
Probing Strangeness Canonical Ensemble with K−, φ(1020) and Ξ− Production in Au+Au Collisions
at√sNN = 3 GeV

M. S. Abdallah,5 B. E. Aboona,55 J. Adam,6 L. Adamczyk,2 J. R. Adams,39 J. K. Adkins,30 G. Agakishiev,28 I. Aggarwal,41

M. M. Aggarwal,41 Z. Ahammed,60 I. Alekseev,3, 35 D. M. Anderson,55 A. Aparin,28 E. C. Aschenauer,6 M. U. Ashraf,11

F. G. Atetalla,29 A. Attri,41 G. S. Averichev,28 V. Bairathi,53 W. Baker,10 J. G. Ball Cap,20 K. Barish,10 A. Behera,52

R. Bellwied,20 P. Bhagat,27 A. Bhasin,27 J. Bielcik,14 J. Bielcikova,38 I. G. Bordyuzhin,3 J. D. Brandenburg,6 A. V. Brandin,35

I. Bunzarov,28 J. Butterworth,45 X. Z. Cai,50 H. Caines,63 M. Calderón de la Barca Sánchez,8 D. Cebra,8 I. Chakaberia,31, 6

P. Chaloupka,14 B. K. Chan,9 F-H. Chang,37 Z. Chang,6 N. Chankova-Bunzarova,28 A. Chatterjee,11 S. Chattopadhyay,60

D. Chen,10 J. Chen,49 J. H. Chen,18 X. Chen,48 Z. Chen,49 J. Cheng,57 M. Chevalier,10 S. Choudhury,18 W. Christie,6 X. Chu,6

H. J. Crawford,7 M. Csanád,16 M. Daugherity,1 T. G. Dedovich,28 I. M. Deppner,19 A. A. Derevschikov,43 A. Dhamija,41

L. Di Carlo,62 L. Didenko,6 P. Dixit,22 X. Dong,31 J. L. Drachenberg,1 E. Duckworth,29 J. C. Dunlop,6 N. Elsey,62 J. Engelage,7

G. Eppley,45 S. Esumi,58 O. Evdokimov,12 A. Ewigleben,32 O. Eyser,6 R. Fatemi,30 F. M. Fawzi,5 S. Fazio,6 P. Federic,38

J. Fedorisin,28 C. J. Feng,37 Y. Feng,44 P. Filip,28 E. Finch,51 Y. Fisyak,6 A. Francisco,63 C. Fu,11 L. Fulek,2 C. A. Gagliardi,55

T. Galatyuk,15 F. Geurts,45 N. Ghimire,54 A. Gibson,59 K. Gopal,23 X. Gou,49 D. Grosnick,59 A. Gupta,27 W. Guryn,6

A. I. Hamad,29 A. Hamed,5 Y. Han,45 S. Harabasz,15 M. D. Harasty,8 J. W. Harris,63 H. Harrison,30 S. He,11 W. He,18

X. H. He,26 Y. He,49 S. Heppelmann,8 S. Heppelmann,42 N. Herrmann,19 E. Hoffman,20 L. Holub,14 Y. Hu,18 H. Huang,37

H. Z. Huang,9 S. L. Huang,52 T. Huang,37 X. Huang,57 Y. Huang,57 T. J. Humanic,39 G. Igo,9, ∗ D. Isenhower,1 W. W. Jacobs,25

C. Jena,23 A. Jentsch,6 Y. Ji,31 J. Jia,6, 52 K. Jiang,48 X. Ju,48 E. G. Judd,7 S. Kabana,53 M. L. Kabir,10 S. Kagamaster,32

D. Kalinkin,25, 6 K. Kang,57 D. Kapukchyan,10 K. Kauder,6 H. W. Ke,6 D. Keane,29 A. Kechechyan,28 M. Kelsey,62

Y. V. Khyzhniak,35 D. P. Kikoła,61 C. Kim,10 B. Kimelman,8 D. Kincses,16 I. Kisel,17 A. Kiselev,6 A. G. Knospe,32 H. S. Ko,31

L. Kochenda,35 L. K. Kosarzewski,14 L. Kramarik,14 P. Kravtsov,35 L. Kumar,41 S. Kumar,26 R. Kunnawalkam Elayavalli,63

J. H. Kwasizur,25 R. Lacey,52 S. Lan,11 J. M. Landgraf,6 J. Lauret,6 A. Lebedev,6 R. Lednicky,28, 38 J. H. Lee,6 Y. H. Leung,31

C. Li,49 C. Li,48 W. Li,45 X. Li,48 Y. Li,57 X. Liang,10 Y. Liang,29 R. Licenik,38 T. Lin,49 Y. Lin,11 M. A. Lisa,39 F. Liu,11

H. Liu,25 H. Liu,11 P. Liu,52 T. Liu,63 X. Liu,39 Y. Liu,55 Z. Liu,48 T. Ljubicic,6 W. J. Llope,62 R. S. Longacre,6 E. Loyd,10

N. S. Lukow,54 X. F. Luo,11 L. Ma,18 R. Ma,6 Y. G. Ma,18 N. Magdy,12 D. Mallick,36 S. Margetis,29 C. Markert,56

H. S. Matis,31 J. A. Mazer,46 N. G. Minaev,43 S. Mioduszewski,55 B. Mohanty,36 M. M. Mondal,52 I. Mooney,62

D. A. Morozov,43 A. Mukherjee,16 M. Nagy,16 J. D. Nam,54 Md. Nasim,22 K. Nayak,11 D. Neff,9 J. M. Nelson,7 D. B. Nemes,63

M. Nie,49 G. Nigmatkulov,35 T. Niida,58 R. Nishitani,58 L. V. Nogach,43 T. Nonaka,58 A. S. Nunes,6 G. Odyniec,31 A. Ogawa,6

S. Oh,31 V. A. Okorokov,35 B. S. Page,6 R. Pak,6 J. Pan,55 A. Pandav,36 A. K. Pandey,58 Y. Panebratsev,28 P. Parfenov,35

B. Pawlik,40 D. Pawlowska,61 H. Pei,11 C. Perkins,7 L. Pinsky,20 R. L. Pintér,16 J. Pluta,61 B. R. Pokhrel,54 G. Ponimatkin,38

J. Porter,31 M. Posik,54 V. Prozorova,14 N. K. Pruthi,41 M. Przybycien,2 J. Putschke,62 H. Qiu,26 A. Quintero,54 C. Racz,10

S. K. Radhakrishnan,29 N. Raha,62 R. L. Ray,56 R. Reed,32 H. G. Ritter,31 M. Robotkova,38 O. V. Rogachevskiy,28

J. L. Romero,8 D. Roy,46 L. Ruan,6 J. Rusnak,38 N. R. Sahoo,49 H. Sako,58 S. Salur,46 J. Sandweiss,63, ∗ S. Sato,58

W. B. Schmidke,6 N. Schmitz,33 B. R. Schweid,52 F. Seck,15 J. Seger,13 M. Sergeeva,9 R. Seto,10 P. Seyboth,33 N. Shah,24

E. Shahaliev,28 P. V. Shanmuganathan,6 M. Shao,48 T. Shao,18 A. I. Sheikh,29 D. Shen,50 S. S. Shi,11 Y. Shi,49 Q. Y. Shou,18

E. P. Sichtermann,31 R. Sikora,2 M. Simko,38 J. Singh,41 S. Singha,26 M. J. Skoby,44 N. Smirnov,63 Y. Söhngen,19 W. Solyst,25
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We report the first multi-differential measurements of strange hadrons of K−, φ and Ξ− yields as well
as the ratios of φ/K− and φ/Ξ− in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 3 GeV with the STAR experiment fixed

target configuration at RHIC. The φ mesons and Ξ− hyperons are measured through hadronic decay channels,
φ → K+K− and Ξ− → Λπ−. Collision centrality and rapidity dependence of the transverse momentum
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spectra for these strange hadrons are presented. The 4π yields and ratios are compared to thermal model and
hadronic transport model predictions. At this collision energy, thermal model with grand canonical ensemble
(GCE) under-predicts the φ/K− ratio while the result of canonical ensemble (CE) calculations reproduce well
the ratios of φ/K−, with the correlation length rc ∼ 2.7 fm, and φ/Ξ−, rc ∼ 4.2 fm, for the 0-10% central
collisions. Hadronic transport models including high mass resonance decays could also describe the ratios.
While thermal calculations with GCE work well for strangeness production in high energy collisions, the change
to CE at 3 GeV implies a rather different medium property at high baryon density.

I. INTRODUCTION

Relativistic heavy ion physics is aiming at the detailed in-
vestigation of phase structures of strongly interacting mat-
ter, governed by quantum chromodynamics (QCD), under ex-
treme conditions of high temperature and density [1–3]. Par-
ticle production has been studied to investigate properties of
the produced QCD matter in heavy-ion collisions. The strange
quark mass is comparable to the QCD renormalization scale
(ΛQCD∼ 200 MeV) [4, 5], therefore strange quark dynam-
ics plays an important role in understanding the Equation-of-
State (EoS) of QCD matter particularly in the high density
region [6–11].

Statistical thermal models have often been used to charac-
terize thermal properties of the produced media [12–18]. In
these models, grand canonical ensemble (GCE) and canonical
ensemble (CE) statistical descriptions can be applied to con-
serve electric charge, baryon number, and strangeness num-
ber in order to compute the final state particle yields. Both
GCE and CE models are able to describe various particle
yields including strange particles produced in heavy-ion colli-
sions at RHIC and the LHC at center-of-mass energy (

√
sNN)

greater than 7.7 GeV. It has been argued that at lower ener-
gies, strangeness number needs to be conserved locally on an
event-by-event basis described by the CE, which leads to a
reduction in the yields of hadrons with non-zero strangeness
number (“Canonical Suppression”) [13, 19, 20], but not for
the φ(1020) meson with zero net strangeness number (S=0).
The φ/K− ratio is expected to increase with decreasing colli-
sion energy in models using the CE treatment for strangeness,
opposite to the trend in the GCE treatment. The canonical
suppression power for Ξ− (S=2) is even larger than for K−

(S=1). The φ/K− and φ/Ξ− ratios offer a unique test to scru-
tinize thermodynamic properties of strange quarks in the hot
and dense QCD environment.

In heavy-ion collisions, the near/sub-threshold production
of multi-strange hadrons can be achieved from the multiple
collisions of nucleons, produced particles, and short-lived res-
onances [21]. The particle production in heavy-ion colli-
sions below its free nucleon-nucleon (NN) threshold (

√
sNN

∼2.89 GeV for φ and ∼3.25 GeV for Ξ−) is expected to be
sensitive to the stiffness of the nuclear EoS at high den-
sity [22], as it is for single-strange hadrons [9, 23]. The
near/sub-threshold production further provides the possibility
to observe exotic states of QCD matter [24] and signatures of
“soft deconfinement” [25].

∗ Deceased

Previous measurements show that the φ/K− ratio in heavy-
ion collisions stays remarkably flat (∼0.15) at collision ener-
gies
√
sNN > 5 GeV [26–28]. Recent measurements of the

φ/K− ratio in heavy-ion collisions at collision energies below
the φ free NN-threshold show a hint of relative enhancement
compared to those from high energies [29–32], indicative of
the applicability of the CE description for strangeness produc-
tion at these energies. In this Letter, we report high precision
measurement of φ/K− and φ/Ξ− ratios in Au+Au collisions
at
√
sNN = 3 GeV from the STAR experiment.

II. EXPERIMENT AND DATA ANALYSIS

The dataset used in this analysis was collected under the
fixed target (FXT) setup [33] in the 2018 RHIC run. A single
beam was provided by RHIC with total energy equal to 3.85
GeV/nucleon and incident on a gold target of thickness 0.25
mm, corresponding to a 1% interaction probability. The target
is installed inside the vacuum pipe, 2 cm below the center of
the beam axis, and located 200 cm to the west of the center of
the STAR detector. The main detectors used are the Time Pro-
jection Chamber (TPC) [34], the Time of Flight (TOF) detec-
tor [35], and the Beam-Beam Counter (BBC) [36]. The trigger
is provided by the signal in the east BBC detector and at least
five hits in the TOF detector. Tracking and particle identifica-
tion (PID) are done using the TPC and TOF. Both the TPC and
TOF detectors have full azimuthal coverage within a pseudo-
rapidity range of 0<η< 1.88 for the TPC and 0<η< 1.5 for
the TOF in FXT mode [34, 35]. Events are selected with the
offline reconstructed collision vertex within 1.5 cm of the tar-
get center along the beam direction. Approximately 2.6×108

minimum bias (MB) triggered events passed the selection cri-
teria and are used in this analysis.

The centrality class is selected using measured charged par-
ticle multiplicity within the TPC acceptance. A Monte Carlo
Glauber model, used in conjunction with a negative binomial
distribution to model particle production in hadronic colli-
sions, is optimized in order to best match the data and de-
termine the centrality class. Due to the trigger inefficiency
in the low multiplicity region (corresponding to the most pe-
ripheral collisions), we only report the results from the 0–60%
centrality class in this paper.
φ mesons are reconstructed via the decay channel φ →

K+K− with a branching ratio (BR) of 49.2%, while the Ξ−

hyperons decay via Ξ− → Λπ− → pπ−π− with a BR of
63.8% [37]. Ξ− reconstruction is performed using the KF-
Particle package based on the Kalman Filter method [38, 39].
The charged tracks are reconstructed with the TPC in a 0.5
T uniform magnetic field, and are required to consist of at
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FIG. 1. Invariant mass distributions of K+K− (a) and Λπ− (b) in
Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 3 GeV. Black open circles represent

the same-event unlike-sign distribution. The grey shaded histogram
represents the normalized mixed-event (rotating daughters for Ξ−)
unlike-sign distribution that is used to estimate the combinatorial
background. The red solid circles depict the φ meson (a) and Ξ− (b)
signals obtained by subtracting the combinatorial background from
the same-event distribution. Reconstructed φ (c) and Ξ− (d) accep-
tance, pT vs. rapidity in the center-of-mass frame (ycm) in the same
collisions. The dotted line indicates the target rapidity location. The
red curve represents the TPC and TOF acceptance edge.

least 20 TPC hits (out of a maximum of 45) and have a ratio
between the number of hit points and the maximum possible
number of hit points larger than 0.52 to ensure good tracking
and avoid track splitting. The charged tracks are identified via
a combination of the ionization energy loss measurement with
the TPC and the time-of-flight measurement with the TOF.
A minimum pT cut of 0.2 GeV/c is required in the analysis.
Since theK−/π− ratio is much smaller than theK+/π+ ratio
at low energies, to reduce the contamination from π− tracks,
a strict PID criterion for K− requiring both TPC and TOF is
implemented [40, 41].

Figure 1 (a) shows the invariant mass distribution of
K+K− pairs in the transverse momentum (pT ) region of 0.4–
1.6 GeV/c for 0–60% central collisions. The combinatorial
background is estimated with the mixed-event (ME) technique
in which K+ and K− from different events of similar charac-
teristics (centrality, event plane angle) are paired. The mixed-
event spectra are normalized to the same-event (SE) distri-
butions in the mass range of 1.04–1.08 GeV/c2. After the
subtraction of the combinatorial background, the remainder
distribution, shown as red solid circles, is fitted with a Breit-
Wigner function for the signal plus a linear function which

represents the remaining correlated background (< 1%) from
a partial reconstruction of strange hadrons. The φ meson raw
yields are extracted from the Breit-Wigner function fit within
the corresponding 3σ mass window. The extracted φ sig-
nal shape is consistent with its intrinsic properties convoluted
with the detector smearing effect due to finite momentum res-
olution (< 3% for single track). Figure 1 (b) shows the in-
variant mass distribution of Λ(pπ−)π− in the pT region of
0.5–2.0 GeV/c for 0–40% central collisions. The combinato-
rial background is estimated with the rotating daughter (Rot)
method, in which a daughter track of Ξ− is rotated by a ran-
dom angle between 150 to 210 degrees in the transverse plane.
The rotated spectra are normalized to the same-event distribu-
tions in the mass ranges of 1.30–1.31 and 1.34–1.35 GeV/c2.
After the combinatorial background is subtracted, the Λπ− in-
variant mass distribution is fitted with a Gaussian for the sig-
nal plus a linear function for the remaining correlated back-
ground. The Ξ− raw yields are obtained via histogram bin
counting from the invariant mass distributions with all back-
ground subtracted within mass windows of 3σ. The recon-
structed φ and Ξ− acceptances (pT vs. ycm) in the collision
center-of-mass frame are shown in Fig. 1 (c) and (d), respec-
tively. The target is located at ycm = −1.05, using the con-
vention where the beam travels in the positive direction. The
red curve represents the TPC and TOF acceptance edge.

Particle raw yields are calculated in each centrality and pT
bin within each rapidity slice. The raw yields are corrected
for the TPC acceptance and tracking efficiency, the particle
identification efficiency, and the TOF matching and PID ef-
ficiency. The final average reconstruction (including accep-
tance etc.) efficiency is ∼0.30, 0.04, and 0.02 for K−, φ and
Ξ−, respectively. As a cross-check, we conducted the mea-
surement of Ξ− lifetime from the same data and the result is
164.2±6.6 ps, consistent with the PDG value, 163.9±1.5 ps.
The corrected pT spectra in symmetric rapidity bins (-0.2,0)
vs. (0,0.2) are also consistent.

The systematic uncertainty of the raw yield extraction is
estimated by changing the histogram fitting method to bin
counting method or by changing the fitting ranges. The maxi-
mum difference between these scenarios and the default one is
considered as one standard deviation. The contribution varies
by pT , rapidity, and centrality and the overall contribution is
less than 5% for the invariant yield. The systematic uncer-
tainty in the TPC acceptance and efficiency correction εTPC

is estimated by varying the cuts on track selection criteria and
topological variables (for Ξ− only). The contribution to the
total yield is 4-5% for K−, 13-16% for φ and 6-10% for Ξ−.
This leads to a 10-13% (12-18%) uncertainty in the measured
φ/K− (φ/Ξ−) ratio. The uncertainty of the PID efficiency
correction is estimated by varying the PID selection cuts and
the contribution is less than 3% to the total yield. For the
pT integrated yield, the uncertainty due to the extrapolation
to the full pT range is estimated by choosing several fitting
functions [42], and the maximum difference between these
scenarios and the default one (mT -exponential) is quoted as
one standard deviation. This contribution is 5-7% for K−,
14-17% for φ and 13-15% for Ξ−, respectively.
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√
sNN = 3 GeV. Statistical and systematic uncertainties are added quadratically here for plotting. Solid

and dashed black lines depict mT exponential function fits to the measured data points with scaling factors in each rapidity windows.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Figure 2 and 3 show the acceptance × efficiency cor-
rected K−, φ and Ξ− invariant yields as a function of mT −
m0 (mT =

√
m2

0 + p2T ) for various rapidity ranges in 0–
10%, 10–40% and 40–60% Centrality Au+Au collisions at
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FIG. 4. Rapidity density distributions of K− (squares), φ me-
son (circles) and Ξ− (diamonds) pT -integrated yields dN/dy in 0–
10% (a), 10–40% (b) and 40–60% central (c) Au+Au collisions at√
sNN = 3 GeV. Solid lines depict Gaussian function fits to the data

points.

√
sNN = 3 GeV. Dashed and solid lines depict fits to the

spectra with the mT -exponential function in order to extrapo-
late to the unmeasured pT ranges. The pT integrated rapidity
distributions dN/dy are displayed in Fig. 4 for Au+Au colli-
sions at

√
sNN = 3 GeV for three different centralities. Solid

curves depict Gaussian function fits to the data points with the
centroid parameter fixed to zero. They are used to extrapolate
to the unmeasured rapidity region for calculating total multi-
plicities.

The φ/K− and φ/Ξ− ratios are presented in Fig. 5 as a
function of collision energy

√
sNN, including the midrapidity

data in central Au+Au or Pb+Pb data from the AGS, SPS and
RHIC BES at higher energies and 4π acceptance data from
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TABLE I. φ, K−, Ξ− integrated yields and φ/K− and φ/Ξ− ratios for given centrality classes in Au+Au collisions at
√
sNN = 3 GeV. The

first error given corresponds to the statistical one, the second to the systematic error.

Centrality φ (10−3) K− (10−2) φ/K− Ξ− (10−3) φ/Ξ−

0–10% 20.1± 1.4± 3.8 8.70± 0.02± 0.53 0.231± 0.016± 0.042 13.9± 0.8± 2.4 1.45± 0.13± 0.34

10–40% 8.5± 0.4± 1.7 3.39± 0.01± 0.20 0.249± 0.011± 0.046 3.61± 0.32± 0.59 2.34± 0.23± 0.65

40–60% 2.6± 0.2± 0.5 0.79± 0.01± 0.06 0.327± 0.029± 0.069 — —

SIS at lower energies. The black solid circles show our mea-
surements in the 0-10% centrality bin in Au+Au collisions
at
√
sNN = 3 GeV. The measured φ, K− and Ξ− yields in

4π and the φ/K−, φ/Ξ− ratios in different centrality bins
are listed in Tab. I. The φ/K− and φ/Ξ− ratios measured at
3 GeV are slightly higher than, or comparable to, the values at
high energies for

√
sNN > 5 GeV [26–28, 43–48] despite the

collision energy being very close to the φ threshold and below
the Ξ− threshold in NN collisions.

Various curves in Fig. 5 represent the predictions of φ/K−

and φ/Ξ− ratios from several model calculations in cen-
tral A+A collisions. Statistical model calculations, based on
the Grand Canonical Ensemble and Canonical Ensemble for
strangeness with several different choices of strangeness cor-
relation length (rc), were calculated using the THERMUS
package [49] with energy dependent freeze-out parameters
(chemical freeze-out temperature Tch, baryon chemical po-
tentials µB) taken from [12]. We noted that the φ/K− and
φ/Ξ− ratios from GCE depend on strangeness chemical po-
tential, µS . The same relation, µS = µB/4 from the STAR
BES-I data [28], was used in this GCE calculation. With
unprecedented precision, our data exclude the GCE calcula-
tion, which indicates the event-by-event strangeness conser-
vation is crucial [50] in such collisions. In the canonical ap-
proach, the correlation length, rc, defines a region of the par-
ticle production phase space inside which the production of
the strangeness is canonically conserved. Both the φ/K− and
φ/Ξ− data from our measurement favor the CE thermody-
namics for strangeness with a small strangeness correlation
length (rc ∼ 2.7 fm for φ/K− and rc ∼ 4.2 fm for φ/Ξ−).
It is worthwhile to point out that the CE calculations with
the same rc parameter cannot describe our φ/K− and φ/Ξ−

data simultaneously (as also observed in lighter systems and at
lower collision energy [31]). A global thermal model fit with
all the particle yields at 3 GeV will help to precisely determine
these thermal parameters in the future.

Previous measurements from smaller collision systems
(Ar+KCl and Al+Al collisions) show comparable or higher
φ/K− and/or φ/Ξ− ratios at energies below 3 GeV [29–
31, 48]. The measurement in p+p collisions at 2.7 GeV shows
a much larger φ/K− ratio (1.04± 0.23) [55], while the mea-
sured ratio at 17.3 GeV (0.11 ± 0.01) is comparable to that
in central Au+Au/Pb+Pb collisions at similar energies. The
φ/Ξ− ratio in p+p collisions at 17.3 GeV, 5.09± 0.36, is also
significantly larger than that in central Au+Au/Pb+Pb colli-
sions [56–58]. In our measurement at 3 GeV, there is no
obvious difference in the φ/K− ratio between the 0–10% and
10–40% central bins, while the result in the most peripheral
40–60% central bin shows a hint of a larger value, as shown

0
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FIG. 5. φ/K− (a) and φ/Ξ− (b) ratio as a function of collision
energy,

√
sNN. The solid black circles show the measurements pre-

sented here in 0-10% centrality bin, while empty markers in black
are used for data from various other energies and/or collision sys-
tems [26–32, 48]. The vertical grey bands on the data points rep-
resent the systematic uncertainties. The grey solid line represents
a THERMUS calculation based on the Grand Canonical Ensemble
(GCE) while the dotted lines depict calculations based on the Canon-
ical Ensemble (CE) with different values of the strangeness corre-
lation radius (rc) [12, 49]. The green dashed line, green shaded
band and the solid red line show transport model calculations from
the public versions UrQMD1 [51, 52], modified UrQMD2 [53] and
SMASH [54], respectively.

in Tab. I. Similarly, the φ/Ξ− ratio in mid-central collisions
seems to be larger than that in central collisions. Overall, these
observations are qualitatively consistent with the expectation
that a smaller canonical volume in the smaller system leads to
a higher observed φ/K− and/or φ/Ξ− ratio.

Hadronic transport models are widely used in the high
baryon density region to study the properties of the pro-
duced dense matter [51–54, 59, 60]. In the modified ver-
sion of the Ultra-relativistic Quantum Molecular Dynamics
(UrQMD) model [53], new decay channels from high mass
baryon resonances to φ and Ξ− are deployed. The relevant
decay branching fraction was determined by fitting the exper-
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imental data from p+p collisions [37, 55]. From the com-
parison shown in Fig. 5, the modified UrQMD2 calculation
for central (b < 5 fm) Au+Au collisions agrees with the
data points at low

√
sNN, including our new measurement

for φ/K−. However calculations from the public UrQMD1

model underestimate our measurements for both φ/K− and
φ/Ξ−. The SMASH (Simulating Many Accelerated Strongly-
interacting Hadrons) model attempts to incorporate the newest
available experimental data from both elementary hadronic
cross sections and dilepton invariant mass spectra to constrain
the resonance branching ratios [54]. The φ/K− ratio is rea-
sonably reproduced using SMASH in the smaller system and√
sNN below 3 GeV, despite the overestimation of each indi-

vidual (φ, K−) transverse mass spectrum measured, e.g. in
Au+Au 0-40% system by HADES [32, 54]. The predicted
φ/K− ratio from the same model is about is 2.5σ higher than
central Au+Au 0–10% collisions at 3 GeV. This indicates that
some important in-medium mechanism for strangeness pro-
duction and propagation may be missing for the large system
in SMASH.

IV. SUMMARY

In summary, we report the systematic measurements of
K−, φ(1020) and Ξ− production yields and the φ/K−,
φ/Ξ− ratios in Au+Au collisions at

√
sNN = 3 GeV with the

STAR experiment at RHIC. The measured φ/K− ratio is sig-
nificantly larger than the statistical model prediction based
on Grand Canonical Ensemble in the 0–10% central colli-
sions. Both the results of φ/K− (rc ∼ 2.7 fm) and φ/Ξ−

(rc ∼ 4.2 fm) ratios favor the Canonical Ensemble model for
strangeness production in such collisions. Transport models,
including the resonance decays, could reasonably describe our
measured φ/K− ratio at 3 GeV and the increasing trend of
φ/Ξ− at lower energies. Note that the measurement of col-

lective flow from the 3 GeV Au+Au collisions imply a new
EoS dominated by baryonic interactions [61]. The new results
from this paper suggest a significant change in the strangeness
production for

√
sNN < 5 GeV, providing new insights to-

wards the understanding of the QCD medium properties at
high baryon density [6].
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