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Abstract The mean transverse momentum of produced

particles, [pT], and its event-by-event fluctuations give

direct access to the initial conditions of ultra-relativistic

heavy-ion collisions and help probe the colliding nu-

clei’s structure. The [pT] fluctuations can be studied

via multi-particle pT correlations; so far, only the low-

est four orders have been studied. Higher-order fluctu-

ations can provide stronger constraints on the initial

conditions and improved sensitivity to the detailed nu-

clear structure; however, their direct implementation

can be challenging and is still lacking. In this paper,

we apply a generic recursive algorithm for the gen-

uine multi-particle pT correlations, which enables the

accurate study of higher-order [pT] fluctuations with-

out computationally heavy processing for the first time.

With this algorithm, we will examine the power of multi-

particle pT correlations through Monte Carlo model

studies with different nuclear structures. The impact

on the nuclear structure studies, including the nuclear

deformation and triaxial structure, will be discussed.

These results will demonstrate the usefulness of multi-

particle pT correlations for studying nuclear structure

in high-energy nuclei collisions at RHIC and the LHC,

which could serve as complementary to existing low-

energy nuclear structure studies.

Keywords High-energy nuclear collisions · nuclear
structure · multi-particle correlations

1 Introduction

The primary goal of the heavy-ion collisions at ultra-

relativistic energies, such as at the Relativistic Heavy

Ion Collider (RHIC) and the Large Hadron Collider

ae-mail: you.zhou@cern.ch

(LHC), is to create a quark-gluon plasma (QGP) and

study its properties in the laboratory [1,2]. Experimen-

tal measurements of collective flow [3,4] and its compar-

ison to hydrodynamic model calculations [5,6,7], in par-

ticular via global Bayesian analysis [8,9], provide a pow-

erful approach to extracting unique information about

the specific viscosity of the QGP and its time evolution

(temperature dependence). This represents the state-

of-the-art understanding of the QGP [10]. However, the

sizable uncertainty of the extracted QGP transport co-

efficients originates from poor knowledge about the ini-

tial conditions of heavy-ion collisions. A further reduc-

tion of this uncertainty can be achieved via in-depth in-

vestigations of the initial conditions [8,9]. Among vari-

ous collective flow observables, the mean transverse mo-

mentum, [pT], and its event-by-event fluctuations trace

their origins to the initial state of the heavy-ion col-

lision [11,12] and are arguably a more direct way to

study the initial state fluctuations [13]. Several initial

state properties have been proposed as good estimators

of event-by-event mean transverse momentum fluctu-

ations. These properties include the initial size R and

the size fluctuations of the system that were introduced

in [11], the transverse area of the overlap region and

the initial eccentricity ϵ2, introduced as Ae in [14], as

well as the initial energy per unit rapidity at the initial

time τ0, Ei [15]. These estimators have been verified us-

ing hydrodynamic calculations that show Ei provides a

strictly linear correlation to the [pT] [16]. Essentially,

the [pT] and its fluctuations reveal information about

the fluctuations of the energy deposited in the initial

state on an event-by-event basis.

It has been proposed that an improved understand-

ing of the initial conditions of nuclei collisions will al-

low for a more precise description of the geometrical

shape of the overlapping colliding region [17]. In par-
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Fig. 1 Illustration of the surface of nuclei with different quadrupole deformation. From left to right: spherical, prolate, triaxial,
and oblate.

ticular, for central collisions where the two colliding

nuclei fully overlap, the spatial shape of the overlap-

ping region could directly reflect the nuclear structure

that existed before the collision occurred (in the case of

body-body collisions). It has also been shown that the

imprint of the nuclear structure remains in the subse-

quent final state of the collective expansion, i.e., [pT]

fluctuations [18] and anisotropic flow [19], after the dy-

namic evolution of nucleus collisions. The study of nu-

clear structure is an important research topic in nuclear

physics, as it reveals the fundamental properties and

interactions of nucleons and nuclei. These studies al-

low us to test and improve the theoretical models and

methods that describe the nuclear many-body problem,

which remains a critical challenge from the low-energy

side [17]. The imaging power of high-energy nucleus col-

lisions provides a complementary approach to the ex-

isting low-energy nuclear structure study [20].

In the initial conditions of heavy-ion collisions, the

nucleon positions are sampled from a modified Woods-

Saxon distribution

ρWS(r) =
ρ0

1 + exp
(

r−R(θ,φ)
a0

) . (1)

The deformation of the nuclear surface is described by

R(θ, φ) = R0 (1 + β2 [cos γY20(θ, φ) + sin γY22(θ, φ)])

(2)

where R0 is the nuclear radius, Ylm are spherical har-

monics, β2 quantifies the strength of the quadrupole

deformation, and the triaxial parameter γ controls the

relative order of the three axes in the intrinsic frame

of the nuclei. The impacts of β2 and γ on the nuclear

structure are illustrated in Fig. 1. Systematic studies

of anisotropic flow using multi-particle azimuthal angle

correlations show that several flow observables are sen-

sitive to the nuclear quadrupole deformation β2 [19].

However, none of the flow observables (in terms of az-

imuthal angle correlations) have the power to distin-

guish the triaxial structures [19], suggesting that dif-

ferent choices of observable may be needed to accom-

plish this, such as v2n-[pT] correlations [21,22,23,24], or

multi-particle pT correlations [11,13].

This paper will present a generic recursive algorithm

for the genuine multi-particle correlations (cumulants)

of pT in Section 2. The Monte Carlo models, introduced

in Section 3, will be used to examine the power of multi-

particle cumulants of pT, with the results presented in

Section 4. Finally, we will summarize in Section 5.

2 Algorithm for multi-particle pT correlations

Multi-particle correlations have been a powerful tool

in the study of heavy-ion collisions [25,26]. One suc-

cessful example is using multi-particle azimuthal angle

correlations to study the final state anisotropic par-

ticle expansion, quantified by anisotropic flow vn [27,

28]. Systematic studies of anisotropic flow, flow fluctu-

ations, and flow correlations show that the selected flow

observables are sensitive to the nuclear quadrupole de-

formation β2 [19]. Still, none of the flow observables has

the power to distinguish the triaxial structures [19]. For

the study of multi-particle pT correlations, the lower

orders have been available and used in the investiga-

tions of the initial conditions in heavy-ion collisions and

also explored for their potential in the study of nuclear

structure [29,18]. Meanwhile, it is challenging and com-

putationally demanding for the higher orders when one

manually derives the correlations. A generic recursive

algorithm provides an ideal solution. It has been suc-

cessfully developed for multi-particle azimuthal correla-

tions [28] and used in the above-mentioned anisotropic

flow studies [19]. Following a similar idea, we propose a
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generic recursive algorithm for multi-particle [pT] cor-

relations in this paper.

In a single collision, many particles are produced.

The averaged pT correlation in this event is defined as

[p
(m)
T ] =

M∑
k1 ̸=... ̸=km

wk1 · . . . · wkmpT,k1 · . . . · pT,km

M∑
k1 ̸=...̸=km

wk1
· . . . · wkm

, (3)

where M is the number of particles within a certain

kinematic range in this event and wki
is a particle weight

correcting for detector inefficiencies. Applying the con-

straint that k1 ̸= . . . ̸= km removes any auto-correlations

such that the averaged pT correlation measures the dy-

namic correlations due to event-by-event fluctuations

and not the statistical correlations due to the finite

number of tracks. The notation [pT] is used for the

mean transverse momentum calculated event-by-event

within a certain kinematic range and is distinct from

the mean transverse momentum, ⟨pT⟩, extrapolated to

pT = 0 from spectra analyses over a large event en-

semble [30]. Similar to the Generic Framework for az-

imuthal angle correlations [27,28], the numerator and

denominator can be defined as

N⟨m⟩pT =

M∑
k1 ̸=...̸=km

wk1 · . . . · wkmpT,k1 · . . . · pT,km ,

(4)

D⟨m⟩pT =

M∑
k1 ̸=...̸=km

wk1 · . . . · wkm , (5)

so that the averaged m-particle pT correlation can be

written as

[p
(m)
T ] =

N⟨m⟩pT

D⟨m⟩pT

. (6)

The numerator and denominator in Eqs. (4) and (5),

respectively, are calculated by constructing sums of dif-

ferent powers of the transverse momentum and particle

weights

Pk =

M∑
i=1

wk
i p

k
T,i , Wk =

M∑
i=1

wk
i . (7)

Unlike the previously done analyses of azimuthal angle

correlations [27,28], the first-order pT correlation does

not vanish but is simply [pT]. The first few transverse

momentum correlations are given by

[p
(1)
T ] =

P1

W1
=

∑M
i=1 wipT,i∑M

i=1 wi

= [pT], (8)

[p
(2)
T ] =

P 2
1 − P2

W 2
1 −W2

, (9)

[p
(3)
T ] =

P 3
1 − 3P2P1 + 2P3

W 3
1 − 3W2W1 + 2W3

(10)

[p
(4)
T ] =

P 4
1 − 6P2P

2
1 + 3P 2

2 + 8P3P1 − 6P4

W 4
1 − 6W2W 2

1 + 3W 2
2 + 8W3W1 − 6W4

(11)

A general recursive formula can be constructed for Eqs.

(4) and (5), allowing one to calculate a pT correlation

of any order from powers of Pk and Wk

N⟨m⟩pT
=

m∑
k=1

(−1)k−1N⟨m− k⟩pT

(m− 1)!

(m− k)!
Pk (12)

D⟨m⟩pT =

m∑
k=1

(−1)k−1D⟨m− k⟩pT

(m− 1)!

(m− k)!
Wk (13)

where N⟨0⟩pT
≡ 1 and D⟨0⟩pT

≡ 1. Further written

out applications of this recursive formula up to eighth

order can be found in Appendix A.

The event-averaged pT correlations correspond to

the raw sample moments of the pT distribution within

some kinematic region

⟨[p(m)
T ]⟩ =

∑
events

W ′
m[p

(m)
T ]∑

events

W ′
m

, (14)

where W ′
m is an event weight. The choice of this weight

here is W ′
m = D⟨m⟩pT , which is the number of particle

pairs similar to the weight used in anisotropic flow cal-

culations to minimize the effects of multiplicity fluctua-

tions. The higher-order moments contain contributions

from the lower orders. The pT cumulants, κm, (calcu-

lated from the correlations, ⟨[p(m)
T ]⟩) reveal to which

degree there exists a genuine pT correlation amongst

many particles (m) which cannot be factorized into cor-

relations amongst fewer particles. A recursive formula

for the mth-order cumulant [31] is given by

κm = ⟨[p(m)
T ]⟩ −

m−1∑
k=1

(
m− 1

k − 1

)
⟨[p(m−k)

T ]⟩κk. (15)

One can expand this formula by grouping common terms

to get a formula solely dependent on powers of ⟨[p(m)
T ]⟩.

This has been done in Appendix B up to eighth order.

These genuine correlations will be shown to be sensitive

to the nuclear structure of the colliding nuclei.
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Data set # β2 γ a0 # of events

1 0 0 0.57 ∼1M

2 0.18 0 0.57 ∼1.5M

3 0.18 27◦ 0.57 ∼2.5M

4 0.18 60◦ 0.57 ∼2M

Table 1 Simulated Xe–Xe collisions data sets in AMPT with
four different configurations of the 129Xe nuclear structure.

3 Introduction to the theoretical models

The Heavy Ion Jet INteraction Generator, HIJING [32],

is a Monte Carlo event generator for parton and parti-

cle production in high-energy nuclear collisions. Based

on QCD-inspired models for multiple jet production,

it incorporates mechanisms such as multiple mini-jet

production, soft excitation, nuclear shadowing of par-

ton distribution functions, and jet interactions in dense

hadronic matter. It has been reported that with the

proper tuning, the HIJING model can describe parti-

cle production in high-energy proton-proton, proton-

nucleus, and nucleus-nucleus collisions [32]. Thus, the

HIJING model is expected to provide reliable baseline

predictions for the mean transverse momentum and its

event-by-event fluctuations for heavy-ion collisions at

the LHC.

Besides the HIJING model, A Multi-Phase Trans-

port model, AMPT, is another popular Monte Carlo

model that simulates nuclei collisions at relativistic en-

ergies [33]. The AMPT model run with String Melting

consists of four main parts. First, the initial condition

is based on the HIJING model [32], which describes

how the nucleon distributions are arranged and moved

inside the nuclei before they collide. Second, the Par-

ton Cascade (ZPC) [34] simulates the partonic interac-

tions inside the nuclei during the collision. Third, the

hadronization, which is done via quark-coalescence [35],

converts the partons into hadrons. Last, the hadronic

interactions are modeled using the ART model [36].

The AMPT model can reproduce many experimental

measurements from heavy-ion collisions, such as the

production of various particle types and their collec-

tive behavior (the anisotropic flow). The AMPT model

with default settings has difficulty reproducing the cen-

trality dependence of [pT] measurements in heavy-ion

collisions at the LHC. Nevertheless, one can implement

the nuclear structures in the initial state of the AMPT

model. This allows one to examine if the imprint of the

nuclear structure can be observed in the final state ob-

servables despite undergoing both partonic and hadronic

interactions.

This paper implements four different settings for the
129Xe structure. The parameters relevant to the nuclear

structure studies are listed in Table 1, while other input

parameters in the AMPT model are kept fixed between

the data sets. Like many previous AMPT model stud-

ies [19], the Lund string parameters are set to a = 0.3

and b = 0.15, the screening mass to µ = 2.2814. The

time-step is 0.2 fm, and the number of time steps for the

hadronic interactions within ART is set to 150, which

gives a hadron cascade time of 30 fm/c.

Following the idea established in [29], we consider

the nuclei in a liquid-drop model with a sharp surface

potential and in head-on collisions with a zero impact

parameter. The mean transverse momentum is posi-

tively correlated with the inverse transverse size, d⊥,

in the overlapping region between the colliding nuclei

d⊥ =
√

Npart/⟨r2⊥⟩, (16)

where Npart is the number of nucleons participating in

the collision and r⊥ is the transverse radius. Within

the liquid-drop model, the dependence of the central

moment of d⊥ on the nuclear structure parameters can

be roughly approximated with the following relation

[29]

δd⊥
d⊥

=

√
5

16π
β2

(
cos(γ)D2

0,0(Ω) (17)

+
sin(γ)√

2
[D2

0,2(Ω) +D2
0,−2(Ω)]

)
,

where D2
m,m′ are the elements of the Wigner D-matrix

and Ω represents the Euler angles. The expressions for

the higher-order central moments are obtained by inte-

grating over the Euler angles〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)n〉
= βn

2

(
5

16π

)n/2 ∫ (
cos(γ)D2

0,0 (18)

+
sin(γ)√

2
[D2

0,2 +D2
0,−2]

)n
dΩ

8π2

from which the cumulants can be constructed, and the

final cumulants of n-th order are scaled by 1/2n−1 to

account for the independent orientations of the two nu-

clei. Table 2 shows the liquid-drop model estimates for

the higher-order cumulants.

4 Results

Figure 2 shows the ⟨[pT]⟩ in Xe–Xe collisions at
√
sNN

= 5.44 TeV as a function of centrality. The top panel

shows the ⟨[pT]⟩ for a spherical, prolate, triaxial, and

oblate configuration of 129Xe, and the bottom panel
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Final state Initial state Liquid-drop
cumulant cumulant model

κ2

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉

1
32π

⟨β2
2⟩

κ3

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉 √

5
896π3/2 ⟨cos(3γ)β3

2⟩

κ4

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)4
〉
− 3 ·

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉2

− 3
14336π2 (7⟨β2

2⟩ − 5⟨β4
2⟩)

κ5

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)5
〉
− 10 ·

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉

− 5
√

5
315392π5/2 (11⟨cos(3γ)β3

2⟩⟨β2
2⟩ − 5⟨β5

2⟩)

κ6

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)6
〉
− 15 ·

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)4
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉

5
918412504π3 (42042⟨β2

2⟩3 − 5720⟨cos(3γ)β3
2⟩2

+30 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉3

− 10 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉2

−45045⟨β2
2⟩⟨β4

2⟩+ 8575⟨β6
2⟩+ 700⟨cos(6γ)β6

2⟩)

κ7

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)7
〉
− 21 ·

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)5
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉

− 15
√

5
524812288

(2002⟨β2
2⟩2⟨cos(3γ)β3

2⟩

+210 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉2

+715⟨cos(3γ)β3
2⟩⟨β4

2⟩

−35 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)4
〉

+910⟨cos(3γ)β5
2⟩⟨β2

2⟩ − 175 cos(3γ)β7
2⟩)

κ8

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)8
〉
− 28 ·

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)6
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉

5
142748942336π4 (2144142⟨β2

2⟩4 − 3063060⟨β2
2⟩2⟨β4

2⟩

+420 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)4
〉〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉2

−340⟨β2
2⟩

(
2288⟨cos(3γ)β3

2⟩2 − 35
(
49⟨β6

2⟩

−35

〈(
δd⊥
d⊥

)4
〉2

− 630 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉4

+4⟨cos(6γ)β6
2⟩

))
+ 25

(
21879⟨β4

2⟩2

+560 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉2

·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)2
〉

+14144⟨cos(3γ)β3
2⟩⟨cos(3γ)β5

2⟩

−56 ·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)5
〉
·
〈(

δd⊥
d⊥

)3
〉

−35
(
79⟨β8

2⟩+ 16⟨cos(6γ)β8
2⟩

))
Table 2 The cumulants of d⊥ up to eighth order in a liquid-drop model potential averaged over random orientations. The
first three entries are given in [29].

shows the ratio of ⟨[pT]⟩ in collisions of deformed nu-

clei against the ⟨[pT]⟩ calculated in collisions of spheri-

cal nuclei. The different ratios are consistent with unity

suggesting that to first order, the transverse momentum

cumulants are not a useful probe of the nuclear struc-

ture as the ⟨[pT]⟩ does not differ between the spheri-

cal (β2 = 0), prolate (β2 = 0.18), triaxial (β2 = 0.18,

γ = 27◦), and oblate (β2 = 0.18, γ = 60◦) nuclei. This

is consistent with the expectation from the liquid-drop

model; the integral in (18) yields zero when evaluated

for n = 1.

The centrality dependence of [pT] fluctuations, in

the form of the second-order cumulant or variance, κ2,

is shown in Fig. 3. The κ2 result increases by about

10-15% in the central collisions for β2 ̸= 0 compared to

the κ2 for spherical nuclei. However, the results show no

distinction between κ2 calculations from prolate, triax-

ial, and oblate nuclei. This agrees with the expectation

from the liquid-drop model, which predicts a positive

contribution (an increase) in the second-order cumulant

that is proportional to ⟨β2
2⟩ and no sensitivity to the γ

parameter, shown in Table 2. Therefore, we recommend

that κ2 should be considered as an additional probe to

the anisotropic flow measurements [37] for constrain-

ing the parameter of 129Xe. In particular, it should be

included in the Bayesian fits on the experimental mea-

surements to extract reliable deformation parameters

from the high-energy heavy-ion collisions.

The centrality dependence of the third-order cumu-

lant, κ3, is shown in Figure 4, where three distinct

trends in central collisions, depending on the triaxial-

ity parameter γ, are observed. Compared to the cal-

culations from spherical nuclei, the magnitude of κ3

is around 30% larger for oblate nuclei (γ = 60◦) and

around 30% smaller for prolate nuclei (γ = 0◦) in cen-

tral collisions albeit with large statistical uncertainties.

The triaxial 129Xe (γ = 27◦) leads to a value of κ3

consistent with the spherical case (β2 = 0) in the 10%

most central collisions. The emergence of the sensitiv-

ity to the triaxiality in κ3 is unsurprising as triaxiality

is a three-point structure, so a three-particle correla-

tion is needed to measure it. This also explains why

κ2 can distinguish the overall quadrupole deformation

(β2 = 0.18) from the spherical case but offers no addi-

tional information: the two-particle κ2 can only probe

two axes of the nuclei at a time. In addition, the liquid-
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Fig. 2 The mean transverse momentum, ⟨[pT]⟩, in Xe–Xe
collisions at

√
sNN = 5.44 TeV as a function of centrality for

four configurations of the nuclear structure simulated with
the AMPT model.

drop model predicts a positive contribution from the γ

parameter in the prolate case (cos(3γ) = 1), zero con-

tribution from fully triaxial (cos(3γ) = 0), and negative

contribution from the oblate case (cos(3γ) = −1). The

AMPT calculations follow the same trend. However, as

the κ3 values are negative, the ordering of the points

with different γ parameters is inverted in the ratio plot,

shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 4. The above results

further underline the importance of κ3 in exploring tri-

axial nuclear structure. It suggests that not only the

correlations between pT and v22 , which have been widely

used [38,39,23] but also the third order [pT] fluctuations

in central collisions should be considered in the com-

parisons between model calculations and experimental

measurements from the LHC experiments.

Figure 5 shows the centrality dependence of the

fourth-order cumulant, κ4, and the comparison between

the different nuclear structures. Similar to κ3, κ4 re-

sults can distinguish between different triaxial shapes

in central collisions despite sizable uncertainties. The

collisions of oblate nuclei yield the largest κ4 in central

collisions. The κ4 for the triaxial case is smaller than

the oblate case but larger than for spherical nuclei. The

prolate nuclei yield the smallest κ4 in central collisions,

almost a 100% difference with respect to the spherical

case. This does not match the prediction from the sim-

ple liquid-drop model, where the fourth-order cumulant

is expected to be proportional to some combination of
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β

Fig. 3 The second-order mean transverse momentum cu-
mulant, κ2, in Xe–Xe collisions at

√
sNN = 5.44 TeV as a

function of centrality for four configurations of the nuclear
structure simulated with the AMPT model.

the moments of β2 only. However, a dependence of the

initial state cumulant (δd⊥/d⊥)
4 − 3(δd⊥/d⊥)

2 on the

γ parameter is also seen in MC-Glauber simulations of

various deformed collision systems [29]. The ordering of

the calculations in the bottom plot of Fig. 5 is similar

to that in Fig. 4 (bottom), but in this case, the ordering

is not inverted, suggesting that γ either has an opposite

contribution to κ4 compared to κ3 or that the γ affects
the magnitude of the cumulants. That κ4 is sensitive

to the γ parameter is surprising based on the leading-

order approximation of the liquid-drop model, and it

would be interesting to see whether κ4 exhibits similar

sensitivity within hydrodynamic models.

A baseline prediction for the various orders of κn

(n ≤ 8) is given with the HIJING model in Fig. 6.

Within the HIJINGmodel, the fluctuations of the trans-

verse momentum follow that of a superposition of in-

dependent sources, which can be both short- and long-

range in nature [18,40]. The first three orders of cu-

mulants, κ1-κ3, are predicted to be strictly positive

across the centrality range. κ4 is positive in central

collisions, changes signs in semi-central collisions and

then becomes positive again above 30% centrality. The

higher-order cumulants (n > 4) fluctuate around zero in

central and semi-central collisions, except κ6, which is

strictly negative. The non-zero higher-order cumulants

suggest that the fluctuations of the mean transverse
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Fig. 4 The third-order mean transverse momentum cumu-
lant, κ3, in Xe–Xe collisions at

√
sNN = 5.44 TeV as a func-

tion of centrality for four configurations of the nuclear struc-
ture simulated with the AMPT model.

momentum are not trivial even in heavy-ion collisions

viewed as a superposition of pp collisions.

5 Summary

Multi-particle correlations and cumulants of transverse

momentum constrain the size and size fluctuations in

the initial conditions of heavy-ion collisions, making

them an ideal probe of the nuclear structure of colliding

nuclei at ultra-relativistic colliders. This paper proposes

a new generic algorithm of multi-particle pT correla-

tions that enables an efficient and precise study of pT
fluctuations up to arbitrary orders. Using the AMPT

transport model with various settings of nuclear struc-

ture, including spherical, prolate, triaxial, and oblate

shapes of 129Xe, we investigate the impact of nuclear

structure on the first four orders of [pT] fluctuations.

We find that at first order, the pT cumulants are insen-

sitive to the nuclear structure and that at least second

order is required to probe the deformation of the col-

liding nuclei. The variance, κ2, shows a β2-dependent

increase in central collisions but cannot distinguish be-

tween the prolate, triaxial, or oblate cases consistent

with the expectation from the simple liquid-drop model.

The third- and fourth-order cumulants, κ3 and κ4, show

a γ-dependent splitting of the calculated values in the

most central collisions with opposite contribution. The

γ-dependence of κ4 is not expected from the liquid-
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Fig. 5 The fourth-order mean transverse momentum cumu-
lant, κ4, in Xe–Xe collisions at

√
sNN = 5.44 TeV as a func-

tion of centrality for four configurations of the nuclear struc-
ture simulated with the AMPT model.

drop model prediction, suggesting that a more complex

model of the interplay between nuclear structure and

size fluctuations is necessary to understand this effect.

These studies show the impact of nuclear structure

on the [pT] fluctuations and how they can be utilized

to probe the shape of the colliding nuclei at the energy

frontier (at the level of TeV). The pT cumulants are,

through their relation to the size fluctuations, coupled

to the moments of the deformation parameters. Fur-

ther study of these relations and measurements of the

cumulants at experiments such as those at the LHC

can introduce a new avenue for studying nuclear struc-

ture in high-energy heavy-ion collisions, which is com-

plementary to existing low-energy measurements and

can serve as experimental validation of low-energy the-

oretical predictions. Furthermore, including the pT cu-

mulants as experimental inputs in Bayesian analyses

can provide independent constraints on the deforma-

tion parameters.

The study of nuclear structure with heavy-ion colli-

sions is an evolving field, and the presented method and

observables can provide a useful approach in potential

future runs of deformed nuclei species at the LHC to

constrain the shape of nuclei across the nuclide chart.
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Appendix B: Multi-particle pT cumulants

κ1 = ⟨[pT]⟩ (B.9)

κ2 = ⟨[p(2)T ]⟩ − ⟨[pT]⟩2 (B.10)

κ3 = ⟨[p(3)T ]⟩ − 3⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩+ 2⟨[pT]⟩3 (B.11)

κ4 = ⟨[p(4)T ]⟩ − 4⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ − 3⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2 (B.12)

+ 12⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2 − 6⟨[pT]⟩4

κ5 = ⟨[p(5)T ]⟩ − 5⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ − 10⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩ (B.13)

+ 30⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩+ 20⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2

− 60⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩3 + 24⟨[pT]⟩5

κ6 = ⟨[p(6)T ]⟩ − 6⟨[p(5)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ − 15⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩ (B.14)

− 10⟨[p(3)T ]⟩2 + 30⟨[p(2)T ]⟩3 + 30⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2

+ 120⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ − 270⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩2

− 120⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩3 + 360⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩4

− 120⟨[pT]⟩6

κ7 = ⟨[p(7)T ]⟩ − 7⟨[p(6)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ − 21⟨[p(5)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩ (B.15)

+ 42⟨[p(5)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2 − 35⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[p(3)T ]⟩

+ 210⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ − 210⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩3

+ 140⟨[p(3)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩+ 210⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2

− 1260⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2 + 840⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩4

− 630⟨[p(2)T ]⟩3⟨[pT]⟩+ 2520⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩3

− 2520⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩5 + 720⟨[pT]⟩7

κ8 = ⟨[p(8)T ]⟩ − 8⟨[p(7)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩ (B.16)

− 28⟨[p(6)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩+ 56⟨[p(6)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2

− 56⟨[p(5)T ]⟩⟨[p(3)T ]⟩+ 336⟨[p(5)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩

− 336⟨[p(5)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩3 − 35⟨[p(4)T ]⟩2

+ 560⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩+ 420⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2⟨[p(4)T ]⟩

− 2520⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩2 + 1680⟨[p(4)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩4

+ 560⟨[p(3)T ]⟩2⟨[p(2)T ]⟩ − 1680⟨[p(3)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩2

− 5040⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩+ 13440⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩3

− 6720⟨[p(3)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩5 − 630⟨[p(2)T ]⟩4 + 10080⟨[p(2)T ]⟩3⟨[pT]⟩2

− 25200⟨[p(2)T ]⟩2⟨[pT]⟩4 + 20160⟨[p(2)T ]⟩⟨[pT]⟩6 − 5040⟨[pT]⟩8
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