arXiv:1107.2955v2 [nucl-ex] 4 Jan 2012

Strangeness Enhancement in Cu+Cu and Au+Au Collisions at √ s_{NN} = 200 GeV

G. Agakishiev,^{18} M. M. Aggarwal,^{30} Z. Ahammed,^{48} A. V. Alakhverdyants,^{18} I. Alekseev ,^{16} J. Alford,^{19} B. D. Anderson,^{19} C. D. Anson,^{28} D. Arkhipkin,^3 G. S. Averichev,^{18} J. Balewski,^{23} L.S. Barnby,^2 D. R. Beavis,^3 N. K. Behera,^{14} R. Bellwied,^{44} M. J. Betancourt,^{23} R. R. Betts,^8 A. Bhasin,^{17} A. K. Bhati,^{30} H. Bichsel,^{50} J. Bielcik,^{10} J. Bielcikova,^{11} L. C. Bland,^3 I. G. Bordyuzhin,^{16} W. Borowski,^{41} J. Bouchet,^{19} E. Braidot,^{27} A. V. Brandin,^{26} A. Bridgeman,^1 S. G. Brovko,^5 E. Bruna,^{53} S. Bueltmann,^{29} I. Bunzarov,^{18} T. P. Burton,^3 X. Z. Cai,^{40} H. Caines,^{53} M. Calderón de la Barca Sánchez,^5 D. Cebra,^5 R. Cendejas,^6 M. C. Cervantes,^{42} P. Chaloupka,^{11} S. Chattopadhyay,^{48} H. F. Chen,^{38} J. H. Chen,^{40} J. Y. Chen,^{52} L. Chen,^{52} J. Cheng,^{45} M. Cherney,^9 A. Chikanian,^{53} K. E. Choi,^{34} W. Christie,^3 P. Chung,^{11} M. J. M. Codrington,^{42} R. Corliss,^{23} J. G. Cramer,^{50} H. J. Crawford,^4 Cui,^{38} A. Davila Leyva,^{43} L. C. De Silva,^{44} R. R. Debbe,^3 T. G. Dedovich,^{18} J. Deng,^{39} A. A. Derevschikov,^{32} R. Derradi de Souza,^7 L. Didenko,^3 P. Djawotho,^{42} S. M. Dogra,^{17} X. Dong,^{22} J. L. Drachenberg,^{42} J. E. Draper,^5 C. M. Du,^{21} J. C. Dunlop,^3 L. G. Efimov,^{18} M. Elnimr,^{51} J. Engelage,^4 G. Eppley,^{36} M. Estienne,^{41} L. Eun,^{31} O. Evdokimov,^8 R. Fatemi,^{20} J. Fedorisin,^{18} R. G. Fersch,^{20} P. Filip,^{18} E. Finch,^{53} V. Fine,^3 Y. Fisyak,^3 C. A. Gagliardi,^{42} D. R. Gangadharan,^{28} F. Geurts,^{36} P. Ghosh,^{48} Y. N. Gorbunov,^9 A. Gordon,^3 O. G. Grebenyuk,^{22} D. Grosnick,^{47} A. Gupta,^{17} S. Gupta,^{17} W. Guryn,^3 B. Haag,^5 O. Hajkova,^{10} A. Hamed,^{42} L-X. Han,^{40} J. W. Harris,^{53} J. P. Hays-Wehle,^{23} M. Heinz,^{53} S. Heppelmann,^{31} A. Hirsch,^{33} E. Hjort,^{22} G. W. Hoffmann,^{43} D. J. Hofman,^8 B. Huang,^{38} H. Z. Huang,^6 T. J. Humanic,^{28} L. Huo,^{42} G. Igo,^6 P. Jacobs,^{22} W. W. Jacobs,^{15} C. Jena,^{13} F. Jin,^{40} P.G. Jones,^2 J. Joseph,^{19} E. G. Judd,^4 S. Kabana,^{41} K. Kang,^{45} J. Kapitan,^{11} K. Kauder,^8 H. W. Ke,^{52} D. Keane,^{19} A. Kechechyan,^{18} D. Kettler,^{50} D. P. Kikola,^{33} J. Kiryluk,^{22} A. Kisiel,^{49} V. Kizka,^{18} S. R. Klein,^{22} A. G. Knospe,^{53} D. D. Koetke,^{47} T. Kollegger,^{12} J. Konzer,^{33} I. Koralt,^{29} L. Koroleva,^{16} W. Korsch,^{20} L. Kotchenda,^{26} V. Kouchpil,^{11} P. Kravtsov,^{26} K. Krueger,^1 M. Krus,^{10} L. Kumar,^{19} M. A. C. Lamont,^3 J. M. Landgraf,^3 S. LaPointe,^{51} J. Lauret,^3 A. Lebedev,^3 R. Lednicky,^{18} J. H. Lee,^3 W. Leight,^{23} M. J. LeVine,^3 C. Li,^{38} L. Li,^{43} N. Li,^{52} W. Li,^{40} X. Li,^{33} X. Li,^{39} Y. Li,^{45} Z. M. Li,^{52} L. M. Lima,^{37} M. A. Lisa,^{28} F. Liu,^{52} H. Liu,^5 J. Liu,^{36} T. Ljubicic,^3 W. J. Llope,^{36} R. S. Longacre,^3 Y. Lu,^{38} E. V. Lukashov,^{26} X. Luo,^{38} G. L. Ma,^{40} Y. G. Ma,^{40} D. P. Mahapatra,^{13} R. Majka,^{53} O. I. Mall,^5 R. Manweiler,^{47} S. Margetis,^{19} C. Markert,^{43} H. Masui,^{22} H. S. Matis,^{22} D. McDonald,^{36} T. S. McShane,^9 A. Meschanin,^{32} R. Milner,^{23} N. G. Minaev,^{32} S. Mioduszewski,^{42} M. K. Mitrovski,^3 Y. Mohammed,^{42} B. Mohanty,^{48} M. M. Mondal,^{48} B. Morozov,^{16} D. A. Morozov,^{32} M. G. Munhoz,^{37} M. K. Mustafa,^{33} M. Naglis,^{22} B. K. Nandi,^{14} T. K. Nayak,^{48} J.M. Nelson,^2 L. V. Nogach,^{32} S. B. Nurushev,^{32} G. Odyniec,^{22} A. Ogawa,^3 K. Oh,^{34} A. Ohlson,^{53} V. Okorokov,^{26} E. W. Oldag,^{43} R. A. N. Oliveira,^{37} D. Olson,^{22} M. Pachr,^{10} B. S. Page,^{15} S. K. Pal,^{48} Y. Pandit,^{19} Y. Panebratsev,^{18} T. Pawlak,^{49} H. Pei,^8 T. Peitzmann,^{27} C. Perkins,^4 W. Peryt,^{49} P. Pile,^3 M. Planinic,^{54} M. A. Ploskon,^{22} J. Pluta,^{49} D. Plyku,^{29} N. Poljak,^{54} J. Porter,^{22} A. M. Poskanzer,^{22} B. V. K. S. Potukuchi,^{17} C. B. Powell,^{22} D. Prindle,^{50} C. Pruneau,^{51} N. K. Pruthi,^{30} P. R. Pujahari,^{14} J. Putschke,^{53} H. Qiu,^{21} R. Raniwala,^{35} S. Raniwala,^{35} R. L. Ray,^{43} R. Redwine,^{23} R. Reed,^5 H. G. Ritter,^{22} J. B. Roberts,^{36} O. V. Rogachevskiy,^{18} J. L. Romero,^5 L. Ruan,^3 J. Rusnak,^{11} N. R. Sahoo,^{48} I. Sakrejda,^{22} S. Salur,^5 J. Sandweiss,^{53} E. Sangaline,^5 A. Sarkar,^{14} J. Schambach,^{43} R. P. Scharenberg,^{33} J. Schaub,^{47} A. M. Schmah,^{22} N. Schmitz,^{24} T. R. Schuster,^{12} J. Seele,^{23} J. Seger,^9 I. Selyuzhenkov,^{15} P. Seyboth,^{24} N. Shah,^6 E. Shahaliev,^{18} M. Shao,^{38} M. Sharma,^{51} S. S. Shi,^{52} Q. Y. Shou,^{40} E. P. Sichtermann,^{22} F. Simon,^{24} R. N. Singaraju,^{48} M. J. Skoby,^{33} N. Smirnov,^{53} D. Solanki,^{35} P. Sorensen,^3 U. G. deSouza,^{37} H. M. Spinka,^1 B. Srivastava,^{33} T. D. S. Stanislaus,^{47} S. G. Steadman,^{23} J. R. Stevens,^{15} R. Stock,^{12} M. Strikhanov,^{26} B. Stringfellow,^{33} A. A. P. Suaide,^{37} M. C. Suarez,^8 N. L. Subba,^{19} M. Sumbera,^{11} X. M. Sun,^{22} Y. Sun,^{38} Z. Sun,^{21} B. Surrow,^{23} D. N. Svirida,^{16} T. J. M. Symons,^{22} A. Szanto de Toledo,^{37} J. Takahashi,^7 A. H. Tang,^3 Z. Tang,^{38} L. H. Tarini,^{51} T. Tarnowsky,^{25} D. Thein,^{43} J. H. Thomas,^{22} J. Tian,^{40} A. R. Timmins,^{44} D. Tlusty,^{11} M. Tokarev,^{18} T. A. Trainor,^{50} S. Trentalange,^6 R. E. Tribble,^{42} P. Tribedy,^{48} B. A. Trzeciak,^{49} O. D. Tsai,^6 T. Ullrich,^3 D. G. Underwood,^1 G. Van Buren,^3 G. van Nieuwenhuizen,^{23} J. A. Vanfossen, Jr.,^{19} R. Varma,^{14} G. M. S. Vasconcelos,^7 A. N. Vasiliev,^{32} F. Videbæk,^3 Y. P. Viyogi,^{48} S. Vokal,^{18} S. A. Voloshin,^{51} M. Wada,^{43} M. Walker,^{23} F. Wang,^{33} G. Wang,^6 H. Wang,^{25} J. S. Wang,^{21} Q. Wang,^{33} X. L. Wang,^{38} Y. Wang,^{45} G. Webb,^{20} J. C. Webb,^3 G. D. Westfall,^{25} C. Whitten Jr.,^6 H. Wieman,^{22} S. W. Wissink,^{15} R. Witt,^{46} W. Witzke,^{20} Y. F. Wu,^{52} Z. Xiao,^{45} W. Xie,^{33} H. Xu,^{21} N. Xu,^{22} Q. H. Xu,^{39} W. Xu,^6 Y. Xu,^{38} Z. Xu,^3 L. Xue,^{40} Y. Yang,^{21} Y. Yang,^{52} P. Yepes,^{36} K. Yip,^3 I-K. Yoo,^{34} M. Zawisza,^{49} H. Zbroszczyk,^{49} W. Zhan,^{21} J. B. Zhang,^{52} S. Zhang,^{40} W. M. Zhang,^{19} X. P. Zhang,^{45} Y. Zhang,^{22} Z. P. Zhang,^{38} F. Zhao,^6 J. Zhao,^{40} C. Zhong,^{40} X. Zhu,^{45} Y. H. Zhu,^{40} and Y. Zoulkarneeva^{18}

(STAR Collaboration) 1Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, Illinois 60439, USA 2University of Birmingham, Birmingham, United Kingdom 3Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, New York 11973, USA 4University of California, Berkeley, California 94720, USA 5University of California, Davis, California 95616, USA 6University of California, Los Angeles, California 90095, USA 7Universidade Estadual de Campinas, Sao Paulo, Brazil 8University of Illinois at Chicago, Chicago, Illinois 60607, USA 9Creighton University, Omaha, Nebraska 68178, USA 10Czech Technical University in Prague, FNSPE, Prague, 115 19, Czech Republic 11Nuclear Physics Institute AS CR, 250 68 Řež/Prague, Czech Republic 12University of Frankfurt, Frankfurt, Germany 13Institute of Physics, Bhubaneswar 751005, India 14Indian Institute of Technology, Mumbai, India 15Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana 47408, USA 16Alikhanov Institute for Theoretical and Experimental Physics, Moscow, Russia 17University of Jammu, Jammu 180001, India 18Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, Dubna, 141 980, Russia 19Kent State University, Kent, Ohio 44242, USA 20University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky, 40506-0055, USA 21Institute of Modern Physics, Lanzhou, China 22Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, California 94720, USA 23Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139-4307, USA 24Max-Planck-Institut für Physik, Munich, Germany 25Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 48824, USA 26Moscow Engineering Physics Institute, Moscow Russia 27NIKHEF and Utrecht University, Amsterdam, The Netherlands 28Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio 43210, USA 29Old Dominion University, Norfolk, VA, 23529, USA 30Panjab University, Chandigarh 160014, India 31Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802, USA 32Institute of High Energy Physics, Protvino, Russia 33Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana 47907, USA 34Pusan National University, Pusan, Republic of Korea 35University of Rajasthan, Jaipur 302004, India 36Rice University, Houston, Texas 77251, USA 37Universidade de Sao Paulo, Sao Paulo, Brazil 38University of Science & Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China 39Shandong University, Jinan, Shandong 250100, China 40Shanghai Institute of Applied Physics, Shanghai 201800, China 41SUBATECH, Nantes, France 42Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas 77843, USA 43University of Texas, Austin, Texas 78712, USA 44University of Houston, Houston, TX, 77204, USA 45Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China 46United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD 21402, USA 47Valparaiso University, Valparaiso, Indiana 46383, USA 48Variable Energy Cyclotron Centre, Kolkata 700064, India 49Warsaw University of Technology, Warsaw, Poland 50University of Washington, Seattle, Washington 98195, USA 51Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan 48201, USA 52Institute of Particle Physics, CCNU (HZNU), Wuhan 430079, China 53Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut 06520, USA 54University of Zagreb, Zagreb, HR-10002, Croatia (Dated: May 17, 2018)

We report new STAR measurements of mid-rapidity yields for the Λ, Λ̄, K^0_S , Ξ^−, Ξ̄^+, Ω^−, Ω̄^+ particles in Cu+Cu collisions at √ sNN = 200 GeV, and mid-rapidity yields for the Λ, Λ̄, K^0_S particles in Au+Au at √ sNN = 200 GeV. We show that at a given number of participating nucleons, the production of strange hadrons is higher in Cu+Cu collisions than in Au+Au collisions at the same center-of-mass energy. We find that aspects of the enhancement factors for all particles can be described by a parameterization based on the fraction of participants that undergo multiple collisions.

PACS numbers: 25.75.-q

Relativistic heavy-ion collisions aim to create the QGP (Quark-Gluon Plasma), a unique state of matter where quarks and gluons can move freely over large volumes in comparison to the typical size of a hadron. Measurements of strangeness enhancement in heavy-ion collisions were originally conceived to be a key signature of QGP formation [1]. It was argued that due to a drop in the strange quark’s dynamical mass, strangeness in the QGP would equilibrate on small time scales relative to those in a hadronic gas [2]. Assuming a thermally equilibrated QGP hadronizes into a maximum entropy state, a test for strange quark saturation in the early stages is provided by comparing final state hadron yields to thermal model predictions from the canonical formalism [3]. These predictions have qualitatively reproduced various aspects of the data from Au+Au √ s_{NN} = 200 GeV collisions at RHIC (Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider); however, as with SPS (Super Proton Synchrotron) energies, a complete theoretical description has yet to be achieved [4]. We present mid-rapidity strange particle yields from Cu+Cu and Au+Au √ s_{NN} = 200 GeV collisions. Measurements at the AGS (Alternating Gradient Synchrotron) showed K^+ and K^− yields to be higher in lighter systems compared to the respective values in heavy systems at a given number of participants [5]. Measurements at the SPS showed higher K/π ratios for the light systems also at a given number of participants [6]. Whether these trends continue up to RHIC energies, and what new information can be learned from strangeness enhancement as a QGP signature at RHIC, will be central issues in this Letter.

The new data presented are from approximately 20 million Au+Au √ s_{NN} = 200 GeV and 40 million Cu+Cu √ s_{NN} = 200 GeV collisions recorded at RHIC in 2004 and 2005, respectively. In order to extract the Λ, Λ̄, K^0_S , Ξ^−, Ξ̄^+, Ω^−, Ω̄^+ yields as a function of transverse momentum, p_T , STAR’s [7] Time Projection Chamber (TPC) [8] is utilized to identify these particles via their dominant weak decay channels. The channels are Λ → p + π^−, Λ̄ → p̄ + π^+, K^0_S → π^+ + π^−, Ξ^− → Λ + π^−, Ξ̄+ → Λ̄ + π+, Ω → Λ + K−, and Ω̄ → Λ̄ + K+. These particles usually decay before the TPC’s inner radius (50 cm), so the decay products enter the TPC.Daughter tracks are then reconstructed using STAR’s tracking software. The raw particle yields are then calculated from the respective invariant mass distributions formed by the daughter track candidates. A combination of topological, energy loss, and kinematic restrictions are placed to ensure the combinatorial background is minimal, while preserving the statistical significance of the signal. We fit the regions adjacent to the respective peaks with a 2nd order polynomial, to determine the background beneath the respective peaks. This is then subtracted to obtain the signal. The signal to background ratio varies

FIG. 1: K^0_S , Λ, Λ̄, Ξ, Ξ̄, and Ω+Ω̄ invariant mass spectra from Cu+Cu and Au+Au √ sNN = 200 GeV collisions, where |y| < 0.5. The Λ and Λ̄ yields have not been feed down subtracted from weak decays. The uncertainties on the spectra points are statistical and systematic combined.

from 1 to 50, and depends on particle type, p_T , and the average charged particle multiplicity. To calculate the reconstruction efficiency, Monte Carlo particles are generated, embedded in the real events and propagated through a detector simulation. The Λ and Λ̄ yields have contributions from weak decays of charged and neutral Ξ and their anti-particles, which can be subtracted up to p_T ∼ 5 GeV/c. This contribution is ∼ 15% and independent of p_T . Feed-down contributions from Ω hadrons are negligible. More detailed descriptions of the strange particle spectra extraction can be found elsewhere [9, 10]. The systematic uncertainties are due to: 1) slight mismatches in the real and embedded particle distributions which leads to an uncertainty in the reconstruction efficiency (2 − 11%), and 2) small variations in raw particle yields with respect to the magnetic field setting and day (∼ 2%). Some of these uncertainties are common for Cu+Cu and Au+Au spectra. Finally, for each colliding system, data are partitioned in centrality bins, based on the charged hadron multiplicity in the pseudorapidity

FIG. 2: K^0_S , Λ+Λ̄, Ξ+Ξ̄, and Ω+Ω̄ spectra divided by ⟨Npart⟩ for Cu+Cu 0 − 10% (⟨Npart⟩ ∼ 99) and Au+Au 20 − 40% (⟨Npart⟩ ∼ 141) √ sNN = 200 GeV collisions, where |y| < 0.5.

The Au+Au multi-strange data have been previously published [16]. The Λ and Λ̄ yields have been feed down subtracted from weak decays. The uncertainties on the spectra points are statistical and systematic; for clarity the uncertainty on ⟨Npart⟩ has not been included. The curves show the functions described in the text used to extract dN/dy.

range |η| < 0.5.

Figure 1 shows the p_T spectra for the singly-strange and multi-strange particles. A Lévy function is used in this analysis to fit the spectra in order to extrapolate to the unmeasured region [11], so that the yield, dN/dy, can be extracted (see table I). Uncertainties resulting from the extrapolation procedure, based on the above fit function, are included in the systematic uncertainties. Fits to the spectra for a selection of centralities are shown in fig. 2 on a linear scale. The Au+Au K^0_S spectra were found to be consistent with published STAR ⟨K^±⟩ spectra [12]. We also found the Au+Au K^0_S spectra to be consistent with PHENIX and BRAHMS ⟨K^±⟩ spectra, apart from the very peripheral PHENIX data [13–15].

The enhancement factor, E, is defined as dN/dy (yield) per mean number of nucleon participants (⟨N_{part}⟩) in heavy-ion collisions, divided by the respective value in p+p collisions [10]. It characterizes the deviation in participant scaled yields relative to p+p. Monte Carlo Glauber calculations are used to calculate ⟨N_{part}⟩ for each centrality bin in heavy-ion collisions [13]. The top panels of fig. 3 show the enhancement factor for singly

(anti-) strange particles in Cu+Cu and Au+Au collisions as a function of ⟨N_{part}⟩. In addition to the rising enhancements exhibited by all particles for both Cu+Cu and Au+Au collisions, at a given value of ⟨N_{part}⟩ above ∼ 60, the production of strange hadrons is higher in Cu+Cu collisions than in Au+Au collisions. Similar patterns are observed for the multi-strange particles in the bottom panels of fig. 3. The Cu+Cu and Au+Au difference also applies to the non-strange sector, as shown in fig. 4. Finally, as shown in fig. 2, the higher yields per ⟨N_{part}⟩ in Cu+Cu apply across the measured p_T range, p_T > 0.5 GeV. It is assumed in the canonical framework that the

FIG. 3: The enhancement factor for (multi-) strange particles in Cu+Cu and Au+Au √ sNN = 200 GeV collisions, where |y| < 0.5. The Λ and Λ̄ yields have been feed-down subtracted in all cases. The Au+Au multi-strange data have been previously published [16]. The black bars show the normalization uncertainties, and the uncertainties for the heavy-ion points are the combined statistical and systematic errors. Curves described in the text, where BK = 2.0, BΛ = 2.4, BΞ = 5.0 and BΩ = 12.1.

observed strangeness enhancement actually results from a suppression of strangeness production in p+p collisions [3]. This suppression arises from the need to conserve strangeness within a small, local volume, which limits strangeness production in p+p relative to A+A collisions. The correlation volume is a parameter in the canonical model which dictates the region to which strangeness

Cu+Cu 0-10% 10-20% 20-30% 30-40% 40-60% ⟨Npart⟩ 99.0±1.5 74.6±1.2 53.7±1.0 37.8±0.7 21.5±0.5 K^0_S 13.9±1.0 9.81±0.68 6.49±0.44 4.22±0.32 2.24±0.23 Λ 4.68±0.45 3.20±0.31 2.13±0.21 1.40±0.14 0.72±0.07 Λ̄ 3.79±0.37 2.60±0.25 1.75±0.17 1.16±0.11 0.60±0.06 Ξ 0.62±0.08 0.35±0.04 0.23±0.03 0.15±0.02 0.08±0.01 Ξ̄ 0.52±0.08 0.32±0.046 0.20±0.03 0.16±0.03 0.07±0.01 Ω + Ω̄ 0.141±0.017 0.106±0.012 0.068±0.008 0.045±0.007 0.015±0.003 Au+Au 0-5% 10-20% 20-40% 40-60% 60-80% ⟨Npart⟩ 350±4 238±5 147±4 67.5±2.7 23.0±1.2 K^0_S 43.5±2.4 27.8±1.4 16.5±0.83 7.26±0.49 2.14±0.19 Λ 14.8±1.5 9.16±0.89 5.70±0.55 2.38±0.23 0.71±0.07 Λ̄ 11.7±0.9 7.27±0.55 4.53±0.34 1.82±0.14 0.55±0.04

TABLE I: Mid-rapidity dN/dy for strange hadrons in Cu+Cu and Au+Au √ sNN = 200 GeV collisions. Combined statistical and systematic errors are shown

conservation applies. Assuming the system’s correlation volume is proportional to ⟨N_{part}⟩, the canonical framework predicts yields per ⟨N_{part}⟩ which should rise with increasing ⟨N_{part}⟩ as phase space restrictions due to strangeness conservation are lifted. At the grand canonical limit where ⟨N_{part}⟩ ∼ 100, yields per ⟨N_{part}⟩ are constant as a function of ⟨N_{part}⟩. The extracted chemical freeze-out temperature (T_{ch}) and baryo-chemical potential (μ_b) values for Cu+Cu and Au+Au which are explicitly used for the framework’s predictions, have been shown to be consistent and independent of system size [17]. Therefore, the higher yields in Cu+Cu and the rising Au+Au enhancements with ⟨N_{part}⟩ > 100 in fig. 3 appear inconsistent with the canonical framework as the sole description of strangeness enhancement. There are other canonical predictions which assume the correlation volume may scale with ⟨N_{part}⟩^{1/3} or ⟨N_{part}⟩^{2/3} and these give slower rises of E as a function of ⟨N_{part}⟩ [18]. Although these match the Au+Au data better, they also predict the enhancement should just depend on ⟨N_{part}⟩ which is again inconsistent with the Cu+Cu and Au+Au data. If the canonical formalism is valid in describing strangeness enhancement, these failures may relate to the validity of the assumption that the correlation volume is proportional to ⟨N_{part}⟩.

The curves in fig. 3 correspond to the following parameterization:

E_i(N_{part}) = B_if(N_{part}) + 1 (1)

which Becattini and Manninen (BM) propose as a corecorona description of strangeness production in heavyion collisions [20]. The variable f is the fraction of participants that undergo multiple collisions obtained from the Glauber model, and B_i is a particle-wise normalisation factor. In this case, it is chosen to fit the Cu+Cu and Au+Au data simultaneously, therefore independent of collision species. Participants that undergo multiple collisions produce a core that expands and freezes out to produce hadrons. The resulting strange hadron yields follow thermal expectations for the reasons stated in the introduction of this Letter; namely that s + s̄ equilibrate in the core’s QGP stage, then the core hadronizes to produce strange hadrons in chemical equilibrium. B_i depends linearly on the particle density in the core. Participants with just one collision act like nucleons in N+N collisions with respect to strangeness production.

The parameterization describes the two main qualitative aspects of the data: the rising enhancements with ⟨N_{part}⟩ in a given system over the full range of ⟨N_{part}⟩, and a higher enhancement factor for central Cu+Cu collisions compared to Au+Au collisions with the same ⟨N_{part}⟩. The higher E for Cu+Cu at a given ⟨N_{part}⟩ simply results from f(N_{part}) being higher for the lighter system. This in turn is due to the differing geometries of the respective collision zones, i.e. Cu+Cu is more spherical at a given ⟨N_{part}⟩. Although not implicit in the Glauber model, differing nuclear shadowing in Cu+Cu compared to Au+Au could also lead to larger multiple interactions in Cu+Cu at a given ⟨N_{part}⟩[19]. f(N_{part}) increases with centrality for a given system because the participant densities in the collision zone increase. Its important to note deviations from the curves are observed for the singly strange particles in central Au+Au and multi-strange particles in peripheral Au+Au multistrange particles. Since for a given particle, since we adjust B_i in eq. 1 to best fit the Cu+Cu and Au+Au enhancements simultaneously, this sometimes leads to a poorer description of the Au+Au enhancements in relation to what is shown by BM where the Au+Au data alone is fit [20]. As will be shown in fig. 4, the relative differences in central Cu+Cu and mid-central Au+Au collisions at the same ⟨N_{part}⟩ are also under-predicted by the curves in fig. 3.

In fig. 4 we show the ratio of Cu+Cu and Au+Au particle yields where ⟨N_{part}⟩ = 99. Since the Au+Au yields lack a data point at this value we linearly interpolate between ⟨N_{part}⟩ = 67.5 and ⟨N_{part}⟩ = 147. Taking into account the uncertainties, no significant dependence

FIG. 4: Ratio of particle yields in central Cu+Cu and midcentral Au+Au collisions when ⟨Npart⟩ = 99 in each case for |y| < 0.5. π yields are from elsewhere [17]. Boxed uncertainties are from the Glauber calculations and are correlated for every particle. ⟨Npart>1⟩ refers to the parameterization shown by eq. 1, while the EPOS and AMPT models are described in the text. The default settings are used for each model. The vertical lines show the remaining independent statistical and systematic uncertainties.

with respect to strangeness content is observed for the measured data. In addition to the relation in eq. 1, we make comparisons to two other models, EPOS [21] and AMPT [24]. EPOS is also a core-corona model, however the core-corona splitting is based on the initial energy density, rather than participants that undergo multiple collisions. Other core-corona descriptions have been investigated elsewhere [22]. The AMPT model is based on HIJING [23], and thus describes particle production in heavy-ion collisions via string excitation and breaking (soft), and mini-jet fragmentation (hard) where the excited nucleons fragment independently. The ratios in the data are better reproduced by EPOS than by AMPT or the parameterisation in eq. 1. However, neither EPOS nor AMPT are able to reproduce individual strange hadron yields in Au+Au and Cu+Cu, as opposed to the ratios of yields between those systems. EPOS is slightly closer to the measured data [25].

In summary, we have presented the enhancement factors for mid-rapidity strange particles as a function of centrality for Cu+Cu and Au+Au √ s_{NN} = 200 GeV collisions. We have found that the enhancement factors for central Cu+Cu collisions are higher than for mid-central Au+Au collisions with similar numbers of participants. We also found that the qualitative trends for the enhancement factors can be described by a relation that assumes the enhancement factor is proportional to the fraction of participants that undergo multiple collisions.

We thank Klaus Werner, Joerg Aichelin, Francesco Becattini, and Bin Zhang for discussions, 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 Offices of NP and HEP within the U.S. DOE Office of Science, the U.S. NSF, the Sloan Foundation, the DFG cluster of excellence ‘Origin and Structure of the Universe’of Germany, CNRS/IN2P3, STFC and EPSRC of the United Kingdom, FAPESP CNPq of Brazil, Ministry of Ed. and Sci. of the Russian Federation, NNSFC, CAS, MoST, and MoE of China, GA and MSMT of the Czech Republic, FOM and NWO of the Netherlands, DAE, DST, and CSIR of India, Polish Ministry of Sci. and Higher Ed., Korea Research Foundation, Ministry of Sci., Ed. and Sports of the Rep. Of Croatia, and RosAtom of Russia.

[1] J. Rafelski and B. Müller, Phys. Rev. Lett. 48, 1066 (1982) [2] P. Koch, B. Müller, and J. Rafelski, Phys. Rep. 142 167 (1986) [3] S. Hamieh, K. Redlich and A. Tounsi, Phys. Lett. B 486, 61 (2000) ; A. Tounsi and K. Redlich, hep-ph/0111159v1 [4] B. I. Abelev et al., Phys. Rev. C 77, 044908 (2008) [5] L. Ahle et al., Phys. Rev. C 60, 044904 (1999) [6] C. Höhne, Nucl. Phys. A 715, 474c (2003) [7] K. H. Ackermann et al., Nucl. Inst. and Meth. A 499, 624 (2003) [8] M. Anderson et al., Nucl. Inst. and Meth. A 499, 659 (2003) [9] A. Timmins, Ph.D.Thesis, University of Birmingham (http://drupal.star.bnl.gov/STAR/files/AntsThesis.pdf) [10] B. I. Abelev et al., Phys. Rev. C 75, 064901 (2007) [11] G. Wilk and Z. Wlodarczyk, Physica A 305, 227 (2002) [12] J. Adams et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 112301 (2004) [13] B. I. Abelev et al., Phys. Rev. C 79, 034909 (2009) [14] I. Arsene et al., Phys. Rev. C 72, 014908 (2005) [15] S. S. Adler et al., Phys. Rev. C 69, 034909 (2004) [16] J. Adams et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 062301 (2007) [17] A. Iordanova, J. Phys. G 35, 044008 (2008) [18] M. Lamont, J. Phys. G 32, S105 (2006) [19] V. Emel’yanov, A. Khodinov, S.R. Klein, and R. Vogt, Phys. Rev. C 61 044904 (2000) [20] F. Becattini and J. Manninen, J. Phys. G 35, 104013 (2008) [21] K. Werner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 152301 (2007) [22] C. Höhne et al., Phys. Lett. B 640, 96 (2006) [23] X.-N. Wang, M. Gyulassy, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 3496 (2001) [24] Z. Lin, C. Ming Ko, B. Li, B. Zhang, S. Pal, Phys. Rev.

C 72, 064901 (2005) [25] A. Timmins, Eur. Phys. J. C 62, 249 (2009)