
ar
X

iv
:1

10
9.

40
82

v1
  [

he
p-

ph
]  

19
 S

ep
 2

01
1

Hard Probes of the Quark Gluon Plasma in Heavy Ion
Collisions

Carlos A. Salgado

Departamento de Física de Partículas and IGFAE, Universidade de Santiago de Compostela
E-15782 Santiago de Compostela (Galicia-Spain)

Abstract. The medium-modifications of processes characterized by thepresence of a hard scale provide the most diverse tools
to characterize the properties of the matter created in high-energy nuclear collisions. Indeed, jet quenching, the suppression
of particles produced at high transverse momentum, has beenestablished at RHIC almost a decade ago as one of the main
tools in heavy-ion collisions. The melting of quarkonia is expected to provide also information about the temperature and the
properties of the produced medium. The beginning of the LHC era for hot QCD studies starts with the first nuclear beams in
2010. The amount of information produced by this first run is overwhelming: The three experiments with nuclear program
(ALICE, ATLAS and CMS) have provide new results in basicallyall subjects considered in previous experiments and have
also shown the potential to make nuclear collisions at the TeV scale for the first time. I will review what the results from both
RHIC and LHC imply for our understanding of hot and dense QCD matter from a theorists’ perspective and how these new
results change some of the concepts we developed in the last years. Particular attention is devoted to the case of jets, asthe first
data recently published from the LHC and the limitations of previous approaches call for a new theory of jets in a medium.
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INTRODUCTION

Hard probes are one of the pillars to characterize the hot anddense QCD matter created in high energy nuclear
collisions. The presence of a large energy scale implies that a variety of distances are tested from the small distances
of the very short times to the long distances at later times. An excellent example of such a hard probes isjet quenching,
the modification of the jet structures while traveling a medium [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. A jet is the experimental messager of
the original quarks and gluons created at the very early times by hard processes, those processes in which a large
energy scale, the large transverse momentum of the created particles, is involved. In QCD the production cross
section of a hadronh with large transverse momentum,pT , is computed through the factorization formula which
reads schematically

dσAB→h

d pT

∼ f A
i (x1,Q

2)⊗ f B
j (x2,Q

2)⊗σ i j→k(x1,x2,zpT ,Q
2)⊗Dk→h(z,Q

2) (1)

where along with the short distance parton-parton scattering cross section,σ(x1,x2,zpT ,Q
2), long distance terms

describing the structure of the colliding objectsA andB, the parton distribution functions (PDFs),fi(x,Q
2), and the

hadronization of the quark or gluonk into the final hadronh appear. These two types of long-distance terms, which
encode the non-perturbative contributions from the large sizes (in QCD scales) of both the colliding and the produced
hadrons, provide the tools to study QCD matter with hard processes. Indeed, the main goal of the present high energy
nuclear collision programs both at RHIC and the LHC, as well as the previous SPS experiments, is to produce and
characterize a new state of matter, theQuark Gluon Plasma (QGP), in which some of the broken symmetries of the
QCD Lagrangian are restored. In particular, at high enough temperatures and densities, a deconfined state of matter is
expected [6, 7, 8, 9]. High energy nuclear collisions provide the experimental conditions to deposit a large amount of
energy in a macroscopic region (again in QCD scales) to allowfor the needed collective behavior to develop. In this
situation, one can imagine that if a hard process takes placeinside this QGP, the long distance part of (1) describing the
hadronization of the original quarkk into a final hadronh, Dk→h(z), will be modified and studying this modification
leads to a better knowledge of the properties of the medium. This idealized picture implies, in particular, that the
(possible) modifications of the other type of long-distanceterms, the PDFs is under control and that the factorization
formula (1) applies.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1109.4082v1


This, in fact, defines the procedure which has been developedduring the last 25 years since the first of the
hard probes to QCD matter, theJ/Ψ suppression [10], has been proposed: (i) thecold nuclear matter background,
which enters into a modification of the nuclear PDFs with respect to the proton PDFs or into a modification of
the hadronization is normally constrained by control proton-nucleus experiments (deuteron-gold experiments were
performed at RHIC for technical reasons) which fixes the benchmark on top of whichhot QCD matter effects
can be identified. (ii) on the other had, measurements of electroweak boson production are performed to check the
normalization in nucleus-nucleus collisions. These measurements were performed for photons at RHIC and for either
photons and Z/W bosons at the LHC. (iii) Hot matter effects are studied with different hard processes, including
different quarkonia states (J/Ψ, ϒ, ϒ′...), high-pT particles (inclusive one- or two-particle distributions,reconstructed
jets...), etc. A variety of probes in two different experimental environments (RHIC and LHC) is available at present
for an unprecedented characterization of the hot QCD matter. In the following I will review the present status.

INITIAL STATE AND COLD NUCLEAR MATTER BACKGROUND

Hot QCD matter searches in high energy nuclear collisions involve background subtraction of those processes whose
underlying dynamics is not related with the presence of a produced medium. Thesecold nuclear matter effects need
to be under good control for benchmarking. Assuming that thefactorization (1) holds, there are two main sources of
background: the modification of the PDFs,f A(x,Q2), in the nuclear environment when compared to the free proton
PDFs and the modification of the hadronizationDk→h(z,Q

2) by the presence of nuclearcold matter.
The best way to constrain the nuclear PDFs is by experiments of lepton-nucleus deep inelastic scattering. The

kinematical reach of the available data (which are, in fact,more than fifteen years old) is, however, rather limited,
especially for the needs of the LHC program. In Figure 1 the kinematical reach of the present DIS and Drell-Yan (DY)
data with nuclear targets (the data normally used to constrain nuclear PDFs) is plotted together with the needs for both
RHIC and LHC kinematics [11, 12]. The central rapidities at RHIC were placed in the lucky situation of overlap with
previous DIS and DY data so that checks of the factorization equation (1) and trustable subtraction of the background
due to nuclear PDFs performed. The case of the forward rapidities at RHIC and basically the whole range of the LHC
is, however, different. There is no experimental information which could constrain the nuclear effects in the small-x

region of interest for these two machines, which results into large uncertainties in the knowledge of the nuclear PDFs
— see Fig. 1 (Right). In this situation, a parallel proton-nucleus collisions program will be needed at the LHC to
reduce these uncertainties. It is worth mentioning that in the DGLAP approach, the nuclear effects to the PDFs rapidly
disappear with increasingQ2 in the small-x region for the gluons and also for the quarks, although a bit slower. In the
large-x, on the other hand, the uncertainties remain large in the whole range ofQ2.

The error bands in the nuclear PDFs from Fig. 1 translate intolarge uncertainties in the nuclear effects for some
observables, especially those at the smaller virtualities. A recent experimental example reveals very clearly the need
of constraining these uncertainties for a correct interpretation of the nucleus-nucleus data: ALICE Collaboration has
measured theJ/Ψ suppression in Pb+Pb collisions in the forward rapidity region [13, 14, 15]. The suppression is
about a factor of two when compared with the scaled p+p cross section and within the error bands of the suppression
predicted by the EPS09 global fit of nPDFs presented in Fig. 1.Taken at face value, the suppression is then compatible
with cold nuclear matter effects alone. Whether this is the case or not will need of better determination of the nPDFs
which, at present, is only possible with p+Pb collisions at the LHC. Checks of the factorization hypothesis (1) for the
J/Ψ-production mechanism would also be interesting, in particular in view of the difficulties to theoretically describe
this production cross section even in p+p collisions.

As a final comment for this section let me mention that it is again a lucky situation that overlap exists between
the RHIC and LHC kinematics whose full potential for benchmarking and nPDFs studies will be better exploited in
proton-nucleus programs [11, 12].

QUARKONIA SUPPRESSION

Quarkonia suppression is a conceptually simple and potentially powerful tool to characterize the properties of the
produced QCD matter. An intuitive idea can be formulated in terms of the potential between a quark and an antiquark
which, in the case of a hot deconfined medium is screened: if such a medium is created in a nuclear collision bound
states are disfavored during the plasma phase and the production of charmonia or bottomonia states suppressed [10].
The interpretation of the corresponding data has been confusing, however, in the last twenty years. The suppression
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FIGURE 1. (Left): Total kinematical reach of p+Pb collisions at
√

s=8.8 TeV at the LHC for different rapidities in the laboratory
frame. Also shown are the region of phase space studied by experiments of DIS with nuclei and Drell-Yan production in proton-
nucleus collisions (the two main processes used in global nPDF fits) and the total reach of RHIC for 0< y < 3 — Fig. from Refs.
[11, 12]. (Right): Nuclear parton distribution functions ratio with respect to the free proton case for two different virtualities and
three different NLO analyses — Fig. from Ref. [16].

has indeed been observed already in the pioneering experiments at the CERN-SPS of fixed-target S+U [17] and Pb+Pb
[18] or In+In collisions [19], it was also observed at RHIC inAu+Au [20, 21] and Cu+Cu collisions [22] and recently
also at the LHC not only for theJ/Ψ [13, 14, 15] but also for excited quarkonia states [23]. One of the main problems
for the interpretation of the data is the subtraction of the cold nuclear matter background. The suppression of both
the J/Ψ, the ϒ and other excited states has also been observed in proton-nucleus (or deuteron-gold) collisions in
magnitude similar to the one in nucleus-nucleus collisions[24, 25, 26, 27, 28]. The theoretical description of this cold
nuclear matter effects is not under good theoretical control and several mechanisms ofJ/Ψ-suppression are proposed.
The most canonical one assumes a modification of theJ/Ψ yield due to nuclear PDFs and a modification of the
hadronization modeled by a probabilistic Glauber model — see e.g. [29, 30]. This factorization is not proved but used
as a working hypothesis.

In this situation, the long-standing problem of the suppression of quarkonia states in nuclear collisions needs of a
systematic study of the production in different systems (p+p, p+A, A+A) and energies as well as a systematic study of
the different quarkonia states. Indeed, the excited statesare predicted [31] to be more easily destroyed in hot matter
than the ground statesJ/Ψ andϒ — a fact which is in qualitative agreement with the findings in[23] but whose
quantitative understanding would need a better control over the cold nuclear matter effects. With the data accumulated
in the last 20 years and the new data from both RHIC and, especially, the LHC a clear picture of this interesting
observable should emerge in the near future.

JET QUENCHING

A quark or gluon produced at high transverse momentum in an elementary QCD collision is associated with a large
phase space available for extra gluon radiation. This extraradiation is emitted at small angles and can be experimentally
identified in the form of jets. The theoretical control on thejet production and evolution is very good in the absence
of a medium, this is, in fact, an essential requirement in thesearches for new physics at the LHC. In a parton shower
approach, the large virtuality of the original quark or gluon is reduced during evolution by radiating (mainly) gluons
with a probability controlled by the Altarelli-Parisi splitting functions. The corresponding evolution equations ofthe
fragmentation functions are known in different approximations.

The case of the medium is not as well understood. Assuming that the evolution of the final state jet can be factorized
from the initial state in a way similar to the vacuum, severaldifferent effect could appear: (1)collisional energy loss,
due to elastic scatterings of the fast partons with the medium; (2) medium-induced gluon radiation also known as
(radiative energy loss); (3) a modification of the color flow within the jet due to exchanges with the medium; (4) a



modification of the ordering variable, or, in general, the evolution equations; etc..
RHIC phenomenology has been dominated by the energy loss mechanisms, this is because the corresponding jet

quenching measurements were performed with inclusive particle measurements (one- or two-particle correlations)
which measures the effects on the most energetic (leading) particle in the jet. A rather successful formalism (see
e.g. Refs. [32, 33, 34, 35] for recent reviews) based on the medium-induced gluon radiation is able to reproduce the
corresponding data with two main unsolved issues

1. Heavy flavor suppression: Basically all formalisms predict that heavy quarks will lose less energy than light
quarks [36, 37, 38]. The exact difference depend on the details of the formalism but experimental data on the
suppression of non-photonic electrons point to a stronger suppression [39, 40]

2. Sizable discrepancies between theoretical implementations: The underlying physical hypothesis in the computa-
tions of the medium-induced gluon radiation are basically common to all formalisms but the actual approxima-
tions made translate into sizable differences in the outputmedium parameters [41].

The theory for medium-induced gluon radiation

A convenient way of describing the propagation of very energetic particles traversing a piece of matter is in a
semiclassical approach in which the medium is as a recoilless classical field (or equivalently a collection of static
scattering centers if discretized). In the eikonal limit, when the energy of the quark is much larger than any other
scale in the problem, the longitudinal and transverse degrees of freedom decouple — here longitudinal refers to the
direction along the propagation of the quark and one also hasthatE ≫ pT . In this setup, the propagation of a quark
from a transverse positionx at timet1 to transverse positiony at timet2 is given by the Feynmann path-integral in
transverse position

G(x, t1;y, t2) =

∫

Dr(t)exp

{

i
E

2

∫

dξ
[

dr(ξ )
dξ

]2

+ ig

∫

dξ A(r(ξ ))

}

−→ W (x) = P exp

{

ig

∫

dξ A(x,ξ )
}

, (2)

which, in the asymptotic case,E → ∞, recovers the Wilson lineW (x). HereA(r(ξ )) is the color field of the medium at
positionr(ξ ) andP refers to path ordering of the fields inside the integral. To continue, we notice that any observable
will, in fact, involve colorless combinations of the Wilsonlines, so, the simplest object which will appear in any
calculation is1

N
Tr〈W (x)W †(y)〉, with N = Nc for quarks andN = N2

c −1 for gluons to average over the initial color
configurations. The medium average〈...〉 is a main ingredient in the calculation of the medium-induced gluon radiation
spectrum. Several ways of performing these medium averageshave been proposed. Multiple soft scatterings can be
resummed in an exponential defining the transport coefficient q̂

1
N

Tr〈W †(x)W (y)〉 ≃ exp

{

−CF

2

∫

dξ n(ξ )σ(y− x)

}

≃ exp

{

−1
4

q̂F L(y− x)2
}

(3)

In the last term, the dipole cross-section has been written as σ ≃ C r2. This medium average is usually known as the
BDMPS-Z approach, followed in Refs. [42, 43, 44] and also, tosome extent, with a different treatment of the cross
sectionσ and the diffusion process, in AMY [45]. For dilute media, thepower-law tails of the potentials, neglected in
(3) may become relevant and an opacity expansion is usually employed. This is the medium average usually employed
by the GLV group [46], which, to some extent can be also identified in the twist expansion [47].

It is easy to check — see e.g. [32] for a derivation with the same notation used here — that ˆq is the average
transverse momentum squared acquired by the system per meanfree path in the medium, ˆq ≃

〈

k2
⊥
〉

/λ . This implies a
rather general correspondence between energy loss andkT broadening∆E ∼ k2

⊥L/αs.
The calculation of the medium-induced gluon radiation considers an fast (off-shell) quark or gluon produced in a

hard process to compute a one-gluon inclusive spectrum. This setup returns no information about the multiple gluon
emission and the corresponding medium-modification of the parton shower process. Most of the phenomenology
of RHIC has been based on the independent gluon emission approximation [48, 49, 37], the motivation being the
medium-induced spectrum to be both collinear and infrared finite, in contrast to the vacuum one. Interestingly, a naive
modification of the splitting function by the medium terms ina DGLAP approach, results in very similar effects in the
inclusive particle suppression [50].
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to K=0.5, 1, 2, .... 20. The last panel shows the values ofχ2 computed for differentK for the case of the non-photonic electrons.
Fig. from Ref. [16].

Jet quenching with inclusive particles

The simplest observable of jets in nuclear collisions is themeasurement of the one-particle inclusive production at
high transverse momentum. The effect of the surrounding matter can be identified by the suppression of the signal,
with respect to the proton-proton collisions, due to energyloss. The nuclear modification ratio

RAA =
dσAA/dydkT

NcolldσAA/dydkT

(4)

is normally employed to single-out the medium effects, whereNcoll is a normalization factor computed in the Glauber
model to allow the comparison with the proton-proton cross section. The suppression of high-pT hadrons is one of
the first, and also one of the main, observations at RHIC [51, 52, 53, 54]. Several theoretical approaches have been
used to reproduce the data, the most successful ones being those based on radiative energy loss as explained above. In
Fig. 2 we plot the description of the data in one of this approaches [55] for both the one- and two-particle inclusive
distributions (back-to-back signals for the second). The description of the data is good. A quality analysis returns a
valueK = 4.1±0.6 when the transport coefficient is parametrized as ˆq = 2K ε3/4, ε being the local energy density of
the medium in a hydrodynamical approach. In the case of an ideal quark-gluon plasma, a free gas of quarks and gluons,
K ∼ 1 — see e.g. [56] — indicating that the properties of the medium do not naively correspond to this simplified
scenario. As mentioned above, however, despite the successful description of the data two main open issues need to
be solved for which LHC data will be most helpful.

LHC collaborations have also measuredRAA for inclusive particles at high-pT both for light hadrons [57, 58]
and, interestingly, for charmed mesons [59]. The suppression for light hadrons turns out to be similar, though
slightly larger, than the one at RHIC for moderate values ofpT . Models tested at RHIC can reproduce the data
reasonably well, including the positive slope which indicates RAA → 1 for large transverse momenta. Concerning
theD-meson suppression, with large error bars it also indicatesa similar, although slightly smaller, suppression than
the corresponding one for light hadrons. This was expected from calculations of medium-induced gluon radiation [60].
So, there seems to be a compatibility of the well-tested approaches used in RHIC phenomenology with the new data
from the LHC. More quantitative analyses should be performed now, with all available data, also when the medium
density distributions from hydrodynamical analyses become available as input.

Reconstructed jets in nuclear collisions

Although the results from the previous section are extremely interesting for the characterization of the medium
properties, the use of inclusive quantities present also limitations which are difficult to overcome. In particular, ina
scenario of very dense medium, surface effects could affectthe extraction of the medium parameters and different
approaches are difficult to distinguish. A powerful tool to overcome this limitations is the reconstruction of jets in



nuclear collisions. In the ideal situation, if the whole energy of the jet can be reconstructed, the modifications that
the medium induce in its structure gives a direct information about the splitting process as well as other mechanisms
which could be present.

Jet reconstruction is one of the main issues in hadronic colliders, and essential for physics searches. In the case of
the nuclear collisions, the size of the underlying event, with a very large multiplicity, makes the identification of the
jets more difficult. The first data on identified jets has been performed at RHIC [61, 62] and the first published data
appeared very recently from the LHC [63, 64]. The analysis ofthe ATLAS and CMS collaborations present some
surprising results. They can be summarized as follows:

1. Reconstructed jets from ATLAS are suppressed from central to peripheral collisions (RCP ∼ 0.5 and basically
flat). This indicates that the sample of studied jets are still biased to some extent.

2. When the back-to-back jet signals are studied, the energyimbalance from the most energetic jet to the one in the
opposite direction is larger in central Pb+Pb than in p+p collisions. This indicates a large energy loss of jets in
the produced matter.

3. CMS data indicate that this energy lost is dominantly carried away by soft particles (less than 2 GeV) at large
angles. This contrasts with the vacuum where the particles are harder at large angles due to angular ordering.

4. The di-jet azimuthal asymmetry is very similar in Pb+Pb collisions and in p+p collisions. So, no strong change
with respect to the vacuum jets is observed: the effect is notdominantly driven by e.g. emission of hard particles
which would change the direction of the jets.

5. The fragmentation functions of the leading and the subleading jets do not present any change from Pb+Pb or p+p
collisions. So, the fragmentation function is vacuum-like1.

Some of these properties were not, a priori, expected from theoretical estimates. In particular, the relation between
broadening and energy loss mentioned above seems difficult to reconcile, with those observations at least naively.
However, a note of caution needs to be made in here as a complete picture of the underlying mechanism of jet
quenching needs of a controlled analysis of several factorsas, e.g. the amount of jets which are lost; the effect of
the backgroud subtraction; the actual theoretical implementations which are compared with the data, etc. One can
imagine, for example, a simplified scenario in which two different jet quenching mechanisms are at work and one
of them is removed from the sample because it produces e.g. a too hard spectrum. With all these cautions, we can
still try to extract some consequences, and the properties above indicate that the effects in the measured jets are not
compatible with a hard radiation at large angles, which would modify, in particular, the di-jet azimuthal asymmetry or
with a strong modification of the radiation pattern inside the cone, which would modify the fragmentation functions.
A naive interpretation of the data would then indicate that mechanisms in which the jet broadening and the energy loss
do not follow the traditional relation∆E ∼ 〈kT 〉L/αs are favored in the particular sample of jets measured.

Towards a new theory of jets in a medium

The limitations in the theoretical implementation of jet quenching as well as the quality of the new data becoming
available, especially from LHC, calls for a new theory of jets in a medium. An essential ingredient that any description
of the jet development should contain is a correct treatmentof the multi-parton emissions. The traditional way of
assuming an independent gluon emission approximation is probably good enough to estimate the energy loss and,
hence, for the phenomenology of inclusive particle suppression. The description of a final state with a large number
of gluons emitted needs, on the other hand, the inclusion of quantum interferences among different emitters which are
known to be essential in the vacuum. As a first step towards this goal, recent developments consider the emission out
of a quark-antiquark antenna [65, 66, 67, 68, 69]. The setup captures the main physical ingredients in the vacuum,
in particular, the presence of angular ordering due to colorcoherence effects. In the case of a medium the situation
is radically changed. Several regimes have been identified,and interestingly, a new contribution emerges in which a
vacuum-like radiation, butantiangular ordered [65] can be identified. This new contribution is especially interesting

1 Notice that the experimental fragmentation function (FF) is built by dividing the particles’ transverse momentum by the jet’s total energy, while the
theoretical predictions before the data appeared typically dividing the transverse momentum of the particle by the energy of the parton originating
the jet. In the second case (not possible in experimental conditions unless the whole energy of the jet is reconstructed)a suppression of the FF is
predicted, in agreement with the suppression found in inclusive particle measurements as the ones in Fig. 2.



because its features are completely different from all known medium-induced gluon radiation presented in the previous
sections. This becomes more clear in the soft limit where thesum of the vacuum plus the medium-induced gluon
radiation off aqq̄ antenna with opening angleθqq̄ in a singlet state is simply

dNtot
q,γ∗ =

αsCF

π
dω
ω

sinθ dθ
1− cosθ

[Θ(cosθ − cosθqq̄)−∆medΘ(cosθqq̄ − cosθ )] . (5)

Here the first term is just the vacuum angular-ordered contribution and the second term is the new medium contribution
which has been calledantiangular ordering [65]. In particular, and in contrast to previous results, a soft divergence
appears also for the medium-induced part due to the vacuum-like spectrum. The parameter of the medium controlling
the amount ofantiangular ordering is the dipole scattering amplitude

∆med= 1− 1
N2

c −1
〈TrUp(L,0)U

†
p̄(L,0)〉 , (6)

which, by unitarity, is bounded by 1. In the case of an opaque medium,∆med→ 1, atotal decoherence is then achieved
in which the total spectrum is [66]

dNtot
q,γ∗

∣

∣

∣

opaque
=

αsCF

π
dω
ω

sinθ dθ
1− cosθ

= dNtot
q,g∗

∣

∣

∣

opaque
(7)

The last equality means that another property of the spectrum is thememory loss: the radiated gluons do not keep
information about the original pair being in a singlet or an octect state. Interestingly, these new properties survive the
soft limit and the spectrum retains a form similar to (5) for sizable values of the gluon energy.

These new results indicate that the medium-induced gluon radiation off a single emitter, considered up to now in all
phenomenological approaches and also implemented in some Monte Carlo codes [70, 71, 72, 73, 74], would not be
enough for a correct interpretation of the experimental data. Non-trivial structures appear when considering more than
one emitter, the realistic situation in a jet shower, as already known from the vacuum.

The features of the radiation are, on the other hand, in good qualitative agreement with the experimental data on jets
presented in the previous sections: The spectrum (5) presents vacuum-like radiation outside the cone delimited by the
pair angle, in particular with a soft divergency, so, soft, vacuum-like, radiation is expected at relatively large angles
while the radiation inside remains unchanged and just as in vacuum. These are qualitative behaviors which should be
contrasted with data in a more quantitative analysis once the correct implementation of the multigluon emission is
known.
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