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To assess how anisotropic transverse flow is created in a system out of equilibrium, we compare
several kinetic-theoretical models in the few-rescatterings regime. We compare the flow harmonics
vn from three types of transport simulations, with either 2→ 2 or 2→ 0 collision kernels and in the
former case allowing the particles to rescatter several times or not, and from analytical calculations
neglecting the gain term of the Boltzmann equation. We find that the even flow harmonics are
similar in all approaches, while the odd ones differ significantly. This suggests that while even vn
harmonics may to a large extent be due to the anisotropic escape probability of particles, this is not
the predominant mechanism underlying the odd vn coefficients.

I. INTRODUCTION

The charged hadrons produced in collisions of heavy
nuclei at high energy show a characteristic azimuthally
asymmetric transverse emission pattern [1]. This aniso-
tropic flow, usually quantified in terms of coefficients in
the Fourier expansion of the transverse momentum dis-
tributions [2], has also been observed in so-called smaller
systems, namely proton– and deuteron–nucleus or even
proton–proton collisions with large multiplicities [3].

The anisotropic flow results have been essential for sin-
gling out relativistic hydrodynamics [4, 5] as the model of
choice for describing the dynamics of the system created
in heavy-ion collisions, which is then modeled as a con-
tinuous medium, whose initial geometrical asymmetry is
converted in the evolution into the final state momentum
anisotropy [6]. Indeed, relativistic fluid dynamics can de-
scribe satisfactorily a large amount of data on anisotropic
flow and related azimuthal correlations [1, 7–9].

However, the question of the applicability of fluid dy-
namics is still under discussion, in particular when the
number of emitted particles is small [10, 11]. Thus, al-
ternative descriptions based on microscopic kinetic trans-
port theory, which is known to reproduce fluid-dynamical
results when particles undergo many rescatterings [12],
are being explored again, in particular with a view to
small systems. A number of recent attempts start from
semi-realistic initial geometries, which allow to isolate the
flow harmonics of interest and study their origin [13–20].

In one of the more realistic transport studies [21],
within the AMPT approach, it was claimed that “the
majority” of the measured anisotropic flow signal (for el-
liptic flow v2 and triangular flow v3 in Au–Au collisions
at RHIC energy) is not due to the numerous rescatterings
of the produced particles, but could rather be dominated
by those particles that escape the asymmetric system ge-
ometry without having scattered. Primitive versions of
this “escape mechanism” scenario had been considered
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earlier with simple initial states allowing analytical cal-
culations with simplifying assumptions [22, 23], and also
used for an early estimate of the v2 of J/ψ quarkonia [24].

Yet recent findings cast some doubt on the efficiency
of the anisotropic-escape picture in the regime of very
few rescatterings, especially regarding v3. Thus, it was
found in Ref. [18] that the value of v3 — to be accurate,
of energy-weighted triangular flow — in kinetic models
at low opacity, i.e. when particles rescatter very little,
depends significantly on the collision kernel of the Boltz-
mann equation: triangular flow (divided by the initial
triangularity) comes out negative in an effective kinetic
theory of QCD, while it is positive in the relaxation-time
approximation. In contrast, the behavior of elliptic flow
seems to be more robust across scenarios.

In this paper, we want to further explore the pro-
duction of anisotropic flow in the regime of very few
rescatterings, in particular with a view to testing the
anisotropic-escape scenario. For that purpose, we em-
ploy numerical transport simulations with various col-
lision kernels, in particular with elastic binary colli-
sions (Sect. II), complemented with analytical calcula-
tions that only account for the loss term of the Boltzmann
equation. We then compare in Sect. III the results for the
vn coefficients in our various approaches and with those
of the recent literature, before concluding in Sect. IV.

Since we focus on systems with very few rescatterings,
the flow coefficients are at times very small. Accord-
ingly, their values in transport simulations are likely to
be affected by numerical fluctuations. High statistics are
needed to counteract this noise, which is why we restrict
ourselves to a two-dimensional system, to keep the com-
puting time in reasonable bounds. This restriction will
be further examined in Sect. IV.

II. METHODS

In order to investigate the importance of the “escape
mechanism” for the production of anisotropic flow when
particles undergo very few rescatterings, we perform four
types of calculations. On the one hand, numerical sim-
ulations with a transport code, with two different colli-
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sion kernels: first a 2 → 2 kernel that implements elas-
tic binary collisions, and gives as reference the “total”
anisotropic flow produced in a semi-realistic system. Sec-
ondly, a “single-hit” version using the 2 → 2 kernel but
in which particles that have already scattered once are
no longer allowed to interact. Thirdly, a 2 → 0 collision
kernel, such that the resulting flow is that of the particles
that escaped the system without scattering. On the other
hand, we perform analytical calculations within kinetic
theory, using only the loss term of the collision kernel in
the Boltzmann equation, and working at linear order in
the cross section: this provides a controlled approxima-
tion to the 2→ 0 scenario, which itself includes all orders
in the cross section.

We begin with introducing the analytical approach
(Sect. II A), together with the initial conditions we use
for both analytical and numerical calculations. We then
briefly present our transport setups (Sect. II B). All cal-
culations are performed with massless identical (yet dis-
tinguishable) particles, which propagate in two dimen-
sions only, corresponding to the transverse plane in a
high-energy nuclear collision. Two-dimensional vectors
are denoted in boldface. Throughout the paper we use
the convention h̄ = c = 1, and (r, θ) denote polar coor-
dinates in the transverse plane, with their origin at the
center of the system in its initial state.

A. Analytical approach

In our analytical calculations, we characterize the par-
ticle system by a classical on-shell phase space distribu-
tion f , which obeys the relativistic Boltzmann equation

pµ∂µf(t,x,p) = C[f(t,x,p)]. (1)

Instead of a full collision kernel with detailed balance, we
shall only consider the loss term of binary scatterings

Closs[f(t,x,p)] = −Ep

2

∫
f(t,x,p)f(t,x,p1)vrel.σ d2p1,

(2)
with Ep the energy of the particle with momentum p,
vrel. the Møller velocity, and σ the total cross section.
Note that this implies that energy, momentum and parti-
cle number are not conserved in the evolution. For mass-
less particles in two dimensions, vrel. = 1− cos(ϕp − ϕ1)
where ϕp resp. ϕ1 is the azimuthal angle of momentum
p resp. p1.

The “observables” we study are the Fourier coefficients
quantifying anisotropic flow [2], in particular their time
evolution. In terms of the phase space distribution f , the
momentum-integrated coefficients are given by

vn(t) =

∫
f(t,x,p) cos(nϕp) d2x d2p∫

f(t,x,p) d2x d2p

, (3)

where the denominator is simply the total number of par-
ticles N(t) at time t. Differentiating this expression with
respect to time gives two contributions, from the deriva-
tives of the numerator and denominator respectively:

∂tvn(t) =
1

N(t)

∫
∂tf(t,x,p) cos(nϕp) d2x d2p

− ∂tN(t)

N(t)
vn(t). (4)

Using the Boltzmann equation to replace ∂tf in the inte-
grand, the term involving the spatial gradient of f gives
zero after integrating over x, since f vanishes at infin-
ity. There remains only the contribution from the col-
lision term, which at leading order is a priori linear in
σ. If we restrict ourselves to this linear order, as we do
from now on, then we may neglect the change in N(t)
induced by the (particle-number non-conserving) rescat-
terings in the denominator in the first line of Eq. (4), i.e.
approximate N(t) ' N(0), which we shall more briefly
denote by N . In addition, we may also neglect the evolu-
tion of the phase-space density induced by rescatterings
in the integrand of the collision term in the numerator.
That is, we replace f(t,x,p) by the free-streaming dis-
tribution ff.s.(t,x,p) that coincides with f in the initial
state [13, 22, 23]:

ff.s.(t,x,p) = f (0)(x− vt,p), (5)

where v ≡ p/|p| while f (0)(x,p) denotes the initial dis-
tribution (at t = 0), to which we come back hereafter.

In the second line of Eq. (4), ∂tN(t) is of order O(σ)
(or higher). In absence of initial anisotropic flow in the
system, vn(t) is also of orderO(σ), so that the whole term
is at least quadratic in σ: accordingly, we shall neglect
it hereafter. Note however that this term contributes at
linear order in σ, and thus may not be dropped, if there
is some anisotropic flow in the initial state.

All in all, we replace the evolution equation (4) with

∂tvn(t) =
1

N

∫ C[ff.s.(t,x,p)]

Ep
cos(nϕp) d2x d2p, (6)

valid to linear order in σ, irrespective of the choice of
collision term — as long as the latter is O(σ). Inserting
the loss term (2) as collision kernel and integrating over
time yields

vn(t) = − σ

2N

∫ t

0

∫
ff.s.(t

′,x,p)ff.s.(t
′,x,p1) cos(nϕp)

× [1− cos(ϕp − ϕ1)] d2x d2p d2p1 dt′

+O(σ2)

≡
∫ t

0

∫ ∞
0

Dn(t′, r) r dr dt′ +O(σ2),

(7)

where the last line defines the angle-averaged local
production rate of vn [18], which we shall discuss in
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Sect. III E. Note that in these expressions we explicitly
assumed vn(t = 0) = 0 in the initial state.

In our analytical approach the flow coefficients (7) de-
pend directly on the initial phase space distribution f (0)

via Eq. (5). Let us now discuss our choice for the lat-
ter, both for the analytical calculations and the numer-
ical simulations. First, we assume that the initial phase
space distribution factorizes into the product of the parti-
cle number density, which determines the geometry, and
a position-independent momentum distribution:

f (0)(x,p) = F (x)G(p), (8)

where we assume that G is normalized to unity when
integrating over the whole two-dimensional momentum
space. This factorization assumption makes our analyti-
cal calculations tractable, and enables us to derive ana-
lytical formulas for the flow coefficients for the geometri-
cal profile (9). As we shall discuss again in the following,
the assumption is however not innocuous, especially for
the odd flow harmonics. We take G to be isotropic in mo-
mentum space, to ensure the absence of initial anisotropic
flow. Departure from this assumption can be accounted
for rather easily, by introducing a Fourier expansion of
G(p) [25], but leads to lengthier expressions for the flow
coefficients — whose evolution at linear order in σ is no
longer governed by Eq. (6) as mentioned above.

In position space, we choose as initial density a dis-
torted Gaussian distribution1

F (r, θ) =
Ne−r

2/2R2

2πR2

[
1−

6∑
j=2

ε̃je
−r2/2R2

(
r

R

)j
cos(jθ)

]
,

(9)
with N the number of particles and R the typical system
size, in units of which we shall measure lengths or time.
This form or closely related ones was used extensively in
recent studies [14–19, 26], as it allows one to introduce at
will in the initial state different and independent types
of “eccentricities” [27–29]

εneinΦn ≡ −〈r
neinθ〉
〈rn〉 , (10)

where the angular brackets stand for an average over the
transverse plane with some weight, which in the present
paper will be the particle-number density. Equation (9)
yields at once Φn = 0 — which we may assume without
loss of generality since we shall always consider only a
single non-zero εn at a time — and

εn =
(n− 1)!

2
2+n
2 Γ(n2 )

ε̃n, (11)

that is for the first harmonics ε2 = ε̃2/4, ε3 = ε̃3/
√

2π,
ε4 = 3ε̃4/4, and so on. Note that the parameters ε̃n

1 In Appendix D we briefly present results using an alternative
initial density.

should not be too large, to ensure that the phase space
distribution remains non-negative: typically, in case only
a single eccentricity is considered, ε̃n should be such that
εn remains smaller than εn,max ' 0.35. In our calcula-
tions, both analytical and numerical, we choose ε̃n such
that εn = 0.15 or smaller.

B. Numerical simulations

For our simulations with elastic binary rescatterings,
we use the same implementation of the two-dimensional
covariant transport algorithm of Ref. [12] as in Ref. [30],
to which we refer for further details. Here we just recall
that the N massless particles are modeled as Np Lorentz-
contracted hard spheres — or rather hard disks, since
they are two-dimensional — with radius (N/Np)σ/2,
where σ is the total cross section of the “physical” par-
ticles. Collisions between test particles are determined
by a geometric criterion and the scattering angle is de-
terministic. Np and σ are always chosen such that the
system remains dilute enough, i.e. the mean inter-particle
distance is at least one order of magnitude smaller than
the mean free path `mfp.

For the simulations with the 2→ 0 collision kernel we
use the same transport algorithm as in the 2 → 2 case
with small modifications. We introduce labels “active”
and “inactive” for each test particle, such that a colli-
sion can only take place between two “active” particles,
after which they become “inactive” and are no longer
propagated for the remainder of the simulation. Eventu-
ally, observables like the anisotropic flow coefficients are
determined with the “active” particles only.

An important difference between this 2→ 0 model and
the analytical approach is that the phase-space distribu-
tion in the simulations is affected by rescatterings, i.e. the
transport simulations include all orders in the cross sec-
tion. Thus, we may depart from the few-collision regime
in the simulations and investigate what happens when
most of the particles disappear due to rescatterings.

Eventually, we also consider a third variant, which we
shall refer to as “single hit” model, in which particles
scatter with the 2→ 2 kernel, but may undergo at most
one collision. That is, after their first rescattering — and
the corresponding change in the momenta of the two par-
ticipants —, particles become “transparent” and stream
freely through the system. The difference with the 2→ 0
scenario is that all particles are now taken into account
when computing anisotropic flow, irrespective of whether
they have undergone zero or one collision.

In Ref. [21] the authors used a similar approach with
2 → 2 and 2 → 0 collisions. The difference to our
2 → 0 model is that in their study, particles that un-
derwent a collision are still “active”, but after each col-
lision their momentum azimuths are randomized. Thus,
these particles do indirectly contribute to the generation
of anisotropic flow in the azimuth-randomized version of
AMPT [21].



4

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Kn−1

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35
N

re
sc
.

2→ 2

2→ 0

loss term

FIG. 1. Mean number of rescatterings per particle over the
system evolution as a function of the inverse Knudsen number
estimated in the initial state, Eq. (12), for the 2 → 2 (green
squares, fit with Nresc. ≈ 0.529 Kn−1) and 2→ 0 (blue circles,
fitted with a quadratic ansatz: dashed line) scenarios. The
red line Nresc. = Kn−1/

√
π is the prediction of the analytical

approach.

A crucial ingredient for the comparison with our ana-
lytical calculations is the preparation of the initial state
of the numerical simulations. The test particle positions
are sampled from the distribution function (9), while for
their momenta we use a Boltzmann distribution with
a position-independent temperature — in contrast to
Ref. [20]. Since the simulations are performed with a
finite test particle number Np ranging between 2 × 105

and 2×106, neither perfect isotropy in momentum space
nor uniformity of the momentum distribution across the
whole geometry can be achieved. To improve the situ-
ation, for each initial geometry we perform Niter. itera-
tions in which the particles keep the same position but
with a different realization of the momentum distribu-
tion. The results we present are averaged over these it-
erations, which is expected to diminish fluctuations by
a factor

√
Niter.. Since the simulation time grows with

N
3/2
p , performing multiple iterations with less test par-

ticles is computationally less costly than performing a
single simulation with Niter.Np particles.2

Starting from Eq. (9), the average particle-number
density per unit surface is N/4πR2. Using the latter
to define a mean free path `mfp, we quantify the rarity or
abundance of rescatterings by the Knudsen number

Kn ≡ `mfp

R
=

4πR

Nσ
, (12)

with the help of which we shall express the equations re-
sulting from the analytical calculations. In contrast, the
results of numerical simulations will be presented not at

2 In our simulations, Niter.Np is always larger than 109.
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FIG. 2. Time dependence of the cumulative number of rescat-
terings per particle for systems with in total Nresc. ≈ 0.14
(full) or 0.08 (dashed) at large times, for simulations with the
2 → 2 (green) and 2 → 0 (blue) models, and using Eq. (13)
(red).

fixed Kn, but rather at fixed mean number of rescatter-
ings per particle Nresc. over the whole evolution — in
practice, until t/R = 30. We shall mostly present results
for Nresc. ≈ 0.02, well in the few-rescatterings regime,
and 0.14 — for which the approximation becomes less
justified —, as well as Nresc. ≈ 0.35 in Appendix C.

In the 2 → 2 scenario, Nresc. nicely scales with Kn−1,
see Fig. 1. Note that there are slightly less (about 8%)
rescatterings in our simulations than what would be ex-
pected analytically. This is due to the finite time step
of the transport code, and to the fact that a given parti-
cle is allowed to scatter only once per time step, so that
we miss collisions,3 mostly in the densest regions of the
system. That is, the effective Kn−1 in the simulations
is actually smaller than that computed from the input
parameters, which is a first motivation for presenting nu-
merical results in terms ofNresc. instead. A second reason
for using the mean number of rescatterings per particle
is that it turns out that it is the correct scaling variable
for comparing systems in the 2 → 0 scenario, as will be
discussed hereafter in Sect. III A and III B.

Nevertheless, it is clear that a given Nresc. requires a
larger Kn−1, i.e. cross section, in the 2→ 0 and single-hit
models than in the 2→ 2 simulations, since particles can
never scatter twice in those scenarios. This in turn means
that the collisions tend to occur earlier in the 2→ 0 and
single-hit simulations than in the 2 → 2 model, as is
illustrated in Fig. 2 for azimuthally symmetric systems
with in total Nresc. ≈ 0.08 (dashed) or 0.14 (full lines)
collisions per particle. Accordingly, the geometry of the

3 We checked that one can capture more collisions by decreasing
the time step, which obviously means an increase of computing
time.
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system at the time of the rescatterings varies across the
setups. For instance, since the initial asymmetries in the
geometry relax as the system expands, one may expect
that at the time when anisotropic flow develops — say
roughly for t/R ≤ 2 — the system is somewhat more
isotropic in the 2→ 2 simulations than in the other ones,
which impacts the anisotropic flow coefficients. Antici-
pating on our findings, this effect does not seem to play
a major role.

In Fig. 2 we also show the time dependence of the
number of rescatterings within the analytical approach
of Sect. II A, i.e. using the free-streaming phase-space
distribution all along the evolution. For the initial dis-
tribution (9) with vanishing eccentricities one finds

Nresc(t) =
Kn−1

2

t

R
e−t

2/2R2

[
I0

(
t2

2R2

)
+ I1

(
t2

2R2

)]
(13)

with I0 and I1 modified Bessel functions of the first kind.
Choosing the value of Kn−1 such that it yields the same
final Nresc. as in the numerical simulations, we see that
this formula gives an extremely good approximation to
the results in the 2→ 2 model.

III. RESULTS

In this Section we present our results for the flow har-
monics v2, v3, v4, and v6 for systems with the initial ge-
ometry (9). Calculations with a slightly different initial
profile, whose results are in qualitative agreement with
the findings of this Section, are given in Appendix D.

A. Elliptic flow

Let us start with elliptic flow v2 [6]. As initial geometry
we consider the profile (9) with all ε̃j = 0 except for ε̃2,
chosen such that ε2 = 0.15 (up to numerical fluctuations
in the simulations). The time dependence of v2 in the
transport approach is shown in Fig. 3 within the 2 → 2
(green), 2→ 0 (blue) and single-hit (orange) models, for
Nresc ≈ 0.02 (left panel) and Nresc ≈ 0.14 (right panel).4

At t = 0 we indicate as an error bar the typical value
1/
√

2Niter.Np of v2 induced by numerical fluctuations in
the initial state. We also show in red the result from the
analytical calculation, namely

v2(t) =
8

27
Kn−1 ε2 e−2t2/3R2

[(
3R

t
+

2t

R

)
I1

(
2t2

3R2

)
− t

R
I0

(
2t2

3R2

)]
(14)

where the value of Kn−1 is chosen such that it gives the
same Nresc. as in the numerical calculations. Note that

4 Results in systems with Nresc. ≈ 0.35 are shown in Fig. 12.

Eq. (14) yields v2(t) ∝ t3 at early times t� R, as pointed
out in previous studies [12, 23, 31, 32].

To quantify the deviation between the various ap-
proaches, we fitted our results from transport simula-
tions, shifted to v2(t = 0) = 0 for a better comparison,
with respective Padé approximants

v2(t) ∼
∑5
k=3 ak(t/R)k

1 +
∑5
k=1 bk(t/R)k

(15)

to wash out the numerical fluctuations, especially at early
times. A drawback from the approximation is that the
fits are dominated by the values for t/R >∼ 1, so that the
early time behaviors are not necessarily captured cor-
rectly. Using these fits, we computed the ratios of the v2

values in the 2→ 0 scenario either to those of the 2→ 2
and single-hit models or to the analytical value (14), and
show these ratios in the narrow lower panels in Fig. 3.

The profiles of v2(t) are similar in the four approaches,
with a slow onset, followed by an almost linear rise, that
eventually saturates. v2 reaches its maximum value for
t/R ≈ 2, and decreases a little afterwards, barely in the
2 → 2 and single-hit scenarios. Remarkably, the over-
all shape of v2(t) is the same for the small numbers of
rescatterings considered here as in the fluid-dynamical
limit, illustrated e.g. in Ref. [31] (Fig. 3, with a slightly
different geometry).

More importantly for the purpose of this paper, the
elliptic flow built up in the 2 → 0 model differs at most
by 20% from that in the “full” 2 → 2 case. In addition,
the results of the 2 → 0 scenario are extremely well re-
produced by the analytical calculations accounting only
for the loss term for Nresc. ≈ 0.02. The agreement is less
impressive but still very good at the larger Nresc., which
is easily understood: The analytical results are derived
at linear order in the cross section, or equivalently Kn−1.
As the latter increases, higher order contributions to v2,
which are always present in the 2 → 0 simulations, be-
come more sizable, and lead to the departure between
the analytical results and the 2 → 0 values. Indeed, we
have shown in Ref. [20] — yet only for early times —
that pushing the analytical calculation to higher order
in σ improves the agreement with the 2 → 0 results. In
contrast, for t/R ≥ 2, when fewer collisions take place,
the results of both approaches are again very parallel.

Eventually, the results from the single-hit scenario
show a non-systematic trend with varying Nresc.. When
the number of rescatterings is very small (Nresc. ≈ 0.02),
the single-hit v2(t) is intermediate between the 2 → 0
and 2 → 2 results. This seems consistent with the intu-
ition that the single-hit model captures part of the gain
term of the Boltzmann equation — since colliding parti-
cles are redistributed in momentum space —, but not the
whole of it, as particles can scatter at most once. How-
ever, when Nresc. increases, the single-hit results for v2(t)
depart more strongly from those of the 2 → 2 cascade,
and they are now further away from them as those from
the 2→ 0 scenario, see right panel of Fig. 3.
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FIG. 3. Top: Time dependence of elliptic flow v2 in systems with initially ε2 = 0.15 and on average Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (left) or 0.14
(right) rescatterings per particle. The green curves are for systems with elastic binary scatterings, the blue lines for the 2→ 0
scenario, the orange curves for the single-hit model, and the red ones show the analytical result (14). The bottom panels show
ratios of the curves from the upper panels.
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and on average Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (full lines) or 0.14 (dashed)
rescatterings per particle for the three scenarios of the trans-
port cascade: 2→ 2 (green), 2→ 0 (blue), single hit (orange).

The somewhat different behavior of the single-hit
model, for which we could not find an easy explanation,
is also illustrated in Fig. 4, which displays v2(t) scaled by
the total number of rescatterings for the three scenarios
of our transport code and for the two values Nresc. ≈ 0.02
and 0.14. This figure shows that to a very good approx-
imation v2(t) ∝ Nresc. holds in the full 2 → 2 simula-
tions —- it is then equivalent to v2 ∝ Kn−1, see Fig. 1,
i.e. v2 ∝ σ — and the 2 → 0 model, but the scaling
is less good, although still satisfactory, for the single-hit

case. In Fig. 11 in Appendix B we show for the sake of
completeness the ratio of v2(t)/Kn−1, i.e. essentially of
elliptic flow over the cross section, for the same simula-
tions as in Fig. 4. For the 2→ 0 and single-hit scenarios,
the curves corresponding to systems with Nresc. ≈ 0.02
and 0.14 are far apart from each other, which shows that
Nresc. is indeed a better scaling variable than the inverse
Knudsen number Kn−1 for those simulations (at least as
far as anisotropic flow is concerned).

All in all, we find that in the few-rescatterings regime
most of the v2 signal may be ascribed to the processes
modeled by the loss term of the Boltzmann equation.
That is, the elliptic flow in the final state seems to arise
to a large extent from the anisotropic survival probability
of the particles as they propagate through the system [22,
23], as advocated in the “escape mechanism” picture [21].

B. Triangular flow

We turn next to triangular flow v3 [27], using now an
initial geometrical profile (9) with only a non-zero ε̃3,
such that ε3 = 0.15. The results of our various calcu-
lations for the time dependence of v3 are displayed in
Fig. 5, for systems with Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (top left), 0.08 (top
right) or 0.14 (bottom).

A first striking feature is that v3 identically vanishes in
the analytical approach if it is zero initially. As we show
in Appendix A and discuss again in Sect. III E, this is due
to a cancellation between different regions in the special
case — which we consider throughout the paper — where
the local momentum distribution is the same at every
point of the transverse plane in the initial condition. To
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FIG. 5. Time dependence of triangular flow v3 in systems with initially ε3 = 0.15 and on average Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (top left), 0.08
(top right) or 0.14 (bottom) rescatterings per particle. The green curves are for systems with elastic binary scatterings, the
blue lines for the 2 → 0 collision kernel, and the orange curves for the single-hit model. The constant red line v3 = 0 is the
output of the analytical approach.

be more precise, one finds that v3, and more generally
every odd flow harmonic, is zero at first order in σ, but
at higher orders it can be non-zero [20].

As to the results of transport simulations, we see a
number of differences with those for elliptic flow. First,
the v3 signal is an order of magnitude smaller than v2,
so that the curves are more affected by the numerical
fluctuations, in particular in the initial state.5 Secondly,
the simulations within the 2→ 0 model give a clear non-
zero signal, in contrast to the analytical result. This hints
that in the 2 → 0 simulations, which include all orders

5 The analytical calculation with an initial momentum anisotropy
leads to a non-vanishing and slightly evolving v3. The latter
is however negligible compared to the values of the numerical
simulations and therefore not shown in Fig. 5.

in the cross section, v3 arises at a higher order in σ.

Thirdly, the results of the 2→ 0 scenario clearly do not
resemble those of the 2 → 2 model. For Nresc. ≈ 0.02,
the 2→ 0 results lie about a factor 1.5 below, while they
are larger for Nresc. ≈ 0.08 and 0.14.

Eventually, the results of the single-hit model for v3(t)
again show no clear trend in comparison to the other two
numerical models. At Nresc. ≈ 0.02 they closely resemble
the results of the 2→ 2 computations — the overshooting
is probably due to the initial noise. But at larger number
of rescatterings they are closer to the outcome of the
2 → 0 simulations, which makes it difficult to draw any
conclusion.

In Fig. 6 we compare systems with different number
of rescatterings by scaling v3 by Nresc. (left) or N2

resc.

(right). Since the simulations with Nresc. ≈ 0.02 are
largely plagued by noise in the “early stage” t <∼ R,
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we discard them from the comparison and only look at
Nresc. ≈ 0.08 and 0.14. For the 2→ 0 scenario, the plots
hint at a scaling behavior v3 ∝ N2

resc., different from that
found for elliptic flow. Regarding the 2 → 2 (and even
more the single-hit models), the plots are rather incon-
clusive, and both scalings with Nresc. and N2

resc. seem
almost acceptable. Let us note that studies focusing on
the final value of v3, at the end of the evolution, have
found v3 ∝ Nresc. (or equivalently v3 ∝ Kn−1) at small
Nresc. in systems with elastic binary scalings [20, 31].

Several recent studies investigated the “energy
weighted triangular flow” vE3 , i.e. the third Fourier coeffi-
cient of the transverse energy distribution, instead of the
particle-number weighted coefficients [17–19]. As shown
in Fig. 7, vE3 — computed in the same systems as used
for Fig. 5 — again differs a lot in the 2 → 2 and 2 → 0
scenarios. This is especially true at times t >∼ R. In
turn, the single-hit results are quite close to the 2 → 2
values at Nresc. ≈ 0.02, but at higher Nresc. they tend to
be systematically larger. At earlier times t <∼ R, the re-
sults with the three scenarios are more similar, but this
is possibly a coincidence, as part of that early behav-
ior is driven by numerical fluctuations: due to the finite
number of particles, it is impossible to impose that the
momentum distribution be exactly isotropic and identical
everywhere in the transverse plane, so that the numerical
realizations differ from the idealized setup.

In summary, and in strong contrast to the findings of
Sect. III A, we find that for v3 the 2→ 0 scenario differs
significantly from the 2→ 2 model. In parallel, the trian-
gular flow from the analytical approach considering only
the loss term at first order in σ is also at variance with the
results of numerical simulations.6 This is a strong hint

6 In Ref. [20] — in which a slightly different setup is used, namely

that the final state of the individual rescatterings, mod-
eled by the gain term of the Boltzmann equation, plays a
crucial role: That is, the observed v3 is not carried pre-
dominantly by particles that underwent no rescattering
and escaped anisotropically from the medium.

C. Quadrangular flow

With quadrangular flow v4, the situation is again sim-
pler than for v3. Anticipating on what we shall now
present, the overall trend is the same as for elliptic flow
v2: the results of the numerical 2 → 2, 2 → 0 and
single-hit simulations and those of the analytical ap-
proach nicely agree when the number of rescatterings is
(very) small, hinting at the dominant role of the escape
mechanism for v4 in this regime.

Starting with v4, a new possibility appears, namely
that the produced anisotropic flow harmonic vn can arise
not only because of the spatial harmonic εn, but also due
to nonlinear effects mixing other eccentricities.7 Thus, v4

may be caused not only by the “quadrangularity” ε4, but
also by the “ellipticity” ε2 [14, 29, 33–35].

Indeed, our analytical calculation for v4 assuming only

with initially a thermal momentum distribution with a position-
dependent temperature —, the results of analytical calculations
for v3(t) at order σ2 but restricted to early times t ≤ R are
found to be of the same magnitude as those of numerical com-
putations, but the shape (which is affected by numerical noise)
is not reproduced.

7 To be more accurate, according to our present knowledge the
lower flow harmonics vn with n ≤ 3 are only minimally affected
by such nonlinear effects involving eccentricities εk with k 6= n.
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FIG. 7. Time dependence of energy-weighted triangular flow vE3 in systems with initially ε3 = 0.15 and on average Nresc. ≈ 0.02
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a non-vanishing ε̃4 in the initial state yields

v4(t) =
16

1215
Kn−1 ε4 e−2t2/3R2

×
[(

162R3

t3
+

63R

t
+

24t

R
+

5t3

R3

)
I1

(
2t2

3R2

)
−
(

54R

t
+

21t

R
+

5t3

R3

)
I0

(
2t2

3R2

)]
. (16)

Assuming instead that only a non-vanishing ε̃2 is initially
present, we obtain

v4(t) = − 1

10
Kn−1 ε2

2 e−t
2/R2

×
[(

48R3

t3
+

28R

t
+

16t

R
+

5t3

R3

)
I1

(
t2

R2

)
−
(

24R

t
+

14t

R
+

5t3

R3

)
I0

(
t2

R2

)]
. (17)

Obviously, the terms on the right-hand sides of these
equations add up if the initial state contains both ε̃2 and
ε̃4. These analytical results are compared to those of nu-
merical simulations with both 2 → 2 (green) and 2 → 0
(blue) collision kernels in Fig. 8: the plots in the top pan-
els are with ε̃4 6= 0, such that ε4 = 0.15, and all other
ε̃k = 0, while the bottom panels — in which we also
show the results from simulations in the single-hit sce-
nario (orange) — are for a non-zero ε̃2 (with ε2 = 0.15)
and vanishing other eccentricities.8 Figure 8 displays the
time evolution of v4 for systems with Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (left)
or 0.14 (right) rescatterings per particle, while results for
Nresc. ≈ 0.35 are shown in Fig. 13.

Overall, the results in Fig. 8 show that in the case of

8 These simulations with only an ellipticity ε2 = 0.15 are actually
the same as used for v2 in Sect. III A.
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FIG. 8. Time dependence of quadrangular flow v4 in systems with on average Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (left) or 0.14 (right) rescatterings
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model; red: analytical results (16) (top) or Eq. (17) (bottom).

quadrangular flow v4, either from ε2 or from ε4, the 2→ 0
model represents a very good approximation of the 2→ 2
collision kernel for low Nresc.. In turn, the nice agreement
with the analytical results reinforces that statement and
shows that v4 is proportional to σ in that regime. Indeed,
the less good agreement of the “loss term” results with
the 2 → 0 kernel for Nresc. = 0.14 can be attributed
to the limitation of the analytical calculations to linear
order in the cross section. At both values of Nresc. and for
collisions with an initial ellipticity, the v4 values from the
single-hit model also roughly match those of the 2 → 2
simulations, although less so at the larger Nresc..

Although the results of Fig. 8 suggest that v4 behaves
as v2, in that it seems to be mostly driven by the particles
that did not collide — at least in the low Nresc. regime —,
still there are important differences. A first one, to which
we shall come back in Sect. III E, is that v4 changes sign
over time, while v2 does not. A second difference is that

while the overall shape of v2(t) is roughly the same in
the few-rescatterings regime and in the fluid-dynamical
limit, this does not hold true for v4(t). Indeed, we find
that for a larger number of rescatterings (Nresc.

>∼ 5,
with the 2→ 2 collision kernel, since the 2→ 0 scenario
makes no sense in that case) the v4 resulting from an ini-
tial ε4 > 0 is positive at late times, as found also e.g. in
Refs. [17, 31],9 but contrary to the behavior of the upper
panels of Fig. 8. This means that the linear scaling with
Nresc. of the “final” v4 observed in Fig. 8 breaks down at
larger cross sections. Note that a negative v4 — more ac-
curately, vE4 — for a positive ε4 in the few-rescatterings

9 Strictly speaking, in Ref. [31] a different initial profile was used,
namely Eq. (D1). In turn, the results of Ref. [17] are for energy-
weighted quadrangular flow vE4 , but we checked that it behaves
like v4 in our setup. It seems that our small Nresc. regime is
actually beyond the low-opacity region studied in Ref. [17].
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regime was also found in Ref. [19], yet with a different
collision kernel based on the relaxation time approxima-
tion. This difference in the collision kernel may explain
why we do not find the same behavior at early times —
namely a negative v4 — in case the system is initially
deformed elliptically (ε2 6= 0, ε4 = 0).

All in all, it seems that in the few-rescatterings regime
v4, either resulting “linearly” from an initial quadran-
gularity ε4 or nonlinearly from an initial ellipticity ε2,
behaves like elliptic flow v2, i.e. it largely arises from the
anisotropic escape of particles. Interestingly, the contri-
butions from ε2 and ε4 to v4 are of the same order of
magnitude, and in the small Nresc. regime they are of
opposite signs. Accordingly, the two contributions can
partly cancel each other and lead to a v4 value at large
times that can lie in a wide range of values. In particular,
it is possible to obtain a negative v4 value.

D. Hexagonal flow

Going beyond v4, we can guess qualitatively in analogy
to our study of v3 what we would find for v5: since it is
an odd harmonic, the analytical approach gives zero at
linear order in σ. In turn, this means that in the 2 → 0
scenario v5 arises at order N2

resc., while it is proportional
to Nresc. in the 2 → 2 model, so that we would find
discrepancies between the two types of transport simula-
tions. We did not attempt to perform such simulations,
which would require new sets of events with the appro-
priate controlled initial geometry.

Here we present in Fig. 9 results for v6, which is at
the limit of what we can do numerically with reasonable
control on the signal when Nresc. ≈ 0.02, while exploiting
simulations that were already used for v2 or v3. Indeed,
an interesting feature of v6 is that it can result from dif-
ferent initial geometries [36–38], in particular with only

a hexagonal deformation (linear response v6 ∝ ε6, dot-
dashed line), only an initial triangularity (quadratic re-
sponse v6 ∝ ε2

3, dashed lines), only an initial ε2 (cubic
response v6 ∝ ε3

2, dotted lines), or with both initial ε2

and ε4 (mixed quadratic response v6 ∝ ε2ε4, full line).
In every setup the only non-zero εn are set to 0.15. The
numerical results with an initial ε2 resp. ε3 are from the
same simulations as in Sect. III A resp. III B. We did not
attempt to perform simulations with an initial non-zero
ε6 nor with both ε2 and ε4 (and aligned symmetry planes
Φ2 and Φ4, as assumed for the analytical curve).

Similarly to what we found for v2 and v4, the re-
sults for v6 stemming from an initial ε3 agree rather
well across the three scenarios of this paper in the few-
rescatterings regime. This agreement should be con-
trasted with Sect. III B, in which the same initial setup
yielded very disparate results for v3. This reinforces our
main conclusion of the paper regarding the different “ori-
gins” of the even and odd flow harmonics.

As regards the v6 from an initial ε2, the results from
numerical simulations are extremely small but seem to be
non-zero and consistent in the 2→ 2 and 2→ 0 models.
In contrast, the analytical results in that case are exactly
zero: as was pointed out in Ref. [14], in a model with
only binary collisions and no quantum-statistical effects,
a contribution in ε3

2 to v6 (or to v2) can only arise at
order σ2, not at linear order in σ as considered here.

Eventually, the analytical results for initial geometries
with either ε6 = 0.15 or ε2 = ε4 = 0.15 are of the same
typical magnitude as those for ε3 = 0.15. As in the case
of v4, the signal changes sign (here twice) over the system
evolution.

E. Local production rate of anisotropic flow

To probe the temporal and spatial origin of the
anisotropic flow buildup better, we study the production
rate of each flow harmonic as a function of time and po-
sition [18, 19]. This local production rate of vn, averaged
over the polar angle of the production point, is quantified
by Dn(t, r) introduced in Eq. (7), from which its expres-
sion can be read off. Figure 10 shows the results of our
analytical approach for D2, D3, and D4, for the setups
of Sects. III A–III C with Nresc. = 0.02. Note that we
display Dn(t, r) multiplied by r, so that the production
rate ∂tvn(t) of vn(t) is simply the integral over r.

The three plots (upper row: D2, D3; lower left: D4)
showing the linear response of vn(t) to the corresponding
initial εn exhibit similar qualitative features. The inner-
most region of the system — extending up to r ' R in
the case of D2, up to r ' 0.7R for D3 and D4 — con-
tributes to vn with the same sign (positive for n = 2 and
4, negative for n = 3) over the whole evolution. Further
away from the center come regions that contribute with
the opposite sign, not much so for v2, more visibly for v3

and v4. A third outer region with the same sign as the
innermost one is clearly visible in the case n = 4, and
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FIG. 10. Angle-averaged local production rates D2 (upper left), D3 (upper right), and D4 for an initial state with ε2 = 0 and
ε4 = 0.15 (bottom left) or with ε2 = 0.15 and ε4 = 0 (bottom right).

very faintly for n = 3. As time passes by, these regions
tend to move towards larger r values, but less markedly
than in the similar study for energy-weighted flow [19].

These space-time dependent Dn underlie the time de-
pendence of the corresponding vn(t). Thus, the change of
sign of v4(t) from positive to negative in the upper pan-
els of Fig. 8, with a derivative that turns negative around
t/R ' 1.5, reflects the progressive dominance of the re-
gion at intermediate r in the lower left panel of Fig. 10.
Similarly, the (small) decrease of v2(t) for t/R >∼ 2 is due
to the outer, negatively contributing regions in D2(t, r).
In the case n = 3 the contributions from the various re-
gions exactly cancel out at every t to yield ∂tv3(t) = 0,
while in Ref. [18] an “almost nearly perfect cancellation”
resulting in a very small negative vE3 value was found.

Eventually, one can also note that the buildup of the

linear Dn happens more slowly with increasing n, which
possibly reflects the scaling behavior vn(t) ∝ tn+1 in the
few collisions regime [32].

The lower right plot of Fig. 10, showing D4 for the
nonlinear response of v4 to an initial ε2, is completely
different, with a clear negative contribution at early times
and for r <∼ 1.3R, followed by a positive contribution at
later times and for all values of r. In that case one easily
checks that the initial eccentricity ε2 6= 0, irrespective of
its sign, i.e. the ellipse orientation, generates via the loss
term a negative v4 ∝ −ε2

2. Simultaneously, the ellipticity
decreases in absolute value, due to the v2 which is also
created. As the negative quadrangular flow v4 develops,
it leads to the development of a positive quadrangularity
ε4, which is the seed for the positive contributions to v4

at later times, as seen in the bottom panels of Fig. 8.
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IV. SUMMARY

We have investigated anisotropic flow in the few-
rescatterings regime in four models, starting with a trans-
port code with elastic binary scatterings, which serves as
the reference including all rescatterings in the system.
To assess which fraction of the anisotropic flow is carried
by particles that escape the system without scattering,
we introduced a 2 → 0 version of the code. With the
help of a variant of the 2 → 2 code in which particles
that have collided once may no longer rescatter, but are
accounted for in the final state, we estimate the amount
of anisotropic flow at the “single-hit” level. Eventually,
we carried out analytical calculations within Boltzmann
kinetic theory, including only the loss term of the binary
collision kernel and restricting ourselves to linear order
in the cross section. Intrinsically the analytical approach
and the simulations with the 2 → 0 kernel are unphysi-
cal, since energy and momentum are not conserved in the
rescatterings. Nevertheless they provide us with a proxy
on how much anisotropic flow is created by particles es-
caping the system without any interaction.

On the other side, the strength of the analytical cal-
culations is that they yield directly a number of known
scaling behaviors of the anisotropic flow coefficients, like
their dependence on the initial-state eccentricities or
their early-time onset, confirming earlier studies [32]. Re-
markably, the analytical approach at order O(σ) yields
vn = 0 for all odd coefficients, but finite values for even
ones, which hints at a fundamental difference between
odd and even harmonics. Note that we have found else-
where that odd vn harmonics can be non-zero at order
O(σ2) [20].

For even harmonics (v2, v4, v6), the results of all ap-
proaches are very similar when the number of rescatter-
ings in the system is small. In the case of v4 and v6, this
holds for both the linear flow response vn ∝ εn and the
nonlinear response like e.g. v4 ∝ ε2

2. The agreement sug-
gests that in the few-rescatterings regime, the even com-
ponents of the flow signal are to a large extent carried
by particles that flew out of the system without collid-
ing, with an anisotropic escape probability reflecting the
asymmetric geometry, as advocated for v2 in AMPT [21].

In contrast, for odd harmonics (v3) the results of the
2→ 2 and 2→ 0 numerical scenarios differ significantly,
even in the very few rescatterings regime. Indeed, the
former scale roughly linearly with Nresc., while the latter
rather scale like N2

resc.. That finding in the 2→ 0 model
is consistent with the fact that we find v3 = 0 in our
analytical calculations at order σ — while we found in a
parallel study that there is a non-zero v3 at order σ2 [32].
The v3 results from the single-hit model also differ sig-
nificantly from those of 2 → 2 simulations. All in all,
the strong dependence of triangular flow on the choice
of collision kernel confirms the observation in Ref. [18].
In particular, the discrepancy between the approaches
demonstrates that in the case of the odd harmonics, the
observed vn is not driven by the anisotropic-escape prob-

ability, but that the fate of particles after they have un-
dergone a collision does matter.

A clear limitation of the present study is the restric-
tion to a two-dimensional expansion. As we explained in
the introduction, this is due to the fact that the small v3

values require large statistics, which would be too time-
consuming in a three-dimensional study. Indeed, we want
to emphasize that previous studies [13, 15–19] of kinetic
theory at small opacity relied on solving the (determin-
istic) Boltzmann equation — with different collision ker-
nels —, while here for the first time10 we used transport
simulations at small Nresc.. This makes it significantly
harder to obtain reliably very small vn values, of order a
few 10−5 at the smallest Nresc. we considered (see Figs. 5,
8, 9). This is even more true in the presence of longitudi-
nal expansion, which dilutes the transverse profile of the
system faster, thereby decreasing the anisotropic flow.

That being told, we may still comment on the results
one can anticipate in a three-dimensional expansion, in
particular a longitudinally boost-invariant one. First, as
pointed out in Appendix A 2, the property that v3 and
higher odd harmonics vanish in the loss-term-only calcu-
lations is sensitive to the presence of a longitudinal direc-
tion: In a three-dimensional geometry, odd harmonics are
probably zero at linear order in σ only if the particles are
massless and the local momentum distribution in the ini-
tial state is independent of position, which is unrealistic.
That is, we would anticipate that our finding v3 ∝ N2

resc.

may not be robust and be replaced by vn ∝ Nresc. for
both even and odd n. It is also clear that rescatterings
will generally change the longitudinal components of mo-
menta. Thus, it is possible that the agreement we find
between all models for even harmonics may not survive
the introduction of a third dimension, i.e. that the appar-
ent importance of the anisotropic-escape contribution to
the coefficients v2n may no longer persist. However, we
do not see how longitudinal expansion could enhance the
effectiveness of the escape mechanism at producing the
odd flow harmonics — although it may decrease the rel-
ative importance of the component modeled by the gain
term of the Boltzmann equation in some regions of phase
space.

We would thus conclude that the “escape mechanism”
picture cannot account for the whole anisotropic flow sig-
nal in systems with very few rescatterings per particle.
Within our study, the mechanism is efficient for even har-
monics, but not for odd ones. It also means that the de-
tails of the (differential) scattering cross section certainly
matter for predicting the value of odd anisotropic flow
harmonics, as already hinted at by the results on v3 in
Ref. [18], while the even harmonics may be less sensitive.
To our knowledge, such a difference in the microscopic
“origin” of even and odd flow harmonics has not been
reported before in the framework of transport studies.11

10 An exception is Ref. [20], which is restricted to early times.
11 A difference between even and odd harmonics of two-particle
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Since this will be relevant in systems with small enough
multiplicities, our study within a toy transport model
(two-dimensional expansion, hard spheres) clearly needs
to be replicated with more realistic codes and setups.
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Appendix A: Odd flow harmonics in the “loss term”
scenario

In this Appendix, we show that the odd flow harmonics
v3, v5. . . are identically zero when computed at leading
order in the cross section with a collision kernel including
only the loss term of the Boltzmann equation, Eq. (2).

1. Factorized initial distribution

Following Eq. (7), our analytical calculation of vn(t)
involves the integral over the transverse plane

I ≡
∫
f (0)(x− vt,p)f (0)(x− v1t,p1) d2x, (A1)

where the free-streaming distribution has been expressed
in terms of the initial condition via Eq. (5). A straight-
forward change of variable yields

I =

∫
f (0)(x− ξ,p)f (0)(x + ξ,p1) d2x (A2)

with ξ ≡ 1
2 (v + v1)t.

Let us assume right away that the initial-state phase
space density factorizes into independent spatial and mo-
mentum distributions as in Eq. (8).12 In that case the
momentum parts are irrelevant for the integral over x
and the calculation of I involves that of

I ′ ≡
∫
F (x− ξ)F (x + ξ) d2x. (A3)

azimuthal correlations was found in a study of proton–nucleus
collisions within a Color Glass Condensate based approach [39].

12 The assumption only matters when going from Eq. (A4) to
Eq. (A6).

Since the integral runs over the whole transverse plane,
we may equivalently replace the integrand by its even
part:

I ′ =
1

2

∫ [
F (x−ξ)F (x+ξ) + F (−x−ξ)F (−x+ξ)

]
d2x.

(A4)
This integral can be further transformed by introducing
the even and odd parts of the spatial profile F :

F (x) = F+(x) + F−(x) with F±(−x) = ±F±(x). (A5)

The even “eccentricities” of the geometry and its
isotropic component are entirely controlled by F+, while
F− accounts for the odd eccentricities. Replacing F by
F+ + F− in Eq. (A4), the integrand yields 8 terms: four
of those cancel pairwise and there remains

I ′ =

∫ [
F+(x− ξ)F+(x+ ξ) +F−(x− ξ)F−(x+ ξ)

]
d2x.

(A6)
As is well established in model studies,13 in the ab-

sence of initial anisotropic flow a given harmonic vn can
only arise as linear response to a modulation of the ini-
tial geometry in the same n-th harmonic — symbolically
vn ∝ εn —, or as quadratic response to two geometrical
modulations that combine appropriately — symbolically
vn ∝ εkεn−k, or more generally (but this case cannot be
obtained in the analytical approach of the present paper)
vn ∝ εk1 · · · εkm with k1+· · ·+km = n. Since all modula-
tions of even (including 0) resp. odd order are accounted
for by F+ resp. F−, one sees that the products F+F+ or
F−F− in the integrand of Eq. (A6) can yield the neces-
sary contributions to vn of the kind εn or εkεn−k for any
even harmonic n, but not for odd n. That is, the inte-
gral I ′ does not depend on the momentum azimuths ϕp,
ϕ1 (on which ξ implicitly depends) in such manner that
after multiplying with the Møller velocity and cos(nϕp)
and integrating over these azimuths, there could result a
non-zero vn when n is odd.

To conclude, note that our proof does not explicitly use
the dimensionality of the system, nor does it make any
assumption on the particle mass. However, it assumes
that the collision kernel does not include quantum effects.

2. Position-dependent initial momentum
distribution

Coming back to a two-dimensional setup with massless
particles, let us drop the factorization assumption (8) for
the initial phase space distribution. That is, we now write
the initial distribution as

f (0)(x,p) = F (x)G(p; Λ(x)), (A7)

13 See also Ref. [32] for a more formal proof within kinetic theory.
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where Λ(x) symbolizes the dependence of the local mo-
mentum distribution on the position in the transverse
plane: this could for instance be a local saturation scale
or a local temperature. As previously, we may still as-
sume without loss of generality that G is normalized to
unity at every position x when integrating over the whole
momentum space — as is e.g. the case if it is a thermal
Boltzmann distribution G(p; Λ(x)) ∝ e−|p|/Λ(x)/Λ(x)2.
The crux is that since G is assumed to be isotropic in
momentum space, i.e. only depends on the modulus |p|
the normalization of G translates at once into∫

G(p; Λ(x)) |p|d|p| = 1

2π
, (A8)

which holds irrespective of whether or not the local mo-
mentum distribution is position-dependent.

Let us go back to Eq. (7) which gives vn(t) at order
O(σ) in the loss-term approach. The free-streaming dis-
tributions ff.s. in the integrand are evaluated at posi-
tions x − vt′ resp. x − v1t

′ [cf. Eq. (5)] that only in-
volve the azimuths of the momenta p, p1. The inte-
grals over the moduli |p| and |p1| can thus be performed
at once using Eq. (A8). That is, effectively the precise
form of G — especially its dependence or not on position
— does not matter for vn(t) in our analytical approach.
Thus, if the odd vn(t) harmonics vanish for a position-
independent initial momentum distribution, as shown in
Appendix A 1, then this remains true if G depends on x.

Note that the above proof does not readily generalize
to a three-dimensional system nor to massive particles: in
such cases, the Møller velocity in the integrand of Eq. (7)
takes a more complicated form, and in particular it de-
pends on |p| and |p1|, so that Eq. (A8) can no longer
be used. Similarly, it does not hold either for energy-
weighted flow coefficients (like vE3 ), because in that case
an extra factor of |p| enters the integrand on the right-
hand side of Eq. (7), which again prevents the use of
Eq. (A8). This is consistent with the findings in Ref. [20]
in which v3 is first non-zero at order O(σ2), while vE3 is
already finite at order O(σ).

Appendix B: Scaling of v2 with the inverse Knudsen
number

In Fig. 11 we show v2(t) divided by the inverse Knud-
sen number for the three scenarios of our transport code
and for the two values Nresc. ≈ 0.02 and 0.14. While
Kn−1 is approximately the same in all three models for
Nresc. ≈ 0.02, it differs significantly between the 2 → 2
model and the other two at Nresc. ≈ 0.14.

As could be expected from Fig. 4, one finds that v2 ∝
Kn−1 to better than 10% accuracy in the full 2 → 2
simulations, consistent with the equally good scaling with
Nresc. and the fact that Nresc. and Kn−1 are proportional.
On the other hand, it is clear that the scaling is not so
good for the 2→ 0 scenario — and even less in the single-
hit model.
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FIG. 11. Ratio v2(t)/Kn−1 in systems with initially ε2 = 0.15
and on average Nresc. ≈ 0.02 (full lines) or 0.14 (dashed)
rescatterings per particle for the three scenarios of the trans-
port cascade: 2→ 2 (green), 2→ 0 (blue), single hit (orange).

Appendix C: Results for Nresc. ≈ 0.35

In this Appendix we provide for the sake of reference
results for v2 (Fig. 12) and v4 (Fig. 13) for systems in
which the mean number of rescatterings per particle is
about 0.35. For the 2→ 0 resp. single-hit scenarios, this
means that approximately 70% of the particles disappear
resp. become transparent over the system evolution. Ac-
cordingly, the assumption underlying the analytical cal-
culations, that the phase-space distribution f(t,x,p) de-
viates negligibly at all times from the free-streaming dis-
tribution ff.s.(t,x,p) with the same initial condition, is
clearly non fulfilled. In addition, it is somewhat clear
that if 70% of the particles scatter once in the 2 → 0
or single-hit models, then a significant fraction of them
would actually collide several times in the 2→ 2 model:
extrapolating the straight-line fit in Fig. 1 indeed gives
Nresc. ≈ 1.67 for a 2 → 2 system with the same initial
input Knudsen number as used in the 2→ 0 or single-hit
simulations. That is, it is clear from the start that the
“full” 2→ 2 and “truncated” 2→ 0 or single-hit systems
that lead to Nresc. ≈ 0.35 are extremely different.

The two plots displaying “linear” flow response,
namely vn for an initial non-zero εn with n = 2 (Fig. 12)
or n = 4 (Fig. 13 left), are similar: The results from the
simulations with the 2 → 2 collision kernel (green lines)
and the 2 → 0 scenario (blue lines) largely differ, by
roughly 40% in the case of v2, and even yielding signals
with opposite signs in the case of v4. In contrast, the
analytical results are remarkably close to those from the
transport calculations with 2 → 2 scatterings, in par-
ticular the final values of v2 or v4, which in our view
should probably not be over-interpreted. As mentioned
in Sect. III C, the agreement for v4 disappears at higher
Nresc. values, since the 2→ 2 results become positive.
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FIG. 12. Time dependence of elliptic flow v2 in systems with
initially ε2 = 0.15 and on average Nresc. ≈ 0.35 rescatter-
ings per particle, in systems The green curves are for systems
with elastic binary scatterings, the blue lines for the 2 → 0
scenario, the orange ones for the single-hit model, and the red
lines show the analytical result (14).

Going to the right panel of Fig. 13 showing the non-
linear response v4 ∝ ε2

2, we just note that the agreement
between the three approaches is quite good, again with-
out attempting to interpret it.

Appendix D: Alternative distribution function

To check whether our main results are specific to our
choice of initial profile (9), we repeated the calculations
in the few-rescatterings regime Nresc. ≈ 0.02 for a slightly
different geometry, namely

F̃ (r, θ) =
N
√

1− δ2
j

2πR2
exp

(
− r

2[1 + δj cos(jθ)]

2R2

)
, (D1)

which was used in the fluid-dynamical regime in Ref. [31].
A drawback of this distribution is that a given δj con-
tributes to several eccentricities εn, namely for all n that
are multiples of j. On the other hand, the density (D1)
is positive definite irrespective of the parameter values.

As we could not perform all integrals with the distribu-
tion function (D1) analytically, we used the Vegas Monte
Carlo (MC) integration method [40] to evaluate the flow
coefficients. In addition, we performed transport simula-
tions only with the 2→ 2 collision kernel.

Figure 14 shows our results for the flow coefficients vn
with n ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5}. The odd harmonics (v3, v5) from the
semi-analytical approach are zero within the error bars of
the MC integration, as expected from Appendix A, while
the triangular flow v3 is clearly non-zero in the transport
simulations. In contrast to this mismatch for the odd
harmonics, the v2 and v4 signals in a system with an
initial δ2 are in nice agreement in the two approaches.
The agreement is less good for the v4 from an initial
δ4, but this may be due to the numerical noise in the
simulations at early times, since at later times the two
curves run parallel to each other. In addition, the overall
shapes of v2 and v4 (either from a non-zero δ2 or a non-
zero δ4) are similar to those found in Sects. III A and
III C with the distribution (9).
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