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We report predictions for the suppression and elliptic flow of the Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) as
a function of centrality and transverse momentum in ultra-relativistic heavy-ion collisions. We
obtain our predictions by numerically solving a Lindblad equation for the evolution of the heavy-
quarkonium reduced density matrix derived using potential nonrelativistic QCD and the formalism
of open quantum systems. To numerically solve the Lindblad equation, we make use of a stochastic
unraveling called the quantum trajectories algorithm. This unraveling allows us to solve the Lindblad
evolution equation efficiently on large lattices with no angular momentum cutoff. The resulting
evolution describes the full 3D quantum and non-abelian evolution of the reduced density matrix
for bottomonium states. We expand upon our previous work by treating differential observables
and elliptic flow; this is made possible by a newly implemented Monte-Carlo sampling of physical
trajectories. Our final results are compared to experimental data collected in

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

Pb-Pb collisions by the ALICE, ATLAS, and CMS collaborations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ultra-relativistic nucleus-nucleus (AA) collisions per-
formed at the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC) at
Brookhaven National Laboratory and the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) at the European Organization for Nuclear
Research (CERN) have provided unprecedented insight
into the behavior of matter at extreme energy and baryon
number densities the likes of which previously only ex-
isted in the very early Universe [1, 2]. The goal of these
experiments is to produce and study a color-ionized, or
deconfined, quark-gluon plasma (QGP), a state of mat-
ter in which the degrees of freedom are quarks and gluons
rather than the hadronic degrees of freedom observed at
low energies in which quarks and gluons are confined. In
order to determine the properties of the QGP, experimen-
talists at RHIC and LHC measure a variety of observables
in AA, pA, and pp collisions including the spectra of pro-
duced hadrons, their azimuthal momentum correlations,
photon production, dilepton production, etc.
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An observable of particular interest is the ratio of the
number of heavy quarkonia observed in an AA collision to
the number observed in a pp collision (scaled by the num-
ber of binary collisions); this defines the nuclear modifica-
tion factor RAA of the particular quarkonium species. It
was predicted decades ago that due to Debye screening at
distances larger than approximately the inverse of the De-
bye mass, the inter-quark potential of heavy quarkonium
in a color-ionized QGP becomes more short range, and
consequently, the measured rates of heavy quarkonium
bound state production in AA collisions would be sup-
pressed relative to the rates in pp collisions in which no
QGP is generated [3, 4]. Since these early papers, there
has been considerable progress in understanding the dy-
namics of heavy quarkonia in the QGP. A paradigmatic
shift in our theoretical understanding of heavy quarko-
nium suppression occurred in 2007 with the findings of
thermal corrections to the real part of the in-medium po-
tential related to screening and a nonzero imaginary part
related to the in-medium dissociation rate due to Landau
damping [5]. Subsequent works extended this to include
the effect of non-abelian singlet-octet transitions using
the effective field theory (EFT) potential non-relativistic
QCD (pNRQCD) [6–9]. In the interim, the existence of
a large in-medium decay width has been taken into ac-
count in phenomenological calculations of RAA which use
complex potential models [10–16]. Nonrelativistic EFTs,
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and especially pNRQCD, allow for a systematic and non-
perturbative exploitation of the separation of scales in-
herent in heavy quark bound states.

In order to fully understand the dynamics of in-
medium heavy quarkonium, a careful consideration of
in-medium scattering including both dissociation and re-
combination is necessary. The formalism of open quan-
tum systems (OQS) allows for a rigorous treatment of a
quantum system (here the heavy quarkonium) coupled
to an external environment (here the QGP) and thus
provides a useful framework for treating heavy quarko-
nia in medium [17–20]. In the present work, we utilize
a set of evolution equations describing the in-medium
evolution of heavy quarkonium realizing the hierarchy of
scales 1/a0 � πT ∼ mD � E where a0 is the Bohr ra-
dius of the bound state, T is the medium temperature,
mD ∼ gT is the Debye screening mass, and E is the
binding energy of the bound state. In this regime, the
evolution equations take the form of a Lindblad equation
describing the Markovian quantum Brownian motion of
a heavy quarkonium in the QGP [21–23].

In this work, we extend Ref. [24] wherein the Lindblad
equation was solved numerically using the quantum tra-
jectories algorithm which represents a quantum unravel-
ing of the Lindblad equation. The numerical code, devel-
oped for and presented in Ref. [24], is called QTraj and
was used to make phenomenological predictions for the
nuclear suppression of Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) states in
5.02 TeV Pb-Pb collisions as a function of the number of
participating nucleons Npart. The quantum trajectories
algorithm requires averaging over a set of stochastically-
generated quantum evolutions. Due to the associated
computational costs, in Ref. [24], the temperature evo-
lution of the plasma was simplified by using an average
temperature profile per centrality class computed from
the average of Monte-Carlo sampled physical trajecto-
ries in that centrality class. In this work, we compute
the QGP survival probability for each physical trajec-
tory and bin the results as is done experimentally. This
has been made possible by efficiency and scalability im-
provements to the QTraj code [25]. As a result of these
improvements, we are able to present predictions for RAA

and associated double ratios as functions of both Npart

and pT . In addition, due to the large number of physical
trajectories now considered, we are able to make statis-
tically significant predictions for the elliptic flow v2 of
the Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) states as functions of both
Npart and pT . We compare our results to experimental
data collected by the ALICE, ATLAS, and CMS collab-
orations.

The structure of this work is as follows: in Sec. II, we
review the derivation of the Lindblad equation describing
in-medium heavy-quarkonium dynamics in a strongly-
coupled QGP and the quantum trajectories algorithm as
implemented in the QTraj code; in Sec. III, we present
our numerical results and compare to experimental data;
in Sec. IV, we present our conclusions and an outlook for
the future; in App. A, we present a table of QTraj pre-

dictions for the centrality-integrated RAA of the Υ(1S),
Υ(2S), and Υ(3S); finally, in App. B, we investigate the
role of quantum jumps in heavy-quarkonium dynamics
and their effect on experimental observables.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Heavy quarkonium dynamics in a
strongly-coupled quark-gluon plasma

In this paper, we solve the Lindblad equation describ-
ing the in-medium dynamics of a heavy quarkonium that
was derived using the EFT pNRQCD and the OQS for-
malism in Refs. [21–23]. The nonrelativistic nature of
heavy-heavy bound states, i.e., v � 1 where v is the
quark-antiquark relative velocity, leads to at least three
hierarchically ordered scales: the hard scale M of the
heavy quark mass, the soft scale Mv of typical momen-
tum transfers, and the ultrasoft scale Mv2 associated
with the binding energy E. If the bound state is Coulom-
bic then v ∼ αs. Integrating out the hard scale M
from full QCD gives rise to the EFT nonrelativistic QCD
(NRQCD) [26, 27]; further integrating out the soft scale
Mv gives rise to pNRQCD [28–30]. In this treatment,
the small radius r of the lowest lying bound states allows
for a multipole expansion in r. pNRQCD implements
this expansion in the bound state radius r and in the in-
verse of the heavy quark mass M at the Lagrangian level
and is thus ideally suited for describing low lying bot-
tomonium states of small radius. The degrees of freedom
in the resulting effective Lagrangian are composite fields
made of heavy quark and heavy antiquark pairs in a color
singlet or color octet configuration, and light quarks and
gluons at the ultrasoft scale. Transitions between the sin-
glet and octet fields are encoded in chromoelectric-dipole
interaction terms.

The OQS formalism allows for the rigorous treatment
of a quantum system coupled to an external environ-
ment (see Ref. [31] for a general introduction). The rel-
evant time scales of the full system are a time scale τS
characterizing the system, a time scale τE characterizing
the environment, and a relaxation time τR characterizing
the interaction between the system and the environment.
The scale τS is set by the characteristic time scale of inter-
nal transitions in the system and, as such, is related to the
inverse of the internal level spacing of states. The scale
τE is set by the time scale of equilibration of the envi-
ronment, and the scale τR is the characteristic time scale
associated with the in-medium evolution of the reduced
density matrix. Hierarchical orderings of these scales al-
low for simplifications of calculations and the realization
of different evolution paradigms. For the system treated
in this work, i.e., a bottomonium in a QGP at tempera-
tures reached in current heavy ion collision experiments,
one has

τR � τE , (1)
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which allows for the Markovian approximation, i.e., the
system is insensitive to its prior evolution. Furthermore,
one has

τS � τE , (2)

which qualifies the evolution as quantum Brownian mo-
tion.

We consider a strongly coupled plasma in which the
heavy-quark mass M , the Bohr radius of the quarkonium
a0, the temperature of the medium T , the Debye mass
mD ∼ gT , and the binding energy of the quarkonium E
fulfill the hierarchy of scales

M & 1/a0 � πT ∼ mD � E . (3)

In this regime, the system, the environment, and the re-
laxation time scales are given by

τS ∼
1

E
, (4)

τE ∼
1

πT
, (5)

τR ∼
1

Σs
∼ 1

a2
0(πT )3

, (6)

where Σs is the thermal self-energy of the system. The
hierarchy of scales in Eq. (3) ensures that the evolution
of the reduced density matrix is Markovian and exhibits
quantum Brownian motion.

Using pNRQCD and OQS and working in the regime
specified in Eq. (3), in Refs. [21, 22] a set of master
equations governing the in-medium evolution of a heavy
quarkonium was derived. In the limit T � E, an ex-
pansion in E/T may be performed; at leading order, the
evolution equations take the form of a Lindblad equation
[32, 33]

dρ(t)

dt
= −i[H, ρ(t)]+

∑
n

(
Cnρ(t)C†n −

1

2

{
C†nCn, ρ(t)

})
,

(7)
where

ρ(t) =

(
ρs(t) 0

0 ρo(t)

)
, (8)

H =

(
hs 0
0 ho

)
+
r2

2
γ

(
1 0

0
N2

c−2
2(N2

c−1)

)
, (9)

C0
i =

√
κ

N2
c − 1

ri
(

0 1√
N2

c − 1 0

)
, (10)

C1
i =

√
(N2

c − 4)κ

2(N2
c − 1)

ri
(

0 0
0 1

)
. (11)

The singlet and octet density matrices ρs(t) and ρo(t)
describe quarkonium in the singlet and octet configu-
rations, respectively. The operators hs,o = p2/M +
Vs,o are the singlet and octet Hamiltonians with Vs =
−4αs(1/a0)/(3r) and Vo = αs(1/a0)/(6r); αs(1/a0) is

the strong coupling at the energy scale of the inverse of
the Bohr radius. Interactions with the strongly-coupled
medium are encoded in the non-perturbative transport
coefficients κ and γ

κ =
g2

18

∫ ∞
0

dt
〈{
Ẽa,i(t,0), Ẽa,i(0,0)

}〉
, (12)

γ = −i g
2

18

∫ ∞
0

dt
〈[
Ẽa,i(t,0), Ẽa,i(0,0)

]〉
, (13)

where

Ẽa,i(t,0) = Ω†(t)Ea,i(t,0)Ω(t) , (14)

with Ω(t) being a temporal Wilson line running from time
negative infinity to time t, i.e.,

Ω(t) = exp

[
−ig

∫ t

−∞
dt′A0(t′,0)

]
. (15)

κ is the heavy quark momentum diffusion coefficient
[34, 35], and γ is its dispersive counterpart. As noted in
Ref. [22], κ and γ are related to the thermal width Γ and
mass shift δM of the bottomonium, respectively, and can,
therefore, be extracted indirectly from unquenched lat-
tice measurements of these quantities as done in Ref. [23].
More recently, direct quenched lattice measurements of
κ have been performed across an unprecedentedly large
range of temperatures allowing to detect the dependence
of κ on the medium temperature [36]. Direct lattice ex-
tractions of γ (as opposed to the indirect extractions via
δM in Ref. [23]) are currently in progress.

B. Quantum trajectories algorithm

Directly solving the Lindblad equation given in
Sec. II A is computationally demanding, and previous
works relied on simplifying assumptions. Specifically,
Ref. [22] expanded the density matrix in spherical har-
monics and introduced a cutoff at ` = 1, thus only con-
sidering S- and P -wave states. In Ref. [24], the quan-
tum trajectories algorithm was utilized to solve the Lind-
blad equation via a computationally less intensive Monte-
Carlo method. This allowed for solving of the evolution
equations to all orders in ` while also dramatically in-
creasing the spatial extent of the lattice and decreasing
the lattice spacing compared to Ref. [22].

The quantum trajectories algorithm implements a
stochastic evolution of each quantum trajectory in or-
der to solve the Lindblad equation (frequently referred
to as an unraveling of the Lindblad equation).1 The cen-
tral idea of the algorithm is to split the full evolution
specified by the Lindblad equation into a diagonal con-
tribution that leaves the quantum numbers of the system

1 For a comprehensive introduction to this method see Ref. [37].
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unchanged and an off-diagonal contribution that changes
the quantum numbers. For this purpose, we rewrite the
Lindblad equation as

dρ(t)

dt
= −iHeffρ(t) + iρ(t)H†eff +

∑
n

Cnρ(t)C†n , (16)

where

Heff = H − i

2

∑
n

C†nCn. (17)

The non-unitary effective Hamiltonian Heff is diagonal;
its action on ρ(t) leaves the color and angular momentum
state of ρ(t) unchanged but decreases its trace. The jump
operators Cn entering into the summation in Eq. (16) are
off-diagonal and their action on ρ(t) results in a change of
quantum numbers.2 The diagonal contributions include
the effect of the thermal width Γ =

∑
n C
†
nCn in the evo-

lution (cf. Eq. (2.2) of Ref. [24]), and the off-diagonal
terms can be mapped to quantum jumps between dif-
ferent states. Both of these contributions can be imple-
mented at the level of one-dimensional wave functions
rather than density matrices, thereby greatly reducing
both the memory needed for the simulation and the num-
ber of computational cycles required.3

The QTraj code implements the quantum trajectories
algorithm as follows:

1. Initialize a wave function |ψ(t0)〉 at initial time t0
which corresponds to the initial quantum state of
the particle given by ρ(t0) = |ψ(t0)〉〈ψ(t0)|.

2. Generate a random number 0 < r1 < 1 and evolve
the wave function forward in time with Heff until

|| e−i
∫ t
t0

dt′Heff(t
′)|ψ(t0)〉 ||2 ≤ r1 . (18)

Denote the first time step fulfilling the inequality
of Eq. (18) as the jump time tj . If the jump time
is greater than the simulation run time tf , end the
simulation at time tf ; otherwise, proceed to step 3.

3. At time tj , initiate a quantum jump:

(a) If the system is in a singlet configuration,
jump to octet. If the system is in an octet
configuration, generate a random number 0 <
r2 < 1 and jump to singlet if r2 < 2/7; other-
wise, remain in the octet configuration.

2 This is clearly the case for C0 as it is off diagonal in color space,
i.e., it induces a singlet-octet transition (and a change of ±1 in
`). C1 is diagonal in color space but off diagonal in angular mo-
mentum space, i.e., it induces an octet-octet transition between
states of angular momentum ` and `±1. This can be made man-
ifest by expanding in spherical harmonics; cf. Eqs. (83) and (84)
of [22].

3 Details concerning the QTraj implementation, including scaling
studies, benchmarks, and runtime comparisons to other methods
can be found in Ref. [25]. This reference accompanies the open-
source release of QTraj.

(b) Generate a random number 0 < r3 < 1; if
r3 < l/(2l+ 1), take l→ l− 1; otherwise, take
l→ l + 1.

(c) Multiply the wavefunction by r and normalize.

4. Continue from step 2.

The procedure for the calculation of the jump time tj
in step 2 is known as the waiting time approach and re-
duces the number of random numbers to be generated
compared to the standard quantum trajectories approach
(see Sec. III.D of Ref. [37] and references therein). The
probabilities in step 3 correspond to the branching frac-
tions into a state of different angular momentum and/or
color and are calculated via the relation

pn =
〈ψ(t)|C†nCn|ψ(t)〉∑
n〈ψ(t)|C†nCn|ψ(t)〉

. (19)

Each evolution of the wave function from time t0 to tf
is called a quantum trajectory. In practice, a large num-
ber of quantum trajectories must be generated and av-
eraged over, and, as the number of trajectories consid-
ered increases, the average converges to the solution of
the Lindblad equation. This equivalence can be explic-
itly proven by writing |ψ(t+ δt)〉 as a superposition of a
jumped state and a state evolved with Heff. For details
of this proof, see Sec. III.A of Ref. [37].

C. Simulation details

In order to solve Eq. (7), we must specify the values
of the transport coefficients κ and γ. For the former, we
make use of recent quenched lattice measurements of κ
carried out in Ref. [36] which provide κ(T ) over a large
range of temperatures. All results reported in this work
are carried out using three temperature-dependent pa-
rameterizations of κ̂(T ) = κ(T )/T 3 which are given by
the lower, central, and upper bounds of the “fit” curve
of Fig. 13 of [36]. We denote these three parameteriza-
tions κ̂L(T ), κ̂C(T ), and κ̂U (T ), respectively. For γ, we
perform simulations with three temperature-independent
values of γ̂ = γ/T 3 = {−3.5, −1.75, 0}. These values
are taken from the relation δM(1S) = (3/2)a2

0γ where
δM(1S) is the in-medium mass shift of the Υ(1S) state
as detailed in Ref. [23]. We note that the lattice studies
of Refs. [38, 39] used in Ref. [23] favor larger absolute
values of (the negative parameter) γ̂, while more recent
lattice studies [40, 41] favor δM(Υ(1S)) ' 0 and thus
γ̂ ' 0.

For the mass, we take M = mb = mΥ(1S)/2 = 4.73

GeV with mΥ(1S) from [42].4 The strong coupling αs is

4 We note that we update the value of mb used in this work com-
pared to Refs. [22, 24] in order to be more consistent with other
literature. As a result, the value of αs changes accordingly.
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calculated by solving

a0 =
2

CF αs(1/a0)mb
, (20)

where αs is evaluated at the inverse of the Bohr ra-
dius using the 1-loop running with Nf = 3 flavors, and

Λ
Nf=3

MS
= 332 MeV [43]. The resulting value of the strong

coupling constant is αs = 0.468.
For the initial state radial wave-function we use a

Gaussian-smeared delta function multiplied by a power
of r appropriate for the initial angular momentum state
`, i.e.,

ψ`(t0) ∝ r`e−r
2/(ca0)2 , (21)

with r ψ`(t0) normalized to one when summed over the
entire (one-dimensional) lattice volume. Narrower initial
states (smaller c) require a significantly larger number
of trajectories to obtain similar statistical errors. We
take the width of the Gaussian to be c = 0.2 to balance
accuracy and computational effort; while this choice may
cause relative systematic uncertainties of about 10% or
15% for the excited S-wave states, the S-wave ground
state is unaffected (below 5% level) by changes of c within
a factor of two [25].

We employ a radial lattice of NUM = 4096 lattice sites
and a radial volume of L = 80 GeV−1, corresponding to
a radial lattice spacing of a ≈ 0.0195 GeV−1. Systematic
errors due to the finite lattice spacing or volume are of
the same order as those due to the smeared initial state;
the former is more significant for the ground state, the
latter for the excited states. The real time integration
employed for deterministic evolution between jumps is
discretized with a time step of dt = 0.001 GeV−1; this
time discretization leads to a quantitatively similar level
of systematic errors as the other sources [25].

We expand upon our work reported in Ref. [24] by
Monte-Carlo generating independent physical trajecto-
ries through the quark-gluon plasma rather than using a
single path-averaged temperature evolution in each cen-
trality bin. In Ref. [24], in each centrality bin, a path-
averaged temperature evolution was computed from the
average of approximately 132000 Monte-Carlo generated
physical trajectories and used to compute the survival
probability. In the present work, due to increased code
efficiency/scalability and access to large-scale computa-
tional resources, we sample approximately 7 - 9×105 in-
dependent physical trajectories for each choice of κ̂(T )
and γ̂, with approximately 50-100 quantum trajectories
per physical trajectory. To generate each physical trajec-
tory, we sample the bottomonium production point in the
transverse plane using the nuclear binary collision over-
lap profile Nbin

AA(x, y, b), the initial transverse momentum

of the state pT from an E−4
T spectrum, and the initial

azimuthal angle φ of the state’s momentum uniformly in
[0, 2π). We bin the results for the survival probability
as a function of centrality, pT , and φ. This allows us to

make predictions for differential observables such as RAA

as a function of pT and elliptic flow.

We use the same medium evolution as Ref. [24]
that is modeled using a 3+1D dissipative relativistic
hydrodynamics code, which makes use of the quasi-
particle anisotropic hydrodynamics (aHydroQP) frame-
work [44–46]. The code uses a realistic equation of
state fit to lattice QCD measurements [47] and was
tuned to soft hadronic data collected in 5.02 TeV col-
lisions using smooth optical Glauber initial conditions
in Ref. [48]. The resulting hydrodynamic parameters
provide an excellent description of the experimentally
observed hadronic spectra/multiplicities, extracted fem-
toscopic radii, and identified hadron elliptic flow with
an initial central temperature of T0 = 630 MeV at
τ0 = 0.25 fm/c and a constant specific shear viscosity of
η/s = 0.159. The anisotropic hydrodynamics framework
allows for an accurate description of both the early-time
evolution of the quark-gluon plasma and the evolution
near the transverse edges of the plasma where deviations
from equilibrium are large. This is due to an all orders
resummation in the inverse Reynolds number [49]. As a
result, aHydroQP reliably describes even the very early
stages of the collision, when non-equilibrium corrections
are large, in addition to extreme cases of the flow profile,
such as Gubser flow where non-equilibrium corrections
are large both at early and late times [50–62].

In our simulations, the wave-function is initialized at
time τ = 0 fm/c and evolved in the vacuum until the in-
teraction with the medium is initialized at τ = 0.6 fm/c.
To ensure that the hierarchy of scales of Eq. (3) is ful-
filled and our evolution equations are valid, we evolve
the state in the vacuum when the temperature falls be-
low Tf = 250 MeV. In this temperature region, the hi-
erarchy of scales given in Eq. (3) is no longer fulfilled as
πT is no longer significantly greater than the binding en-
ergy E. Hence, in this temperature region, the medium
effects are ignored, and the quantum state is evolved us-
ing the vacuum potential. As this particular value of Tf
is somewhat arbitrary, in Ref. [24], a set of simulations
were performed varying Tf by ±25 MeV; the uncertainty
from this variation was found to be similar in magnitude
to that obtained from variation of κ̂(T ) and γ̂. We note
that the most recent lattice quantum chromodynamics
(LQCD) calculations find that the pseudocritical tem-
perature for the QGP phase transition is approximately
Tpc ' 158 MeV [63, 64].5 All results reported in this
work are obtained using Tf = 250 MeV.

5 A study is in progress to determine the next-to-leading-order
corrections to the evolution equations in the E/T expansion, thus
extending the validity of the description to lower temperatures
[65].
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FIG. 1. (Color online) The nuclear modification factor RAA of the Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) as a function of Npart compared
to experimental measurements from the ALICE [66], ATLAS [67], and CMS [68] collaborations. The bands in the theoretical
curves indicate variation with respect to κ̂(T ) (left) and γ̂ (right). The central curves represent the central values of κ̂(T ) and
γ̂, and the dashed and dot-dashed lines represent the lower and upper values, respectively, of κ̂(T ) and γ̂.
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FIG. 2. (Color online) The nuclear modification factor RAA of the Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) as a function of pT compared to
experimental measurements. The experimental data are taken from the ALICE [66], ATLAS [67], and CMS [68] collaborations.
The bands represent theoretical uncertainties as in Fig. 1.

D. Feed down

The QTraj code allows for a computationally effi-
cient solution of the Lindblad equation describing the
in-medium evolution of bottomonium states in the QGP.
From this evolution, one can extract the survival proba-
bility of a state that has traversed the QGP. However, in
order to compare to experimental measurements of the
nuclear modification factor RAA, one must take into ac-
count the probability that an excited bottomonium state
emerging from the plasma decays to a lower-lying bot-
tomonium state in the vacuum before being experimen-
tally detected. At the level of the cross section, the exper-
imentally observed and direct production cross sections

are related by ~σexp = F~σdirect where each entry of the σ
vectors corresponds to a particular bottomonium state,
and F is a matrix related to the branching ratios of the
excited states. We consider the states {Υ(1S), Υ(2S),
χb0(1P ), χb1(1P ), χb2(1P ), Υ(3S), χb0(2P ), χb1(2P ),
χb2(2P )}. The entry Fij i < j is the branching ratio of
state j to state i, Fii = 1, and Fij = 0 for i > j. The
explicit values of Fij are taken from the Particle Data
Group [69] and presented in Eq. (6.4) of Ref. [24].

The resulting nuclear suppression RAA of each state is
computed using

Ri
AA(c, pT , φ) =

(F · S(c, pT , φ) · ~σdirect)
i

~σi
exp

, (22)
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where S(c, pT , φ) is a diagonal matrix which collects the
survival probabilities extracted from the QTraj evolution;
c labels the centrality class, pT the transverse momen-
tum, and φ the azimuthal angle. The experimental cross
sections used are ~σexp = {57.6, 19, 3.72, 13.69, 16.1, 6.8,
3.27, 12.0, 14.15} nb. These values are computed from
experimental measurements presented in Refs. [68, 70] as
explained in Sec. 6.4 of Ref. [24].

III. RESULTS

In this section, we present our final results for the nu-
clear modification factor RAA and the elliptic flow v2 of
the Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S). The theoretical uncer-
tainties, which are indicated as shaded bands, come from
varying the values of the parameters κ̂(T ) and γ̂ as de-
tailed in Sec. II C, while statistical errors are indicated by
narrow bands around the individual lines which are, in
many cases, smaller than the respective line widths. In
App. B, for a subset of observables, we present compar-
isons between QTraj simulations run with the full evolu-
tion including jumps as detailed in Sec. II B and results
obtained by evolving the wave function using only the ef-
fective Hamiltonian Heff without applying the jump op-
erators. The full QTraj results presented in this section
are obtained from approximately 50-100 quantum trajec-
tories per 7 - 9×105 physical trajectories for each combi-
nation of κ̂(T ) and γ̂. The Heff results were obtained
by sampling approximately 106 physical trajectories for
each combination of κ̂(T ) and γ̂. We compare our results
with experimental data collected by the ALICE [66, 72],
ATLAS [67], and CMS [68, 71, 73] collaborations.

A. Nuclear modification factor RAA

In Fig. 1, we plot the results of our QTraj simulations
for the nuclear modification factor RAA of the Υ(1S),
Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) as a function of the number of par-
ticipating nucleons Npart. In the left panel of Fig. 1,
the shaded bands indicate the variation in our QTraj re-
sults for RAA when varying κ̂ while holding γ̂ fixed at its
central value; the dashed lines correspond to the lower
bound κ̂(T ) = κ̂L(T ); and the dot-dashed lines corre-
spond to the upper bound κ̂(T ) = κ̂U (T ). In the right
panel of Fig. 1, the shaded bands indicate the variation in
our QTraj results for RAA when varying γ̂ while holding
κ̂ fixed at its central value; the dashed lines correspond
to the lower bound γ̂ = −3.5; and the dot-dashed lines
correspond to the upper bound γ̂ = 0. As can be seen
from this figure, the central values of these two parame-
ters provide a good description of the Npart dependence
of RAA for all three states considered. Comparing the
left and right panels of Fig. 1, one sees that the uncer-
tainty associated with the variation of γ̂ (right panel) is
larger than the one associated with the variation of κ̂
(left panel).

In Fig. 2, we present our results for RAA[1S], RAA[2S],
and RAA[3S] as a function of transverse momentum pT .
The bands, line styles, and panels represent the same
variation as in Fig. 1. We observe that, within uncertain-
ties, our results are in agreement with the experimental
data. In fact, the dependence of RAA on pT is very mild.
This behavior is seen both in our results and in exper-
imental measurements. Our results for Υ(1S) show a
greater sensitivity to variation of γ̂ than to κ̂; however,
the opposite is true for the excited states.

In Figs. 3 and 4, we present our results for the double
ratio of RAA[2S] and RAA[3S], respectively, to RAA[1S]
as a function of Npart. As in Fig. 1, the left and right pan-
els correspond to the variation over κ̂(T ) and γ̂, and the
line styles for the bounds are the same. We note that the
data from the CMS collaboration in Fig. 4 give only an
upper bound on RAA[3S]. We observe good agreement
between our QTraj results and the experimentally mea-
sured values of the double ratios across the entire range
of Npart. Our results show a much larger dependency on
γ̂ than on κ̂. This suggests that this measurement can
potentially constrain the value of γ̂, for which there are
much less lattice QCD data than for κ̂. Unfortunately,
at the moment, the experimental uncertainties are of the
order of the effect of the γ̂ variation.

In Fig. 5, we plot the double ratio of RAA[2S] to
RAA[1S] as a function of pT . The notation and parame-
ter variation are the same as in the previous plots. What
we observe in this figure confirms what we saw in previ-
ous plots. The dependence of this double ratio with pT
is very mild. And similarly to what we observed in the
double ratio versus the number of participants, varying
κ̂ has almost no influence while varying γ̂ is significant.
Regarding the comparison with experimental data, we
see a reasonable agreement within reported uncertainties
with some tension with the data seen at large pT .

B. Elliptic flow v2

In Fig. 6, we plot our results for the elliptic flow v2 of
the Υ(1S) as a function of centrality. Again, the nota-
tion is as in previous plots. Our results agree to within
uncertainties with the experimental results of the CMS
collaboration, though we note the large uncertainities of
the experimental results. In this case, we see that the
influence of κ̂ and γ̂ is similar. It is noteworthy that the
more inclusive prediction (in the 10 to 90% percent cen-
trality window) is very precise and close to the central
value of the experimental results (more details below).

In Fig. 7, we plot v2[Υ(1S)] as a function of pT . We ob-
serve agreement to within uncertainties with the exper-
imental results of the ALICE and CMS collaborations.
In this case, the sensitivity of our results to κ̂ and γ̂ is
similar, except for the lower momentum region, in which
the sensitivity to γ̂ is larger.

In Fig. 8, we plot our results for the elliptic flow of the
Υ(2S) and Υ(3S) as a function of centrality. Our results
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FIG. 3. (Color online) The double ratio of the nuclear modification factor RAA[Υ(2S)] to RAA[Υ(1S)] as a function of Npart

compared to experimental measurements of the ALICE [66], ATLAS [67], and CMS [71] collaborations. The bands in the
theoretical curves indicate variation of κ̂(T ) and γ̂ as in Fig. 1. The black and red bars in the experimental data represent
statistical and systematic uncertainties, respectively.
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FIG. 4. (Color online) The double ratio of the nuclear modification factor RAA[Υ(3S)] to RAA[Υ(1S)] as a function of Npart

compared to experimental measurements of the ATLAS [67] and CMS [71] collaborations. The bands and bars represent
uncertainties as in Fig. 3; we note that the CMS measurements give only an upper bound at 95% confidence level.

agree to within uncertainties with the experimental data
point from the CMS collaboration, although the experi-
mental uncertainties are at least an order of magnitude
larger than our theoretical uncertainty. It is interesting
to see that our model predicts very similar v2 for both
Υ(2S) and Υ(3S); v2 for the excited states appears to be
somewhat larger than for the ground state.

In the case of v2 of the Υ(1S), we predict that it has
a maximum on the order of 1.5% as a function of both
centrality and transverse momentum. Our prediction for
the 10-90% centrality- and pT -integrated Υ elliptic flow is
v2[Υ(1S)] = 0.008 ± 0.003 ± 0.002, v2[Υ(2S)] = 0.016 ±
0.003 ± 0.002, and v2[Υ(3S)] = 0.015 ± 0.002 ± 0.001,
where the first uncertainty corresponds to both κ̂ and
γ̂ variation and the second uncertainty corresponds to

the statistical uncertainty due to the average over phys-
ical and quantum trajectories. We find that the 2S
and 3S states have similar integrated elliptic flow, which
is roughly a factor of two larger than the 1S state,
v2[Υ(2S or 3S)]/v2[Υ(1S)] ' 2 for 10-90%. When con-
sidering the 2S to 1S v2-ratio in different centrality bins,
we find that, taking into account the variation over both
κ̂ and γ̂ results in 2 . v2[Υ(2S)]/v2[Υ(1S)] . 4, with the
maximum in this ratio occurring in the 30-50% centrality
bin.
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FIG. 5. (Color online) The double ratio of the nuclear modification factor RAA[Υ(2S)] to RAA[Υ(1S)] as a function of pT
compared to experimental measurements of the ATLAS [67], and CMS [71] collaborations. The bands and bars represent
uncertainties as in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 6. (Color online) The elliptic flow v2 of the Υ(1S) as a function of centrality compared to experimental measurements of
the CMS [73] collaboration. The bands represent uncertainties as in Fig. 1.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we presented a comprehensive set of pre-
dictions for the suppression and elliptic flow of Υ(1S),
Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) in 5 TeV Pb-Pb collisions and com-
pared our predictions to experimental data from the AL-
ICE, ATLAS, and CMS experiments. To make our pre-
dictions, we numerically solved the 3D non-abelian Lind-
blad equation for the quarkonium reduced density ma-
trix that emerges when OQS methods are applied within
the pNRQCD effective field theory for a strongly-coupled
QGP. The numerical solution was realized by mapping
the solution of the Lindblad equation to a 1D Schrödinger
equation with a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian that is sub-
ject to stochastic quantum jumps. Using the resulting
quantum trajectories algorithm, we were able to simu-

late the full 3D evolution of the wave-function, including
the possibility of internal transitions between different
color and angular momentum states.

To describe the interaction with the hot and three-
dimensionally expanding QGP, we made use of a realistic
dissipative hydrodynamics simulation called anisotropic
hydrodynamics. The initial conditions and transport co-
efficients used in the 3+1D aHydro code were tuned to
reproduce soft observables such as identified pion, proton,
and kaon pT -spectra, multiplicities, and elliptic flow. To
compute RAA, we produced a large ensemble of phys-
ical quarkonium trajectories by Monte-Carlo sampling
both the initial production points and transverse momen-
tum vectors. We then computed the survival probabil-
ity along each of these physical trajectories by averaging
over ensembles of stochastically generated quantum tra-
jectories. Based on the Monte-Carlo sampling of physical
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ordinate compared to Fig. 6.
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FIG. 8. (Color online) The elliptic flow v2 of the Υ(2S) and Υ(3S) as a function of centrality compared to experimental
measurements of the CMS [73] collaboration. The bands represent uncertainties as in Fig. 1.

trajectories, we could compute both the Npart- and pT -
dependence of RAA and the elliptic flow of the states.
This extends our prior work where, due to the high com-
putational demand of solving the Lindblad equation, we
used a trajectory-averaged temperature evolution in each
centrality bin [24]. Our final predictions also include the
effect of late-time feed down of bottomonium states, the
calculation of which is based on known experimental mea-
surements of bottomonium production cross-sections and
branching ratios in pp collisions. We find that the pri-
mary effect of computing the survival probability on a
trajectory-by-trajectory basis is to increase both Υ(2S)
and Υ(3S) RAA, which helps to bring our predictions for
both RAA of these states, and the corresponding double
ratios, into better agreement with available experimen-
tal data than the trajectory-averaged results presented
in [24]. Associated with this paper, the QTraj code used
to generate the results will be released under a public
GPL license. We present the details of the code, along
with examples, and benchmarks in a separate work with

a more computational focus [25].

Due to the stochastic quantum trajectories algorithm
and Monte-Carlo sampling of the physical trajectories,
the results of our simulation had an associated statisti-
cal uncertainty. For each parameter set considered, the
statistical uncertainty computed was reported in each fig-
ure based on an ensemble size of approximately 105−106

physical trajectories. With these large ensemble sizes,
the statistical uncertainty in the determination of RAA

was on the order of the line width in the plots, while
there remained somewhat larger statistical uncertainties
in our predictions for v2. We estimated our theoreti-
cal uncertainties by varying the relevant transport coeffi-
cients κ̂ and γ̂ in the range indicated by lattice measure-
ments of these quantities. We found that RAA[Υ(1S)],
the 2S to 1S double ratio, and 3S to 1S double ratio had
a larger variation with γ̂ than with κ̂, with the double-
ratios rather strongly depending on γ̂ but not κ̂. This
observation offers some hope that, with increased statis-
tics for both 1S and 2S RAA, one can constrain κ̂ and γ̂
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based on experimental data.

In the case of the elliptic flow, we found similar
variation in our predictions under variation of κ̂ and
γ̂. We found reasonable agreement between our pre-
dictions for v2[Υ(1S)] and available experimental data
and made predictions for the elliptic flow of the Υ(2S)
and Υ(3S), finding that the differential suppression of
these states results in a larger elliptic flow, as can be ex-
pected from the fact that their survival probabilities are
smaller (stronger medium interactions). When consid-
ering the centrality dependence of the ratio of the ellip-
tic flow of the 2S and 1S states, our approach predicts
2 . v2[Υ(2S)]/v2[Υ(1S)] . 4, with the maximum occur-
ring in the 30-50% centrality bin. This prediction can
hopefully soon be tested by experimentalists.

Turning to the future, one limitation of the framework
used herein is that it relied on an assumed strict ordering
of the binding energy and temperature, namely T � E.
As a result, at low-temperatures, the framework used
herein becomes potentially unreliable. For this reason,
we used a lower temperature of Tf = 250 MeV for bot-
tomonium interactions with the medium. In our previ-
ous work, it was shown that the variation of RAA when
varying Tf by 10% was on the same order as the theo-
retical uncertainty associated with the variation of the
fundamental transport coefficients κ̂ and γ̂. That said,
it seems necessary to include sub-leading corrections in
E/T in order to gauge their impact on in-medium bot-
tomonium dynamics [19]. Another interesting prospect is
that, at low temperatures, one could interface QTraj out-
put to codes based on a semi-classical approach in which
one instead solves in-medium Boltzmann equations, see
e.g. [74–76].
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Appendix A: Table of results for integrated RAA

In Tab. I, we present QTraj predictions for the inte-
grated RAA of 1S, 2S, and 3S along with the correspond-
ing results from the ALICE, ATLAS, and CMS experi-
ments. We note that, for the QTraj results, the variation
over the full γ̂ range was the dominant source of system-
atic theoretical uncertainty in all cases listed.

Observable Source/Cuts Experiment/QTraj

RAA[Υ(1S)] ALICE 0-90% [77] 0.37 ± 0.03 ± 0.02

pT < 15 GeV 0.35± 0.09± 0.002

RAA[Υ(1S)] ATLAS 0-80% [67] 0.32 ± 0.05 ± 0.02

pT < 30 GeV 0.35± 0.09± 0.002

RAA[Υ(1S)] CMS 0-100% [68] 0.376 ± 0.035 ± 0.013

pT < 30 GeV 0.36± 0.09± 0.002

RAA[Υ(2S)] ALICE 0-90% [77] 0.10 ± 0.02 ± 0.04

pT < 15 GeV 0.139± 0.022± 0.001

RAA[Υ(2S)] ATLAS 0-80% [67] 0.11 ± 0.04 ± 0.04

pT < 30 GeV 0.137± 0.022± 0.001

RAA[Υ(2S)] CMS 0-100% [68] 0.117 ± 0.019 ± 0.022

pT < 30 GeV 0.148± 0.022± 0.001

RAA[Υ(3S)] CMS 0-100% [68] 0.022 ± 0.016 ± 0.038

pT < 30 GeV 0.138± 0.008± 0.001

TABLE I. Comparison of QTraj predictions for integrated
RAA[Υ] with available experimental data. In the right col-
umn, the top value is the experimental value, and the bot-
tom value is the QTraj prediction. With the exception of
RAA[Υ(3S)], results agree within quoted uncertainties. In all
cases, the first uncertainty quoted is the systematic uncer-
tainty, and the second is the statistical uncertainty.

Appendix B: Comparisons of jump vs no jump
evolution

In this appendix, we present comparisons between the
full Lindblad evolution including the effects of quantum
jumps and evolution in which we only evolve the system
with the complex Hamiltonian Heff. This will help us to
assess the role played by quantum jumps and their final
effect on experimental observables.

In Fig. 9, we plot a comparison of the QTraj results for
RAA[2S] as a function of pT implementing the full evolu-
tion with jumps to those obtained using only Heff. Each
panel presents results obtained using different values of
κ̂(T ) and γ̂. We observe agreement to within uncertain-
ties with the experimental data for all values of κ̂(T ) and
γ̂ and between the full and Heff evolution for all values
except γ̂ = 0 (lower left panel). We note that the dif-
ference between the full Lindblad evolution and the Heff

evolution is much smaller than the uncertainty obtained
by varying κ̂ and γ̂. Therefore, until more precise de-
terminations of κ and γ are available, the error made by
ignoring jumps when computing RAA is negligible.
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FIG. 9. (Color online) The nuclear modification factor RAA of the Υ(2S) as a function of pT together with experimental
measurements of RAA[Υ(2S)] from the ATLAS [67], and CMS [68] collaborations. We compare the results obtained using the
full QTraj algorithm (red, solid) with results obtained using evolution with Heff with no jumps (purple, dashed). The top row
varies κ̂(T ) at γ̂ = −1.75, and the bottom row varies γ̂ at κ̂C(T ).
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FIG. 10. (Color online) The double ratio of the nuclear modification factor RAA[Υ(2S)] to RAA[Υ(1S)] as a function of pT
computed using QTraj plotted against experimental measurements of RAA[Υ(1S)] and RAA[Υ(2S)] from the ATLAS [67], and
CMS [71] collaborations. We compare the results obtained using the full QTraj algorithm (blue) with results obtained using
evolution with Heff with no jumps (orange). The bands represent uncertainties as in Fig. 1.

In Fig. 10, we present a comparison of results ob-
tained using full evolution with jumps against results
obtained using only Heff evolution for the double ratio
RAA[Υ(2S)]/RAA[Υ(1S)] as a function of pT . As in the

case of RAA[Υ(2S)], we observe the largest effect of the
jumps in the case γ̂ = 0 and κ̂ = κ̂C (lower left panel in
Fig. 9) and in the case γ̂ = −1.75 and κ̂ = κ̂U (upper
right panel in Fig. 9) with agreement to within the re-
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ported statistical uncertainties for the other values. We
note that the error induced by ignoring the jumps is of
the order of the uncertainty obtained by varying κ but
much smaller than uncertainty obtained by varying γ. In
summary, the uncertainty on the prediction of the dou-
ble ratio RAA[Υ(2S)]/RAA[Υ(1S)] as a function of pT
is driven by γ and a precise value of this quantity can
potentially constrain the transport coefficient.

In Fig. 11, we plot a comparison of full and Heff evolu-
tion results for v2[Υ(1S)] as a function of pT ; the panels

correspond to separate variation of κ̂(T ) (left panel) or γ̂
(right panel), while the other parameter is kept fixed. We
observe again agreement to within uncertainties with the
available experimental data. It is interesting to note that
v2 seems to be the only observable, within our obtained
accuracy, in which the effect of the jumps competes with
the uncertainties associated with the variation of κ and
γ. Therefore, v2 appears to be the observable most sensi-
tive to quantum jumps and might provide, in the future,
an observable that cannot be explained with purely Heff

evolution.

[1] R. Averbeck, J. W. Harris, and B. Schenke, “Heavy-Ion
Physics at the LHC,” in The Large Hadron Collider: Har-
vest of Run 1, edited by T. Schörner-Sadenius (Springer
International Publishing, Cham, 2015) pp. 355–420.

[2] W. Busza, K. Rajagopal, and W. van der Schee, Annual
Review of Nuclear and Particle Science 68, 339 (2018).

[3] T. Matsui and H. Satz, Phys. Lett. B178, 416 (1986).
[4] F. Karsch, M. T. Mehr, and H. Satz, Z. Phys. C37, 617

(1988).
[5] M. Laine, O. Philipsen, P. Romatschke, and M. Tassler,

JHEP 03, 054 (2007), arXiv:hep-ph/0611300 [hep-ph].
[6] N. Brambilla, J. Ghiglieri, A. Vairo, and P. Petreczky,

Phys. Rev. D78, 014017 (2008), 0804.0993 [hep-ph].
[7] M. A. Escobedo and J. Soto, Phys. Rev. A 78, 032520

(2008), arXiv:0804.0691 [hep-ph].
[8] N. Brambilla, M. A. Escobedo, J. Ghiglieri, J. Soto, and

A. Vairo, JHEP 09, 038 (2010), arXiv:1007.4156 [hep-
ph].

[9] A. Beraudo, J.-P. Blaizot, and C. Ratti, Nucl. Phys. A
806, 312 (2008), arXiv:0712.4394 [nucl-th].

[10] M. Strickland, Phys.Rev.Lett. 107, 132301 (2011),
arXiv:1106.2571 [hep-ph].

[11] M. Strickland and D. Bazow, Nucl. Phys. A879, 25

(2012), arXiv:1112.2761 [nucl-th].
[12] B. Krouppa, R. Ryblewski, and M. Strickland, Phys.

Rev. C92, 061901 (2015), arXiv:1507.03951 [hep-ph].
[13] B. Krouppa and M. Strickland, Universe 2, 16 (2016),

arXiv:1605.03561 [hep-ph].
[14] B. Krouppa, A. Rothkopf, and M. Strickland, Phys. Rev.

D97, 016017 (2018), arXiv:1710.02319 [hep-ph].
[15] A. Islam and M. Strickland, Phys. Lett. B 811, 135949

(2020), arXiv:2007.10211 [hep-ph].
[16] A. Islam and M. Strickland, JHEP 03, 235 (2021),

arXiv:2010.05457 [hep-ph].
[17] Y. Akamatsu, Phys. Rev. D91, 056002 (2015),

arXiv:1403.5783 [hep-ph].
[18] A. Rothkopf, Phys. Rept. 858, 1 (2020),

arXiv:1912.02253 [hep-ph].
[19] Y. Akamatsu, (2020), arXiv:2009.10559 [nucl-th].
[20] X. Yao, (2021), arXiv:2102.01736 [hep-ph].
[21] N. Brambilla, M. A. Escobedo, J. Soto, and A. Vairo,

Phys. Rev. D96, 034021 (2017), arXiv:1612.07248 [hep-
ph].

[22] N. Brambilla, M. A. Escobedo, J. Soto, and A. Vairo,
Phys. Rev. D97, 074009 (2018), arXiv:1711.04515 [hep-
ph].

https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(86)91404-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01549722
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01549722
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/03/054
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0611300
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.014017
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.0993
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.032520
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.032520
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.0691
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP09(2010)038
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.4156
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.4156
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2008.03.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/0712.4394
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.132301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1106.2571
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2012.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2012.02.003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.2761
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.061901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.061901
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.03951
https://doi.org/10.3390/universe2030016
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.03561
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.016017
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.016017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.02319
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135949
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135949
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.10211
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2021)235
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.05457
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.056002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.5783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.02.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.02253
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.10559
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01736
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.034021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.07248
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.07248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.074009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.04515
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.04515


14

[23] N. Brambilla, M. A. Escobedo, A. Vairo, and
P. Vander Griend, Phys. Rev. D 100, 054025 (2019),
arXiv:1903.08063 [hep-ph].

[24] N. Brambilla, M. A. Escobedo, M. Strickland, A. Vairo,
P. Vander Griend, and J. H. Weber, JHEP 05, 136
(2021), arXiv:2012.01240 [hep-ph].

[25] H. Ba Omar, M. A. Escobedo, A. Islam, M. Strickland,
S. Thapa, P. Vander Griend, and J. H. Weber, TUM-
EFT 142/21, HU-EP-21/17-RTG (2021).

[26] W. Caswell and G. Lepage, Phys. Lett. B 167, 437
(1986).

[27] G. T. Bodwin, E. Braaten, and G. Lepage, Phys. Rev. D
51, 1125 (1995), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 55, 5853 (1997)],
arXiv:hep-ph/9407339.

[28] A. Pineda and J. Soto, Nucl. Phys. B Proc. Suppl. 64,
428 (1998), arXiv:hep-ph/9707481.

[29] N. Brambilla, A. Pineda, J. Soto, and A. Vairo, Nucl.
Phys. B 566, 275 (2000), arXiv:hep-ph/9907240.

[30] N. Brambilla, A. Pineda, J. Soto, and A. Vairo, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 77, 1423 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0410047 [hep-
ph].

[31] H. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The theory of open quan-
tum systems (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2002).

[32] G. Lindblad, Commun. Math. Phys. 48, 119 (1976).
[33] V. Gorini, A. Kossakowski, and E. Sudarshan, J. Math.

Phys. 17, 821 (1976).
[34] J. Casalderrey-Solana and D. Teaney, Phys. Rev. D 74,

085012 (2006), arXiv:hep-ph/0605199.
[35] S. Caron-Huot and G. D. Moore, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100,

052301 (2008), arXiv:0708.4232 [hep-ph].
[36] N. Brambilla, V. Leino, P. Petreczky, and A. Vairo, Phys.

Rev. D 102, 074503 (2020), arXiv:2007.10078 [hep-lat].
[37] A. J. Daley, Adv. Phys. 63, 77 (2014), arXiv:1405.6694

[quant-ph].
[38] S. Kim, P. Petreczky, and A. Rothkopf, JHEP 11, 088

(2018), arXiv:1808.08781 [hep-lat].
[39] G. Aarts, C. Allton, S. Kim, M. P. Lombardo, M. B.

Oktay, S. M. Ryan, D. K. Sinclair, and J. I. Skullerud,
JHEP 11, 103 (2011), arXiv:1109.4496 [hep-lat].

[40] R. Larsen, S. Meinel, S. Mukherjee, and P. Petreczky,
Phys. Rev. D 100, 074506 (2019), arXiv:1908.08437 [hep-
lat].

[41] S. Shi, K. Zhou, J. Zhao, S. Mukherjee, and P. Zhuang,
(2021), arXiv:2105.07862 [hep-ph].

[42] P. A. Zyla et al. (Particle Data Group), PTEP 2020,
083C01 (2020).

[43] P. Petreczky and J. H. Weber, (2020), arXiv:2012.06193
[hep-lat].

[44] M. Alqahtani, M. Nopoush, and M. Strickland, Phys.
Rev. C92, 054910 (2015), arXiv:1509.02913 [hep-ph].

[45] M. Alqahtani, M. Nopoush, and M. Strickland, Phys.
Rev. C95, 034906 (2017), arXiv:1605.02101 [nucl-th].

[46] M. Alqahtani, M. Nopoush, and M. Strickland, Prog.
Part. Nucl. Phys. 101, 204 (2018), arXiv:1712.03282
[nucl-th].

[47] A. Bazavov, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 446, 012011 (2013),
arXiv:1303.6294 [hep-lat].

[48] M. Alqahtani and M. Strickland, (2020),
arXiv:2008.07657 [nucl-th].

[49] M. Strickland, J. Noronha, and G. Denicol, Phys. Rev.
D 97, 036020 (2018), arXiv:1709.06644 [nucl-th].

[50] S. S. Gubser, Phys.Rev. D82, 085027 (2010),
arXiv:1006.0006 [hep-th].

[51] S. S. Gubser and A. Yarom, Nucl.Phys. B846, 469

(2011), arXiv:1012.1314 [hep-th].
[52] M. Nopoush, R. Ryblewski, and M. Strickland, Phys.

Rev. D 91, 045007 (2015), arXiv:1410.6790 [nucl-th].
[53] W. Florkowski, R. Ryblewski, and M. Strickland, Nucl.

Phys. A 916, 249 (2013), arXiv:1304.0665 [nucl-th].
[54] W. Florkowski, R. Ryblewski, and M. Strickland, Phys.

Rev. C 88, 024903 (2013), arXiv:1305.7234 [nucl-th].
[55] W. Florkowski, E. Maksymiuk, R. Ryblewski, and

M. Strickland, Phys. Rev. C 89, 054908 (2014),
arXiv:1402.7348 [hep-ph].

[56] G. S. Denicol, U. W. Heinz, M. Martinez, J. Noronha,
and M. Strickland, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 202301 (2014),
arXiv:1408.5646 [hep-ph].

[57] G. S. Denicol, U. W. Heinz, M. Martinez, J. Noronha,
and M. Strickland, Phys. Rev. D 90, 125026 (2014),
arXiv:1408.7048 [hep-ph].

[58] M. P. Heller and M. Spalinski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115,
072501 (2015), arXiv:1503.07514 [hep-th].

[59] L. Keegan, A. Kurkela, P. Romatschke, W. van der Schee,
and Y. Zhu, JHEP 04, 031 (2016), arXiv:1512.05347
[hep-th].

[60] M. Strickland, JHEP 12, 128 (2018), arXiv:1809.01200
[nucl-th].

[61] M. Strickland and U. Tantary, JHEP 10, 069 (2019),
arXiv:1903.03145 [hep-ph].

[62] D. Almaalol, A. Kurkela, and M. Strickland, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 125, 122302 (2020), arXiv:2004.05195 [hep-ph].

[63] A. Bazavov et al. (HotQCD), Phys. Lett. B 795, 15
(2019), arXiv:1812.08235 [hep-lat].

[64] S. Borsanyi, Z. Fodor, J. N. Guenther, R. Kara, S. D.
Katz, P. Parotto, A. Pasztor, C. Ratti, and K. K. Szabo,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 052001 (2020), arXiv:2002.02821
[hep-lat].

[65] N. Brambilla, M. A. Escobedo, A. Islam, M. Strickland,
A. Tiwari, A. Vairo, and P. Vander Griend, TUM-EFT
141/21.

[66] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE), (2020), arXiv:2011.05758
[nucl-ex].

[67] Songkyo Lee (ATLAS Collaboration), “Quarkonium pro-
duction in Pb+Pb collisions with ATLAS,” Quark
Matter 2020 https://indico.cern.ch/event/792436/

contributions/3535775/ (2017).
[68] A. M. Sirunyan et al. (CMS), Phys. Lett. B 790, 270

(2019), arXiv:1805.09215 [hep-ex].
[69] P. Zyla et al. (Particle Data Group PDG), Prog. Theor.

Exp. Phys. , 083C01 (2020).
[70] R. Aaij et al. (LHCb), Eur. Phys. J. C74, 3092 (2014),

arXiv:1407.7734 [hep-ex].
[71] A. M. Sirunyan et al. (CMS), Phys. Rev. Lett. 120,

142301 (2018), arXiv:1706.05984 [hep-ex].
[72] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE), Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 192301

(2019), arXiv:1907.03169 [nucl-ex].
[73] A. M. Sirunyan et al. (CMS), Phys. Lett. B 819, 136385

(2021), arXiv:2006.07707 [hep-ex].
[74] X. Yao and T. Mehen, Phys. Rev. D 99, 096028 (2019),

arXiv:1811.07027 [hep-ph].
[75] X. Yao, W. Ke, Y. Xu, S. A. Bass, and B. Müller, JHEP

21, 046 (2020), arXiv:2004.06746 [hep-ph].
[76] X. Yao and T. Mehen, JHEP 21, 062 (2020),

arXiv:2009.02408 [hep-ph].
[77] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE), Phys. Lett. B 790, 89 (2019),

arXiv:1805.04387 [nucl-ex].

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.054025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.08063
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)136
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)136
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.01240
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(86)91297-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(86)91297-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.55.5853
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.55.5853
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9407339
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0920-5632(97)01102-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0920-5632(97)01102-X
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9707481
https://doi.org/ 10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00693-8
https://doi.org/ 10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00693-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9907240
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.77.1423
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.77.1423
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0410047
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0410047
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01608499
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.522979
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.522979
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.085012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.085012
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0605199
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.052301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.052301
http://arxiv.org/abs/0708.4232
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.074503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.074503
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.10078
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2014.933502
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.6694
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.6694
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2018)088
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2018)088
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.08781
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP11(2011)103
http://arxiv.org/abs/1109.4496
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.074506
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.08437
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.08437
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.07862
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.06193
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.06193
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.054910
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.054910
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.02913
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.034906
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.034906
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.02101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2018.05.004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.03282
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.03282
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/446/1/012011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.6294
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.07657
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.036020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.036020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1709.06644
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.085027
http://arxiv.org/abs/1006.0006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2011.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2011.01.012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.045007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.045007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.6790
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2013.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2013.08.004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.0665
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.024903
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.024903
http://arxiv.org/abs/1305.7234
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.89.054908
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.7348
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.202301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5646
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.125026
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.7048
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.072501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.072501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.07514
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP04(2016)031
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.05347
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.05347
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2018)128
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.01200
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.01200
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)069
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.03145
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.122302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.122302
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.05195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.05.013
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.08235
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.052001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.02821
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.02821
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.05758
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.05758
https://indico.cern.ch/event/792436/contributions/3535775/
https://indico.cern.ch/event/792436/contributions/3535775/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.01.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.09215
https://doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3092-z
http://arxiv.org/abs/1407.7734
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.142301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.142301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.05984
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.192301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.192301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.03169
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136385
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136385
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.07707
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.096028
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.07027
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP01(2021)046
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP01(2021)046
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.06746
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2021)062
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.02408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.11.067
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.04387

	Bottomonium production in heavy-ion collisions using quantum trajectories: Differential observables and momentum anisotropy
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Methodology
	A Heavy quarkonium dynamics in a strongly-coupled quark-gluon plasma
	B Quantum trajectories algorithm
	C Simulation details
	D Feed down

	III Results
	A Nuclear modification factor RAA
	B Elliptic flow v2

	IV Conclusions and outlook
	 Acknowledgments
	A Table of results for integrated RAA
	B Comparisons of jump vs no jump evolution
	 References


