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A collision between two atomic nuclei accelerated close to the speed of light creates a dense system
of quarks and gluons. Interactions among them are so strong that they behave collectively like a
droplet of fluid of ten-femtometer size, which expands into the vacuum and eventually fragments
into thousands of particles. We report direct evidence that this fluid reaches thermalization, at least
to some extent, using recent data from the Large Hadron Collider. The ATLAS Collaboration has
measured the variance of the momentum per particle across Pb+Pb collision events with the same
particle multiplicity. It decreases steeply over a narrow multiplicity range corresponding to central
collisions, which hints at an emergent phenomenon. We show that the observed pattern is explained
naturally if one assumes that, for a given multiplicity, the momentum per particle increases as
a function of the impact parameter of the collision. Since a larger impact parameter goes along
with a smaller collision volume, this in turn implies that the momentum per particle increases as a
function of density. This is a generic property of relativistic fluids, thus observed for the first time
in a laboratory experiment.

Nucleus-nucleus collisions carried out at particle collid-
ers display phenomena of macroscopic nature, which are
unique in the realm of high-energy physics [1, 2]. These
emergent phenomena occur due to a large number of cre-
ated particles and to the nature of the strong interaction.
A head-on collision between two 208Pb nuclei at the Large
Hadron Collider (LHC) produces some 35000 hadrons [3],
a fraction of which are seen in detectors. The emission
of hadrons is the final outcome of a number of succes-
sive stages [1], one of which is the production of a state
of matter called the quark-gluon plasma. In this phase,
quarks and gluons, which are the elementary components
of hadrons, are liberated [4]. They carry colour charges,
unlike hadrons which are colourless. Interactions induced
by these charges are so strong that they behave collec-
tively like a fluid [5].

Transient formation of a fluid in nucleus-nucleus colli-
sions has been inferred from the observation that parti-
cles move collectively into preferred directions, implying
that their motion is driven by pressure gradients inherent
in a fluid. Most notably, one observes an elliptic defor-
mation of the azimuthal distribution of outgoing parti-
cles [6, 7], which originates from the almond-shape of
the overlap area between the colliding nuclei (Fig. 1).
These observations are reproduced by calculations using
relativistic hydrodynamics to model the expansion of the
fluid [8], which have thus been established as the stan-
dard description of nucleus-nucleus collisions.

Here, we report independent evidence for the forma-
tion of a fluid, which does not involve the directions of
outgoing particles, but solely their momenta. The AT-
LAS Collaboration at the LHC detects charged particles
and measures their momentum p in an inner detector
which covers roughly the angular range 10◦ < θ < 170◦,
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of a nucleus-nucleus colli-
sion at impact parameter b. The left part shows the incoming
nuclei just before the collision, flattened by the relativistic
Lorentz contraction in the direction of motion. The right
part is the view from the collision axis. Strongly-interacting
matter is created in the region where the nuclei overlap, which
is indicated in darker colour, and V is the collision volume.
Generally, smaller b is associated with larger V .

where θ is the angle between the collision axis and the
direction of the particle. Rather than the momentum it-
self, we use its projection perpendicular to the collision
axis, pt ≡ p sin θ, whose magnitude varies mildly with
θ. The observables of interest are, for every collision,
the multiplicity of charged particles seen in the inner de-
tector, denoted by Nch, and the transverse momentum
per charged particle, (

∑
pt)/Nch, denoted by [pt]. Nch is

used to estimate the centrality [10–13], since a more cen-
tral collision, with a smaller impact parameter, produces
on average more particles.

For collisions with the same Nch, [pt] fluctuates from
event to event. After subtracting trivial statistical fluc-
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FIG. 2. From top to bottom: (a) Histogram of the number of charged particles Nch (left), measured in the inner detector
of ATLAS, and of transverse energy ET (right), measured in the forward and backward calorimeters, in Pb+Pb collisions
at 5.02 TeV per nucleon pair, which is the current energy of the LHC for ion beams. Solid lines are fits as superpositions
of Gaussians. For the sake of illustration, contributions of collisions at fixed impact parameter b corresponding to centrality
fractions 0, 5%, 10%, 15% are shown as dashed lines (Methods, Sec. A). In each plot, the vertical dashed line corresponds to
the knee, defined as the average value of Nch or ET for b = 0 collisions. (b) Joint distribution of the transverse momentum
per particle [pt] and Nch (or ET ) from our model. Rather than [pt], we plot the deviation δpt ≡ [pt] − pt0, where pt0 is the
average value of pt at fixed impact parameter, which is assumed to be constant. White lines are 90% confidence ellipses at
fixed b. A schematic representation of the two colliding nuclei for these values of b is also shown (Methods, Sec. A). The black
line is the mean value of δpt, and the red band is the 1− σ band. (c) Variance of the transverse momentum per particle [pt],
evaluated for particles with 0.5 < pt < 5 GeV/c, as a function of the centrality estimator. The full line corresponds to the
square of the half-width of the red band in the plot just above. Symbols are ATLAS data [9]. We also display separately the
two contributions to the variance, Eq. (1), in our model calculation, whose sum is the full line. (d) Same as (c), but restricting
the momentum range of the particles to 0.5 < pt < 2 GeV/c.



3

tuations, the remaining dynamical fluctuations [14] are
very small, below 1% in central Pb+Pb collisions at the
LHC [15]. These dynamical fluctuations are the focus of
our study. The left panel of Fig. 2 (c) displays their
variance as a function of Nch [9]. The striking phe-
nomenon is a steep decrease, by a factor ∼ 2, over a
narrow interval of Nch around 3700. This behavior is
not reproduced by models of the collision in which the
Pb+Pb collision is treated as a superposition of inde-
pendent nucleon-nucleon collisions, such as the HIJING
model [16], where the decrease of the variance is propor-
tional to 1/Nch [15, 17] for all Nch.
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FIG. 3. Scatter plot of the transverse momentum per parti-
cle [pt] and the charged particle multiplicity Nch in hydrody-
namic simulations of 150 Pb+Pb collisions at 5.02 TeV and
b = 0, where Nch is calculated using the same acceptance cuts
on θ and pt as in the ATLAS analysis. As in Fig. 2, we plot,
rather than [pt] itself, the difference δpt ≡ [pt] − pt, where
pt is the value averaged over collisions. The density profile
used as an initial condition to the hydrodynamic calculation
fluctuates from event to event due to quantum fluctuations.
Each point corresponds to a different density profile. The hy-
drodynamic setup is identical to that used in Ref. [18] (see
Methods, Sec. B). The two types of symbols correspond to
different intervals for the momentum pt of the particles. The
default analysis is done in the interval 0.5−5 GeV/c, and the
corresponding value of pt is 1083 MeV/c. The effect of nar-
rowing the interval to 0.5−2 GeV/c is discussed at the end of
this paper. As one removes particles with higher values of pt,
the average value pt decreases, and is only 974 MeV/c. The
full lines indicate the average value δpt(Nch, b = 0), calculated
according to Eq. (8).

We will argue that the impact parameter, b, plays a
crucial role in this phenomenon. The relation between
Nch and b is not one-to-one, and [pt] depends on both
quantities. In order to illustrate this dependence, we
simulate 150 collisions at b = 0 using relativistic vis-
cous hydrodynamics, and evaluate [pt] and Nch for every
collision. Figure 3 displays their distribution. The first

observation is that they span a finite range: Fluctua-
tions around the mean extend up to ∼ 15% for Nch, and
to ∼ 3% for [pt]. The second observation is that there is
a positive correlation between [pt] and Nch.

This correlation can be understood by means of a
simple thermodynamic argument. Larger Nch implies
a larger density Nch/V , as the volume V is essentially
defined by the impact parameter, which is fixed. Thus
one observes that, on average, a larger density implies a
larger momentum per particle [pt]. Relativity plays an es-
sential role in this phenomenon. In non-relativistic ther-
modynamics, the momentum per particle is determined
by the temperature, but the particle density is not, so
they are not directly related. In a relativistic system,
on the other hand, mass can be converted into kinetic
energy, and temperature is the only thermodynamic pa-
rameter. It determines the momentum per particle and
the density, which both increase with temperature.

The relation between this thermodynamic argument
and the actual hydrodynamic simulation is not straight-
forward. In a hydrodynamic simulation, the temperature
depends on position and time, and the system is not at
rest. Its motion is determined locally by the fluid veloc-
ity. Particles are emitted after the fluid has expanded
and cooled down to the point where it fragments into
particles, at the so-called “freeze-out temperature”. The
particle momentum is a residual thermal momentum at
this temperature, boosted by the fluid velocity at the
point of emission. Despite the complexity of this de-
scription, one observes numerically that the fluctuations
of [pt] at fixed impact parameter and multiplicity are
very strongly correlated with those of the energy of the
fluid at the time when it thermalizes, and before it starts
expanding [19]. This validates the thermodynamic argu-
ment outlined above.

We now discuss the implications of this phenomenon
on the observed [pt] fluctuations. First, note that the
experimental analysis is done at fixed Nch, while our hy-
drodynamic simulation is done at fixed b. Both choices
are dictated by practical reasons. Experimentally, b is
not measured. In the simulation, on the other hand, one
must define b before starting the simulation, while Nch
is only evaluated at the end.

In order to understand experimental results, we must
reason at fixed Nch, where b varies. Larger b implies
smaller collision volume V and larger density Nch/V ,
hence larger [pt] on average. We denote by pt(Nch, b)
the expectation value of [pt] at fixed Nch and b. It in-
creases with Nch at fixed b, and with b at fixed Nch. In
addition, there are fluctuations of [pt] even if both Nch
and b are fixed, as illustrated by the simulation in Fig. 3.
We denote by Var(pt|Nch, b) their variance. A simple cal-
culation shows that the variance at fixed Nch, obtained
after averaging over b, is the sum of two positive terms:

Var(pt|Nch) =
(〈
pt(Nch, b)

2
〉
b
− 〈pt(Nch, b)〉2b

)
+ 〈Var(pt|Nch, b)〉b , (1)

where 〈· · · 〉b denotes an average over b. The first term
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stems from the variation of pt(Nch, b) with b, and the
second term is the contribution of intrinsic variance. As
we shall see, both terms are of comparable magnitudes,
and the first term explains the peculiar pattern observed
for large Nch.

We now carry out a quantitative calculation, which can
be compared with data. First, precise information can be
obtained, without any microscopic modeling, about the
probability distribution of b at fixed Nch, P (b|Nch) [20].
This is achieved by solving first the inverse problem,
namely, finding the probability distribution of Nch for
fixed b, P (Nch|b), and then applying Bayes’ theorem
P (b|Nch)P (Nch) = P (Nch|b)P (b). Collisions at the same
b differ by quantum fluctuations, which originate from
the wavefunctions of the incoming nuclei (in particular
from the positions of nucleons at the time of impact [21]),
from the partonic content of the nucleons [22], and from
the collision process itself. In nucleus-nucleus collisions,
these fluctuations are small enough that the fluctuations
of Nch around its average value at fixed b are Gaussian
to a good approximation. They are characterized by the
mean, Nch(b), and the variance, Var(Nch|b).

What one measures is the distribution P (Nch), ob-
tained after integrating over all values of b, shown in
Fig. 2 (a), left. We only display values of Nch larger
than some threshold such that only 20% of the events
are included, corresponding to fairly central collisions on
which our analysis focuses. P (Nch) varies mildly up to
Nch ∼ 3500, then decreases steeply. By fitting it as a su-
perposition of Gaussians, one can precisely reconstruct
Nch(b) and Var(Nch|b = 0) [23] (Methods, Sec. A). This
fit is shown in Fig. 2 (a). The “knee” of the distribu-
tion, defined as the mean value of Nch for collisions at
b = 0, is reconstructed precisely, and indicated as a ver-
tical line. The steep fall of P (Nch) above the knee gives
direct access to Var(Nch|b = 0). [Note that the variance
is only reconstructed at b = 0, and one must resort to
assumptions as to its dependence on b. We have checked
that our results are robust with respect to these assump-
tions, see Methods, Secs. A and D.] We refer to events
above the knee as ultracentral collisions [24, 25]. They
are a small fraction of the total number of events, 0.35%,
but ATLAS has recorded enough collisions that a few
events are seen with values of Nch larger than the knee
by 20%, corresponding to 4 standard deviations. Note
that Poisson fluctuations contribute by less than 20%
to the variance [23], so that the fluctuations of Nch are
mostly dynamical.

We then model the fluctuations of [pt]. In the same way
as we have assumed that the probability of Nch at fixed b
is Gaussian, we assume that the joint probability of Nch
and [pt], such as displayed in Fig. 3, is a two-dimensional
Gaussian (Methods, Sec. C). It is characterized by five
quantities: The mean and variance of [pt] and Nch, which
we denote by pt(b), Nch(b), Var(pt|b), Var(Nch|b), and
the covariance or, equivalently, the Pearson correlation
coefficient rNch

(b) between [pt] and Nch, which we ex-
pect to be positive as illustrated in Fig. 3. Nch(b) and

Var(Nch|b) are obtained from the fit to P (Nch), as ex-
plained above. The mean transverse momentum is essen-
tially independent of centrality for the 30% most central
collisions [26], therefore, we assume that pt(b) is inde-
pendent of b, and we denote its value by pt0. Since we
only evaluate the fluctuations around pt0, results are in-
dependent of its value. The variance Var(pt|b) may have
a non-trivial dependence on the impact parameter, but a
smooth one. For statistical fluctuations, it is proportional
to 1/Nch. We allow for a more general power-law depen-
dence Var(pt|b) = σ2

δpt
(Nch(0)/Nch(b))α, where σδpt and

α are constants. Finally, we ignore the impact parameter
dependence of the correlation coefficient rNch

for simplic-
ity.

With this Gaussian ansatz, one can evaluate analyti-
cally the quantities entering the right-hand side of Eq. (1)
as a function of the parameters of the Gaussian (Meth-
ods, Sec. C). The mean value pt(Nch, b) increases lin-
early with Nch, as illustrated in Fig. 3, while the vari-
ance is independent of Nch. Finally, the averages over b
in Eq. (1) are evaluated using the probability distribu-
tion P (b|Nch) obtained using the Bayesian method out-
lined above. The remaining four parameters are fitted
to ATLAS data: σδpt and α determine the magnitude of
the variance and its dependence on centrality below the
knee, while rNch

determines the decrease of the variance
around the knee. The data and the model fit are dis-
played in Fig. 2 (c) and (d) for two different intervals of
pt. The model explains precisely the observed decrease
of the variance around the knee. We also show separately
the two contributions to the variance, corresponding to
the two terms in the right-hand side of Eq. (1). The first
term is responsible for the observed pattern. It originates
from impact parameter fluctuations at fixed Nch, which
become negligible in ultracentral collisions.

The effect can be understood simply by looking at the
distribution of [pt] and Nch, which is represented in Fig. 2
(b). The white curves represent 90% confidence ellipses
at fixed impact parameter. The width of the [pt] distribu-
tion for fixed Nch is due in part to the intrinsic variance,
corresponding to the vertical width of a single ellipse,
and in part to the fluctuation of the impact parameter,
implying that several ellipses contribute for a given Nch.
The latter contribution gradually disappears above the
knee.

As a corollary, one predicts a small increase in the av-
erage transverse momentum, represented as a black line,
in ultracentral collisions. This effect has already been
predicted on the basis of a simple thermodynamic argu-
ment [27] and confirmed by detailed hydrodynamic cal-
culations [28], but no experimental confirmation of this
effect has been publicly reported so far. The increase is
quantitatively predicted by our model calculation.

A specificity of the ATLAS analysis is that it uses,
in addition to Nch, an alternative centrality estimator,
which is the transverse energy ET (defined as energy
multiplied by sin θ) deposited in two calorimeters located
symmetrically on both sides of the collision point, which
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cover roughly the ranges 1◦ < θ < 5◦ and 175◦ < θ <
179◦. The analysis of the variance is repeated by sorting
events according to ET , rather than Nch, and shown in
the right panel of Fig. 2. In the same way, our model
calculation can be repeated, replacing Nch with ET ev-
erywhere. This is a useful and non-trivial check of the va-
lidity of our approach. We fit the distribution P (ET ) as a
superposition of Gaussians, as we do for P (Nch), but the
fit parameters differ (Methods, Sec. A). Even though the
distributions of Nch and ET look similar in shape (Fig. 2
(a)), the fall above the knee is steeper for ET than for
Nch, and there are only 0.26% of events above the knee
for ET , as opposed to 0.35% for Nch. It is interesting
to notice that despite this significant difference, the de-
crease of the variance observed by ATLAS (panels (c) and
(d)) still occurs around the knee. The other parameters
in our calculation are σδpt and α, which determine the
dependence of the variance of [pt] on impact parameter.
These are by construction independent of whether one
classifies events according to Nch or ET . We determine
the values that give the best agreement with Nch and
ET -based data (Methods Sec. D). The last fit parame-
ter is the Pearson correlation coefficient rET

between [pt]
and ET , which need not coincide with rNch

and is fitted
independently. Note that rNch

corresponds to the corre-
lation between [pt] and Nch for the same particles, while
rET

represents the correlation between [pt] and the ET
measured in a different angular windows. One therefore
expects rET

< rNch
, which is confirmed by our fit. Val-

ues, however, are very similar, which shows that particle
deposition in different θ windows is very strongly corre-
lated.

Finally, another innovative aspect of the ATLAS anal-
ysis is that it studies how the fluctuations of [pt] change
with the interval in pt. The default analysis is done by
including all particles in the range 0.5 < pt < 5 GeV/c
(particles with pt < 0.5 GeV/c are not seen, and the very
few particles with pt > 5 GeV/c are thought to be asso-
ciated with jets, and irrelevant for the study of collective
behaviour), but the analysis is also done by keeping only
particles in the range 0.5 < pt < 2 GeV/c. One thus
excludes a small fraction of the particles, of order 7%.
The striking observation is that the variance decreases
by a factor ∼ 4, as can be seen by comparing panels (c)
and (d) of Fig. 2. Remarkably, the same phenomenon
is observed in the hydrodynamic simulation. One sees
in Fig. 3 that the typical magnitude of δpt is smaller by
a factor ∼ 2 for the smaller pt interval. Numerically,
we find that the variance, which is the average value of
δp2t , decreases by a factor 4.3± 0.2, compatible with the
ATLAS result. This result can be understood simply
(Methods Sec. E). A fluctuation in the fluid velocity en-
tails a global fluctuation of the pt distribution, and has a
larger effect on the tail of the distribution. The observed
dependence of the variance on the pt selection is a further
piece of evidence that supports the hydrodynamic origin
of [pt] fluctuations.

We have shown that the impact parameter b plays a

crucial role in explaining the ATLAS data on [pt] fluctua-
tions. It is worth emphasizing that b is the only classical
parameter characterizing a collision, in the sense that its
quantum uncertainty δb is negligible. Heisenberg’s un-
certainty principle gives δb = h̄/P , where P is the total
momentum of the nucleus. For a Pb+Pb collision at the
LHC, δb ∼ 4× 10−7 fm, which is negligible compared to
the range spanned by b, of order 15 fm for inelastic colli-
sions. Impact parameter determines the geometry, and is
an essential ingredient in the hydrodynamic description.
In the same way as elliptic flow is driven by the fluctu-
ations of its orientation, transverse momentum fluctua-
tions are determined by the fluctuations of its magnitude.
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METHODS

A. Bayesian reconstruction of impact parameter

We denote generically by N the observable used as a
centrality estimator, which can be either Nch or ET . We
assume that the distribution of N at fixed b is Gaussian:

P (N |b) =
1√

2πVar(N |b)
exp

(
−
(
N −N(b)

)2
2Var(N |b)

)
. (2)

We introduce as an auxiliary variable the cumulative dis-
tribution of b [20]:

cb =

∫ b

0

P (b′)db′ ' πb2

σ
, (3)

where P (b) ' 2πb/σ is the probability distribution of b,
and σ is the cross section of the nucleus-nucleus colli-
sion. cb, which lies between 0 and 1, is usually called
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N Nch ET

N(b = 0) 3683± 4 4.435± 0.003 TeV√
Var(N |b = 0) 168.1± 0.1 0.1433± 0.0001 TeV

a1 4.97± 0.02 4.83± 0.01

a2 −5.58± 0.03 −4.59± 0.01

a3 15.7± 0.12 13.1± 0.07

TABLE I. Values of fit parameters for Pb+Pb collisions at
center-of-mass energy 5.02 TeV per nucleon pair. For each pa-
rameter, the central value is that obtained by assuming that
the variance is proportional to the mean, and the error bars
reflect the changes when one assumes instead that the vari-
ance is constant, or proportional to the square of the mean.

the centrality fraction. With this auxiliary variable, the
probability distribution of N can be written as P (N) =∫ 1

0
P (N |b)dcb. We assume that N(b) is a smooth func-

tion of cb, which we parametrize as the exponential of a
polynomial. A polynomial of degree 3 is enough to obtain
excellent fits to P (N) in the chosen range:

N(b) = N(0) exp

(
−

3∑
i=1

ai(cb)
i

)
. (4)

Similarly, the variance Var(N |b) is assumed to vary
smoothly with cb. By default, we assume that
Var(N |b)/N(b) is constant. The parameters are fitted
to the distribution P (Nch) and P (ET ) measured by AT-
LAS in Pb+Pb collisions. The fit is in agreement with
data within 2%. We have also tested two alternative sce-
narios, assuming either that Var(N |b) is constant or that
the ratio Var(N |b)/N(b)2 is constant. The quality of the
fit is as good and the fit parameters are essentially un-
changed, as shown in Table I. The largest source of error
in extracting information about impact parameter from
data is a global normalization since it is difficult to eval-
uate experimentally which fraction of the cross-section is
seen in detectors [13]. We ignore this issue here, since we
are interested in ultracentral collisions. When we write
that we use the 20% most central events, we mean that
we use the 20% most central of the events that are ac-
tually seen in the detector. The overlapping circles in
Fig. 2 (b) are a schematic representation of the colliding
Pb nuclei, with radius R = 6.62 fm, and the values of b
are calculated assuming that ATLAS sees approximately
90% of the inelastic events, and that the total Pb+Pb
cross section is 767 fm2.

B. Hydrodynamic simulations

The setup of our hydrodynamic calculation is identi-
cal to that of Ref. [18]. We use a boost-invariant version
of the hydrodynamic code MUSIC [29] with the default
freeze-out temperature Tf = 135 MeV. We use a constant
shear viscosity to entropy density ratio η/s = 0.12, and

the bulk viscosity is set to zero. The initial entropy dis-
tributions are taken from the TRENTO model [30] with
default parameter values. The most important parame-
ter is the parameter p which defines the dependence of
the density on the thickness functions of incoming nu-
clei, which is set to p = 0, corresponding to a geometric
mean. The normalization of the density is adjusted so as
to reproduce the charged multiplicity measured by AL-
ICE in Pb+Pb collisions at 5.02 TeV [31]. Despite this
normalization, we overestimate the charged multiplicity
seen by ATLAS almost by 50%. The main reason is not
all charged particles are seen, even within the specified
angular and pt range, and the data are not corrected for
the reconstruction efficiency. In addition, we expect devi-
ations between the model and data for two reasons. First,
hydrodynamic models typically underestimate the pion
yield at low pt [32, 33]. Since the calculation is adjusted
to reproduce the total charged multiplicity, which is dom-
inated by pions, this implies in turn that it should over-
estimate the yield for pt > 0.5 GeV/c, which is the range
where it is measured by ATLAS. Second, our hydrody-
namic calculation assumes that the momentum distribu-
tion is independent of rapidity. In reality, it is maximum
near mid-rapidity, in the region covered by the ALICE
acceptance. This should also lead to slightly overestimat-
ing the multiplicity seen by ATLAS, whose inner detector
covers a broader range in rapidity.

Our hydrodynamic calculation also overestimates the
variance of [pt] fluctuations. Using the results in Fig. 3,

we obtain
√

Var(pt) = 18.2±1.2 MeV/c (8.8±0.6 MeV/c)
for 0.5 < pt < 5 GeV/c (0.5 < pt < 2 GeV/c), larger by
a factor 2 than the values in Fig. 2. This overestimation
is a common problem of hydrodynamic simulations [34],
and can be remedied by carefully tuning the fluctuations
of the initial density profile [35–37]. It is the reason why
we choose to fit the magnitude of [pt] fluctuations to data,
rather than obtain it from a hydrodynamic calculation.

Finally, our calculation overestimates the Pearson cor-
relation coefficient rNch

. From the results in Fig. 3, we
obtain rNch

= 0.85 ± 0.02 and rNch
= 0.81 ± 0.03 for

the upper pt cuts at 5 and 2 GeV/c, larger than the val-
ues returned by the fit, which are below 0.7 in Fig. 2 (c)
and (d). The fact that our calculation overestimates the
magnitude of [pt] fluctuations probably leads to overesti-
mating its correlation with the multiplicity. In addition,
the fluctuations of Nch in the calculation are dynamical
fluctuations only. The reason is that we do not sample
particles according to a Monte Carlo algorithm, but sim-
ply calculate the expectation value of Nch at freeze-out.
By contrast, the fluctuations of Nch in the experiment
contain a contribution from statistical fluctuations, and
only 80% of the variance is of dynamical origin. The
statistical Poisson fluctuations should not be correlated
with the transverse momentum per particle, so they tend
to reduce rNch

.
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C. Distribution of [pt] and N

We assume that the probability distribution of [pt] and
the centrality estimator N at fixed b is a two-dimensional
Gaussian.

P (δpt, N) =
1

2π
√

(1− r2)Var(pt)Var(N)

× exp

(
1

1− r2

(
− (δpt)

2

2Var(pt)
−
(
N −N

)2
2Var(N)

+
r
(
N −N

)
δpt√

Var(N)Var(pt)

))
, (5)

where we have omitted the dependence on b to simplify
the expression, and introduced the shorthand δpt ≡ [pt]−
pt(b).

The linear correlation between [pt] and N is∫
δpt(N −N)P (δpt, N)dNdδpt = r

√
Var(N)Var(pt),

(6)
where integrations on both variables are from −∞ to
+∞.

A property of the two-dimensional Gaussian distribu-
tion is that its marginal distributions, obtained upon in-
tegrating over one of the variables, are also Gaussian.
Integrating (5) over δpt, one recovers Eq. (2). Integrat-
ing (5) over N , one obtains similarly:

P (δpt|b) =
1√

2πVar(pt|b)
exp

(
− (δpt)

2

2Var(pt|b)

)
, (7)

where we have restored the dependence on b.
Another property of the two-dimensional Gaussian dis-

tribution is that if one fixes one of the variables, e.g. N ,
the probability of the other variable, e.g. δpt, is also
Gaussian. Its centre is:

δpt(N, b) = r(b)

√
Var(pt|b)
Var(N |b)

(
N −N(b)

)
. (8)

It increases linearly with N due to the positive correla-
tion, as exemplified in Fig. 3. On the other hand, the
variance of the distribution of δpt at fixed N is indepen-
dent of N :

Var(pt|N, b) =
(
1− r(b)2

)
Var(pt|b). (9)

This equation expresses that by fixing the value of N ,
one narrows the distribution of δpt due to its positive
correlation with N .

D. Fitting the variance of [pt] fluctuations

ATLAS provides us with four sets of data for the cen-
trality dependence of the variance, depending on whether
centrality is determined with Nch or ET , and whether the

upper pt cut is 5 or 2 GeV/c. We first carry out a stan-
dard χ2 fit for each of these sets, where the error is the
quadratic sum of the statistical and systematic errors on
the data points. The three fit parameters are σδpt (the
standard deviation of [pt] for b = 0), α (which defines the
decrease of the variance as a function of impact parame-
ter), and the Pearson correlation coefficient r between [pt]
and the centrality estimator for fixed b. Consistency of
our model requires that σδpt and α, whose definition does
not involve the centrality estimator, are identical for Nch
and ET based data for a given pt selection. Values of σδpt
are identical within less than 1%, but values of α differ by
6% and 8% respectively for the 5 and 2 GeV/c upper pt
cuts, with ET -based data favouring a larger α. We then
fix the values of σδpt and α to the average values of Nch
and ET -based results, and redo the fits by fitting solely
the Pearson correlation coefficient r for each of the four
sets of data. Due to the small tension between the values
of α, our fit slightly overestimates the variance for the
lowest values of Nch, and slightly underestimates it for
the lowest values of ET . This effect is of little relevance
to our study which focuses on ultracentral collisions, and
we have not investigated its origin.

The values of α are close to 1.2, which implies that
the decrease of dynamical fluctuations with impact pa-
rameter is faster than that of statistical fluctuations, for
which α = 1. For the larger pt interval, σδpt is close
to 10 MeV/c, while the average value of pt is close to
1 GeV/c. This corresponds to a relative dynamical fluc-
tuation of order 1% in central collisions. The values of
the Pearson correlation coefficient end up being similar,
between 0.6 and 0.7, for the four sets of data.

The results shown are obtained by assuming that the
variance of the charged multiplicity is proportional to the
mean, that is, Var(N |b)/N(b) is constant. As explained
in Sec. A, we have also tested two alternative scenarios,
assuming either that Var(N |b) is constant or that the
ratio Var(N |b)/N(b)2 is constant. We have checked that
the fit to the data is as good. The values of fit parameters
vary only by 2% for σpt and by 3% for the correlation
coefficient r.

E. Dependence of the variance on the pt selection

We derive a back-of-the-envelope estimate of the de-
pendence of the variance on the pt selection, which is
seen by comparing panels (c) and (d) of Fig. 2, and by
comparing the two sets of symbols in Fig. 3. In hydro-
dynamics, event-by-event fluctuations of [pt] stem from
fluctuations of the transverse fluid velocity. Now, the
momentum distribution of particles is a boosted Boltz-
mann distribution, so that pt appears in an exponential.
It follows that the relative change of the pt distribution
f(pt) due to a small change in the fluid velocity is linear
in pt [38]:

f(pt) = f(pt) (1 + (pt − pt)x) , (10)
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where f(pt) denotes the pt distribution averaged over col-

lision events, pt ≡
∫
ptf(pt)dpt/

∫
f(pt)dpt is the average

pt, and x is a random quantity which fluctuates event to
event around 0. Since one studies the variation of [pt] in
a class of events with the same multiplicity, the integral
of f(pt)−f(pt) must vanish, which is the reason why the
relative fluctuation is proportional to pt − pt, instead of
just pt.

The fluctuation in the transverse momentum per par-
ticle is obtained by integrating the spectrum (10) over
the pt range used in the analysis:

δpt = x

∫ pmax

pmin
(pt − pt)2f(pt)dpt∫ pmax

pmin
f(pt)dpt

, (11)

where we have assumed that the fluctuations are small
enough that one can replace f(pt) with the average dis-

tribution f(pt) in the denominator.
The dependence of the right-hand side of Eq. (11) on

the upper bound pmax can be evaluated by replacing f(pt)
with the spectra measured by ALICE in central Pb+Pb
collisions at the same energy [39]. We obtain that the
right-hand side of Eq. (11) decreases by a factor 2.05

when one lowers pmax from 5 down to 2 GeV/c, corre-
sponding to a decrease by a factor 4.23 of the variance,
in agreement with that seen by ATLAS.

Note that in this simple model, the only parameter
which can vary depending on the collision in Eq. (11) is
the overall factor x, which sets the magnitude of the fluc-
tuation. This can be tested in hydrodynamics. First, it
is easy to check by eye in Fig. 3 that symbols of different
types go in pairs, with the same Nch (the centrality es-
timator is always the charged multiplicity in the interval
0.5 < pt < 5 GeV/c, even if the analysis of [pt] fluctu-
ations uses a different interval). Each pair corresponds
to one collision event, and the proportionality factor x in
Eq. (11) fluctuates from event to event. One sees that
the modification of δpt from one symbol to the other in
the same pair is approximately the same factor for all
events, as implied by Eq. (11).

More quantitatively, we have evaluated the Pearson
correlation r between the two values of δpt for each
event, corresponding to the different cuts. We obtain
r = 0.976 ± 0.004. This is very close to the maximum
value r = 1 which would be implied by Eq. (11).
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