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Recently, F. Wang commented [1] on our work — “Scaling properties of background- and chiral-
magnetically-driven charge separation in heavy ion collisions at /sy = 200 GeV” [2] — and made
several claims to support his conclusion that the results in Ref. |2] are fallacious. His conclusion
and claims are not only incorrect; they show a fundamental disconnect with the rudiments of the
Ry, (AS) correlator. This rebuttal addresses the root misconception responsible for Wang’s false

claims.

In the recent publication of the STAR Collaboration’s
isobar data [3], the ratios between Ru+Ru and Zr+Zr
collisions of the observables A~y/vs (the azimuthal cor-
relator Ay [4] divided by the elliptic flow coefficient vs)
and 1/oR,, (the inverse width of the Ry, (AS) distribu-
tion [5]) were reported. Both correlators indicated ratios
(RRru/zr) less than unity but more significant deviations
from unity for A~y/vy. Because these ratios are different
from the predefined values Rg, 7. > 1 expected for the
chiral magnetic effect (CME) [3], they precipitated the
conclusion that the signal difference (between the iso-
bars) obtained in the STAR blind analysis is incompati-
ble with the presence of a CME signal. This conclusion
is, of course, predicated on the notion that the back-
ground difference between Ru+Ru and Zr+Zr is negligi-
ble and the correlators are sensitive to the small-signal
difference expected [6]. A non-negligible background dif-
ference influencing Rg, /7 was reported in Ref. [3] and
several post-blind analyzes’ have attempted to evaluate
its consequence on the ratios for U};iz [2] and Avy/ve
[3, [719]. This rebuttal addresses the essential questions
raised by F. Wang in his comment [1] to the post-blind
results we reported in Ref. [2].

A central underpinning to Wang’s critique [1] of
our work in Ref. [2] is the misconception that
U};\i ~ NgpAvy o« v |1, 13], where Ng, is the charged
particle multiplicity. In the following, we debunk this
misconception by showing that the Ry, (AS) correlator
for background-driven charge separation is only sensitive
to the charge-dependent non-flow background |5, [10, [11],
and U;%\?Q o 1/Nep.

The Ry, (AS) correlator measures charge separation
relative to the ¥, plane via the ratios:

Ry,(AS) = Oy, (AS)/Cy, (AS),(1)
N(ASRGBJ) N(Asﬁcal) (2)

Cy,(AS) = —/F—— NIASL
\IIQ( ) N(ASShuchd) N(ASSLhufﬁcd)

,Cg,(AS) =

where Cy, (AS) and Cg, (AS) are correlation functions
that quantify charge separation AS, approximately par-
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FIG. 1. Comparison of the Ng,-dependence of v2 and the
inverse variances for Real and Shuffled events (cf. Eq. H)
obtained for background-driven chrage separation simulated
with the AVFD model (a). The open and closed symbols in
panel (b) compare agiz vs. 1/Nen for fits to the Ry, (AS)

distributions (Eq. ) and the inverse variances extracted via
Eq. @

allel and perpendicular (respectively) to the B-field.
The charge shuffling procedure employed in construct-
ing these correlation functions ensures identical prop-
erties for their numerator and denominator, except for
the charge-dependent correlations, which are of inter-
est |4, [10].

The inverse variance ogi of the Ry, (AS) distribu-
tions quantify the charge separation |5, [10, [12] as:

2 -2

e 2 —2
TRy, = PASrear ~ PASshutiea ~ CASE to (3)

1
Real ASShufflcd

= [oa5— O.;QSJ-]Rcal —[oas - UXEJShufﬂcd , (4)
indicating that og\i is the difference between the in-
verse variances for the distributions of Real and Shuf-
fled events. This is illustrated in Fig. [ for events
simulated with the anomalous viscous fluid dynamics
(AVFD) model [13] for background-driven charge sep-
aration; these results incorporate the requisite correc-
tions for number fluctuations and event plane resolu-
tion [4,10]. Fig.dl(a) shows that vs is proportional to the
shuffled term in Eq. [ indicating that the difference be-
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tween the Real and Shuffled terms [Eq.H] reflects only the
influence of the charge-dependent non-flow correlations.
The well-known 1/N., dependence of such correlations
is made more transparent in Fig. [I(b), which shows that

og\i o 1/Nep; this dependence is similar for both isobars

but with different Ng, values. Wang et al. [1, 13, [14, [15]
have been repeatedly made aware of these facts to no
avail.

In Ref. [2], the 01352
and signal + background at a given centrality, were
checked to establish their sensitivity to variations in the
magnitude of the anisotropic flow coefficient v, using
event-shape selection via fractional cuts on the distribu-
tion of the magnitude of the ¢ flow vector [16]. The
checks indicated that, while v, shows a sizable increase

with g2, the corresponding ogi values are insensitive to
2

values extracted for background

g2 regardless of background or signal + background. Sim-
ilar patterns were observed for the Isobar data reported
in Ref. [3].

In contrast to Wang’s stated confusion about the ¢
dependence of a};\i L, 3], it is straightforward to see
that the observed insensitivity stems from a cancellation
which results from the difference between the Real and
Shuffled terms in Eq. @ (cf. Fig. ). Note, however, that
g2 selection methods which result in a small N, bias,
especially for large g2 [3], could lead to small modifica-
tions to the insensitivity trend. It is straightforward to
implement a methodological change that prevents a pos-
sible Ny, bias. Wang et al. [1,13] has persistently ignored
these facts.

In summary, we have shown that 0;%3,2 o 1/Nep
which debunks the the root claim by Wang et al. that
01352 ~ NaAvy o wve |1, 13, 14, [15]. This falsifica-
tion renders all direct and collateral inferences in Wang’s
comment [1] false.
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