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Abstract. We use the parametric approach to analyze jet suppression measured using the nuclear modi-
fication factor of inclusive jets, b-jets, and jets from γ-jet events. With minimum model assumptions, we
quantify the magnitude of the average energy loss and its transverse momentum dependence. Then, we
quantify the impact of fluctuations in the energy loss and nuclear PDFs on the measured jet suppres-
sion. Employing the Glauber model to infer the information about the collision geometry, we quantify the
path-length dependence of the average energy loss, which is shown to be consistent with that expected
for the radiative energy loss. Using the obtained parameterizations, we evaluate jet v2, obtaining results
consistent with measurements. We also provide model-independent predictions for the magnitude of en-
ergy loss expected in upcoming oxygen-oxygen collisions. Finally, we analyze intriguing features seen in
the suppression of jets in the γ-jet system.

PACS. XX.XX.XX No PACS code given

1 Introduction

Calculations of lattice quantum chromodynamics (QCD) predict the emergence of deconfined matter in ultra-relativistic
collisions of heavy-ions [1]. This type of matter composed of quarks and gluons freed from hadrons, which is also called
quark-gluon plasma (QGP), existed during the first microseconds of the evolution of the universe [2]. It is, therefore,
of importance to study the properties of QGP and the mechanisms of its interaction with elementary particles passing
through it. Such studies may be performed using jets of hadrons originating in a hard scattering of elementary quarks
and gluons occurring within the volume of QGP medium. Jets are described in perturbative QCD as virtuality-ordered
and/or angular-ordered showers of partons propagating through the vacuum. When passing the QGP medium, partons
from the parton shower lose the energy predominantly by medium-induced radiative processes [3,4,5,6]. This leads to
modification of yields and structure of jets with respect to those passing only the vacuum [7,8,9]. This phenomenon
is commonly termed jet quenching.

One of the important open questions related to jet quenching is how much the energy loss depends on the color
charge of the initial parton [10,8]. This color charge dependence may have two qualitatively different origins. First, it
may originate as a consequence of the structure of the parton shower, which is, on average, different for quark-initiated
and gluon-initiated jets [11,12]. Quark-initiated jets, which typically produce harder and narrower parton showers with
fewer constituents, may naturally be expected to lose less energy than gluon-initiated jets, which have softer and wider
parton showers with more constituents. This principle is encoded in many theoretical descriptions in different ways,
compare e.g. Refs. [13,14,15], and it is also implemented in jet quenching Monte-Carlo generators [16,17,18,19,20,21].
Second, the color charge dependence of the energy loss may be connected with the phenomena of color (de)coherence
[22,23]. In that picture, a substantial part of the parton shower loses the energy coherently. The energy loss is then
driven by a color charge of the initial quark or gluon. Besides analytical calculations of color coherent energy loss [22,
24,25,23,26,27,28], the color coherence starts to be discussed in the context of Monte-Carlo (MC) simulations of jet
quenching as well [29,30,31].

In addition to the incoherent and color-coherent regimes of in-medium emissions, an admixture of vacuum-like
emissions [32] may also contribute to the overall observable jet quenching. To address the original question on the role
of jet flavor in this complex physics setup, detailed studies comparing observables having different sensitivity to the
flavor of the initial parton need to be performed. One example of such studies is the study suggesting measurements of
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forward jet substructure [33], which, however, have not yet been measured in Pb+Pb collisions at the LHC. Another
possibility to study the flavor sensitivity may come from measurements of jets originating in γ-jet final state [34], which
offer a sample dominated by quark-initiated jets [35]. For this final state, multiple measurements were performed at
the LHC [35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42]. Understanding the jet production in the γ-jet final state provides not only a tool
to study the flavor dependence, but it should also allow a better understanding of the role of selection biases and
the path-length dependence of the energy loss [43,44,45]. Here, in particular, the quantitative assessment of path-
length dependence of parton energy loss remains an open issue for a long time [46,47,48,49]. Studying similarities and
differences between the inclusive jet suppression and suppression of jets from γ-jet final state is therefore of a crucial
importance.

In this paper, we apply the parametric approach to jet quenching (also dubbed “EQ-model”) [50,51] to benchmark
the impact of different components contributing to the final observable jet quenching. The paper is organized as
follows. Section 2 introduces and extends the parametric modeling of jet quenching. Section 3 discusses the simulation
of input MC samples used in the study. Section 4 quantifies the magnitude of the jet quenching in inclusive jets and
compares the ability of different parametric implementations to reproduce measured jet RAA. Section 5 extracts the
path-length dependence of jet suppression using Glauber modeling and reproduces the measured data on jet v2. The
differences between the inclusive jet suppression and suppression of b-jets are also briefly discussed in that section. In
Section 6, extracted parameters of jet quenching from inclusive jet RAA are used to study the suppression of jets in
the γ-jet system. The last section then provides a summary and conclusions.

2 Parametric approach to parton energy loss

In Ref. [50], the parametric approach to the jet quenching modeling was introduced. The basic ingredient of the
modeling is the approximation in which observable jet spectra consist of two components: quark-initiated jet spectra
and gluon-initiated jet spectra. Individual spectra are precisely parameterized using the modified power law, and
combined spectra are then expressed as,

dN

dpjetT

= A

2∑
i=1

fi,0

(
pT0

pjetT

)ni(p
jet
T )

, (1)

where A is the normalization factor, pT0 is an arbitrary parameter to keep the exponent dimensionless (here, pT0 =
40 GeV is used). The index i = 1, 2 labels quark-initiated and gluon-initiated jets, respectively, and fi,0 is a fraction

of quark-initiated or gluon-initiated jets at pT0 (f1,0 = 1− f2,0). The exponent ni is p
jet
T dependent,

ni(p
jet
T ) =

jmax∑
j=0

βj log
j

(
pjetT

pT0

)
. (2)

Here βj are free parameters, and jmax = 2 was reported to allow sufficient precision in the parameterization of jet
spectra.

The average transverse momentum lost by the jet is then expressed as

⟨∆pjetT ⟩i = cF,i s

(
pjetT

pT0

)α

, (3)

where i = 1, 2 as in Eq. (1) and cF,i, α, and s are free parameters. The color factor cF,1 for quark-initiated jets is set
to unity and cF,2 for gluon-initiated jets is labeled cF .

The quantification of energy loss using Eq. (3) then allows to derive the analytical expression for the jet nuclear
modification factor,

RAA =
dNQ

dpjetT

/
dN

dpjetT

=

2∑
i=1

fi(p
jet
T , ni, fi,0) gi(p

jet
T , ni, ⟨∆pjetT ⟩i) (4)

where fi is the flavor fraction given by

fi =

1 + f2,0
f1,0

(
pjetT

pT0

)n1(p
jet
T )−n2(p

jet
T )
−1

(5)
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and gi is an analytical function calculated in [50]. The analytical expression for the parameterized RAA then allows
conveniently fitting the data. Besides the analytical approach, MC simulation can also be performed by modifying
the momentum of quark- and gluon-initiated jets delivered by the MC generator using Eq. (3). Modified spectra for
the two flavors can then be combined and divided by original spectra with no modification in order to obtain the
RAA. The simulated RAA can be compared with the data to obtain parameters minimizing the difference between the
data and the simulated RAA. Initial unmodified jet spectra can either be delivered directly by the MC generator or
the output from the MC generator can be parameterized by Eq. (1) separately in rapidity intervals, and jets may be
obtained by sampling from the parameterized spectra. This later approach is used in this study.

In the first study using the LHC run-1 data at
√
sNN = 2.76 TeV [50], cF was fixed to the leading order value of

9/4, and α = 0.55 was found to describe the data well. In the subsequent study which used rapidity dependent LHC
run-1 data [51], following values of parameters were determined: cF = 1.78± 0.12, α = 0.52± 0.02, and s depending
linearly on Npart.

Going beyond the approach of average energy loss, one may introduce fluctuations by convoluting the single jet
spectrum with the energy loss distribution w(pjetT , ∆pjetT )

dNQ

dpjetT

=

∫
d∆pjetT

dN

dpjetT

w(pjetT , ∆pjetT ), (6)

where ∆pjetT is connected with the average energy loss by

⟨∆pjetT ⟩ =
∫

d∆pjetT ∆pjetT w(pjetT , ∆pjetT ). (7)

One may further assume, as e.g. in Ref. [52], that w depends only on pjetT /⟨∆pjetT ⟩ ≡ x. To model the energy loss
distribution, a generalized integrand of gamma function can be used,

w(x) =
cc01

Γ (c0)
xc0−1e−c1x, (8)

where c0 and c1 are free parameters. For c0 = c1, the functional form (8) coincides with functional form used in
previous studies [53,52,54]. Setting c0 ̸= c1 allows parameterizing fluctuations used in recent boson-jet study [55].

Besides introducing parameterization of fluctuations, one may further generalize the power-law functional form to
allow logarithmic pjetT dependence,

⟨∆pjetT ⟩ = cF s

(
pjetT

pT0

)α

log

(
pjetT

pT0

)
. (9)

This parameterization keeps the same number of free parameters as (3), and it is used, e.g., in studies performed with
the linear Boltzmann transport (LBT) model [52].

3 Input parton spectra

The inclusive jet production used in this study is simulated using PYTHIA8 [56,57] with A14 tune [58] and a NNPDF
2.3 LO PDF set [59] which was used as a reference in recent experimental studies of jet production in pp collisions at
5.02 TeV [60]. As an alternative, inclusive jets simulated using HERWIG7 [61] are used. The PYTHIA and HERWIG
samples are often used together in order to provide a systematic check of the flavor dependence of jet production
[62,63], which is known to be simulated differently in these two Monte-Carlo (MC) generators. To reconstruct jets,
the anti-kt algorithm [64] implemented in FastJet package [65] is used with the default value of distance parameter
R = 0.4 (R = 0.2 jets are used in a brief study of b-jets). The γ-jet production is simulated using PYTHIA8 with
A14 tune and a NNPDF 2.3 LO PDF set. To match the conditions of analysis in Ref. [35], photons are required
to be isolated, have pγT > 50 GeV, and |η| < 2.37. Photons are isolated if the sum of transverse energy within the

R = 0.3 cone around the photon is less than 3 GeV. Selected jets have pjetT > 50 GeV, |η| < 2.8 and are opposite to
selected photons in the azimuthal angle (∆ϕγ,jet > 7π/8). The γ-jet cross-section measured in pp collisions has two
contributions, one from photons originating directly in the hard scattering (‘prompt photons’) and one from photons
originating in the fragmentation of a jet in a dijet system (‘fragmentation photons’). In the simulation by PYTHIA8,
the later contribution constitutes 35% of the total cross-section for jets within the studied kinematic range and cannot,
therefore, be neglected. As an alternative, γ-jet production is simulated also using HERWIG7 with MMHT2014lo [66]
PDF set. Simulation is done separately for samples with fragmentation photons and prompt photons.

The magnitude of the difference between the shape of simulated jet spectra and jet spectra measured in 5.02 TeV
pp collisions [67] is smaller than approximately 20% for both the inclusive jets and γ-tagged jets in both PYTHIA8
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Fig. 1. Left: Cross-section for the inclusive jet production from PYTHIA8 and HERWIG7 compared with the data [67].
Right: Cross-section for the jet production in γ-jet system from PYTHIA8 along with individual contributions from prompt and
fragmentation photons compared with the data [35]. A reweighting discussed in the text is applied on both MC cross-sections.
The ratio of data to MC is shown in lower panels.

and HERWIG7. The jet pT spectra for inclusive jet samples are reweighted before parameterization (Eq. (1)) to reduce
this difference. The reweighting factors are obtained by fitting the data-to-MC ratio by a fifth-order and fourth-order
polynomial in pjetT in the case of PYTHIA8 and HERWIG7, respectively. The same reweighting is applied on quark-
initiated and gluon-initiated jets. In the case of γ-tagged jets, a two-step reweighting procedure is applied. First, the
prompt photon and fragmentation photon contributions are scaled by constant weights such that the χ2 defined using
the difference between the pp data and MC is minimized. To further improve the data-to-MC ratio, a third-order
polynomial in pjetT is used to reweight jet spectra connected with prompt photons. Alternatively, the reweighting is
applied on jet spectra connected with fragmentation photons. In general, the differences in the resulting RAA between
reweighted and original spectra are rather small and are quantified later in the paper.

The comparison of the parameterization of the final reweighted MC spectra to the 5.02 TeV pp data is shown in
Figure 1. The left panel of Figure 1 shows pjetT spectra for inclusive jets, and the right panel shows spectra for jets
from γ-jet events. One may see that parameterizations of jet pT spectra are consistent with the data within statistical
uncertainties. These parameterizations are used to evaluate the denominator of RAA.

To simulate the initial state effects in lead-lead collisions, additional samples for both the inclusive jet production
and γ-jet production in PYTHIA8 are produced using correction for the isospin effect and EPPS16 NLO nuclear parton
distribution functions (nPDF) [68]. Jet spectra with nPDF and isospin effects are reweighted by factors discussed
above, and they are then parameterized using Eq. (1). Unless stated otherwise, these parameterizations are used in
the numerator of RAA.

4 Suppression of inclusive jets

To determine the free parameters for various jet quenching parameterizations discussed in Sec. 2, the inclusive jet
RAA measured by ATLAS is used [67]. The parameters are extracted by a multidimensional minimization procedure
based on Minuit [69] similar to that used in [51]. The ability of a given parameterization to describe jet RAA data
is quantified in terms of χ2/ndof evaluated as a difference between the model and the data for the RAA measured

differentially in pjetT and centrality.
First, it is found that jet RAA from [67] measured inclusively in rapidity is unable to constrain cF . As a default

value of cF we therefore use cF = 1.78, which was found in the previous study using Run-1 data measured differentialy
in rapidity [51]. The value determined in that study (cF = 1.78 ± 0.12) is consistent with the value of effective color
charge calculated and measured for the vacuum jets with hardness Q ≈ 100 GeV [70,71] and it is also consistent
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Fig. 2. Measured jet RAA [67] (data points) compared to the parameterization p1 of jet quenching (solid line), which provides
the best description of the data (for details on parameterization p1, see the text).

Label Formulae Spectra Parameters References χ2|0−10% χ2|all
p1 (3),(8) P8, nPDF αmin = 0.27, cF = 1.78 [51,72] 0.51 1.06

p2 (3),(8) P8, nPDF αmin = 0.24, cF = (9/4)1/3 [51,72,18] 0.53 1.05
p3 (3),(8) P8, nPDF αmin = 0.29, cF = 9/4 [51,72] 0.50 1.09
p4 (3),(8) P8 αmin = 0.33, cF = 1.78 [51,72] 0.70 1.06
p5 (3),(8) H7 αmin = 0.30, cF = 1.78 [51,72] 0.88 1.18
p6 (3) P8, nPDF αmin = 0.40, cF = 1.78 [51] 0.62 1.53
p7 (9),(8) P8, nPDF αmin = 0.15, cF = 1.78 [53] 0.44 1.43

Table 1. Definitions of parameterizations of pjetT dependence of jet quenching along with parameter α obtained by minimization
with respect to measured jet RAA [67]. The precision of the description of measured jet RAA by a given parameterization is
quantified in terms of χ2 evaluated for 0− 10% centrality bin and for all centrality bins.

with the results of the analysis of Casimir scaling suggesting cF ∼ 1.7 [72]. As alternative values of cF , we use
the value of leading-order approximation, cF = CA/CF = 9/4, and the value used in Hybrid model calculations,
cF = (9/4)1/3

.
= 1.31, [18].

The default parameterization, which is found to describe the data with the highest accuracy, uses power-law ansatz
for the energy loss from Eq. (3), simulation of isospin and nPDFs effects (discussed in Section 3), and parameterization
of energy loss fluctuations based on Eq. (8) with parameters determined by fitting the energy loss distribution published
in [55]. The comparison of the data and the parameterization is shown in Fig. 2. The power-law parameter is found to

be α = 0.27± 0.03, ⟨∆pjetT ⟩0−10% and ⟨∆pjetT ⟩70−80% were found to be 15.0± 0.2 GeV and 1.9± 0.1 GeV, respectively.

The default parameterization (labeled ’p1’) is compared to other parameterizations as summarized in Table 1.
Parameterizations p2 and p3 represent alternatives to p1 with cF = (9/4)1/3 and cF = 9/4, respectively. One may see
from the table that three parameterizations, p1, p2, and p3, achieve the same precision. This level of precision can be
compared with parameterizations p4 and p5 which do not implement nPDF and isospin effects and which are based on
PYTHIA8 and HERWIG7, respectively. One may see that the presence of nPDFs improves the description in the most
central collisions, where the highest pT values are reached and where nPDF effects lead to a flattening of the RAA as
also shown in previous studies (see e.g. Refs. [73,74]). The impact of fluctuations is quantified by parameterization p6
where only average energy loss is applied. A significant decrease in the ability to describe the data is seen, providing a
model-independent argument for their importance in the description of realistic jet quenching. A worse description of
the data is also achieved when using a modified power-law ansatz for the energy loss with logarithmic pT dependence
from Eq. (9), which is done in parameterization p7. While the agreement between a given parameterization and
the data may be further improved for all parameterizations by introducing centrality-dependent parameter α, we
may conclude that the ansatz with power-law with one centrality-independent parameter in the exponent provides a
sufficient description of inclusive jet RAA (see Figure 2 again).
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Equipped with the parameterization, we will proceed with a model-independent estimate of path-length dependence
of the parton energy loss and provide a simple extrapolation of jet quenching magnitude from lead-lead to oxygen-
oxygen collisions.

5 Path length dependence and system size dependence of jet suppression

The path-length (L) dependence of the jet energy loss may be quantified as ⟨∆pjetT ⟩ ∼ ⟨L⟩δ with δ = 1, 2, and 3
employed in baseline calculations of collisional energy loss, pQCD radiative energy loss, and non-perturbative strong
coupling models, respectively [4,75,76]. During the past ten years, several studies were done aiming to extract the
path-length dependence of parton energy loss from the data on charged particle RAA [46,47,48,49]. Large comparative
studies [46,47] which used also data on the elliptic flow led to inconclusive results of 1 ≤ δ ≤ 3. More recent studies
[49] and [48] led to δ = 1.02 and δ ∼ 1.4 at high-pT, respectively. These studies rely on various assumptions such as
modeling of medium expansion (which was shown to have an impact on observables directly depending on path-length
[73]), power-law approximation of input parton yields (which was shown to be inaccurate [50]), or relationship between
energy loss of parton shower and measured charged hadron yields. Studies of path-length dependence of parton energy
loss based on jet RAA were also performed based on LBT model of jet quenching [54] finding δ < 1.

To extract the path-length dependence of the energy loss, we use parameterizations described in the previous
section, which present results on jet quenching modeling with minimal assumptions on the actual jet quenching
mechanism. To model the geometry, we assume that the average path length is proportional to the path length
estimates given by Glauber model from Ref. [77]. This represents the simplest possible assumption which is however at
least partially validated by the measurements of electro-weak boson production [78,79,80,81,82,83] confirming good
predictive power of the Glauber model. The left panel of Figure 3 shows the fit by power-law parameterization of
path-length,

⟨∆pjetT ⟩ = c0 + c1⟨L⟩δ, (10)

with c0, c1, and δ being free parameters of the fit. The fit is performed for ⟨∆pjetT ⟩ evaluated as a function of ⟨L⟩ for
p1 parameterization. The fit results in δ = 2.01 ± 0.08, c0 = −0.9 ± 0.3, and c1 = 0.6 ± 0.1. While these values are
evaluated for the initial jet pT = 100 GeV, the δ parameter remains the same for any choice of jet pT in the range of
50− 500 GeV and parameters c0 and c1 are consistent within uncertainties in this jet pT range. Besides the stability,
reassuring is also the fact that c0 is consistent with 0 within three standard deviations, implying no energy loss for
⟨L⟩ = 0. The right panel of Figure 3 shows δ parameters for parameterizations p1-p5, which all provided a good

description of the jet RAA as discussed in the previous section. The δ is plotted as a function of ⟨∆pjetT ⟩ in 0 − 10%
centrality bin. While one can see from the figure that different jet quenching scenarios provide rather different values
of ⟨∆pjetT ⟩, and thus different values of jet quenching parameter q̂, which we do not extract from the data, the value
of δ is consistent with 2 for all these parameterizations. These results, therefore, strongly support the radiative nature
of parton energy loss.

Given this path-length parameterization of energy loss, one may continue exploring the path-length dependence
by evaluating jet v2. Jet v2 quantifies the magnitude of azimuthal-angle modulation of jet yields, which is due to the
difference between the energy loss of jets traveling in the direction of the interaction plane (“in” direction) and jets
traveling in the direction perpendicular to the interaction plane (“out” direction). The former suffer the energy loss
over the path-length Lin, while the latter suffer the energy loss over the path-length Lout. The jet v2 may then be
estimated as [84]

v2 ≈ 1

2

RAA(Lin)−RAA(Lout)

RAA(Lin) +RAA(Lout)
. (11)

To perform basic cross-check, we stay within the Glauber model, which allows us to estimate the average path
length traveled in the directions in and out, which differ from the average path length, ⟨L⟩, by factors ∆Lin and
∆Lout, respectively. The Lin and Lout in Eq. (11) are then given by

Lin = ⟨L⟩ − c ·∆Lin, (12)

Lout = ⟨L⟩+ c ·∆Lout. (13)

Since the relative difference between ⟨L⟩ and Lin or Lout may differ in reality from the estimates by the Glauber
model due to the expansion of the media, a free parameter c is introduced, which is, however, enforced to be the same
for all the centrality bins in this analysis. The c = 1 would imply traveling through the medium of the same shape
as that given by the Glauber model. The c < 1 implies the smearing of the Glauber model shape. The comparison
between calculated v2 and data [85] is shown in the right panel of Figure 4. A good description of the data is found
for c = 0.35, implying that ∆Lin and ∆Lout in reality defer roughly by a factor of three from those estimated by
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Fig. 3. Left: Path-length dependence of average jet energy loss extracted from the data using the parametric model for
parameterization p1. Right: Power δ of the path-length dependence of jet energy loss (y axis) versus average lost energy (x axis)
obtained for parameterizations p1-p5 of the energy loss.

Glauber model. A good description of v2 is achieved in all published centrality bins except for the bin 0− 5%, which
is found to be consistent with 0 in the data but is calculated to be non-zero in the parametric model. This is likely
connected with the presence of a sizable v3 component, which is measured to be much larger than v2, and the formula
(11) is therefore expected to fail. This successful description of jet v2 provides an independent argument in favor of the
validity of L2 dependence of the energy loss that we reported before. The approach used here may also allow relatively
simple testing of the impact of different medium profiles on energy loss.

We now turn our attention to the system-size dependence of energy loss. Besides exploring the path-length depen-
dence of parton energy loss, the parameterization of the energy loss may be used to predict the magnitude of jet RAA

in upcoming oxygen-oxygen (O+O) collisions. First, the linear extrapolation of the energy loss to 7 TeV is done from

⟨∆pjetT ⟩ for 2.76 TeV jet spectra determined in Ref. [51] and ⟨∆pjetT ⟩ for 5.02 TeV jets calculated here. The value of

⟨∆pjetT ⟩ at 100 GeV is used as a reference value to determine scale factors used to scale the Pb+Pb 5.02 TeV RAA

calculations to O+O 7 TeV RAA. The scale factors are determined using parameterizations p1-p3 and they vary from
1.25 to 1.42. The average path lengths in two different percentiles of O+O collisions, namely 0 − 10% and 0 − 70%,
are calculated using the Glauber model [77] along with centrality analysis published in Ref. [86]. The above-discussed

parameterization of ⟨∆pjetT ⟩(⟨L⟩) dependence is then used to determine ⟨∆pjetT ⟩ in O+O collisions for each of p1-p3.
Input jet spectra at 7 TeV were obtained from PYTHIA8 with the same settings as described in Section 3 but with no
simulation of nPDF effects. The resulting prediction is shown for 0− 10% and 0− 70% O+O collisions in Fig. 4. The
band represents the envelope of the results obtained from three parameterizations, p1-p3. One can see that in 0−10%,
the suppression is significant with the RAA of ≈ 0.76 at pjetT = 50 GeV. In 0− 70%, the RAA value is ≈ 0.92 and 0.98

at pjetT = 50 GeV and pjetT = 300 GeV, respectively. These results represent a baseline prediction for jet quenching
in O+O collisions, which may be seen in the data if the underlying energy loss mechanism is the same in O+O and
Pb+Pb collisions in the given kinematic window, if the role of fluctuations is comparable and if nPDF effects have a
small impact on the jet RAA.

The last topic we briefly discuss is the parton mass dependence of energy loss. To do that, we repeat the minimiza-
tion from Sec. 4 using the measurement of b-jets [87]. The parameterization of b-jet spectra uses the large inclusive
jet sample described in Section 3. The extracted magnitude of energy loss is then fitted by the power-law path-length
dependence of the energy loss (Eq.(10)) resulting in parameter δ = 2.6±1.6. This is further compared with the energy
loss extracted from the RAA of R = 0.2 jets leading to δ = 1.9± 0.4. Both values are, therefore, consistent with each
other within the uncertainties, and one can conclude that the current precision of b-jet measurement does not provide
sufficient precision to discriminate expected differences [88,89,90,91] in the path-length dependence of energy loss
between inclusive jets and b-jets. To address this in the future, it is especially important to measure the suppression
in more centrality bins since, for fewer centrality bins, the precision of extracted δ significantly decreases, as can be
seen if one compares the precision of previously extracted δ value for R = 0.4 jets and the value for R = 0.2 jets
(δ = 2.01± 0.08 and δ = 1.9± 0.4, respectively).

We will now turn our attention to gaining insights on the jet suppression in γ-jet events.
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compared with measured jet v2 [85] (data points). Right: Prediction of jet RAA distributions for 7 TeV oxygen-oxygen collisions
using parameterizations of inclusive jet suppression at 2.76 TeV and 5.02 TeV.

6 Suppression of jets in γ-jet system

Having in hand parameters describing well the suppression of inclusive jets, we may proceed with applying the
suppression on jets in the γ-jet system. First, we use the reweighted PYTHIA8 jet spectra with nPDFs as described in
Sec. 3 and calculate the RAA for the quenching parameterizations p1-p3 which employ three different values of cF and
which all describe the inclusive jet RAA data with the same precision. To calculate the RAA in centrality bins of the
published measurement [35], we use the Glauber model to estimate the average path length for those centrality bins

and the above-given parameterization of ⟨∆pjetT ⟩(⟨L⟩) dependence. The result of the calculations is shown together
with the measured RAA in the upper left panel of Figure 5. One can see that the differences in RAA between different
cF values are rather large, confirming that the γ-jet measurement can help constrain the role of flavor in the jet
quenching. One can also see that the calculated RAA qualitatively reproduces the shape of the measured RAA in the
region of pjetT ≲ 120 GeV. Namely, it reproduces the decrease of RAA at low pjetT , a presence of minimum, and then a
smooth rise with increasing pT. None of the quenching parameterizations used in the previous section can, however,
reproduce the local maximum present in the data at pjetT ≈ 150 GeV and the subsequent decrease. Since this local
maximum is present for all the centralities, we may speculate that this increase is connected with fluctuations in the pp
reference 1. While the parametric modeling can describe quite successfully the shape of the measured RAA, especially
in central collisions, it noticeably fails in describing the overall magnitude of RAA in 0− 10% and 10− 30% centrality
bins.

To further explore the building blocks needed to reproduce the measured RAA we evaluate the RAA for the same
jet quenching parameters but different input spectra of jets in the γ-jet system. We compare the following inputs:
PYTHIA8 with no reweighting applied to match the MC jet spectra to those measured in the pp data; PYTHIA8 with
reweighting applied only on direct photons; PYTHIA8 with reweighting applied only on photons from fragmentation;
PYTHIA8 with no nPDFs (all previously described versions apply nPDFs for the spectra entering the numerator of
RAA); and HERWIG7 with no nPDFs. A comparison of the five calculated RAA distributions is shown in the upper
right panel of Figure 5. One can see that reweighting of jet spectra to match those measured in the data influences the
magnitude of the calculated RAA by less than 10% (and slightly more in the case of HERWIG, which we do not show).
Implementation of nPDF effects influences the magnitude of RAA more substantially, by 15-20%. The choice of MC
generator (PYTHI8 vs HEWIG7) influences the magnitude of RAA by another ≈ 10%. We may, therefore, conclude
that the precise knowledge of input parton spectra plays an important role in the ability to determine the exact shape
of RAA. At the same time, the lack of full knowledge of input parton spectra cannot fully explain the difference in the
magnitude of RAA among different centrality classes.

1 The presence of this local maximum is not significant with respect to uncertainties delivered by the experiment. Nevertheless,
it is also interesting to notice that Figure 1 in Ref. [35] contains a fluctuation in quark jet fraction in PYTHIA8 in a similar
pjetT window. Such fluctuation in MC reference could, in principle, affect, e.g., the unfolding of the data.



A. Ogrodnik et al.: Flavor and path-length dependence of jet quenching from inclusive jet and γ-jet suppression 9

210  [GeV]
T

p

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

A
A

R

0-10%

10-30%

30-80%

=1.78Fc

=1.31Fc

=2.25Fc

210  [GeV]
T

p

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

A
A

R

0-10%

30-80%

Pythia
 resc.γPythia - dir.-

 resc.γPythia - frag.-
Pythia - no nPDF
Herwig - no nPDF

210  [GeV]
T

p

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

A
A

R

0-10%

10-30%

30-80%
energy loss
rescaled

210  [GeV]
T

p

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2
A

A
R

0-10%

10-30%

30-80%
isolated hadrons
rescaled energy loss,

Fig. 5. Jet RAA measured in the γ-jet system [35] (data points) compared with various setup of the parametric modelling
(lines): different choice of color factor (upper left), different choice of input jet spectra (upper right), magnitude of the energy
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A possible source of the apparently smaller magnitude of the energy loss suffered by jets in the γ-jet system than in
the inclusive jet system may be the selection bias [92,93]. Both jets in the dijet system, which dominates the inclusive
jet sample, suffer the energy loss, while in the case of the γ-jets, it is only one jet that interacts with the medium,
whereas the γ remains unresolved by the medium. We will not attempt to model the selection bias here. We will only
quantify the change in the average path length needed to achieve a good description of the measured RAA. This is done
by minimizing differences between the model and the data while changing the magnitude of the quenching dictated
by parameter s. We can then translate this change to a change in the average path-length traveled by jets in the case
of γ-jet events, ⟨Lγ⟩ and average path-length traveled in the case of inclusive jet events, ⟨L⟩. The ⟨Lγ⟩/⟨L⟩ ratios are
found to be the following: 0.80 ± 0.02, 0.9 ± 0.03, and 1.07 ± 0.03 for 0 − 10%, 10 − 30%, and 30 − 80% centrality
collisions, respectively. This RAA is then shown in the lower left panel of Figure 5. One can see a good model-to-data
agreement for the RAA region outside of the second maximum. The above-calculated ratios may then be valuable for
constraining models implementing the differences between the inclusive jet suppression and γ-jet suppression at the
microscopic level.

While the change in the path-length dependence of energy loss may be an acceptable source of the unexpected
centrality dependence of the energy loss in γ-jet events, it is also useful to discuss plausible contamination of signal by
the inclusive jet background. The ratio of γ-jet to inclusive jet cross-sections determined from pp data [35] is ≈ 2.5·10−4

for jets with 50 < pT < 100 GeV. This large factor brings a question if the photon selection could be contaminated by
isolated, predominantly neutral hadrons that could mimic a photon. While experiments always perform sophisticated
shower-shape cuts and other procedures to eliminate these backgrounds, and they quantify residual contributions in
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systematic uncertainties, we found it useful to provide quantitative insight into this component. To achieve that, we
use the large sample of PYTHIA dijet events (described in Sec. 3) to find the cross-section for the production of jets
opposite isolated hadrons with pT > 50 GeV. The isolation criteria are the same as those applied previously on photons
(described in Sec. 3). The ratio of the cross-section for producing the jet with 50 < pT < 100 GeV in the sample with
isolated hadrons and in the inclusive jet sample is found to be 1.4 · 10−4 and 5.6 · 10−5 for isolated hadrons of any
charge and for predominately neutral hadrons, respectively. Predominately neutral hadrons are a mixture of neutral
hadrons and charged hadrons that are simulated to be missed by tracking due to finite charged-particle reconstruction
efficiency (here taken to be 80% [94]). Given the uncertainty of PYTHIA to model the very end of the fragmentation
spectrum and given the fact that these cross-sections are of a similar order of magnitude as those for the measured
cross-section of jets in the γ-jet system, we conclude that the contamination by inclusive jets remains plausible. Its
validity is to be judged by individual experiments. It is now important to evaluate the jet RAA for jets in the isolated-
hadron-jet system. The resulting RAA is shown in the lower right panel of Figure 5. In that evaluation, we fixed the
values of α and cF coefficients to be the same as in the main study and only optimized values of s parameter by the
same minimization procedure as the one used before. One can see that the shape of the resulting RAA is strikingly
similar to that obtained for jets from the γ-jet system.

7 Summary and conclusions

The parametric approach to the jet quenching modeling was used to study jet quenching in inclusive jet, b-jet, and
γ-jet systems. Various parameterizations of pjetT dependence of energy loss were studied, and it was shown that a
parameterization with implemented isospin and nPDF effects, energy loss fluctuations, and pure power-law ansatz
for pjetT -dependence of the energy loss provides the best description of inclusive jet RAA. The power-law index α in

(pjetT )α dependence of energy loss was found to be centrality independent with a value of 0.27 ± 0.03 for color factor
cF = 1.78. Using parameterizations of inclusive jet suppression, the path-length (L) dependence of energy loss was
quantified under the assumption that the average in-medium path length in different centrality bins is proportional
to that provided by the Glauber model. The power-law index δ in Lδ dependence of energy loss was found to be
2.01 ± 0.08 for the parameterization which provided the best description of inclusive jet RAA. For all other well-
performing parameterizations, the path-length dependence was also found to be consistent with L2. These results
thus strongly support the radiative nature of parton energy loss. Using these parameterizations, measured jet v2 was
reproduced, and a prediction of the expected magnitude of jet RAA in 7 TeV oxygen-oxygen collisions was made. The
b-jet suppression was also briefly studied, showing statistically insignificant differences in the path-length dependence
with respect to the inclusive jet suppression.

The pjetT and path-length parameterizations of the energy loss were then used to study the jet suppression in the
γ-jet system. It was shown that the differences between the suppression of quark-initiated and gluon-initiated jets may
explain the shape of the RAA of jets in the γ-jet system in all centrality bins and its magnitude in the centrality bin of
30− 80%, but more detailed knowledge of jet quenching at the microscopic level is needed to understand the apparent
lack of suppression in 0 − 10% and 10 − 30% central collisions. A firm understanding of inclusive jet backgrounds is
also important.

Since the parametric approach used in this paper represents a framework with only minimal assumptions on the
underlying jet-quenching mechanism, the provided results may serve as a benchmark for microscopic models of parton
energy loss in expanding quark-gluon plasma. The presented work also demonstrates a way to further study the impact
of various aspects of jet quenching physics on measured data.
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