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Abstract: Centrality-dependent double-differential transverse momentum spectra of charged pions, kaons, and
(anti)protons produced in mid-pseudorapidity interval in \/syn = 200 GeV gold-gold and deuteron-gold collisions
with different centralities are analyzed by the blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics. Meanwhile, the
mentioned spectra in mid-rapidity interval in /syn = 2.76 TeV lead-lead and /sy n = 5.02 TeV proton-lead colli-
sions with different centralities are analyzed by the same model. The model results are approximately in agreement
with the experimental data in special transverse momentum ranges. It is shown that with the increase of event
centrality and energy, the kinetic freeze-out temperature of the emission source and the transverse flow velocity
of the produced particles slightly increase in some cases but they do not give an obvious change in other cases.
Meanwhile, the kinetic freeze-out temperature (transverse flow velocity) increases (decreases) with the increase
of particle mass. The average transverse momentum and initial temperature increase with the increase of event
centrality, collision energy, and particle mass. This work also confirms the maximum size dependent effect, which
states that the main parameters such as the kinetic freeze-out temperature and transverse flow velocity are mainly
determined by the heaviest nucleus from proton-nucleus to nucleus-nucleus collisions.
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1 Introduction considered in the present work, the centrality of proton-
proton collisions can be also determined by particle mul-
The kinetic freeze-out temperature (Tp or Tkin) of  tiplicity.
emission source and the transverse flow velocity (Or) o

. . S As the result of soft excitation process, the trans-
of produced particles are two important quantities at

the stage of kinetic freeze-out which is the last stage in verse momentum (pr) spectra of charged particles in

low pr region contain information of Ty and S [1L 21 [3].
There are multiple methods to extract Ty and Sr. These
methods include the blast-wave model with Boltzmann-
Gibbs [1, 2, B] or Tsallis statistics [4], the alternative
method using the Boltzmann [2, [5l 6] [7, [8, @, 10, [T1] or
Tsallis distribution [12, [13], etc. The Boltzmann-Gibbs
statistics and Boltzmann distribution are our preferred
methods due to their similarity with the ideal gas model
in thermodynamics.

high energy proton-proton, proton-nucleus, and nucleus-
nucleus collisions [1] 2 B], where Ty and SBr reflect the
thermal motion of produced particles and the collective
expansion of emission source respectively. From the ini-
tial stage to the last stage, the interacting system un-
dergoes different stages among which there is the stage
of chemical freeze-out. It is expected that the freeze-
out parameters are event centrality and collision energy
dependent due to the fact that the violent degree of

impact is related to the amount of energy deposition
which results in given excitation and expansion degrees
of the system. In particular, the event centrality depen-
dent freeze-out parameters at given collision energy can
be studied in proton-nucleus and nucleus-nucleus colli-
sions. Although, the proton-proton collisions are not
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We can select the methods that used the Boltzmann-
Gibbs statistics and Boltzmann distribution [Il 2 B] to
describe the spectra in low pr region which is less than
2-3 GeV/c in peripheral collisions and 4.5 GeV/c or a
little more in central collisions. However, these meth-
ods are not suitable for the spectra in high pr region
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which needs the description of other methods such as
the Hagedorn function [I4}[15] due to the contribution of
hard scattering process. As a probability density func-
tion, the Hagedorn function can contribute in both the
low and high pr regions. That is, except for the disen-
gaging of Ty and B in the extraction process, we should
exclude the contribution of the hard process in low pr
region. Comparatively higher values for Ty and fr will
be obtained, if the hard process available in the Hage-
dorn model [I4] is included in low pp region where it’s
relative fraction is small and the departure caused by the
hard process can be neglected as well. In other words,
we would like to say that we can neglect contribution of
hard process in low pr region, when extracting Ty and
B parameters.

the centrality-dependent
double-differential transverse momentum spectra of
charged pions produced in high energy nuclear colli-

In the present work,

sions will be analyzed by the blast-wave model with
Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics [T}, 2} B]. The model results
are compared with the experimental data measured by
the PHENIX Collaboration in mid-pseudorapidity in-
terval in gold-gold (Au-Au) [I6] and deuteron-gold (d-
Au) [17] collisions at /syy = 200 GeV with differ-
ent centralities at the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider
(RHIC), and lead-lead (Pb-Pb) collisions at /sy =
2.76 TeV [I8] and proton-lead (p-Pb) collisions at
VSNN = 5.02 TeV [19] by the ALICE Collaboration
in mid-rapidity interval with different centralities at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows.
The method is shortly described in Section 2. Results
and discussion are given in Section 3. In Section 4, we
summarize our main observations and conclusions

2 The method

The pr spectra of charged particles produced in high
energy collisions have complex structures. To describe
the pr spectra, it is not enough to use only one prob-
ability density function, though this function can be of
various forms. In particular, the maximum pr reaches
100 GeV/c in collisions at the LHC [20]. The model
analysis has observed several pr regions [21] which in-
clude the first region with ppr < 4-6 GeV/c¢, the second
region with 4-6 GeV/c < pr < 17-20 GeV/c, and the
third region with pr > 17-20 GeV/e. At the RHIC,
the boundaries of different pr regions are slightly lower.
It is expected that different pr regions correspond to
different interacting mechanisms. Even for the same pp
region, different explanations are existed due to different
model methods and microcosmic pictures.

According to ref. [21], different pr regions reflect dif-
ferent whole features of fragmentation and hadroniza-

tion of partons through the string dynamics. In the first
pr region, the effects and changes by the medium take
part in the main role. However, it appears weakly in the
second pr region. Meanwhile, the nuclear transparency
results in negligible influence of the medium in the third
pr region. From the number of strings point of view,
the second pr region is expected to have the maximum
number of strings, which results in fusion and creation
of strings and collective behavior of partons. Through
string fusion, the second pr region is proposed as a pos-
sible area of Quark-Gluon Plasma (QGP). While, the
first pp region has the minimum number of strings and
maximum number of hadrons due to direct hadroniza-
tion of the low energy strings into mesons [21].

We have used the idea of multiple pp regions and
our explanation in the following paragraphs is somehow
different from that in ref. [2I]. We regard the first pp re-
gion as the contribution region of soft excitation process.
The second and third pr regions are regarded as the con-
tribution regions of hard and very-hard (VH) scattering
processes respectively. Considering the contribution re-
gion (pr < 0.2-0.3 GeV/¢) of very-soft (VS) excitation
process due to resonant production of charged pions in
some cases, we have one more pr region. The four pr
regions can be described by different components in a
unified superposition. To structure the unified superpo-
sition, we have two methods. The first method is the
common method of overlapping of the contribution re-
gions of different components, while the second method
is the Hagedorn model [14] which doesn’t include this
overlapping.

Let fs(pr), fu(pr), fvs(pr), and fvu(pr) denote
the probability density functions contributed by the soft,
hard, very-soft, and very-hard components, respectively,
where fys(pr) and fym(pr) are assumed to have the
same forms as fs(pr) and fy(pr) with smaller and
larger parameters respectively. Then, according to the
first method, we can structure the unified superposition
to be

folpr) =kvsfvs(pr) + kfs(pr)

+ (1 —k—kyvs — kvu)fu(pr)

+ kv fvu(pr), (1)
where kyg, kyvg, and k denote the contribution frac-
tions of the very-soft, very-hard, and soft components
respectively.

According to the Hagedorn’s model [14], we can use

the usual step function to structure the unified super-
position. That is

folpr) =AvsO(pvs — pr)fvs(pr)
+ AsO(pr — pvs)0(p1 — pr) fs(pr)
+ Aub(pr — p1)0(pve — pr)fu(pr)
+ Avub(pr — pvu)fvu(pr), (2)



where Ay g, Ag, Ay, and Ay gy are constants which re-
sult in the two contiguous components to be equal to
each other at pr = pyg, p1, and py g respectively. In
particular, p; and py g correspond to 4-6 GeV/c and
17-20 GeV/c in ref. [I4] respectively, though the real
values may be different from them. Meanwhile, the real
values are possibly event centrality and collision energy
dependent.

In most cases, the contributions of very-soft and
very-hard components can be neglected. Or, the two
contributions can be included in soft and hard compo-
nents respectively. Thus, Egs. (1) and (2) are simplified
to

folpr) = kfs(pr) + (1 — k) fu(pr) (3)

and

Jo(pr) = AsO(p1 — pr)fs(pr) + Aub(pr — p1) fu(pr)
(4)

respectively. The two simplified functions are the same
to our recent work [22] which studies the possible sce-
narios for single, double, or multiple kinetic freeze-out
in high energy collisions, though pr spectra of differ-
ent types of particles produced in central and periph-
eral nuclear collisions and proton-proton collisions are
analyzed. Various potential functions can be chosen for
fs(pr) and fg(fr), which includes, but are not limited
to, the blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs statis-
tics [T, 2 3] and the Hagedorn function [I4] [I5].

According to refs. [1} 2 3], the blast-wave model with
Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics results in the pr distribution
to be

R
fs(pr) :ComeT/ rdr
0

< I {pT Si;;h(p)] K, [mT C;Sh(p)]’ 5)

where Cj is the normalized constant, mp = /p% + m3
is the transverse mass, myg is the rest mass of the con-
sidered particle, r and R are the radial position and the
maximum radial position in the thermal source, Iy and

K are the modified Bessel functions of the first and sec-
ond kinds respectively. In the modified Bessel functions,
p = tanh™'[8(r)] is the boost angle, 5(r) = Bs(r/R)"
is a self-similar flow profile, Bg is the flow velocity on
the surface, ng = 2 as used in ref. [I]. In particular,
Br = (2/R?) [y rB(r)dr = 285/ (no +2) = 0.58s.

The Hagedorn function [I4] [T5] is known as an in-
verse power-law [23] 24] 25],

futor) = apr (14 %) (©)

where pg and n are free parameters and A is the normal-
ization constant. In literature [26], [27] 28] 29] [30, B1],

and [32], the Hagedorn function are revised to

2 —-n
fulpr) = AZZ (1 n %) , (7)
2\ —N
fu(pr) = Apr (1 + ];—g) ; (8)
and
2\ —71
fu(pr) A<1+Z—§> ; 9)

respectively, where all the three A, pg, and n are sever-
ally different from each other.

The first method can be changed into the second
method (which results in the Hagedorn model [14], if the
contribution of hard component in the former method
can be neglected in low pr region due to its small value.
If we analyze the spectra in low pr region, the second
component in Egs. (3) and (4) should be given up due to
less contribution of Ty and Br in hard component. That
is, we can use directly fs(pr) from Eq. (5) which also
includes the contribution of very-soft component that
comes from resonance decays if available in the data. In
this work, the contribution of hard component in low
pr region if available is not excluded in the extraction
of Ty and Br. This treatment causes a slight increase in
Tp and/or Br in which the relative increase is neglected
due to small value (< 5%) [33].

Although we use only Eq. (5) but Egs. (3) and
(4) are kept to show a method for further analysis if
necessary. The only use Eq. (5) in this paper means
that the fraction of hard component is zero in low pr
In fact, it is right to exclude the contribu-
tion of hard component in low pr region. As proba-
bility density functions, the integrals of Eqs. (3) and
(4) [fo(pr)] are normalized to 1 respectively.
while, each component [fs(pr) or fu(pr)] in Egs.
(3) and (4) is also normalized to 1 due to it be-
ing probability density function. When we compare
fo(pr) with experimental data, we have three main re-
lations, (1/27pr)d*N/dprdy = (1/27pr)Nofo(pr)/dy,
d*N/dprdy = Nofo(pr)/dy, and dN/dpr = Nofo(pr)
according to different forms of cited data, where NV and
Ny denote the particle number and normalization con-
stant respectively. In some cases, N (Np) can be re-

region.

Mean-

placed by the cross-section ¢ (normalization constant
00) if necessary.

From the above description, one can see that the
method used in this paper is quite well known. Such
kind of works of fitting the pr spectra to thermal model
or Hagedorn function have been done by many for
decades. In particular, the low pr hadrons produced
in nuclear collisions are described by hydrodynamical
models quite successfully [34, [35, B36). However, we
would like to point out that what we will report in the



following section is a more extensive application of the
thermal model in high energy nuclear collisions at the
RHIC and LHC. Meanwhile, the thermal model is more
simpler in extracting the thermal parameters, while
hydrodynamical models describe advantageously the
evolution process of collision system [34] [35] [36]. Based
on the thermal model, the centrality dependences of the
kinetic freeze-out temperature Ty, transverse flow veloc-
ity fr, average transverse momentum (pr), and initial
temperature T; for the emissions of identified particles,
as well as the respective weighted averages are then
obtained from systemizing the available experimental
data. This systematic analysis on the centrality depen-
dences of multiple parameters is a new attempt for us.

3 Results and discussion

3.1 Comparison with experimental data

Figure 1 presents the event centrality dependent
double-differential pr spectra, (1/2mpr)d? N/dprdy, of
(a)(b) 7, (¢)(d) K—, and (e)(f) p produced in mid-
pseudorapidity interval (|n| < 0.35) in (a)(c)(e) Au-
Au and (b)(d)(f) d-Au collisions at \/syy = 200 GeV
at the RHIC, where y denotes rapidity and the mid-
pseudorapidity interval is decided by the PHENIX ex-
periment [I6, [I7] which we cited. The symbols repre-
sent the experimental data measured by the PHENIX
Collaboration [I6] [I7]. The spectra in different central-
ity classes are scaled (multiplied) by different amounts
marked in the panels, where the centrality classifica-
tions for Au-Au and d-Au collisions are different. The
solid curves are our fitted results by using separately
the blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics,
Eq. (5), where all the data points in the figure are used
for fitting, though the low pr range is satisfied primar-
ily. The dashed curves are our simultaneous fit by the
model, which will be discussed later. As a result, a spe-
cial pr range can be obtained, beyond which Eq. (5)
does not work and fy(pr) in Eq. (3) or (4) is needed.
Corresponding to panels (a)—(f), the results of data/fit
for the separate (simultaneous) fit are presented in pan-
els (a')—(f") [(a”)—(f")] respectively to monitor the de-
parture of the separate (simultaneous) fit from data. In
each fitting, the method of least squares is used in a
special pr range to obtain the best values of parame-
ters. The values of free parameters (Tp and Sr), nor-
malization constant (Np), x2, and number of degree of
freedom (ndof) are listed in Table 1, where the substan-
tial event centralities and derived parameters which will
be discussed later are listed together. In particular, Ny
satisfies (1/27pr)d>N/dprdy = (1/2mpr)Nofs(pr)/dy.
One can see that the model results describe approxi-
mately the PHENIX data in special pr ranges in high
energy nuclear collisions at the RHIC.

In particular, the special pr range is 0 ~ 2-3 GeV/c
in peripheral collisions and 0 ~ 4.5 GeV/c or a little
more in central collisions. This difference is caused by
the fact that the multiple scatterings in peripheral col-
lisions are less than those in central collisions due to
less participant region in peripheral collisions, where
the spectator in peripheral collisions has less influences.
The special pr range for strange particle is slightly nar-
rower than that for non-strange particle. This difference
is caused by the slightly less collision cross-section and
then less frequency of multiple scatterings for strange
particle K~ than for non-strange particles 7= and p,
which results in the special pr range for strange parti-
cle to be slightly narrower. In addition, although Au-
Au collisions have the same /syn as d-Au collisions in
Fig. 1, different sizes of participant regions for the two
systems also affect the slopes of curves due to different
frequencies of multiple scatterings. Usually, larger par-
ticipant region and then more multiple scatterings result
in more gentle curve. However, this influence is small
due to the maximum size dependent effect [33].

Figure 2 is the same as Fig. 1, but it shows the results
of (a) #—, (¢) K—, and (e) p produced in mid-rapidity
interval |y| < 0.5 in Pb-Pb collisions at /syy = 2.76
TeV, and the results of (b) 7t +7~, (d) KT+ K, and
(f) p + p produced in 0 < y < 0.5 in p-Pb collisions
at \/syy = 5.02 TeV, where the positive and negative
particles in p-Pb collisions are not separated in exper-
iments. The symbols represent the experimental data
measured by the ALICE Collaboration [I8, [19], where
the spectra in Pb-Pb (or p-Pb) collisions are scaled by
different amounts for different centrality classes shown
in the panels and all the data points in the figure are
used for fitting. Corresponding to panels (a)—(f), the
results of data/fit for the separate (simultaneous) fit are
presented in panels (a”)—(f") [(a”)—(f")] respectively. The
related parameters are listed in Table 2, where the ex-
istent event centralities are listed together. One can see
that the model results describe approximately the AL-
ICE data in special pr ranges in high energy nuclear col-
lisions at the LHC. The special pr range increases from
0~ 2-3 GeV/cto 0~ 4.5 GeV/c or a little more when
the event centrality increases from periphery to center.
This range for strange particle is slightly narrower than
that for non-strange particle. The dependence of this
range on energy is not obvious.

It should be noted that the uncertainties of free pa-
rameters Ty and fBr are very small due to the strict
restriction for the range of x2. In fact, we restrict y
so that x2, < x? < 1.05x2,;,, where x2 . denotes the
minimum-y? which is obtained by the method of least
squares and which changes for each fit (each particle in
each centrality class). In the case of using weak restric-
tions, for example x2, < x? < 1.10x2,,, large uncer-
tainties will be obtained, which are not expected by us
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Fig. 1. Centrality dependent (1/27pr)d?>N/dprdy of (a)(b) 7=, (¢)(d) K, and (e)(f) p produced in |n| < 0.35 in
(a)(c)(e) Au-Au and (b)(d)(f) d-Au collisions at /syny = 200 GeV. The symbols represent the experimental data
measured by the PHENIX Collaboration [16, I7]. The solid curves are our fitted results by using separately the
blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics, Eq. (5), while the dashed curves are those by using simultane-
ously the model. The spectra in different centrality classes are scaled by different amounts marked in the panels
and all the data points in the figure are used for fitting.
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Fig. 1. Continued. Corresponding to panels (a)—(f), the results of data/fit for the separate (simultaneous) fit are

presented in panels (a)—(f) [(a”

)—(f"")] respectively to monitor the departure of the separate (simultaneous) fit

from data. The error bars in the data/fit are calculated according to the error transfer formula in which only the

statistical errors are considered.

due to inaccurate determination of parameters. In addi-
tion, Eq. (4) is not an ideal fitting function due to fewer
free parameters being used in low pr region, which ren-
ders small variable ranges of free parameters in limited
selection. Contrarily, to give a better fit, Eq. (3) is more
ideal due to more free parameters being used in low pr
region, which renders large variable ranges of free pa-
rameters by flexible selection. The limited selection in
Eq. (4) restricts Tp and Sr themselves.

In the fit in Figs. 1 and 2, because of only two
free parameters being used, it is possibly coincidental
if x?/ndof < 1. Contrarily, the case of x?/ndof > 1
is caused by the fact that the data points in high pr
region are included. Then, the two-component func-
tions can be used if necessary. This paper is focused on
the extraction of centrality dependence of Ty and Br in
nuclear collisions at the top RHIC and LHC energies.
In fact, we do not need to consider the data points in



Table 1. Values of To, Br, (pr), Ti, No, x?2, and ndof corresponding to the solid curves in Fig. 1.

Figure Particle  Centrality To (GeV) Br (c) (pr) (GeV/c) T; (GeV) No X2 ndof
Fig. 1 T 0-5% 0.140 £+ 0.004  0.368 £ 0.004 0.467 + 0.023 0.412 + 0.021 46.00 + 2.50 34 25
Au-Au 5-10% 0.138 £0.005  0.365 % 0.005 0.458 + 0.022 0.403 £ 0.021 39.00 £ 2.00 9 25
200 GeV 10-15% 0.136 £ 0.003  0.364 % 0.005 0.451 £+ 0.022 0.397 £ 0.020 32.00 & 1.40 57 25
15-20% 0.132+£0.004  0.366 £ 0.006 0.440 £+ 0.022 0.388 £ 0.019 33.60 + 2.00 39 25
20-30% 0.130 £0.004  0.364 £ 0.004 0.433 + 0.022 0.381 £ 0.019 25.30 + 2.00 79 25
30-40% 0.128 +£ 0.004  0.365 £ 0.006 0.428 + 0.021 0.376 £ 0.019 18.00 £ 0.60 111 25
40-50% 0.127 £ 0.003  0.360 % 0.005 0.421 £+ 0.022 0.369 £ 0.018 8.95 4+ 0.44 286 25
50-60% 0.126 £ 0.003  0.365 % 0.004 0.420 £+ 0.021 0.371 £ 0.019 5.80 +0.27 111 25
60-70% 0.125+£0.005  0.365 &+ 0.004 0.419 + 0.020 0.368 £ 0.018 2.70 £0.30 91 25
70-80% 0.123 +£0.004  0.364 £ 0.006 0.412 + 0.021 0.362 £ 0.018 1.40 £ 0.07 92 25
80-92% 0.120 £0.003  0.367 £ 0.005 0.406 + 0.020 0.357 £ 0.018 0.69 £ 0.02 293 25
K~ 0-5% 0.180 £ 0.005  0.346 + 0.006 0.702 + 0.035 0.599 + 0.030 6.85 £ 0.25 1 13
5-10% 0.176 £ 0.006  0.345 % 0.008 0.688 + 0.034 0.587 £ 0.029 6.02 +0.27 1 13
10-15% 0.174 £ 0.006  0.344 % 0.006 0.682 + 0.034 0.581 £ 0.029 4.544+0.23 5 13
15-20% 0.172 +£0.004  0.340 £ 0.006 0.671 + 0.034 0.571 £ 0.029 4.48 £0.24 1 13
20-30% 0.170 £ 0.007  0.338 £ 0.007 0.663 + 0.033 0.564 + 0.028 3.20 £0.27 2 13
30-40% 0.169 £+ 0.004  0.337 £ 0.005 0.659 + 0.032 0.560 + 0.028 1.924+0.10 1 13
40-50% 0.167 £ 0.005  0.335 £ 0.006 0.651 + 0.033 0.553 £ 0.028 1.07 £ 0.07 2 13
50-60% 0.164 £ 0.004  0.330 % 0.007 0.637 £ 0.032 0.540 £ 0.027 0.64 4+ 0.06 3 13
60-70% 0.160 £ 0.004  0.327 £ 0.005 0.623 + 0.031 0.528 + 0.026 0.30 +0.03 4 13
70-80% 0.156 £ 0.004  0.326 £ 0.008 0.611 + 0.031 0.517 £ 0.026 0.13 £0.02 49 13
80-92% 0.150 £0.006  0.317 £ 0.007 0.585 + 0.029 0.494 + 0.025 0.06 £ 0.03 49 13
P 0-5% 0.208 £ 0.006  0.333 & 0.005 0.939 + 0.047 0.786 £ 0.039 1.97£0.10 36 19
5-10% 0.206 £ 0.005  0.326 + 0.004 0.926 £+ 0.046 0.775 £ 0.039 1.71+£0.11 25 19
10-15% 0.204 £ 0.005  0.325 % 0.007 0.919 £ 0.046 0.769 £ 0.038 1.34 £ 0.04 63 19
15-20% 0.203 £0.004  0.322 + 0.004 0.912 + 0.046 0.762 £ 0.038 0.13 £ 0.06 7 19
20-30% 0.200 £ 0.005  0.319 + 0.004 0.898 + 0.045 0.751 £ 0.038 0.13 £0.11 22 19
30-40% 0.198 £ 0.004  0.312 % 0.004 0.881 £ 0.044 0.735 £ 0.037 0.60 4 0.02 8 19
40-50% 0.196 £ 0.006  0.308 % 0.003 0.870 = 0.044 0.725 £ 0.036 0.31 +£0.03 22 19
50-60% 0.191 £ 0.003  0.305 % 0.003 0.852 + 0.043 0.710 £ 0.036 0.21 +0.02 33 19
60-70% 0.188 £0.004  0.304 £ 0.004 0.843 + 0.042 0.702 £0.035 0.090 £ 0.010 35 19
70-80% 0.184 £ 0.003  0.294 + 0.003 0.818 + 0.042 0.679 £0.034  0.036 £ 0.002 68 19
80-92% 0.162 £+ 0.006  0.285 % 0.005 0.749 + 0.038 0.620 £ 0.031 0.020 £ 0.002 194 19
Fig. 1 T 0-20% 0.120 + 0.003  0.443 £ 0.003 0.504 + 0.033 0.464 £ 0.023 0.86 £ 0.04 10 21
d-Au 20-40% 0.117 £0.004  0.436 £ 0.003 0.481 + 0.022 0.440 £ 0.022 0.70 £ 0.08 10 21
200 GeV 40-60% 0.112 +0.004  0.435 + 0.004 0.462 + 0.023 0.422 £ 0.021 0.62 £ 0.06 7 21
60-88% 0.109 £+ 0.003  0.432 + 0.004 0.447 + 0.022 0.406 £ 0.020 0.28 4+ 0.02 15 21
K~ 0-20% 0.239 £ 0.006  0.254 % 0.005 0.752 + 0.038 0.635 £ 0.032  0.100 + 0.010 8 18
20-40% 0.235 £ 0.004  0.250 % 0.005 0.738 £ 0.037 0.622 £ 0.031 0.090 + 0.005 9 18
40-60% 0.230 £+ 0.005  0.248 £ 0.003 0.724 + 0.036 0.610 + 0.031 0.073 £ 0.005 6 18
60-88% 0.218 +£ 0.004  0.247 £ 0.006 0.694 + 0.035 0.584 +£0.029  0.030 + 0.003 18 18
P 0-20% 0.262 £+ 0.004  0.238 £+ 0.006 0.935 + 0.047 0.777 £0.039  0.042 + 0.004 6 21
20-40% 0.260 £ 0.005  0.230 % 0.005 0.922 £ 0.046 0.765 £ 0.038  0.033 & 0.002 6 21
40-60% 0.250 £ 0.006  0.228 + 0.005 0.896 + 0.045 0.743 £0.037  0.026 + 0.003 4 21
60-88% 0.245 +0.004  0.215 + 0.005 0.870 + 0.044 0.721 £0.036  0.010 &+ 0.001 14 21

high pr region. On one hand, these data points have
zero contribution due to their non-thermal processes,
which should be excluded. On the other hand, these
data points have less contributions due to their small
amounts, which can be neglected. In the calculation
of x?/ndof, we have included these data points, which

causes Y2 /ndof > 1.

3.2 Trend of parameters

To study the dependences of Ty and Sr on the event
centrality, Figures 3 and 4 show the correlations between
Ty and C' as well as Sr and C respectively, where C' de-
notes the event centrality percentage in which 0% cen-
trality is the most central collisions and 100% centrality
is the most peripheral collisions. Different symbols rep-
resent different parameter values listed in Tables 1 and
2. In particular, the averages, (To) ((6r)), of To (Br)
weighted over yields of different particles are shown in
Fig. 3 (4) by the open circles. It can be seen that, Tp

and 7 increase slightly in some cases or almost do not
change in other cases with the increase of event cen-
trality from peripheral to central collisions. This dif-
ference should be studied in the future. In particular,
for Ty from K and p spectra there is slight centrality
dependence, while for Ty from 7 spectra at the LHC
there is no obvious centrality dependence. Except K
and p in Au-Au collisions at 200 GeV and p in p-Pb
collisions at 5.02 TeV, there is no dependence of the
parameter S on centrality. With the increase of parti-
cle mass, Ty increases while 8 decreases obviously. In
most cases, Tp and Sr in Pb-Pb (p-Pb) collisions at the
LHC are comparable with those in Au-Au (d-Au) col-
lisions at the RHIC within errors. At the same time,
To and Br in Au-Au (Pb-Pb) collisions are comparable
with those in d-Au (p-Pb) collisions within errors. In
short, Ty and Br do not decrease in general with the
increase of event centrality, collision energy, and projec-
tile size (in the case of the same target nucleus) within
errors, and Ty (Br) increases (decreases) obviously with
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Fig. 2. Same as Fig. 1, but for the spectra of (a) 7, (¢) K, and (e) p produced in |y| < 0.5 in Pb-Pb collisions
at \/syn = 2.76 TeV, and the spectra of (b) 7t + 7, (d) KT 4+ K, and (f) p + p produced in 0 < y < 0.5
in p-Pb collisions at /syny = 5.02 TeV. The symbols represent the experimental data measured by the ALICE
Collaboration [I8, [19], where the spectra in different centrality classes are scaled by different amounts shown in
the panels and all the data points in the figure are used for fitting.

the increase of particle mass. The mass dependent T} We would like to point out that although we fit the
and fBr is a reflection of the scenario of multiple kinetic ~ three spectra of identified particle species individually
freeze-out [22]. According to the hydrodynamical be- in Figs. 1 and 2 by the solid curves, the average param-
havior [39], the massive particles are left over early due eters weighted by particle yields Ny in Tables 1 and 2
to small Br. Meanwhile, early emission results in high  should be used for the three particles simultaneously by
To. the dashed curves. Figures 3 and 4 show that the aver-
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Fig. 2. Continued. Corresponding to panels (a)—(f), the results of data/fit for the separate (simultaneous) fit are

presented in panels (a’)—(f) [(a”

)—(f"")] respectively to monitor the departure of the separate (simultaneous) fit

from data. The error bars in the data/fit are calculated according to the error transfer formula in which only the

statistical errors are considered.

age parameters weighted by particle yields are closer to
those for pions due to the fact that the yield of pions is
the most at the considered energy. We notice that the
average Ty over all particles in given centrality is close
to or does not exceed the chemical freeze-out tempera-
ture in general. In addition, when we apply the weighted
average parameters for kaons and protons, we obtain rel-
ative large x2. The dashed curves in Figs. 1 and 2 show
that both the simultaneous fits at the RHIC and LHC

are approximately and similarly successful. It should be
noted that the multiplicity weighted mean parameters
are identified with a single (Tp) and (8r) which is ob-
tained by the fit of all particles in a given centrality class.
These mean parameters may be different from 7; and
Br used in Refs. [2, 18] due to different restricted condi-
tions. These restrictions include the particle-dependent
or independent pr range, unfixed or fixed flow profile
(ng), and large or small S change. The present work



Table 2. Values of To, Br, (pr), Ti, No, x?2, and ndof corresponding to the solid curves in Fig. 2.

Figure Particle Centrality To (GeV) Br (c) (pr) (GeV/c) T; (GeV) No x> ndof
Fig. 2 T 0-5% 0.135 £ 0.003  0.430 + 0.003 0.532 £ 0.027 0.485 + 0.024 123.39 £ 1.95 31 38
Pb-Pb 5-10% 0.134 £0.004  0.429 % 0.004 0.526 £ 0.003 0.479 £+ 0.024 105.34 4+ 11.72 8 38
2.76 TeV 10-20% 0.132 £0.004  0.428 + 0.005 0.518 £ 0.026 0.471 £ 0.024 78.36 + 7.81 15 38
20-30% 0.129 £0.003  0.427 £ 0.006 0.506 + 0.025 0.459 + 0.023 51.56 + 4.69 28 38
30-40% 0.131 £0.005  0.428 £ 0.005 0.514 + 0.026 0.468 + 0.023 34.87 £ 3.11 20 38
40-50% 0.127 £0.003  0.426 £ 0.004 0.497 £ 0.025 0.451 + 0.023 20.23 £+ 2.50 20 38
50-60% 0.124 £0.003  0.428 + 0.004 0.490 + 0.025 0.445 £+ 0.022 12.02 £ 1.25 67 38
60-70% 0.123 £0.004  0.426 + 0.005 0.483 £ 0.024 0.438 + 0.022 6.43 £0.04 72 38
70-80% 0.126 £ 0.004  0.424 £ 0.005 0.490 £ 0.025 0.444 + 0.022 2.75+£0.30 83 38
80-90% 0.108 £0.004  0.428 + 0.006 0.435 + 0.022 0.395 + 0.020 1.20 + 0.20 165 38
K~ 0-5% 0.289 £ 0.005  0.228 £ 0.004 0.851 + 0.043 0.717 + 0.036 16.80 £ 0.59 4 33
5-10% 0.287 £0.006  0.227 £ 0.007 0.845 + 0.042 0.713 + 0.036 14.67 £1.17 6 33
10-20% 0.284 £ 0.005  0.225 % 0.006 0.836 £ 0.042 0.705 + 0.035 10.55 £ 0.78 11 33
20-30% 0.282 +£0.004  0.227 + 0.005 0.833 £ 0.042 0.702 + 0.035 7.03 £0.63 17 33
30-40% 0.281 £ 0.007  0.225 % 0.005 0.829 + 0.041 0.699 + 0.035 4.69 £ 0.47 14 33
40-50% 0.279 £0.006  0.222 + 0.008 0.821 £ 0.041 0.692 + 0.035 2.81+£0.13 19 33
50-60% 0.275 £ 0.005  0.219 &+ 0.008 0.810 + 0.041 0.682 + 0.034 1.63+0.13 41 33
60-70% 0.271 £0.006  0.217 % 0.009 0.799 + 0.040 0.672 + 0.034 0.84 £ 0.10 74 33
70-80% 0.255 £ 0.007  0.215 + 0.010 0.759 £ 0.038 0.638 + 0.032 0.37 £0.20 105 33
80-90% 0.254 £ 0.007  0.209 + 0.012 0.752 £ 0.038 0.632 + 0.032 0.14 £ 0.01 179 33
p 0-5% 0.443 £0.005  0.098 £ 0.008 1.234 £ 0.062 1.020 £ 0.051 5.27 £0.39 81 34
5-10% 0.440 £ 0.004  0.050 £ 0.007 1.211 £ 0.061 1.000 +£ 0.050 4.69 £ 0.35 98 34
10-20% 0.438 £0.004  0.090 % 0.007 1.220 £+ 0.061 1.008 £ 0.050 3.52+£0.23 61 34
20-30% 0.435 £0.004  0.060 + 0.008 1.203 £ 0.060 0.994 £+ 0.050 2.11£0.16 45 34
30-40% 0.430 £ 0.005  0.055 %+ 0.013 1.191 £+ 0.060 0.984 £+ 0.049 1.56 £ 0.19 26 34
40-50% 0.427 £0.004  0.026 £ 0.016 1.180 £ 0.059 0.974 + 0.049 0.90 £ 0.03 16 34
50-60% 0.405 £ 0.003  0.060 £ 0.012 1.139 £ 0.057 0.940 £+ 0.047 0.56 £+ 0.02 48 34
60-70% 0.378 £0.004  0.046 + 0.012 1.076 £+ 0.054 0.888 + 0.044 0.29 £ 0.01 53 34
70-80% 0.362 £ 0.004  0.089 % 0.004 1.054 £+ 0.053 0.870 £+ 0.044 0.14 £ 0.02 72 34
80-90% 0.340 £ 0.005  0.080 % 0.009 1.001 £ 0.050 0.826 + 0.041 0.055 = 0.004 161 34
Fig. 2 T+ 0-5% 0.119 £ 0.006  0.469 % 0.005 0.576 £ 0.029 0.546 + 0.027 7.23 £0.47 31 38
p-Pb 5-10% 0.116 £ 0.006  0.465 % 0.005 0.549 £ 0.027 0.518 + 0.026 5.35£0.01 11 38
5.02 TeV 10-20% 0.113 £ 0.007  0.462 % 0.006 0.528 £ 0.026 0.495 + 0.025 4.38 £0.01 14 38
20-40% 0.112 £ 0.005  0.460 + 0.004 0.530 £ 0.027 0.499 + 0.025 4.06 £0.13 26 38
40-60% 0.110 £ 0.004  0.457 £ 0.005 0.502 + 0.025 0.468 + 0.023 2.40 £0.25 85 38
60-80% 0.107 £ 0.005  0.453 &+ 0.004 0.480 + 0.024 0.445 £+ 0.022 1.55 + 0.06 44 38
80-100% 0.100 £ 0.001  0.463 £ 0.001 0.480 + 0.024 0.450 + 0.023 0.60 £ 0.05 291 38
KT+ K~ 0-5% 0.293 £ 0.005  0.313 % 0.005 0.951 £ 0.048 0.812 £ 0.041 0.98 £ 0.05 49 28
5-10% 0.285 £ 0.003  0.310 % 0.004 0.926 £ 0.046 0.791 £+ 0.040 0.71 £ 0.02 13 28
10-20% 0.279 £ 0.005  0.307 £ 0.006 0.907 £ 0.045 0.774 + 0.039 0.57 £ 0.04 57 28
20-40% 0.270 £0.006  0.312 + 0.007 0.891 + 0.045 0.760 + 0.038 0.50 £ 0.04 12 28
40-60% 0.255 £ 0.004  0.310 % 0.005 0.850 £ 0.043 0.725 + 0.036 0.31 £0.03 70 28
60-80% 0.232 £0.004 0.329 + 0.005 0.815 £ 0.041 0.697 + 0.035 0.19 £0.01 24 28
80-100% 0.200 £ 0.005  0.309 % 0.006 0.707 £ 0.035 0.600 = 0.030 0.083 + 0.007 77 28
p+D 0-5% 0.355 £ 0.005  0.293 £ 0.004 1.229 £ 0.061 1.026 £ 0.051 0.34 £ 0.02 5 36
5-10% 0.350 £ 0.006  0.290 + 0.005 1.213 £0.061 1.012 £ 0.051 0.28 £ 0.01 5 36
10-20% 0.340 £ 0.006  0.289 % 0.006 1.188 £+ 0.059 0.992 £+ 0.050 0.24 £ 0.01 14 36
20-40% 0.325 £ 0.005  0.282 % 0.007 1.143 £+ 0.057 0.954 + 0.048 0.20 £ 0.01 19 36
40-60% 0.320 £ 0.006  0.276 % 0.005 1.075 £+ 0.054 0.897 + 0.045 0.14 £ 0.01 35 36
60-80% 0.295 £ 0.006  0.227 £ 0.007 1.001 £ 0.050 0.832 + 0.042 0.10 £ 0.01 26 36
80-100% 0.240 £ 0.006  0.238 + 0.006 0.883 + 0.044 0.732 + 0.037 0.040 + 0.004 50 36

uses the restrictions of particle-independent pr range,
fixed flow profile (ng = 2 as used in ref. [I]), and small
B change, which contains less free parameters in the
analysis and larger flow effect in peripheral collisions.
If simultaneous fit has more credibility in general,
the different values of freeze-out parameters for indi-
vidual particles imply a multiple kinetic freeze-out sce-
nario [I0 22| B7, [38] in terms of detailed analysis. For
particles in collisions with given centrality, the higher
the Ty is, the earlier the emission of the particles is.
As one of constituents in projectile and target partici-
pants, some protons are leading protons which are ex-
isted in the initial state of collisions and they are emit-
ted much earlier than pions due to their existence be-
fore thermalization. Even if other protons formed in
the collisions are emitted simultaneously with pions, on
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average, protons are emitted earlier than pions. Gener-
ally, leading protons emitted earlier than pions appear
in the forward/backward rapidity region, while protons
emitted simultaneously with pions appear in the whole
rapidity region as pions. At the LHC, the large dif-
ference in Ty for different particles renders naturally
large difference in emission time. On the other hand,
the mass-dependent multiple scenario “shows massive
particles coming out of the system earlier in time with
smaller radial flow velocities, which is hydrodynamic be-
havior” [39]. This earlier freeze-out for massive particles
appear due to the fact that they are left behind in the
system process due to low Sr and large mg, but not high
Ty. For collisions with different centralities, the higher
the Tp is, the higher the excitation degree is. Finally,
Ty is a result of competition between excitation degree



and emission time.

In addition, we have used the specific profile for
the transverse flow velocity which is also used in the
original blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs statis-
tics [, 2] [3], though the profile is sensitive to the fit
for transverse momentum spectra as explored e.g. in
refs. [I8, [40]. This sensitive profile affects only the ab-
solute sizes of Ty (Br) for emissions of individual par-
ticles, but not the relative sizes. In other words, this
sensitive profile does not affect our conclusions on mul-
tiple kinetic freeze-out scenario [I0] 22, [37, [38] in terms
of detailed analysis and more credible simultaneous fit
in general. It does not affect the trend on centrality de-
pendence of Ty (Sr) too, which are discussed in Figs. 3
and 4. Therefore, we would like not to use other specific
profiles in the present work.

In the fit process for Figs. 1 and 2, the parame-
ters Ty and PBr are correlated. In some cases, a larger
Ty and a smaller 81 can lead to a similar result by us-
ing a smaller Ty and a larger Sr due to the influence
of pr range and ng if changeable. To reduce the ef-
fect of correlation, we analyze the mean pr ((pr)) and
the root-mean-square pr (1/(p%)) over v2 (1/(p%)/2)
in Figs. 5 and 6 respectively, which are calculated from
the fit function over a given pr range of 0-4.5 GeV/c,
where T; represents /(p%)/2 to denote the initial tem-
perature of the interacting system according to the color
string percolation model [411 [42] [43]. In particular, the
weighted averages, (pr) ((T})), of (pr) (T}) over differ-
ent particles are shown in Fig. 5 (6) by the open circles,
which are calculated from the fit function and weighted
by yields of different particles. One can see that (pr)
and T; increase with the increases of event centrality,
collision energy, and particle mass. With the increase
of projectile size in the case of using the same target
nucleus, (pr) and T; do not change obviously.

It should be noted that we have used T; according to
refs. [41l, [42], [43]. When we use (T}), it is independent
of specie of the measured particle. It is noteworthy to
measure 7T; for the emission of different particles in order
to obtain (T}). Although T; is directly equal to /(p3.)/2
which can be obtained from pp spectra, one should ob-
tain T; as usual to see its trend. Our discussions on T}
and (T;) are useful to understand the excitation degree
of the system in the initial state. Meanwhile, we may
compare T; and (T;) with Ty and (T) to see the decrease
of temperature in the system evolution.

Generally, large Ty (8r) renders wide pr spectrum
and then large (pr). In central collisions, we have ob-
tained larger Ty (A1) and larger (pr) than those in pe-
ripheral collisions. The normalizations (Ng) listed in
Tables 1 and 2 are in fact the (pseudo)rapidity density
(dN/dn or dN/dy) of identified particles at mid-rapidity.
One can see a decrease trend from central to periph-
eral collisions. This trend is similar to that of Ty (8r)
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and (pr), but with different slopes. This trend renders
more energy deposition and more violent impact (lager
squeeze) in central collisions, which results in higher ex-
citation (larger Tp) and quicker expansion (larger SOr).
Naturally, we can obtain larger (pr), T;, and dN/dn
in central collisions comparing with those in peripheral
collisions. Although the parameters Ty, S, and T; are
extracted from a model, they are in fact based on the fit
to experimental data. In particular, T; can be regarded
as an experimental result. It is regretful that there is no
direct experimental values on Ty and Br.

It should be noted that T; used in refs. [33], 137 38 [40,
41, [42], [43] depends on \/(p%)/2 itself, but not models.
If we use the data directly, we should also obtain T;. It is
suitable that T; is used in the present work. In addition,
To obtained from proton spectra in Pb-Pb collisions at
the LHC comes out larger than 300 MeV, in central Pb-
Pb collisions this is even 443 MeV. This way is above
the hadronization temperature, which seems hardly to
be understandable. In fact, the weighted average tem-
peratures (Tp) are the kinetic freeze-out temperatures of
the system. The hadronization temperature is mainly
determined by that from pion spectrum due to the fact
that the yield of pions is the largest one among those
of the produced particles. In our opinion, as the kinetic
freeze-out temperatures, the values of (Tp) obtained in
the present work are normal. As a statistical quantity
and a reflection of mean thermal motion, (Tp) can be
naturally used in our study.

We would like to point out that, although Eq. (5)
for the blast-wave model is obtained by assuming that
the system is in local thermodynamic equilibrium, and
therefore, it assumes a single Ty and B, the single Ty
and Br can be (Tp) and (Br) respectively. Generally,
(To) ((Br), {pr), or (T})) is mainly determined by that
emitting pions due to the largest yield of pions at the
top RHIC and LHC energies. Meanwhile, (Tp) ((8r))
reflects approximately a combined fit to different parti-
cle species. Indeed, statistical fluctuations in the data
in different collisions with different centralities produce
fluctuations in the fitted parameters.

The reason that Ty or S does not decrease with the
increase of event centrality and collision energy renders
that the violent degree of thermal excitation and collec-
tive behavior at the stage of kinetic freeze-out in inter-
acting system does not decrease with increase of event
centrality and collision energy. This results in faster or
the same thermal motion and collective expansion which
are reflected by Ty and SBr respectively. In addition, in
peripheral collisions, a larger fraction in high pr region
is observed due to larger cascade scattering happening
in spectator nucleons and appreciable contribution from
the hard component, and that results in the departure
of statistical law from the thermal model in high pr
region, which results in the appearance of special pr
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range beyond which the thermal model does not work.
In fact, the single thermal model works generally in low
pr region. For the spectra in high pr region, we need
another thermal component with high temperature, or
the Hagedorn function [14} 15 23] 24, 25] or its revi-
sions [27, 28| [29] (30, [31].

Although the thermal model does not work in the
region beyond the special pr range, the Hagedorn func-
tion [I4} [15], that is the inverse power-law [23] [24] [25]
which is based on the quantum chromodynamics (QCD)
theory, can be used to describe the spectra beyond the
special pr range. Because of the focus of the present
work being the study of event centrality dependence of
Ty and Br, we give up to describe the spectra beyond the
special py range by using the Hagedorn function [14] [T5].
Based on different pictures in physics, we can use differ-
ent methods to describe the same pr spectra. Different
methods are expected to show similar or reconcilable
results if only the spectra in the special pr range are
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considered [T, 2, [3, @1 [5, 6, [7, 8, @ [0}, [T}, (12, [13)].

In fact, we have another method to describe the
spectra beyond the special pr range. That is, a two-
component thermal model in which the first component
describes the spectra in the special pr range and the
second one describes the spectra beyond the special pr
range. As the fraction beyond the special pr range is
small, the two-component thermal model causes a small
increase in T and/or Br. Because of the increase in Ty
and/or Br being small in the two-component thermal
model, we neglect the contribution of the second com-
ponent in the extraction of Ty and B, though the appli-
cation of the two-component thermal model is expected
to be more successful than that of the single thermal
model.

The observed S increases slightly or does not change
obviously with the increase of event centrality and colli-
sion energy. This is in agreement with most of the liter-
ature [ 2, [3, 4], though the concrete values are different
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from each other. The observed Tj increases slightly or
does not change obviously with the increase of event
centrality and collision energy. This is inconsistent with
some literature [I} 2 [3, (18] [40] and in agreement with
others [4] 16, 44, 45, [46]. In particular, ref. [47] shows
that Ty extracted from pion spectra in central collisions
is smaller than that in peripheral collisions, and that
extracted from kaon or proton spectra does not depend
on the centrality. Meanwhile, S7 in central collisions
is larger. Our observation on [r is in agreement with
ref. [47]. In fact, due to the anti-correlation between Ty
and B for a given spectrum, the acceptable sets of free
parameter values are not unique. This renders that the
collision process is complex and more analysis is needed.
Indeed, the present work uses particle-independent pr
range, fixed flow profile (ng = 2 as in ref. [1]), and small
B change, which results in different Ty trend with some
literature [2, [I8], though the same blast-wave model is
used.
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3.3 Further discussion

The above comparison renders that the event cen-
trality and collision energy dependent Ty (Sr) is com-
plex if one fits the pr spectra by the same or similar
model, let alone different models. In particular, there
exists lots of other models that go far beyond a blast
wave approximation to describe the pr spectra [48] [49],
which are not always suitable to extract Ty and fr. In
addition, some models do not extract directly Ty and
Br [2, B 6 [7, 8, @l 10} [T 12, 13], though they describe
the pr spectra to extract the so-called effective tempera-
ture, T'. Alternatively, T} is regarded as the intercept in
the linear relation of T against mg, and Sr is regarded
as the slope in the linear relation of (pr) against mean
energy (i.e. the mean moving mass m).

In our opinion, if higher T in central collisions and
at the LHC signifies higher excitation degree of inter-
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acting system, lower Ty in central collisions and at the
LHC signifies longer lifetime of hot and dense matter in
the case of considering higher excitation degree. Based
on different pictures and functions, the values and ten-
dency of Ty (Br) extracted from the same pr spectra
are possibly different from each other. The pictures and
functions used the Boltzmann-Gibbs (Fermi-Dirac or
Bose-Einstein) statistics and standard distribution have
more potentials to be the unified ‘thermometer” and/or
“speedometer” because they are the most similar to the
ideal gas model in thermodynamics.

It should be noted that the above discussions are in
the low pr region. If we increase the region by a few
GeV /¢, the conclusions do not change obviously due to
the fact that the values of Ty and 7 do not change ob-
viously. In fact, the fraction of particles with high pr
is very small. Including particles with high pr causes a
little (< 5%) increase in Ty and/or Sr, where the < 5%
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statement is estimated by us due to little yield of par-
ticles from high pr region. While decreasing pr region
by a few GeV/c causes obvious change in Ty and Sr
due to the large change in fraction. As the parameters
in the blast-wave model, Ty and S are sensitive to pr
region contributed by the soft process and insensitive to
pr region contributed by the hard process.

To extract Ty and Br as accurately as possible, one
may use some restrictions in the fit process. For exam-
ple, the pr region does not need to be very wide due
to the fact that the fraction of particles with high pp is
very small. The rapidity should be in the central region.
If the rapidity is in the fragmentation region, we may
transform it to the central region so that the kinetic en-
ergy of directional movement can be eliminated from the
total energy. The particles should be light flavor parti-
cles due to the heavy flavor particles being produced
mainly in the non-thermal process. Anyhow, the same
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pr region should be used in different centralities for a
given particle and system to obtain accurate results as
far as possible.

No matter how large the correlation of T and S is,
(pr) and T; are independent of models and parameters
if the models fit well the data. In fact, (pr) and T; are
reflections of data sample itself in case if the models fit
the data well. The results will be similar to Figs. 5
and 6 if we use other models to fit the data well. Con-
sidering two nucleons or partons taking part in each bi-
nary collision, the contribution fraction of each nucleon
or parton to (pr) is 1/2. In the Erlang distribution,
(pr)/2 is regarded as the temperature parameter [50].
If the contribution fraction of thermal motion to (pr)/2
is ko, we can obtain Ty to be ko(pr)/2 and SBr to be
(1 — ko){pr)/2mo7, where 7 denotes the mean Lorentz
factor of the given particles in the source rest frame.
Thus, we can obtain the similar trends of T (87) to the
blast-wave model.
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(pr), or (T;)) for different
particles in Au-Au and d-Au collisions, as well as in
Pb-Pb and p-Pb collisions, are similar to each other.
These results confirm the maximum size dependent ef-
fect [33], which states that the main parameters such as
the kinetic freeze-out temperature and transverse flow

The value of (Ty) ((Br), (

velocity are mainly determined by the heaviest nucleus
from proton-nucleus to nucleus-nucleus collisions. In the
maximum size dependent effect, the number of partic-
ipant nucleons in collisions of single projectile proton
with target nucleus plays a main role. This renders that
central (peripheral) proton-nucleus and nucleus-nucleus
collisions result in similar results to each other, and
peripheral proton-nucleus and nucleus-nucleus collisions
also result in similar results to proton-proton collisions.

Comparing with our previous work [33] which stud-
ies more models, the progress in this paper is obvi-
In fact, the dependences of Ty, Br, (pr), and T;
on centrality are studied in this paper in whole cen-

ous.



trality range. We confirm here that these dependences
decrease monotonously from central to peripheral colli-
sions, which is not always the case for Ty in some cases
if we use particle dependent pr region and centrality de-
pendent ng as used in current literature [T}, [2, [3, [4] 45].
The “standard pictures” extracted from low to the high-
est energies in nuclear collisions show that T increase
from central to peripheral collisions. The difference in
To between our result and the “standard picture” is
caused by the choice of pr range and ng. In our opin-
ion, Ty and B depend on particle dependent pr range
and centrality dependent ng. We have used the fixed pr
range and invariable ng in this paper which results in
different trend for Ty from the “standard picture”. It is
hard to say that which picture is more suitable.

Generally, at given collision energy and in given
event centrality, larger system produces more particles.
For a given collision system, with the increase of central-
ity, larger amount of particles are produced, and both
Ty and [y also become larger. It is expected that, not
only for large system (e.g. Pb-Pb) but also for small sys-
tem (e.g. p-Pb), the centrality classes that have similar
average dN/dn (or Np) should have similar Ty and fy.
This paper confirms that medium and peripheral Pb-
Pb collisions that produce similar amount of particles
as central and medium p-Pb collisions also have similar
Ty and Br. That is to say that, in central and medium
p-Pb collisions, both Ty and S are larger as those in
medium and peripheral Pb-Pb collisions.

Before summary and conclusions, we would like to
point out that the present work is a more systematic
study on the dependence of Ty (Br, (pr), or T;) on
centrality in Au-Au, d-Au, Pb-Pb, and p-Pb collisions
at the RHIC and LHC by using the blast-wave model
with Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics, though our previous
work [51] studied Ty (87, ¢ (entropy index), pg, and
n) in central and peripheral Au-Au and Pb-Pb colli-
sions by using an improved Tsallis distribution [38| [52].
With regard to the relative size of Ty (8r) in central
and peripheral collisions, the results from the two works
are consistent with each other. However, the improved
Tsallis distribution results in larger S7 which is inconsis-
tent with the blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs
statistics or with Tsallis statistics [53]. Thus, we did
not use the improved Tsallis distribution in the present
work. In addition, two components were used in our
previous work [51] which resulted in good fit within and
beyond the special pr range, which is not the case in
the present work which uses one component in fact.

In the above discussion on extracting Ty and Sr, the
influence of resonances if available are naturally included
in the soft component. As discussed in ref. [I], the res-
onances change the slopes of the pr spectra, which af-
fect the values of Ty and Sr. In some cases, the spec-
tra in very low pr region are not available in experi-
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ments, which results in larger Ty and Sr in the present
work. Although the influence of resonances on particle
yields are not too large [54], this influence on pions is
the largest among the considered particles [54] [55]. To
include the influence will result in lower Ty and [ for
pions than for kaons and protons. This will strengthen
further our conclusion on multiple kinetic freeze-out sce-
nario in detailed analysis. Although the chemical freeze-
out is single scenario in the traditional statistical ther-
mal model [55] 56l [57) 58], the kinetic freeze-out is pos-
sibly mass dependent [10, 22| [37, [38]. In particular, in
a very recent work [59], the two-scenario of chemical
freeze-out is studied and the inclusion of additional res-
onances are not sufficient to close the gap between the
chemical freeze-out temperatures for emissions of light
and strange hadrons.

At the end of this discussion, we would like to point
out that the value of Ty obtained from the analysis (for
heavier hadrons) is more than the value of critical tem-
perature (T, =~ 170-200 MeV) obtained in lattice QCD
calculations [60] 611, [62]. This result does not means that
the kinetic freeze-out takes place before the phase tran-
sition. In fact, the value of (Tp) is less than the value of
T., if we consider averagely and generally. In addition, it
is indeed that Tg is a “true” kinetic freeze-out tempera-
ture but not the inverse slope of the spectra because the
transverse flow velocity fBr is extracted out. However,
To and T, are obtained from different “thermometers”.
Meanwhile, the larger T; for heavier hadrons emission
comparing with that from other methods [63] [64, 65}, [66]
is also caused by different “thermometers”, though (T;)
is nearly the same as or close to refs. [64] [65] [66]. Before
giving a quantitative comparison for different tempera-
tures, one has to define a unified “thermometer”. This
topic is beyond the focus of this paper. We shall not
discuss it further.

4 Summary and conclusions

We summarize here our main observations and con-
clusions.

The centrality-dependent double-differential trans-
verse momentum spectra of charged pions and kaons
and (anti)protons produced in mid-(pseudo)rapidity in-
terval in \/syny = 200 GeV Au-Au and d-Au, 2.76 TeV
Pb-Pb, and 5.02 TeV p-Pb collisions are analyzed by
the blast-wave model with Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics.
The model results are approximately in agreement with
the experimental data in special transverse momentum
ranges measured by the PHENIX and ALICE Collabo-
rations.

There are special transverse momentum ranges in
some transverse momentum spectra. The special trans-
verse momentum range increases from 0 ~ 2-3 GeV/c



to 0 ~ 4.5 GeV/c or a little more when the event cen-
trality increases from periphery to center. This range
for the strange particle is narrower than that for the
non-strange particle. The dependence of this range on
collision energy is not obvious. The special transverse
momentum ranges appear due to different fractions of
participant nucleons in events with different centralities.

The kinetic freeze-out temperature and the trans-
verse flow velocity increase slightly in some cases or do
not change obviously in other cases with the increase of
event centrality and collision energy. These outcomes
result in faster or the same thermal motion and collec-
tive expansion in central collisions, at the LHC, and for
large system. Comparing with central collisions, a large
fraction in high transverse momentum region is observed
in peripheral collisions due to large cascade scattering
happen in spectator nucleons. The single thermal model
does not describe simultaneously the spectra in both the
low and high transverse momentum regions, though the
two-component thermal model is expected to describe
simultaneously the spectra in the two regions.

The average transverse momentum and initial tem-
perature increase with the increase of event centrality,
collision energy, and particle mass. With the increase of
projectile size in the case of using the same target nu-
cleus, the two quantities and main parameters (kinetic
freeze-out temperature and transverse flow velocity) do
not change obviously. This confirms the maximum size
dependent effect, which states that the main parameters
such as the kinetic freeze-out temperature and trans-
verse flow velocity are mainly determined by the heavi-
est nucleus from proton-nucleus to nucleus-nucleus col-
lisions.

The present work also confirms the multiple kinetic
freeze-out scenario if we use the detailed analysis. Al-
though the chemical freeze-out is single scenario in the
traditional statistical thermal model, there is also two-
scenario of chemical freeze-out studied in literature. The
present work shows that the kinetic freeze-out is pos-
sibly particle mass dependent, which show an increase
of kinetic freeze-out temperature with the increase of
particle mass. If the influence of resonances can be
measured in experiments in detail, the multiple kinetic
freeze-out scenario is expected to strengthen further.
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