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The primary purpose of studying quarkonium production in relativistic heavy-ion collisions is to
understand the properties of the quark-gluon plasma. At various collision systems, measurements
of quarkonium states of different binding energies, such as Υ(nS), can provide comprehensive in-
formation. A model study has been performed to investigate the modification of Υ(nS) production
in Pb–Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV and Au–Au collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV. The Monte-

Carlo simulation study is performed with a publicly available hydrodynamic simulation package for
the quark-gluon plasma medium and a theoretical calculation of temperature-dependent thermal
width of Υ(nS) considering the gluo-dissociation and inelastic parton scattering for dissociation
inside the medium. In addition, we perform a systematic study with different descriptions of initial
collision geometry and formation time of Υ(nS) to investigate their impacts on yield modification.
The model calculation with a varied parameter set can describe the experimental data of Υ(nS) in
Pb–Pb collisions at 5.02 TeV and Υ(2S) in Au–Au collisions at 200 GeV but underestimates the
modification of Υ(1S) at the lower collision energy. The nuclear absorption mechanism is explored
to understand the discrepancy between the data and simulation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quarkonium, which is composed of a heavy quark
and its anti-quark, is one of powerful probes to study
deconfined and strongly interacting matter, which is
so-called quark-gluon plasma (QGP), under the condi-
tion of high temperature and high energy density [1–
5]. During the initial stages of collisions, quarkonium
states are produced through hard parton scatterings.
These states then undergo the full space-time evolu-
tion of the medium. The spectral functions of these
states are modified due to a color screening effect [4, 5],
and they also interact with medium constituents such
as gluo-dissociation or Landau damping [6–8]. As a re-
sult of interactions between quarkonia and medium [9–
12], quarkonium yields are expected to be modified. The
magnitude of such modification can differ for different
quarkonium states, and it also depends on the size and
density of the medium.

One of the most frequently used experimental observ-
ables to quantify the modification of quarkonia in heavy-
ion collisions is the nuclear modification factor, which is
the yield ratio in heavy-ion collisions to that in proton-
proton collisions scaled by the average number of binary
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collisions. Numerous measurements of the nuclear mod-
ification factor have been performed at RHIC and LHC
energies [13]. Especially, measurements of quarkonium
states of the same quark contents and different binding
energies, such as Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S), are useful
to study the temperature of the medium because initial-
state effects are expected to be similar for these states.
A clearly ordered suppression of Υ(nS) states by their
binding energies is seen at both RHIC and LHC ener-
gies [14–18]. Interestingly, the nuclear modification of
Υ(1S) in Au–Au collisions at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV and Pb–
Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV are close to each other

within the uncertainties. In contrast, the modification
of Υ(2S) is stronger at 5.02 TeV. The medium size is
similar for two collision systems of different collision ener-
gies, while the temperature and energy density are higher
for the LHC energy. Since a stronger dissociation effect
at 5.02 TeV is expected based on these facts, additional
effects could cause the different comparison trends for
Υ(1S) and Υ(2S) at RHIC and LHC energies.

To better understand the suppression of bottomonia,
there have been many theoretical approaches, such as
Landau damping [7], Hard-Thermal Loop (HTL) [19],
lattice QCD [20, 21], and T-matrix method [22], to inves-
tigate heavy-quark potential and resulting modifications
of heavy quarkonia. Note that two models, based on
an open quantum system plus potential Non-Relativistic
QCD [23] and a transport model [24], expect a stronger
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suppression at the LHC energy for both Υ(1S) and
Υ(2S). Together with many models in the market, the
SHINCHON, which stands for Simulation for Heavy IoN
Collision with Heavy-quark and ONia, implements a the-
ory baseline in Ref. [19] into the hydrodynamically evolv-
ing medium to simulate the modification of Υ(nS) at
midrapidity more realistically. The inverse reaction of
the bottomonium dissociation can enhance the yield of
bound states, the so-called regeneration effect, and the
effect is not included in the current simulation frame-
work. Note that the regeneration effect is expected not
to be significant for bottomonia because of a small cross-
section of bottom quark production. In Ref. [25], we
introduced the simulation framework and presented the
nuclear modification and elliptic flow results of Υ(nS) in
p–Pb, p–O and O–O collisions at

√
s
NN

= 8 TeV. We
further extend the framework to study the modification
of Υ(nS) in heavy-ion collisions at different energies.

In the present paper, the nuclear modification factors
for Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) are calculated in Pb–Pb
collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV and in Au–Au collisions

at
√
sNN = 200 GeV with various simulation configura-

tions, such as initial collision geometry models and the
formation time of quarkonia states. The present paper
incorporates the TRENTo [26] model to construct the
initial collision geometry and the SONIC framework [27]
to simulate the time evolution of the medium. The theo-
retical baseline of dissociation for Υ(nS) [19] is overlaid
onto the evolving medium, where the thermal width for
the dissociation is calculated based on HTL perturbation
theory. We present the model calculation results con-
sidering the dissociation effect and compare them with
experimental results at two energies. Furthermore, addi-
tional suppression from the nuclear absorption [28] is in-
troduced to understand the similar suppression of Υ(1S)
at RHIC and LHC energies.

II. SIMULATION FRAMEWORK

The framework for the present simulation consists of
constructing the initial collision geometry, the hydrody-
namic evolution for generating medium profiles at each
time, and quarkonia responses with the medium. A de-
tailed description of the simulation framework can be
found in Ref. [25].

A. Initial condition and hydrodynamic evolution

In the previous study [25], we utilized the Monte Carlo
Glauber (MC-Glauber) framework [29] for initial collision
geometry. Now we use the TRENTo [26] framework that
can simulate different shapes of initial collision geometry
with a reduced thickness parameter (p) so that we can
explore the initial geometry dependence of Υ modifica-
tion in heavy-ion collisions. The reduced thickness (f) of
two nucleon thickness functions of TA and TB with p can

be expressed as

f =

(
T p
A + T p

B

2

)(1/p)

. (1)

Two different collision energies are set with the
nucleon-nucleon inelastic cross-section of 42.3 and
70.0 mb for

√
sNN = 200 GeV and 5.02 TeV, respec-

tively, with the nucleon width of σ = 0.4 fm. The cal-
culated nuclear thickness distribution from wounded nu-
cleons is converted into the temperature with the scale
factor, which tunes the final-state multiplicity to be the
same with experimental data [30–32].
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FIG. 1. Initial geometries in the temperature unit with dif-
ferent nuclear thickness parameters in the TRENTo model for
central and peripheral heavy-ion collisions.

Figure 1 shows example events of initial collision ge-
ometries in central and peripheral Pb–Pb and Au–Au col-
lisions using TRENTo with different p parameters. The
color indicates the converted temperature for the hydro-
dynamic simulation. There is no significant difference
between p = 0 and p = 1 in central collisions, while the
thickness parameter affects the initial geometry in pe-
ripheral collisions more significantly.
For a more quantitative comparison, we calculate the
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FIG. 2. The mean transverse area (⟨ST ⟩) as a function of
the number of participants in Pb–Pb collisions and Au–Au
collisions for different thickness parameters.

transverse area of the initial geometry defined as

ST = π
√
⟨x2⟩⟨y2⟩ − ⟨xy⟩2, (2)

where x and y are the spatial coordinates of the partic-
ipating nucleons in the initial geometry. Figure 2 shows
⟨ST ⟩ as a function of the number of participants. A clear
difference is seen in mid-central and mid-peripheral col-
lisions. The ⟨ST ⟩ with p = 1, which is the same as the
previously used configuration with the MC-Glauber, is
larger than the value with p = 0. The effect of this dif-
ference in the area of the medium on the magnitude of
Υ(nS) modification has been studied and will be pre-
sented in the following section.
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FIG. 3. The scaled charged particle multiplicity as a function
of the number of participants in Au–Au collisions at

√
sNN =

200 GeV and Pb–Pb collisions at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV.

Figure 3 shows the charged particle multiplicity scaled
with the number of participants in Au–Au collisions
at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV [30] and Pb–Pb collisions at√
s
NN

= 5.02 TeV [31, 32]. The hydrodynamic simula-
tion results agree with the experimental measurements
throughout the entire centrality range. Note that the
scale factors for the initial temperature profile depend

on the number of participants for the p = 1 and are con-
stant for the p = 0.
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FIG. 4. Elliptic flow of charged particles in Pb–Pb col-
lisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV and Au–Au collisions at√

sNN = 200 GeV from the simulation and experimental mea-
surements [33, 34]. The left (right) panels show the results in
central (semi-central) collisions.

For additional check of the background medium and
its sensitivity to the p parameter of the TRENTo model,
we also check the elliptic flow coefficients (v2) of charged
particles in central and semi-central collisions as shown
in Fig. 4. The top (bottom) panels represent the results
from Pb–Pb (Au–Au) collisions. The simulation results
using p = 0 are slightly larger than those using p = 1, and
both are comparable to the experimental results [33, 34]
at the low transverse momentum (pT ) region of pT <
3 GeV/c.

B. Medium responses of Υ

The two-dimensional temperature profile of the
medium in every time step of the hydrodynamic evolu-
tion is obtained from the SONIC simulation. We follow
the procedure of medium response described in Ref. [25].
The fraction of survived Υ after a certain time step is
calculated as

N(t+∆t, pT )

N(t, pT )
= e−

∫ t+∆t
t

dt′Γdiss(t
′,pT ), (3)

where Γdiss is the thermal width, which depends on the
temperature of the medium, the Υ’s pT , and the kind of
Υ state, and ∆t is set to 0.03 fm/c in the hydrodynamic
simulation. The thermal width is numerically calculated
considering gluo-dissociation and inelastic parton scat-
tering, and more details on the theory can be found in
Ref. [19].
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The full dissociation temperature, in which the binding
energy of the quarkonia reaches zero, is set to 600, 240,
and 190 MeV for Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S), respectively,
based on Refs. [35, 36]. When the medium temperature
at Υ’s position is higher than the full dissociation tem-
perature, the simulation immediately dissociates the Υ.
The formation time (τform) of each Υ state is set to 0.5,
1.0, and 1.5 fm/c for Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S), respec-
tively, based on Ref. [24]. The actual medium response
of each Υ state begins from t > γτform, where γ is the
Lorentz factor. We have performed a systematic study
using various τform to evaluate how the nuclear modifica-
tion factor is sensitive to the choice of τform. Note that
there is a recent study to determine the formation time
based on various experimental measurements [37], but
it is difficult to draw any firm conclusion due to large
experimental uncertainties.

The feed-down correction is applied to consider the
medium response of inclusive bottomonium production
by following the procedure described in previous pub-
lication [25]. The feed-down correction for the nuclear
modification factor can be expressed as

Rn(pT ) =
∑
i

Ri(pT )FQi

Qn
(pT ), (4)

where Rn is the weighted averaged nuclear modification
factor for a certain Υ(nS) state, Ri represents the value
for a certain state contributing the the Υ(nS) state, and

FQi

Qn
is the feed-down fraction. The effect of pT shifts by

the decays is not considered due to their similar masses.
The nuclear modification factors for P -wave states are
assumed as Rχb(1P ) ≈ RΥ(2S) and Rχb(2P ) ≈ Rχb(3P ) ≈
RΥ(3S) based on the similarity of binding energies.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. Nuclear modification factor

Figure 5 demonstrates the nuclear modification fac-
tor as a function of the number of participants for
Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S) mesons in Pb–Pb collisions
at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV with different p parameter in the

TRENTo model. A slightly stronger modification is seen
for the p = 0 case of a smaller area and higher tempera-
ture, but the difference is smaller than the experimental
uncertainties. The nuclear modification factor decreases
with the increasing number of participants for all states,
and an ordered suppression is seen in the model calcu-
lation as seen in the experimental results [17, 18]. In
addition, the experimental results of Υ(1S) are quantita-
tively agreed with the model. However, the modifications
for Υ(2S) and Υ(3S) are slightly overestimated with the
default configuration of the model.

Figure 6 shows the nuclear modification factors as a
function of the number of participants for Υ(1S) and
Υ(2S) mesons in Au–Au collisions at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV.
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FIG. 5. The nuclear modification factors of Υ(nS) in Pb–Pb
collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. Simulation results using two

p parameters in the TRENTo model are compared with the
experimental results by CMS [17, 18]. Statistical and system-
atic uncertainties of the experimental results are represented
as vertical lines and boxes, respectively.
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FIG. 6. The nuclear modification factors of Υ(nS) in Au–
Au collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV. Simulation results using

two p parameters in the TRENTo model compared with the
experimental results by STAR [14]. Statistical and systematic
uncertainties of the experimental results are represented as
vertical lines and boxes, respectively.

The difference between results using two p parameters in
the TRENTo model is larger than those for the higher
collision energy but still less significant than experi-
mental uncertainties. Unlike the description for the
LHC energy, the model results for the RHIC energy un-
derestimate (overestimate) the modification for Υ(1S)
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FIG. 7. The nuclear modification factor of Υ(nS) as a func-
tion of the number of participants in Pb–Pb collisions at√
sNN = 5.02 TeV with various formation times.
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FIG. 8. The nuclear modification factor of Υ(nS) as a func-
tion of the number of participants in Au–Au collisions at√
sNN = 200 GeV with various formation times.

(Υ(2S)). When comparing the model results for two
energies, the nuclear modification factors of all three
states for 5.02 TeV are systematically lower than those
for 200 GeV. This trend is consistent with other model
calculations presented in Ref. [14]. As pointed out in the
introduction, the collision energy dependence seen in var-
ious models differs from the trend in the data for Υ(1S)
while exhibiting the same trend for Υ(2S).

As a systematic study of the model, we evaluate the
effect of the choice of τform on the nuclear modification
factor. In the default configuration, we have used 0.5,
1.0, and 1.5 fm/c for Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S), respec-
tively. We vary the τform by ±0.2, ±0.4, and ±0.6 fm/c
for Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S), respectively. Figure 7
shows the nuclear modification factor for Υ(nS) in Pb–
Pb collisions at 5.02 TeV with various τform parameters.
The modification is getting more significant as τform de-
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creases because the duration of medium response of Υ
increases. The model results show a clear dependence on
the choice of τform. The CMS results are covered by the
systematic sets of τform for all three states. The Υ(1S)
(Υ(2S) and Υ(3S)) results favor the model calculation
with a smaller (larger) τform parameter.

Figure 8 shows the nuclear modification factor for
Υ(nS) in Au–Au collisions at 200 GeV with various
τform parameters. In the case of Υ(1S), all nuclear
modification factors with various τform are located above
the STAR results, which differs from the comparison at
5.02 TeV. On the other hand, the model calculation with
τform = 1.2 fm/c for Υ(2S) provides a better description
of the experimental data than that with τform = 1.0 fm/c,
which is the same case as the higher energy. This obser-
vation may suggest additional suppression mechanisms
for Υ(1S) at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV.

B. Nuclear absorption

The modification of quarkonia yield at fixed target ex-
periments is explained by a breakup of bound states in
collisions with nucleons inside the target [38, 39]. Al-
though the breakup effect becomes smaller in higher col-
lision energy due to a shorter nucleus crossing time com-
pared to the formation time of quarkonia, a significant
breakup effect was necessary to describe the suppression
of J/ψ and Υ at backward rapidity compared to the mod-
ification expected from the nuclear parton distribution in
d–Au collisions at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV [40, 41]. An exten-
sive model study was done to extract the effective absorp-
tion cross-section (σabs) based on the nuclear modifica-
tion factor of J/ψ [28], and the extracted cross-section
is about 2 mb at mid-rapidity and 5 mb at backward
rapidity. At the LHC energy, where the beam crossing
time is much shorter, the nuclear modification factor of
J/ψ at backward rapidity can be described by the model
considering only nuclear parton distribution [42].

We incorporate the nuclear breakup effect in the model
calculation for the RHIC energy by following the proce-
dure in Ref. [28]. Since there is a lack of experimen-
tal measurements of Υ in p/d–A collisions to extract the
σabs, we test various σabs values as done in Ref. [41]. Fig-
ure 9 shows the nuclear modification factor solely from
the nuclear absorption as a function of the number of
participants in Au–Au collisions for different σabs from
2 mb to 6 mb. Note that the magnitude of modification
for a given σabs is twice larger in Au–Au than in p/d–Au
when considering interactions with nucleons in both nu-
clei. The suppression is getting monotonously stronger
with increasing σabs and the number of participants.
Figure 10 shows the nuclear modification factor of

Υ(1S) as a function of the number of participants in Au–
Au collisions at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV. The dash-dotted line
represents the model calculation without the nuclear ab-
sorption effect, and the solid lines represent results con-
sidering the effect with different σabs. The model calcula-

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

partN

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

N
uc

le
ar

 m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n 

fa
ct

or
 (

ab
so

rp
tio

n 
on

ly
)

Au, 200 GeV−Au

 = 2 mbabsσ
 = 3 mbabsσ
 = 4 mbabsσ
 = 5 mbabsσ
 = 6 mbabsσ

FIG. 9. The nuclear modification factor for given nuclear
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FIG. 10. The nuclear modification factor of Υ(1S) as a func-
tion of participants in Au–Au collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV,

including the nuclear absorption effect.

tion, including an additional suppression effect due to the
nuclear absorption, provides a better description of the
experimental data. We also apply the nuclear absorption
effect for Υ(2S) in Au–Au collisions

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV as
presented in Fig. 11. We use τform = 1.2 fm/c for Υ(2S),
which agrees better with the experimental data shown
in Fig. 8. In the case of Υ(2S), the experimental data
tends to favor the model calculations without the nuclear
absorption. One possible explanation for the smaller nu-
clear absorption effect for Υ(2S) compared to Υ(1S) is a
longer τform of Υ(2S) relative to the beam crossing time.
However, it is difficult to compare quantitatively due to
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FIG. 11. The nuclear modification factor of Υ(2S) as a func-
tion of participants in Au–Au collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV,

including the nuclear absorption effect.

the large uncertainties of the experimental data.

IV. SUMMARY

Based on the SHINCHON framework for the medium
response of Υ described in Ref. [25], we have extended the
model study for heavy-ion collisions at different collision
energies, such as Pb-Pb collisions at

√
s
NN

= 5.02 TeV
and Au–Au collisions at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV. In this study,
we utilize the TRENTo model to generate initial collision
geometry to evaluate the effect of different initial collision
geometry on the results of Υ modification at the end. The
initial temperature profiles for the hydrodynamic simu-
lation have been constructed using TRENTo with a dif-
ferent reduced thickness parameter (p) and converted to
energy density to possess the same final-state charged-
particle multiplicity as experimental data in both sys-
tems. In addition, we investigate how the magnitude
of medium response evolves with the formation time of
quarkonia by varying the formation time in the simula-
tion.

The nuclear modification factor from the model shows
a decreasing trend with an increasing number of partic-
ipants and a sequential ordering of suppression in both
collision systems and energies. There is a small difference
in the results using different reduced thickness parame-
ters in the TRENTo model, but it is less significant than
the uncertainties of experimental measurements. In Pb–
Pb collisions at

√
s
NN

= 5.02 TeV, the model calculation
with the default formation time parameters agrees with
the Υ(1S) data but slightly overestimates the suppression
for excited states. The difference is covered by the results
of various formation times. However, even with different

formation times, the model calculation does not describe
the Υ(1S) data in Au–Au collisions at

√
s
NN

= 200 GeV,
showing a similar suppression with the data at 5.02 TeV.
To explain the different nuclear modification factors

of Υ(1S) at 200 GeV, we explore the nuclear absorption
effect, which can provide a better description of the sup-
pression of J/ψ and Υ at backward rapidity in p/d–Au
collisions at 200 GeV. When including the nuclear ab-
sorption effect with absorption cross-section from 2 mb
to 6 mb, the model calculation shows a better agreement
with the Υ(1S) data but slightly overestimates the sup-
pression of Υ(2S). This could be related to the longer
formation time of Υ(2S) compared to the beam cross-
ing time. Experimental measurements of Υ(nS) in p–A
and A–A at different collision energies can help further
understand the relation between quarkonia’s formation
time and their modification from final-state effects.
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