in Figs. 4 and 5 are qualitatively similar between
RHIC and the LHC energies. However, we notice that
the deviations from unity are systematically more signif-
icant at the LHC than at RHIC, which is particularly
evident for β2 and β3. These behaviors can be under-
stood from the energy dependence of the flow response
coefficients, which we shall elaborate as follows.
In general, the mean square eccentricity may have sev-

eral independent sources, ⟨ε2n⟩ = ∑i ⟨ε2n;i⟩. Correspond-
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FIG. 4: The isobar ratios (Case1/Case5 in Table I) for vn{2},

vn,pp, their differences δn ≡
√

(vn{2})2 − (vn,pp)
2, and vn,rp

for n = 2 (top panel) and n = 3 (bottom panel), calculated at
RHIC energy

√
sNN = 0.2 TeV in symbols and LHC energy

√
sNN = 5 TeV in solid lines. The LHC Nch was scaled by

1/3.9 to match p(Nch) at RHIC.

ingly, the final state harmonic flow would also have mul-
tiple sources, vn{2}2 = δ2n +∑i k

2
n;i ⟨ε2n;i⟩, where δn is the

flow uncorrelated with initial eccentricity, and kn;i are
the response coefficients. Our main point is that the val-
ues of response coefficients and their

√
sNN dependencies

are not the same between different sources in the AMPT
models. We shall demonstrate this point using the ellip-
tic flow as an example.

In the presence of nuclear deformation, the mean-
square elliptic eccentricity and elliptic flow can be ex-
pressed as,

ε22 = ε22,0 + ε22,rp + aβ2
2 + bβ2

3 ,

v2{2}2 = δ22 + k20ε22;0 + k21ε22,rp + k22aβ2
2 + k23bβ2

3 , (4)

which contains a component driven by the reaction plane
eccentricity ε2,rp, a component arising from fluctuation
ε2,0, as well as two comparatively smaller components
driven by the quadruple and octupole deformations 1.
For conciseness, we drop the “⟨⟩” and the harmonic num-
ber in the notation for response coefficients. Since these

1 Eccentricity vector has a x component along the impact param-
eter and a y component. Formally, our definition, in the ab-
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FIG. 5: The isobar ratios for vn{2} (top row), vn,pp (middle

row), and their differences δn ≡
√

(vn{2})2 − (vn,pp)
2 (Bot-

tom row) for n = 2 (left column) and n = 3 (right column),
calculated at RHIC energy

√
sNN = 0.2 TeV in solid lines and

LHC energy
√
sNN = 5 TeV in solid symbols. In each panel,

the ratios are shown separately for the impact of β2, β3, a0,
and R0 between Ru+Ru and Zr+Zr collisions. The LHC Nch

was scaled by 1/3.9 to match p(Nch) at RHIC.

components are independent, the participant plane ellip-
tic flow in Eq. (2) becomes 2

v2,pp =
k0ε

2
2;0 + k1ε22,rp + k2aβ2

2 + k3bβ2
3√

ε22,0 + ε22,rp + aβ2
2 + bβ2

3

. (5)

This equation shows that the relative contribution of
deformation, important in central collisions, depends not

sence of deformation, implies ε2,rp ≡ ⟨ε2,x⟩ and ε22,0 ≡ ⟨ε
2
2,y⟩ +

⟨(ε2,x − ⟨ε2,x⟩)2⟩.
2 Since Vn = knVnEn, the power of the response coefficients should
be same as that for vn, i.e. Eq. (5) (Eq. (4)) has linear
(quadratic) dependencies.
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only on the βn but also on the kn. In particular, if various
kn increase with

√
sNN at different rates, then the isobar

ratios would not be the same between RHIC and the
LHC, as observed in Figs. 4 and 5. The fact that these
ratios have a stronger dependence on the variation of β2

and β3 at the LHC, implies that k2 and k3 increase more
strongly with

√
sNN than k0

3.
Among various components ε2,pp in Eq. (4), ε2;0 and

ε2,rp are by far the most dominant. ε2;0 is important in
the central and most peripheral collisions, while ε2,rp is
more important in the mid-central collisions (see Fig. 3).
In the top panel of Fig. 4, we notice that the ratio of v2,rp
shows no difference between RHIC and LHC, despite a
much larger deviation from unity than the ratio of v2,pp.
To understood this behavior, we point out that v2,rp has
only one source, i.e. v2,rp = k1ε2,rp. Even though k1
changes with

√
sNN, this change is expected to cancel

in the isobar ratio, vrp2,Ru/v
rp
2,Zr = ε2,rpRu/ε2,rpZr. Further-

more, the energy dependence of k0 and k1 determines the

energy dependence of v2,pp. For example, if (k0)LHC

(k0)RHIC
<

(k1)LHC

(k1)RHIC
, then

(v2,pp)LHC

(v2,pp)RHIC
≈ ε22;0(k0)LHC+ε22,rp(k1)LHC

ε22;0(k0)RHIC+ε22,rp(k1)RHIC
<

(k1)LHC

(k1)RHIC
= (v2,rp)LHC

(v2,rp)RHIC
. These behaviors are qualitatively

supported by results in the top panel of Fig. 3 (i.e.
(v2,pp)LHC

(v2,pp)RHIC
≲ (v2,rp)LHC

(v2,rp)RHIC
), which implies that in the AMPT

model, the relative contribution from average geometry is
a bit larger at the LHC energy than at the RHIC energy.

We then consider the components associated with β2

and β3 from Eq. (4), which are denoted here by

ε2{β2}2 ≡ ε22;2 = aβ2
2 , ε2{β3}2 ≡ ε22;3 = bβ2

3 ,

v2{β2}2 ≡ k22aβ2
2 , v2{β3}2 = k23bβ2

3 . (6)

Similarly, we can define terms ε3{β3} and v3{β3}, ac-
counting for the β3 contribution to ε3 and v3, respec-
tively. These quantities can be calculated by compar-
ing ε2n obtained for collisions with and without β2

n, i.e.
εn{βn}2 = ε2n,deformed − ε2n,spherical. In practice, these
quantities are obtained using the realistic values of defor-
mations in the isobar systems β2 = 0.16 and β3 = 0.2. The
results obtained from the AMPT simulation are shown
in Fig. 6 at both energies. All three eccentricity observ-
ables ε2{β2}, ε2{β3}, ε3{β3} are nearly the same be-
tween RHIC and the LHC, whereas the Nch dependence
of v2{β2}, v2{β3}, v3{β3} are stronger at the LHC energy.
Interestingly, the values of εn{βn} and vn{βn} increase
nearly linearly with Nch.
Figure 7 shows the response coefficients for various

components of flow at RHIC energy, obtained using
the data in Figs. 3–6 and Eq. (4). By construction,
kn{2} ≡ vn{2}/εn are greater than kn{pp} ≡ vn{pp}/εn.
The values of k2{pp} are slightly larger than the values

3 The values of k1 are not relevant in central collisions, since ε2,rp
approaches zero.
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FIG. 6: The contribution from nuclear deformation assuming
β2 = 0.16 and β3 = 0.2 to eccentricities, ε2 (top left) and ε2
(top right), and flow, v2 (bottom left) and v3 (bottom right)
at RHIC energy in symbols and LHC energy in solid lines.
They are defined according to Eq. (6). The LHC Nch was
scaled by 1/3.9 to match p(Nch) at RHIC.

of k2{βn}, this enhancement can be naturally attributed
to the much larger response of the reaction plane flow
k2{rp}. On the other hand, the value of k3{pp} are very
similar to k3{β3}.
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FIG. 7: The response coefficients for various definition and
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Next, we quantify the energy dependence of the re-
sponse of harmonic flow to nuclear deformations. We
first calculate the response coefficients at the LHC en-
ergy similar to those shown in Fig. 7. We then calculate
the ratios of the response coefficients between the LHC
and RHIC, and the results are displayed in Fig 8. Since
eccentricities have very weak energy dependence (Fig. 6),
these ratios reflect mainly the energy dependence of the
vn. The energy dependence of these response coefficients
for elliptic flow is different from each other by about 20–
30%: k2{pp} is largest in the mid-central collisions, while
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toward central collisions, the values of k2{rp} and k2{β3}
are larger. In central collisions the values of k2{β2} and
k2{pp} approach each other, while the values of k3{β3}
are slightly larger than the values of k3{pp}. These be-
haviors are responsible for the stronger impact of nuclear
deformation on the isobar ratio at the LHC compared to
RHIC, as observed in Figs. 4 and 5.
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The last part of our analysis studies how the nuclear
structure influences the rapidity dependence of flow ob-
servables. We perform this study at the LHC energy, and
the results are presented in Fig. 9. The particles used to
perform the flow analysis are taken from four η ranges,
while the Nch used for the x-axis is always taken from
∣η∣ < 0.5.
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We see that the vn{2} values decrease by about 20–
30% from ∣η∣ < 1 to 3.5 < ∣η∣ < 5. However, the isobar

ratios change very little. The only noticeable difference
is in the mid-central and peripheral collisions where ratios
obtained in 3.5 < ∣η∣ < 5 are slightly larger for both v2 and
v3. We have traced this to a somewhat stronger response
of vn to the ∆a0 between isobars. The observed simi-
larity also suggests that the impact of longitudinal flow
decorrelations is very small at LHC over the considered
η range. We conclude that the current implementation
of the initial condition based on the HIJING model has
too weak a longitudinal dependence in its response to
the nuclear structure. Future model studies implement-
ing realistic nPDF and the effects associated with dense
gluon fields, such as gluon saturation physics, are neces-
sary to quantify the sensitivity of the initial condition to
nuclear structure effects more reliably.

Summary The ratios of the flow observables be-
tween 96Ru+96Ru and 96Zr+96Zr collisions are studied
at
√
sNN = 0.2 and 5.02 TeV, and also as a function of

pseudorapidity. These ratios are sensitive to structural
differences between 96Ru and 96Zr nuclei regarding their
nuclear shapes and radial profiles. The isobar ratios are
similar between the two energies, though their response
to structure difference is stronger at 5.02 TeV. The en-
ergy dependence is particularly noticeable in the impact
of octupole deformation β3 on the triangular flow v3.

We found that the effects of nuclear structure are cap-
tured entirely by the flow driven by the participant plane
vn,pp, and are not carried by the difference between two-
particle flow vn{2} and the vn,pp. This observation sug-
gests that the collective nuclear structure considered in
this paper influences mainly the global geometry of the
initial condition and, therefore, is captured by partici-
pant plane eccentricity εn. The isobar ratios have very
weak pseudorapidity dependence, suggesting they are ro-
bust observables for detecting nuclear structure effects.
Our study shows that the collision of isobar nuclei with
different yet controlled structure differences at various
beam energies, not specifically limited to 96Ru and 96Zr,
can provide valuable information on the initial condition
of heavy ion collisions. This study should be extended to
other higher-order correlation observables, which are ex-
pected to exhibit stronger energy dependencies and bet-
ter sensitivities to the initial condition [15].

In addition to the prospect of probing initial condi-
tions using isobar collisions, our studies also reveal new
insights generally valid in all large collision systems: We
found that a large component of the vn is uncorrelated
with the eccentricity but is generated dynamically dur-
ing system evolution. Our results also suggest that εn
has multiple sources, and response coefficients for each
source have different values and different energy depen-
dencies. These new insights have significant impacts on
the interpretation of the flow results obtained in RHIC
and the LHC.
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