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The collective flow generated in relativistic heavy-ion collisions fluctuates from event to event. The
fluctuations lead to a decorrelation of flow vectors measured in separate bins in phase space. These
effects have been measured in experiments and observed in numerical simulations in hydrodynamic
models. We present a simple random model of flow decorrelation in pseudorapidity. Analytical ex-
pressions for the flow factorization breaking coefficients for flow vectors, flow vector magnitudes, and
flow angles are derived. The model explains the relations between different factorization breaking
coefficients found in experimental data and model simulations. In particular, it is found that the
flow angle decorrelation constitutes about one half of the total flow vector decorrelation.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the methods of investigation of the hot and
dense matter created in the interaction region of rela-
tivistic heavy-ion collisions is the analysis of the collective
flow from the spectra of emitted particles [1–5]. Strong
pressure gradients in the fireball cause a rapid expan-
sion. The azimuthal asymmetry of the collective flow
can be quantified using the harmonic flow coefficients,
describing the magnitude and the azimuthal direction of
the flow. The dynamical model commonly used to de-
scribe the generation of the collective flow in the rapid
expansion of the source is the relativistic viscous hydro-
dynamics [6].

The collective flow generated reflects the properties of
the initial state of the collision. The initial conditions
fluctuate from event to event and the final flow observ-
ables fluctuate as well [6–10]. One of the aspects of such
fluctuations is the decorrelation of the flow harmonics
measured in different pseudorapidity bins. Model calcu-
lations predict a deviation from unity of the correlation
coefficient between two flow vectors in separate pseudora-
pidity or transverse momentum bins [11, 12]. This corre-
lation coefficient of flow vectors is called the flow factor-
ization breaking coefficient. It has been measured in ex-
periments [13–17] and qualitatively reproduced in models
[11, 12, 18–26]. In this paper we study the decorrelation
of the collective flow for different bins in pseudorapidity.

Correlations of higher moments of flow vectors in dif-
ferent phase-space bins have been studied as well, both
in experiment [14, 17] and in models [21, 23, 27–29]. The
measurement of the decorrelation using four-particle cor-
relators allows one to estimate separately the flow vec-
tor magnitude and flow angle decorrelation in different
bins. Experimental and model calculation show that the
total flow vector decorrelation is composed in approx-
imately equal parts from the flow magnitude and flow
angle decorrelation. The second observation is that the
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decorrelation of higher powers of flow vectors is stronger
than the decorrelation of simple flow vectors. The factor-
ization breaking coefficient for the second or third power
of the flow vector can be approximated as the second or
third power of the simple flow vector factorization break-
ing coefficient. Finally, it has been observed in model
calculations that the decorrelation is the strongest for
events (or classes of events) where the overall flow is the
smallest.

These effects have been observed in numerical simula-
tions, but no simple understanding has been given. In
this paper, we present a simple model of flow decorrela-
tion in different phase-space bins. We assume that the
flow vector in a small pseudorapidity bin can be writ-
ten as a sum of the overall flow (averaged over the whole
event) and of a random vector component. Assuming the
independence of the directions of random component of
the flow and of the average flow, the model can explain
qualitatively the effects observed in model simulations
and in the experimental data. We present a number of
analytical results for the factorization coefficients for flow
vectors, for powers of flow vectors, for flow magnitudes
and for flow angles. We show that qualitatively similar
relations between different factorization breaking coeffi-
cients are found in simulations using a realistic hydrody-
namic model.

We study three- and four-bin measures of the flow
decorrelation in pseudorapidity, used in experimental
analyses [13, 14]. The random model of flow decorre-
lation can describe qualitatively the relations between
different three- and four-bin measures of the flow vector,
flow magnitude, and flow angle decorrelation observed in
model calculations and in the experimental data. Also in
this case a relation between the decorrelation of the sec-
ond or third power of flow vectors and the second or third
power of the simple flow vector decorrelation is found.

The flow factorization breaking effect is briefly de-
scribed in Sec. II. Our model of the flow decorrelation
due to a random component in the flow vector is intro-
duced in Sec. III. In the following sections applications of
the random flow decorrelation model for the flow decorre-
lation in pseudorapidity are presented: the factorization

ar
X

iv
:2

30
4.

12
71

1v
2 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  1

1 
A

ug
 2

02
3

mailto:Piotr.Bozek@fis.agh.edu.pl
mailto:mehrabph@uni-mainz.de


2

breaking coefficient of the flow in two bins in pseudora-
pidity (Sec. IV), the analysis of flow angle decorrelation
(Sec. V), and the calculations for three- and four-bin
measures of flow deccorelation (Sec. VI). The results are
summarized in the last section.

II. FLOW CORRELATION

The flow in an event can be defined using the harmonic
coefficients of the azimuthal distribution of emitted par-
ticles. We use the notation Vn = vne

inΨn , where vn
and Ψn are the magnitude and event-plane angle for the
nth order harmonic flow. The flow vector Vn cannot be
reconstructed in each event. Rotationally invariant com-
binations of moments of flow vectors can be estimated
from the moments of the corresponding qn vectors in a
phase-space region A,

qn(A) =
1

N

∑
k∈A

einϕk , (1)

where the sum runs over all N hadrons in the selected
phase-space region A, and ϕk are their azimuthal angles.
The event average of the qn vector moments is an esti-
mator of the corresponding moments of the flow vectors,
e.g.,

⟨(Vn)
m(V ∗

n )
m⟩ = ⟨qmn (q⋆n)

m⟩, (2)

where the angular brackets denote an average over the
events.

The factorization breaking of the collective flow means
that the flow moment calculated in different regions in
phase space (A and B),

⟨Vn(A)V ∗
n (B)⟩ = 1

NANB

∑
k∈A,j∈B

ein(ϕk−ϕj), (3)

does not factorize into flow moments calculated [11, 12]
in the same bin,

⟨Vn(A)V ∗
n (A)⟩ = 1

NA(NA − 1)

∑
k ̸=j∈A

ein(ϕk−ϕj) , (4)

which gives

⟨Vn(A)V ∗
n (B)⟩ ≠

√
⟨Vn(A)V ∗

n (A)⟩⟨Vn(B)V ∗
n (B)⟩ . (5)

The factorization breaking coefficient is the correlation
coefficient of flow vectors in two phase-space regions

ρVn
(A,B) =

⟨Vn(A)V ∗
n (B)⟩√

⟨Vn(A)V ∗
n (A)⟩⟨Vn(B)V ∗

n (B)⟩
. (6)

If the flow dominates the multiparticle correlation we
have ρVn

(A,B) ≤ 1. The flow correlation coefficient (fac-
torization breaking coefficient) can be used as a measure
of flow decorrelation for two bins in pseudorapidity [11] or

in transverse momentum [12]. The factorization break-
ing coefficient rn(p1, p2) in transverse momentum can be
measured in experiment [13, 30, 31] and calculated in
models [12, 18–22].
The factorization breaking coefficient in pseudorapid-

ity, Eq. (6), contains a significant contribution from non-
flow effects [11]. A modified factorization breaking coef-
ficient has been proposed [13], defined as a ratio of two
flow vector covariances taken for two different pairs of
bins (Fig. 1),

R(1)
n;V =

⟨Vn(−η)V ∗
n (ηref )⟩

⟨Vn(η)V ∗
n (ηref )⟩

, (7)

where ηref is the reference pseudorapidity common to
the numerator and the denominator. The bins are placed
such that both |ηref − η| and |ηref + η| are large enough
to suppress nonflow correlations. The experimentally
measured [13, 14, 32] decorrelation in pseudorapidity us-
ing Eq. (7) can be qualitatively reproduced in hydrody-
namic and cascade models [24, 33, 34]. Besides the sim-
ple factorization breaking coefficient defined in Eq. (6),
factorization breaking coefficients for higher moments of
flow vectors can be defined [14, 17, 21, 29, 35]. Based
on these factorization-breaking coefficients of higher or-
der flow moments, the flow magnitude and flow angle
decorrelation can be estimated separately [21, 23]. In
the following, we discuss a simple model of flow decorre-
lation that explains qualitatively the relations between
different factorization breaking coefficients. To illus-
trate the effects in model calculations, we use a 3+1-
dimensional viscous hydrodynamic model [6] with par-
ticle emission through statistical hadronization [36] at
freeze-out. Details of the three-dimensional fluctuating
initial conditions and hydrodynamic model can be found
in Ref [27]. In the present work, we use Pb+Pb colli-
sions at

√
sNN = 5.02TeV for two centralities, 0 − 5%

and 30 − 40%, as a numerical example of the analytical
identities discusses in the random model of flow decorre-
lation.

III. RANDOM MODEL OF FLOW
DECORRELATION

The flow in the same event, but in two separate phase-
space regions, is slightly decorrelated. To understand the
basic features of this effect, we study a simple random
flow decorrelation model. The model is simple enough so
that, in the limit of small flow decorrelations, many ob-
servables, such as the factorization breaking coefficients
and flow correlations, can be estimated analytically.
In a given event, the flow measured in two specific bins

differs. Also, the flow Vi = V +Ki defined in a small bin
i in phase space differs from the flow V averaged over the
whole acceptance region depicted in Fig. 1. The flow in
a small bin is composed of the average flow in the whole
acceptance region and a random component Ki. Both V
and Ki have nontrivial event-by-event distributions. In
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FIG. 1. Pseudorapidity bins used in definitions of factorization breaking coefficients of the collective flow (two, three, or all
four bins depending on the case).

the following, we assume that all the small bins consid-
ered are of the same size and that in each bin i the flow
distribution is the same. It is a good approximation for
the flow defined in pseudorapidity bins. Alternatively,
one can transfer the definition of the model to the scaled
flow Vi/⟨Vi⟩, e.g., for the modeling of flow factorization
breaking in transverse momentum.

The combined probability distribution of two compo-
nents of the flow V and Ki, i = 1, . . . , N can be very
complicated in principle. We make one simplifying as-
sumption:

⟨V m(K⋆
i )

m⟩ = 0 , m = 1, 2, . . . . (8)

We have checked quantitatively the magnitude of the
above term in comparison to the terms that are kept
in the expansion. We find that the approximation works
well for the triangular flow and for the elliptic flow in
central collisions (|⟨V K⋆⟩| < 0.05⟨KK⋆⟩ ). The approxi-
mation is not as good, but still acceptable, for the elliptic
flow in semicentral collisions (|⟨V K⋆⟩| ≃ 0.13⟨KK⋆⟩ ).
Note that the above properties are fulfilled under the as-
sumption of a random relative orientation of flow vectors
V and Ki. On the other hand, the magnitudes could still
be correlated,

⟨vm|Ki|l⟩ ≠ 0 . (9)

The local random component of the flow Ki fulfills the
constraint

⟨(V+Ki)(V+Ki)
⋆⟩ = V ar(V )+V ar(Ki) = V ar(V )+C2 ,

(10)

where C2 is a constant defined as the difference between
flow vector variance in a small bin and flow vector vari-
ance in the whole acceptance region. Nontrivial flow cor-
relation between two different bins is encoded in the cor-
relation of the random components Ki and Kj of the flow
in the two bins. Phenomenologically, one expects that as
the separation between the two bins increases the ran-
dom components of flow vectors Ki and Kj become less
aligned. This means that the covariance

⟨KiK
⋆
j ⟩ (11)

decreases with increasing bin separation. Another cor-
relation between random components comes from the
global constraint ∑

i

Ki = 0 . (12)

For the study of the covariances between flows in two
bins, we define

A =
Ki +Kj

2
and ∆ =

Ki −Kj

2
. (13)

Note that, due to the properties of Ki and Kj , both
A and ∆ depend on the separation between the bins.
The distribution of ∆ gets wider as the bin separation
increases (reflecting the increasing decorrelation of Ki

and Kj). On the other hand, the distribution of A gets
narrower,

⟨AA⋆⟩ = C2 − ⟨∆∆⋆⟩, (14)
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due to the constraint from Eq. (10). We have

⟨A∆⟩ = 0 . (15)

For bins in pseudorapidity, we specify V (η) = V + Ki

for the flow vector in a bin of fixed size around the pseu-
dorapidity η. As indicated above, the distribution of A
and ∆ depends only on the pseudorapidity separation
|η1−η2| between the two bins. Besides the mathematical
constraint in Eq. (12) or global momentum conservation
constraints [37], the correlations between the two random
components Ki and Kj can have a nontrivial physical
origin. In the hydrodynamic model, fluctuations in the
initial distribution in space-time rapidity generate fluc-
tuations in the final flow in pseudorapidity [33]. Local
fluctuations of the initial flow increase the decorrelation
of the final flow [24]. Finally, dynamical hydrodynamic
fluctuations [38] lead to fluctuations of the final flow of a
finite range in rapidity [39]. Also thermodynamic fluctu-

ation and contributions from energy deposition from jets
could contribute to the flow decorrelation. The contribu-
tion to the local collective flow from initial momentum
flow, hydrodynamic fluctuations, thermal fluctuations, or
jets is expected to be, in the first approximation, inde-
pendent of the average collective flow. Therefore, it could
be effectively described as a random component added to
the flow vector as well.

IV. FACTORIZATION BREAKING
COEFFICIENT OF THE COLLECTIVE FLOW

The factorization breaking coefficient of the collective
flow, which is equivalent to the correlation coefficient for
the complex variables (Vn(η))

m and (Vn(−η))m, can be
generalized to any power of the flow:

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) =
⟨(V (η))m(V ⋆(−η))m⟩√

⟨(V (η))m(V ⋆(η))m⟩⟨(V (−η))m(V ⋆(−η))m⟩
. (16)

The factorization breaking coefficient of the mth power of the flow vector in Eq. (16) can be estimated in principle
from an average of the moments of the experimentally measured q vectors,

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) =
⟨(q(η))m(q⋆(−η))m⟩√

⟨(q(η))m(q⋆(η))m⟩⟨(q(−η))m(q⋆(−η))m⟩
. (17)

However, for correlations in pseudorapidity the measure
is strongly influenced by nonflow effects [11]. In the mod-
els results shown here, the nonflow correlations are re-
duced by oversampling the final state hadrons for each
hydrodynamic evolution event. We chose the number of
oversampling so that the remaining contribution of non-
flow resonance decays to the relative error is smaller than

the statistical errors in the calculation. On the other
hand, such observables can be used as an experimental
estimate for higher moment factorization breaking coef-
ficients in transverse momentum [17, 21, 29], if rapidity
gaps are used to reduce nonflow correlations. Similar
relations could be studied for analogous higher order fac-
torization breaking coefficients in transverse momentum.

In the random model of flow decorrelation, the flow
in each bin is decomposed into global and local random

components. The factorization breaking coefficient takes
the form

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) =
⟨(Vn +An +∆n)

m(V ⋆
n +A⋆

n −∆⋆
n)

m⟩√
⟨(Vn +An +∆n)m(V ⋆

n +A⋆
n +∆⋆

n)
m⟩⟨(Vn +An −∆n)m(V ⋆

n +A⋆
n −∆⋆

n)
m⟩

=
⟨(V ′

n +∆n)
m(V

′⋆
n −∆⋆

n)
m⟩

⟨(V ′
n +∆n)m(V ′⋆

n +∆⋆
n)

m⟩
, (18)

where V
′

n = Vn + An. If the random component of the
flow is relatively small δn = |∆n| ≪ |Vn| (then also δn =

|∆n| ≪ |V ′

n|), the factorization breaking coefficient can

be expanded to second order in ∆,

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) ≃ 1− 2m2 ⟨v2m−2
n δ2⟩
⟨v2mn ⟩

. (19)
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FIG. 2. A comparison of the factorization breaking coefficient for the second power of flow magnitude (black lines, dots) with the
factorization breaking coefficient for the second power of flow vectors (blue lines, diamonds) is shown in the top panels [central
and semicentral collisions, panels (a) and (b) respectively]. The red lines with squares represents the flow angle factorization
breaking coefficient, Eq. (28). The factorization breaking coefficients for the fourth power of the flow are shown in panels (c)
and (d). All results are obtained from the viscous hydrodynamic model for Pb-Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02TeV.

The above formula shows the generic properties of the
factorization-breaking coefficient. On general grounds,
one expects that the lowest order dependence of ∆ on
the bin separation ∆η is linear [11, 40]. This leads to a
quadratic dependence of the factorization-breaking coef-
ficient on the bin separation,

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η1, η2) ≃ 1− 2m2κ(η1 − η2)
2 . (20)

The flow moment decorrelation, i.e. the deviation of the
factorization breaking coefficient from unity, increases
with the rank m of the flow moment. The formula can be
further simplified if the factorization of moments v and
δ is assumed:

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) ≃ 1− 2m2 ⟨v2m−2
n ⟩⟨δ2⟩
⟨v2mn ⟩

≃ 1− 2m
⟨δ2⟩
⟨v2n⟩

, (21)

where the last equality is obtained for fluctuation-

dominated flow. If the collective flow is dominated by
fluctuations in the initial state, as for the triangular
flow or the elliptic flow in central collisions, we have
⟨v2mn ⟩ = m!⟨v2n⟩m.
The deviation of the factorization breaking coefficient

from 1 comes from two effects, the flow angle decor-
relation and flow magnitude decorrelation, as noted in
[35, 41]. Both effects can be studied separately in model
calculations [21]. The factorization breaking coefficient
for the flow magnitudes is:

ρ(m)
vn (η,−η) =

⟨vn(η)mvn(−η)m⟩√
⟨vn(η)2m⟩⟨vn(−η)2m⟩

. (22)

The factorization breaking coefficient for the flow mag-
nitudes could be estimated experimentally (at least in
principle) for even m = 2k:

ρ(m)
vn (η,−η) =

⟨(qn(η))k(q⋆n(η))k(qn(−η))k(q⋆n(−η))k⟩√
⟨(qn(η))2k(q⋆n(η))2k⟩⟨(qn(η))2k(q⋆n(η))2k⟩

.

(23)
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FIG. 3. Same as in Fig. 2 but for the triangular flow.

The flow magnitude factorization breaking can be cal-
culated using our model with a random local flow com-
ponent,

ρ(m)
vn (η,−η) =

⟨|Vn +An +∆n|m|Vn +An −∆n|m⟩√
⟨|Vn +An +∆n|2m⟩⟨|Vn +An −∆n|2m⟩

=
⟨|V ′

n +∆n|m|V ′

n −∆n|m⟩
⟨|V ′

n +∆n|2m⟩
. (24)

Expansion to the second order in δ/v gives

ρ(m)
vn (η,−η) ≃ 1−m2 ⟨v2m−2

n δ2⟩
⟨v2mn ⟩

. (25)

In the random model of flow decorrelation, the decorrela-
tion of the flow vector magnitudes is approximately one
half of the decorrelation of the flow vectors. The same
property can be observed in the viscous hydrodynamic
model results (Figs. 2 and 3).

To estimate the flow angle decorrelation between two
bins centered at η and −η a simple average of the cosine

of flow angle difference could be used:

⟨cos (mn(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)))⟩ =
〈

(Vn(η)V
⋆
n (−η))

m

(|Vn(η)||Vn(−η)|)m
〉

.

(26)
The flow angle decorrelation defined above cannot be di-
rectly measured in the experiment, unlike the flow vector
factorization breaking coefficient in Eq. (16) (for any m)
or the flow magnitude factorization breaking coefficient
in Eq. (22) (for even m). Note that in the definition
of flow factorization breaking the event average is taken
separately in the numerator and the denominator. In
contrast, for the angle decorrelation defined in Eq. (26),
the event average is taken for the whole ratio. The ex-
pansion of the flow angle decorrelation for small δ/v gives

⟨cos (mn(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)))⟩ ≃ 1−m2

〈
δ2n
v2n

〉
. (27)

The simple flow angle decorrelation of orderm in Eq. (26)
should not be confused with the angular component of

the flow factorization breaking, ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η), Eq. (16).
Under the event average, the flow magnitude to power
m is present in the flow factorization breaking coefficient
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FIG. 4. Flow factorization breaking coefficients for differ-
ent moments of flow vectors calculated in the hydrodynamic
model. Panels (a) and (b) are for central (0− 5%) and semi-
central (30 − 40%) collisions, respectively. The factorization

breaking coefficients ρ(1), ρ(2), ρ(3), and ρ(4) are denoted with
circles, squares, diamonds, and triangles respectively. The
powers of the first order coefficient [ρ(1)]m are represented
with dashed lines of the same color as the corresponding co-
efficients ρ(m).

of order m. It has been noticed that the flow angle decor-
relation is strongly anticorrelated with flow magnitude in
the event [27]. Therefore, the relevant flow angle factor-
ization breaking coefficient in order m is defined as

ρ
(m)
Ψn

(η,−η) =
⟨v2m cos (mn(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)))⟩

⟨v2m⟩
. (28)

In experiment, the flow angle factorization breaking coef-
ficient can be estimated as the ratio of the flow vector and
flow vector magnitude factorization breaking coefficients,

ρ
(m)
Ψn

(η,−η) =
ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η)

ρ
(m)
vn (η,−η)

, (29)

with almost the same results as from the definition in
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FIG. 5. same as in Fig. 4 but for the triangular flow.

Eq. (28). For small flow decorrelation, we have

ρ
(m)
Ψn

(η,−η) ≃ 1−m2 ⟨v2m−2δ2⟩
⟨v2m⟩

. (30)

In Figs. 2 and 3, we compare the results for mea-
sures of flow decorrelation in two pseudorapidity bins:
the flow factorization breaking coefficient, the flow mag-
nitude factorization breaking coefficient, and the flow an-
gle factorization breaking coefficient in the hydrodynamic
model. The numerical results follow the relation obtained
in our random flow decorrelation model. In particular,
the flow factorization breaking can be decomposed into
the flow magnitude factorization breaking and the flow
angle decorrelation,

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) ≃ ρ(m)
vn (η,−η)ρ

(m)
Ψn

(η,−η), (31)

where, with considerable accuracy, we find:

[1−ρ
(m)
Ψn

(η,−η)] ≃ [1−ρ(m)
vn (η,−η)] ≃ [1−ρ

(m)
Vn

(η,−η)]/2.
(32)

The flow angle decorrelation is roughly the same as the
flow magnitude decorrelation (compare red and black
lines in Figs. 2 and 3). If the above relation holds,
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Eq (32) could be used as an experimental estimate of
the flow angle decorrelation also for odd m.
Finally, we test the relation given in Eq. (21) between

flow factorization coefficients of different order m. When
the event-by-event flow follows the Bessel-Gaussian dis-
tribution [42, 43] (central collisions for the elliptic flow
and all centralities for the triangular flow) and for small
deviations of the factorization breaking coefficients from
1, one finds:

ρ
(m)
Vn

(η,−η) ≈
[
ρ
(1)
Vn

(η,−η)
]m

. (33)

Numerical results from the viscous hydrodynamic model
confirm these relations as illustrated in Figs. 4 and 5.
The factorization breaking coefficient of order m = 2, 3
can be approximated as a power of the first-order fac-
torization breaking coefficient for the elliptic flow at 0-
5% centrality and the triangular flow at both centralities
studied. The elliptic flow in semicentral events (30-40%)
is not dominated by fluctuations and the relation from
Eq. (21) for the factorization breaking coefficients of dif-
ferent orders is not true. ρ(4) deviates strongly from 1
and the approximate relation in Eq. (33) is broken.

V. FLOW ANGLE DECORRELATION AND
THE OVERALL FLOW MAGNITUDE

The flow angle decorrelation is stronger if the overall
flow is small. The largest flow decorrelation occurs for the
triangular flow and for the elliptic flow in central events
[11]. Moreover, for a given centrality class, in events
with a smaller magnitude of the overall flow, the angle
decorrelation is the largest [21, 27]. In Figs. 6 and 7 are
shown the scatter plots of the overall flow magnitude in
the event and of the cosine of the flow decorrelation for a
sample of central and semicentral events. The increase of
the flow angle decorrelation with decreasing overall flow
magnitude v can be understood from Eq. (27). Taking

⟨cos (n(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)))⟩ ≃ 1−
〈
δ2n
v2n

〉
, (34)

at a fixed value of the flow magnitude, vn, one has:

⟨cos (n(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)))⟩|vn ≃ 1− ⟨δ2n⟩
v2n

. (35)

We illustrate the relation between the flow angle decor-
relation and the overall flow magnitude for m =
1. The anticorrelation of the flow angle decorrelation
Ψn(η) − Ψn(−η) with vn [Eq. (35] is denoted with
red points in Figs. 6 and 7. The random model of
flow decorrelation explains the anticorrelation between
the overall flow magnitude vn and the angle correlation
⟨cos (n(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)))⟩ observed in numerical simu-
lations of the hydrodynamic model.
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FIG. 6. Scatter plot of the scaled elliptic flow in an event
v/⟨v⟩ versus cos(n(Ψn(η)−Ψn(−η)) for central (panel a)) and
semicentral (panel b)) collisions. All the points are from the
viscous hydrodynamic model. The red points represent the
expected flow angle decorrelation as a function of the fixed
value of the flow in the event, Eq. (35).

VI. THREE-BIN AND FOUR-BIN MEASURES
OF FLOW DECORRELATION

The two-bin factorization breaking coefficients studied
in Sec. IV are very sensitive to nonflow effects. Alterna-
tively, a three-bin measure of flow factorization breaking
in the longitudinal direction can be used [13], Eq. (7).
This measure can be generalized to higher moments of
the flow [14, 35],

R(m)
n;V (η) =

⟨V m
n (−η)V ⋆m

n (ηref )⟩
⟨V m

n (η)V ⋆m
n (ηref )⟩

. (36)

An analogous formula can be written for the factorization
breaking coefficient of the flow magnitude as follows:

R(m)
n;v (η) =

⟨vmn (−η)vmn (ηref )⟩
⟨vmn (η)vmn (ηref )⟩

. (37)
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FIG. 7. Same as in Fig. 6 but for the triangular flow.

A third measure can be defined to estimate the simple
flow angle decorrelation:

Rs(m)
n;Ψ (η) =

⟨cos (mn(Ψn(−η)−Ψn(ηref )))⟩
⟨cos (mn(Ψn(η)−Ψn(ηref )))⟩

. (38)

Using the local random component (K) for the flow in
a given bin V (η) = V +K(η) and defining

A1 =
K(η) +K(ηref )

2
and ∆1 =

K(η)−K(ηref )

2
,

(39)
and

A2 =
K(−η) +K(ηref )

2
and ∆2 =

K(−η)−K(ηref )

2
,

(40)
one can write:

R(m)
n;V (η) =

⟨(V +A2 +∆2)
m(V +A2 −∆2)

∗m⟩
⟨(V +A1 +∆1)m(V +A1 −∆1)∗m⟩

, (41)

R(m)
n;v (η) =

⟨|V +A2 +∆2|m|V +A2 −∆2|m⟩
⟨|V +A1 +∆1|m|V +A1 −∆1|m⟩

. (42)

The expansion of the factorization breaking coefficients
to second order in δ2, taking into account that ⟨|A|2⟩ =
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FIG. 8. The factorization breaking coefficient of the ellip-
tic flow in three pseudorapidity bins [central and semicentral
collisions, panels (a) and (b) respectively]. The flow vector
factorization breaking coefficients, Eq. (43), are denoted with
filled circles, the flow magnitude factorization breaking coeffi-
cients, Eq. (44), are denoted with squares, and the simple flow
angle factorization breaking coefficients, Eq. (38), are denoted
with diamonds. The blue dashed lines indicate an estimate
of the flow vector factorization breaking coefficient, Eq. (37),
as a product of the flow magnitude factorization breaking co-
efficient and the weighted flow angle factorization breaking
coefficient in Eq. (47).

C2 − δ2, takes the form

R(m)
n;V (η) = 1− 2m2 ⟨v2m−2δ22⟩ − ⟨v2m−2δ21⟩

⟨v2m⟩
, (43)

for the flow vector decorrelation and

R(m)
n;v (η) = 1−m2 ⟨v2m−2δ22⟩ − ⟨v2m−2δ21⟩

⟨v2m⟩
, (44)

for the flow magnitude decorrelation. We find that the
deviation of the flow factorization breaking coefficient

R
(m)
n;V from 1 is twice as large as the deviation of the flow

magnitude coefficient R
(m)
n;v from 1:

[1−R(m)
n;v (η)] ≃ [1−R

(m)
n;V (η)]/2 . (45)
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FIG. 9. Same as in Fig. 8 but for the triangular flow.

The above relation is approximately fulfilled in numerical
simulations and the experimental data [27]. Moreover,
we can find the general formula for the simple flow angle
decorrelation in Eq. (38) as follows:

Rs(m)
n;Ψ = 1−m2⟨ δ

2
2

v2
⟩+m2⟨ δ

2
1

v2
⟩ . (46)

This is not the flow angle decorrelation that is measured
in experiment. The simple flow angle decorrelation is as
strong or stronger than the full flow vector decorrelation
(Figs. 8 and 9). Similarly to the two-bin correlator, the
correct flow angle decorrelation weighted with the power
of the flow magnitude can be defined as

R(m)
n;Ψ(η) =

⟨v2mn cos (mn(Ψn(−η)−Ψn(ηref )))⟩
⟨v2mn cos (mn(Ψn(η)−Ψn(ηref )))⟩

. (47)

Expanding to the order δ2j we find

R(m)
n;Ψ ≈ 1−m2 ⟨vm−2δ22⟩

⟨v2m⟩
+m2 ⟨v2m−2δ21⟩

⟨v2m⟩
. (48)

Comparing the above results with the results for the flow
vector decorrelation, Eq. (43), and flow magnitude decor-
relation, Eq. (44), one observes

R(m)
V ≈ R(m)

v R(m)
Ψ . (49)

We expect that the above factorization of the flow vec-
tor coefficient works well for both elliptic and triangular
flows and all centralities. This factorization is observed in
numerical calculations [27] (Figs. 8 and 9). It means that

the relation R(m)
V /R(m)

v can be used as an estimate of the

weighted flow angle decorrelationR(m)
n;Ψ, Eq. (47). On the

other hand, the simple angle decorrelation, Eq. (38), is
significantly larger.
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FIG. 10. Comparison of three-bin (red lines) and four-bin
(black lines) flow vector factorization breaking coefficients for
the elliptic flow (panel a)) and for the triangular flow (panel
b)), for 30− 40% centrality. Red dash lines show the decom-
position of the flow vector factorization breaking coefficient

R(2)
V into the flow magnitude and flow angle decorrelation us-

ing Eq. (52).

In the experiment, due to nonflow correlations, only

the three-bin flow vector correlator R(m)
n;V (η) can be mea-

sured. There is another practical way to estimate flow
angle decorrelation at different pseudorapidities using a
four-bin correlator [14],

Rn;V V =
⟨Vn(−ηref )Vn(−η)V ∗

n (η)V
∗
n (ηref )⟩

⟨Vn(−ηref )V ∗
n (−η)Vn(η)V ∗

n (ηref )⟩
. (50)

In the random model of flow decorrelation, the above
four-bin correlator takes the form (in the lowest order in
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FIG. 11. The factorization breaking coefficients for the first
(black line and dots), second (red line and squares), and third

(blue line and diamonds) powers of the flow vector R(m)
V com-

pared with the second and third powers
[
R(1)

V

]m
(dashed

lines). Results for the elliptic flow and the triangular flow
are shown in panels (a) and (b) respectively, for the central-
ity range 30− 40%.

δ)

Rn;V V ≈ 1− 4
⟨v2δ22⟩
⟨v4⟩

+ 4
⟨v2δ21⟩
⟨v4⟩

. (51)

The four-bin correlator is an estimate of the weighted
flow angle factorization breaking coefficient, Eq. (47).
The flow vector factorization breaking coefficient RV ap-
proximately factorizes into the flow magnitude and flow
angle factorization breaking coefficient,

R(2)
V ≈ Rn;V V R(2)

v . (52)

Numerical results from the viscous hydrodynamic model

for the correlators Rn;V V , R(2)
V , and the above factoriza-

tion are shown in Fig. 10. There is a good consistency
between the results of the hydrodynamic simulations and
the factorization given in Eq. (52) (red dashed line) in
second- and third-order harmonics for both central (not
shown) and semicentral collisions.

Finally, we test in the hydrodynamic model the scal-
ing of the factorization breaking coefficients for different
moments of the harmonic flow vectors:

R(m)
V ≈

[
R(1)

V

]m
. (53)

Figure 11 present a comparison of the factorization
breaking coefficients for the second and third moments of

the flow vector R(m)
V (for m = 2− 3) (red and blue lines

respectively) with the respective powers of the factor-

ization breaking coefficients of the flow vectors
[
R(1)

V

]m
for m = 2 − 3 (red and blue dashed lines). The above
relation is expected for fluctuation dominated flow (tri-
angular flow) from Eq. (43) derived in the random model
of flow decorrelation.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We analyze the decorrelation of the flow vectors in
separate rapidity bins. A simple random model of flow
decorrelation is able to reproduce qualitatively the scal-
ing relations between factorization breaking coefficients.
Numerical simulations in the hydrodynamic model show
that the flow vector magnitude and flow vector angle
decorrelations are approximately equal and sum up in
the total flow vector decorrelation. The same relation
can be obtained in a random model of flow decorrela-
tion, where the flow in a small rapidity bin is written as
a sum of the average flow in the event and of a random
vector component. Assuming that the random compo-
nent direction is independent of the average flow and its
magnitude is much smaller than the average flow, analyt-
ical expressions for the factorization breaking coefficients
for flow vectors, flow magnitudes, and flow angles are
given, with similar relations between them as in the full
hydrodynamic simulation.
The factorization breaking coefficients for higher pow-

ers of the flow vectors shows a large deviation from 1, re-
flecting the stronger decorrelation for the second or third
power of the flow vectors than for the flow vectors only.
In the random model of flow decorrelation this property
comes from the general analytical expressions for the cor-
relations of different moments of flow vectors. In the
case when the flow is fluctuation dominated (triangular
flow or elliptic flow in central collisions) the factorization
breaking coefficients of different powers m of the flow are
related

ρ(m)(−η, η) ≃
[
ρ(1)(−η, η)

]m
. (54)

The above relation is found analytically in the random
decorrelation model, as well as in numerical simulations
in the hydrodynamic model.
The flow angle decorrelation is larger if the overall flow

is small. This can be observed on an event-by-event basis
in the hydrodynamic simulations and is encoded in the
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analytical expressions obtained in the random model of
flow decorrelation. As a consequence the flow decorrela-
tion is larger for the triangular flow and for the elliptic
flow in central collisions than for the elliptic flow in semi-
central collisions.

Analytical expression of the factorization breaking co-
efficients are given for the three- and four-bin measures of
flow decorrelation in pseudorapidity. Such measures are
used in experimental analyses in order to reduce nonflow
effects. The random model of flow decorrelation repro-
duces qualitatively the relation observed in experimental
data and in hydrodynamic simulations:

• the flow angle decorrelation is approximately one-
half of the flow vector decorrelation,

• the decorrelation of the second or third powers of
the flow is given as the second or third powers of
the flow vector decorrelation, when the overall flow
is fluctuation dominated.

The proposed random model of flow decorrelation in
pseudorapidity is surprisingly simple, yet it reproduces

qualitatively a number of phenomenological relations ob-
served in experimental data or in realistic hydrodynamic
simulations. The model can serve as a way to under-
stand the fluctuations inherent in models of heavy-ion
collisions. Moreover, any deviations from these simple
scalings in the experimental data could suggest the ex-
istence of specific correlations between the average flow
and the random flow decorrelations, which could be inter-
esting in the study of realistic initial conditions for the
hydrodynamic simulations of heavy-ion collisions. The
possible existence of a similar simple description of the
decorrelation of the flow in different transverse momen-
tum bins is open and left for future studies.
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