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Abstract

The motivation behind exploring jet quenching-like phenomena in small systems arises from the experimental observation of heavy-
ion-like behavior of particle production in high-multiplicity proton-proton (p + p) collisions. The study of jet quenching in p + p
collisions can help to resolve the ongoing debate about the underlying cause of heavy-ion-like collective behavior observed in small
systems where the probability of production of quark-gluon plasma (QGP) is believed to be negligible. However, quantifying the
jet quenching in p + p collisions is a challenging task, as the magnitude of the nuclear modification factor (RAA or RCP), which is
used to quantify jet quenching, is influenced by several factors, such as the estimation of centrality and the scaling factor. The most
common method of centrality estimation employed by the ALICE collaboration is based on measuring charged-particle multiplicity
with the V0 detector situated at the forward rapidity. This technique of centrality estimation makes the event sample biased towards
hard processes like multijet final states. This bias of the V0 detector towards hard processes makes it difficult to study the jet
quenching effect in high-multiplicity p + p collisions. In the present article, we propose to explore the use of a new and robust
event classifier, flattenicity which is sensitive to both the multiple soft partonic interactions and hard processes. The PCP, a quantity
analogous to RCP, has been estimated for high-multiplicity p+ p collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV using PYTHIA8 model for both the V0M

(the multiplicity classes selected based on V0 detector acceptance) as well as flattenicity. The evolution of PCP with pT shows a
heavy-ion-like effect for flattencity which is attributed to the selection of softer transverse momentum particles in high-multiplicity
p + p collisions.
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1. Introduction

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is an excellent experi-
mental facility where the nucleus-nucleus (A + A) collisions at
relativistic energies are carried out for studying conditions sim-
ilar to those found in the early universe, where a noble phase
of matter known as quark-gluon plasma (QGP) is believed to
have existed. The observation of a large value of elliptic flow
(v2) and a perfect NCQ (number of constituent quarks) scaling
of v2 at the RHIC beam energies suggested the formation of
an almost perfect fluid with color degrees of freedom [1]. The
first evidence of jet quenching was observed at the RHIC in the
early 2000s [2]. This provides direct evidence of the formation
of a strongly interacting hot and dense medium in high-energy
heavy-ion collisions. Recently, the study of high-multiplicity
(HM) p + p collisions at LHC energies has taken center
stage in the investigation of QGP-like scenarios owing to the
revelation of some surprising observations such as strangeness
enhancement [3] and the ridge-like structure in two-particle
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azimuthal correlation [4, 5, 6, 7] in HM p + p collisions. The
jet quenching is believed to be the most promising signature
that can be studied in small systems in order to shed some
light on the origin of heavy-ion-like features seen in HM p + p
collisions. One way to measure jet quenching is via measuring
the nuclear modification factor (RAA or RCP) as a function
of transverse momentum. RAA is defined as the ratio of the
yield of particles produced in A + A collisions to that of p + p
collisions, scaled by the number of binary nucleon-nucleon
collisions ⟨Ncoll⟩. In contrast, RCP is defined as the ratio of
the yield of the particles produced in the central to that of the
peripheral A + A collisions, where both the numerators and
denominators are scaled by the ⟨Ncoll⟩ in respective centrality
bins. Experimentally, the value of this scaling factor, i.e. ⟨Ncoll⟩

in the case of heavy-ion collisions is estimated with the help
of the Glauber model [8]. However, since the Glauber model
assumes the colliding objects to be extended nuclei with a finite
size and density distribution, for single-nucleon projectiles
such as protons, the Glauber model is not at all suitable. The
ambiguity in measuring the scaling factor in the case of p + p
collisions makes it challenging to measure jet quenching in
small systems in terms of the nuclear modification factor.
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The measurement of jet quenching is further complicated by
the difficulty in defining centrality in p + p collisions. The
centrality or event activity in p + p collisions is, therefore,
measured by the absolute number of particles produced in an
event. The most common experimental method for determining
event activity in p + p collisions is to count the total number
of charged particles produced at a given rapidity. However,
this method is unsuitable if the observable of interest is also
measured from the same rapidity window due to the presence
of inherent auto-correlations [9]. The other most widely used
event activity estimation technique, usually employed by the
ALICE collaboration, utilizes the total charge deposited in the
forward V0 detectors. In this technique, the charge distribution
is divided into various multiplicity classes known as V0M.
Though this method is free from auto-correlations, but it is
biased towards hard collisions. This method, therefore, is
expected to influence various measured quantities, such as
transverse momentum distribution, jet yield, etc., and precau-
tions need to be taken while interpreting different results based
on V0M. Various event-shape observables such as transverse
sphericity (S T) [10], transverse spherocity (S 0) [11, 12] and
the relative transverse activity classifier (RT) [13, 14] have
also been used to measure event activity in p + p collisions.
These event classifiers also suffer from biases originating due
to hard gluon radiation [15]. Flattenicity is the newest addition
to the race for measuring event activity in p + p collisions, as
proposed by Ortiz et al. [16]. This technique is sensitive to both
multi-partonic soft interactions (MPI) and multijet final states
(hard collisions) [15]. In the present contribution, an attempt
has been made to study the jet quenching-like signatures in
p + p collisions in terms of a variable (PCP) proposed in Ref.
[17] which is analogous to the nuclear modification factor
(RCP) in A + A collisions. In this work, the quantity PCP is
first estimated using the new event classifier flattenicity and
compared with the standard V0M technique.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, a brief
account of the PYTHIA8 event generator is provided. In Section
3, the formalism to select the multiplicity classes by employing
the V0M and the flattenicity event classifier is discussed.
The PCP as a function of transverse momentum for both the
event classifiers is presented in Section 4. Finally, we have
summarized the important outcomes of the present analysis in
Section 5.

2. PYTHIA8 model

The PYTHIA8 [18, 19, 20, 21] is a general-purpose Monte
Carlo event generator that is widely used to simulate ultra-
relativistic collisions among leptons, protons, and nuclei.
A wide range of physics processes such as hard and soft
scattering, initial and final state parton showers, multi-parton
interactions (MPI), fragmentation, color reconnection, and
decay processes are incorporated in the PYTHIA8 model. The
composite nature of the proton leads to multiple parton-parton
interactions in a single event which is one of the key aspects of
the PYTHIA8 model [18]. This MPI feature of PYTHIA8 very

well describes various experimental results available for small
systems [22, 23]. However, the PYTHIA8 with MPI was not
able to describe the transverse momentum distribution [24],
multiplicity-dependent production of strange particles [25, 3]
and jet production rate [11, 26] at LHC energies. Hence, a new
final state phenomenon, known as the color reconnection (CR)
mechanism [27], is introduced in PYTHIA8 model.

In the CR mechanism, two partons produced from inde-
pendent hard scattering are color reconnected and make a large
transverse boost, which increases with the number of MPIs
[28]. In the MPI-based CR model [29] of PYTHIA8, the parton
at the low-pT MPI system connects with the partons at the
high-pT MPI system. The incorporation of CR in PYTHIA8

model successfully explains many experimental features such
as multiplicity dependence of mean transverse momentum
[30] and the linear increase of J/ψ with multiplicity at forward
rapidities [31, 32] in p + p collisions. The CR mechanism
is seen to mimic the heavy-ion-like effect in p + p collisions
[33, 17, 34]. A new variant of the CR mechanism known as
QCD-based CR [34] is also included in the PYTHIA8 model
where the strings are color reconnected based on the QCD
color rules leading to a minimum string length. This new
scheme introduces various tunable parameters that qualitatively
describe the baryon-to-meson ratio in charm sector in p + p
collisions at LHC energies [35, 36].

3. Analysis details

In the present analysis, three different tunings of PYTHIA

8.306, namely, the MPI-based CR, the QCD-based CR, and the
no-CR scenario have been used. All the PYTHIA8 parameters
were set to Monash tune, except for the no-CR mode. The in-
elastic non-diffractive p+ p collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV for each

configuration have been generated. The events satisfying the
condition of at least one charged particle in the mid-rapidity (|η|
< 1) window have been selected. Two different event selection
classifiers, such as V0M and a new event classifier known as
flattenicity, employed in the present investigation are discussed
below.

3.1. V0M

In the ALICE experiment, the multiplicity classes are de-
termined by using two forward V0 detectors. In the current
analysis, the same acceptance coverage as the V0 detector of
the ALICE is used. The charged particles are chosen in the
pseudorapidity coverage of V0A (2.8 < η < 5.1) and V0C
(−3.7 < η < −1.7). The total charged particle distribution in V0
acceptance is divided into various multiplicity classes (V0M).
The significance of the V0M event estimator is discussed in
Section 1.

3.2. Flattenicity

Recently, a new event classifier, known as flattenicity, has
been proposed by Ortiz et al. [16] which is found to be sensi-
tive to both hard collisions as well as the multiple soft partonic
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interactions [15]. In this paper, we investigate the viability of
estimating the multiplicity classes in p+p collisions at LHC en-
ergies in terms of flattenicity using the acceptance coverage of
existing detectors of the ALICE experiment [37] and investigate
its potential impact on the jet quenching-like signatures in small
systems. In the present investigation, for estimating flattenicity,
we followed the same methodology as employed in Ref. [15].
Flattenicity is measured on an event-by-event basis by using the
particle multiplicity recorded in the pseudorapidity coverage of
V0A and V0C and the azimuthal coverage, 0 < ϕ < 2π. An
event-by-event grid in η-ϕ space is constructed, which is further
divided into 64 elementary cells. For each event, the flattenicity
is defined as

ρ =

√∑Ncell
i=0 (Ncell,i

ch − ⟨Ncell
ch ⟩)

2/N2
cell

⟨Ncell
ch ⟩

(1)
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Figure 1: The correlation between the (1 − ρ) and charged-particle multiplicity
in the pseudorapidity coverage of the V0 detector for the MPI-based CR model
with Monash tune in p + p collision at

√
s = 13 TeV.

where Ncell,i
ch is the multiplicity in ith cell, ⟨Ncell

ch ⟩ is the event-
by-event average multiplicity, and Ncell is the total number of
cells. It is seen from Eqn.1 that the flattenicity is strongly corre-
lated with the event multiplicity as can also be seen from Fig. 1,
where the quantity (1 − ρ) is plotted as a function of charged-
particle multiplicity in the pseudorapidity coverage of the V0
detector. Fig. 1 also reveals that the flattenicity with limit
(1 − ρ) → 1 corresponds to high-multiplicity events, whereas
low-multiplicity events are associated with (1 − ρ)→ 0.

4. Results and discussion

To begin with, an attempt has been undertaken to select the
best possible variant of the PYTHIA8 model that can repro-
duce the transverse momentum spectra of produced charged
particles (π±, K± and p and p̄). For that purpose, apart from
MPI-based CR with Monash tune [29], two other variants, such
as QCD-based CR and no-CR scenarios have been chosen.
The upper panel of Fig. 2 shows the transverse momentum

distribution (pT) of charged particles estimated using different
variants of the PYTHIA8 model for p + p collisions at

√
s = 13

TeV and compared with the available experimental data from
the ALICE Collaboration within the same acceptance [24]. On
the other hand, the bottom panel of Fig. 2 depicts the ratios
of different PYTHIA8 models with the experimental data. It
can be clearly seen from this figure that the default version of
PYTHIA8 with an MPI-based CR mechanism can give the best
possible explanation of the experimental data. The MPI-based
CR mechanism of the PYTHIA8 reproduces the spectral shape
of experimental data within the uncertainties except for pT < 1
GeV/c. However, the disagreement is not very large and lies
within the uncertainties (∼ 20%). The MPI-based CR model is,
therefore, chosen for the present analysis.
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Figure 2: A transverse momentum distribution (pT) of the charged particles
generated by different variants of PYTHIA8 in p + p collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV

are compared with the experimental data from the ALICE Collaboration [24].
The ratio of models (MC) and data is shown in the lower panel. The systematic
uncertainties of the experimental data are displayed as grey bands.

The current study is performed by considering the produc-
tion of charged particles (π±, K±, p and p̄) in the mid-rapidity
coverage of |y| < 0.5, with- and without using CR tunes of
PYTHIA8 model. In order to select the multiplicity classes,
different event classifiers like V0M and flattenicity are used.

Fig. 3 shows the charged particles multiplicity distribu-
tion obtained from PYTHIA8 for the MPI-based CR with
Monash tune and another scenario where the effect of CR is
not considered (no-CR). As expected, larger production of
charged particles has been observed in the absence of the CR
effect as compared to the one with CR mode. The difference in
charged-particle multiplicity between CR and no-CR scenarios

3



0 100 200 300

chN

7−10

6−10

5−10

4−10

3−10

2−10

1−10

1)
ch

N
P

(

PYTHIA 8.306

MPI-based CR

no-CR

 = 13 TeVspp, 

Figure 3: The multiplicity distribution of charged particles using PYTHIA8

model with and without the CR mechanism in p + p collisions at
√

s = 13
TeV.

is due to the merging of different MPIs in the CR mechanism,
which leads to a lower production of charged particles [38].
However, in low multiplicity regions, the effect of CR is very
weak, and hence no discernible distinction is seen between the
two scenarios.

The charged-particle multiplicity distribution, as shown in
Fig. 3, is sliced into various event classes using a standard
approach as employed in several experiments at the RHIC
and the LHC [39, 40]. This approach of taking the percentile
of the charged-particle multiplicity or flattenicity distribution
in the pseudorapidity coverage of forward V0 detectors of
the ALICE experiment is used for selecting the event classes.
The average charged-particle density, ⟨dNch/dη⟩, estimated in
the mid-pseudorapidity (|η| < 0.5) for various event classes
selected by using V0M and flattenicity for the CR and no-CR
scenarios of PYTHIA8 are also tabulated in Table 1.

Fig. 4 displays the charged-particle density estimated in
various event classes selected based on flattenicity and V0M
multiplicity in p + p collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV for PYTHIA8

with and without CR mechanism. Full and open symbols in
Fig. 4 represent the ⟨dNch/dη⟩ values at mid-pseudorapidity
calculated using the flattenicity and V0M multiplicity classes,
respectively. The larger production of charged particles in the
no-CR scenario than the CR mode in HM events as observed
in Fig. 4 is also reflected in Fig. 3. For both the CR and no-CR
scenarios, a larger value of ⟨dNch/dη⟩ for the high multiplicity
bins has been observed when estimated using the V0M estima-
tor than that of the flattenicity approach. The deviation in the

value of ⟨dNch/dη⟩ for the two studied multiplicity estimators
decreases and becomes negligible as one moves towards the
lower multiplicity bins. The difference between the two event
classifier can be attributed to the fact that, unlike the flattenicity
estimator (which is robust against “hardness” bias), V0M is
biased toward harder collisions, resulting in the selection of
collisions with high energy-momentum transfer and a higher
multiplicity value.

The transverse momentum distribution (pT) of the charged
particles produced in p+ p collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV is plotted

in Fig. 5 for the two event classifiers. In Fig. 5, the top and
bottom panels represent the transverse momentum spectra of
charged particles in multiplicity classes with and without CR,
respectively. One can clearly see a multiplicity dependence of
the spectral shapes obtained by using the V0M and flattenicity
estimators, both with the studied variants (CR and no-CR)
of the PYTHIA8 model. As expected, the pT-spectra become
harder as we move from low to high V0M multiplicity classes.
This observation is in line with the ALICE experimental data
[11]. A similar pattern is also observed in the case of the
flattenicity multiplicity estimator.

The nuclear modification factor (RAA or RCP) in heavy-
ion collisions is used to quantify the in-medium modification
of the charged-particle transverse momentum spectrum [41].
As already discussed in Section 1, the obscurity of determining
the scaling factor in p+ p collisions motivates us to explore the
other possibilities. One of the possibilities is to use the average
number of charged pions, ⟨Nπ⟩, as a measure of centrality in
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Figure 4: The ⟨dNch/dη⟩ in mid-pseudorapidity (|η| < 0.5) as a function of
the multiplicity class selected by the different event classifiers for the CR and
no-CR scenarios. The full and open markers represent the estimated values of
⟨dNch/dη⟩ using the V0M and flattenicity (FL) estimators, respectively.
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Table 1: Average charged particle density, ⟨dNch/dη⟩, at mid-pseudorapidity (|η| < 0.5) for various multiplicity classes in p + p collisions at
√

s = 13 TeV with
different PYTHIA8 models. The calculation is performed for different event classifiers.

Event
Classes

⟨dNch/dη⟩
CR no CR

V0M FL V0M FL
I 23.428 ± 0.008 21.693 ± 0.009 39.744 ± 0.016 36.234 ± 0.017
II 18.648 ± 0.004 18.110 ± 0.004 30.759 ± 0.007 29.593 ± 0.008
III 15.222 ± 0.003 15.128 ± 0.003 24.003 ± 0.006 23.685 ± 0.006
IV 11.736 ± 0.002 11.811 ± 0.002 17.334 ± 0.004 17.406 ± 0.004
V 8.515 ± 0.002 8.55 ± 0.002 11.514 ± 0.003 11.802 ± 0.003
VI 6.294 ± 0.001 6.319 ± 0.001 7.808 ± 0.002 8.014 ± 0.002
VII 4.744 ± 0.001 4.672 ± 0.001 5.545 ± 0.002 5.680 ± 0.002
VIII 2.898 ± 0.001 2.925 ± 0.001 3.026 ± 0.001 3.093 ± 0.001
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Figure 5: Transverse momentum distribution of charged particles in different multiplicity classes selected using the V0M and flattenicity (FL) estimators for CR
and no-CR scenarios of PYTHIA8 in p + p collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV. The spectra are scaled by a factor 2n for better visibility. Full and open markers represent the

spectra for V0M and the flattenicity estimator respectively.
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A + A collisions, as reported in Refs. [42, 43]. Authors in these
references argued that the average number of participating
nucleons, ⟨Npart⟩, shows a nonlinear relationship with the
volume of the participant zone, whereas ⟨Nπ⟩ exhibits perfect
participant scaling. In the current analysis, we therefore con-
sider the average number of charged pions, ⟨Nπ⟩, as the scaling
factor. As already asserted in Section 1, the scaling factor also
depends on the choice of event activity estimator. The V0M is
the most common event classifier in p + p collisions used by
the ALICE Collaboration. It is worth mentioning that the V0M
event classifier has an inherent bias towards hard processes,
which makes it difficult to study the jet quenching effect in HM
p + p collisions. On the other hand, the new event classifier,
flattenicity, has contributions from both soft and hard processes
making it suitable to study transverse momentum distributions
and hence the study of a possible jet quenching-like effect in
terms of PCP in HM events in small systems [15].

The quantity denoted by PCP for a small system such as
p+ p collisions, which is analogous to the nuclear modification
factor in A + A collisions, is given by the following equation
[17],

PCP =

[
(d2Nch/dpTdy)/⟨Nπ⟩

]
HM[

(d2Nch/dpTdy)/⟨Nπ⟩
]
LM

(2)

where the term ⟨Nπ⟩ corresponds to the average number
of charged pions in mid-rapidity. HM and LM in Eqn. 2
correspond to the highest (0 − 1%) and lowest (50 − 100%)
multiplicity classes, respectively. The PCP estimated using the
two studied event classifiers for charged particles as a function
of transverse momentum is shown in Fig. 6 using PYTHIA8

with MPI-based CR (Monash).

It is clearly seen from Fig. 6 that in the low-pT region,
the value of PCP for both the estimators are very close to each
other and show a sharp increase with pT, whereas beyond
pT = 2 GeV/c, a completely different trend is observed. On
the one hand, the PCP for the V0M event classifier exhibits
a continuous rise with increasing pT and saturates thereafter
within the statistical uncertainties. On the other hand, the value
of PCP estimated from flattenicity shows a bump-like structure
i.e. the PCP values first increase and reach the maximum in the
intermediate pT (2 − 4 GeV/c) and then decrease at higher pT.
This bump-like structure observed for flattenicity is hidden in
the case of the V0M classifier.

In order to understand the origin of the observed bump-
like structure, a comparative study has been performed where
PCP has been estimated using the no-CR scenario for the
two event classifiers and plotted in Fig. 6. It is observed
from the figure that the no-CR scenario reveals a monotonic
increase in the value of Pcp with pT for V0M, whereas it
saturates in the higher pT region for the flattenicity classifier.
The bump-like structure observed in the intermediate pT is,
therefore, attributed to the color reconnection (CR) mechanism
implemented in the PYTHIA8 model. It is also seen from Fig. 6

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

pT (GeV/c)

0

2

4

6

8

10

CP

PYTHIA 8.306

pp,  s  = 13 TeV

MPIBased CR (V0M)
MPIBased CR (FL)
noCR (V0M)
noCR (FL)

Figure 6: PCP for charged particles as a function of transverse momentum cal-
culated using the V0M and flattenicity estimators for CR and no-CR scenarios.
Full and open markers represent the PCP values calculated using V0M and flat-
tenicity (FL) estimator respectively.

that beyond pT = 6 GeV/c, a slight increase of PCP with pT
for V0M is observed for both CR and no-CR modes. This
observation is attributed to the presence of harder processes
whose effects are more prominent at higher pT.

5. Summary

This letter reports on the effects of event classifiers on
measuring jet quenching-like phenomena in p + p collisions
at
√

s = 13 TeV using a quantity PCP analogous to a standard
observable like the nuclear modification factor (RCP). A new
multiplicity classifier known as flattenicity is employed in the
present study to estimate PCP and the results are compared
with the standard V0M classifier. The study is performed using
various tunes of PYTHIA8 model for p+ p collisions at

√
s = 13

TeV. A higher value of ⟨dNch/dη⟩ has been observed for the
V0M method for HM events in comparison to the flattenicity
technique for both CR and no-CR scenarios. The transverse
momentum distribution shows the usual multiplicity-dependent
evolution of spectral shapes (i.e., hardening of the spectra with
increasing multiplicity) for the flattenicity estimator and is
consistent with the trend observed for the V0M estimator. A
bump-like structure for PCP estimated from flattenicity has
been observed in the intermediate pT region. No such structure
is found when estimating PCP using the V0M classifier. It is
worth mentioning that such a bump-like structure has been
reported in the Refs. [17, 44] where the multiplicity is selected
in terms of the number of multi-parton interactions (Nmpi).
With the help of a new event classifier, known as flattenicity,
we have therefore demonstrated that MPI (an initial state
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phenomenon) and CR (a final state effect) are responsible
for the observed bump-like structure in PCP. It is important
to highlight here that the flattenicity classifier also selects
events with contribution from lower transverse momentum
parton-parton scatterings and results in a softer pT spectrum in
HM p + p collisions than the V0M estimator.

The present study reveals that the value of PCP is higher than
unity for both the event classifiers in p+ p collisions at

√
s = 13

TeV using PYTHIA8 generator. This result is consistent with
the fact that medium formation is not implemented in PYTHIA8

model. Therefore, it would be interesting to compare our
current findings to the experimental data.
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