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Abstract Measurements of the azimuthal anisotropy in
lead–lead collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV are presented using a

data sample corresponding to 0.49 nb−1 integrated luminos-
ity collected by the ATLAS experiment at the LHC in 2015.
The recorded minimum-bias sample is enhanced by triggers
for “ultra-central” collisions, providing an opportunity to per-
form detailed study of flow harmonics in the regime where
the initial state is dominated by fluctuations. The anisotropy
of the charged-particle azimuthal angle distributions is char-
acterized by the Fourier coefficients, v2–v7, which are mea-
sured using the two-particle correlation, scalar-product and
event-plane methods. The goal of the paper is to provide
measurements of the differential as well as integrated flow
harmonics vn over wide ranges of the transverse momentum,
0.5 < pT < 60 GeV, the pseudorapidity, |η| < 2.5, and the
collision centrality 0–80%. Results from different methods
are compared and discussed in the context of previous and
recent measurements in Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 2.76 TeV

and 5.02 TeV. In particular, the shape of the pT dependence of
elliptic or triangular flow harmonics is observed to be very
similar at different centralities after scaling the vn and pT

values by constant factors over the centrality interval 0–60%
and the pT range 0.5 < pT < 5 GeV.

1 Introduction

One of the primary goals of ultra-relativistic heavy-ion colli-
sions is the study of the hot and dense medium formed there,
usually referred to as the quark-gluon plasma (QGP) [1–5].
The existence of the QGP phase of nuclear matter has been
confirmed by a wealth of experimental data [5,6]. In par-
ticular, properties related to the collective expansion of the
QGP (e.g. the equation of state [7] and shear viscosity [8])
are inferred from measurements of azimuthal anisotropies of
produced particles. It is now understood that the azimuthal
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anisotropy results from large initial pressure gradients in the
hot, dense matter created in the collisions [9,10]. These pres-
sure gradients transform the initial spatial anisotropies of
nuclear collisions into momentum anisotropies of the final-
state particle production, which are experimentally character-
ized by Fourier (flow) harmonics of the azimuthal angle dis-
tributions of produced particles. The discovery of large flow
harmonics at RHIC, and more recently at much higher colli-
sion energy at the LHC [11–14], has significantly deepened
the understanding of the QGP, as explored theoretically by
the QCD lattice [15]. In particular, the recent measurements
of azimuthal anisotropy help to constrain the commonly used
modelling of the dynamics of heavy-ion collisions based on
relativistic viscous hydrodynamics. Typically, in the hydro-
dynamic models, a strongly interacting quark–gluon medium
is formed shortly after the collision and its evolution is well
described by relativistic fluid dynamics [8]. Detailed inves-
tigations, based on hydrodynamics, have shown that the pro-
duced medium has properties similar to those of an almost
ideal fluid characterized by a very low ratio of viscosity to
entropy density, η/s. Precise azimuthal anisotropy measure-
ments over a wide range in kinematic variables and central-
ity are key elements to improving our understanding of the
strongly coupled QGP because of their unique sensitivity to
η/s.

The azimuthal angular distribution of single produced par-
ticles can be expanded in a Fourier series [16,17]:

dN

dφ
= N0

2π

(
1 +

∑
n=1

2vn cos [n (φ − �n)]

)
, (1)

where N0 is the total particle yield, φ is the azimuthal angle
of the produced particles and the vn and �n are, respec-
tively, the magnitude of the nth-order azimuthal anisotropy
and the orientation of the nth-order symmetry plane. The vn
coefficients – also called flow harmonics – are typically mea-
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sured as a function of particle pseudorapidity1 (η), transverse
momentum (pT), and the degree of overlap between the col-
liding nuclei (centrality). Event-by-event fluctuations in the
number and position of the interacting nucleons give rise to
anisotropic flow fluctuations [18].

The first harmonic, v1, is known as directed flow and refers
to the sideward motion of participants in ultra-relativistic
nuclear collisions, and it carries information from the early
stage of the collision. The most extensive studies are related
to the second flow harmonic, v2, also known as elliptic flow.
Elliptic flow is sensitive to the initial spatial asymmetry of
the almond-shaped overlapping zone of the colliding nuclei.
The higher-order coefficients, n > 2, are also important due
to their sensitivity to initial-state geometric fluctuations and
viscous effects [16–18].

During the first operational period at the LHC (Run 1) lead
ions were collided at energy per colliding nucleon–nucleon
pair

√
sNN = 2.76 TeV, which is about 13 times larger than

the highest collision energy attained at RHIC in Au+Au col-
lisions. ATLAS and other LHC experiments collected large
samples of heavy-ion data enabling extensive studies of the
elliptic flow and higher-order Fourier coefficients. ATLAS
measurements of flow harmonics were performed in broad
regions of transverse momentum, pseudorapidity and event
centrality, using the standard event-plane (EP) method [12],
two-particle correlations (2PC) [13] and multi-particle cumu-
lants [19]. Significant (non-zero) flow harmonics up to v6

were measured in Pb+Pb collisions at
√
sNN = 2.76 TeV,

which provide important constraints on the bulk and shear
viscosity of the QGP medium [20]. Additionally, by compar-
ing RHIC (STAR [21] and PHENIX [22]) and LHC (ATLAS
[12], ALICE [23] and CMS [24]) results, it was found that
for similar centrality of Au+Au and Pb+Pb interactions, vn
as a function of pT is approximately independent of collision
energy. There is an initial rise of vn with pT up to about 3 GeV
and then a drop-off at higher values of pT, and only weak
dependence for pT > 8−9 GeV. As a function of central-
ity, there is similarly little variation with collision energy. The
second harmonic, v2, exhibits the most pronounced central-
ity variation, rising to a maximum for mid-central collisions,
and then falling off for the most central collisions, reflecting
variations in the shape of the initial collision geometry. The
harmonic, v3, referred as triangular flow, which has a value
similar to v2 in central collisions, shows a weaker dependence
on centrality, as do the higher-order harmonics.

1 ATLAS uses a right-handed coordinate system with its origin at the
nominal interaction point (IP) in the centre of the detector and the z-axis
along the beam pipe. The x-axis points from the IP to the centre of the
LHC ring, and the y-axis points upward. Cylindrical coordinates (r, φ)

are used in the transverse plane, φ being the azimuthal angle around the
z-axis. The pseudorapidity is defined in terms of the polar angle θ as
η = − ln tan(θ/2).

At the start of the second operational period of the LHC
(Run 2), in November and December of 2015, lead–lead
collisions with higher collision energy per nucleon pair of√
sNN = 5.02 TeV were collected by the LHC experiments.

The goal of this paper is to present and discuss the first
ATLAS measurements of vn harmonics at this energy, using
the two-particle correlation [17], scalar-product (SP) [25] and
event-plane [16,17] methods. Comparing the 2PC and SP
results can quantify the extent to which the two-particle cor-
relations factorize into the product of the flow harmonics cor-
responding to single-particle angular distributions [26,27].
While the SP and EP methods are expected to yield simi-
lar values of the vn , small variations due to their different
sensitivity to initial-state geometric fluctuations can never-
theless occur [28]. To study the energy dependence, the 2PC
and EP flow harmonics are compared with previous ATLAS
measurements in 2.76 TeV Pb+Pb collisions [12,13]. The
results presented in this paper, together with the results on
azimuthal anisotropy from other LHC experiments [29,30],
provide further opportunity to study the properties of the
QGP, constrain hydrodynamic models, study transport coef-
ficients and extract the temperature dependence of transport
coefficients, including η/s.

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2
gives a brief overview of the ATLAS detector and the sub-
systems that are used in this analysis. Section 3 describes
the datasets, triggers and the offline selection criteria used
to select events and charged-particle tracks. Section 4 gives
details of the scalar-product, event-plane and two-particle
correlation methods, which are used to measure the vn . Sec-
tion 5 describes the systematic uncertainties associated with
the measured vn . Section 6 presents the main results of the
analysis, which are the pT, η and centrality dependence of
the vn and comparisons of results from the different methods.
Section 7 gives a summary of the main results and observa-
tions.

2 Experimental set-up

The measurements were performed using the ATLAS detec-
tor [31] at the LHC. The principal components used in
this analysis are the inner detector (ID), minimum-bias trig-
ger scintillators (MBTS), calorimeter, zero-degree calorime-
ters (ZDC), and the trigger and data acquisition systems.
The ID detects charged particles within the pseudorapid-
ity range |η| < 2.5 using a combination of silicon pixel
detectors, including the “insertable B-layer” [32,33] that
was installed between Run 1 and Run 2, silicon microstrip
detectors (SCT), and a straw-tube transition radiation tracker
(TRT), all immersed in a 2 T axial magnetic field [34]. The
MBTS system detects charged particles over 2.07 < |η| <

3.86 using two scintillator-based hodoscopes on each side of

123



Eur. Phys. J. C           (2018) 78:997 Page 3 of 35   997 

the detector, positioned at z = ±3.6 m. These hodoscopes
were rebuilt between Run 1 and Run 2. The ATLAS calorime-
ter system consists of a liquid argon (LAr) electromagnetic
(EM) calorimeter covering |η| < 3.2, a steel–scintillator
sampling hadronic calorimeter covering |η| < 1.7, a LAr
hadronic calorimeter covering 1.5 < |η| < 3.2, and two LAr
electromagnetic and hadronic forward calorimeters (FCal)
covering 3.2 < |η| < 4.9. The ZDC, situated at approx-
imately ±140 m from the nominal IP, detect neutral parti-
cles, mostly neutrons and photons, with |η| > 8.3. The
ZDC use tungsten plates as absorbers, and quartz rods sand-
wiched between the tungsten plates as the active medium.
The ATLAS trigger system [35] consists of a first-level (L1)
trigger implemented using a combination of dedicated elec-
tronics and programmable logic, and a software-based high-
level trigger.

3 Event and track selection

The Pb+Pb dataset used in this paper corresponds to an inte-
grated luminosity of 0.49 nb−1. Minimum-bias events were
selected by two mutually exclusive triggers:

• Events with smaller impact parameter (semi-central
and central collisions) were selected by a trigger that
required the total transverse energy (ET) deposited in
the calorimeters at L1 to be above 50 GeV.

• Collisions with large impact parameter (peripheral events)
were selected by a trigger that required the total trans-
verse energy at L1 to be less than 50 GeV, one neutron
on either side in the ZDC (|η| > 8.3), and at least one
reconstructed track in the ID.

The minimum-bias triggers sampled a total luminosity of
22 µb−1. To enhance the statistics of ultra-central collisions,
additional data samples were recorded by two dedicated trig-
gers – UCC-1 and UCC-2 – that selected events in which the
total ET in the FCal at L1 was more than 4.21 TeV and
4.54 TeV, respectively. The UCC-1 trigger sampled a lumi-
nosity of 45µb−1 while the UCC-2 trigger sampled the entire
luminosity of 0.49 nb−1. The luminosities sampled by the
different triggers are listed in Table 1.

Table 1 The luminosities sampled by the triggers used in the analysis

Trigger Sampled luminosity

Minimum-bias 22 µb−1

UCC-1 45 µb−1

UCC-2 0.49 nb−1

In the offline analysis the z coordinate of the primary ver-
tex [36] is required to be within 10 cm of the nominal inter-
action point. The fraction of events containing more than one
inelastic interaction (pile-up) is estimated to be at the level of
0.2%. The fraction varies with �EFCal

T , and for ultra-central
collisions it amounts to a few percent. Pile-up events were
removed by exploiting the correlations between the trans-
verse energy measured in the FCal and in the ZDC as well
as the number of tracks associated with the primary ver-
tex, N rec

ch . As the pile-up is very small, in a typical pile-up
event the track multiplicity associated with the primary ver-
tex belongs to a single Pb+Pb collision, while the energy
deposited in calorimeters contains contributions from mul-
tiple, mostly two, collisions. Therefore, events with small
values of N rec

ch and large �EFCal
T that differ markedly from

those of the majority of Pb+Pb collisions are removed from
the analysis [19]. In addition, the anti-correlation between
the �EFCal

T and the number of neutrons detected in ZDC is
also used to suppress pile-up events. Events with the number
of neutrons (as recorded in the ZDC) much higher than the
number expected from the bulk of events for a given value
�EFCal

T are rejected.
The heavy-ion collision geometry is defined by its impact

parameter, b. As the actual event-by-event impact parameter
is not accessible experimentally, the centrality classification
is based on the transverse energy measured in the forward
calorimeter, �EFCal

T , which exhibits a strong monotonic cor-
relation with b. A model based on the Monte Carlo (MC)
Glauber approach [37,38] is used to obtain the mapping from
the observed �EFCal

T to the primary properties, such as the
number of binary nucleon–nucleon interactions, Ncoll, or the
number of nucleons participating in the nuclear collision,
Npart, for each centrality interval. The Glauber model also
provides a correspondence between the �EFCal

T distribution
and the sampling fraction of the total inelastic Pb+Pb cross-
section, allowing the setting of the centrality percentiles [12].
For this analysis a selection of the 80% most central collisions
(i.e. centrality 0–80%) is used to avoid any diffractive, pho-
tonuclear, and other inelastic processes that contribute sig-
nificantly to very peripheral collisions (centrality 80–100%).
Additionally, the events selected by UCC-1 and UCC-2 are
used only over the 0–1% and 0–0.1% centrality intervals,
respectively. Figure 1 shows the distribution of �EFCal

T in
the data, and thresholds for the selection of several central-
ity intervals. The correspondence of centrality intervals to
〈Npart〉 values is provided in Table 2.

In order to study the performance of the ATLAS detec-
tor, a minimum-bias sample of 4M Pb+Pb MC events was
generated using version 1.38b of HIJING [39]. The effect of
flow was added after the generation using an “afterburner”
[40] procedure in which the pT, η and centrality dependence
of the vn , as measured in the

√
sNN = 2.76 TeV Pb+Pb data

[13], is implemented by artificially rearranging the φ posi-
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Fig. 1 The �EFCal
T distribution in

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV Pb+Pb data for

events selected by the minimum-bias trigger. The �EFCal
T thresholds for

several centrality intervals are marked with vertical lines and labelled
on the plot. Also shown are the number of events over the 0–1% and
0–0.1% centrality intervals selected by the ultra-central triggers

tions of the generated particles. The generated sample was
passed through a full simulation of the ATLAS detector using
geant4 [41], and the simulated events are reconstructed
using the same algorithms as used for real data. Charged-
particle tracks are reconstructed from the signals in the ID.
A reconstruction procedure developed for tracking in dense
environments in pp collisions, and optimized for heavy-ion
collisions, was used for this purpose [42]. In the analysis
the set of reconstructed tracks is filtered using several selec-
tion criteria. The tracks are required to have pT > 0.5 GeV,
|η| < 2.5, at least two pixel hits, with the additional require-
ment of a hit in the first pixel layer when one is expected, at
least eight SCT hits, and at most one missing hit in the SCT.
A hit is expected if the extrapolated track crosses an active
region of a pixel module that has not been disabled, and a hit is
said to be missing when it is expected but not found. In addi-
tion, the transverse (d0) and longitudinal (z0 sin θ ) impact
parameters of the track relative to the vertex are required to
be less than 1 mm. The track-fit quality parameter χ2/ndof
is required to be less than 6.

The MC sample is used to determine the track-
reconstruction efficiency as a function of pT, η and centrality,
ε(pT, η, centrality). The efficiency is defined as the fraction
of primary [36] charged particles matched to reconstructed
tracks. The matching criterion is that the weighted fraction
of hits in a reconstructed track originating from a given gen-

erated particle is above 30%. Different weights are assigned
to pixel, SCT and TRT signals to be more robust against fake
tracks, which are defined below. At mid-rapidity (|η| < 1)
and for events with centrality < 5%, the reconstruction effi-
ciency is ∼ 60% at low pT and increases to ∼ 75% at higher
pT. For |η| > 1 the efficiency decreases to about 40–60%
depending on the pTand centrality. The reconstruction effi-
ciency depends weakly on the centrality for low-pT tracks,
for which it is smaller in the most central events by about 5%
as compared to mid-central and peripheral collisions. For
tracks with pT > 1 GeV the dependence on centrality is less
than 1%.

The fraction of tracks that are not matched to primary,
generated MC particles or are produced from random com-
binations of hits in the ID, both referred to as “fake tracks”,
is found to depend significantly on η. For |η| < 1, it is ∼10%
for low-pT tracks in the most central 5% Pb+Pb events, and
about 5% for more peripheral collisions. In the forward part
of the detector, especially for 1 < |η| < 2 where detector
services reside, the fake rate can reach 18% for low pT tracks
in the most central collisions. The fake rate drops rapidly for
higher pT and also decreases gradually towards more periph-
eral collisions. For pT > 10 GeV and 0–5% centrality it rises
to about 5%.

4 Analysis procedure

Three analysis techniques are used to determine the flow har-
monics: the two-particle correlation method, which uses only
the information from the tracking detectors, and the scalar-
product and event-plane methods, which also use information
from the FCal.

In all approaches the differential flow harmonics are first
obtained in narrow intervals of pT, η and centrality. Inte-
grated quantities are obtained by taking into account the track
reconstruction efficiency, ε, and fake rate, f . A pT-, η- and
centrality-dependent weight factor w = (1− f )/ε is applied
to each track in the 2PC measurement and to scale each bin
of the differential vn distributions in the SP and EP methods.

All analysis methods utilize the minimum-bias sample of
22 µb−1. In addition, the SP and EP analyses use the ultra-
central samples of 45 µb−1 and 0.49 nb−1.

Table 2 The correspondence
between centrality intervals used
in the analysis and 〈Npart〉 values

Centrality (%) 〈Npart〉 Centrality (%) 〈Npart〉 Centrality (%) 〈Npart〉
0–0.1 406.6 ± 1.3 10–20 264.1 ± 2.9 50–60 53.9 ± 2.0

0–1 402.9 ± 1.5 20–30 189.2 ± 2.8 60–70 30.6 ± 1.5

0–5 384.5 ± 1.9 30–40 131.4 ± 2.6 70–80 15.4 ± 1.0

5–10 333.1 ± 2.7 40–50 87.0 ± 2.4
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4.1 Two-particle correlation analysis

The 2PC method has been used extensively by ATLAS for
correlation measurements [13,43–48]. In the 2PC method,
the distribution of particle pairs in relative azimuthal angle
�φ = φa −φb and pseudorapidity separation �η = ηa −ηb

is measured. Here the labels a and b denote the two parti-
cles used to make the pair. They are conventionally called
the “trigger” and “associated” particles, respectively. In this
analysis, the two particles are charged particles reconstructed
by the ATLAS tracking system, over the full azimuth and
|η| < 2.5, resulting in a pair-acceptance coverage of ±5.0
units in �η.

In order to account for the detector acceptance effects, the
correlation is constructed from the ratio of the distribution in
which the trigger and associated particles are taken from the
same event to the distribution in which the trigger and associ-
ated particles are taken from two different events. These two
distributions are referred to as the “same-event” (S) or “fore-
ground” distribution and the “mixed-event” or “background”
(B) distribution, respectively, and the ratio is written as:

C(�η,�φ) = S(�φ,�η)

B(�φ,�η)
.

The same-event distribution includes both the physical
correlations and correlations arising from detector accep-
tance effects. On the other hand, the mixed-event distribu-
tion reflects only the effects of detector inefficiencies and
non-uniformity, but contains no physical correlations. To
ensure that the acceptance effects in the B distribution match
closely those in the S distribution, the B distribution is con-
structed from particles from two different events that have
similar multiplicity and z-vertex. Furthermore, in order to
account for the effects of tracking efficiency ε(pT, η), and
fakes f (pT, η), each pair is weighted by

wa,b = (1 − f (paT, ηa))(1 − f (pbT, ηb))

ε(paT, ηa)ε(pbT, ηb)

for S and B. In the ratio C , the acceptance effects largely
cancel out and only the physical correlations remain [49].
Typically, the two-particle correlations are used only to study
the shape of the correlations in �φ, and are conveniently
normalized. In this paper, the normalization of C(�η,�φ)

is chosen such that the �φ-averaged value of C(�η,�φ) is
unity for |�η| > 2.

Figure 2 showsC(�η,�φ) for several centrality intervals
for 2 < pa,b

T < 3 GeV. In all cases a peak is seen in
the correlation at (�η,�φ) ∼ (0, 0). This “near-side” peak
arises from a range of sources including resonance decays,
Hanbury Brown and Twiss (HBT) correlations [50] and jet
fragmentation [51]. The long-range (large |�η|) correlations
are the result of the global anisotropy of the event and are the
focus of the study in this paper.

To investigate the �φ dependence of the long-range
(|�η| > 2) correlation in more detail, the projection on
to the �φ axis is constructed as follows:

C(�φ) =
∫ 5

2 d|�η| S(�φ, |�η|)∫ 5
2 d|�η| B(�φ, |�η|)

≡ S(�φ)

B(�φ)
.

The |�η| > 2 requirement is imposed to reject the near-
side jet peak and focus on the long-range features of the
correlation functions.

In a similar fashion to the single-particle distribution
(Eq. (1)), the 2PC can be expanded as a Fourier series:

C(�φ) = C0

(
1 + �∞

n=1vn,n(p
a
T, pbT) cos(n�φ)

)
, (2)

where the vn,n are the Fourier coefficients of the 2PC, andC0

is its average value. If the two-particle distribution is simply
the product of two single-particle distributions, then it can

Δ

0

2

4

Δ

-4
-2

0
2

4

)
Δ,

Δ
C

(

0.98

1

1.02

1.04

ATLAS
-1bμ=5.02 TeV, 22 NNs

Pb+Pb

<3 GeVb,a

T
p2<

0-5%

Δ

0

2

4

Δ

-4
-2

0
2

4

)
Δ,

Δ
C

(

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

ATLAS
-1bμ=5.02 TeV, 22 NNs

Pb+Pb

<3 GeVb,a

T
p2<

30-40%

Δ

0

2

4

Δ

-4
-2

0
2

4

)
Δ,

Δ
C

(

0.9

1

1.1

ATLAS
-1bμ=5.02 TeV, 22 NNs

Pb+Pb

<3 GeVb,a

T
p2<

60-70%

Fig. 2 Two-particle correlation functions C(�η,�φ) in 5.02 TeV
Pb+Pb collisions for 2 < pa,b

T < 3 GeV. The left, middle and
right panels correspond to the 0–5%, 30–40% and 60–70% central-

ity classes, respectively. The distributions are truncated to suppress the
peak at �η = �φ = 0 to show the long-range correlations in greater
detail

123



  997 Page 6 of 35 Eur. Phys. J. C           (2018) 78:997 

be shown that the Fourier coefficients of the 2PC factorize as
[49]:

vn,n(p
a
T, pbT) = vn(p

a
T)vn(p

b
T). (3)

In Ref. [13] it was demonstrated that the factorization of
vn,n , given by Eq. (3), is valid in central and mid-central
Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 2.76 GeV as long as one of

the correlated particles is from a low pT range. A breakdown
of the factorization is expected when the anisotropy does not
arise from flow, e.g. in peripheral collisions at high pT. The
factorization is also expected to break when the η separation
between the particles is small, and short-range correlations
dominate [13]. However, the |�η| > 2 requirement removes
most such short-range correlations. In the phase-space region
where Eq. (3) holds, the vn (pbT) can be evaluated from the
measured vn,n as:

vn(p
b
T) = vn,n(paT, pbT)

vn(paT)
= vn,n(paT, pbT)√

vn,n(paT, paT)
, (4)

where vn,n(paT, paT) = v2
n(p

a
T) is used in the denominator.

In this analysis, for most of the 2PC results the vn (pbT) will
be evaluated using Eq. (4) with 0.5 < paT < 5.0 GeV.
The lower cut-off of 0.5 GeV on paT is the lower limit of
pT measurements in this paper. The upper cut-off on paT is
chosen to exclude high-pT particles, which predominantly
come from jets and are not expected to obey Eq. (4).

Figure 3 shows one-dimensional 2PCs as a function of
�φ for 2 < pa,b

T < 3 GeV and for several different central-
ity intervals. The correlations are normalized to have a mean
value (C0 in Eq. (2)) of 1.0. The continuous line in Fig. 3 is a
Fourier fit to the correlation (Eq. (2)) that includes harmon-
ics up to n = 6. The contribution of the individual vn,n are
also shown. The modulation in the correlation about its mean
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value is smallest in the most central events (top left panel) and
increases towards mid-central events, reaching a maximum
in the 40–50% centrality interval and then decreases. In cen-
tral collisions, the v2,2–v4,4 are of comparable magnitude.
But for other centralities, where the average collision geom-
etry is elongated, the v2,2 is significantly larger than the other
vn,n for n ≥ 3. In the central events the “away-side” peak at
�φ ∼ π is also much broader because all the significant har-
monics are of similar magnitude, while in mid-central events
the near-side and away-side peaks are quite symmetric as the
v2,2 dominates. In central and mid-central events, the near-
side peak is larger than the away-side peak. However, for
the 60–70% and more peripheral centralities, the away-side
peak becomes larger due to the presence of a large negative
v1,1 component. This negative v1,1 component in the periph-
eral 2PCs arises largely from dijets: while the near-side jet
peak is rejected by the |�η| > 2 requirement, the “away-
side jet” correlation that arises from back-to-back jets and
contributes at �φ = π , cannot be rejected entirely as its
position varies in |�η| from event to event. In the peripheral
multiplicity intervals, the away-side jet significantly affects
the 2PC. It produces a large negative v1,1 and also affects
the other harmonics by adding alternately positive and neg-
ative contributions to vn,n harmonics of even and odd order,
respectively. In peripheral events the vn,n are strongly biased
by dijets especially at higher pT. The presence of the jets
also results in the breakdown of the factorization relation
(Eq. (3)).

4.2 Scalar product and event plane analysis

The SP method was introduced by the STAR Collaboration
[25] and is further discussed in Ref. [17]. The SP method is
very similar to the Event Plane method (EP) widely used in
earlier analyses [12,13]. It is superior to the EP as vn{SP}

is an estimator of
√〈v2

n〉, independent of the detector reso-
lution and acceptance, whereas vn{EP} produces a detector-
dependent estimate of vn that lies between 〈vn〉 and

√〈v2
n〉

[28].
Both the SP and EP method use flow vectors Qn and qn, j

defined as:

Qn = |Qn|ein�n = 1

M

∑
j=1,M

qn, j = 1

M

∑
j=1,M

w je
inφ j ,

(5)

where the sum runs over M particles in a single event. The φ j

is the particle azimuthal angle and n is the harmonic order. In
this analysis the flow vectors are established separately for
the two sides of the FCal and are denoted QN |P

n , where the
N and P correspond to η < 0 and η > 0 sides, respectively.
The sum in Eq. (5) in this case runs over the calorimeter
towers of approximate granularity �η × �φ = 0.1 × 0.1
and the weights wi are the transverse energies ET mea-
sured in the FCal towers. The flow vectors are also calcu-
lated using charged-particle tracks. In this case the sum in
Eq. (5) is over tracks and w j is obtained as the MC track-
ing weight ((1 − f )/ε) multiplied by a factor that depends
on azimuthal angle to correct for non-uniformity in the
azimuthal-angle distribution of reconstructed tracks. This lat-
ter factor is obtained run-by-run from the data as the average
track multiplicity in one η slice of 0.1 divided by the multi-
plicity in the narrow �η × �φ = 0.1 × 0.1 interval.

The main idea of the SP method is to correlate single-track
unit flow vectors with the flow vector of all particles measured
in the FCal region (3.2 < |η| < 4.9). Therefore, the SP
method differs from the two-particle correlation method, in
which each single track is correlated with all tracks of |�η| >

2 in the event. The values of vn in this analysis are obtained
as:
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Fig. 4 The dependence of the correction factor in the SP method,
√〈QN

n QP∗
n 〉 (left panel), and EP method,

√〈
QN
n QP∗

n
|QN

n ||QP
n |

〉
(right panel), for all

measured harmonics as a function of �EFCal
T binned according to the centrality bins definition
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vn{SP} = Re
〈qn, j Q

N |P∗
n 〉√〈QN

n QP∗
n 〉

= 〈|qn, j ||QN |P
n | cos[n(φ j − �

N |P
n )]〉√〈|QN

n ||QP
n | cos[n(�N

n − �P
n )]〉 , (6)

where qn, j is the flow vector obtained for a small (η, pT)
interval (typically 0.1 in η and 0.1 GeV in pT below 5 GeV
and 1 GeV at higher pT) using tracks, QN |P

n is the flow
vector obtained using either the N or P side of the FCal,
chosen so that the η gap between the qn, j and Qn is maxi-
mized, the * denotes complex conjugation, the �n are esti-
mates of the nth-order reaction-plane angles (Eq. (1)) and
the angular brackets indicate an average over all events. In
the last line of Eq. (6) it is assumed that the sine terms
disappear, as required from symmetry. The correction fac-
tor, 1/

√〈QN
n QP∗

n 〉, (Eq. (6)) depends on the harmonic order
and �EFCal

T as shown in the left panel of Fig. 4. The event-
plane angles, �n , and the Qn vectors, both measured in the
FCal, may be biased due to non-uniform detector response.
As �n varies randomly from event to event, its distribution
should be uniform, and the components of the Qn vector,

Qn,x = |Qn,|cos(�n) and Qn,y = |Qn|sin(�n), should be
zero when averaged over many events. This is achieved by
the following procedure. In its first step, non-zero offsets of
the mean of raw flow vector coordinates are removed for each
run: Qn,i = Qraw

n,i −〈Qraw
n,i 〉 where i = x, y and 〈Qraw

n 〉 is the
mean calculated for each run. However, even after this cor-
rection, residual higher-order non-uniformities persist, indi-
cated by non-zero values of 〈Qn,x Qn,y〉. These are removed
by rotating the Qn vector so that the corrected Qn vector has
no skew (〈Q2

n,x 〉 = 〈Q2
n,y〉; 〈Qn,x Qn,y〉 = 0) and the distri-

butions of the resulting EP angles, �n , are uniform [52].
In the Event Plane analysis the reference Qn vectors are

normalized to unity, QN |P
n → QN |P

n /|QN |P
n |, before using

them in Eq. (6). So the vn estimate is obtained as:

vn{EP} = Re

〈
qn, j

QN |P∗
n

|QN |P
n |

〉
√〈

QN
n

|QN
n |

QP∗
n

|QP
n |

〉 = 〈cos[n(φ j − �
N |P
n )]〉√〈cos[n(�N

n − �P
n )]〉 . (7)

The denominator of Eq. (7), shown in the right panel of
Fig. 4, can be thought of as a resolution. It is distinct for each
harmonic and depends on �EFCal

T .

Table 3 The systematic
uncertainties associated with the
2PC vn measurements for
selected intervals of pT and for
5–10% and 40–50% centrality
bins. The contributions are
expressed in %. The total
systematic uncertainty is
obtained by adding the
contribution of the individual
sources in quadrature

Systematic sources nth harmonic 5–10% 40–50%

0.8–1.0 GeV 6–8 GeV 0.8–1.0 GeV 6–8 GeV

Track selection v2 0.5 0.5 0.5 < 0.5

v3 1 1 0.5 0.5

v4 0.5 < 0.5 < 0.5 1

v5 2 < 0.5 0.5 5

v6 2 2 2 2

Tracking efficiency v2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

v3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

v4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

v5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3

v6 1 0.1 1 0.1

Centrality determination v2 1 1 0.5 0.5

v3 0.5 0.5 0.5 3

v4 0.5 0.5 0.5 3

v5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3

v6 0.5 0.5 0.5 3

MC corrections v2 2 < 0.5 < 0.5 < 0.5

v3 2 < 0.5 < 0.5 < 0.5

v4 1 < 0.5 < 0.5 < 0.5

v5 1 < 0.5 1 1

v6 3 < 0.5 2 < 0.5

Event-mixing v2 1 1 1 1

v3 1 3 1 3

v4 2 6 1 6

v5 3 10 3 10

v6 5 15 5 15
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Table 4 The systematic uncertainties associated with the SP and EP (in
parentheses) vn measurements for vn in 5–10% and 40–50% centrality
bins. The contributions are expressed in %. The total systematic uncer-

tainty is obtained by adding the contribution of the individual sources
in quadrature

Systematic sources nth harmonic 5–10% 40–50%

0.8–1 GeV 9–10 GeV 0.8–1 GeV 9–10 GeV

Track selection v2 0.5 (1) 0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v3 1 (1) 1 (<0.5) 0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5)

v4 0.5 (0.5) <0.5 (0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) 1 (1)

v5 2 (1) 0.5 (<0.5) 0.6 (0.5) 5 (4)

v6 2 (2) 2 (2)

v7 6 (6) 4 (5)

Tracking efficiency v2 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)

v3 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)

v4 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)

v5 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)

v6 1 (1) 0.1 (0.1) 1 (1) 0.1 (0.1)

v7 1.5 (1.5) 1.5 (1.5)

Centrality determination v2 0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v3 <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) 0.5 (1)

v4 <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) 0.5 (0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v5 <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (0.5) 1 (1) 1 (1)

v6 2 (2) 2 (3) 2 (3)

v7 2 (3) 5 (5)

Residual sine term v2 0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5)

v3 1 (1) 1 (1) 0.5 (1) 0.5 (0.5)

v4 1 (0.5) 1 (1) 1 (0.5) 1 (1)

v5 1 (0.5) 1 (1) 1 (1) 0.5 (0.5)

v6 22 (26) 2 (1) 19 (11) 1 (3)

v7 20 (20) 17 (4)

MC corrections v2 2 (2) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v3 2 (2) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v4 1 (1) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v5 1 (1) <0.5 (0.5 ) 1 (1) 1 (0.5)

v6 3 (3) <0.5 (0.5) 2 (2) 0.5 (0.5)

v7 – – – –

FCal response v2 <0.5 (1) 0.5 (1) <0.5 (0.5) 1 (1)

v3 0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (1) <0.5 (<0.5) 2 (3)

v4 1 (2) <0.5 (<0.5) 1 (1) 2 (2)

v5 1 (1) 3 (1) 4 (8) 9 (16)

v6 3 (5) 16 (14)

v7 27 (34) 20 (9)

Detector non-uniformity v2 <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v3 0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5) <0.5 (<0.5)

v4 <0.5 (1) <0.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5) <0.5 (0.5)

v5 2 (2) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.5)

v6 8 (10) 0.5 (2)

v7 2 (3) 18 (14)
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Fig. 5 The vn obtained with the SP method as a function of transverse
momentum pT, integrated over |η| < 2.5 in 11 centrality intervals, from
the most central at the top left panel to the most peripheral at the bottom

right panel. Results are averaged over the intervals indicated by horizon-
tal error bars. The vertical error bars indicate statistical uncertainties;
the shaded boxes indicate systematic uncertainties

In this analysis the EP method is used only for the purpose
of a direct comparison with the results obtained in Run 1 [13],
in which only the EP method was used.

The analysis is performed in intervals of centrality. The
vn values are obtained in narrow bins of pT and η, which are
summed, taking into account tracking efficiency and fake
rate, to obtain the integrated results.

A detailed study based on a HIJING [39] Monte Carlo
sample showed a difference for the most central events
between the vn obtained with generated particles and the vn

obtained with reconstructed tracks (the “MC closure test”).
The discrepancies are due to the presence of fake tracks,
which at low pT distort the vn measurements, and a track-
ing inefficiency in the event-plane direction due to increased
detector occupancy resulting from the flow phenomenon
itself, which lowers the measured vn values. The study based
on the d0 distribution also showed that the fake-track rates
are overestimated in MC simulation as compared to the data.
This disagreement was removed by weighting MC tracks
so that the d0-distribution tails (2 < |d0| < 10 mm) match
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Fig. 6 The vn values obtained with the 2PC method as a function of pbT for 0.5 < paT < 5 GeV. Each panel represents a different centrality
interval. The vertical error bars indicate statistical uncertainties. The shaded bands indicate systematic uncertainties

those in data, following the procedure described in Ref. [53].
It was observed that the contribution of fakes to the “MC non-
closure” is significant only for events with centrality < 30%
and at low pT, which is the region where the fake rate is the
largest. In this modified MC sample, the relative differences
between values of the vn measured with generated particles
and reconstructed tracks are used as corrections to account
for both effects; the fakes and the �n-dependent inefficiency.
Corrections are at most 5–10%. For example, for v2 in the
0–5% centrality interval, the correction is as large as 7% at
low pT and becomes negligible above pT > 2 GeV. Cor-
rections of a similar magnitude are obtained for higher-order
harmonics.

5 Systematic uncertainties

The systematic uncertainties of the measured vn are evalu-
ated by varying several aspects of the analysis. As the EP
and SP results are subject to the same uncertainty sources,
the uncertainty values are of the similar magnitude and are

not discussed separately. Similarly, some of the uncertainty
sources are common to the SP/EP and the 2PC methods and
are discussed together. The uncertainties for two representa-
tive pT intervals are summarized in the Tables 3 and 4 for
the 2PC and SP/EP methods, respectively. In the discussion
below, other pT ranges are referred to if uncertainties are sig-
nificantly higher than in the pT ranges shown in the tables.
The following sources of uncertainty are considered:

• Track selection: The tracking selection requirements
control the relative contribution of genuine charged par-
ticles and fake tracks entering the analysis. The stabil-
ity of the results to the track selection is evaluated by
varying the requirements imposed on the reconstructed
tracks. Two sets of variations are used. In the first case
the required number of pixel and SCT hits on the recon-
structed track are relaxed to one and six, respectively.
Additionally, the requirements on the transverse and lon-
gitudinal impact parameters of the track are relaxed to
1.5 mm. In the second case, the track selection is based
on requirements used for the baseline measurement, but

123



  997 Page 12 of 35 Eur. Phys. J. C           (2018) 78:997 

Fig. 7 Comparison of the vn
obtained with EP and SP
methods as a function of pT in
three centrality bins: 0–5%,
20–30% and 40–50%. The right
bottom panel shows the vn as a
function of Npart , integrated
over 0.5 < pT < 60 GeV.
The correspondence of Npart to
centrality intervals is provided
in Table 2. In the inset the v6
and v7 integrated over
0.5 < pT < 60 GeV are
shown with adjusted scale. For
the vn(pT) comparisons, the
results are averaged over the
intervals indicated by horizontal
error bars. The vertical error
bars indicate the quadrature sum
of statistical and systematical
uncertainties
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the transverse and longitudinal impact parameters of the
track are restricted to 0.5 mm. For each variation, the
entire analysis is repeated including the evaluation of the
corresponding efficiencies and fake rates. The fake rate
is largest at the lowest pT (0.5 GeV) and for the most
central events, and consequently the variation in the vn

values obtained from this procedure is largest, typically
10%, in this region of phase space.

• Tracking efficiency: As mentioned above, the tracks
are weighted by a factor (1 − f )/ε(pT, η) when cal-
culating the vn to account for the effects of the tracking
efficiency. Uncertainties in the efficiency, resulting e.g.
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Fig. 8 Comparison of the vn
obtained with 2PC and SP
methods as a function of pT.
Each panel shows the
comparison for a different order
harmonic. The comparisons are
shown for three different
centrality intervals: 0–5%,
20–30% and 40–50%. The
vertical error bars indicate
statistical uncertainties only
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from an uncertainty in the amount of detector material,
need to be propagated into the measured vn [54]. This
uncertainty is evaluated by varying the efficiency up and
down within its uncertainties in a pT-dependent manner
and re-evaluating the vn . This contribution to the overall
uncertainty is very small and amounts to less than 1% on
average. This is because the change of efficiency largely
cancels out in the differential vn(pT) measurement, and
for vn integrated over pT the low-pT particles dominate

the measurement. It does not change significantly with
centrality nor with the order of harmonics.

• Centrality determination: An uncertainty in the flow
harmonics comes from the uncertainty in the fraction of
the total inelastic cross-section accepted by the trigger
and the event selection criteria, which was estimated to
be at a level of 1%. The vn uncertainty is evaluated by
repeating the analysis with the modified centrality selec-
tions on the �EFCal

T distribution shown in Fig. 1, that
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give the ± 1% uncertainty in the sampled fraction of the
cross-section [12]. The changes in the vn are largest in
the peripheral-centrality intervals, for which the bin def-
initions are significantly changed when remapping the
centralities. For v2, a change of ∼0.8% (2PC) and ∼1%
(SP) is also observed in the most central events. This is
because the v2 changes rapidly with centrality in cen-
tral events, so slight variations in the centrality definition
result in significant change in v2. For v3 this uncertainty
varies from less than 0.5% over the 0–50% centrality
range to ∼5% in the 70–80% centrality interval. For the
higher-order harmonics, n > 3, the uncertainty is less
than 0.5% over the 0–50% centrality range and increases
to about 2% for more peripheral bins. The variation in
the vn when using these alternative centrality definitions
is taken as a systematic uncertainty. To limit the statisti-
cal instability of v6 and v7 in uncertainty estimation, the
variations for this measurement were determined over a
wide range of pT = 0.5–60 GeV.

• MC corrections: To assess the uncertainty related to the
MC corrections the closure test is repeated with the two
selections of tracks described in the “track selection”
paragraph. Differences between the correction factors
obtained with loose, nominal and tight tracking selections
are compared. The difference between them is largest at
low pT and central events and amounts typically to a few
percent. It is negligibly small above 2 GeV. The larger
of the two differences (between the nominal and loose
tracking selections) is used as an uncertainty estimate.

• Residual sine term: The ability of the detector to mea-
sure small vn signals can be quantified by comparing the
value of the vn calculated as the real part of the flow vec-
tor product (SP) in Eq. (6) with its imaginary part. The
ratio Im(SP)/vn is taken as a contribution to the sys-
tematic uncertainty. The contribution from this source is
∼1% in most of the phase space, while for the higher
harmonics (n = 6, 7) it can reach 20% in the most cen-
tral collisions. This uncertainty is only relevant for the vn
values measured by the EP and SP methods.

• Variation of FCal acceptance in the QN |P
n estimation:

In order to quantify an uncertainty arising from the FCal
acceptance in the QN |P

n estimation, vn harmonics are
compared for two distinct FCal regions 3.2 < |η| < 4
and 4 < |η| < 4.8 used for the determination of the ref-
erence flow vector, Qn . The differences between the vn
values are treated as the systematic uncertainty, which,
similarly to the η symmetry (next paragraph), quanti-
fies the ability of the detector to measure small signals.
Accordingly, this contribution is small (∼ 1%) for v2 and
v3 and starts growing for higher-order harmonics, reach-
ing about 27% for v7. This uncertainty is only relevant to
the vn values measured by the EP and SP methods.

• Detector non-uniformity: Due to the symmetry of the
Pb+Pb collision system the vn(η) are expected to be on
average symmetric in rapidity. Any difference between
the event-averaged vn at ±η arises from residual detec-
tor non-uniformity. The difference between the vn val-
ues measured in opposite hemispheres is treated as the
systematic uncertainty quantifying non-perfect detector
performance. This uncertainty is in general very low (less
than 1%) except for high-order harmonics: v5 and v6 at
high pT and v7 at all pT. This uncertainty only contributes
to the vn values measured by the EP and SP methods. For
the 2PC method, the residual non-uniformity is estimated
by varying the event-mixing procedure.

• Event-mixing: As explained in Sect. 4.1, the 2PC analy-
sis uses the event-mixing technique to estimate and cor-
rect for the detector-acceptance effects. Potential sys-
tematic uncertainties in the vn due to the residual pair-
acceptance effects, which were not removed by the mixed
events, are evaluated by varying the multiplicity and z-
vertex matching criteria used to make the mixed-event
distributions, following Ref. [13]. The resulting uncer-
tainty for v2–v5 is between 1–3%, and for v6 is between
4–8% for most of the centrality and pT ranges measured
in this paper. However, the uncertainties for v4–v6 are
significantly larger for pT < .7 GeV, where the vn sig-
nals are quite small and very susceptible to acceptance
effects, and for v6 are correlated with statistical uncer-
tainties. The uncertainties are also significantly larger for
pT > 10 GeV, where they are difficult to determine due
to large statistical uncertainties in the measurements.

6 Results

6.1 The pT dependence of vn

Figures 5 and 6 show the vn obtained from the SP and 2PC
methods, respectively, as a function of pT for several central-
ity intervals. For the SP method the v2–v5 harmonics are also
shown for the 0–0.1% and 0–1% ultra-central collisions. The
SP results are integrated over the pseudorapidity |η| < 2.5
and the 2PC results are obtained with 0.5 < paT < 5 GeV
and for 2 < |�η| < 5. The vn values show a simi-
lar pTdependence across all centralities: a nearly linear rise
to about 2 GeV, followed by a gradual increase to reach a
maximum around 2–4 GeV and a gradual fall at higher pT.
However, significant vn values persist at high pT(∼20 GeV).
The v2 is positive even at the highest measured pT of 60
GeV (Fig. 5). This indicates the parton energy loss in the
created medium [30]. Such elliptic flow is expected due to
path-length dependence of the energy loss of high-pT partons
traversing the hot and dense medium. In peripheral events,
at the highest pT, the 2PC and SP v2 values again show an

123



Eur. Phys. J. C           (2018) 78:997 Page 15 of 35   997 

[GeV]b
T

p
2 4 6 8 10

2
v

0.1

0.2

0.3
0-5%
20-30%

ATLAS
Pb+Pb

<2 GeVa
T

p1<
=2.76 TeVNNsOpen : 

=5.02 TeVNNsSolid : 

[GeV]b
T

p
2 4 6 8 10

3
v

0.05

0.1

0.15

0-5%
20-30%

ATLAS
Pb+Pb

<2 GeVa
T

p1<
=2.76 TeVNNsOpen : 

=5.02 TeVNNsSolid : 

[GeV]b
T

p
2 4 6 8 10

4
v

0.05

0.1

0.15

0-5%
20-30%

ATLAS
Pb+Pb

<2 GeVa
T

p1<
=2.76 TeVNNsOpen : 

=5.02 TeVNNsSolid : 

[GeV]b
T

p
1 2 3 4

5
v

0.02

0.04

0.06

0-5%
20-30%

ATLAS
Pb+Pb

<2 GeVa
T

p1<
=2.76 TeVNNsOpen : 

=5.02 TeVNNsSolid : 

[GeV]b
T

p
1 2 3 4

6
v

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04
0-5%
20-30%

ATLAS
Pb+Pb

<2 GeVa
T

p1<
=2.76 TeVNNsOpen : 

=5.02 TeVNNsSolid : 

Fig. 9 Comparisons of the 2PC vn harmonics measured at√
sNN = 2.76 TeV (Run 1) and at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV (Run 2). The results

are plotted as a function of pbT for 1 < paT < 2 GeV for two cen-

tralities: 0–5% and 20–30%. Each panel corresponds to a different har-
monic. Results are averaged over the intervals indicated by horizontal
error bars. The vertical error bars indicate statistical uncertainties

increasing trend due to the increasing influence of the away-
side jet. The increased v2 in peripheral collisions at high-pT

is accompanied by reduced values of v3 and increased val-
ues of v4, which is characteristic of a large away-side peak,
as described in Sect. 4.1. This is most clearly seen in the
70–80% centrality interval.

The v2 varies significantly with centrality, reflecting a
change in the shape of the average initial collision geometry,
from nearly circular in ultra-central collisions to an almond
shape in peripheral events. The higher harmonics do not show
similar behaviour, as neither higher-order eccentricities nor
the fluctuations vary so significantly with the centrality. The
v2 is dominant at all centralities, except for the most cen-
tral collisions interval where, at intermediate pT, v3 and v4

become larger than v2, indicating that the dominant source of
observed flow comes from the initial geometry fluctuations.
This change in the vn ordering is even more pronounced in
the 1% and 0.1% ultra-central collisions measured using the
SP method, which shows that, in the pT region around the vn
peak, v3 > v4 > v2 ≈ v5. The v4, similarly to v2, exhibits
an increase beyond pT ∼ 10 GeV, which can be attributed
to the presence of the events with dijets in the data. In the SP
measurement the v7 results are also presented. The charac-
teristics of v7 are similar to the other high-order harmonics,
but the values are smaller and significant, given the uncer-
tainties, only in central and mid-central collisions and for the
pT range of 2–6 GeV.

6.1.1 The scalar product and event plane methods
comparison

Figure 7 compares the vn values measured with the EP and
SP methods as a function of pT and Npart for the integrated
pT range of 0.5 < pT < 60 GeV. A small difference is
seen between the v2 values measured with the two methods.
The difference is largest in mid-central events: about 3% in
the 20–30% and 40–50% centrality intervals, about 1% in
the 0–5% most central collisions and negligible in periph-
eral collisions. This difference is expected according to Ref.
[28] as the SP method measures

√〈v2
n〉 while the EP method

measures values between 〈vn〉 and
√〈v2

n〉, with the former
value attained in the limit of a small correction factor (the
inverse of the denominator in Eq. (7)) and approaching the
latter when the correction factor is large. In the most central
and peripheral events, where the correction is large for the
second-order harmonic, the EP v2 values are closer to the
SP ones, while for the mid-central events where the correc-
tion is small, the EP v2 values are systematically lower than
the SP v2 values. Higher-order EP and SP vn harmonics are
consistent with each other.

6.1.2 The scalar product and two-particle correlation
methods comparison

A comparison of the SP and 2PC results is presented in Fig. 8.
In general, results from the two methods are quite consistent.
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Fig. 10 Comparison of the vn
obtained with EP method using
Run 1 and Run 2 data as a
function of pT. The results are
shown in three centrality
intervals: 0–5%, 20–30% and
40–50%. Results are averaged
over the intervals indicated by
horizontal error bars. The
vertical error bars indicate
statistical uncertainties. The
shaded areas indicate systematic
uncertainties
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There is a significant difference in v2 from the two meth-
ods in the phase-space region pT < 5 GeV, 0–5% central-
ity. This difference decreases considerably for 20–30% mid-
central events, where the v2 values match within 2–5% up
to pT ∼10 GeV. For v3–v5, where there are enough events
for a clear comparison, the vn values match within ∼4% for
pT < 4 GeV for the three centrality intervals shown in Fig. 8.
In principle, both the SP and 2PC methods measure

√〈v2
n〉

and the flow harmonics measured by the two methods should
be identical. However, a breakdown of factorization (Eq. (3))
results in systematic differences in the flow harmonics mea-
surement. Such factorization breakdown has been observed
to be significant for v2 in central events [55], and in general
for all vn at higher pT, and is the leading source of disagree-
ment between the 2PC and SP results. Furthermore, in the
2PC method the �η gap between the reference and associ-
ated particles is chosen to be |�η| > 2, while in the SP
method, where the reference flow is measured in the FCal,
the minimum gap between the tracks and the FCal is 3.2
units in η. The presence of longitudinal-flow fluctuations, in
which the event-plane angle can change with η, can result
in different vn values depending on the η range where the

reference flow is measured [27,56]. This effect is also found
to be larger in central events and relatively smaller in mid-
central events [56]. These effects can further contribute to
the observed difference between the SP and 2PC vn values.

6.1.3 Comparison to Pb+Pb results at
√
sNN = 2.76 TeV

Figure 9 shows a comparison of the vn measured in the
present analysis at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV with the correspond-

ing measurements at
√
sNN = 2.76 TeV for harmonics v2

to v6 obtained using the 2PC method [13]. The comparisons
are shown for two centralities: a central interval of 0–5%
and a mid-central interval of 20–30%. Figure 10 shows a
similar comparison of results obtained using the EP method
for 0–5%, 20–30% and 40–50% centrality bins. The vn at
the two energies are quite similar and almost consistent
throughout within systematic and statistical uncertainties,
even though the MC non-closure correction was applied only
in the

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV measurement. These results are con-

sistent with the recent ALICE measurements comparing the
measurement of vn at the two collision energies [29].
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Fig. 11 The vn as a function of pseudorapidity obtained with the SP
method, for transverse momentum ranges: 0.8 < pT < 1 GeV (left
column), 2 < pT < 3 GeV (middle column) and 7 < pT < 60 GeV
(right column) and for centrality intervals: 0–0.1% (top row), 0–5%,
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Fig. 12 Integrated vn{SP} vs.
Npart for six pT ranges shown in
the panels from lowest pT range
at the top left to the highest at
the bottom middle, measured
using the scalar-product method.
In the inset in the bottom-right
panel the v6 and v7 integrated
over 0.5 < pT < 60 GeV are
shown with adjusted scale. The
correspondence of Npart to
centrality intervals is provided
in Table 2. Results are averaged
over the intervals indicated by
horizontal error bars. The
vertical error bars indicate
statistical uncertainties. The
shaded areas indicate systematic
uncertainties
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6.2 The η dependence of vn

The pseudorapidity dependence of the v2–v7 obtained from
the SP method is shown in Fig. 11 as a function of |η|. Bene-
fiting from the symmetry of vn(η) with respect to η = 0, the
vn pseudorapidity dependence over the full range of pseudo-
rapidity was folded into the η range 0–2.5. The η-dependence
is shown for three ranges of transverse momenta 0.8 < pT <

1 GeV, 2 < pT < 3 GeV and 7 < pT < 60 GeV and for
five centrality intervals 0–0.1%, 0–5%, 10–20%, 30–40%
and 60–70%. The strong dependence of flow harmonics on
pT and centrality shown across different panels (all vertical
axes in Fig. 11 have the same range) is discussed in the pre-
vious section. On the other hand, no strong pseudorapidity
dependence of vn harmonics is observed. The v2 harmonic
in central and mid-central collisions for pT < 3 GeV drops
only by about 2–4% over the pseudorapidity range |η| = 0–
2.5. For peripheral collisions and for high pT > 7 GeV a
larger decrease of about 10% is observed. The v3 harmonic
in central and mid-central collisions over the pT range from 2
to 3 GeV decreases by about 10% with a larger drop of ∼15%
for peripheral collisions. Similar pseudorapidity dependence

is measured for the v4 harmonic in central and mid-central
collisions over the pT range from 2 to 3 GeV where it changes
by about 10%, but a larger drop of 25% is observed in periph-
eral collisions. In other cases, vn harmonics are almost con-
sistent with a uniform distribution within the statistical and
systematic uncertainties. As observed in the earlier measure-
ment of vn harmonics in 2.76 TeV Pb+Pb collisions [19],
such a weak η dependence of v2 may be partially attributed
to a contribution of “non-flow” short-range two-particle cor-
relations.

6.3 Centrality dependence of vn

Figure 12 shows the Npart dependence of vn integrated over
|η| < 2.5 and for various ranges of pT using the SP method.
The elliptic flow is the dominant anisotropy, except at the
largest Npart (Npart � 350), which corresponds to the 0–5%
most central collisions. For pT < 8 GeV, a clear dependence
on initial geometry can be observed as v2 is highest in mid-
central collisions, where this asymmetry is most significant.
For pT > 8 GeV, v2 is still the dominant harmonic, and it
is non-zero even in peripheral collisions as non-flow effects
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Fig. 13 Left panels: the v2
(pT) (top) and v3 (pT) (bottom)
for different centrality intervals.
Right panels: the corresponding
scaled-vn(pT). The error bars
indicate statistical and
systematic uncertainties added
in quadrature and are typically
too small to be seen
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start to contribute in this region. A hierarchy vn+1 < vn is
observed for n = 2–7 for all ranges of pT and all centralities,
except for the two bins 0–0.1% and 0–1% of the ultra-central
collisions at intermediate pT, which are characterised by the
flow harmonics ordering v3 > v4 > v2 ≈ v5.

6.4 vn(pT) scaling

The left panels of Fig. 13 compare the pT dependence of
v2 and v3 for different centrality intervals obtained from the
2PC method. Two distinct features are observed to change in
the shape of the vn(pT) (for the same n) between the different
centrality intervals:

1. Change in the vn-scale: The overall magnitude of the
vn changes from one centrality to another. This effect is
particularly large for v2, and has to do with the changing
of the average collision geometry from one centrality to
another.

2. Change in the pT scale: The pT value at which the vn
reaches its maximum also changes systematically from
one centrality to another.

In a recent ATLAS paper [45] it was observed that for a
given order n, the vn(pT) in p+Pb and Pb+Pb collisions have

a very similar pT dependence. In fact, after a scaling along
the pT axis to account for the difference in 〈pT〉 between
p+Pb and Pb+Pb collisions, and an empirical scaling along
the vn (i.e. y-axis) to account for the difference in the colli-
sion geometry between the two systems, the scaled vn(pT) in
p+Pb and Pb+Pb collisions were found to be nearly identical.
In this section, a check is done to see if such a scaling along
the pT and vn axes can yield universal shapes for the vn across
the different centrality classes. Accordingly, the vn(pT) are
scaled along the x- and y-axes to match their shapes across
the different centrality intervals. For the matching, the 0–
60% centrality interval is chosen as the reference, and the
vn(pT) for the individual 5%-wide centralities are scaled to
match best the vn(pT) in the 0–60% centrality interval over
the 0.5–5 GeV pT range, with the scales along the x- and
y-axes treated as fit parameters. The right panels of Fig. 13
show the scaled-vn , for n = 2 and 3. Overall, the vn(pT)

shapes match well after the pT and vn scalings.
Figure 14 shows the x (or pT) and y-scale factors obtained

for v2 and v3 as a function of centrality. It is interesting to
note that the pT-scale factors are quite comparable between
v2 and v3 across most of the centrality ranges. However, in
the 0–10% most central events, some significant difference is
observed between the two scale factors. This difference could
be due to larger jet-bias and factorization-breaking effects in
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Fig. 14 Left panel: the x-scale
factors for the v2(pT) and
v3(pT) (see text) as a function
of the collision centrality. Also
shown for comparison are the
ALICE 1/〈pT〉 for positively
charged protons and pions
(scaled by constant factors of
1.4 GeV and 0.57 GeV,
respectively for plotting
purposes). Right panel: the
y-scale factors. The error bars
on the scale factors and on the
ALICE data indicate systematic
and statistical uncertainties
added in quadrature
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the v2 as compared to v3. The right panel of Fig. 14 shows
the y-scale factors for v2 and v3 as well. Their centrality
dependence is very different for the two harmonics. This is
to be expected as the y-scale factors are mostly indicative of
the changing collision geometry, which becomes more and
more elliptic from central to mid-central events resulting in a
large increase in v2, while v3, which is driven by fluctuations,
changes only gradually.

In order to check if the change in 〈pT〉 between the dif-
ferent centralities accounts for the change in the x-scale of
the vn , the 1/〈pT〉 for protons and pions, as measured by the
ALICE Collaboration [57], are also shown for comparison.
While the centrality dependence of these 1/〈pT〉 factors is
qualitatively similar to the scale factors for the vn , the relative
variation in 1/〈pT〉 is significantly smaller than the variation
in the x-scale of the vn , indicating that there are additional
effects at play besides the change in the mean pT. However,
whatever the origin of these effects may be, they result in
nearly identical scaling factors for v2 and v3.

7 Summary

This paper presents the first ATLAS measurements of
azimuthal anisotropy of charged particles in Pb+Pb collisions
at 5.02 TeV collected during LHC running in 2015. The mea-
surements are based on the Pb+Pb sample of 0.49 nb−1 inte-
grated luminosity and are performed with the two-particle
correlation, scalar-product and event-plane methods. The
azimuthal anisotropy is quantified by the flow harmonics v2–
v6 and v2–v7 for measurements based on the 2PC and SP/EP
methods, respectively. The flow harmonics are obtained in
wide transverse momentum (0.5 < pT < 60 GeV), pseu-
dorapidity (|η| < 2.5) and centrality 0–80% ranges. All
harmonics show a similar trend in the pT dependence; first

increasing with pT up to a maximum around 3–4 GeV and
then decreasing for higher pT. Significant values of the
second-order harmonic v2 persist up to 60 GeV. The v2

results at high pT provide a useful handle for the study of par-
tonic energy loss in the dense medium, and so can improve
our understanding of the QGP properties. The values of the
flow harmonics decrease strongly with increasing harmonic
order for all centralities, except for 0–5% central collisions
where a different ordering is seen: v3 > v4 > v2 ≈ v5 for
pT above 1 GeV, which is indicative of the presence of sig-
nificant v2 fluctuations in these ultra-central collisions. The
elliptic flow signal is strongly dependent on event central-
ity and is largest in mid-central collisions of 30–50%. The
higher-order harmonics show a weak centrality dependence,
which is consistent with an anisotropy associated with fluc-
tuations in the initial geometry. After scaling the pT and
magnitude of the differential elliptic and triangular, v3, flow
harmonics at different centralities to best match the reference
v2 and v3 for the 0–60% centrality interval over the pT range
0.5 < pT < 5 GeV, the shapes of the rescaled harmonics
agree well, indicating similarity among pT-shapes of flow
harmonics evolving from different initial conditions. The vn
coefficients are shown to exhibit a weak η-dependence, irre-
spective of the harmonic order, centrality and pT. A weaker
pseudorapidity dependence of vn(η) in more central colli-
sions is suggested by data. The results obtained using the
EP and SP methods are consistent for harmonics of order
n ≥ 3. A small, systematic difference is observed for v2,
where the values obtained from the SP method are up to 3%
larger than the values obtained using the EP method. The
2PC and SP methods give values for vn that are quite con-
sistent up to ∼10 GeV. However, in the most central events
the SP method gives systematically larger values for v2 for
pT > 2 GeV. Comparisons with measurements in Pb+Pb
collisions at

√
sNN = 2.76 TeV show that the pT depen-
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dence of the vn shows no change from
√
sNN = 2.76 TeV to√

sNN = 5.02 TeV.
The set of results on flow harmonics presented in this paper

provides a tool for studies of the underlying mechanism lead-
ing to the large azimuthal anisotropy observed in the Pb+Pb
collision system, and can be used to constrain the theoreti-
cal modelling of the initial state of the QGP, its subsequent
hydrodynamic evolution as well as partonic energy loss in
the dense and hot medium.
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I. Riu14, J. C. Rivera Vergara144a, F. Rizatdinova125, E. Rizvi90, C. Rizzi14, R. T. Roberts98, S. H. Robertson101,ac,
D. Robinson31, J. E. M. Robinson44, A. Robson55, E. Rocco97, C. Roda69a,69b, Y. Rodina99, S. Rodriguez Bosca171,
A. Rodriguez Perez14, D. Rodriguez Rodriguez171, A. M. Rodríguez Vera165b, S. Roe35, C. S. Rogan57, O. Røhne130,
R. Röhrig113, C. P. A. Roland63, J. Roloff57, A. Romaniouk110, M. Romano23a,23b, N. Rompotis88, M. Ronzani121,
L. Roos132, S. Rosati70a, K. Rosbach50, P. Rose143, N.-A. Rosien51, E. Rossi44, E. Rossi67a,67b, L. P. Rossi53b,
L. Rossini66a,66b, J. H. N. Rosten31, R. Rosten14, M. Rotaru27b, J. Rothberg145, D. Rousseau128, D. Roy32c, A. Rozanov99,
Y. Rozen157, X. Ruan32c, F. Rubbo150, F. Rühr50, A. Ruiz-Martinez171, Z. Rurikova50, N. A. Rusakovich77, H. L. Russell101,
J. P. Rutherfoord7, E. M. Rüttinger44,k, Y. F. Ryabov134, M. Rybar170, G. Rybkin128, S. Ryu6, A. Ryzhov140,
G. F. Rzehorz51, P. Sabatini51, G. Sabato118, S. Sacerdoti128, H. F.-W. Sadrozinski143, R. Sadykov77, F. Safai Tehrani70a,
P. Saha119, M. Sahinsoy59a, A. Sahu179, M. Saimpert44, M. Saito160, T. Saito160, H. Sakamoto160, A. Sakharov121,aj,
D. Salamani52, G. Salamanna72a,72b, J. E. Salazar Loyola144b, D. Salek118, P. H. Sales De Bruin169, D. Salihagic113,
A. Salnikov150, J. Salt171, D. Salvatore40a,40b, F. Salvatore153, A. Salvucci61a,61b,61c, A. Salzburger35, J. Samarati35,
D. Sammel50, D. Sampsonidis159, D. Sampsonidou159, J. Sánchez171, A. Sanchez Pineda64a,64c, H. Sandaker130,
C. O. Sander44, M. Sandhoff179, C. Sandoval22, D. P. C. Sankey141, M. Sannino53a,53b, Y. Sano115, A. Sansoni49,
C. Santoni37, H. Santos136a, I. Santoyo Castillo153, A. Santra171, A. Sapronov77, J. G. Saraiva136a,136d, O. Sasaki79,
K. Sato166, E. Sauvan5, P. Savard164,as, N. Savic113, R. Sawada160, C. Sawyer141, L. Sawyer93,ai, C. Sbarra23b,
A. Sbrizzi23a,23b, T. Scanlon92, J. Schaarschmidt145, P. Schacht113, B. M. Schachtner112, D. Schaefer36, L. Schaefer133,
J. Schaeffer97, S. Schaepe35, U. Schäfer97, A. C. Schaffer128, D. Schaile112, R. D. Schamberger152, N. Scharmberg98,
V. A. Schegelsky134, D. Scheirich139, F. Schenck19, M. Schernau168, C. Schiavi53a,53b, S. Schier143, L. K. Schildgen24,
Z. M. Schillaci26, E. J. Schioppa35, M. Schioppa40a,40b, K. E. Schleicher50, S. Schlenker35, K. R. Schmidt-Sommerfeld113,
K. Schmieden35, C. Schmitt97, S. Schmitt44, S. Schmitz97, J. C. Schmoeckel44, U. Schnoor50, L. Schoeffel142,
A. Schoening59b, E. Schopf24, M. Schott97, J. F. P. Schouwenberg117, J. Schovancova35, S. Schramm52, A. Schulte97,
H.-C. Schultz-Coulon59a, M. Schumacher50, B. A. Schumm143, Ph. Schune142, A. Schwartzman150, T. A. Schwarz103,
H. Schweiger98, Ph. Schwemling142, R. Schwienhorst104, A. Sciandra24, G. Sciolla26, M. Scornajenghi40a,40b, F. Scuri69a,
F. Scutti102, L. M. Scyboz113, J. Searcy103, C. D. Sebastiani70a,70b, P. Seema24, S. C. Seidel116, A. Seiden143, T. Seiss36,
J. M. Seixas78b, G. Sekhniaidze67a, K. Sekhon103, S. J. Sekula41, N. Semprini-Cesari23a,23b, S. Sen47, S. Senkin37,

123



Eur. Phys. J. C           (2018) 78:997 Page 29 of 35   997 

C. Serfon130, L. Serin128, L. Serkin64a,64b, M. Sessa72a,72b, H. Severini124, F. Sforza167, A. Sfyrla52, E. Shabalina51,
J. D. Shahinian143, N. W. Shaikh43a,43b, L. Y. Shan15a, R. Shang170, J. T. Shank25, M. Shapiro18, A. S. Sharma1,
A. Sharma131, P. B. Shatalov109, K. Shaw153, S. M. Shaw98, A. Shcherbakova134, Y. Shen124, N. Sherafati33,
A. D. Sherman25, P. Sherwood92, L. Shi155,ao, S. Shimizu79, C. O. Shimmin180, M. Shimojima114, I. P. J. Shipsey131,
S. Shirabe85, M. Shiyakova77, J. Shlomi177, A. Shmeleva108, D. Shoaleh Saadi107, M. J. Shochet36, S. Shojaii102,
D. R. Shope124, S. Shrestha122, E. Shulga110, P. Sicho137, A. M. Sickles170, P. E. Sidebo151, E. Sideras Haddad32c,
O. Sidiropoulou35, A. Sidoti23a,23b, F. Siegert46, Dj. Sijacki16, J. Silva136a, M. Silva Jr.178, M. V. Silva Oliveira78a,
S. B. Silverstein43a, L. Simic77, S. Simion128, E. Simioni97, M. Simon97, R. Simoniello97, P. Sinervo164, N. B. Sinev127,
M. Sioli23a,23b, G. Siragusa174, I. Siral103, S. Yu. Sivoklokov111, J. Sjölin43a,43b, P. Skubic124, M. Slater21, T. Slavicek138,
M. Slawinska82, K. Sliwa167, R. Slovak139, V. Smakhtin177, B. H. Smart5, J. Smiesko28a, N. Smirnov110, S. Yu. Smirnov110,
Y. Smirnov110, L. N. Smirnova111, O. Smirnova94, J. W. Smith51, M. N. K. Smith38, M. Smizanska87, K. Smolek138,
A. Smykiewicz82, A. A. Snesarev108, I. M. Snyder127, S. Snyder29, R. Sobie173,ac, A. M. Soffa168, A. Soffer158,
A. Søgaard48, D. A. Soh155, G. Sokhrannyi89, C. A. Solans Sanchez35, M. Solar138, E. Yu. Soldatov110, U. Soldevila171,
A. A. Solodkov140, A. Soloshenko77, O. V. Solovyanov140, V. Solovyev134, P. Sommer146, H. Son167, W. Song141,
W. Y. Song165b, A. Sopczak138, F. Sopkova28b, D. Sosa59b, C. L. Sotiropoulou69a,69b, S. Sottocornola68a,68b,
R. Soualah64a,64c,h, A. M. Soukharev120a,120b, D. South44, B. C. Sowden91, S. Spagnolo65a,65b, M. Spalla113,
M. Spangenberg175, F. Spanò91, D. Sperlich19, F. Spettel113, T. M. Spieker59a, R. Spighi23b, G. Spigo35, L. A. Spiller102,
D. P. Spiteri55, M. Spousta139, A. Stabile66a,66b, R. Stamen59a, S. Stamm19, E. Stanecka82, R. W. Stanek6, C. Stanescu72a,
B. Stanislaus131, M. M. Stanitzki44, B. Stapf118, S. Stapnes130, E. A. Starchenko140, G. H. Stark36, J. Stark56, S. H Stark39,
P. Staroba137, P. Starovoitov59a, S. Stärz35, R. Staszewski82, M. Stegler44, P. Steinberg29, B. Stelzer149, H. J. Stelzer35,
O. Stelzer-Chilton165a, H. Stenzel54, T. J. Stevenson90, G. A. Stewart55, M. C. Stockton127, G. Stoicea27b, P. Stolte51,
S. Stonjek113, A. Straessner46, J. Strandberg151, S. Strandberg43a,43b, M. Strauss124, P. Strizenec28b, R. Ströhmer174,
D. M. Strom127, R. Stroynowski41, A. Strubig48, S. A. Stucci29, B. Stugu17, J. Stupak124, N. A. Styles44, D. Su150,
J. Su135, S. Suchek59a, Y. Sugaya129, M. Suk138, V. V. Sulin108, D. M. S. Sultan52, S. Sultansoy4c, T. Sumida83, S. Sun103,
X. Sun3, K. Suruliz153, C. J. E. Suster154, M. R. Sutton153, S. Suzuki79, M. Svatos137, M. Swiatlowski36, S. P. Swift2,
A. Sydorenko97, I. Sykora28a, T. Sykora139, D. Ta97, K. Tackmann44,z, J. Taenzer158, A. Taffard168, R. Tafirout165a,
E. Tahirovic90, N. Taiblum158, H. Takai29, R. Takashima84, E. H. Takasugi113, K. Takeda80, T. Takeshita147, Y. Takubo79,
M. Talby99, A. A. Talyshev120a,120b, J. Tanaka160, M. Tanaka162, R. Tanaka128, B. B. Tannenwald122, S. Tapia Araya144b,
S. Tapprogge97, A. Tarek Abouelfadl Mohamed132, S. Tarem157, G. Tarna27b,d, G. F. Tartarelli66a, P. Tas139, M. Tasevsky137,
T. Tashiro83, E. Tassi40b,40a, A. Tavares Delgado136a,136b, Y. Tayalati34e, A. C. Taylor116, A. J. Taylor48, G. N. Taylor102,
P. T. E. Taylor102, W. Taylor165b, A. S. Tee87, P. Teixeira-Dias91, H. Ten Kate35, P. K. Teng155, J. J. Teoh118, F. Tepel179,
S. Terada79, K. Terashi160, J. Terron96, S. Terzo14, M. Testa49, R. J. Teuscher164,ac, S. J. Thais180, T. Theveneaux-Pelzer44,
F. Thiele39, D. W. Thomas91, J. P. Thomas21, A. S. Thompson55, P. D. Thompson21, L. A. Thomsen180, E. Thomson133,
Y. Tian38, R. E. Ticse Torres51, V. O. Tikhomirov108,al, Yu. A. Tikhonov120a,120b, S. Timoshenko110, P. Tipton180,
S. Tisserant99, K. Todome162, S. Todorova-Nova5, S. Todt46, J. Tojo85, S. Tokár28a, K. Tokushuku79, E. Tolley122,
K. G. Tomiwa32c, M. Tomoto115, L. Tompkins150,p, K. Toms116, B. Tong57, P. Tornambe50, E. Torrence127, H. Torres46,
E. Torró Pastor145, C. Tosciri131, J. Toth99,ab, F. Touchard99, D. R. Tovey146, C. J. Treado121, T. Trefzger174, F. Tresoldi153,
A. Tricoli29, I. M. Trigger165a, S. Trincaz-Duvoid132, M. F. Tripiana14, W. Trischuk164, B. Trocmé56, A. Trofymov128,
C. Troncon66a, M. Trovatelli173, F. Trovato153, L. Truong32b, M. Trzebinski82, A. Trzupek82, F. Tsai44, J. C.-L. Tseng131,
P. V. Tsiareshka105, A. Tsirigotis159, N. Tsirintanis9, V. Tsiskaridze152, E. G. Tskhadadze156a, I. I. Tsukerman109,
V. Tsulaia18, S. Tsuno79, D. Tsybychev152, Y. Tu61b, A. Tudorache27b, V. Tudorache27b, T. T. Tulbure27a, A. N. Tuna57,
S. Turchikhin77, D. Turgeman177, I. Turk Cakir4b,t, R. Turra66a, P. M. Tuts38, E. Tzovara97, G. Ucchielli23a,23b, I. Ueda79,
M. Ughetto43a,43b, F. Ukegawa166, G. Unal35, A. Undrus29, G. Unel168, F. C. Ungaro102, Y. Unno79, K. Uno160,
J. Urban28b, P. Urquijo102, P. Urrejola97, G. Usai8, J. Usui79, L. Vacavant99, V. Vacek138, B. Vachon101, K. O. H. Vadla130,
A. Vaidya92, C. Valderanis112, E. Valdes Santurio43a,43b, M. Valente52, S. Valentinetti23a,23b, A. Valero171,
L. Valéry44, R. A. Vallance21, A. Vallier5, J. A. Valls Ferrer171, T. R. Van Daalen14, W. Van Den Wollenberg118,
H. Van der Graaf118, P. Van Gemmeren6, J. Van Nieuwkoop149, I. Van Vulpen118, M. Vanadia71a,71b, W. Vandelli35,
A. Vaniachine163, P. Vankov118, R. Vari70a, E. W. Varnes7, C. Varni53a,53b, T. Varol41, D. Varouchas128, K. E. Varvell154,
G. A. Vasquez144b, J. G. Vasquez180, F. Vazeille37, D. Vazquez Furelos14, T. Vazquez Schroeder101, J. Veatch51,
V. Vecchio72a,72b, L. M. Veloce164, F. Veloso136a,136c, S. Veneziano70a, A. Ventura65a,65b, M. Venturi173, N. Venturi35,
V. Vercesi68a, M. Verducci72a,72b, C. M. Vergel Infante76, W. Verkerke118, A. T. Vermeulen118, J. C. Vermeulen118,
M. C. Vetterli149,as, N. Viaux Maira144b, M. Vicente Barreto Pinto52, I. Vichou170,*, T. Vickey146, O. E. Vickey Boeriu146,
G. H. A. Viehhauser131, S. Viel18, L. Vigani131, M. Villa23a,23b, M. Villaplana Perez66a,66b, E. Vilucchi49, M. G. Vincter33,

123



  997 Page 30 of 35 Eur. Phys. J. C           (2018) 78:997 

V. B. Vinogradov77, A. Vishwakarma44, C. Vittori23a,23b, I. Vivarelli153, S. Vlachos10, M. Vogel179, P. Vokac138, G. Volpi14,
S. E. von Buddenbrock32c, E. Von Toerne24, V. Vorobel139, K. Vorobev110, M. Vos171, J. H. Vossebeld88, N. Vranjes16,
M. Vranjes Milosavljevic16, V. Vrba138, M. Vreeswijk118, T. Šfiligoj89, R. Vuillermet35, I. Vukotic36, T. Ženiš28a,
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