Flow harmonic power spectrum in heavy-ion collisions

Is anisotropic flow really acoustic? Higher harmonics viscous damping, Data
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Current data are not sensitive to differentiate initial conditions and Centrality (%) Centrality (%)
hydrodynamic response in small systems? The slope(k’) decreases toward peripheral collisions except for
Can we measure v, for n > 4 in small systems? 4 < pr <8 GeV/c and few hydro calculations.
k" gets smaller for higher pr bins and largest for intermediate pr
Small vs larger systems, 2 < n <4 ranges, 0.5 < pr < 0.8 GeV/c, why?
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_ NP Can reveal acoustic peak for n > 7?
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ALICE(PRL 123,142301(2019)) Interesting pr dependence is observed for 0.5 < pr < 0.8 GeV/c
Once n = 4 is included in the fit for the data, slopes get smaller. and 4 < pr < 8 GeV/c.
The nature of v, might be same for higher Ny, in pp and p-Pb Clear differences of k" between the data and hydrodynamic
compared to higher Ny in Pb-Pb. calculations with different n/s(T) and {/s(T) parameterizations.
Need to check with hydrodynamic model calculations n > 3. The higher order v,(n > 4) measurements in small systems will
The higher order v,(n > 4) measurements in small systems should help us to differentiate initial conditions and hydro response in
play an important role. small Systems.
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