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Heavy flavor particles provide important probes of the microscopic structure and thermodynamic
properties of the quark-gluon plasma (QGP) produced in high-energy nucleus-nucleus collisions.
We study the energy loss and flow of charm and bottom quarks inside the QGP via the nuclear
modification factor (RAA) and elliptic flow coefficient (v2) of their decayed leptons in heavy-ion
collisions at the LHC. The dynamical evolution of the QGP is performed using the (3+1)-dimensional
viscous hydrodynamics model CLVisc; the evolution of heavy quarks inside the QGP is simulated
with our improved Langevin model that takes into account both collisional and radiative energy
loss of heavy quarks; the hadronization of heavy quarks is simulated via our hybrid coalescence-
fragmentation model; and the semi-leptonic decay of D and B mesons is simulated via PYTHIA.
By using the same spatial diffusion coefficient for charm and bottom quarks, we obtain smaller RAA

and larger v2 of charm decayed leptons than bottom decayed leptons, indicating stronger energy
loss of charm quarks than bottom quarks inside the QGP within our current model setup.

I. INTRODUCTION

A wealth of evidence indicates a color deconfined QCD
matter, called quark-gluon plasma (QGP), is produced
in high-energy nucleus-nucleus collisions performed at
the BNL Relativistic Heavy-Ion Collider and the CERN
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [1–6]. Heavy quarks, in-
cluding charm and bottom quarks, have served as a suc-
cessful probe of the QGP properties in these energetic
collisions [7–9]. As their masses are much larger than
ΛQCD and the temperature scale of the QGP created at
current RHIC and LHC experiments, they are mainly
produced from the initial hard collisions between nuclei,
whose cross sections can be calculated within the pertur-
bative QCD (pQCD) framework. After being produced,
heavy quarks travel through and interact with the QGP
with their flavors conserved before forming heavy flavor
hadrons upon exiting the QGP. At high transverse mo-
mentum (pT), heavy quarks are expected to lose energy
inside the QGP via elastic and inelastic scatterings with
the medium constituents, similar to energy loss of light
quarks and gluons but with mass effect introduced [10–
12]. At low pT, heavy quarks are expected to diffuse
inside the QGP and evolve towards thermal equilibrium
with the QGP [13–16]. As a consequence, heavy quarks
can inherit significant amount of flow from the expand-
ing medium, which is usually anisotropic in heavy-ion
collisions. At intermediate pT, the hadronization pro-
cess is crucial in forming the final heavy flavor hadron
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observables, including their spectra, collective flow coef-
ficients and chemical components [17–21]. Experimental
measurements on heavy flavor mesons and their decay
products, such as non-prompt D, J/ψ and leptons, have
shown significant suppression of their yields [22–26] in
nucleus-nucleus (A-A) collisions with respect to proton-
proton (p-p) collisions. Strong anisotropic flow coeffi-
cients have also been observed [23, 27–29]. The com-
bined study of heavy flavor particle yield modification
and anisotropic flow coefficient can provide valuable con-
straints on the interaction strength (diffusion coefficient)
and dynamics (contributions from elastic and inelastic
processes) between heavy quarks and the QGP, as well
as various thermodynamic properties of the QGP (e.g.
viscosity and equation of state) [11, 14, 16, 30–57].

The yield suppression of heavy flavor particles can be
quantified by the nuclear modification factor, RAA(pT) =

dNAA/dpT

〈Ncoll〉dNpp/dpT
, where 〈Ncoll〉 is the average number of

the binary nucleon-nucleon collisions per nucleus-nucleus
collision for a given centrality class, which is usually cal-
culated using the Glauber model [58]. If there is neither
cold nor hot nuclear matter effects, RAA should be unity,
which has been verified by measurements of vector bo-
son productions at RHIC and the LHC. Contrarily, clear
suppression has been observed for the yield of high pT
hadrons and jets in relativistic heavy-ion collisions, which
is stronger in more central collisions [59–63]. This can be
well understood by the energy loss experienced by hard
quarks and gluons inside the QGP, namely jet quench-
ing [64–70]. For the charm sector, the measurements of
prompt D mesons show suppression similar to light fla-
vor hadrons [22, 24, 25]; while for the bottom sector,
the measurements of B mesons, B-decayed D and J/ψ
also show substantial suppression, though less suppres-
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sion than prompt D mesons at not very high pT due to
the mass effect in heavy quark energy loss [71–73].

The anisotropic flow of particles produced in high-
energy nuclear collisions is quantified by performing
Fourier expansion of the azimuthal angle distribution of
particles as dN/dφ ∝ 1 + 2

∑

n vn cos[n(φ − Φn)], where
vn is n-th order anisotropic flow coefficient and Φn is
the corresponding event plane angle. The average al-
mond shape of the collision zone in the transverse plane
at non-zero impact parameter leads to the elliptic flow
coefficient v2. Meanwhile, event-by-event quantum fluc-
tuations of nucleonic and sub-nucleonic degrees of free-
dom contribute to higher-order odd harmonic compo-
nents. They are also the origin of anisotropic flow in
ultra-central collisions [74, 75]. Heavy-ion experiments
at RHIC and the LHC have observed strong anisotropic
flows for charged and identified hadrons produced from
the bulk matter [76–81], which have been successfully
explained by relativistic hydrodynamics models [82–86].
The small specific viscosity extracted from these models
suggests the QCD matter produced in relativistic heavy-
ion collisions is a strongly-coupled QGP that behaves
like a perfect liquid. The elliptic flow of heavy flavor
hadrons depends on the combination of several factors.
At high pT, the heavy flavor flow is mainly driven by
the anisotropic energy loss of heavy quarks through dif-
ferent path lengths in different propagation directions.
At low pT, their flow depends on not only the interac-
tion strength between heavy quarks and the QGP which
determines the degree of thermalization of heavy quarks
with the medium background, but also the hadronization
process that further transfers the medium collectivity to
the heavy flavor hadrons. Experimental data show D
mesons and light flavor hadrons share similar v2 at low
pT, indicating the thermal behavior of heavy quarks at
low pT [23, 27–29].

In this work, we focus on heavy flavor leptons, which
are predominantly produced from the semi-leptonic de-
cay of heavy flavor hadrons. In particular, we study the
separate contributions from D and B mesons to the sup-
pression and flow of heavy flavor leptons, as recently mea-
sured by the ATLAS Collaboration [87, 88]. This allows
us to study the mass dependence of quark interaction
with a color deconfined medium. The rest of this paper
is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we give a brief intro-
duction to our theoretical framework on heavy flavor pro-
duction and evolution in heavy-ion collisions. In Sec. III,
we present our numerical results on the nuclear modifica-
tion and elliptic flow of heavy flavor electrons and muons
produced in Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. In

the end, we summarize in Sec. IV.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this work, the evolution of heavy quarks inside the
QGP is simulated via our improved Langevin approach

that solves the following equation [14]:

d~p

dt
= −ηD(p)~p+ ~ξ + ~fg. (1)

Here, both quasi-elastic scattering and medium-induced
gluon bremsstrahlung processes are included. The first
and second terms on the right hand side denote the
drag force and thermal random force experienced by
heavy quarks, respectively, when they scatter with the
QGP, while the third term represents the recoil force
~fg = d~pg/dt exerted on heavy quarks when they emit
medium-induced gluons with momentum ~pg.

For the thermal random force ~ξ, we assume it to be
white noise and satisfy the following correlation:

〈ξi(t)ξj(t′)〉 = κδijδ(t− t′), (2)

where κ is the momentum space diffusion coefficient of
heavy quarks, characterizing the strength of the thermal
force. It can be related to the drag coefficient ηD via
the fluctuation dissipation theorem ηD(p) = κ/(2TE).
The spatial diffusion coefficient is then given by Ds =
T/[MηD(0)] = 2T 2/κ. By convention, we choose Ds as
the model parameter in our Langevin approach.
For inelastic scattering, the medium-induced gluon ra-

diation probability during a time interval ∆t can be cal-
culated as:

Prad(t,∆t) = 〈Ng(t,∆t)〉 = ∆t

∫

dxdk2⊥
dNg

dxdk2⊥dt
, (3)

where x and k⊥ are the energy fraction and transverse
momentum of the bremsstrahlung gluon with respect to
the heavy quark. Note that in order to interpret the
average number of radiated gluons 〈Ng(t,∆t)〉 as prob-
ability, we choose ∆t to be sufficiently small such that
〈Ng(t,∆t)〉 < 1. In this study, the medium-induced
gluon spectrum is taken from the higher-twist (HT) en-
ergy loss formalism [90–93]:

dNg

dxdk2⊥dt
=

2αsP (x)k
4
⊥ q̂

π(k2⊥ + x2M2)4
sin2

(

t− ti
2τf

)

, (4)

where αs is the strong coupling strength, P (x) is the
parton splitting function, q̂ is the (gluon) jet transport
coefficient [94–96] which relates to κ via q̂ = 2κCA/CF

with CA and CF being color factors of gluon and quark,
ti is the initial time of forming the current gluon emis-
sion (or the time of the previous emission), and τf =
2Ex(1 − x)/(k2⊥ + x2M2) is the average formation time
of the gluon with E and M being the energy and mass
of heavy quarks. We impose a cutoff for the radiated
gluon energy (Eg = xE > πT ) to balance the gluon
emission and absorption processes around the thermal
scale as dictated by detailed balance. Note that our im-
proved Langevin approach has one free parameter, the
dimensionless parameter Ds(2πT ), which characterizes
the strength of heavy quark interaction with the QGP.
Other quantities, such as κ, q̂, and ηD, can be calculated
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FIG. 1. (Color online) RAA (upper panel) and v2 (upper panel) as functions of pT for heavy flavor decayed electrons (c+b → e)
in different centrality classes of Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV, compared to the ALICE data [89].

via their mutual relations. In this work, we follow our
previous studies [54, 97] to take Ds(2πT ) = 4 for both
charm and bottom quarks, which provides a reasonable
description of the quenching and elliptic flow of D and B
mesons produced in Pb+Pb collisions at the LHC. Note
that Ds(2πT ) can depend on both the heavy quark en-
ergy and the medium temperature, and is not necessar-
ily the same for charm and bottom quarks [98]. This
will be left for our future improvement for this Langevin
approach.
Before evolving heavy quarks through the QGP, the

initial momentum distribution of heavy quarks is calcu-
lated using the fixed-order-next-to-leading-log (FONLL)
code [99–101], with parton distribution functions taken
from CT14NLO [102]. The initial spatial distribu-
tion of heavy quarks is taken from the binary colli-
sion vertices determined using the Monte-Carlo Glauber
model [58]. The dynamical evolution of the QGP is sim-
ulated via the (3+1)-dimensional viscous hydrodynam-

ics code CLVisc [103–105], where the initial condition is
calculated using the TRENTo model [106]. In hydrody-
namics simulation, the specific shear viscosity is set as
ηv/s = 0.16, the relaxation time is set as τπ = 3ηv/(sT ),
and the equation of state is taken from the s95-pce-
165 parametrization [107]. Heavy quarks start interact-
ing with the QGP at the initial time of hydrodynam-
ics evolution (τ0 = 0.6 fm/c) and the interaction stops
when the local temperature of the medium drops be-
low Tc = 160 MeV. Upon existing the QGP medium,
heavy quarks are converted to heavy flavor hadrons us-
ing a hybrid model that takes into account both frag-
mentation and coalescence processes [20]. In the end,
the decay of heavy mesons into leptons is simulated us-
ing Pythia [108].
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FIG. 2. (Color online) RAA (upper panel) and v2 (lower panel) as functions of pT for heavy flavor decayed muons (c+ b → µ)
in different centrality classes of Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present our numerical results on the
nuclear modification factor RAA and elliptic flow coeffi-
cient v2 of heavy flavor electrons and muons produced
from semi-leptonic decays of D and B mesons as func-
tions of transverse momentum pT in different centrality
classes of Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV.

First, we show in Fig. 1 the RAA and v2 for heavy
flavor decayed electrons (c + b → e) as functions of
pT in various centrality classes of Pb+Pb collisions at√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. For a better visual display, we present

0-10%, 20-30% and 30-50% centralities in the left pan-
els, while 10-20%, 30-40% and 60-80% in the right pan-
els. In general, our model calculation provides a good
description of the existing RAA data from the ALICE
Collaboration. A strong centrality dependence of both
RAA and v2 of heavy flavor electrons can be observed

here. The quenching of heavy flavor electrons is stronger
(i.e., RAA is smaller) in central collisions than in periph-
eral collisions, which can be understood as the medium
size effect on the heavy quark energy loss. As for v2,
it first increases from central to mid-central collisions,
but then decreases from mid-central to peripheral colli-
sions. This results from the combined effect of medium
anisotropy (eccentricity) and medium size: the former
increases from central to peripheral collisions while the
latter decreases from central to peripheral collisions. Our
results also show strong pT dependence for both RAA and
v2 of heavy flavor electrons. As one moves from low to
high pT, the value of RAA typically first decreases and
then increases, with its minimum value appearing at in-
termediate pT (around 5 GeV). In contrast, the value of
v2 first increases and then decreases, with its maximum
value appearing at intermediate pT (around 2 to 3 GeV).
This may be understood with different mechanisms that
dominate the heavy flavor spectra at different pT regions.



5

5 10 15 20 25 30
(GeV) 

T
P

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4
A

A
R

=5.02 TeV
NN

sPb+Pb 

 µ→c

0­10%

20­30%

40­60%

ATLAS

0­10%

20­30%

40­60%

5 10 15 20 25 30
(GeV) 

T
P

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

A
A

R

=5.02 TeV
NN

sPb+Pb 

 µ→c

10­20%

30­40%

ATLAS

10­20%

30­40%

5 10 15 20 25 30
(GeV) 

T
P

0.05−

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

2
v

=5.02 TeVNNsPb+Pb 

 µ→c

0­10%

20­30%

40­60%

ATLAS

0­10%

20­30%

40­60%

5 10 15 20 25 30
(GeV) 

T
P

0.05−

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

2
v

=5.02 TeV
NN

sPb+Pb 

 µ→c

10­20%

30­40%

ATLAS

10­20%

30­40%

FIG. 3. (Color online) RAA (upper panel) and v2 (lower panel) as functions of pT for charm decayed muons (c → µ) in different
centrality classes of Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV, compared to the ATLAS data [87, 88].

At high pT, the quenching and elliptic flow of heavy fla-
vor electrons mainly come from the quenching and ellip-
tic flow of D and B mesons at high pT, which originate
from the energy loss of charm and bottom quarks dur-
ing their interaction with the (anisotropic) QGP. On the
other hand, at low and intermediate pT, the strong non-
perturbative interaction and the coalescence mechanism
play more important roles in driving heavy quarks and
hadrons towards thermal equilibrium with the medium
background. Therefore, the quenching and elliptic flow
of heavy flavor decayed electrons are more affected by the
radial flow of the QGP medium.
In Fig. 2, we present similar results as in Fig. 1, except

for heavy flavor decayed muons (c + b → µ). Similar to
heavy flavor decayed electrons, strong centrality and pT
dependences are observed for both RAA and v2 of heavy
flavor decayed muons here. For the same centrality and
pT, the values of RAA and v2 are also similar between
heavy flavor decayed electrons and muons, which is ex-

pected since the masses of both species of leptons are
small compared to those of D and B mesons, and there-
fore the decay functions to electrons and muons should
be similar.
The RAA and v2 shown in Figs. 1 and 2 are contributed

by the mixture of electrons (muons) decayed from D and
B mesons. In order to separate contributions from charm
and bottom quarks, and study the mass effect on heavy
quark energy loss, the ATLAS Collaboration has recently
measured the RAA and v2 of charm decayed and bottom
decayed muons separately [87, 88]. Shown in Fig. 3 is
our model calculation on the RAA and v2 of charm de-
cayed electrons as functions of pT in Pb+Pb collisions
at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV for various centrality classes, in

comparison to the ATLAS data. Our model reasonably
describes the ATLAS data in central, mid-central and pe-
ripheral Pb+Pb collisions. Similar to Fig. 2, one can ob-
serve strong centrality and pT dependences of the charm
decayed muon RAA and v2, as a result of the combined ef-
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FIG. 4. (Color online) RAA (upper panel) and v2 (lower panel) as functions of pT for bottom decayed muons (b → µ) in
different centrality classes of Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV, compared to the ATLAS data [87, 88].

fect of medium size, medium geometry, medium flow and
hadronization process. For the same centrality and pT,
the values of RAA here are smaller than those in Fig. 2,
while the values of v2 here are larger than those in Fig. 2.
This is because the contribution from bottom decay is re-
moved here, which yields larger RAA and smaller v2 than
the contribution from charm decay within our model.
In the end, we present in Fig. 4 the RAA and v2 of bot-

tom decayed muons as functions of pT in Pb+Pb colli-
sions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV for different centrality classes,

compared to the ATLAS data. One can see that while
our model result reasonably agrees with the v2 data, it
overestimates the RAA, or underestimates the energy loss
effect for bottom quarks. Comparing between Fig. 3 and
Fig. 4, for the same centrality and pT, we see our model
calculation shows larger RAA of bottom decayed elec-
trons than charm decayed electrons due to weaker en-
ergy loss of heavier quarks within our model, although
this hierarchy is not obvious in the current data. This

discrepancy may result from the minimal assumption of
the constantDs parameter we use in the present study. It
is now generally acknowledged that Ds should depend on
the medium temperature and the heavy quark momen-
tum, and its value is not necessarily the same between
charm and bottom quarks. Including these temperature,
momentum and mass dependences of diffusion coefficient
should improve our model performance in the future.

IV. SUMMARY

In this work, we have studied charm and bottom quark
energy loss and flow via heavy flavor leptons produced
from semi-leptonic decays of D and B mesons. The
(3+1)-dimensional viscous hydrodynamics model CLVisc
is used to simulate the dynamical evolution of the QGP
produced in Pb+Pb collisions at the LHC. The evo-
lution of heavy quarks in the QGP is simulated us-
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ing our improved Langevin model including both colli-
sional and radiative contributions to parton energy loss.
The hadronization of heavy quarks after their escape
from the QGP is simulated with our hybrid coalescence-
fragmentation model. The semi-leptonic decay of D and
B mesons is simulated using PYTHIA. Using our heavy
quark model, we have calculated the separate contribu-
tions from D and B mesons to the suppression and ellip-
tic flow of heavy flavor decayed leptons. Both our model
calculation and the experimental data show strong cen-
trality and pT dependences of the RAA and v2 of heavy
flavor leptons due to the combined effect of system size,
medium anisotropy, medium flow and the hadronization
process. By using a constant Ds(2πT ) = 4 for both
charm and bottom quarks, we find bottom decayed lep-
tons show larger RAA and smaller v2 than charm decayed
leptons due to weaker energy loss of heavier quarks in-
side the QGP, though this hierarchy is not apparent in
the current ATLAS data. While our model provides a
reasonable description of the ALICE data on the mixed
heavy flavor decayed electrons and the ATLAS data on
the charm decayed muons, it overestimates the RAA of
the bottom decayed muons observed at ATLAS. Future

more detailed study on heavy flavor hadrons and their de-
cay products, especially with a more sophisticated tem-
perature, momentum and mass dependences of heavy
quark diffusion coefficient, can help to better constrain
charm versus bottom quark energy loss, the collisional
versus radiative contributions to parton energy loss, and
transport properties of the QGP in relativistic heavy-ion
collisions.
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