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Abstract

We investigate the impact of quark production on bottom-up thermalization in heavy-ion collisions. First, we extend
the parametric estimates of bottom-up thermalization in pure gluon systems by incorporating quark production in the
weak-coupling (high-energy) limit. Our analysis reveals that quark production does not alter the qualitative features of
the three-stage thermalization process in this limit. Furthermore, we obtain the scaling behavior of the quark number
density over time at each stage. Then, by solving the Boltzmann equation in diffusion approximation (BEDA) for
longitudinally boost-invariant systems, we demonstrate how our detailed numerical simulations approach the predicted
three-stage thermalization picture as the strong coupling αs decreases. Finally, we carry out a detailed comparison
of our BEDA results with those obtained by solving the QCD effective kinetic theory for intermediate values of αs,
observing remarkably good quantitative agreement between the two approaches.

1. Introduction

One of the most fundamental unresolved theoretical questions in heavy-ion physics is to understand, from QCD
first principles, how small droplets of quark-gluon plasma (QGP) emerge in high-energy nucleus-nucleus collisions [1,
2]. While no reliable framework currently exists to describe this process at intermediate or large coupling, a consistent
picture is beginning to emerge in the weak-coupling (high-energy) regime within perturbative QCD. According to the
concept of parton saturation [3], saturated partons, characterized by the saturation momentum Qs, are freed from the
colliding nuclei, giving rise to a dense partonic system predominantly composed of gluons in the very early stage of
the collision [4, 5, 6]. The saturation momentum Qs at LHC energies is estimated to be about 1-2 GeV, entering the
perturbative regime.

In the weak-coupling limit, the subsequent thermalization process of pure gluon systems has been outlined in
Ref. [7] through parametric estimates, known as the ”bottom-up” thermalization. Quantitative studies have been
investigated using weak-coupling techniques, including classical statistical field theory [8, 9] and effective kinetic
theory (EKT) [10], as presented in [11, 12, 13, 14]. Classical field approaches are known to break down at later
times [15, 16, 17, 18]. It is conventional to switch from classical field simulations to the Boltzmann equation descrip-
tion [7, 15, 19], although how this transition can be understood in perturbation theory remains unclear [20, 21]. To
date, EKT has been the only weak-coupling framework used to study quantitatively the entire process of subsequent
thermalization/hydrodynamization.

Recently, the Boltzmann equation in diffusion approximation (BEDA) has been solved to explore various aspects
of thermalization in spatially homogeneous systems [22, 23]. This set of equations includes both 2 ↔ 2 interac-
tions [24, 7, 25, 26, 27] and 1↔ 2 processes due to the Landau-Pomeranchuk-Migdal (LPM) effects in the deep LPM
regime [28, 29]. Using BEDA, parametric estimates for thermalization have been derived for both initially under- and
over-populated systems and verified through numerical solutions. Moreover, the results remain qualitatively consis-
tent with those from EKT [30, 31, 13, 12, 14, 32], while benefiting from reduced computational complexity due to the
diffusion approximation.

As elaborated in Refs. [31, 22, 23], spatially homogeneous, initially over-populated systems exhibit similarities
to the early stage of bottom-up thermalization. This stage is characterized by self-similar solutions, referred to as a
nonthermal fixed point in Ref. [8]. The characteristic scaling behavior can be understood via momentum broadening
due to multiple elastic scatterings [7], which can be alternatively studied via the adiabatic hydrodynamization ap-
proach [33, 34]. On the other hand, initially under-populated systems without expansion also undergo bottom-up ther-
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malization in the final stage of thermalization, driven by democratic branching due to the LPM effects [7, 35, 36, 37].
Allowing quark production does not significantly alter the qualitative behavior of initially very dilute or dense sys-
tems [23]. However, in non-extreme cases, the system thermalizes in a top-down manner: gluons thermalize first at a
higher temperature and gradually cool down to the final equilibrium temperature as quarks are produced [13, 23].

In longitudinally boost-invariant systems, quark production has been recently investigated using EKT [13, 12, 14,
32]. Such theoretical studies are of significance to phenomenological investigations of pre-equilibrium photon [38]
and di-lepton production [39, 40, 41, 42], as well as heavy quark thermalization [43] at the early stages of heavy-ion
collisions. In this work, we mainly focus on the role played by quark production during the bottom-up thermalization
in the weak-coupling limit, providing both parametric estimates and numerical validation. Additionally, we conduct
a detailed comparison between BEDA and EKT solutions at intermediate coupling, highlighting their quantitative
similarities.

2. The BEDA for longitudinally boost-invariant systems

For a system that is longitudinally boost-invariant and uniform in the transverse plane [44], the QCD Boltzmann
equation at midrapidity (z = 0) takes the form [24]:(

∂τ −
pz

τ
∂pz

)
f a = Ca

2↔2 +Ca
1↔2, (1)

where f a denotes the distribution function of parton a, which varies with time (equal to proper time τ ≡
√

t2 − z2),
momentum magnitude p, and longitudinal velocity vz = pz/p. Our analysis focuses on the impact of quark production
on the entire bottom-up thermalization process, assuming the absence of initial quarks and antiquarks. Consequently,
the distribution functions for all N f massless quark (and antiquark) flavors remain identical, as the Boltzmann equation
preserves both q ↔ q̄ symmetry and flavor symmetry. And the effective net quark chemical potentials all vanish. For
brevity, we denote the distribution functions for different species as

f = f g, F = f q = f q̄. (2)

As recently detailed in [23], the 2↔ 2 kernel is simplified using the diffusion approximation [24, 7, 25, 26, 27]:

Ca
2↔2 =

1
4

q̂a(t)∇p ·

[
∇p f a +

v
T ∗(t)

f a(1 + ϵa f a)
]
+ Sa, (3)

where ϵa = 1 for bosons and ϵa = −1 for fermions and the source terms [27] take the form

Sq =
2πα2

sC
2
FL

p
Ic

[
f (1 − F) − F(1 + f )

]
, Sg = −

N f

CF
Sq. (4)

The space-time-dependent quantities in the above equations, which govern the time evolution of the system, are
defined as:

1) The jet quenching parameter is defined as q̂a ≡ Ca ˆ̄q [45], where

ˆ̄q ≡ 8πα2
sL

∫
d3 p

(2π)3

[
Nc f (1 + f ) + N f F(1 − F)

]
. (5)

Here, Ca takes the values CA = Nc for gluons and CF = (N2
c − 1)/(2Nc) for quarks/antiquarks. The logarithmic factor

is defined as L ≡ ln(⟨p2
t ⟩/m

2
D). Different choices of the typical transverse momentum broadening ⟨p2

t ⟩ in L only
introduce corrections beyond the leading logarithmic approximation. In this work, it is taken as ⟨p2

t ⟩ = ˆ̄qtbr( p̄), where
the branching time is given by tbr(p) =

√
p/ ˆ̄q/αs [37]. This leads to

L = ln
( ˆ̄qtbr( p̄)

m2
D

)
= ln
( √ ˆ̄qp̄
αsm2

D

)
, (6)
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where the typical momentum p̄ is defined as the square root of the average momentum square p2 per parton, i.e.,
p̄ =

√
⟨p2⟩, and the logarithmic dependence of ˆ̄q in the argument of the log on the right-hand side of Eq. (6) is

ignored. Under this choice, in a thermalized QGP, we have L ∼ ln(1/αs).
2) The effective temperature T∗ is defined as

T∗ ≡
q̂A

αsNcLm2
D

, (7)

where the screening mass squared is given by

m2
D ≡ 16παs

∫
d3 p

(2π)3

1
p

(Nc f + N f F). (8)

3) The conversion coefficient, which determines the rate of quark-gluon conversion in 2 ↔ 2 scatterings [27], is
expressed as

Ic =

∫
d3 p

(2π)3

1
p

( f + F). (9)

The 1↔ 2 kernel includes all the collinear splittings:

Ca
1↔2 =

∫ 1

0
dx
∑
b,c

[ 1
x3

νc
νa

Cc
ab(p/x; p, p(1 − x)/x) −

1
2

Ca
bc(p; xp, (1 − x)p)

]
, (10)

where x presents the momentum fraction carried by particle b for the process a → bc, and νa is the number of spin
times color degrees of freedom for parton a: νq = 2Nc for quarks (antiquarks) and νg = 2(N2

c − 1) for gluons. Here,
we define

Ca
bc(p; xp, (1 − x)p) ≡

dIa→bc(p)
dxdt

F a
bc(p; xp, (1 − x)p), (11)

and

F a
bc(p; l, k) ≡ f a

p (1 + ϵb f b
l )(1 + ϵc f c

k ) − f b
l f c

k (1 + ϵa f a
p ) (12)

with l ≡ xp and k ≡ (1 − x)p. The splitting rates dIa→bc(p)/dxdt account for the LPM effects in the deep LPM
regime [28, 29]. Their exact expressions in terms of the jet quenching parameter are compiled in Ref. [23]. Here, we
highlight the parametric difference between the splittings a→ ga and g→ qq̄:

x
dIa→ga(p)

dxdt
≈
αsCa

π

√
q̂A

xp
v.s. x

dIg→qq̄(p)
dxdt

≈
αs

4π

√
xq̂F

p
(13)

at x ≪ 1. This leads to a qualitative difference between gluon and quark production via the 1 → 2 processes, as
discussed below.

3. Quark production in the bottom-up thermalization

In this section, we study the impact of quark production on the bottom-up thermalization in the weak-coupling
limit, based on parametric estimates and numerical simulations in BEDA.
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3.1. Parametric estimates
Following Ref. [23], we consider quark production through both the 2 → 2 conversion (g → q/q̄) and the 1 → 2

splitting (g → qq̄). Starting with a generic initial gluon distribution f ∼ 1/αs for pz ∼ p⊥ ∼ Qs at τ ∼ 1/Qs, the
system evolves through three different stages before transitioning to Bjorken hydrodynamics [44]:

1.Very early stage: diluting an over-occupied system during 1 ≲ Qsτ ≲ α−3/2
s . During this stage, the system

is primarily governed by hard gluons with momentum ∼ Qs, similar to pure gluon systems [7]. Its main qualitative
features can be deduced from the competition between expansion and multiple 2↔ 2 scatterings. The number density
of hard gluons decreases with time, following nh,g ∼ Q2

s/(αsτ). Their longitudinal momentum undergoes broadening
by an amount ∼

√
q̂τ within a time interval ∼ τ. If this broadening is initially negligible compared to their typical

longitudinal momentum pz, then pz decreases as 1/τ until a balance is reached, yielding [7]:

p2
z ∼ q̂τ ∼ α2

s

n2
h,g

pz p2
⊥

τ⇔ pz ∼ Qs(Qsτ)−1/3, fh,g ∼
nh,g

pz p2
⊥

∼
1
αs

1
(Qsτ)2/3 , q̂ ∼

Q3
s

(Qsτ)5/3 . (14)

Here and below, we treat the logarithmic factor L as an O(1) coefficient and we denote q̂ ∼ q̂A ∼ q̂F , since the
only difference between q̂A and q̂F is some parametrically negligible color factor. The Debye mass squared, effective
temperature, and conversion coefficient are estimated as:

m2
D ∼ αs

nh,g

Qs
∼

Qs

τ
, T∗ ∼

q̂
αsm2

D

∼
Qs

αs(Qsτ)2/3 , Ic ∼ m2
D/αs. (15)

The number density of soft gluons with momentum ps ∼ pz, produced via the 1→ 2 splitting, is esimated as follows:

ns,g ∼ αs

√
q̂
ps

nh,g fh,gτ ∼
Q3

s

αs(Qsτ)4/3 ∼ T∗p2
s , fs,g∼

ns,g

p3
s
∼

1
αs(Qsτ)1/3 (16)

which fills a thermal distribution with temperature given by T∗ up to p ∼ ps [22]. Since T∗ is initially at its maximum,
the soft sector resembles that of an overheated system, similar to what is observed in spatially homogeneous, initially
very dense systems [22, 23]. Note that our estimates for soft gluons during this stage and the next, derived solely from
the LPM effects, give the same parametric results as those obtained using the BH rate in Ref. [7].

The above estimates remain valid regardless of whether quark production is taken into account. One can estimate
the quark number density produced via conversion in Eq. (4) and splitting in Eq. (13):

nq ∼

{
m4

Dτ ∼ (Qsτ)−1Q3
s for g→ q/q̄

αs
√

q̂/Qsnh,gτ ∼ (Qsτ)−5/6Q3
s for g→ qq̄

. (17)

Here, we have used the fact that αsIc ∼ m2
D, as gluons dominate. Comparing the two parametric forms, one can

conclude that quark production is primarily driven by the 1↔ 2 process at this stage, leading to

nq ∼ (Qsτ)−5/6Q3
s , (18)

which is parametrically smaller than both nh,g and ns,g. These quarks mostly carry hard momentum ∼ Qs while the
number density of soft quarks with soft momentum ps ∼ pz is parametrically smaller, scaling as ∼ p3

z ∼ Q2
s/τ.

Consequently, quarks play a negligible role in determining the overall properties of the system at this stage.
Since quarks are absent at initial time (Qsτ ∼ 1), one can directly perform the integration in the collision kernels

in Eq. (10) to examine the transition from the initial distribution to the above scaling and obtain

nq ∼

∫ τ
Q−1

s

dτ′(τ′Qs)−11/6Q4
s ∼

Qsτ − 1
(Qsτ)11/6 Q3

s , (19)

This result suggests a rapid initial increase in quark number density, reaching a peak shortly after the initial time.
Subsequently, it decreases throughout the remainder of this stage.

Accordingly, throughout this stage, corrections to q̂ and m2
D from soft gluons and quarks do not modify their

parametric forms derived from hard gluons. And the pressure anisotropy, dominated by hard gluons as well, scales as
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PL/ϵ ∼ p2
z/Q

2
s ∼ (Qsτ)−2/3. Note that during this stage the contribution of soft gluons to the screening mass, given

by m2
D ∼ αsns,g/pz ∼ Qs/τ, remains parametrically comparable to that of hard gluons. This holds until the end of this

stage at Qsτ ∼ α
−3/2
s when fh,g ∼ α−1

s (Qsτ)−2/3 ∼ 1.
2. Setting up the stage for thermalization: cooling and overcooling of soft sector during α−3/2

s ≲ Qsτ ≲ α
−5/2
s .

Primarily driven by expansion, the number density of hard gluons continues to decrease as nh,g ∼ Q2
s/(αsτ), since they

have not yet suffered significant energy loss. At Qsτ ≳ α
−3/2
s , a key change for hard gluons is that fh,g falls below

unity. This modifies the scaling of the jet transport parameter to:

q̂ ∼ α2
snh,g ∼ αsQ2

s/τ⇒ pz ∼
√

q̂τ ∼ α1/2
s Qs. (20)

The soft gluon number density with soft momentum ps ∼ pz is then given by

ns,g ∼ αs

√
q̂
ps

nh,gτ ∼ α
1/4
s (Qsτ)−1/2Q3

s , fs,g ∼
ns,g

p3
s
∼ α−5/4

s (Qsτ)−1/2. (21)

Consequently, the contribution of soft gluons to q̂ remains parametrically smaller than that of hard gluons until Qsτ ∼
α−5/2

s when ns,g ∼ nh,g. However, soft gluons dominate the contribution to the Debye mass since nh,g/Qs ≪ ns,g/ps,
leading to:

m2
D ∼ αs

ns,g

ps
∼ αs

ns,g

pz
∼ α3/4

s (Qsτ)−1/2Q2
s , T∗ ∼

q̂
αsm2

D

∼ α−3/4
s (Qsτ)−1/2Qs. (22)

These satisfy the relation ns,g ∼ T∗p2
z , consistent with a thermal distribution with temperature T∗ up to momenta of

order pz.
During this stage, the number of produced quarks remains insufficient to alter the scaling behavior of q̂ and m2

D.
The quark number density is now given by:

nq ∼

m4
Dτ ∼ α

3/2
s Q3

s for g→ q/q̄
αs
√

q̂/Qsnh,gτ ∼ α
1/2
s (Qsτ)−1/2Q3

s for g→ qq̄
. (23)

Here, the dominant contributions for g→ qq̄ come from hard gluons. One can also estimate the quark number density
from the g→ qq̄ splitting of soft gluons:

ns,q ∼ αs
√

q̂/psns,gτ ∼ αs
√

q̂/pzns,gτ ∼ α
3/2
s Q3

s . (24)

This result is parametrically equivalent to that from the 2 ↔ 2 processes and remains negligible compared to the
number density of hard quarks until Qsτ ∼ α

−2
s when ns,q ∼ nq. Thus, during this stage, the quark number density

follows

nq ∼

α1/2
s (Qsτ)−1/2Q3

s for α−3/2
s ≲ Qsτ ≲ α−2

s

α3/2
s Q3

s for α−2
s ≲ Qsτ ≲ α

−5/2
s
. (25)

It is parametrically smaller than the gluon number density until Qsτ ∼ α
−5/2
s when nq ∼ nh,g. Hence, quarks can be

neglected in the parametric estimates of q̂, m2
D and other overall properties of the system. Accordingly, the pressure

anisotropy scales as PL/ϵ ∼ p2
z/Q

2
s ∼ αs.

At Qsτ ∼ α
−5/2
s , the number densities of hard gluons, soft gluons, and quarks become comparable. The soft sector

forms a thermalized QGP with temperature T∗ ∼ αsQs, where the relaxation time trel ≡ 1/(α2
sT∗) ∼ τ, ps ∼ T∗, and

nq ∼ ns,g ∼ T 3
∗ . Similar to the end of the second thermalization stage in spatially homogeneous, very dilute systems,

the soft sector reaches its maximum overcooling in terms of T∗ [22, 23].
3. Thermalization: heating up a QGP bath via mini-jet quenching during α−5/2

s ≲ Qsτ ≲ α
−13/5
s . When Qsτ ≳

α
− 5

2
s , the contributions from hard gluons to q̂ and m2

D become parametrically smaller than those from soft gluons and
quarks. Additionally, the soft sector can thermalize independently, forming a thermalized QGP with a temperature
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T∗, since the relaxation time trel = 1/(α2
sT∗) becomes smaller than τ. As a result, the system undergoes bottom-up

thermalization similar to pure gluon systems, except that the soft thermal bath is now a QGP that is made of quarks,
antiquarks and gluons.

More specifically, considering the typical energy loss of each hard parton, pbr ∼ α
2
s q̂τ2 within a time of order

τ [7, 35, 36, 37], the temperature T∗ can be estimated from the energy loss of hard partons: εloss ∼ T 4
∗ ∼ pbrnh,g with

nh,g ∼ Q2
s/(αsτ), yielding [7]

T∗ ∼ α3
s Q2

sτ⇒ q̂ ∼ α2
sT 3
∗ ∼ α

11
s Q6

sτ
3, m2

D ∼ αsT 2
∗ ∼ α

7
s Q4

sτ
2, εloss ∼ T 4

∗ ∼ α
12
s Q8

sτ
4, (26)

and the number density of soft partons is given by

ng ∼ nq ∼ T 3
∗ ∼ α

9
s Q6

sτ
3. (27)

As the energy is still predominantly carried by hard gluons and the longitudinal pressure is predominantly given by
soft partons, the momentum anisotropy scales as PL/ϵ ∼ T 4

∗ /(Qsnh,g) ∼ α13
s (Qsτ)5. Thermalization is completed when

hard partons are fully quenched, with εloss ∼ Qsnh,g, which gives Qsτ ∼ α
−13/5
s . At this time, the QGP is heated up to

T∗ ∼ α2/5Qs and PL/ϵ ∼ 1/3. All these scalings are the same as those in pure gluon systems [7, 46].
4. Post-thermalization: Bjorken expansion during Qsτ ≳ α−13/5

s . After the system thermalizes, it undergoes
hydrodynamic expansion with Bjorken flow: ng ∼ nq ∝ τ

−1, T∗ ∝ τ−1/3, q̂ ∝ τ−1. Starting from their values at
Qsτ ∼ α

−13/5
s , we have

T∗ ∼ α−7/15
s Qs(Qsτ)−1/3, nq ∼ ng ∼ α

−7/5
s Q2

sτ
−1, q̂ ∼ α3/5

s Q2
sτ
−1, m2

D ∼ α
1/15
s Q2

s(Qsτ)−2/3, (28)

as one always has the relaxation time trel = 1/(α2
sT∗) ≪ τ.

3.2. Quantitative results
Verifying the scalings of the various quantities estimated above requires a small coupling, which poses a numerical

challenge. Since solving BEDA is computationally more efficient, we concentrate on numerical verifications using
BEDA in this section and defer a detailed comparison between BEDA and EKT at intermediate coupling to the next
section.

To numerically solve the BEDA for longitudinally boost-invariant systems, we extend the GPU algorithm from
Ref. [23], originally designed for spatially homogeneous systems, by incorporating the dependence on vz = pz/p and
longitudinal expansion. The numerical simulations are performed on a lattice in p and vz, where the grid spacing must
be sufficiently small for accuracy but is constrained by finite computing resources and time. For the results presented
in this section, we use a logarithmic grid in p with Np = 64 points, ranging from pmin/Qs = 0.01 to pmax/Qs = 12.
The vz grid is symmetric around vz = 0 and it is distributed around it as a power law vz,i = x1.3

i , where xi is the i-th
element of a linear grid, and the total number of vz grid points is set to Nvz = 64. With this, the vz grid is more dense
at mid-rapidity, which helps to handle the fact that the distribution functions get very squeezed when the coupling is
small. Further details on the implementation of our algorithm will be provided in an upcoming publication [47].

To account for the initial momentum anisotropies, we use the same initial distributions as those used in Ref. [11]:

f0 =
A

4πNcαs

e−
2
3 ((pzξ)2+p2

⊥)/Q2
0√(

(pzξ)2 + p2
⊥

)
/Q2

0

, F = 0, (29)

where Q0 = 1.8Qs, A = 10.68 and the initial momentum anisotropy of the system is parametrized by the variable ξ.
In our results the number of active quark flavors is N f = 3.
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Figure 1: Quark production in the bottom-up thermalization at αs = 0.002. The top and bottom panels display ˆ̄q, m2
D, ng and nq for the initial

anisotropies ξ = 1.0 and ξ = 5.0, respectively. Dashed lines represent the estimated scalings based on parametric estimates, excluding those from
the third stage.

Figure 1 shows our simulation results for ˆ̄q, m2
D, ng, and nq at αs = 0.002, compared with the scalings estimated

in the previous subsection. We analyze two sets of initial distributions with ξ = 1 and ξ = 5. As illustrated by the
dashed lines, these quantities approach the predicted scalings during the first two stages and at late times in Bjorken
hydrodynamics. Importantly, the quark number density remains lower than the gluon density until the final stage of
thermalization, consistent with our parametric estimates, confirming that quark production does not interfere with the
bottom-up thermalization process. However, for αs = 0.002, the results do not exhibit the scalings in the third stage
when ˆ̄q and m2

D increase with τ, which would require simulations at an even smaller coupling.
In Fig. 2, we further verify the expected scaling in the process of pressure isotropization and hydrodynamization

for the same initial conditions as those in Fig. 1. For both cases, PL/ϵ approaches the expected τ−2/3 scaling [7,
48, 11, 33, 34] at early times. For the isotropic initial distributions shown in the left panel, the expansion drives the
momentum anisotropy initially, leading to a scaling ∼ τ−1. In late times, they approach the prediction in viscous
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Figure 2: Pressure isotropization and hydrodynamization at αs = 0.002. For both initial distributions with ξ = 1.0 (left) and ξ = 5.0 (right), our
simulations show convergence to the expected scaling at early times as well as hydrodynamization at late times. In both plots, the dashed horizontal
line indicates the equilibrium value of 1/3.

hydrodynamics with
PL

ϵ
=

1
3
−

16
9
η

s
1

Thydroτ
, (30)

where the ratio of shear viscosity to entropy density, η/s, is taken as a fitting parameter to our numerical results at late
times when PL/ϵ ≳ 0.25, and Thydro is the temperature given by Landau matching:

Thydro =

[
120ϵ

π2(4νg + 7N f νq)

] 1
4

(31)

with νg = 16 and νq = 6.

4. Comparison with EKT at intermediate coupling

To quantitatively compare BEDA and EKT, we carry out a detailed analysis at intermediate coupling using the
initial distributions given in Eq. (29), as illustrated in Fig. 3. Here, we set ξ = 1.0 and αs = 0.265 (λ ≡ g2Nc =

10), a value relevant to heavy-ion phenomenology at LHC energies. For the BEDA results, we use Nvz = 64 and
Np = 64 with pmin/Qs = 0.05 and pmax/Qs = 12. The EKT results shown in these plots are generated using the
code implementation from Ref. [14]. For the EKT results, we use a linear grid in vz with Nvz = 128 and the same
logarithmic grid in p as BEDA with Np = 64, pmin/Qs = 0.01 and pmax/Qs = 16.

In Fig. 3, we present the BEDA results using two different choices for the logarithmic factor: L = 1.0, as previ-
ously chosen in Refs. [26, 27, 22, 23], and our new choice in Eq. (6). All the quantities shown in this figure are not
sensitive to these choices of L at this coupling. Moreover, T∗, m2

D, ng and Pg
L/ϵ show remarkable agreement with the

EKT results over the entire time range, while Pq
L/ϵ, nq and PL/ϵ show some quantitative differences. Here, Pa

L denotes
the contribution to the longitudinal pressure from parton species a. For a smaller coupling, such as λ = 5, we have
checked that the quantitative agreement between BEDA with L from Eq. (6) remains comparable to that shown in the
figure, but the results with L = 1.0 deteriorate. This confirms that our new choice of L in Eq. (6) is more consistent
than L = 1.0 when comparing to the EKT.

The quantitative difference observed in the bottom plots of Fig. 3 primarily stems from the difference in quark
production. Given that at the initial time there are no quarks in the system, the 1 → 2 process is more efficient for
producing quarks and antiquarks than the 2 ↔ 2 process, qualitatively similar to the weak coupling limit in Sec. 3.
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Figure 3: Comparison between BEDA and EKT at λ = 10 (αs = 0.265). The BEDA results with two different choices of L are presented for
various quantities and compared with the EKT results from Ref. [14]. The top row displays T∗, m2

D, and ng, while the bottom row presents Pa
L/ϵ,

nq and PL/ϵ. Here, Pa
L denotes the contribution to the longitudinal pressure from parton species a.

For the most relevant momentum range, p ≲ Qs, we find that the deep LPM splitting rates always have a phase space
in x that exceeds the corresponding rates in EKT. As a result, this leads to the overestimation of quark production in
the BEDA, as shown in the left two plots of the bottom panel in this figure, as well as the observed difference in PL/ϵ
in the right plot.

Finally, it is intriguing to observe that, even though quark production differs in earlier stages, as the system
hydrodynamizes at Qsτ ≳ 50 (see the dashed line in the bottom right panel of Fig. 3), the quark number density in
BEDA converges to that in EKT (central bottom panel). This indicates that the system reaches chemical equilibration,
as the difference in the gluon number density between BEDA and EKT is remarkably small. That is, the ratio of quark
number density to gluon number density converges to the same value in both approaches.

5. Conclusions

In summary, we have extended the parametric estimates for bottom-up thermalization in longitudinally boost-
invariant systems [7] by incorporating quark production in the weak-coupling regime. Our analysis demonstrates that
quark production does not modify the three-stage thermalization process observed in pure gluon systems, and the
system’s overall characteristics remain parametrically consistent with those of pure gluons. Quarks and antiquarks
become relevant only in the final stage of thermalization, where they form a QGP thermal bath in equilibrium with
soft gluons, quenching hard gluons to complete the thermalization process. Additionally, we have investigated the
time-dependent scaling behavior of the quark number density across different thermalization stages.

Additionally, we have developed a GPU-based algorithm to numerically solve the BEDA for longitudinally boost-
invariant systems. Our detailed simulations using BEDA for αs = 0.002 show that the numerical results generally
agree with the predicted scaling behaviors from our parametric estimates, except in the third stage of thermalization,
which may only become evident at an even smaller αs. A comparison between BEDA and EKT for αs = 0.265
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demonstrates reasonable agreement, with some noticeable difference in the quark sector, reinforcing BEDA as a valu-
able and computationally efficient alternative for studying nonequilibrium dynamics in QCD. Future work will focus
on extending BEDA simulations to higher dimensions to study thermalization/hydrodynamization in small collision
systems.
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