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We compare the microscopic transport models UrQMD, PHSD, PHQMD, and SMASH to make
√
predictions for the upcoming Ag+Ag data at Elab = 1.58 AGeV ( sNN = 2.55 GeV) by the HADES
collaboration. We study multiplicities, spectra and effective source temperatures of protons, π ±,0 ,
K ± , the η, Λ+Σ0 and the Ξ− within these models. Despite variations in the detailed implementation
of the dynamics in the different models, the employed transport approaches all show consistent
multiplicities of the bulk of investigated hadrons. The main differences are in the Ξ− production,
which is treated differently between UrQMD/SMASH on one side employing high mass resonance
states with explicit decays to Resonance → Ξ + K + K in contrast to PHSD/PHQMD which
account only non-resonant Ξ production channels. A comparison of the spectra, summarized by
effective source temperatures, shows that all models provide similar source temperatures around
Tsource = 80 − 95 MeV, and show substantial radial flow on the order of hvT i = 0.22c − 0.3c even
for such a small system.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Over the last two decades, collider facilities such as
the Relativistic Heavy-Ion Collider (RHIC) located at
Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) or the Large
Hadron Collider (LHC) at European Organization for
Nuclear Research (CERN) have studied the strongly interacting matter created in heavy-ion collisions at relativistic energies. Here, highest temperatures and an
almost net baryon densities free (µB ≈ 0) system was
created with a deconfined initial state, called the QuarkGluon Plasma (QGP). On the other hand, research at
GSI Helmholtzzentrum für Schwerionenforschung (GSI)
in Darmstadt, Germany and the upcoming Facility for
Antiproton and Ion Research (FAIR) in Darmstadt,
Germany and the Nuclotron-based Ion Collider fAcility (NICA) in Dubna, Russia aims to explore the QCD
phase diagram in the region of very high baryon densities (a similar program is also active at BNL with the
beam energy scan program). The primary focus of these
programs is to gain further insight into overarching questions such as: the equation of state of nuclear matter,
in-medium modifications of hadrons and their resonances
and at higher energies locating the critical end point of
the phase transition between hadronic and quark-gluon
matter and the onset of chiral symmetry restoration.
At very low beam energies, this high-µB region of the
QCD phase diagram is currently explored by the High
Acceptance Di-Electron Spectrometer (HADES) experiment [1] at GSI which has firmly established its abilities to precisely measure di-leptons and constrain vector-

meson spectral functions [2, 3], to determine event-byevent correlations and fluctuations [4], to investigate final state n-particle correlations [5] and to measure rare
probes and sub-threshold strangeness production [6–8].
Recently, HADES has reported first preliminary data
on hadron production and di-lepton measurements in
silver-silver (Ag+Ag) collisions at Elab = 1.58 AGeV
√
( sNN = 2.55 GeV) [9, 10]. This will allow to pin-down
the properties of dense hadronic matter further and complements the data on Au+Au reactions taken in the past.
From a theoretical perspective, there are several different approaches to describe experimental results of
heavy ion collisions, which all rely on different assumptions: I) Thermal models [11–13] that assume global
thermodynamic equilibrium and provide information on
the integrated abundances of hadrons, II) hydrodynamic
approaches [14–17] assuming local thermal equilibrium,
that emphasize the collective, fluid-like behavior of the
matter and allow to explore abundances and spectra and
III) transport models [18–24] that do not rely on equilibrium assumptions, but follow from the kinetic theory and
allow to study yields, spectra and dynamical fluctuations
and correlations.
While the definition of the physics in the thermal and
hydrodynamical models is rather straightforward (either
given by the partition function or the Equation-of-State
(EoS)), transport approaches rely on a multitude of assumptions and models to describe the properties of individual hadrons, the hadronic cross sections, the potentials (which reflect the EoS) or the onset of string formation. Also differences in the numerical implementations
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of similar assumptions are possible, e.g. parallel ensemble
simulations vs. full ensemble simulations. Thus, it is a
priori not clear, if the very similar physical assumptions
implemented in the various approaches provide quantitatively similar results. For a systematic study of the
general uncertainties in such models we refer the reader
to [25, 26].
Motivated by upcoming HADES data of Ag+Ag collisions at 1.58 AGeV kinetic beam energy, we present
a comparative analysis of bulk properties of p, π ±,0 ,
K ± , η, Λ + Σ0 and Ξ− hadrons employing the most
prominent transport approaches used at SIS energies,
namely UrQMD [19, 20], PHSD [21, 22], PHQMD [27]
and SMASH [24]. We compare particle production mechanisms and the different Equations-of-State via total multiplicities, rapidity and transverse mass distributions and
extract an effective temperature Teff from the transverse
mass spectra.
II.

SHORT DESCRIPTION OF THE
TRANSPORT MODELS

All employed transport models for this study have
been well documented in various publications. Here, we
shortly summarize the main features of these approaches.
While the models discussed here generally fall into two
categories, that mainly denote how the underlying relativistic transport equations are numerically solved, i.e.
• event based Quantum Molecular Dynamics (QMD)
type approaches and
• density based (Vlasov) Boltzmann-UehlingUhlenbeck ((V)BUU) type approaches.
In both cases the general physics assumptions and results
are very similar. Main differences are related to different
physical choices, e.g. the type of potential used at these
low energies or how multi-strange baryons are produced.
A.

UrQMD

UrQMD v3.5 is based on an explicit propagation of
all hadrons in the reactions either in cascade mode or
with a hard or soft nuclear potential. The collision term
contains 70 baryon- and 39 meson-species and their corresponding antiparticles. In UrQMD the colliding nuclei
are modeled either as superpositions of gaussian phase
space densities of each nucleon, if potentials are used
or as a collection of point-like nucleons, if the cascade
mode is employed. In both modes, elastic or inelastic reactions are treated by means of their geometrical crosssection σtot = σinelastic + σelastic , decays proceed via measured branching ratios. A collision takes place, when the
transverse distance dtrans between the two approaching
hadrons becomes less than
r
σtot
dtrans ≤ d0 =
.
(1)
π

The outgoing particles of such a binary collision then
interact further creating the evolution of the system.
Thus, UrQMD provides a microscopic implementation
of the scattering term with strict conservation of energy,
momentum and all quantum numbers. For details of the
model we refer the reader to [19, 20, 28]

B.

PHSD

The Parton-Hadron-String Dynamics (PHSD) [21, 22,
29–32] is a microscopic covariant transport approach
for the dynamical description of strongly interacting
hadronic and partonic matter created in heavy-ion collisions. It is based on a solution of the Cassing-Juchem
generalised off-shell transport equations for test particles [34, 35], which are derived from the KadanoffBaym equations in first-order gradient expansion [30, 36].
This quantum field theoretical basis distinguishes the
PHSD from the semi-classical BUU based model, since
the PHSD propagates Green’s functions (in phase-space
representation) which contain information not only on
the occupation probability (in terms of the phase-space
distribution functions), but also on the properties of
hadronic and partonic degrees-of-freedom via their spectral functions. The PHSD approach consistently describes the full evolution of a relativistic heavy-ion collision from the initial hard scatterings and string formation
through the dynamical deconfinement phase transition to
the strongly-interacting quark-gluon plasma (sQGP) as
well as hadronization and the subsequent interactions in
the expanding hadronic phase as in the Hadron-StringDynamics (HSD) transport approach [37, 38]. For details
of the model we refer the reader to [22, 31, 32].
We note that for this study we employed the PHSD
v. 4.5 which includes the modification of the properties of strange degrees-of-freedom in the hot and dense
medium (cf. Ref. [33]): the antikaon (K̄ = K − , K̄ 0 )
properties are described via many-body G-matrix calculations, while the in-medium modification of kaons
(K = K + , K 0 ) are accounted via the kaon-nuclear potential, which is assumed to be proportional to the local
baryon density.

C.

PHQMD

The PHQMD (Parton-Hadron-Quantum-MolecularDynamics) approach [27], a branch of the PHSD, is a
novel n-body dynamical transport approach which is designed to provide a microscopic description of nuclear
cluster and hypernucleus formation as well as of general particle production in heavy-ion reactions at relativistic energies. In difference to the coalescence or
statistical models, often used for the cluster formation,
in PHQMD clusters are formed dynamically due to the
interactions between baryons described on the basis of
Quantum Molecular Dynamics (QMD) which allows to
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propagate the n-body Wigner density and n-body correlations in phase-space, that are essential for the cluster
formation. The PHQMD provides a good description of
the hadronic single particle observables [27] as well as a
dynamical cluster production from SIS to RHIC energies
[39, 40].

III. MODEL PREDICTIONS AND
COMPARISONS - GENERAL SET-UP

For the present investigation, we focus on Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58 AGeV. Results at other collision
energies and systems have already been published. The
calculations are performed at 0-10% centrality. The centrality is determined via an impact parameter cut derived
from the hard sphere approximation, i.e. bmax = 3.6 fm.
Using a geometrical cut in this approximation provides
generally a good description of the experimental centrality, especially in case of the HADES centrality cuts a full
modeling of the centrality selection can not be achieved
without a full GEANT simulation. Previous studies have
shown that this approximation is generally good to level
of better than 10% . For the rest of the paper we compare UrQMD, PHSD and PHQMD results for a hard and
soft Equation-of-State (in case of PHSD, the EoS with inmedium effects can be seen as in the “middle” between
both cases, because its compressibility is in between a
hard and soft EoS) and SMASH results [41] in cascade
mode.
The simulation data of UrQMD, PHSD and PHQMD
is summarized in the auxiliary files in the online version
of this manuscript, the data from SMASH can be found
in [41].

A.

Integrated multiplicities

Let us start with the investigation of the 4π hadron
multiplicities. In Fig. 1 we show the integrated hadron
multiplicities for protons, pions, K + , K − , η, Λ + Σ0 and
Ξ− in Ag+Ag collisions at 1.58 AGeV from UrQMD (red
stars), SMASH (yellow circles), PHSD (green triangles)
and PHQMD (blue diamonds) for 0-10% centrality. The
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The Simulating Many Accelerated Strongly-interacting
Hadrons (SMASH) [24] is based on the test-particle setup for the hadronic dynamics. It includes a large body
of established hadrons and their resonances as degrees
of freedom. The dynamics is modeled either in cascade
mode or potential interactions can be employed (here we
refer only to the cascade results published in [41]). At
higher energies SMASH involves string degrees of freedom using the PYTHIA model. For the recent results on
Ag+Ag reactions from SMASH we refer to [41].
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FIG. 1. [Color online] Integrated hadron multiplicities for
protons, pions, K + (multiplied by 102 ), K − (multiplied by
104 ), η (multiplied by 102 ), Λ + Σ0 (multiplied by 102 ) and
Ξ− (multiplied by 105 ) in 0-10% central Ag+Ag collisions at
1.58 AGeV from UrQMD (red stars), SMASH [41] (yellow circles), PHSD (green triangles) and PHQMD (blue diamonds).
The open symbols denote the soft/no-medium interaction versions, while the full symbols denote the hard/in-medium version of the models. The cascade mode results from SMASH
are also shown by full symbols.

open symbols denote the soft/no-medium interaction versions, while the full symbols denote the hard/in-medium
version of the models. The cascade mode results from
SMASH are also shown by full symbols. One observes
that all models provide consistent multiplicities of p, π ±,0
and the η. However, when going to single strange hadrons
such as K ± , Λ + Σ0 noticeable differences among the
transport models and their different modes concerning
the production of strangeness emerge.
The most striking difference between UrQMD/SMASH
and PHSD/PHQMD is found for the production of
the double strange Ξ− hyperons. Here the yields of
UrQMD/SMASH are for all centralities a factor of approx. 10-15 higher than for the PHSD/PHQMD simulations. The main reason for this difference is due to
heavy resonance decays. In [42, 43] the problem of the
surprisingly large production rate of Ξ− hyperons in the
SIS energy regime was analyzed. At these near and
sub-threshold energies, the reaction dynamics is dominated by the formation of baryon resonances and their
decays. Ξ− production can be rather naturally incorporated by the following reaction: N + N → N + N ∗
and the eventual decay N ∗ → Ξ− + 2K at a later stage
of the entire collision event. Unfortunately, the branching ratios of decay channels for very heavy resonances
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the same hadrons. Here all models predict a sizable increase of strange particle yields for the soft EoS. The general trend is, the softer the Equation-of-State, the more
K and Λ + Σ0 and Ξ− are produced. The reason is that
with a softer EoS higher densities can be reached and
the expansion of the system goes slow which allows for
more interactions [45] . However, one cannot omit that
there are substantial quantitative differences between the
predictions of the models at high densities for (multi)strange particles.
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FIG. 2. [Color online] Ratio (soft EoS divided by hard EoS
or in case of PHSD the ratio of calculations without medium
effects to calculations with medium effects) of the integrated
hadron multiplicities for protons, pions, K + , K − , η, Λ + Σ0
and Ξ− in 0-10% central Ag+Ag collisions at 1.58 AGeV from
UrQMD (red stars), PHSD (green triangles) and PHQMD
(blue diamonds).

which lead to rare and heavy particle species such as
Ξ− can only be indirectly fixed to experimental data,
because elementary Ξ− production data does not exist
at such low energies. Therefore, in Ref. [42, 43] the
p+Nb data was used to fix the branching ratio. One
should note that these heavy resonances are exclusively
formed via secondary reactions such as N + N ∗ (m1 ) →
N +N ∗ (m2 > m1 ). By virtue of these inelastic secondary
reactions, resonant states N ∗ (m1 ) undergo further excitation into higher mass states N ∗ (m2 ) which act as an
energy reservoir to facilitate sub-threshold production of
heavy strange baryons such as Ξ− . Thus, the inclusion
of heavy baryon resonances allows lifting the production
threshold known from elementary (p + p) collisions and
enables substantial multi-strange particle production already at Elab = 1.58 AGeV. Both PHSD and PHQMD
do not include this resonance channel and do therefore
produce substantially less Ξ hyperons, SMASH has followed the UrQMD approach and has also included the
heavy resonance decay, however with slightly modified
parameters.
Nevertheless a rather model independent trend can be
observed when one looks only at the difference between
a soft EoS and a hard EoS. Fig. 2 shows the ratios of
the integrated multiplicities for a soft EoS divided by
the results of the hard EoS (soft EoS divided by hard
EoS or in case of PHSD the ratio of calculations without

After the exploration of the total multiplicities we now
turn in Fig. 3 to the rapidity distributions. We show the
rapidity densities of π + (upper left), π 0 (upper center),
π − (upper right), K + (middle left), K − (middle center),
η (middle right), Ξ− (lower left), Λ + Σ0 (lower center)
and p (lower right) in 0-10% central (b ≤ 3.6 fm) Ag+Ag
collisions at 1.58 AGeV beam energy from UrQMD
(red), SMASH [41] (yellow), PHSD (green) and PHQMD
(blue). The dotted lines denote the soft/no-medium interaction versions, while the full lines denote the hard/inmedium version of the models and the dashed line denotes cascade mode.
We observe that UrQMD 3.5, PHSD, PHQMD and
SMASH all provide rather similar rapidity densities for
the pions as expected from the integrated yield. One
also observes that the initial isospin imbalance of the silver nucleus is transported into the final state pions as
expected. Also the proton distributions from all models
are rather similar. We conclude from this that the energy
deposition and overall particle production is similar in
all investigated approaches. However, the distributions
of K ± , η as well as of the Ξ− and Λ + Σ0 from PHSD
and PHQMD exhibit distinct deviations from the distributions obtained via UrQMD, albeit PHSD and PHQMD
tend to predict rather similar results compared to one another since they use a similar collision integral, except of
strangeness, and differ by the propagation of the baryons
by the QMD or BUU equations-of-motion. However, if
all models are run with full potential interactions, this
differences shrinks and the models show similar results
on a level of 30% for single strange hadrons. The larger
deviation for Ξ’s was already discussed above and is also
present in the rapidity distributions (also for the associated kaon production).

C.

Transverse mass spectra

Next we analyze the transverse mass spectra of the investigated hadrons calculated by the different transport
models. The full rapidity dependent transverse mass
spectra are provided in the appendix. There we show
transverse mass spectra of pions in Fig. 9, the spectra
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FIG. 3. [Color online] Rapidity distributions of π + (upper left), π 0 (upper center), π − (upper right), K + (middle
left), K − (middle center), η (middle right), Ξ− (lower left),
Λ + Σ0 (lower center) and p (lower right) in 0-10% central
(b ≤ 3.6 fm) Ag+Ag collisions at 1.58 AGeV beam energy
from UrQMD (red), SMASH [41] (yellow), PHSD (green) and
PHQMD (blue). The dotted lines denote the soft/no-medium
interaction versions, while the full lines denote the hard/inmedium version of the models and the dashed line denotes
cascade mode.

of K ± and η in Fig. 10 and the spectra of p, Λ + Σ0
and Ξ− are displayed in Fig. 11 in different rapidity bins
(see legend) in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at
Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5, PHSD, PHQMD
and SMASH. However, to focus on the differences and
similarities of the models, we show in Fig. 4 only the
transverse mass spectra of all investigated hadrons at
midrapidity.
Let us start with the discussion of the pion distributions (top row of Fig. 4): First of all one observes that at
low transverse masses (mT − m0 < 0.5 GeV) all models
show very similar results. This to be expected, because
the low momentum pions are predominantly created from
the decay of Delta-resonances. As the Delta-resonances
are the dominant source of pions and all models yield
similar pion yields also the Delta yields are similar and
therefore the low momentum pions are similar. However, at high transverse masses the results from PHSD
and PHQMD show a lower slope (less pions) as compared to all other approaches. This can be related to
two sources: I) an attractive in-medium potential that
slows down the high-momentum pions (also related to the
slightly lower slopes of the baryons in these approaches
(as will be discussed below)) and II) due to differences in
the baryon resonance lists, since high mass resonance decays (N ∗ → N + π) give higher pion momenta. A similar
feature is also present in the case of the η meson.

Next we turn to Kaons and anti-Kaons (middle row of
Fig. 4). Here we observe that all models predict very
similar slopes and also the differences between the soft
and hard EoS has only minor influence (apart from the
overall normalization as discussed above). In the case of
the Λ and proton transverse mass distribution (bottom
row of Fig. 4), we also observe very similar slopes for
all models (for Lambda’s essentially independent of the
EoS). For protons the expected splitting between the soft
and hard EoS becomes more visible at high transverse
masses. The statistics for the Ξ baryons does not allow
to draw any firm conclusions.
To summarize, all models show consistent transverse
mass distributions for the bulk of the matter below mT −
m0 smaller than 500 MeV. At high transverse masses the
effects of the EoS become visible and are mainly reflected
in a hard/soft splitting of the proton distribution which
also influences the high transverse mass tail of the pions.
D.

Effective temperature

Next we extract the effective temperature of the source
via the rapidity dependence of the inverse slope parameters of the transverse mass spectra of the individual
hadron species. For this an exponential of the form shown
in Eq. (2) is used in the transverse mass range from 0 to
800 MeV for protons, kaons, the η, Λ + Σ0 and the Ξ−
and in case of the pions two separate temperatures are
extracted to take into account the strong Delta contribution, i.e. we extract one inverse slope in the region from
mT − m0 = 0 − 300 MeV and one for the high transverse
mass tail with mT − m0 = 300 − 800 MeV. The exponential (and the fit range) used to fit the calculations has the
general form that is also used at the HADES experiment
[44]:


1 d2 N
mT
=
C(y)
exp
−
,
(2)
m2T dmT dy
Tinv (y)
where mT and m0 are the transverse and the rest mass,
respectively, Tinv (y) is the rapidity-dependent inverse
slope parameter and C(y) is a rapidity dependent normalization factor.
Fig. 5 (top row) shows the low mT inverse slope parameters for π + , π 0 and π − (from left to right) as a
function of rapidity. The bottom part of the figure shows
the corresponding inverse slopes for the high mT region.
The different models are shown as lines with symbols
(open symbols and dotted lines refer to the soft EoS/nomedium interaction, while full symbols and full lines refer
to the hard EoS/in-medium interaction and dashed lines
refer to cascade mode): UrQMD (red), PHSD (green),
PHQMD (blue) and SMASH (yellow). One generally observes that the low mT inverse slopes are colder than the
high mT inverse slopes. This is to be expected from the
production process of low mT pions from the Delta decay.
One also observes that all model calculations show consistent results (T (ycm ) = 60±10 MeV) - the SMASH results
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FIG. 4. [Color online] Transverse mass distributions at midrapidity of π + (upper left), π 0 (upper center), π − (upper right),
K + (middle left), K − (middle center), η (middle right), Ξ− (lower left), Λ + Σ0 (lower center) and p (lower right) in 010% central (b ≤ 3.6 fm) Ag+Ag collisions at 1.58 AGeV beam energy from UrQMD (red), SMASH [41] (yellow), PHSD
(green) and PHQMD (blue). The dotted lines denote the soft/no-medium interaction versions, while the full lines denote the
hard/in-medium version of the models and the dashed line denotes cascade mode.

can only be included in the high mT comparison, due to
the larger fit ranges employed in [41]. At high transverse
momenta the models do also show very similar behaviors
and are consistent with (T (ycm ) = 80 ± 10 MeV).
In Fig. 6 we show the inverse slope parameters for protons (lower right), K + (middle left), K − (middle center)
and Λ + Σ0 (lower center) extracted from the transverse
mass range mT − m0 < 0.8 GeV as a function of rapid-

ity. The symbols and line styles are the same as in the
previous figure (UrQMD (red), PHSD (green), PHQMD
(blue) and SMASH (yellow)).
Finally, we address the question of the temperature
of the emission source. Let us first explore the rapidity
dependence of the temperature individually for each particle species. If the rapidity dependence of the inverse
slopes can be described by a single fireball with a single
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mT ) [41] (yellow). Open symbols and dotted lines refer to
the soft EoS/no-medium interaction, while fulls symbols and
full lines refer to the hard EoS/in-medium interaction and
dashed lines refer to cascade mode
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FIG. 6. [Color online] Inverse slope parameter Tinv as a function of rapidity extracted by fitting the transverse mass spectra of protons (lower right), K + (upper left), K − (upper center), the η (upper right), Λ + Σ0 (lower center) and the Ξ−
(lower left) in the transverse mass range mT − m0 < 0.8 GeV
from UrQMD (red), PHSD (green), PHQMD (blue), SMASH
[41] (yellow). Open symbols and dotted lines refer to the soft
EoS/no-medium interaction, while fulls symbols and full lines
refer to the hard EoS/in-medium interaction and dashed lines
refer to cascade mode

temperature Teff as given by
Tinv (y) =

Teff
,
cosh(y)

(3)

we can conclude that the system has reached thermal
equilibrium to a high degree.
Fig. 7 shows exemplary fits for the high transverse
mass pions and the protons for all investigated models. The inverse slope parameter Tinv (solid line with

circles) and the fit function Eq. (3) (dotted line) of
π + in the transverse mass range 0.3 < mT − m0 <
0.8 GeV (upper panel) and protons in the transverse mass
range mT − m0 < 0.8 GeV (lower panel) from UrQMD
with hard EoS (red), PHSD with middle EoS (green),
PHQMD with hard EoS (blue) and SMASH in cascade
mode (yellow) are shown. One sees that the assumption
of a single fireball with a common temperature Teff that
is red shifted with rapidity provides a very good description of the simulation results. This might suggest that
the source created in Ag+Ag reactions at such low energies has indeed achieved a large degree of thermalization
and expands collectively.
The results for the effective temperatures Teff of the
source are summarized in Table I.
Obviously the effective temperatures for different particle species are different. This difference can be attributed to the transverse flow, which apparently leads
to a mass dependent effective temperature. The flow effect can be best extracted using the high momentum tail
of the distribution. (The effective source temperatures at
low mT are very similar in all models as they reflect essentially the decay kinematics of the Delta resonance.) The
idea is that the true temperature of the source Tsource is
modified due to the transverse flow and can be extracted
from Teff in the limit mhadron → 0.
In Fig. 8 we show the effective temperature Teff of high
mT pions, K ± , η, proton, Λ + Σ0 and Ξ− as a function of
the hadron mass from UrQMD with hard EoS (red, upper
left), PHSD with middle EoS and in-medium interaction
(green, lower left), PHQMD with hard EoS (blue, lower
right) and SMASH in cascade mode (yellow, upper right).
The effective temperatures of all the hadrons are depicted
as circles, despite the K − which is shown as a square to
distinguish it from the K + . The line depicts a linear fit
of the form
2
1
Teff = Tsource + hEkin i = Tsource + mhvT i2 .
3
3
The slope parameter hvT i2 is fitted to the pion, (anti)kaon and proton data (full symbols) while open symbols
are not included in the fit. The extracted
average transp
verse expansion velocity, hvT i = hvT i2 and the source
temperatures Tsource are depicted in the upper left corners of each plot.
We restrict the discussion to the hard EoS for brevity.
First one observes that all models yield a similar source
temperature Tsource = 80 − 95 MeV when extrapolated
to the zero flow limit, i.e. to m = 0. This is in line with
previous studies at HADES energies that have suggested
source temperatures on the order of 80-100 MeV [46, 47]
for similar system sizes and collision energies.
For non-zero masses UrQMD, PHSD, PHQMD and
SMASH show substantial radial flow with average transverse flow velocities between hvT i = 0.22c − 0.3c. The
magnitude of the transverse flow velocity of UrQMD,
PHSD, PHQMD and SMASH in Ag+Ag is smaller than
the values obtained for Au+Au reactions (there a value of

8
+
−
+
−
0
0
+
πlow
K− η
mT πlow mT πlow mT πhigh mT πhigh mT πhigh mT K

Teff [MeV]
UrQMD (hard EoS)
UrQMD (soft Eos)
SMASH (casc)
PHSD (middle EoS, in-medium)
PHQMD (hard EoS)
PHQMD (soft EoS)

75
73
79
85
85

75
73
75
77
75

75
73
78
83
82

97
97
98
86
89
87

96
96
98
81
83
84

97
97
98
86
89
87

99
103
97
106
95
94

105
110
94
90
91
92

102
101
101
79
84
84

Ξ− Λ + Σ0
103
88
101
100
97

116
106
105
94
95
87

p
122
116
114
106
111
103

TABLE I. Effective temperature Teff of the different hadron species extracted by fitting the inverse slope parameter with
equation (3). SMASH data was taken from [41]
.

hvT i = 0.4c was extracted [48]), which is expected due to
the smaller system size. Another interesting feature observed consistently in UrQMD, PHSD and in PHQMD is
the smaller (as compared to the flow fit) effective temperature of Lambda’s and Ξ’s. This feature was previously
found in Ref. [49] and attributed to the early decoupling
of of (multi-)strange baryons from the fireball and was
also confirmed to exist in Refs. [50, 51].

IV.

SUMMARY

In this study we compared a full breadth of established microscopic transport models to make predictions
for the upcoming Ag+Ag data at Elab = 1.58 AGeV
√
( sNN = 2.55 GeV) by the HADES collaboration. We
studied multiplicities, spectra and effective source temperatures of protons, π ±,0 , K ± , the η, Λ+Σ0 and the Ξ−
using the UrQMD, PHSD, PHQMD and SMASH models which all rely on similar physics ideas, however, with
substantial differences in their detailed implementation –
the different transport equations-of-motion - QMD versus
BUU, potentials, realization of production mechanisms
and interactions, inclusion of in-medium effects etc.
Despite varying treatment of the dynamics encountered in heavy ion collisions the employed transport models all show a very nice agreement on the multiplicities of
the investigated hadrons. The main differences are in the
Ξ− production, which is treated drastically different between UrQMD/SMASH on one side employing high mass
resonance states with explicit decays to Resonance →
Ξ + K + K in contrast to PHSD/PHQM which incorporate only non-resonant production channels for Ξ. A
comparison of the spectra, summarized in effective source
temperatures, reveals that all models show similar source
temperatures around Tsource = 80 − 95 MeV and average
transverse flow around hvT i = 0.22c − 0.3c.
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N. Kübler and H. Elfner,
Phys.
Rev.
C
103,
no.4,
044904
(2021)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.103.044904
[arXiv:2008.05813
[hep-ph]].
[42] J. Steinheimer and M. Bleicher, J. Phys. G 43,
no.1, 015104 (2016) doi:10.1088/0954-3899/43/1/015104
[arXiv:1503.07305 [nucl-th]].
[43] J. Steinheimer, M. Lorenz, F. Becattini, R. Stock and
M. Bleicher, Phys. Rev. C 93, no.6, 064908 (2016)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.93.064908
[arXiv:1603.02051
[nucl-th]].
[44] J. Adamczewski-Musch et al. [HADES], Eur. Phys. J. A
56 (2020) no.10, 259 doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-020-002372 [arXiv:2005.08774 [nucl-ex]].
[45] C.
Hartnack,
H.
Oeschler
and
J.
Aichelin,
Phys.
Rev.
Lett.
96
(2006),
012302
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.012302
[arXiv:nuclth/0506087 [nucl-th]].
[46] B. Hong et al. [FOPI], Phys. Lett. B 407, 115-120
(1997) doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00707-7 [arXiv:nuclex/9706001 [nucl-ex]].
[47] T.
Reichert,
P.
Hillmann
and
M.
Bleicher,
Nucl. Phys. A 1007,
122058 (2021)
doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2020.122058 [arXiv:2004.10539
[nucl-th]].
[48] S. Harabasz, W. Florkowski, T. Galatyuk, ‡. Ma
Lgorzata Gumberidze, R. Ryblewski, P. Salabura and
J. Stroth, Phys. Rev. C 102, no.5, 054903 (2020)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.102.054903
[arXiv:2003.12992
[nucl-th]].
[49] H. van Hecke, H. Sorge and N. Xu, Phys. Rev. Lett.
81, 5764-5767 (1998) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.5764
[arXiv:nucl-th/9804035 [nucl-th]].
[50] E. Andersen et al. [WA97], Nucl. Phys. A 638, 115-124
(1998) doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00406-0
[51] E. Andersen et al. [WA97], J. Phys. G 25, 181-188 (1999)
doi:10.1088/0954-3899/25/2/005

Appendix A: Full transverse mass distributions

To provide the full informaton of the underlying transverse mass distribution we present the distributions for
all models, all investigated particles species and for various rapidity bins in this appendix.
In Fig. 9 we show the transverse mass spectra of π +
(left), π 0 (middle) and π − (right) in different rapidity

11
bins (see legend) in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5 with hard
and soft EoS, PHSD with middle EoS and in-medium interaction, PHQMD with hard and soft EoS and SMASH
in cascade mode. Note that the rapidity bins from the
SMASH results [41] are slightly different.
In Fig. 10 we show the transverse mass spectra of K +
(left), K − (middle) and η (right) in different rapidity
bins (see legend) in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5 with hard
and soft EoS, PHSD with middle EoS and in-medium in-

teraction, PHQMD with hard and soft EoS and SMASH
in cascade mode. Note that the rapidity bins from the
SMASH results [41] are slightly different.
And in Fig. 11 we depict the transverse mass spectra of
Ξ− (left), Λ+Σ0 (middle) and p (right) in different rapidity bins (see legend) in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5 with hard
and soft EoS, PHSD with middle EoS and in-medium interaction, PHQMD with hard and soft EoS and SMASH
in cascade mode. Note that the rapidity bins from the
SMASH results [41] are slightly different.
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FIG. 9. [Color online] Transverse mass spectra of π + (left), π 0 (middle) and π − (right) in different rapidity bins (see legend)
in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5 with hard and soft EoS, PHSD with middle
EoS and in-medium interaction, PHQMD with hard and soft EoS and SMASH in cascade mode. Note that the rapidity bins
from the SMASH results [41] are slightly different.
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FIG. 10. [Color online] Transverse mass spectra of K + (left), K − (middle) and η (right) in different rapidity bins (see legend)
in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5 with hard and soft EoS, PHSD with middle
EoS and in-medium interaction, PHQMD with hard and soft EoS and SMASH in cascade mode. Note that the rapidity bins
from the SMASH results [41] are slightly different.
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FIG. 11. [Color online] Transverse mass spectra of Ξ− (left), Λ + Σ0 (middle) and p (right) in different rapidity bins (see legend)
in the 10% most central Ag+Ag collisions at Elab = 1.58A GeV from UrQMD v3.5 with hard and soft EoS, PHSD with middle
EoS and in-medium interaction, PHQMD with hard and soft EoS and SMASH in cascade mode. Note that the rapidity bins
from the SMASH results [41] are slightly different.

