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With the use of martini, a model which considers evolving QCD jets against a fluid dynamical
background, it is shown that the introduction of formation time to the parton shower after the
initial hard scattering is essential for a simultaneous description of charged hadron and jet RAA.
This inclusion also improves jet shape ratio at small angle and jet fragmentation function ratios of
leading charged hadrons. The martini framework is then aimed at a study of the leading order,
next-to-leading-order, and non perturbative collision kernels. Sizable differences in the modification
of jet substructure observables, i.e., jet shape and fragmentation functions are observed. Such
differences are caused by the difference in the radiation rates of relatively soft gluons that survive
in the evolution in medium.

I. INTRODUCTION

The production and characterization of hot and dense
strongly interacting matter is currently a mainstream
area of research in subatomic physics. One of the goals
of this research is to establish a faithful representation
of the QCD phase diagram, of which little is currently
known. The presence of exotic phase, the quark-gluon
plasma (QGP) was a prediction of non-perturbative QCD
calculations [1], and its existence has been confirmed by
experiments done at the Relativistic Heavy-Ion Collider
(RHIC) and later reinforced by results obtained at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [2]. The experimental re-
sults were mostly obtained by colliding different nuclear
species at relativistic energies, but more recently QGP
characteristic signatures were also observed in collisions
involving light nuclei and even protons [3].

It is fair to write that the physics of the QGP has
now entered an era of characterization through precision
studies often involving differential observables and pen-
etrating probes. For instance, the “temperature” of the
plasma can be assessed by measuring electromagnetic ra-
diation emitted throughout the space-time evolution of
the colliding system. This radiation can take the form of
real photons [4] or of lepton pairs [5]. Another class of
probes that can provide tomographic information is that
associated with QCD jets [6]: the spray of particles asso-
ciated with the decay of energetic off-shell partons formed
in the very early collisions. The jets are reconstituted by
measuring correlated hadrons in the final state, and they
can provide unique information about the medium with
which they interact. Jets and medium can exchange en-
ergy, and the medium can alter and distort the original
jet shape.
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Because the QCD medium created in heavy-ion colli-
sions is rapidly evolving through several stages – some
of which may be further away from equilibrium (thermal
and/or chemical) than others – it has rapidly become
clear that theoretical analyses needed to include some
realistic modeling of the time evolution. This includes
approaches which simulate how the medium as a whole
evolve in space and in time, and how the partons and the
background matter exchange energy and momentum.
There are now several theoretical models which evolve

jets against a fluid dynamical background. A few ex-
amples include martini [7], lbt (Linearized Boltzmann
Transport) [8–14], cujet [15–18], and AdS-CFT [19].
Each of those approaches depends on the details of the
theoretical treatment of jet energy-loss. Some formalisms
that aim to tackle this are amy [20, 21], higher twist [22–
24], and dglv [25–28]. For a recent review of the various
frameworks and models of jet energy-loss, see Ref. [29]
and references therein.
Having noted the importance of the precision model-

ing of relativistic heavy-ion collisions, we focus in this
work on two somewhat technical but nevertheless impor-
tant aspects. We choose to use martini, together with
the parton emission rates associated with amy. The first
topic of investigation has to do with the early-time dy-
namics of jet evolution. In the chronology of a heavy-ion
collision, the very first hard interactions will generate a
parton shower [30]. Depending on the energy of the scat-
tering and the timescale associated with the development
of the medium, this parton shower may, or may not, have
time to evolve into an ensemble of on-shell partons before
it finds itself embedded into the strongly interacting fluid.
Thus there are two broad classes of models that can be
considered for jet energy loss. In the first, the high vir-
tuality parton shower is assumed to have fully developed
before the onset of hydrodynamics. One can then make
the approximation that the shower was fully developed
at time τ = 0+ and simply allow the hard partons to free
stream until τ = τhydro, the start time of the hydrody-
namic evolution. In effect, the assumption of the model is
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that of a “vacuum-like” parton shower with an instanta-
neous or near-instantaneous development. In the second
class of models, the final state parton shower post hard
scattering evolves in time. Thus some hard partons shed
their virtuality before the start time of hydrodynamics,
some during and some may even come on-shell after the
QGP has evaporated. We can then consider such models
as those with a “time-delayed” parton shower.

The first of the above is known as a “single-stage” sim-
ulation of jet energy loss and is how several energy loss
models were previously used. In this type of model, it is
assumed that the energy loss of the jet during the high
virtuality phase of its evolution is negligible, and that
the parton shower would develop rapidly, mostly before
the onset of hydrodynamics and QGP evolution. In the
second case, the high-virtuality final state shower evolu-
tion is allowed to develop as a function of time, and some
parts are still forming as the hadronic fluid appears and
evolves. We shall see that this element is crucial in the
interpretation of several jet-related observables.

After the study and discussion of formation time in
the high-virtuality stage, we turn our attention to the
effect of the new, higher-order collision kernels on the
amy radiative rates. Studies of these kernels have so
far seen them used in computations of the leading-order
amy rates and then compared in simulations of parton
energy loss in a QGP brick [31] and in simulations with a
dynamically evolving QGP [32]. In the latter, the strong
coupling used in the jet energy loss channels was held
fixed so as to simplify the comparison of the different
kernels. Here, this restriction is relaxed and scale depen-
dence is introduced to αs.
This paper is organized as follows: the next section

introduces briefly the martini framework, and the for-
malism used to treat parton energy loss. We then discuss
further details of how partons are evolved in martini
and how parton formation time is applied to the par-
tonic shower development. The section on results fea-
tures evaluations of the nuclear modification factor for
charged particles and reconstructed jets, as well as cal-
culations of jet substructure ratios. We also highlight
differences and similarities between results obtained with
different scattering kernels. We finish with a conclusion
and an outlook.

II. JET ENERGY LOSS IN MARTINI

The martini framework [7] is the Monte Carlo solu-
tion to the rate equation for the evolving hard parton
distributions, representing energy gain and loss

df

dt
(p) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dk
[dΓ(p+ k, k)

dk
f(p+ k)

− dΓ(p, k)

dk
f(p)

]
,

(1)

where f(p) is the distribution of the evolving hard par-
tons, quarks and gluons, in the medium and dΓ/dk are

the energy loss rates, radiative or elastic. The frame-
work includes the two dominant modes of energy loss
available to a hard parton in a QGP medium: gluon
bremsstrahlung (or inelastic splittings) and elastic col-
lisions with the medium particles. martini treats both
these energy loss channels simultaneously. In the follow-
ing sections, we discuss the different energy loss channels
used in martini.

A. Radiative Energy Loss

The main channel of energy loss is the inelastic branch-
ing or the radiative channel. martini uses the rates com-
puted using the amy formalism [20, 21, 33, 34]. These
rates are derived in the limit of an infinite QGP at local
thermal equilibrium. As such the rates are not time de-
pendent and can be thought of as being to all orders in
opacity. It is further assumed that the QGP temperature
is asymptotically high and thus the strong coupling, g, is
a small parameter. The inelastic rates are given by [7, 32]

dΓi→jk

dx
(p, x) =

αsPi→jk(x)

[2p x(1−x)]2
f̄j(x p) f̄k((1− x)p)

×
∫

d2h⊥

(2π)2
Re
[
2h⊥ · g(x,p)(h⊥)

]
.

In the above, f̄j = (1 ± fj) denotes the distribution
function of parton j, including the Bose enhancement
or Pauli suppression factor. Pi→jk(x) represents the
DGLAP splitting kernel for an incoming hard parton i
of momentum p to split to parton j, carrying momentum
xp and parton k with momentum (1−x)p. The function
g(x,p)(h⊥) encodes information about the transverse dy-
namics of the process. The function is obtained as the
solution to integral equation

2h⊥ = iδE(x, p,h⊥)g(x,p)(h⊥) +

∫
d2q⊥

(2π)2
C̄(q⊥)

×
{
C1[g(x,p)(h⊥)− g(x,p)(h⊥ − q⊥)]

+ Cx[g(x,p)(h⊥)− g(x,p)(h⊥ − xq⊥)]

+ C1−x[g(x,p)(h⊥)− g(x,p)(h⊥ − (1−x)q⊥)]
}
.

The factors C1,x,(1−x) are the functions of quadratic
Casimir operators, labelled by the momentum fraction
of the particle, and given by

C1 =
1

2

(
− CR

1 + CR
x + CR

1−x

)
,

Cx =
1

2

(
CR

1 − CR
x + CR

1−x

)
,

C1−x =
1

2

(
CR

1 + CR
x − CR

1−x

)
,

(2)

where CR = CF = 3/4 for quarks and CR = CA = 3
for gluons. The first term in Eq. (2) is the energy differ-
ence between the initial and final states of the splitting
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process,

δE(x, p,h⊥) =
h2
⊥

2p x(1−x)
+
m2

∞,(x)

2xp
+
m2

∞,(1−x)

2(1−x)p
−
m2

∞,(1)

2p
.

(3)
Here, m2

∞’s are the asymptotic masses of the partons,
with their identity indexed by their momentum fraction.
With Nc and Nf denoting the number of colors and fla-
vors, respectively, the thermal masses are given by

m2
∞,q =

4π

3
αsT

2

m2
∞,g =

2π

3

(
Nc +

Nf

2

)
αsT

2. (4)

Finally C̄(q⊥) is the transverse momentum broadening
kernel or the collision kernel with the color factor re-
moved. Its expression at leading order (LO) of the strong
coupling is given by [35]

C̄LO (q⊥) =
g2T 3

q2⊥ (q2⊥ +m2
D)

∫
d3p

(2π)
3

p− pz
p

×

[2CAfB(p)f̄B(p
′) + 4NfTffF (p)f̄F (p

′)] , (5)

where fF and fB are the Fermi–Dirac and Bose–Einstein
distributions, respectively, and the same bar notation is
used to signal Pauli blocking or Bose enhancement. The
gluon Debye mass,mD, is related to the asymptotic gluon
mass of Eq. (4) via

m2
D = 2 m2

∞,g

=
4π

3

(
Nc +

Nf

2

)
αsT

2. (6)

More recently, systematic application of the techniques of
Electrostatic QCD or EQCD have allowed for the next-
to-leading order (NLO) [36] and non-perturbative (NP)
evaluations [37] of this kernel. In this work we compute
the transition rates using the three broadening kernels,
with the rate sets referred to by the order of the collision
kernel that was used to calculate them. Thus the “LO”
results in a calculation within a dynamic simulation are
computed using rates with the LO collision kernel and so
on.

When computing the new rates and using them in en-
ergy loss simulations, the rate equation itself (Eq. 2), is
still leading order and at an implementation level and
the radiated partons are taken to be perfectly collinear
to the incoming parton. The transverse broadening and
separation is then induced by the hard parton’s elastic
collisions with the thermal medium. This is an approx-
imation, and a more thorough study of high order ra-
diative rates, using the new higher order kernels, would
require a careful analysis of radiative events with finite
opening angles. Such a study would require a modifica-
tion to – or a reorganization of – the martini framework,
as suggested by Ref. [38]. This is a task beyond the scope
of this work. Here, we focus on expanding on our work

in Ref. [32] and study the specific effect of the change of
the collision kernel on the LO-amy framework when ap-
plied to a dynamically expanding medium, with a scale
dependent αs.

B. Collisional Energy Loss

Collisional energy loss in martini is provided by 2 → 2
LO elastic scattering channels. These are gluon exchange
diagrams and preserve the identity of the incoming hard
parton. The rates of these processes are computed within
kinetic theory. For a process written as 1 + 2 → 3 + 4
where 1 and 3 denote the hard incoming and outgoing
partons, the rate is given by

dΓelas.

dω
(p, ω, T ) =

d2
(2π)3

1

16p2

∫ p

0

dq

∫ ∞

q−ω
2

dp2 Θ(q − |ω|)

×
∫ 2π

0

dϕp2q|pq

2π
|M|2f2(p2, T )(1± f4(p2 + ω, T )) . (7)

In the above, d2 and p2 denote the degeneracy and the
momentum of the incoming medium particle. The mo-
mentum of the incoming hard parton is given by p and ω
refers to the energy loss of the hard parton in this process.
Furthermore, f2 and f4 give the distribution functions for
particles 2 and 4, either Bose-Einstein or Fermi-Dirac,
depending on the identity of the parton. To screen the
divergence in the matrix element from ultra-soft gluon
exchange, the Hard-Thermal-Loop (HTL) gluon propa-
gator is used.
Elastic scatterings of the jet parton can result in en-

ergy subtraction or deposition in the QGP medium. The
deposition of energy can result in a jet-induced flow when
the exchanged energy from the jet to the medium parti-
cle is large enough to “promote” a thermal parton to a
jet parton. The effect of this event is increased produc-
tion of relatively softer hadrons around the jet and has
been shown to be an important ingredient in reproduc-
ing jet substructure observables [39]. martini accounts
for this correlated background by using the recoil-hole
prescription [39]. The recoil particle (thermal particle
promoted to a jet parton) is taken into the event record
and evolved as a jet parton. The hole left in the medium
as a result is also added to the event record and allowed
to free stream. At the end of the evolution, jet and hole
partons are hadronized separately. The hole-hadrons are
then subtracted from jet observables at analysis level.

C. Conversion Processes

Beyond 2 → 2 gluon exchange diagrams, a jet par-
ton can experience 2 → 2 fermion exchange interactions.
These processes modify the identity of the incoming jet
parton and are dominated by the Mandelstam-t channel.
As such, they can be approximated as collinear conver-
sion processes where energy loss during the process is
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assumed minimal and the outgoing hard parton inher-
its the full energy and momentum of the incoming hard
particle. The rates of these process are

dΓq(q̄)→g

d3k
=

2π α2
s

k
T 2CF

[
1

2
ln

2kT

m2
∞,q

− 0.36149

]
× δ(3) (p− k)

=
N2

c − 1

NcNf

dΓg→q(q̄)

d3k

=
αs

e2f α

dΓq(q̄)→γ

d3k
. (8)

III. JET ENERGY LOSS IN EVOLVING
MEDIUM

Here we present an overview of the parameters of the
martini framework. This is then followed by a brief dis-
cussion of the event-by-event relativistic hydrodynamic
simulations used in the calculations of jet energy loss.

A. Parton Evolution & MARTINI Parameters

martini uses pythia [40] in generating the hard col-
lision event. The final, active hard partons in the event
record are then evolved in the QGP medium, interact-
ing via the radiative or elastic scattering processes previ-
ously discussed in Sec. II. The hard partons are evolved
individually and are frozen out of the evolution either
when they leave the thermal medium or if they can no
longer be considered energetic or hard. The former con-
dition is expressed by a temperature cutoff, T < Tcut,
typically chosen to be above the cross-over temperature
Tcr ≈ 150 MeV. Here, this temperature threshold was
fixed to Tcut = 160 MeV. For the latter freeze-out con-
dition, a momentum cut is used p < pcut. A similar
momentum cut is applied to radiated partons in inelas-
tic processes, where the radiated parton is taken into the
event record only if its momentum satisfies k > pcut.
Similarly, in elastic scattering processes, the hard par-
ton can deposit energy into the medium and promote
a thermal parton to a jet parton. These recoil partons
are then evolved as regular jet partons. The momen-
tum cut governing their inclusion into the event record is
p > precoil. Here we set these momentum cuts to be equal
to each other and proportional to the local temperature,
pcut = prad = precoil = 4T . We note that in this study we
do not consider jet energy loss in hadronic matter. Given
the lower temperatures and consequently lower interac-
tion rates, energy loss in the hadronic gas stage is ex-
pected to be subdominant to the QGP phase. Neverthe-
less, a recent preliminary study of this phenomenon indi-
cated potential for significant contribution to jet quench-
ing [41], particularly for hadrons with low momentum
(pT ∈ [2, 10] GeV). This is (far) below the transverse
momenta that we consider here [42].

In high energy physics phenomenology, the strong cou-
pling is typically treated as a free parameter, to be de-
termined from the data. Once evaluated at a given scale,
it is then allowed to run according to renormalization
group equations. We follow the same practice here. The
most important parameters of martini are those gov-
erning its running coupling. They are also the focus of
our optimization effort later in this text. The running
of the strong coupling in martini is evaluated using the
LO pQCD expression,

αs(µ
2) =

4π(
11− 2

3Nf

)
log
(

µ2

Λ2
QCD

) , (9)

where ΛQCD = 200 MeV is the QCD scale parameter.
For each energy loss channel, the renormalization scale is
taken to be proportional to the mean transferred trans-
verse momentum

µ =
√

⟨p2T ⟩ =

{
κe

√
q̂λmfp elastic & conv. channels

κr (q̂p)
1/4

radiative channels
.

(10)
The proportionality constants, κr and κe are taken as
free parameters. In the above, q̂ is the mean squared ex-
changed transverse momentum per unit length and given
by the second moment of the HTL re-summed elastic
scattering rate [35]

dΓelas.

d2q⊥
=

CR

(2π)2
4παs,0m

2
DT

q2
⊥(q

2
⊥ +m2

D)
, (11)

where m2
D is the squared Debye mass, Eq. (6), and CR

the quadratic Casimir operator of the jet parton. The
expression for q̂, then, is given by

q̂ =

∫ qmax

d2q⊥q
2
⊥
dΓelas.

d2q⊥

= CRαs,0m
2
D log

(
1 +

q2max

m2
D

)
. (12)

αs,0 is the third parameter of the running coupling in
martini and it is the scale at which the Debye mass is
evaluated. The upper bound on the q⊥ integration is set
to qmax =

√
6pT with p denoting the momentum of the

incoming hard parton. The mean free path is the inverse
of the total elastic scattering rate, given by

(λmfp)
−1 =

∫ qmax

qmin

d2q⊥
dΓelas.

d2q⊥
, (13)

where qmin = 0.05T is chosen to be consistent with the
elastic scattering rate tables.
During the calculations, both channels cut off αs at

αs,max = 0.42 while only the elastic channel places a
lower bound on the strong coupling, αs,min = 0.15.
Thus the three main parameters of martini are κr, κe

and αs,0, which control the running of the strong cou-
pling. Among these three, the value of the running cou-
pling is least sensitive to αs,0 and as such we fix its value
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to αs,0 = 0.3. The other two parameters, κr, κe, are then
treated as the free parameters that are to be tuned by
data.

In this work, we modify the above picture of hard par-
ton generation and evolution in martini framework to
also account for a “shower formation” time, post hard
scattering event. In order to study this effect, and in-
spired by Ref. [43], we assign a formation time to each
outgoing hard parton by summing over the splitting time
of its parent partons,

τform. =
∑
i

τform.,i. (14)

In the above, τform.,i is given by

τform.,i =
2Ei xi(1− xi)

k2⊥,i

, (15)

where Ei is the energy of the parent, xi and 1 − xi the
energy fractions taken by the outgoing particles and k⊥,i

is the transverse momentum of the outgoing partons rel-
ative to the parent. Thus each parton is only allowed
to interact with the local thermal medium if the current
time τ is greater than both the formation time of the par-
ticle and the start time of the hydro, τ > max (τ0, τform.).
In the terminology of Ref. [43], we study Setup 1 (with-
out formation time) and Setup 3 (with formation time
from multiple splittings).

B. Soft Medium

The event-by-event hydrodynamic simulations of the
heavy ion events used in this work are provided by mu-
sic [44], a (3+1)D relativistic viscous hydrodynamic sim-
ulator which solves the conservation equation of energy-
momentum tensor and the relaxation equations of shear
stress tensor and bulk viscous pressure [45, 46]. Here,
the stress-tensor for fluid dynamics simulations are ini-
tialized at τ = 0.4 fm/c by two-dimensional ip-glasma
calculations [47, 48]. After this initialization, the system
is evolved using the HotQCD Collaboration equation of
state [49], a constant shear viscosity to entropy density
η/s = 0.13, and the same parametrization for the bulk
viscosity as in Ref. [50]. The values for hydro start time
as well as transport coefficients used in this work are sim-
ilar to those found in the recent state-of-the-art Bayesian
study of the soft sector in Ref. [51].

IV. RESULTS

This section contains the results of our simulations
and associated discussions. This is done in two steps:
Sec. IVA discusses the results of the inclusion of
formation-time in the high virtuality stage of the par-
ton shower, with focus on charged hadron and jet ob-
servables. Sec. IVB analyzes the effects of using the

Parameter Value Note

Nc 3 number of colors
ΛQCD 0.2 GeV Eq. (9)
pcut 4T universal cut: pcut, precoil, peloss
Nf 3 number of flavors
αs,0 0.3 Eq. (11)
Tfrz 0.16 GeV jet freeze-out temperature

TABLE I: Summary of the fixed martini parameters
used in this study.

higher order collision kernels in calculations of hard par-
ton quenching, with high-virtuality parton showers that
include formation-time. The system under consideration
throughout this work is Pb + Pb collisions at 2.76 ATeV.

A. Importance of shower formation-time

In Sec. III A, we indicated that the martini frame-
work was modified to account for the formation-time
of final state parton shower. The effect of the inclu-
sion of formation-time in the high virtuality part of the
parton shower is studied by comparing martini simula-
tions with and without formation-time, both against each
other as well as against experimental observations. In
simulations without formation-time in the high-virtuality
stage, the fully developed pythia parton shower is fed
directly to martini for propagation in the evolving QGP
medium while in those with formation-time, each outgo-
ing hard parton is assigned a formation-time according
to Eq. (14).
The important parameters of martini, as mentioned

in Sec. III A, are those that govern the running of the
strong coupling. Thus we use these parameters and
their determination or optimization as our instruments
in studying the effect of the formation-time in the high-
virtuality shower. The targets of this parameter tun-
ing are κr and κe, the coefficients of the renormalization
scale of the strong coupling in radiative and elastic scat-
tering channels, respectively. A group of fifty pairs of
κ = (κr, κe) are sampled from the interval κr,e ∈ [0, 15].
In this section, we focus on the LO rate set, since NLO
and NP rates yield similar results in a dynamic simu-
lation. For convenience, we summarize all other fixed
parameters in Tab. I. Simulations resulting from all κ
pairs are presented in the figures below, before the final
presentation of best fit results. This serves the purpose of
illuminating how changing the κ values changes the be-
haviour of the model in calculating the observables con-
sidered here. Furthermore, it makes explicit the impor-
tance of including high-virtuality shower formation-time.
We first consider the charged hadron nuclear modifi-

cation factor,

Rh±

AA =
dNh±

AA/dpT dη

Nbin.dNh±
pp /dpT dη

, (16)
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(a) Charged hadron nuclear modification factor at

midrapidity (|ηh±
| < 1). Data points are experimental

observations charged hadron nuclear modification
factors at midrapidity from CMS [52], ATLAS [53] and
ALICE [54] Collaborations.

(b) Nuclear modification factor of jets. The jets are
clustered for pseudorapidity window |η| < 2 and three
different cone radii, R ∈ [0.2, 0.3, 0.4]. For better
separation and clarity, a constant value is added to
R = 0.3 and 0.4. Data from the CMS Collaboration [55].

FIG. 1: Nuclear modification factor of (a) charged hadron (left) and (b) jet (right) for Pb + Pb collisions at√
s = 2.76 ATeV and 0-5% centrality. These do not include a formation-time in the high-virtuality parton shower.

The bounding sets where κr,e = 1 or 15 are given in color while other runs with different choices of these parameters
are shown in gray. Experimental observations are shown in red. The jets are clustered from the same events as the
charged hadron results, using the anti-kT algorithm.

where Nbin. is the number of binary collisions. The re-
sults of the charged hadron RAA calculations for the
different κ sets are shown in Fig. 1a. Another feature
of this plot, other than the observable similarity of the
RAA from different κ pairs, is the significant quenching
even for κ = (15, 15). Given that the κ values multiply
the renormalization scale, a larger κr,e implies a smaller
αs for the respective channel. Therefore, while we have
good overall agreement with the data and an observation
of a slight curvature as κ values increase, the observed
quenching is more than what one would expect.

In order to potentially distinguish between different κ
sets, one can consider jets and jet substructure. These
are three-dimensional objects, and expected to be more
sensitive to the interplay of the radiative and elastic chan-
nels of energy loss. Similar to the charged hadron RAA

in Eq. (16), jet nuclear modification factor is given by

Rjet
AA =

dN jet
AA/dpT dη

Nbin.dN
jet
pp /dpT dη

. (17)

Throughout this work, jets are clustered using the anti-
kT algorithm [56] for different jet cone radii R ,

R =
√
∆η2 +∆ϕ2, (18)

where ∆η ≡ ηi − ηj and ∆ϕ ≡ ϕi − ϕj are the difference
in pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle (in momentum
space) between different hard partons (i and j) during
the clustering process [56].

Using the same events as Fig. 1a, we can construct the
inclusive jet nuclear modification factor in Fig, 1b. While
the charged hadron RAA results were able to readily re-
produce the data across a vast set of parameters, the jet

RAA results indicate significant over-quenching: none of
the κ pairs are able to match the data. In this model con-
figuration, the over-quenching is indicative of long evo-
lution time. By considering a low-virtuality model and
having an instantaneous parton shower, all partons com-
ing out of the hard interaction point are confronted with
an evolving medium and see the whole evolution history.
Given the poor performance of jet RAA relative to the

data and its unsuitability as a fit target for simulations
without formation-time, we consider the jet-shape ratio,
given by

Rρ
AA =

ρAA(r)

ρpp(r)
, (19)

ρ(r) ≡Nnorm

Njet

∑
jets

∑
r∈[rmin,rmax)

ptrkT /pjetT

rmax − rmin
,

r =
√

(ϕtrk − ϕjet)2 + (ytrk − yjet)2 .

Fig. 2 shows the results of the jet shape analysis from
the same events. We see that that the calculations from
different κ sets provide good coverage of the data. It
should be noted that as a result of the poor performance
of the model against the jet RAA data, the jet shape
observable is being constructed for the wrong jet popula-
tion. Thus, in an over-quenched or over-evolved simula-
tion, one can easily recover charged hadron RAA and the
jets will look correct, but their actual population will be
wrong and too much energy would have migrated down
to the lower energy modes.
Here, for our purposes, we can still continue with

the optimization procedure. One can now consider
the “instantaneous parton shower” approximation as a
“long evolution time” study of amy rates in a dynamic
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FIG. 2: Jet shape ratio for Pb + Pb collisions at 2.76
ATeV, for 0-5% centrality, using the same events as
Fig. 1. The box around theory calculations denotes the
statistical uncertainty. A transverse momentum cut is
placed on the jets, pjetT > 100 GeV as well as the
charged tracks ptrkT > 1 GeV. Jets are clustered with
R = 0.3 cone radius for 0.3 < |η| < 2.0. The data,
shown as red stars, belong to the 0-10% centrality class
of Pb + Pb collisions, and are taken from the CMS
Collaboration [57]. The boxes denote statistical
uncertainty.

medium, rather than a QGP brick. The parameter opti-
mization for this model will use charge hadron RAA as
well as jet shape ratio results of Fig. 2 as targets of the
fit. In this way, we are able to use observables that are
sensitive to the different energy loss channels and can po-
tentially distinguish between different κ pairs in Fig. 1a.
As stated before, jet RAA itself is not used for the opti-
mization of the models without formation-time.

For the second model under study, we introduce a
formation-time in the high virtuality shower, the effect
of the inclusion of which is immediately clear in Fig. 3a.
Whereas previously the simulation could barely come
above the charged hadron RAA data, even for the largest
pairs of κ (corresponding to smaller values of αs), now
we can span the data more easily.

This observation continues in Fig. 3b, where the ef-
fect of the delayed parton shower is much more striking.
The over-quenching that was previously seen in Fig. 1b
is entirely gone and the simulations can easily match the
magnitude of the observed RAA for a range of κ pairs.

Inclusion of a formation-time for the partons of the
shower, however, changes the shape of the jets, as seen in
Fig. 4, and brings them closer to jets in p + p collisions.
Comparing Fig. 2 and Fig. 4, jet shape from each κ set
in the latter is noticeably more flat than the equivalent
set in the former. By including a formation-time, some
shower partons from the initial hard scattering only begin
interacting with the thermal medium at later times where
lower temperatures in the QGP medium mean lower en-
ergy loss rates. In some cases, a shower parton may have
a formation-time that is longer than the lifetime of the
plasma and therefore never interacts with the medium at

all.

1. Parameter Optimization

From here on, the two models above will be referred to
as “no formation-time” and “with formation-time”. The
fit procedure is identical for both. The target observables
for each model are summarized in Tab. II.
For each model and observable, we calculate the χ2,

χ2/d.o.f =
1∑
i 1

∑
i

(yexpt,i − ytheor,i)
2∑

s σ
2
s,i

, (20)

where the index i runs over the data points of the ob-
servable and index s covers the uncertainties, systematic
and statistical, that are associated with each point. In
order to optimize the parameters of the model, κr and
κe, we use Gaussian Process Regression [58], and obtain
the optimized parameters by the condition

(κopt
r , κopt

e ) = argmin Gχ2 . (21)

In the above, Gχ2 is the Gaussian regressor trained on
the calculated χ2 values of Eq. (20). Table III shows the
results of the parameters. As one would expect, without
incorporating formation-time into the parton shower, the
optimal (κr, κe) pair is found to be relatively large in or-
der to reduce the value of the resulting αs. Delaying the
parton shower by including a formation-time results in
the reduction of the values of the parameters and there-
fore an increase in the calculated αs. This is summarized
in Fig. 5 where the running coupling is plotted as a func-
tion of momentum and temperature for the two energy
loss channels. It is evident from the figure that the in-
clusion of a formation-time for the parton shower can
significantly alter the running αs.

2. Realistic evolution with optimized parameters

Using the new optimized parameters for the running
coupling, we can compare the models directly. We return
to the hadronic and jet observables that were introduced
before and refer the interested reader to App. C for a look
at the effect of formation on the evolution of the hard
parton spectrum. Fig. 6 shows the results of a dynam-
ical simulations, with the new parameters, for charged
hadron RAA in three centrality classes. The 0-5% cen-
trality class was used in the tuning of the parameters
while the other two centralities are predictions. While
the model without formation-time is visually below the
one with formation-time, the two curves are mostly over-
lapping each other (within statistical uncertainties). The
agreement between the two models in this observable as
well is their performance relative to the data across three
centrality classes is quite good. This is a consequence of
the inclusive nature of the charged hadron RAA which
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(a) Same as Figure 1a but with a time-delayed parton
shower.

(b) Same as Figure 1b but with a time-delayed parton
shower.

FIG. 3: Nuclear modification factor of (a) charged hadron (left) and (b) jet (right) for Pb + Pb collisions at√
s = 2.76 ATeV and 0-5% centrality. Unlike Fig. 1, here the high-virtuality parton shower includes formation-time.

The jets used in the Fig. (b) are clustered from the same events as Fig. (a).

Observable Note

Charged Hadron RAA Used for both models, |η| < 1.0

Jet Shape Ratio (Rρ) Used for both models, 0.3 < |η| < 2.0, pjetT > 100 GeV
Jet RAA Delayed parton shower model only, |η| < 2.0, R ∈ [0.2, 0.3, 0.4]

TABLE II: Observables used in the tuning of the models.

FIG. 4: Jet shape ratio for simulations with
formation-time in the high-virtuality shower. The jets
are clustered from the same events as Fig. 3. Same
kinematic cuts as Fig. 2 are applied.

makes it a robust observable and quite simple to repli-
cate.

The jet nuclear modification factor shown in Fig. 7 pro-
vides the most visually striking difference between a de-
layed parton shower and an instantaneous one. It should
be noted that the presented data was used in the tun-
ing of the parameters of the models. The figure shows
inclusive jets clustered using the same events that gen-
erated Fig. 6 and while charged hadrons were seemingly
insensitive to properties of the parton shower, jet RAA is
more than doubled and in much better agreement with
the data.

Parameter No τform. With τform.

κr 2.0 1.0
κe 8.6 2.5

TABLE III: Optimal parameters for the LO-rate set,
with and without a shower formation-time. The
parameters were tuned using the observables in Tab. II.
See the full list of κ values for the new collision kernels
as well as the LO kernel in Tab. IV.

Jet shape ratio results are presented in Fig. 8, where
the 0-10% centrality data was used in the tuning and
the 10-20% data is the prediction using the new parame-
ters. The model without a formation-time in the shower
exhibits much better agreement in the outer annuli of
the jet (0.15 <∼ r) while the model with formation-time
does a better job at capturing the population of charged
hadrons closer to the jet axis (r <∼ 0.15). The latter
model generally exhibits a jet shape that is closer to the
proton-proton baseline, with only ∼ 14% deviation for
intermediate values of r. This is indicative of the inflex-
ibility of our implementation of a formation-time for the
parton shower. While a time delayed parton shower is
more physical than an instantaneous parton shower, or
a parton shower that has placed all out-going partons
on the mass shell before τhydro, it is still an approxi-
mation. The evolving, highly virtual partons can still
interact with the dynamic thermal medium and receive
elastic scatterings. This would induce more emission and



9

FIG. 5: Comparison of the value of the running
coupling using the optimal parameters show in Tab. III
for the two energy loss channels. Solid and dashed lines
denote radiative and elastic channels respectively.
Figure A (left) shows αs at a representative
temperature (T = 0.3 GeV) as a function of parton
momentum. Figure B (right) fixes the jet momentum at
p = 50 GeV. See text for details.

FIG. 6: Inclusive charged hadron RAA for Pb + Pb
collisions at

√
s = 2.76 ATeV and three centrality

classes, 0-5, 5-10 and 10-20%, using the new optimized
values for κr and κe. We see very similar comparison to
data whether or not formation-time is included in the
shower. Data from the ALICE [54], ATLAS [53] and
CMS [52] Collaborations.

therefore modify the time it takes for the hard partons
to approach the mass shell. Thus, some partons may in
fact begin to interact earlier with the medium than what
is allowed in our simulations with formation-time for the
parton shower. The extra interaction time would then al-
low for more radiative and elastic scatterings which would
improve the performance of the model with respect to the
jet shape ratio data, particularly for r > 0.16. It is em-
phasized that the jet shape ratio calculated for the model
with formation time is perhaps closer to the “correct” or
“real” population of these jets than the model without
formation time. As previously discussed, the jet popu-
lation in the no formation time model is over-quenching
and represents a “long evolution” time calculation. It is

FIG. 7: Inclusive jet RAA for Pb + Pb collisions at 2.76
ATeV and 0-5% centrality. The jets are clustered using
the anti-kT algorithm from the same events as Fig. 6.
The relative jump in the RAA calculation as a result of
formation-time in the parton shower is clear. Data from
the CMS Collaboration [55].

FIG. 8: Jet shape ratio using the same events as Fig. 6
and Fig. 7. Jets are clustered using anti-kT algorithm
with pjetT > 100 GeV, a momentum cut on the charged
tracks ptrkT > 1 GeV and 0.3 < |η| < 2.0. The 0-10%
centrality class was used in the tuning of the
parameters and the 10-20% calculation is a prediction
though the data is for 10-30% centrality. Data taken
from the CMS Collaboration [57].

interesting that while the leading charged hadrons and
the smaller annuli in the η − ϕ plane are missed by this
model, the soft tail (or outer annuli) of jet shape look as
they should when compared to data.

We can flesh out this point further by considering an
observable that was not used in the tuning process of ei-
ther model, which provides complementary information
to jet shape: jet fragmentation function ratios. Jet frag-
mentation function (FF) is given by

D(z)z∈[zmin,zmax) ≡
∑

jets

∑
z∈[zmin,zmax)

1

Njet (zmax − zmin)
, (22)

where Njet is the total number of jets within the selected
kinematic region, and z is the charged hadron momentum
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FIG. 9: Comparison of the jet fragmentation function
ratios for the 0-10% centrality class of Pb + Pb
collisions at 2.76 ATeV. The results are from the same
events as Figs. 6, 7 and 8. The jets are clustered using
the anti-kT algorithm, and the fragmentation function
ratios are calculated for jets with 100 < pT < 398 GeV
and at midrapidity |η| < 2.1. Data from the ATLAS
Collaboration [59].

fraction along the direction of the jet,

z ≡ pjet · ptrk

pjet · pjet
. (23)

This observable can also be defined with respect to the
hadron pT

D(pT )pT∈[pmin
T ,pmax

T ) ≡
∑

jets

∑
pT,trk∈[pmin

T ,pmax
T ) 1

Njet (pT,max − pT,min)
. (24)

Thus Eqs. (22) and (24) use the same information though
they weight it differently. Jet FF ratios are, then, given
by

RD(pT ) =
D(pT )AA

D(pT )pp

RD(z) =
D(z)AA

D(z)pp
. (25)

Figure 9 shows the result of the calculation of jet
FF ratios for the 0-10% centrality class and completes
the story. The model without a shower formation-time
matches (at least qualitatively) the data for z < 0.5 or
pT < 50 GeV while missing the leading charged hadron.
The model exhibits a larger than expected number of
charged hadrons in the highest pT or z bin in Fig. 9 but
this is due to over-quenching of even higher energy jets,
and it systematically under estimates the intermediate
pT hadrons, as their energy has been shifted even lower.

By considering the results above, we conclude that it
is not possible to achieve a simultaneous description of
charged hadron and jet data in realistic simulations with
a parton shower that is fully developed before the start
of the hydrodynamic phase. This argument is also sup-
ported by results of simulation using lbt in calculations

Rate set (κr, κe)

No formation time With formation time

LO (2.0, 8.6) (1.0, 2.5)
NLO (4.4, 11.6) (1.6, 6.8)
NP (2.8, 9.8) (1.4, 3.8)

TABLE IV: Optimal parameter sets for the running
coupling (Eq. 10) of the three rate sets. Parameters are
given for simulations both with and without a delayed
parton shower. Information of Table III is presented
here again for convenience and clarity.

of parton energy loss in Ref. [43]. Jet substructure ob-
servables also benefit from the addition of a formation-
time in the high virtuality shower. However, we find that
a complete description of jet substructure, soft and hard
modes simultaneously, would require a more dynamic ap-
proach to the development of the high virtuality shower.
As an example, and to study the effect of a more realis-
tically developing parton shower, we refer the interested
reader to App. A for a few illustrative comparisons of
martini with and without shower formation time and
multi-stage simulations using matter [60–62], a model
of jet energy loss in the high virtuality stage which han-
dles the final state shower and accounts for its spacetime
dependence.

B. Effect of higher order collision kernels

In the previous section, we established the importance
of the inclusion of formation time in the development of
the high-virtuality shower. In this section, we study the
effect of the higher order collision kernels on jet propaga-
tion in a QGP medium. As mentioned in Sec. IIA, these
kernels are used in the amy framework to create new
inelastic splittings rates in a QGP medium. These are
then referred to by the collision kernel that was used to
generate them: “LO rate” for rates using the LO kernel
and so on.
In Ref. [32] we studied the effect of using the new split-

ting rates on jet energy loss in QGP bricks of different
lengths as well as in a dynamically expanding medium.
When considering jet energy loss in the dynamically ex-
panding medium, the value of the strong coupling in the
elastic and radiative channels was fixed to a constant (i.e.
no scale dependence). This allowed for a straightforward
analysis of simulations with different rate sets, as the
only difference between them would be the rate set itself.
However, this is an idealized condition and one that we
relax in this study.
Based on the discussion in Sec. IVA, we study the

new rates by introducing scale dependence to the strong
coupling for jet energy loss. The parameters are inde-
pendently tuned for each rate set, according to the pro-
cedure outlined in Sec. IVA1. Furthermore, we present
simulations with formation time in the final state parton
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FIG. 10: Charged hadron nuclear modification
calculated using different collision kernels in the
radiative rates at midrapidity (|η| < 1.0) and three
centrality classes of Pb + Pb collisions at 2.76 ATeV
center-of-mass collision energy. Simulations include
formation time in the final state, high-virtuality parton
shower. Data from the ALICE [54], ATLAS [53] and
CMS [52] Collaborations.

shower. This is to allow for a more “realistic” calcula-
tion, using the present setup. We refer the interested
reader to App. B for a brief comparison between sim-
ulations with and without shower formation time in a
dynamically expanding medium. App. C shows the ef-
fect of using different rates on the evolving hard parton
distributions, without the effects of hadronization.

Figure 10 shows the calculation of charged hadron
RAA, using the optimized parameters of Table IV. The
0-5% centrality data was used in the tuning of the pa-
rameters of the three models. The other centrality classes
are predictions. We observe good agreement between the
theory results and the data across all three centralities.
Furthermore, much like the fixed αs results of Ref. [32],
the charged hadron RAA curves of different models seem
to have collapsed on top of each other, indicating the in-
sensitivity of this observable to the details of the energy
loss calculation.

Jet RAA results using the same events mostly maintain
this picture. Figure 11 shows the calculation of inclusive
jet RAA for the three centrality classes and jet cone radii.
The theory calculations compare favorably with the data
and appear to also match each other. However, we can
observe a weak centrality dependence, where the curves
begin to separate from each other when going from 0-
5% to 10-20% centrality class. This indicates a slightly
different path-length dependence in the three combined
elastic and inelastic rate sets. The simulations are seeded
by the same hard scattering event and parton showers,
and see the same hydrodynamic history. The path length
difference, then, stems from the interplay of the elastic
scattering channel which uses the same rates but has a
different scale dependence (due to different κe for each
simulation) and the radiative channels which have dif-
ferent rates (for different collision kernels) and different

κr.
Finally, we can turn our attention to more differential

observables, which are more sensitive to the interplay
of the elastic and radiative channels. Jet substructure
observables are what we turn to for this task.
Fig. 12 shows the calculation of jet shape ratio, Eq. 19,

for two centrality classes and compared to data from
the CMS Collaboration. We see very good agreement
between the three models when close to the jet axis
(r ≤ 0.1) and a separation between the models with
higher order kernels and the LO one in the outer an-
nuli. This observation is particularly acute for the 0-10%
centrality, while in 10-20% class the theory calculations
move a bit closer to each other. The (relatively) steep
rise in the data toward the periphery of the jet, however,
is not reproduced in any of the models. This is due to the
setup of our current simulations and the influence of the
development of the parton shower in the high-virtuality
stage and the subsequent low-virtuality energy loss. See
App. A for a short discussion on this and comparison to
simulations with matter.
We can see the effect of the rates in populating the

lower energy modes or their propensity for energy loss
via soft (relative to jet energy) radiation. In other words,
the NLO and NP rates emit more (relatively) soft par-
tons which get pushed out of jet cone while the LO does
not do so. This is similar to the scenario with a fixed-αs,
discussed in Ref. [32]. There, when re-scaled by a con-
stant factor, the NLO and NP rates could be made to
match the LO rate for hard radiation though significant
differences remained for soft radiation.
The final observable to consider is the jet fragmen-

tation function ratios for charged hadrons presented in
Fig. 13 and computed using Eqs. (22) and (24). The
same qualitative features as the jet shape ratios of Fig. 12
are also noticeable here. The NLO and NP results are
very close to each other, and visibly separate from the
LO results. There is a flip in the order of the curves at
around z ≈ 0.1 or charged hadron pT ≈ 10 GeV. Below
these cuts, LO results indicate a larger population of soft
hadrons relative to the other two while it sees a slightly
smaller number of the leading, hard hadrons. This again
follows from the discussion of the propensity of the differ-
ent rate sets in emitting soft radiation from the incoming
hard parton and the ability of elastic channels in scatter-
ing these soft partons away from the leading parton.

V. CONCLUSIONS & OUTLOOK

Jet energy loss and the analysis of jet shapes remain
important signals of the creation of the QGP. For light
quarks and gluons, the dominant modes of energy loss
are inelastic splittings and elastic scatterings with the
particles of the medium. It is found that a detailed,
multi-observable study of the new collision kernels in a
dynamically evolving QGP requires particular attention
to how the low-virtuality evolution in medium is seeded.



12

FIG. 11: Inclusive jet RAA results, using the same events as Figure 10. Jets are clustered using the anti-kT
algorithm, for three centrality classes (rows) and three jet cone radii (columns). Data from the CMS
Collaboration [55].

FIG. 12: Jet shape ratio for two centrality classes of
Pb + Pb collisions at

√
s = 2.76 ATeV. Jets are

clustered using the anti-kT algorithm for R = 0.3 and
the observable is calculated for jets in 0.3 < |η| < 2.0

and pjetT > 100 GeV. The data from the 10-30% is
compared to 10-20% centrality simulation results. Data
taken from the CMS Collaboration [57].

As shown in Sec. IVA, in the absence of a formation
time in the high virtuality shower, there are no combi-
nation of parameters controlling αs of the two energy
loss channels that would admit a simultaneous descrip-
tion of charged hadron and jet RAA. The situation im-

FIG. 13: Jet fragmentation function ratio for charged
hadron constituents for Pb + Pb collisions at

√
s = 2.76

ATeV at 0-10% centrality. Jets are clustered for R = 0.4
using the anti-kT algorithm and those at midrapidity,
|η| < 2.1 with 100 < pjetT < 300 GeV are used in the
calculation. Data from the ATLAS Collaboration [59].

proves immediately, when formation time is introduced
to the high virtuality parton shower. One can achieve a
simultaneous description of the charged hadron RAA and
jet RAA. Further more, the performance of the model
against jet shape ratio and jet fragmentation-function ra-
tios is also improved. In particular, this improvement is
observed close to the jet axis for the former and for the
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leading charged hadrons for the latter. The results of
Sec. IVA show that the significance of shower formation
time in the high virtuality stage of a martini calculation
is parameter-independent. Given the similar observation
in Ref. [63] for the lbt model, we can state that neces-
sity of the inclusion of a shower formation time is also
model -independent.
While shower formation time allows for a simultane-

ous description of charged hadron and jet RAA, we can
also see the limitation of using the present prescription
for it in jet substructure observables. The model does
not provide a good description for the softer segments
of the substructure observables, r ≥ 0.1 in jet shape ra-
tio or z ≥ 0.1 in jet fragmentation function ratios. As
the view of formation time in this study is still some-
what schematic, it underestimates the amount of inter-
actions experienced by evolving parton distribution. In a
more realistic scenario, the radiating system can experi-
ence interactions with the medium, potentially receiving
strong enough “kicks” from the medium to significantly
reduce the formation time of the radiated parton. This
would then percolate along the shower tree. Further-
more, also allowing for energy loss in the process would
alter the evolving spectrum which would then pass to
the low-virtuality stage of evolution. The next genera-
tion of heavy-ion event generators should address these
different aspects in a scenario where the fluid dynamical
and the shower evolution proceed holistically. Another
point to consider in this discussion is the modification of
the running of the strong coupling, with and without the
inclusion of formation time in the high virtuality parton
shower. As mentioned in Sec. IVA1, and clearly demon-
strated in Fig. 5, the running coupling is significantly
larger when evaluated for a time-delayed parton shower.
Given the importance of αs as not just a free parameter
but also a gauge of the perturbative-ness of the system,
the issue of the faithful modelling of the high virtual-
ity stage – a dynamic formation time and energy loss –
is crucial in the better understanding of the jet-medium
coupling. A similar observation and conclusion was also
reached in Ref. [64] for a different transport model.

In the second part of this study, we analyzed the phe-
nomenological influence of the higher order collision ker-
nels on the energy loss of hard partons, particularly in
comparison to the LO kernel using the AMY framework.
This in turn required the optimization of the parame-
ters of martini that govern the scale dependence of the

running coupling. After achieving a simultaneous de-
scription of the nuclear modification factors of charged
hadrons and jets, we performed comprehensive param-
eter scans of martini using leading-order (LO), up-to-
next-to-leading-order (NLO), and non-perturbative (NP)
collision kernels. Taking the optimized parameter sets re-
spectively, we observe that three kernels exhibit remark-
able similarities — in terms of the overall value along
with transverse-momentum and centrality dependence —
in charged hadron RAA and jet RAA. In contrast to mod-
ifications to the overall jets or hadrons, we observe sizable
differences in the modification of jet substructure observ-
ables, i.e., jet radius distribution and fragmentation func-
tion. Such differences are caused by the difference in the
radiation rates of relatively soft gluons what survive in
the evolution in medium. Given the sensitivity of the
results to the initial condition of the evolving parton dis-
tribution, the differences require further study where the
high-virtuality stage is modelled in a more dynamic way.

Since the differences between rates from different col-
lision kernels are more readily observed in the low to in-
termediate range of transverse momentum (See App. C),
it would be useful to consider probes within that region
of pT . We anticipate that mini-jets [65] and electromag-
netic probes would be good candidates. In particular,
the jet-medium photon spectrum [66] has been shown to
be a sizeable portion of the total photon spectrum in this
pT region and has the benefit of being (nearly) directly
proportional to the evolving quark and anti-quark spec-
trum while not experiencing the effects of hadronization.
This is also a topic for future work.
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Appendix A: Initial state with MATTER in a
JETSCAPE framework

matter is a state-of-the art model of the initial high
virtuality stage of the evolution of hard partons. Here we
present a comparison of the LO rate sets in martini as a
standalone framework for energy loss, with and without
a time delayed parton shower and martini as a model of
low-virtuality energy loss and a module in a jetscape
framework. The former setup is what has been stud-
ied in Sec. IVA. The case of martini as a component
of a multi-stage model is handled via jetscape, where
the hard event and initial state parton shower, includ-
ing cold nuclear effects, are simulated by pythia. The
high virtuality hard partons are then evolved by matter
which modifies the DGLAP splitting kernel by including
medium effects,

P a(y,Q2) = P a
vac.(y) + P a

med.(y,Q
2) (A1)

where Q2 is the virtuality of the incoming parton of
species a ∈ (q, q̄, g) and light-cone momentum p+ which
splits to two partons carrying yp+ and (1 − y)p+ of
the forward light-cone momentum. In the absence of a
medium, the second term in Eq. A1 is zero and a mat-
ter evolved final state parton shower becomes identical
to one generated by pythia. Otherwise, energy loss in
matter is controlled by the HTL expression for q̂, as
calculated in Ref. [13]

q̂ = CA
42 ζ(3)

π
α2
sT

3

[
ln

(
5.7ET

4m2
D

)
Θ(E − 2πT )+

ln

(
5.7
(
2πT 2

)
4m2

D

)
Θ(2πT − E)

]
(A2)

where ζ(3) is the Apéry constant (ζ(3) = 1.20205) and
Θ is the Heaviside function.

High virtuality partons are then evolved down to a
virtuality cut off, Qmin = 2 GeV. Partons with virtuality

above this cutoff are considered high-virtuality and those
below are taken to be on the mass shell. On shell partons
are then handed over to martini for further evolution if
they are still within the medium. In the results that will
be shown in this section, we fix the momentum cut off for
energy loss, recoil and radiative events to pcut = 2 GeV.
In testing, we found that this value is nearly equivalent
to a pcut = 4T cut that was used in the rest of this work.
We note that the underlying hydrodynamic simula-

tions of the soft sector in what we compare here are dif-
ferent. For the jetscape framework results presented
here, the QGP evolution is modelled by a trento+free-
streaming+vishnu(2+1)D evolution, where the var-
ious parameters are fixed in a landmark Bayesian
study of heavy ion collisions [67]. The discussion of
the differences between this framework and the ip-
glasma+music(3+1)D view of the QGP evolution,
which we used in the body of the text, is beyond the
scope of this work. We only note that both successfully
reproduce a great number of soft sector observables and
that the jet evolution and energy loss, at least for the
leading hadrons, is not sensitive to the differences in the
modelling of the soft sector.
To study the effect of incorporating spacetime infor-

mation into the high virtuality parton shower shower
stage of evolution, we compare the martini results of
Sec. IVA, with and without a formation time in the
parton shower, to results from a jetscape calculation,
where matter handles the final state shower. In to-
tal, we consider three different setups for the multi-stage
simulations where matter handles the high virtuality
stage

1. matter (q̂ ̸= 0) + martini where κ0 ≡ (κr, κe) =
(1.5, 4.5)

2. matter (q̂ ̸= 0) + martini where κ1 ≡ (κr, κe) =
(2.0, 8.6)

3. matter (q̂ = 0, or “vac”)+ martini with κ1.

In the above, κ0 parameter set for the running coupling
in martini had been previously [68, 69] found to provide
good agreement with the data when used in a multi-stage
jetscape framework. We compare this parameter set to
the “optimal” parameter set that was found for martini
simulations without formation time, κ1 = (2.0, 8.6). This
latter parameter was also used in calculations where the
matter phase did not allow for energy loss, i.e. q̂ = 0.
Fig. 14 shows the result of calculations of martini,

with and without shower formation time, along side those
which include matter in their evolution. As before, we
see that the charged hadron RAA is quite insensitive to
the details of the simulation and that all four of the five
curves easily reproduce the data. The matter+martini
results that include energy loss in their matter phase,
regardless of which κ-set is used in their martini stage
(κ0 vs. κ1) fall neatly on top of the martini-only re-
sults. The case where matter is in vacuum mode with
q̂ = 0 is predictably above all other curves, since there
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FIG. 14: Comparison of the effect of high virtuality
energy loss on charged hadron RAA, at 0-5% centrality
class of Pb + Pb collisions with

√
s = 2.76 ATeV. Lines

for martini with and without formation time are the
same as previously shown in Sec. IVA. All other results
are computed using the jetscape framework, where
martini accounts for one stage of evolution. Data
CMS [52], ATLAS [53] and ALICE [54] Collaborations.

FIG. 15: Similar to Fig. 14. Comparison of the effect of
high virtuality energy loss on inclusive jet RAA, at 0-5%
centrality class of Pb + Pb collisions with

√
s = 2.76

ATeV. Data from the CMS Collaboration [55].

is no energy loss in its high-virtuality stage and the run-
ning αs in its martini stage is weaker relative to the
matter(q̂ ̸= 0)+martini(κ1) simulations.
Using the same events that resulted in the charged

hadron results of Fig. 14, we can construct the inclusive
jet RAA, given in Fig. 15, for jet cone radius of R =
0.4. martini-only simulations where the parton shower
is assumed to have developed before entering the thermal
medium, denoted as martini without formation time, is
the visible outlier. Including formation time, using the
prescription described in Sec. IVA, places the martini
simulation among the other three simulations that have
matter in their high virtuality state.

Finally, jet substructure observables as presented in
Fig. 16, where we consider jet shape ratio (right) and jet
fragmentation function ratio (left). The models which
include matter as a component of their evolution are
sandwiched between the martini-only models. Close to

FIG. 16: Similar to Figs. 14 and 15. Comparison of the
effect of high virtuality energy loss on jet substructure
for Pb + Pb collisions with

√
s = 2.76 ATeV and 0-5%

centrality. On the left, jet shape ratio for high-pT jets
with R = 0.3 and 0.3 < |η| < 2.0 is presented while the
figure on the right shows the jet fragmentation function
ratios for charged hadrons as a function of their
momentum fraction. Data from the CMS [57] and
ATLAS [59] Collaborations, for jet shape ratio and jet
fragmentation function ratio, respectively.

the jet axis, models with some notion of spacetime are
much closer to the data, and more p + p-like. As we
move away from the jet axis, we deviate sharply from the
vacuum jet shape. The model which best captures this
situation is martini, without formation time. Though
matter+martini models which include energy loss in
their matter phase also exhibit a similar rapid rise.
The jet fragmentation function ratio as a function of the
charged hadron momentum fraction. As shown previ-
ously in Sec. IVA2, martini without formation time
can match the small z (z < 0.1) part of this observable
and even seems to have a good description of the slope
and rise of the data for 0.1 < z < 0.4. However, for
the leading or more energetic hadrons with z ≥ 0.5, the
FF ratio from a martini with long evolution time ex-
hibits a rising ratio and significant modification relative
to a p + p baseline while all other models which include
spacetime information, with or without energy loss in
their high virtuality stage, cut off this rise in RD(z).

Appendix B: Higher order kernels and formation
time of shower

We discussed the observed distances between the dif-
ferent rate sets that arise from using LO, NLO and NP
collision kernels in Sec. IVB. There, we only focused on
the simulations with the simple prescription of formation
time in their parton shower. Here, we provide a compar-
ison of those calculations to the simulation results where
there is no formation time on the parton shower. This
is done only for the jet substructure observables, as the
charged hadron and jet RAA calculations are not par-
ticularly instructive and simply reinforce our conclusions
from Figs. 6 and 7.
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FIG. 17: Jet shape ratio comparing with and without
formation time. Results are compared to data from the
CMS [57] Collaboration.

FIG. 18: Jet fragmentation function ratio comparing
with and without formation time. Results are compared
to data from the ATLAS [59] Collaboration.

We previously saw in Sec. IVA2, when considering
only the LO rate set, the model with formation time
does a much better job of matching the data close to
the jet axis, while the outer annuli are better captured
by the model without formation time. There, we also
noted the caveat that the model without formation time
is operating with the wrong jet population and should
be taken as an un-realistic but illustrative long evolution
time limit of jet energy loss. Here, in Fig. 17, we see that
the change in the collision kernel, from LO to NLO or
NP, does not change this observation. Without forma-
tion time, the shape ratios begin to separate at r ≈ 0.08,
with an ordering where RLO

ρ > RNLO
ρ > RNP

ρ . In the case
with formation time, the separation occurs at the same
value of r, but the ordering is different in this case: while
the LO results are still above the other two, the NLO
result is now at the bottom and the NP curve is situated
between the LO and NP curves.

A similar effect is observed in Fig. 18, for jet frag-
mentation function ratios. When shower formation time
is included, simulations with NLO and NP kernels are
very close to each other and separate from the LO re-
sults. Comparing these curves with their correspond-

FIG. 19: A martini event generated for p̂T = 500 GeV
using the LO rate set. Partons are binned in the
pseudorapidity window |η| < 2.0. See text for details.

ing instantaneous shower, we again see the flipping of
the relative order. For the leading charged hadrons, in
calculations without a formation time we can see that
RNP > RNLO > RLO while when formation time is in-
cluded, RNLO > RNP > RLO. Similar to the jet shape
ratio, here we again see improvement in capturing the
quenching of the leading hadrons while the agreement is
not as good for softer modes with pT ≤ 20 GeV. The
ultra soft modes with pT ≤ 3 GeV are much better cap-
tured by the simulations without formation time while
being missed completely by the simulations with forma-
tion time. As with jet shape ratio, this is indicative of
the importance of energy loss in the high-virtuality stage
of the shower.

Appendix C: Single Shower Examples

The results shown in this work all concerned
strongly interacting probes, after they had already been
hadronized. We can also consider the evolution of a
parton shower from the hard interaction point, through
the QGP. This would be similar to a QGP brick study,
though in this case, we are more interested in the evolu-
tion of a complete shower through a dynamically evolv-
ing QGP. The benefit of this type of study are twofold.
First, one can clearly observe effect of formation time of
the high virtuality shower on the evolution of the parton
spectrum. Second, we analyze the differences between
a parton shower evolution via rates computed using dif-
ferent collision kernels in a more controlled way while
maintaining an element of realism. We generate pythia
events for a given value of invariant transverse momen-
tum at the partonic level of the hard scattering, p̂T , with
and without shower formation time. The generated par-
ton showers are then evolved in the QGP medium, using
the optimized parameters for αs, with all other momen-
tum and temperature cut-offs held exactly the same as
the simulations presented in the main body of this work.
For a selection of time steps in the evolution of the QGP,
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FIG. 20: Evolution of maximum temperature in the
most central collision of Pb + Pb at 2.76 A TeV, at
midrapidity (η = 0). The hard temperature cutoff used
in jet energy loss calculations, Tcut = 160 MeV, is
shown by a horizontal line. See text for details.

FIG. 21: Same as configuration as fig. 19, for p̂T = 25
GeV.

the gluon and q+q̄ distributions are binned in histograms.
These histograms are constructed for the variable ζ, de-
fined as

ζi ≡
pT,i

p̂T
(C1)

where pT,i is the transverse momentum of a given par-
ton in the developing parton shower. The pseudora-
pidity window in which the partons are collected is for
|η| < 2.0, corresponding (approximately) to the pseudo-
rapidity window used for charged hadron and jet RAA

results that were presented previously.
Fig. 19 shows the evolution history of an event with

p̂T = 500 GeV. As expected, the initial distribution of
hard partons that enter the plasma are quite different in
the two models. This is due to the implementation of
formation time in the final state radiation of the high
virtuality shower. For each sub-figure, the parton distri-
butions with formation time, include only partons whose
τform. ≤ τ , where τ is the current hydro time. The final
subplot at τ = 14 fm/c can be thought of as the final
distribution exiting the plasma towards the hadroniza-
tion stage. This is because in our calculations, we take

FIG. 22: Results for the evolution of a p̂T = 25 GeV
shower, without formation time in the high virtuality
stage for the three rate sets studied in this work. The
same kinematic cuts as Fig. 19 are applied here.

the decoupling temperature of the jet from the hydrody-
namic background to be 160 MeV, as previously stated.
Looking at the evolution of the maximum temperature
at midrapidity, Fig. 20, it is clear that by τ = 14 fm/c,
the hard partons are frozen out of evolution as the max-
imum temperature in the plasma is below the tempera-
ture cutoff. The gluon and quark distributions for simu-
lations with and without formation time, start very dif-
ferent from each other but by the end of the evolution,
the high-pT region of the distributions are nearly iden-
tical, with only small differences observable in the lower
ζ region. This is in agreement with the results shown
in the study of jet shape and jet fragmentation function
ratios in Sec. IVA. However, in those observables, the
differences were more pronounced for much softer par-
tons. Here, ζ ≤ 0.2 corresponds to partons of pT ≤ 100
GeV, which are still quite hard. Thus we can turn our
focus to a shower structure from a much softer collision
event, p̂T = 25 GeV. This is shown in Fig. 21. Here,
we begin to see an interesting evolution history for the
evolving hard parton spectra. By τ = 2.4 fm/c, the mod-
els with and without formation time have converged to
each other, having started from very distinct starting po-
sitions. They diverge again, and by the end of the evo-
lution, it is clear that the difference between a model
with formation time in the high virtuality shower and
one without, is in the gluon population. Furthermore,
the gluon and quark populations in calculations without
formation time arrive at similar distribution of partons
for ζ ≤ 0.3 or pT ≤ 7.5 GeV.

Finally, we consider the different rate sets with these
pythia guns. Fig. 22 shows the evolution history of the
p̂T = 25 GeV shower structure, without formation time
in the high virtuality stage, for the three rate sets. By
the end of the evolution, there resulting partonic spectra
are nearly identical. Interestingly, the same convergence
of gluon and quark spectra for soft partons that was ob-
served in Fig. 21 is also visible here, for all three rate
sets.
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FIG. 23: Same as Fig. 22, but with formation time in
the high virtuality stage.

Enforcing formation time in Fig. 23, separates the
gluon and quark distributions. The different rate sets
still provide mostly similar results, with the differences
most visible in the region of ζ <∼ 0.4, or pT <∼ 10 GeV.
This difference is most pronounced in the quark spectrum
(quarks + anti-quarks), and less so in the gluon spec-

trum. The relative difference in the overall size of the
two spectra means the net difference between the three
rate sets would be rather small for the hadronic observ-
ables. This latter step can also complicate the matters,
as the non-perturbative process of hadronization which
requires model building and fits to data, can further com-
plicate the picture. In the body of this work, we showed
the differences were significant and observable in the dis-

tribution of very soft hadrons (ph
±

T < 10 GeV) inside jets,
having survived the hadronization stage, using a string
hadronization model based on that of pythia.

This is where a complimentary probe which would be
directly proportional and sensitive to the evolving parton
spectrum would be useful. It has been shown that pho-
tons resulting from passage of quarks and anti-quarks
through a QGP medium contribute significantly to the
total photon yield, particularly in the pT region identi-
fied here (pT <∼ 10 GeV) [66]. Thus, one can use a multi-
probe study, where the photon spectrum could provide
(nearly direct) access to evolving q+q̄ distribution, where
one could observe differences between simulations using
different collision kernels in the rates.


	QCD jets in a hot and dense medium: a study of shower formation time and collision kernels
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Jet energy loss in MARTINI
	A Radiative Energy Loss
	B Collisional Energy Loss
	C Conversion Processes

	III Jet energy loss in evolving medium
	A Parton Evolution & MARTINI  Parameters
	B Soft Medium

	IV Results
	A Importance of shower formation-time
	1 Parameter Optimization
	2 Realistic evolution with optimized parameters

	B Effect of higher order collision kernels

	V Conclusions & Outlook
	 Acknowledgments
	 References
	A Initial state with MATTER in a JETSCAPE framework
	B Higher order kernels and formation time of shower
	C Single Shower Examples


