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In the original paper Phys. Rev. C 100, 014902 (2019), the first measurements of off-diagonal cumulants of net-
charge, net-proton (a proxy for the net-baryon) and net-kaon (a proxy for the net-strangeness) were reported using the
first phase of RHIC beam energy scan (BES-I) data [1]. The second-order mixed-cumulant ratios between net-proton

and net-kaon (Cp,k = σ1,1
p,k/σ

2
k) at different collision energies (

√
sNN= 7.7-200 GeV) show a good agreement with

various model predictions. However, the mixed cumulants between net-charge and net-proton (CQ,p = σ1,1
Q,p/σ

2
p), as

well as the mixed cumulants between net-charge and net-kaon (CQ,k = σ1,1
Q,k/σ

2
k), showed significant deviations from

the model predictions. An increasing trend of these ratios as a function of collision energy in 0-5% central events
was reported. Triggered by the theory papers [2], we realized that the excess correlations in σ1,1

Q,p and σ1,1
Q,k arise due

to an artifact of assuming Q, p (or k) as mutually exclusive variables while correcting for the particle reconstruction

efficiency effects. In this erratum, we address this issue. We now present the new observables σ1,1
π,k, and σ1,1

π,p that

avoid the above assumption. The previously observed increasing trend with energy in σ1,1
Q,k, and σ1,1

Q,p is no longer seen

in the new observables of σ1,1
π,k, and σ1,1

π,p.

In the original paper, the efficiency correction for σ1,1
p,k, σ1,1

Q,p and σ1,1
Q,k is performed using the binomial efficiency

correction method [3, 4] assuming net-charge, net-proton, and net-kaon are mutually exclusive variables. In that case,

the expression for the efficiency correction formula for σ1,1
Q,p is

σ1,1
Q,p(Corrected) =

1

εQεp
〈nQnp〉 −

1

εQ
〈nQ〉

1

εp
〈np〉. (1)

Here 〈...〉 represents average over events in a given centrality class. The nQ and np are the measured net-charge
and net-proton numbers within the acceptance of our measurement. The εQ and εp are the average efficiencies for

inclusive charged particles and protons, respectively. A similar expression is also used for σ1,1
Q,k. For inclusive charged

particles no identification is performed – only the charge state is measured using the STAR TPC by measuring its
helix. But for estimation of efficiency εQ, the weighted average of tracking efficiencies of protons, pions, and kaons
are used. Recently, we discovered that the Eq. 1 is not valid for the mutually inclusive variables like in Q-p and Q-k
correlations. This is because inclusive charge particle multiplicity (nQ) contains both protons (np) and kaons (nk).
This introduces a self-correlation in the previously considered efficiency correction procedure. A detailed discussion
of this issue can be found in Refs. [2, 5].
To avoid this problem, we report the correlation between net-pion and net-proton (σ1,1

π,p) and between net-pion and

net-kaon (σ1,1
π,k). This can help us address the problem of self-correlation in CQ,p and CQ,k [5]. The combination

between net-proton and net-kaon was already published in Ref. [1]. Pions have been selected within 0.4 < pT < 1.6
GeV/c using both TPC and TOF. To select pions a cut |nσπ| < 2 and 0.01 < m2 < 0.06 (GeV/c)2 has been applied.

Proton and kaon identifications are same as the original paper [1]. Using σ1,1
π,p, σ

1,1
π,k, and σ1,1

p,k we can redefine the
cumulant ratios CQ,p and CQ,k as follows:

CQPID,p =
σ1,1
QPID,p

σ2
p

=
σ1,1
π,p

σ2
p

+
σ1,1
k,p

σ2
p

+ 1, (2)

CQPID,k =
σ1,1
QPID,k

σ2
k

=
σ1,1
π,k

σ2
k

+
σ1,1
k,p

σ2
k

+ 1. (3)

Here σ1,1
QPID,p

= σ1,1
π,p + σ1,1

k,p + σ2
p and σ1,1

QPID,k
= σ1,1

π,k + σ1,1
p,k + σ2

k. The notation “PID” is used to indicate that instead

of using inclusive charged particles as in our original paper [1], we are using a combination of identified pions, kaons,
and protons.

In this erratum we present the following figures that are updated from the same in our original paper.

Figure 8 shows the updated efficiency corrected diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants of net-pion, net-kaon and
net-proton as a function of the η-window for the 0-5% and 70-80% centrality bins, and for eight collision energies.
Here we replace the results of σ2

Q, σ1,1
Q,p and σ1,1

Q,k with σ2
π, σ1,1

π,p and σ1,1
π,k, respectively. The results for σ1,1

p,k, σ2
p, and σ2

k

remain unchanged. The σ1,1
π,k and σ1,1

π,p show a linearly decreasing trend with increasing pseudorapidity acceptance

window (η-window).
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FIG. 2. The dependence of efficiency corrected second-order diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants on the width of the η-window.
The filled and open circles represent 0-5% and 70-80% central collisions respectively. The shaded band represents the systematic
uncertainty. The statistical uncertainties are within the marker size and solid lines are UrQMD calculations.

In Fig. 9, the σ2
Q is supplanted by σ2

π that shows a linear increasing trend as a function of collision centrality and

agrees well with the UrQMD calculations. The results for σ2
p and σ2

k remain unchanged.

In Fig. 10, the σ1,1
Q,k and σ1,1

Q,p are replaced by σ1,1
π,k and σ1,1

π,p respectively. The values of σ1,1
π,k and σ1,1

π,p are negative
at all collision energies, which indicates π-p and π-k are anti-correlated.

Figure 11 shows the centrality dependence of cumulant ratios. The quantities CQPID,p and CQPID,k are updated
using Eq. 2 and Eq. 3, respectively. The current data points agree with UrQMD.

Figure 12 shows the collision energy dependence of Cp,k, CQPID,p, and CQPID,k for 0-5% and 70-80% centralities.
The results are compared with UrQMD and HRG calculations. The UrQMD calculations are redone using Eq. 2 and
Eq. 3. The quantities CQPID,p and CQPID,k decrease with collision energy and are below the Poisson baseline. The
quantity CQPID,k agrees well with both the UrQMD and HRG calculations. The quantity CQPID,p agrees with the
UrQMD calculations but deviates from the HRG results.

In summary, we address the issue of self-correlation in the previously considered efficiency correction for: 1) net-
charge and net-proton and 2) net-charge and net-kaon second-order off-diagonal cumulants. For these quantities, we
replace unidentified charged hadrons, as used in our original paper [1], with the sum of pions, kaons, and protons.
Unlike our previous observations reported in Ref. [1], we see the following differences: 1) the cumulant ratios do not
show strong dependence on centrality or collision energy, 2) for the cumulant ratio of identified net-charge and net-
kaon (CQPID,k) we do not see any strong deviation from UrQMD or HRG calculations, 3) for the identified net-charge
and net-proton case (CQPID,p), we observe that the results are slightly below the HRG calculations but are consistent
with the UrQMD calculations.
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FIG. 3. Centrality dependence of efficiency corrected second-order diagonal cumulants of net-proton, net-kaon and net-pion
(top to bottom) of the multiplicity distributions for Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 11.5, 14.5, 19.6, 27, 39, 62.4 and 200

GeV (left to right) within kinematic range of |η| < 0.5 and 0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c. The boxes represent the systematic error.
The statistical error bars are within the marker size. The dashed lines represent scaling predicted by the central limit theorem
and the solid lines are UrQMD calculations.
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COLLISION ENERGY DEPENDENCE OF SECOND-ORDER OFF-DIAGONAL AND DIAGONAL
CUMULANTS OF NET-CHARGE, NET-PROTON AND NET-KAON MULTIPLICITY DISTRIBUTIONS

IN AU+AU COLLISIONS

ABSTRACT

We report the first measurements of a complete second-order cumulant matrix of net-charge, net-proton and net-
kaon multiplicity distributions for the first phase of the beam energy scan program at RHIC. This includes the
centrality and, for the first time, the pseudorapidity window dependence of both diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants
in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7-200 GeV. Within the available acceptance of |η| < 0.5, the cumulants grow

linearly with the pseudorapidity window. Relative to the corresponding measurements in peripheral collisions, the
ratio of off-diagonal over diagonal cumulants in central collisions indicates an excess correlation between net-charge
and net-kaon, as well as between net-charge and net-proton. The strength of such excess correlation increases with the
collision energy. The correlation between net-proton and net-kaon multiplicity distributions is observed to be negative
at
√
sNN = 200 GeV and change to positive at the lowest collision energy. Model calculations based on non-thermal

(UrQMD) and thermal (HRG) production of hadrons cannot explain the data. These measurements will help map
the QCD phase diagram, constrain hadron resonance gas model calculations and provide new insights on the energy
dependence of baryon-strangeness correlations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ever since the first discussion of possible signatures of the quark-gluon plasma (QGP) [6–9] at the Relativistic
Heavy-Ion Collider (RHIC) [10–13], physicists have been exploring the landscape of the Quantum Chromodynamics
(QCD) phase diagram and trying to locate the conjectured critical endpoint (CP) [14, 15]. About a decade ago, the
Beam Energy Scan (BES) program was proposed at the RHIC to achieve such a goal by colliding heavy ions over
a wide range of beam energies [16]. One of the primary aims of such a program was to identify the signature of
criticality in the measurements of event-by-event fluctuations of the net-multiplicity (δN) of different particle species
that carry different conserved charges (α) such as net-electric charge (Q), net-baryon number (B), and net-strangeness
(S). It is suggested that the n-th order cumulants of the net-multiplicity distributions (κnα[δN ]) are related to the
n-th order thermodynamic susceptibilities (χnα) of the corresponding conserved charges in QCD that diverge near the
CP [17–21]. Therefore, measurements of κnα[δN ] can be used to signal the presence of the CP [17, 22]. The STAR and
PHENIX experiments, over past few years, have measured such higher-order cumulants of the net-charge (Q) [23, 24],
net-proton (p, a proxy for the net-baryon) [25, 26], and net-kaon (k, a proxy for the net-strangeness) [27] multiplicity
distributions, although no distinctive signatures of the CP have been inferred from such measurements. In addition,
these measurements have also been used to extract the freeze-out temperature (T ) and baryon chemical potential
(µB), at a given collision energy, by comparing the data with hadron resonance gas model (HRG) and lattice QCD
calculations [23, 24, 28–31].

So far, RHIC measurements have focused on diagonal cumulants (κnα) which quantify the self-correlation of a specific
kind of conserved charge (α). Similar to the diagonal cumulants, one can readily construct and measure off-diagonal
cumulants (κm,nα,β ) of the net-charge, net-proton, and net-kaon multiplicity distributions in heavy-ion experiments. As
we alluded to previously, these off-diagonal cumulants are related to the off-diagonal thermodynamic susceptibilities
(χm,nα,β ) that carry the correlation between different conserved charges (α, β) of QCD [32–36]. The importance of

studying off-diagonal cumulants was first highlighted in the context of baryon-strangeness correlations [32], which

can be studied by measuring the energy dependence of the ratios of off-diagonal over diagonal cumulants κ1,1B,S/κ
2
S .

Such ratios can be quantified by the susceptibility ratio CB,S = −3χ1,1
B,S/χ

2
S and are expected to show a rapid change

with the onset of deconfinement [32, 34, 37, 38].
Another impetus for studying off-diagonal cumulants comes from the comparisons of lattice QCD and ideal HRG

model calculations [39, 40]. One expects ideal HRG to be a good approximation of QCD matter below the crossover

transition temperature (e.g. Tc = 154 (±9) MeV, at µB = 0 [41]). However, the baryon-charge susceptibility χ1,1
B,Q

shows a significant difference between ideal HRG and lattice calculations [39, 40]. A similar difference between
HRG and lattice can also be seen in higher-order baryon susceptibilities (χ4

B). It turns out that the off-diagonal
cumulants, even at the level of second-order, show significant sensitivity to the difference between the calculations
from the ideal HRG and lattice [42]. Calculations presented in [40] demonstrated that by including additional
interactions among hadrons it may be possible to explain the difference between lattice and HRG calculations for
χ1,1
B,Q. Therefore, measurements of off-diagonal moments will help constrain different hadron gas models that include

various assumptions on the underlying baryon-meson interactions, species dependent freeze-out temperatures, and
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the number of resonance states [40, 43–46]. The measurements of off-diagonal cumulants will enable independent
extraction of freeze-out parameters, as obtained previously using diagonal cumulants.

It is important to take into account the sensitivity of the off-diagonal and diagonal cumulants to the experimental
inefficiency of detecting neutral and heavy particles that also carry conserved charges. In most heavy-ion experiments,
the measurements of the total number of produced baryons are challenged by the lack of detection capability of neutral
baryons (e.g. neutrons). The same is also true for the measurements of strange particles. It is difficult to perform
high-purity event-by-event measurements of neutral strange baryons such as Λ, strange mesons such as K0

S or other
heavy conserved charge-carrying particles such as Ω,Σ,Ξ, etc. This is because they require reconstruction using
invariant mass spectra that reduces both the efficiency and purity of their detection [47]. One, therefore, uses the
number of net-protons (p) and net-kaons (k) as proxies for the measurements of κnB and κnS . Only the measurement
of κnQ does not require any proxy. On the other hand, measurements of off-diagonal cumulants such as κm,nQ,B or κm,nQ,S
are less affected by the experimental inability to measure neutral baryons or neutral strange particles, as they do not
contribute to such correlations. They can be approximated as κm,nQ,B ≈ κ

m,n
Q,p and κm,nQ,S ≈ κ

m,n
Q,k [48]. Without measuring

strange-baryons, one cannot simply approximate κm,nB,S by κm,np,k . However, one expects a reasonable connection between

the two quantities [48, 49]. Measurement of κm,np,k therefore provides access to essential albeit qualitative features of

a rapid change of baryon-strangeness correlations near deconfinement transition as predicted in [32].

We present the measurements of the second-order diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants of net-charge, net-proton,
and net-kaon distributions within the common acceptance in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 11.5, 14.5, 19.6, 27, 39,

62.4 and 200 GeV from the STAR experiment. We show a comparison of our results with hadronic models, including
HRG and UrQMD [50, 51].

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section (section II) we define the observables and notations used in
this analysis. In section III, we discuss experimental details and analysis techniques including particle identification,
centrality selection, centrality bin-width correction, efficiency correction, and uncertainty estimation. We discuss the
results in section IV and summarize in section V.

II. OBSERVABLES

Different second-order thermodynamic number susceptibilities of the conserved charges at thermal and chemical
equilibrium are related to the corresponding second-order diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants of net-multiplicity
distributions [18] as,

χ2
α =

1

V T 3
κ2α, χ1,1

α,β =
1

V T 3
κ1,1α,β , (4)

where V and T are the system volume and temperature. The second-order cumulants, also referred to as the variance
(σ2
α) and covariance (σ1,1

α,β), respectively, can be expressed as

κ2α = σ2
α = 〈(δNα − 〈δNα〉)2〉 (5)

and

κ1,1α,β = σ1,1
α,β = 〈(δNα − 〈δNα〉)(δNβ − 〈δNβ〉)〉. (6)

Here, 〈· · ·〉 represents an average over the events with δNα = Nα+ −Nα− and α, β can be p, Q and k for the current
measurements. It is more convenient to write all possible combinations of cumulants in a matrix form as

σ =


σ2
Q σ1,1

Q,p σ1,1
Q,k

σ1,1
p,Q σ2

p σ1,1
p,k

σ1,1
k,Q σ1,1

k,p σ2
k

 . (7)

Since σ1,1
α,β = σ1,1

β,α, we present measurements of the six independent components of this cumulant matrix at the
different beam energies, centralities and windows of pseudorapidity.
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III. DATASET AND EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

We make use of the data from Au+Au collisions at RHIC collected by the STAR detector [52] over the years 2010
to 2014. We analyze minimum-bias (MB) events for eight different energies,

√
sNN = 7.7, 11.5, 14.5, 19.6, 27, 39,

62.4 and 200 GeV, acquired by requiring the coincidence of signals from the Zero Degree Calorimeters (ZDCs) [53]
and the Vertex Position Detectors (VPDs) [54]. STAR has uniform acceptance at mid-rapidity of |η| < 1, a full 2π
azimuthal coverage, and excellent particle identification. The Time Projection Chamber (TPC) [55] sits inside a
0.5 T magnet and records the charged particle tracks, measures their momenta, and identifies them based on their
energy loss (dE/dx). We use the TPC to reconstruct the position of the primary vertices of collisions along the beam
direction (Vz) and along radial direction transverse to the beam axis (Vr). For the current analysis we restrict the
positions of primary vertices to be |Vz| < 30 cm and Vr < 2 cm. RHIC delivers collisions at higher luminosity for
higher energies

√
sNN = 39, 62.4 and 200 GeV that increases the probability of pile-up events. In order to suppress

such pile-up events we apply an additional cut on the absolute difference between the z -vertex positions determined
by two different detectors (TPC and VPD), i.e. |Vz(VPD)−Vz(TPC)| < 3 cm. In addition, pile-up events have been
removed by taking correlation between the number of TPC tracks and number of TOF matched tracks.

For the calculation of cumulants, we use charged tracks reconstructed by the TPC within |η| < 0.5, and with
transverse momentum 0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c. To reduce the contamination from the secondary charged particles, we
only select tracks with a distance of closest approach (DCA) from the primary vertex less than 1 cm. We also require
at least twenty ionization points (nFitPoints) in the TPC for selecting a good track.

A. Particle identification

We use a combination of the TPC and Time-of-Flight (TOF) [54] detectors for the measurements of (anti-) protons
(p(p̄)) and (anti-) kaons (K±) within the same acceptance. Figure 7 (top) shows the distribution of the energy loss of
charged tracks passing through the TPC, plotted against charge times momentum. To achieve a good purity in the
sample of identified particle species “X”, we determine a quantity nσX defined as,

nσX =
ln[(dE/dx)Measured/(dE/dx)Bichsel]

σX
. (8)

Here (dE/dx)Measured is the ionization energy loss measured by the TPC, and (dE/dx)Bichsel is the corresponding
theoretical value from Bichsel curves estimated for each identified particle using an extension of the Bethe-Bloch
formula [56]. The quantity σX is the dE/dx resolution of TPC. It is obvious from Fig. 7 that the identification using
TPC is limited to low momenta where distinct dE/dx bands are observed for different particle species. We, therefore,
use TOF to improve particle identification over a wider range of momenta by measuring the flight time (t) of a particle
from the primary vertex of a collision. By combining such information with the path length (L) traversed by the
particle, measured by TPC, one can directly calculate the velocity (v) and mass (m) using the expressions:

β =
v

c
=

L

ct
, (9)

m2 = p2

((
1

β

)2

− 1

)
. (10)

Fig. 7 (bottom) shows the distribution of the m2 against charge times momentum. This is used to identify different
particle species. This additional information of m2 helps us to identify p(p̄) and K± in the region of higher momentum
where their dE/dx distributions merge as shown in Fig. 7 (top). More specifically, for particles with 0.4 < pT < 0.8
GeV/c we use the TPC to identify the p(p̄) using a cut of |nσp| < 2. To identify p(p̄) in the range 0.8 < pT < 1.6
GeV/c, we apply an additional cut of 0.6 < m2 < 1.2 GeV2/c4 using TOF. In case of K±, we use the following
criteria: 0.15 < m2 < 0.4 GeV2/c4, |nσK | < 2 and |nσp| > 2 for the entire range of transverse momentum, i.e.,
0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c. The purities of K± and p(p̄) are found to be 98% and 99%, respectively.

B. Centrality determination and bin-width correction

In order to determine collision centrality we use the distribution of the measured charged-particle multiplicity
(Ntrk) within 0.5 < |η| < 1. Thus, we exclude the particles used to calculate the cumulants from the particles used
to determine the centrality to reduce autocorrelation effects [23, 26]. We perform our analysis for nine centrality



11

FIG. 7. Top: dE/dx from TPC plotted against charge × momentum of individual particles for Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN =

27 GeV. Bottom: m2 from the TOF detector plotted as a function of charge × momentum for Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN =

27 GeV. The red and pink lines represent the proton and kaon selection cuts respectively. Similar distributions are obtained
for all other collision energies.

intervals (0-5%, 5-10%, 10-20%, ..., 70-80%), and use a Monte Carlo Glauber model [56, 57] to estimate the average
number of participating nucleons Npart for each of these intervals. For details, we refer the reader to [56].

The conventional approach to centrality analysis leads to an artifact in the event-by-event analysis of cumulants
known as the centrality bin width (CBW) effect [58, 59]. This happens because a given centrality class (e.g. 0-5%) is
determined using the charged-particle multiplicity (uncorrected) distribution. A particular window ofNtrk corresponds
to a large variation of impact parameter and collision geometries. Such variations lead to volume fluctuations,
complicating the picture of ensemble averaging over identical configurations. Also, cumulants of different orders can
have different sensitivity to such fluctuations [60]. In principle, CBW cannot be removed completely due the lack of
knowledge of the collision geometry in heavy-ion collisions. These effects can be minimized by choosing narrowest
possible windows of Ntrk. In order to both minimize CBW and present the final results in terms of conventional
centrality intervals (0-5%, 5-10%, 10-20%, ..., 70-80%), we perform the following procedure.

We first estimate different cumulants in bins of unit multiplicity and then weight the cumulants by the number of
events in each bin over a desired centrality class. This can be expressed as,

O =

∑
i niOi∑
i ni

=
∑
i

ωiOi. (11)

Here Oi is the observable measured in the ith multiplicity bin, ni and ωi (= ni∑
i ni

) are the number of events and

the weight factor for ith multiplicity bin, respectively. This approach was implemented in previous publications from
STAR and PHENIX [23, 24, 26]. A number of independent studies indicate that the CBW effect is negligible for
lower-order (≤ 2) cumulants [58, 59]. Note that statistical uncertainties of the cumulants also require the same CBW
correction. All the results presented in this paper include CBW correction.

C. Efficiency correction

Cumulant measurements are complicated by the finite efficiency of detection. We perform the efficiency correction
in two steps: first, we determine the numerical values of the efficiency using detector simulation and then we use
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the algebra based on binomial detector response [3] to correct the measurements of individual cumulants. A major
challenge in this context arises from the dependence of efficiency on particle species and transverse momentum which
leads to a cumbersome algebra of efficiency correction [4].

For the first step, we estimate the tracking efficiency using simulations based on the geant [61] implementation
of the TPC. The efficiency values of proton and anti-proton, for all beam energies, vary between 60-80% and 80-83%
at the most central (0-5%) and peripheral (70-80%) centralities, respectively, at low-pT (0.4 < pT < 0.8 GeV/c). As
mentioned above, we use a combination of TPC and TOF for the identification of high-pT particles. We estimate the
combined TPC+TOF efficiency for high-pT particles by multiplying the TPC tracking efficiency and TOF matching
efficiency. The TOF matching efficiency is estimated by comparing the number of tracks that are detected in TPC
and the ones that also have corresponding hits in TOF. The combined TPC+TOF efficiency is approximately 30%
lower than the TPC tracking efficiency because not every track detected in TPC can be matched to a corresponding
hit in TOF. For p(p̄), the TPC+TOF efficiency varies between 40-60% at all centralities and beam energies within
0.8 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c. Similarly, for K±, the TPC+TOF efficiency varies about 38-42% in the range 0.4 < pT < 1.6
GeV/c. In case of inclusive charged particles, measured within 0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c, TOF-matching is not required.
For Q±, we find a variation of the efficiency between 60-80% and 75-80% at 0-5% and 70-80% centralities, respectively,
for all eight energies.

For the second step, we apply the efficiency values in the algebraic expressions that relate the true cumulants to
the measured ones. Such expressions are obtained by assuming an ansatz of binomial detector response [3, 4, 62].
The same approach of efficiency correction has been performed in the previous measurements of the diagonal cumu-
lants [23, 26, 27]. It has been argued that deviations from binomial detector response will further complicate the
efficiency corrections [63]. The effects of non-binomial detector response are currently being explored in the STAR
collaboration [27]. Nevertheless, in a recent publication it has been explicitly demonstrated, using hijing+geant
simulations with STAR geometry, that binomial detection response for efficiency correction can reproduce the cu-
mulants of the initial input multiplicity distributions [27, 61]. Particularly, for second-order cumulants, the binomial
detector response is shown to be a reasonable approximation.

In this analysis, we apply binomial efficiency corrections for all six cumulants in two pT bins, nine centrality bins,
and separately for particles and anti-particles. It must be noted that the statistical uncertainties of these cumulants
have to be also corrected for detection efficiency [64]. A detailed discussion of both the statistical and systematic
uncertainties can be found in the following section.

D. Uncertainty estimation

We estimate statistical uncertainties of the diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants using the analytical error propa-
gation method [65, 66]. Statistical uncertainty of the cumulant of net-distributions depends on the variance of the
distribution and the number of events (n). For a cumulant of any order, the statistical uncertainty is expressed in
terms of higher-order cumulants. Therefore, along with the cumulants, we also perform efficiency corrections to the
estimated statistical uncertainties [62].

We estimate systematic uncertainties in our measurements by varying track selection criteria (DCA, nFitPoints
values) and the conditions for particle identification (|nσK |, |nσp

∣∣ values). When we vary these cuts, we make sure the
measured particle yields lie within 5% of what is obtained for the default cuts. We take into account the correlations
of the statistical uncertainties while studying the systematic effects. The feed down from weak decays decreases the
purity of the proton and kaon samples, however in our case they are largely suppressed by applying DCA cuts. We
vary the DCA cut within a range of 0.8-1.2 cm and find that the magnitude of the cumulants at

√
sNN = 200 (7.7) GeV

changes by about 10 (6)%. However, the variation of such cuts on the ratio of off-diagonal over diagonal cumulants
is about 1%.

The variation of nFitPoints over a range of 16-24 leads to about 2% variations in the cumulants. The particle
identification condition and detection efficiency contribute among the dominant sources of (5-7%) systematic uncer-
tainty. We also estimate systematic variations in the cumulant values by varying the tracking efficiency by 5%; such
variations account for the uncertainty in the geant simulation. In this analysis, we find statistical uncertainties to
be smaller (less than 5%) than the corresponding systematic uncertainties. We also find the systematic uncertainties
have a weak dependence on beam energy. Overall systematic uncertainties lie within 8-15% for all the results.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We start with the differential measurements of the cumulants. Figure 8 shows the efficiency-corrected diagonal and
off-diagonal cumulants as a function of the η-window for most central (0-5%) and peripheral (70-80%) bins and for
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FIG. 8. The dependence of efficiency-corrected second-order diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants on the width of the η-window.
The filled and open circles represent 0-5% and 70-80% central collisions respectively. The shaded band represents the systematic
uncertainty. The statistical uncertainties are within the marker size and solid lines are UrQMD calculations.

eight different collision energies. Since our measurements involve centrality determination using charged tracks within
the acceptance of 0.5 < |η| < 1, we can vary the width of the η-window to a maximum value of 0.5. We observe

that in central events the cumulants, except σ1,1
p,k show a linear increasing trend with increasing η-window within the

range of 0.1 < |η| < 0.5 for the measured beam energies. σ1,1
p,k shows significantly different trends in contrast to the

other cumulants. It is negative at all energies except for
√
sNN = 7.7 GeV. As discussed below, this might indicate

an anti-correlation between proton and kaon production, as expected from the fact that positive baryon number is
associated with negative strangeness [32]. At the lowest beam energy, other mechanisms [67, 68] must dominate such

anti-correlation to change the sign of σ1,1
p,k. The magnitudes of all the cumulants are closer to zero at |η| < 0.1; for

peripheral collisions (70-80%) the cumulants are close to zero over the whole range of η-window.

Ref. [69] discusses the underlying origin of the rapidity acceptance (∆ywindow) dependence of cumulants. The authors
argue that a linear dependence (κα ∝ ∆ywindow) is expected if the cumulants are driven by uncorrelated contributions
developed over a range of acceptance (∆ycorr) that is much smaller than the window of measurements (∆ywindow).
If the underlying correlations are developed over a range ∆ycorr � ∆ywindow, one expects deviations from a linear
dependence. Although we use pseudorapidity rather than rapidity, based on the motivations from [69], we perform
linear fits (a+b×|η|) to the data shown in Fig. 8 for 0-5%. Similar linear growth is also observed for 70-80% centrality.
We do not find a significant deviation from linear dependence within the range of our measurements. However, it is
known that such linear growth will saturate at a certain η-window, and then should decrease to a minimum value
at |η| = 2Ybeam due to the global charge conservation [32]. A detailed simulation demonstrating the effect of global
conservation, using the UrQMD and HRG models, can be found in [48]. Figure 8 shows UrQMD calculations for
0 − 5% centrality. UrQMD explains the diagonal cumulants but does a poor job for the off-diagonal ones. This
already hints that off-diagonal cumulants contain additional information as compared to diagonal cumulants and
cannot be described by hadronic models.

It will be possible to perform an improved study of the acceptance dependence of cumulants with the future
iTPC upgrade of STAR planned for the BES-II program at RHIC [70, 71]. For the BES-II program, the centrality
determination can be performed by an independent event plane detector (EPD) [72] over an acceptance window of
2.1 < η < 5.1. Therefore, it will be possible to measure acceptance dependence of the cumulants using iTPC over a
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FIG. 9. Centrality dependence of efficiency-corrected second-order diagonal cumulants (variances) of net-proton, net-kaon and
net-charge (top to bottom) of the multiplicity distributions for Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 11.5, 14.5, 19.6, 27, 39, 62.4

and 200 GeV (left to right) within kinematic range |η| < 0.5 and 0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c. The boxes represent the systematic
error. The statistical error bars are within the marker size. The dashed lines represent scaling predicted by central limit
theorem and the solid lines are UrQMD calculations.

wider η-window (∼ 1.7) and search for deviations from a linear trend as predicted in [32, 69, 73].

For the rest of the paper, we present results for cumulants integrated over the window of |η| < 0.5. In Figs. 9
and 10 we present the centrality dependence of efficiency-corrected second-order diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants,
respectively, for all eight energies. For all diagonal cumulants shown in Fig. 9, we find a linear increasing trend as
expected from a scaling predicted by the central limit theorem (CLT): σ2 ∝ 〈Npart〉. The slopes of σ2

k and σ2
Q show a

monotonic increase with the collision energy. A different trend is seen for the 〈Npart〉 dependence of σ2
p for net-proton

distributions. The slope of this dependence decreases in the range of
√
sNN = 7.7-19.6 GeV, remains approximately

constant over
√
sNN = 19.6-39 GeV and then increases in the range of

√
sNN = 39-200 GeV. Such a trend, first

reported in [26], can be attributed to the details of baryon transport that has a strong collision energy dependence.
As can be seen from Fig. 9, at

√
sNN = 200 GeV, σ2

Q > σ2
k > σ2

p, while for the range of
√
sNN = 7.7-19.6 GeV, one

finds an ordering like σ2
Q > σ2

p > σ2
k as expected from a baryon dominated medium at lower energies. We find that

UrQMD calculations slightly underestimate these cumulants although seem to qualitatively describe the trend seen
in data.

The centrality dependence of the off-diagonal cumulants σ1,1
Q,kand σ1,1

Q,p, shown in Fig. 10, is very similar to that of

the diagonal cumulants. A distinct difference is seen for σ1,1
p,k. The values of σ1,1

p,k are negative at higher energies. At
lower energies, we observe a slight deviation from CLT associated with a sign change that we discussed previously in
the context of Fig. 8. The magnitude of σ1,1

p,k is much smaller than σ1,1
Q,k (or σ1,1

Q,p) as the latter can have a contribution
from self-correlations. Once again we see quantitative disagreement between data and UrQMD calculations which is
more pronounced in comparison with what is seen for the diagonal cumulants.

We now explore the order of magnitude difference between σ1,1
p,k and σ1,1

Q,p (or σ1,1
Q,k) by constructing ratios of off-

diagonal and diagonal cumulants defined as

Cp,k =
σ1,1
p,k

σ2
k

, CQ,k =
σ1,1
Q,k

σ2
k

, CQ,p =
σ1,1
Q,p

σ2
p

. (12)
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FIG. 10. Centrality dependence of second-order off-diagonal cumulants of net-proton, net-charge and net-kaon for Au+Au colli-
sions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 11.5, 14.5, 19.6, 27, 39, 62.4 and 200 GeV (left to right) within kinematic range |η| < 0.5 and 0.4 < pT < 1.6

GeV/c. Error bars are statistical and boxes are systematic errors. The dashed lines represent scaling predicted by the central
limit theorem and the solid lines are UrQMD calculations.

The construction of Cα,β , also referred to as “Koch ratio”, is motivated by [32]. The trivial volume dependence of
the cumulants is expected to be cancelled in such ratios. Also, since the number of p(p̄) and K± are subsets of Q±,

it is natural to normalize σ1,1
Q,k (σ1,1

Q,p) by the self-correlation of net-kaon (net-proton). It must be noted that σ1,1
p,k is

not affected by trivial self correlations. One can, therefore, choose either σ2
k or σ2

p in the denominator of Cp,k; in

this paper we use σ2
k. Note that, in the original definition of CB,S = −3 × χ1,1

B,S/χ
2
S , the authors of [32] included a

pre-factor of −3; for our definition in Eq. 12 we do not include such pre-factors.

Figure 11 presents the centrality dependence of these Koch ratios. An interesting trend is seen for Cp,k. It shows

a weak centrality dependence and a sign change as expected from the trend observed for σ1,1
p,k in Fig. 10. For most of

the centrality bins, the sign change happens around 14.5-19.6 GeV. We will come back to this important observation
later in this paper. On the other hand, CQ,k and CQ,p show much stronger energy and centrality (particularly, at
higher energies) dependence. Since they measure the excess correlation, it is not obvious why an increase of net-
charge is strongly affected by the increase of net-proton or net-kaon in the system. We see both qualitative and
quantitative disagreements between data and UrQMD calculations. We investigate this in the following sub-section
by concentrating only on two centrality bins.

Figure 12 shows the beam energy dependence of the Cp,k, CQ,k and CQ,p for two centralities (0-5% and 70-80%).
We compare the data with the UrQMD [50] calculations and with an implementation of the HRG model based on the
experimentally known hadron spectrum (PDG) [43].

Correlated fluctuations of total kaons and protons were previously reported by NA49 and STAR collaborations
in [74, 75]. However, in this work, we measure the correlation in the corresponding net-multiplicity distributions
to study net-baryon and net-strangeness correlations in a more direct way. The top panel of Fig. 12 indicates that
Cp,k has a very weak energy dependence down to 19.6 GeV that is very similar for both the central and peripheral
events. The UrQMD model seems to give rise to a Cp,k that is either positive or consistent with zero within the
uncertainties. On the other hand, the HRG model calculations for Cp,k are consistent with zero. Clearly, we do not
see such trends in the data. For the two centralities shown in Fig. 12 (and for all the centralities shown in Fig. 11) we
see that Cp,k is significantly negative (3σ below zero at

√
sNN = 200 GeV) at higher energies. At lower energies, Cp,k

becomes positive (4σ above zero at
√
sNN = 7.7 GeV). The contribution to Cp,k from a hadronic medium is difficult

to understand. The decay of resonance Λ(1520)→ p+K− with a branching ratio of (22.5±0.5%) [76] can contribute
to Cp,k. However, such a decay increases net-proton and decreases net-kaon in the system and therefore, can only lead
to an anti-correlation and cannot be responsible for the positive values of Cp,k at lower energies. An indirect source
of correlations between net-proton and net-kaon is expected to arise at lower energies from the associated production:
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FIG. 11. Centrality dependence of second-order off-diagonal to diagonal cumulants ratios of net-proton, net-charge and net-
kaon for Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 7.7, 11.5, 14.5, 19.6, 27, 39, 62.4 and 200 GeV (left to right) within the kinematic range

|η| < 0.5 and 0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c. Error bars are statistical and boxes are systematic errors. The solid lines represent the
UrQMD calculations.

pp → pΛ(1115)K+ [67]. Such a hadronic scattering process dominates owing to the abundance of protons and leads
to an increase in the fraction of net-kaon (and also net-lambda) at lower energies [27, 77]. One, therefore, expects
events with higher net-protons to be associated with higher net-kaons resulting in positive values of Cp,k at lower
energies. The associated production is already included in the UrQMD model [68], which might explain the trend
seen in Fig. 12. Note that the associated production is followed by the resonance decay Λ(1115) → p + π− with
a branching ratio of 63.9%. Since the decay proton from this channel is strongly correlated with the K+ from the
associated production, one expects a further increase in the net-proton to net-kaon correlation as energy decreases.
The UrQMD calculations shown in Fig. 12 correspond to an evolution time of τevol = 100 fm/c and do not include the
decay of Λ(1115) that has a decay length of cτ = 7.89 cm. Although we apply a DCA cut of 1 cm in our analysis we
do not fully exclude the protons coming from the Λ(1115) decays. Therefore, we force the decay of all the produced
Λ’s in UrQMD and find an increase of Cp,k by about 30% at 7.7 GeV. At higher energies (200 GeV) we find negligible
effect on Cp,k from both associated production and the subsequent Λ(1115) decay. At higher energies where µB is
small, the abundance of baryonic resonances like Λ(1520) is also small [78, 79]. This may be the possible reason for
nearly zero values of Cp,k seen in HRG and for UrQMD at higher energies. Therefore, the negative value of Cp,k at
higher energies may not be dominantly coming from the hadronic phase. We discuss the expectations from a QGP
phase below.

The correlated production of net-proton and net-kaons from a QGP phase is a consequence of positive strangeness
(carried by a strange anti-quark) being associated with a negative baryon number. One, therefore, expects production
of net-strangeness or net-kaon to be correlated with a compensating decrease in net-baryon or net-proton. This
strong anti-correlation between net-strangeness and net-baryon in the QGP phase is expected to have weak T and
µB dependence [32]. In a hadronic phase, such correlations will have a strong dependence on T and µB . One of the
original predictions of [32] was that CB,S would show weak T and µB dependence in the QGP phase and a strong
dependence in the HRG phase. Since changing

√
sNN changes both T and µB , it is not straightforward to directly

compare the
√
sNN dependence of Cp,k shown in Fig. 12 to the behavior as predicted for CB,S in [32]. Nevertheless, the

current data on Cp,k may provide some important insights on the baryon-strangeness correlations that are expected
to change at the onset of deconfinement [32, 38].

A very different behavior is observed for the energy dependence of CQ,p and CQ,k. Both of these ratios show
significantly higher correlations in central 0-5% events than in 70-80% events. The difference shows an increasing
trend with energy, not predicted by UrQMD calculations. The HRG predictions for these ratios are much lower than
the data. Clearly, the excess correlation of net-charge with net-kaon and net-proton, cannot be explained by either
thermal (HRG) or non-thermal (UrQMD) production of hadrons. It must be noted that unlike Cp,k one expects many
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resonances to contribute to CQ,p and CQ,k. For example, in case of CQ,p, one expects contributions from the decay
of baryons such as ∆++ → π+ + p [76]. The doubly charged state of ∆++ can simultaneously increase net-proton
and net-charge. The quantity CQ,k should have contributions from the resonance decay to K and π states that has a
net-charge state and can decay to change the number of net-kaons. Resonance decays like K∗0(892) → π± + K∓ or
φ(1020)→ K++K− [76] will not change CQ,k as they do not lead to correlated production of net-charge and net-kaon.
Decays like K∗±(892)→ K0

S +π± increases both the net-strangeness and net-charge in the system, although, it is not
clear if such decays lead to correlated production of net-kaon and net-charge. Therefore, a small contribution to CQ,k
from the hadronic phase is expected. More theoretical input is needed to see if the excess correlations, seen for CQ,p
and CQ,k, indeed come from the resonance states that have not been included in the existing hadronic models [80].
It will also be important to understand if the growth of these cumulants with collision energy can be explained by
model calculations that include contributions from the QGP phase.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper we present the second-order diagonal and off-diagonal cumulants of net-charge, net-proton and net-
kaon multiplicity distributions, within a common acceptance of |η| < 0.5 and 0.4 < pT < 1.6 GeV/c in Au+Au
collisions at eight different energies in the range of

√
sNN = 7.7-200 GeV. The primary motivation of this analysis

is to understand the mechanism behind the correlated production of hadrons carrying different conserved charges in
heavy-ion collisions. Many theoretical calculations hint that correlated production of two different conserved charges
contains additional information that can provide crucial tests for hadronic models of heavy-ion collisions. With the
current measurements we indeed demonstrate that although hadronic models describe the variance of a particular
conserved charge distribution, they fail to describe many features of the correlated fluctuations of two different kinds
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of conserved charges.
The findings of this analysis can be summarized as follows. We observe a strong dependence of the cumulants

with the phase space window of measurements. When plotted as a function of the η-window, all cumulants show an
approximately linear dependence, a trend that is reproduced by UrQMD model calculations, although, the growth of
the off-diagonal cumulants is weaker in UrQMD than in data. The centrality dependence of the cumulants within a
given pseudorapidity window (|η| < 0.5) is also linear when plotted against the number of participants. The slope of

such dependence for the σ1,1
p,k changes sign at lower energies. We construct the Koch ratios Cp,k, CQ,p and CQ,k by

dividing the off-diagonal cumulants by the diagonal ones to remove the trivial volume dependence. The values of Cp,k
are clearly negative (with about 3σ significance) at

√
sNN = 200 GeV, they change sign around 19.6 GeV for most

centrality bins, and become positive (with about 4σ significance) at
√
sNN = 7.7 GeV. UrQMD and HRG predict

values of Cp,k that are either positive or consistent with zero and do not explain the non-zero negative values observed
for data at higher energies. We argue that the energy and centrality dependence of Cp,k will help understand the
baryon-strangeness correlations that is predicted to have different dependence on T and µB between the QGP and
hadronic phases [32, 34, 37, 38].

The ratios CQ,p = σ1,1
Q,p/σ

2
p and CQ,k = σ1,1

Q,k/σ
2
k are constructed such that they measure the excess correlations

of net-charge with net-proton and net-kaon, respectively. This removes the trivial self-correlations arising from the
fact that Q± contains both p(p̄) and K±. Both CQ,p and CQ,k show strong centrality dependence in data indicating
the presence of a large excess correlation in most central events in comparison with peripheral events. The difference
between central and peripheral events seems to grow with energy. Both UrQMD and HRG models under-predict
the data and can not describe the strong energy and centrality dependence of CQ,p and CQ,k. Current data will,
therefore, constrain HRG and improve modeling of correlated production of particles carrying different conserved
charges in heavy-ion collisions. It will be important to obtain theoretical input to see if the behavior of CQ,p and
CQ,k has a partonic origin and therefore is not captured by conventional hadronic models. Finally, we argue that the
measurements of the full cumulant matrix of net-multiplicity distributions in a common acceptance will improve the
estimation of freeze-out parameters extracted by HRG or lattice calculations that help map the QCD phase diagram.

The measurements presented here are limited by the current acceptance of the STAR detector. A more compre-
hensive measurement of higher-order cumulants will be pursued by the second phase of BES program (BES-II) with
better capability of centrality determination using the EPD and with the improved acceptance of the inner Time
Projection Chamber (iTPC) upgrade of STAR. Also, in this paper we have restricted ourselves to the measurements
of off-diagonal cumulants up to second-order. With higher-statistics data sets and improved techniques of detector
efficiency corrections it will be possible to measure higher-order off-diagonal cumulants in the upcoming BES-II
program of RHIC.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to Jacquelyn Noronha-Hostler for providing the HRG model calculations. We are thankful to
Jorge Noronha, Sandeep Chatterjee, Sayantan Sharma, Swagato Mukherjee, Frithjof Karsch, Volodymyr Vovchenko,
Sourendu Gupta, Rajiv V. Gavai and Che Ming Ko for the fruitful discussions. We thank the RHIC Operations Group
and RCF at BNL, the NERSC Center at LBNL, and the Open Science Grid consortium for providing resources and
support. This work was supported in part by the Office of Nuclear Physics within the U.S. DOE Office of Science,
the U.S. National Science Foundation, the Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation, National
Natural Science Foundation of China, Chinese Academy of Science, the Ministry of Science and Technology of China
and the Chinese Ministry of Education, the National Research Foundation of Korea, Czech Science Foundation and
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic, Department of Atomic Energy and Department of
Science and Technology of the Government of India, the National Science Centre of Poland, the Ministry of Science,
Education and Sports of the Republic of Croatia, RosAtom of Russia and German Bundesministerium fur Bildung,
Wissenschaft, Forschung and Technologie (BMBF) and the Helmholtz Association.

[1] J. Adam et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. C 100, 014902 (2019), arXiv:1903.05370 [nucl-ex].
[2] V. Vovchenko and V. Koch, Nucl. Phys. A 1010, 122179 (2021), arXiv:2101.02182 [nucl-th].
[3] A. Bzdak and V. Koch, Phys. Rev. C86, 044904 (2012).
[4] A. Bzdak and V. Koch, Phys. Rev. C91, 027901 (2015).
[5] A. Chatterjee, T. Nonaka, S. Esumi, and X. Luo, Chin. Phys. C 45, 094001 (2021), arXiv:2104.08077 [physics.data-an].

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.100.014902
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.05370
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2021.122179
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.02182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.044904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.027901
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1674-1137/ac1100
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08077


19

[6] J. C. Collins and M. J. Perry, Phys. Rev. Lett. 34, 1353 (1975).
[7] S. A. Chin, Phys. Lett. B78, 552 (1978).
[8] J. I. Kapusta, Nucl. Phys. B148, 461 (1979).
[9] R. Anishetty, P. Koehler, and L. D. McLerran, Phys. Rev. D22, 2793 (1980).

[10] I. Arsene et al. (BRAHMS), Nucl. Phys. A757, 1 (2005).
[11] B. B. Back et al., (PHOBOS), Nucl. Phys. A757, 28 (2005).
[12] J. Adams et al. (STAR), Nucl. Phys. A757, 102 (2005).
[13] K. Adcox et al. (PHENIX), Nucl. Phys. A757, 184 (2005).
[14] J. Berges and K. Rajagopal, Nucl. Phys. B538, 215 (1999).
[15] A. M. Halasz, A. D. Jackson, R. E. Shrock, M. A. Stephanov, and J. J. M. Verbaarschot, Phys. Rev. D58, 096007 (1998).
[16] M. M. Aggarwal et al. (STAR), (2010), arXiv:1007.2613 [nucl-ex].
[17] M. A. Stephanov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 032301 (2009).
[18] M. Cheng et al., Phys. Rev. D79, 074505 (2009).
[19] M. Asakawa, S. Ejiri, and M. Kitazawa, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 262301 (2009).
[20] M. A. Stephanov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 052301 (2011).
[21] B. Friman, F. Karsch, K. Redlich, and V. Skokov, Eur. Phys. J. C71, 1694 (2011).
[22] M. A. Stephanov, K. Rajagopal, and E. V. Shuryak, Phys. Rev. D60, 114028 (1999).
[23] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 092301 (2014).
[24] A. Adare et al. (PHENIX), Phys. Rev. C93, 011901 (2016).
[25] M. M. Aggarwal et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 022302 (2010).
[26] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 032302 (2014).
[27] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Phys. Lett. B785, 551 (2018).
[28] A. Bazavov et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 192302 (2012).
[29] S. Borsanyi, Z. Fodor, S. D. Katz, S. Krieg, C. Ratti, and K. K. Szabo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 062005 (2013).
[30] P. Alba, W. Alberico, R. Bellwied, M. Bluhm, V. Mantovani Sarti, M. Nahrgang, and C. Ratti, Phys. Lett. B738, 305

(2014).
[31] J. Noronha-Hostler, R. Bellwied, J. Gunther, P. Parotto, A. Pasztor, I. P. Vazquez, and C. Ratti, (2016), arXiv:1607.02527

[hep-ph].
[32] V. Koch, A. Majumder, and J. Randrup, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 182301 (2005).
[33] R. V. Gavai and S. Gupta, Phys. Rev. D73, 014004 (2006).
[34] A. Majumder and B. Muller, Phys. Rev. C74, 054901 (2006).
[35] M. Bluhm and B. Kampfer, Phys. Rev. D77, 114016 (2008).
[36] H. T. Ding, S. Mukherjee, H. Ohno, P. Petreczky, and H. P. Schadler, Phys. Rev. D92, 074043 (2015).
[37] A. Bazavov et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 082301 (2013).
[38] A. Bazavov et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 072001 (2014).
[39] A. Bazavov et al. (HotQCD), Phys. Rev. D86, 034509 (2012).
[40] V. Vovchenko, M. I. Gorenstein, and H. Stoecker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 182301 (2017).
[41] A. Bazavov et al., Phys. Rev. D85, 054503 (2012).
[42] F. Karsch, Nucl. Phys. A967, 461 (2017).
[43] R. Bellwied, J. Noronha-Hostler, P. Parotto, I. Portillo Vazquez, C. Ratti, and J. M. Stafford, (2018), arXiv:1805.00088

[hep-ph].
[44] R. Bellwied, S. Borsanyi, Z. Fodor, S. D. Katz, and C. Ratti, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 202302 (2013).
[45] S. Chatterjee, R. M. Godbole, and S. Gupta, Phys. Lett. B727, 554 (2013).
[46] F. Karsch and K. Redlich, Phys. Lett. B695, 136 (2011).
[47] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 062301 (2018).
[48] A. Chatterjee, S. Chatterjee, T. K. Nayak, and N. R. Sahoo, J. Phys. G43, 125103 (2016).
[49] Z. Yang, X. Luo, and B. Mohanty, Phys. Rev. C95, 014914 (2017).
[50] S. A. Bass et al., Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 41, 255 (1998).
[51] M. Bleicher et al., J. Phys. G25, 1859 (1999).
[52] K. H. Ackermann et al. (STAR), Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A499, 624 (2003).
[53] C. Adler, A. Denisov, E. Garcia, M. J. Murray, H. Strobele, and S. N. White, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A470, 488 (2001).
[54] W. J. Llope et al., Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A522, 252 (2004).
[55] M. Anderson et al., Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A499, 659 (2003).
[56] B. I. Abelev et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. C79, 034909 (2009).
[57] M. L. Miller, K. Reygers, S. J. Sanders, and P. Steinberg, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 57, 205 (2007).
[58] N. R. Sahoo, S. De, and T. K. Nayak, Phys. Rev. C87, 044906 (2013).
[59] X. Luo, J. Xu, B. Mohanty, and N. Xu, J. Phys. G40, 105104 (2013).
[60] P. Braun-Munzinger, A. Rustamov, and J. Stachel, Nucl. Phys. A960, 114 (2017).
[61] V. Fine and P. Nevski, in Proceedings of CHEP- 2000, Padova, Italy (2000) p. 143.
[62] X. Luo, Phys. Rev. C91, 034907 (2015), [Erratum: Phys. Rev.C94,059901(2016)].
[63] A. Bzdak, R. Holzmann, and V. Koch, Phys. Rev. C94, 064907 (2016).
[64] The effect of efficiency correction and error calculations are implemented in the open-source package, SMoment. The code

package can be downloaded from https://github.com/ptribedy/SMoment.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.34.1353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(78)90637-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(79)90146-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.22.2793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.02.130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.084
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.03.086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(98)00620-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.096007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.2613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.032301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.074505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.262301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.052301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1694-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.114028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.092301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.011901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.022302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.032302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.07.066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.192302
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.062005
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2014.09.052
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2014.09.052
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.02527
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.02527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.182301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.014004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.74.054901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.114016
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.92.074043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.082301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.072001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.034509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.182301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.054503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2017.06.011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.00088
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.00088
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.202302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.10.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/43/12/125103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.014914
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0146-6410(98)00058-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/25/9/308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(02)01960-5
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0168-9002(01)00627-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2003.11.414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(02)01964-2
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.79.034909
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.nucl.57.090506.123020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.044906
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0954-3899/40/10/105104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2017.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.034907, 10.1103/PhysRevC.94.059901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.94.064907
https://github.com/ptribedy/SMoment


20

[65] M. Kendall and A. Stuart, The advanced theory of statistics, The Advanced Theory of Statistics No. v. 2 (Charles Griffin:
London, 1943).

[66] X. Luo, J. Phys. G39, 025008 (2012).
[67] J. T. Balewski et al., Phys. Lett. B420, 211 (1998).
[68] C. Zhou, J. Xu, X. Luo, and F. Liu, Phys. Rev. C96, 014909 (2017).
[69] B. Ling and M. A. Stephanov, Phys. Rev. C93, 034915 (2016).
[70] STAR, STAR Note SN0598 (2014), https://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/starnotes/public/sn0598.
[71] STAR, STAR Note SN0644 (2015), https://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/starnotes/public/sn0644.
[72] STAR, STAR Note SN0666 (2016), https://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/starnotes/public/sn0666.
[73] J. Brewer, S. Mukherjee, K. Rajagopal, and Y. Yin, Phys. Rev. C98, 061901 (2018).
[74] T. Anticic et al. (NA49), Phys. Rev. C83, 061902 (2011).
[75] L. Adamczyk et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. C92, 021901 (2015).
[76] C. Patrignani et al. (Particle Data Group), Chin. Phys. C40, 100001 (2016).
[77] A. Andronic, P. Braun-Munzinger, and J. Stachel, Nucl. Phys. A772, 167 (2006).
[78] B. I. Abelev et al. (STAR), Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 132301 (2006).
[79] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE), Submitted to: Phys. Rev. Lett. (2018).
[80] S. Chatterjee, D. Mishra, B. Mohanty, and S. Samanta, Phys. Rev. C96, 054907 (2017).

https://books.google.com/books?id=ARrvAAAAMAAJ
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/39/2/025008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)01527-X
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.96.014909
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.034915
http://dx.doi.org/https://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/starnotes/public/sn0598
http://dx.doi.org/https://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/starnotes/public/sn0644
http://dx.doi.org/https://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/starnotes/public/sn0666
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.98.061901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.83.061902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.021901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-1137/40/10/100001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2006.03.012
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.132301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.054907

	 Erratum: Collision energy dependence of second-order off-diagonal and diagonal cumulants of net-charge, net-proton and net-kaon multiplicity distributions in Au+Au collisions [Phys. Rev. C 100, 014902 (2019)]
	 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	 Collision energy dependence of second-order off-diagonal and diagonal cumulants of net-charge, net-proton and net-kaon multiplicity distributions in Au+Au collisions
	 abstract
	I Introduction
	II OBSERVABLES
	III Dataset and experimental details
	A Particle identification
	B Centrality determination and bin-width correction
	C Efficiency correction
	D Uncertainty estimation

	IV Results and discussion
	V Summary and outlook
	VI ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	 References


