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This paper presents isolated photon-hadron correlations using pp and p-Pb data collected by the ALICE
detector at the LHC. For photons with |η| < 0.67 and 12 < pT < 40 GeV/c, the associated yield of charged
particles in the range |η| < 0.80 and 0.5 < pT < 10 GeV/c is presented. These momenta are much lower than
previous measurements at the LHC. No significant difference between pp and p-Pb is observed, with PYTHIA

8.2 describing both data sets within uncertainties. This measurement constrains nuclear effects on the parton
fragmentation in p-Pb collisions, and provides a benchmark for future studies of Pb-Pb collisions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the dynamics of quarks and gluons in nu-
cleons and nuclei is a key goal of modern nuclear physics.
Proton–nucleus (pA) collisions at high energies provide in-
formation about the parton structure of nuclei, parton–nucleus
interactions, and parton fragmentation in a nuclear medium
[1]. The energy of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) available
for pA collisions is a factor of 25 larger than at the Relativistic
Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC), and thus it provides unprece-
dented reach in longitudinal momentum fraction Bjorken-x
and Q2 [2].

Parton fragmentation may be modified in the nucleus,
offering a way to explore the dynamics of QCD in nuclei
including elastic, inelastic, and coherent multiple scattering
of partons. Moreover, the known spatial dimensions of nu-
clei provide a filter possibly shedding light on the timescale
of the fragmentation process, which remains unknown [1,3].
Additionally, because photons produced in hard scatterings
do not strongly interact, they constrain the parton kinematics
from the same scattering before any modification. Thus, mea-
surements of photon-tagged jet fragmentation in pA collisions
serve as a powerful tool to study multiple-scattering effects in
cold nuclear matter [4], which serve as a control for effects of
the quark–gluon plasma (QGP) in nucleus–nucleus collisions,
where modifications of the jet spectrum, fragmentation, and
substructure have been observed [5].

Traditionally, the effects attributed to the QGP were
expected to be absent in pA collisions. However, recent mea-
surements show evidence for collective behavior [6], which
might hint that a small droplet of QGP forms in pA collisions,
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yet no significant modification of jet production or fragmen-
tation has been found.

In di-hadron and direct photon-hadron correlations, no sig-
nificant modification of the jet fragmentation was observed
in measurements by the PHENIX collaboration in d–Au col-
lisions at a center-of-mass energy of 200 GeV [7] and the
ALICE collaboration in p-Pb collisions at 5.02 TeV [8,9] at
mid rapidity. At forward rapidity, a strong-modification was
observed by the PHENIX collaboration in d-Au collisions
[10]. A recent measurement by the PHENIX collaboration
with pp, p–Al, and p–Au data revealed a transverse mo-
mentum broadening consistent with a path-length dependent
effect [11]. However, a recent ATLAS measurement of the
jet fragmentation function in p-Pb collisions showed no evi-
dence for modification of jet fragmentation for jets with 45 <

pT < 206 GeV/c [12]. Measurements of the fragmentation of
jets with much lower momentum are necessary to limit the
Lorentz boost to the timescales of fragmentation, as such a
boost may result in fragmentation outside the nucleus. These
measurements would test the Q2 evolution of fragmentation
functions in cold nuclear matter, testing factorization theo-
rems that are neither proven nor expected to hold in general
for collisions involving nuclei [13].

In this work, azimuthal correlations of charged hadrons
with isolated photons, γ iso, are analyzed in p-Pb and pp
collisions with a center-of-mass energy of

√
sNN= 5.02 TeV.

Isolated photons are measured at midrapidity, |η| < 0.67, and
with transverse momenta in the range 12 < pT < 40 GeV/c,
which yields the scaling variable xT = 2pT/

√
sNN = 0.005–

0.016. The kinematic range probed in this analysis offers
access to a lower Q2 than other LHC experiments, which is
where the largest nuclear effects can be expected, and to a
similar xT range as RHIC measurements at forward rapidity
[10].

The measurement of the transverse momentum of γ iso

constrains the recoiling parton kinematics in a way that is
not possible with inclusive jet production and provides an
effective way to probe the nuclear modification of the frag-
mentation function. Moreover, the per-trigger yield is the ratio
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of a semi-inclusive cross-section (photon + jet) and inclusive
cross-section (photon). Both quantities are sensitive to the
nuclear parton distribution functions (PDF) in the same way
[14,15]. Thus, by measuring per-photon quantities, sensitivity
to the nuclear PDF is eliminated.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II covers the
experimental setup; the datasets and simulations are presented
in Sec. III; isolated photon and charged hadron reconstruc-
tions are detailed in Secs. IV and V; the purity measurement
is reported in Sec. VI; Sec. VII describes the correlation
measurements; Sec. VIII reports the systematic uncertainties
of the measurement; Sec. IX presents the results; and the
conclusions are discussed in Sec. X.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

A comprehensive description of the ALICE experiment
and its performance is provided in Refs. [16,17]. The detector
elements most relevant for this study are the electromagnetic
calorimeter system, which is used to measure and trigger on
high pT photons, and the inner tracking system, which is
used for tracking and determination of the interaction vertex.
Both are located inside a large solenoidal magnet with a field
strength of 0.5 T along the beam direction.

The electromagnetic calorimeter (EMCal) is a sampling
calorimeter composed of 77 alternating layers of 1.4 mm lead
and 1.7 mm polystyrene scintillators. It has a cellular structure
made up of square cells with a transverse size of 6 × 6 cm2.
Wavelength shifting fibers attached to the perpendicular faces
of each cell collect the scintillation light. These fibers are then
connected to avalanche photodiodes (APDs) which amplify
the generated scintillation light.

The EMCal is located at a radial distance of approximately
428 cm from the nominal interaction point, and its cell granu-
larity is �η × �ϕ = 14.3 × 14.3 mrad. Its energy resolution
is σE/E = A ⊕ B/

√
E ⊕ C/E where A = 1.7%, B = 11.3%,

C = 4.8%, and the energy E is given in units of GeV [18].
The linearity of the response of the detector and electronics
has been measured with electron test beams to a precision of a
few percent for the momentum range probed in this analysis.
The nonlinearity is negligible for cluster energies between 3
and 50 GeV, which is the relevant range for this analysis.
The geometrical acceptance of the EMCal is |η| < 0.7 and
80◦ < ϕ < 187◦.

The dijet calorimeter (DCal) is an extension of the EMCal.
It is back-to-back in azimuth with respect to the EMCal and
uses the same technology and material as the EMCal [19].
Thus, it has identical granularity and intrinsic energy reso-
lution. It covers 0.22 < |η| < 0.7 and 260◦ < ϕ < 320◦, and
an additional region between |η| < 0.7 and 320◦ < ϕ < 327◦.
It was installed and commissioned during the first long shut-
down of the LHC and therefore was operational during the
2017 pp run but not during the 2013 p-Pb run. Thus, both the
EMCal and the DCal are used in the trigger and analysis of
the pp collisions, while only the EMCal was used in p-Pb.

The inner tracking system (ITS) consists of six layers of
silicon detectors and is located directly around the interaction
point. The two innermost layers consist of silicon pixel detec-
tors positioned at radial distances of 3.9 and 7.6 cm, followed

by two layers of silicon drift detectors at 15.0 and 23.9 cm,
and two layers of silicon strip detectors at 38.0 and 43.0 cm.
The ITS covers |η| < 0.9 and has full azimuthal coverage.

The V0 detector is used to provide the minimum bias
trigger and to estimate the particle multiplicity in each event.
The detector consists of two scintillator arrays, V0A and
V0C, located on opposite sides of the interaction point at
z = +340 cm and z = −90 cm and covering 2.8 < η < 5.1
and −3.7 < η < −1.7, respectively.

III. DATASETS

The data used for this analysis were collected during the
2013 p-Pb run and the 2017 pp run, both at a center-of-mass
energy of

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. Photon events were selected by

the ALICE EMCal trigger. The EMCal issues triggers at two
different levels, Level 0 (L0) and Level 1 (L1). The events
that pass L0 selection are further processed at L1. The L0
decision, issued at most 1.2 μs after the collision, is based
on the analog charge sum of 4 × 4 adjacent cells evaluated
with a sliding window algorithm within each physical Trigger
Region Unit (TRU) spanning 8 × 48 cells in coincidence with
a minimum bias trigger. The L1 trigger decision, which must
be taken within 6.2 μs after the collision, can incorporate
additional information from different TRUs, as well as other
triggers or detectors. Additionally, the L1 extends the 4 × 4
sliding window search across neighboring TRUs, resulting in
a roughly 30% larger trigger area than the L0 trigger [20]. In
2013 p-Pb collisions, one L0 and two L1 triggers with differ-
ent thresholds were used. The L0 threshold was 3 GeV, while
the L1 thresholds were 11 GeV and 7 GeV. In pp collisions,
an L0 threshold of 2.5 GeV and a single L1 threshold of 4
GeV were used. This analysis requires clusters with an energy
above 12 GeV to avoid the usage of the triggers around their
respective threshold values in pp and p-Pb.

Due to the 2-in-1 magnet design of the LHC, which re-
quires the same magnetic rigidity for both colliding beams, the
beams had different energies per nucleon. The energy of the
protons was 4 TeV. In the lead nucleus, the energy per nucleon
was 1.56 TeV = (Z/A)× 4 TeV, where Z = 82 is the atomic
number of lead and A = 208 is the nuclear mass number of the
lead isotope used. This energy asymmetry results in a rapidity
boost of the nucleon–nucleon center-of-mass frame by 0.465
units relative to the ALICE rest frame in the direction of the
proton beam.

Full detector simulations are used in the study of the
tracking performance described in Sec. IV, in the purity mea-
surement with template fits described in Sec. VI, and for
comparisons with data described in Sec. IX. The simulations
of hard processes are based on the PYTHIA 8.2 event genera-
tor, 2013 Monash Tune [21]. In PYTHIA, the signal events are
included via 2 → 2 matrix elements with gq → γ q and qq →
γ g hard scatterings, defined at the leading order, followed
by the leading-logarithm approximation of the parton shower
and hadronization. To simulate p-Pb events, the pp dijet and
gamma-jet events simulated with PYTHIA 8.2 are embedded
into p-Pb inelastic collision events generated with DPMJET
[22] to reproduce the experimentally measured global p-Pb
event properties. The simulated data include only those events
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with a calorimeter cluster above threshold, and are boosted by
0.465 units of rapidity in the nucleon-nucleon center-of-mass
frame.

The detector response is simulated with GEANT3 [23]
where the generated events are processed through the same
reconstruction chain as the data. Following Ref. [24], a cor-
rection is applied to the GEANT simulation to mimic the
observed cross-talk between calorimeter cells, which is at-
tributed to the readout electronics. This correction leads to a
good description of the electromagnetic showers observed in
data.

To ensure a uniform acceptance and reconstruction effi-
ciency in the pseudorapidity region |η| < 0.8, only events
with a reconstructed vertex within ±10 cm of the center of
the detector along the beam direction are used.

IV. TRACKING PERFORMANCE

The data taking approach during part of the 2017 pp run
was to read out only a subset of the ALICE detector systems.
This enhanced the sampled luminosity by reading out at a
higher rate. This lightweight readout approach included the
EMCal and the ITS but excluded the time projection chamber.
As a result, ITS-only tracking is used for both pp and p-Pb
data in this measurement. This approach differs from the stan-
dard ALICE tracking, but it has also been used for dedicated
analyses of low momentum particles that do not reach the TPC
[25]. Previous studies using standalone ITS tracking used a
maximum track pT of 0.8 GeV/c [26]. What is novel in this
analysis is the use of an extended range of pT in the ITS-only
tracking from 0.5 to 10 GeV/c.

All tracks are required to fulfill the following conditions:
at least four hits in the ITS detector, a distance of closest
approach to the primary vertex in the transverse plane less
than 2.4 cm, a distance of closest approach along the beam
axis less than 3.2 cm, and a track fit quality cut for ITS track
points which satisfy χ2

ITS/Nhits
ITS < 36.

Monte Carlo simulations are used to determine the ef-
ficiency and purity for primary charged particles [27]. In
p-Pb collisions, the tracking efficiency is 87% for tracks with
1 < pT < 10 GeV/c, decreasing to roughly 85% at pT =
0.5 GeV/c; the momentum resolution is 6.6% for pT = 0.5
GeV/c and 13% for pT = 10 GeV/c. In pp collisions, the
tracking efficiency is 85% for tracks at 1 < pT < 10 GeV/c
decreasing to roughly 83% at pT = 0.5 GeV/c, with a mo-
mentum resolution of 6.6% for pT = 0.5 GeV/c and 15% for
pT = 10 GeV/c. The fake track rate in p-Pb is 1.9% at 0.5
GeV/c, growing linearly with pT, reaching 19% at 10 GeV/c.
For tracks in pp, the fake rate is 2.6% at 0.5 GeV/c and grows
linearly to 18% at 10 GeV/c.

The following check on the simulation was performed to
ensure that it reproduces minimum–bias data. As the yield of
charged particles in minimum–bias data is generally indepen-
dent of ϕ, any dips in the ϕ distribution are clearly visible in
both simulation and data. After efficiency corrections, the ϕ

distribution is flat within ± 2.5%. ϕ and η detector-dependent
effects on the cluster-track pair acceptance are corrected with
the event mixing technique described in Sec. VII.

To validate the combined effect of tracking efficiency,
fake rate, and track momentum smearing corrections obtained
from simulation of ITS-only tracking, the published charged-
particle spectrum in p-Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

from Ref. [28] was reproduced. The published spectrum was
obtained using the ALICE standard tracking and is compatible
with ITS-only tracking within ±8% for pT < 0.85 GeV/c
and ±5% for 0.85 < pT < 10 GeV/c. This difference is taken
into account in the systematic uncertainty assigned to tracking
corrections.

V. ISOLATED PHOTON SELECTION

The signal for this analysis is isolated prompt photons.
At the lowest order in pQCD, prompt photons are produced
via two processes: (i) quark-gluon Compton scattering, qg →
qγ , (ii) quark-antiquark annihilation, qq → gγ , and, with a
much smaller contribution, qq → γ γ . In addition, prompt
photons are produced by higher-order processes, such as frag-
mentation or bremsstrahlung [29]. The collinear part of such
processes has been shown to contribute effectively also at
lowest order.

A. Isolation requirement

At leading order in pQCD, prompt photons are produced
in 2 → 2 processes surrounded by very little hadronic ac-
tivity, while fragmentation photons are found within a jet.
Beyond leading order, the direct and fragmentation compo-
nents cannot be factorized; the sum of their cross-sections is
the physical observable. However, theoretical calculations can
be simplified through the use of an isolation requirement [30],
which also helps to suppress the background from decays of
neutral mesons often found within jets.

The isolation variable for this analysis is defined as the
scalar sum of the transverse momentum of charged parti-
cles within an angular radius, R =

√
(�ϕ)2 + (�η)2 = 0.4,

around the cluster direction. In contrast with a previous AL-
ICE isolated photon measurement, Ref. [24], the isolation
variable does not include neutral particles. This enables us
to use the full acceptance of the EMCal and reduces biases
arising from correlation with the opening angle of π0 decays.
However, it does result in a slightly lower purity of the isolated
single photon signal.

For the determination of the isolation criterium, piso
T , the

background due to the underlying event is estimated with the
Voronoi method from the FASTJET jet area/median package
[31] on an event-by-event basis and subtracted according to

piso
T =

∑
track ∈�R<0.4

ptrack
T − ρ × π × 0.42. (1)

The charged-particle density, ρ, is calculated for each
event; average values are 3.2 GeV/c in photon-triggered
events in p-Pb and 1.6 GeV/c in pp collisions. A require-
ment of piso

T < 1.5 GeV/c is used, which results in a signal
efficiency of about 90% that does not significantly depend on
the photon pT. For photons near the edge of the detector, the
isolation energy requirement is scaled to account for any miss-
ing area in the isolation cone. Given that the results presented

044908-3



S. ACHARYA et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW C 102, 044908 (2020)

FIG. 1. σ 2
longdistribution of isolated clusters (black) and template fit results for p-Pb data in various pT ranges. The stacked histograms

(yellow for background, blue for signal) show the predicted counts corresponding to the best fit. The bottom panels show the normalized
residuals of the fit, with the statistical uncertainty on the isolated cluster data and the background template added in quadrature. The gray
shaded region indicates the signal region for the isolated-photon selection. See text for additional details.

in this analysis are normalized to the number of reconstructed
photons, the γ iso efficiency does not affect the measurement.
Effects from ϕ and η dependence of the tracking performance
on the isolation cut were found to be negligible.

B. Cluster selection

The photon reconstruction closely follows the method de-
scribed in Ref. [24]. Clusters are obtained by grouping all
adjacent cells with common sides whose energy is above
100 MeV, starting from a seed cell with at least 500 MeV.
Furthermore, a cluster must contain at least two cells to re-
move single-cell electronic noise fluctuations. Clusters are
required to have a minimum pT of pγ

T � 12 GeV/c. The
time of the highest-energy cell in the clusters relative to
the main bunch crossing must satisfy �t < 20 ns to reduce
out-of-bunch pileup. To limit spurious signals caused by par-
ticles hitting the EMCal APDs, clusters are required to have
Ecross/Ecluster > 0.05, where Ecross is the sum of the energy in
the cells adjacent to, but not including, the the leading cell,
and Ecluster is the total energy of the entire cluster. The number
of local maxima in the cluster is required to be less than three
to reduce hadronic background.

Clusters originating from isolated, prompt photons are sep-
arated from background arising from neutral meson decays by
means of the distinct shape of the electromagnetic shower that
is encoded in the σ 2

longvariable, which represents the extent of
the cluster. The σ 2

longvariable is defined as the square of the
larger eigenvalue of the energy distribution in the η–ϕ plane:

σ 2
long = (

σ 2
ϕϕ + σ 2

ηη

)/
2 +

√(
σ 2

ϕϕ − σ 2
ηη

)/
4 + σ 2

ϕη, (2)

where σ 2
ϕη = 〈ϕη〉 − 〈ϕ〉〈η〉 are the covariance matrix ele-

ments; the integers ϕ, η are cell indices along the η̂ and ϕ̂

axes; 〈ϕη〉 and 〈ϕ〉, 〈η〉 are the second and the first mo-
ments of the cluster position cell. The position is weighted
by max(log(Ecell/Ecluster ) − w0, 0). Following previous work
[32], the cutoff in the log-weighting is chosen to be w0 =
−4.5. Cells that contain less than e−4.5 = 1.1% of the total
cluster energy are not considered in the σ 2

long calculation.

Thus, σ 2
long discriminates between clusters belonging to sin-

gle photons, having a σ 2
long distribution which is narrow and

symmetric, and merged photons from neutral meson decays,
which are asymmetric and have a distribution dominated by a
long tail towards higher values.

Most single-photon clusters yield σ 2
long ≈ 0.25, as shown

in Fig. 1 where the signal is displayed in blue and the back-
ground is displayed in yellow. Figure 1 is discussed in more
detail in Sec. VI. Consequently, a cluster selection of σ 2

long <

0.30 is applied irrespective of pT. Simulations indicate this
results in a signal efficiency of about 90% with no significant
pT dependence.

The main background remaining after the cluster and iso-
lation cuts arises from multijet events where one jet typically
contains a π0 or η that carries most of the jet energy and
the decay photons are misidentified as single photons. The
magnitude of this background is quantified in Sec. VI.

VI. PURITY MEASUREMENT

The purity of the γ iso candidate sample is measured using
a two-component template fit. The σ 2

long distribution for the
isolated cluster sample is fit with a linear combination of the
signal distribution, determined from a photon-jet simulation,
and the background distribution, determined from data using
an anti-isolated sideband (5.0 < piso

T < 10.0 GeV/c) and cor-
rected using a dijet simulation.

The MINUIT [33] package is used for χ2 minimization
and the MIGRAD package for uncertainty estimation. The
only free parameter in the fit is the number of signal clusters,
Nsig, because the overall normalization, N , is fixed to the total
number of isolated clusters:

Nobserved
(
σ 2

long

) = Nsig × S
(
σ 2

long

) + (N − Nsig) × B
(
σ 2

long

)
,

(3)

where S(σ 2
long) and B(σ 2

long) are the normalized signal and
background templates. Examples of template fits are shown
in Fig. 1. The peaks observed in the background templates
originate mostly from collinear or very asymmetric π0 → γ γ
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FIG. 2. Purity of the γ iso sample as a function of transverse
momentum for pp (red) and p-Pb (blue) data. The error bars rep-
resent statistical uncertainties only. The red shaded area represents
systematic uncertainties in pp, while the blue empty boxes represent
systematic uncertainties in p-Pb. The smooth lines correspond to a
three-parameter error function fit to the data.

decays. Photons from η decays also contribute to the peaks in
the background template.

The background template is corrected for a bias due to
correlations between the shower-shape and isolation vari-
ables [34]. This correlation leads to clusters in the isolation
sideband having a somewhat higher hadronic activity than
the true isolated background. Consequently, a background
template constructed from this sideband region has an in-
creased number of background-like clusters and purity values
obtained using this systematically overestimate the true pu-
rity. A correction for this bias, R(σ 2

long), is determined using
dijet simulated events which also contain the correlation be-
tween trigger photon shower-shape and isolation cut. The ratio
of the shower-shape distributions of clusters in the signal
(Iso, piso

T < 1.5 GeV/c) region and sideband (Anti-iso, 5.0 <

piso
T < 10.0 GeV/c) region is constructed via

R
(
σ 2

long

) = IsoMC
(
σ 2

long

)

Anti-isoMC
(
σ 2

long

) . (4)

This ratio of shower shape distributions is applied as a multi-
plicative correction to the background template:

Bcorr.
(
σ 2

long

) = Anti-isodata
(
σ 2

long

) × R
(
σ 2

long

)
. (5)

This background template correction results in an absolute
correction on the purity of 8%–14% depending on the cluster
pT. The purities as a function of the cluster pT are shown in
Fig. 2. They are compatible between the pp and p-Pb datasets
within the uncertainties. A three-parameter error function is
fit to the data. The fits have been checked with several bin

variations to ensure that they accurately represent the quickly
rising purity at low pT.

VII. AZIMUTHAL CORRELATIONS

The analysis of the correlation functions proceeds as fol-
lows: the angular correlation of γ iso candidates with charged
particles is constructed, requiring photons within |η| < 0.67
and 12 < pT < 40 GeV/c and associated charged particles
within |η| < 0.80 and 0.5 < pT < 10 GeV/c. Geometri-
cal acceptance effects are corrected using a mixed-event
correlation function, as described in detail below. The con-
tribution of γ decay–hadron correlations is subtracted using
the γ decay–hadron correlation function determined by invert-
ing the cluster shower-shape selection to select clusters with
large values of σ 2

long. The γ decay–hadron correlation is scaled
and subtracted from the isolated photon-hadron correlation
function. Next, the remaining contribution from the under-
lying event is subtracted. This uncorrelated background is
estimated using the zero-yield-at-minimum (ZYAM) method
[35], where a background pedestal is estimated from the mini-
mum of the correlation function. The ZYAM background level
is cross-checked using a control region at large |ηh − ηγ |. The
away-side of each fully subtracted and corrected correlation
function is then integrated to measure the conditional yield of
away-side hadrons. This analysis is performed in intervals of
zT ≡ ph

T/pγ

T for charged particles, such that the measurement
of the away-side yield is sensitive to the parton fragmentation
function.

Event mixing is used as a data-driven approach to correct
for detector acceptance effects. By constructing observables
with particles from different events, true physics correlations
are removed from the correlation functions, leaving only the
detector effects resulting from limited acceptance in η and de-
tector inhomogeneities in η and ϕ. Events are classified in bins
of multiplicity (V0 amplitude, sum of V0A and V0C signals)
and primary vertex z position. Typically, event mixing uses
event pairs within these bins. In this analysis, however, events
are paired that are on-average closer in multiplicity and z po-
sition than the standard binning method. This is accomplished
using the Gale-Shapley stable matching algorithm [36] that
removes the need for binning. The same-event correlation
function in each zT bin is then divided by the corresponding
mixed-event correlation function.

The pair-acceptance corrected correlation function is given
by

C(�ϕ,�η) = S(�ϕ,�η)

M(�ϕ,�η)
, (6)

where S(�ϕ,�η) is the same-event correlation, and
M(�ϕ,�η) is the mixed-event correlation. S(�ϕ,�η) is cal-
culated by

S(�ϕ,�η) = 1

Nγ iso

d2Nsame(�ϕ,�η)

d�ϕd�η
, (7)

with Nγ iso as the number of clusters that pass the isolation
and shower shape cuts, and Nsame as the number of same
event cluster-track pairs. d2Nsame/d�ϕd�η is found by pair-
ing trigger particles with tracks from the same event. The
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mixed-event distribution, M(�ϕ,�η), is given by

M(�ϕ,�η) = α
d2Nmixed(�ϕ,�η)

d�ϕd�η
, (8)

where α is the normalization constant that sets the max-
imum value of the mixed event correlation to unity, and
Nmixed is the number of mixed event cluster-track pairs. The
term d2Nmixed/d�ϕd�η is obtained by pairing trigger par-
ticles from γ -triggered events with tracks from minimum
bias events matched in z vertex and multiplicity. The number
of events was chosen such that any uncertainty from event
mixing is negligible.

The tracks used in the same-event correlation functions,
S(�ϕ,�η), are corrected for single track acceptance, effi-
ciency, and ptrack

T bin-to-bin migration calculated from the
simulations. The corrections are implemented using track-by-
track weighting when filling the correlation histograms. The
weights are given by

wtracking
(
ptrack

T

) = 1

ε
× (1 − f ) × b, (9)

where ε is the track efficiency and f is the fake rate. b is
the bin-to-bin migration factor that corrects for pT smearing
arising from the finite ptrack

T resolution and is determined by
taking the ratio of the reconstructed pT and the true pT for all
true tracks as a function of ptrue

T . The efficiency, fake rate, and
bin migration corrections are applied in bins of ptrack

T .
After this correction, the contribution to the signal region

correlation function from decay photons that pass the cluster
selection is subtracted. The shower signal region photons cor-
respond to isolated clusters with σ 2

long < 0.3. The subtraction
of the correlated background starts by inverting the shower
shape criteria (σ 2

long > 0.4) to select isolated clusters that arise
primarily from neutral meson decays. The correlation of these
shower background region clusters and associated hadrons is
measured (CBR). This γ decay–hadron correlation function is
scaled by (1 − Purity) and subtracted from the shower signal
region correlation function (CSR) according to

CS = CSR − (1 − P)CBR

P
, (10)

where P is the purity and CS is the signal correlation function
we aim to measure. (1 − P)CBR corresponds to the contribu-
tion of decay photons to the signal region correlation function
after isolation and shower shape cuts. The quantities CSR and
(1 − P)CBR are shown in Fig. 3. The overall factor of 1/P in
Eq. (10) is used to obtain the correct per-trigger yields after the
γ decay–hadron contribution has been subtracted. The scaling
of the correlations is done cluster-by-cluster, with the shower
signal and shower background region clusters scaled by 1/P
and 1−P

P , respectively, according to Eq. (10). The purity used
in the cluster-by-cluster weighing procedure is determined by
fitting the purity values from Fig. 2 to a three-parameter error
function to avoid bin-edge effects and capture the quickly
rising behavior of the purity at low cluster pT.

To ensure that the shower background region correlations
properly estimate the decay photons within the shower sig-
nal region, the background region cluster pT distribution is
weighted to match the signal region cluster pT distribution.

FIG. 3. γ iso–hadron signal region (black circles) and background
region (gray squares) correlations in pp collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV

as measured by the ALICE detector. The shower signal region
photons correspond to isolated clusters with σ 2

long < 0.3, while the
shower background region photons correspond to isolated clusters
with σ 2

long > 0.4. The vertical bars represent statistical uncertainty
only. The horizontal bars represent the bin width in |�ϕ|. The back-
ground correlation is subtracted from the signal correlation according
to the numerator in Eq. (10).

This has no significant effect on the background subtraction,
indicating that the background shape varies slowly with pT

and discrepancies between pT distributions for background
and signal triggers have no significant effect on the correla-
tions.

The uncorrelated background from the underlying event is
estimated in two ways. In the ZYAM procedure, the average
of the correlation function in the range 0.4 < |�ϕ| < π

2 is
taken as the uncorrelated background estimate. This range
takes advantage of the fact that there is no near-side jet peak
in isolated photon-hadron correlations. As a result, the corre-
lation function for |�ϕ| < π

2 should contain minimal signal.
The correlation function for |�ϕ| < 0.4 is not used for the
underlying event estimation to avoid any bias from the iso-
lation region. The second method to estimate the underlying
event takes the average value of the correlation function in the
range 0.8 < �η < 1.4 and 0.4 < |�ϕ| < 1.2. Both methods
yield background estimates compatible within statistical un-
certainties. The ZYAM method is used in the final pedestal
subtraction due to the method’s smaller statistical uncertainty.

VIII. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

The following sources of systematic uncertainty in the
γ iso–hadron measurement have been considered: uncertainty
on the purity measurement, underlying event subtraction, ITS-
only tracking performance, acceptance mismatch due to the
boost in p-Pb relative to pp, the γ iso pT spectra, and the photon
energy scale. The systematic uncertainties in the γ iso–hadron
and fragmentation measurements are described in more detail
in this section and are summarized in Table I.
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TABLE I. Summary of uncertainties in γ iso-hadron correlations, which are reported as per-trigger yields of correlated hadrons. The ranges
shown encompass the relative uncertainties for hadron zT in two ranges: Low-zT (0.06 < zT < 0.18) and High-zT (0.18 < zT < 0.6). The
statistical uncertainty in the underlying event estimate using the ZYAM method is shown here. Uncertainties arising from the detector material
budget, luminosity scale, vertex efficiency, trigger corrections, and photon reconstruction do not contribute to the final uncertainty.

pp (Low-zT) pp (High-zT) p-Pb (Low-zT) p-Pb (High-zT)

Statistical Uncertainty 19–40% 28–49% 16–23% 27–44%
Photon Purity 18% 18% 11% 11%
Underlying Event 8%–15% 7%–12% 7%–9% 8%–9%
Tracking performance 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 5.6%
Acceptance mismatch – – 2% 2%
Photon Energy Scale <1% <1% <1% <1%
Photon Energy Resolution <1% <1% <1% <1%
Material budget <1% <1% <1% <1%
Total Systematic Uncertainty: 21%–24% 20%–22% 14%–16% 15%
Total Uncertainty 28%–47% 34%–54% 22%–27% 31%–46%

A. Purity

The three sources of systematic uncertainty on the purity
are the background template correction, construction of the
signal template, and the choice of the anti-isolation region.
These sources of systematic uncertainty on the purity mea-
surement are summarized in Table II. No single source of
uncertainty dominates across pT ranges or collision systems.
These are summed in quadrature to get an absolute overall
systematic uncertainty on the purity of 2–8%.

To estimate the uncertainty on the background template
correction, the ratio in Eq. (4) is also constructed in data and
combined to create a double ratio:

Double ratio = Isodata/Anti-isodata

IsoMC/Anti-isoMC
. (11)

In the signal region of the shower shape distribution (0.1 <

σ 2
long < 0.3), this double ratio will be far from unity, as the

data have prompt photons and the dijet MC do not. However,
away from that region, where the background dominates, the
double ratio should be flat in σ 2

longif the dijet MC reproduces
the background shower-shape of the data. A linear function
is fit to this double ratio in the background-dominated region
of the shower shape distribution. The linear function is then
extrapolated back into the signal region. To estimate the sys-
tematic uncertainty on the background template correction,
that linear fit and its variation within its fit uncertainty are used
as additional multiplicative factors in Eq. (4). The purities cal-
culated with these modified background template corrections

TABLE II. Summary of the purity and its systematic uncertain-
ties (absolute quantities) on the γ iso selection. The range spans the
uncertainties on the purity in different pγ

T bins.

pp p-Pb

Purity 20–49% 21–53%
Background template correction 2.9–3.4% 1.2–2.1%
Signal distribution 0.8–5.9% 1.1–2.3%
Anti-isolation selection 1.2–4.0% 0.8–2.4%
Total 3.7–7.9% 2.0–3.9%

are used to estimate the systematic uncertainty on the purity
from the background template correction.

To estimate the uncertainty on the signal template, a
background-only template fit is performed and compared
to the full template fit. For the background-only fit, the
background template is fit to the data in the background-
dominated region of the shower shape distribution. This fixes
the normalization of the background template. Then, in the
signal region, the difference between the data and background
is used to calculate the purity, with no contribution from
the signal template. The difference between this purity and
the purity as calculated with the signal template is taken to be
the uncertainty on the signal template.

To estimate the uncertainty from the anti-isolation selec-
tion, a template fit is performed with background templates
built from different overlapping anti-isolation selections. This
identifies a nominal anti-isolation sideband selection where
the template fits are good and the purities are stable. The un-
certainty is estimated from the spread of the purities calculated
from the template fits for which the anti-isolation selection
falls within the nominal anti-isolation selection (5 < piso

T <

10 GeV/c).
The uncertainty in the purity measurement is propagated

to the correlation function measurement following Eq. (10).
The resulting uncertainty on the correlation function is ±18%
for pp data and ±11% for p-Pb data. A large fraction of the
total uncertainty in the purity is either statistical uncertainty or
systematic uncertainties that arise due to limited data sample.
Therefore, uncertainties arising from the purity in the pp and
p-Pb data are largely uncorrelated in the γ -hadron analysis. To
be conservative, they are taken to be totally uncorrelated. The
uncertainty on the purity in pp is larger than in p-Pb due to the
pp dataset having lower statistics: the background templates
are directly obtained from data, and the uncertainty on the
signal template is evaluated using data as well.

B. Underlying event subtraction

The uncertainty in the underlying event subtraction orig-
inates from statistical fluctuations in the ZYAM estimate
and propagates directly to the per-trigger hadron yields. This
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uncertainty ranges from 7% to 15% depending on the zT bin
and data set. The uncertainty is fully correlated in �ϕ for a
given zT bin, but totally uncorrelated among zT bins. It is also
uncorrelated between the pp and p-Pb datasets.

C. Track reconstruction

The uncertainty due to charged-particle ptrack
T reconstruc-

tion determined by comparing the stand-alone ITS ptrack
T

specta with published ALICE ptrack
T spectra using standard

ITS+TPC tracking [28]. As described in Sec. IV, the com-
bined uncertainty due to tracking efficiency, fake rate, and
bin-to-bin migration corrections amounts to ±5% added in
quadrature with the total systematic uncertainty of the refer-
ence pT spectra. This systematic effect in the reference pT

spectra is 1.6%−1.9% in pp collisions, and 2.1%−2.5% in
p-Pb collisions, for tracks with 0.5 < ptrack

T < 10 GeV/c [28].
Systematic uncertainties due to secondary-particle contam-

ination and from modeling of the particle composition in
Monte Carlo simulations are small (<2%) for the range 0.5 <

pT < 10 GeV/c. These were already estimated in Ref. [28]
for the pp and p-Pb datasets and are already included in the
reference spectrum systematic uncertainty estimate described
above. The tracking performances in the pp and p-Pb datasets
are very similar, but as a conservative approach these system-
atic uncertainties are treated as completely uncorrelated.

D. Rapidity boost

The difference between the energy of the proton and the
energy of the nucleons in the Pb nucleus yields a boost of the
center-of-mass of �y = 0.465 in the proton-going direction.
This means that in p-Pb collisions, the acceptance for photons
of −0.67 < η < 0.67 corresponds to −0.2 < η < 1.14 in the
center-of-mass frame, whereas the charged-particle accep-
tance of −0.8 < η < 0.8 corresponds to −0.33 < η < 1.27 in
the center-of-mass frame. PYTHIA8 events are used to generate
γ iso–hadron correlations for isolated photons within −0.20 <

η < 1.14 and charged particles within −0.33 < η < 1.27.
This is then compared to γ iso–hadron correlations using the
nominal ranges of −0.67 < η < 0.67 and −0.8 < η < 0.8
for isolated photons and charged particles, respectively. These
studies of γ iso–hadron correlations show that the impact of an
acceptance mismatch between pp and p-Pb data is about 5%,
independent of zT. This estimate is subject to PDF uncertain-
ties, which dictate the shape of the differential cross-section in
pseudorapidity of photons and associated hadrons. A correc-
tion is applied for this effect and an additional 2% systematic
uncertainty on the per-trigger hadron yields is assigned. This
systematic uncertainty is taken to be completely correlated
with zT and is assigned only to the p-Pb measurements.

E. Photon uncertainties

The uncertainties related to overall normalization of the
γ iso pT spectra (such as luminosity scale, vertex reconstruc-
tion efficiency, trigger efficiency, and photon reconstruction
efficiency) cancel completely because the observable is nor-
malized per measured photon. Consequently, no systematic
uncertainty from these sources is assigned.

Sources of systematic uncertainty related to the photon
energy scale, photon energy resolution and material budget
are negligible. While the measurement is, by construction,
totally insensitive to overall normalization, it is, in principle,
sensitive to bin-migration or scale uncertainties that affect
the shape of the photon pT spectra. This potential systematic
uncertainty is reduced by integrating over a large photon pT

range (12–40 GeV/c). Moreover, the EMCal performance is
such that these effects are small; for a 12 GeV cluster, the reso-
lution σ/E = 1.7% ⊕ 11.3%/

√
E ⊕ 4.8%/E yields σE/E =

3.6%. For a 40 GeV cluster, this yields σE/E = 2.4%.
The EMCal energy scale has been studied with test-beam

data [37] as well as with measurements of the energy-to-
momentum ratio of electrons in π0 → γ γ events in data
and simulation [38]. The calorimeter uncertainty is 0.8%.
The uncertainties due to photon energy scale, resolution, and
material budget have been estimated for the isolated photon
cross-section measurement with 7 TeV pp and are less than
3% in the pT range covered in this analysis [24]. The effects
on the trigger-normalized correlation functions would be even
smaller, as explained earlier in this section. Given that this
level of uncertainty is much smaller than other sources of
systematic uncertainties for this measurement, it is neglected.

IX. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The final γ iso-hadron correlations are reported in zT bins
for each trigger-photon pT bin, where zT is the ratio of the as-
sociated hadron, ph

T, to isolated photon transverse momentum,

zT = ph
T/pγ iso

T . The fully subtracted azimuthal correlations as
a function of �ϕ, the azimuthal angle between the photon
and the hadron, are shown in Fig. 4 for pp and p-Pb data.
With the measured γ isoconstraining the parton kinematics, the
distribution of away-side associated hadrons with momentum
fraction zT represents the fragmentation function of the parton.

The darker colored bands at zero represents the uncertainty
from the uncorrelated background estimate. The vertical bars
indicate the statistical uncertainty only. The final correlation
functions in each collision system demonstrate similar behav-
ior: both show a signal consistent with zero at small �ϕ, and a
rising away-side peak at large �ϕ arising predominantly from
the hard-scattered parton opposite to the trigger photon.

Agreement within uncertainties between pp, p-Pb, and the
PYTHIA 8.2 Monash Tune is observed. By measuring asso-
ciated hadrons, correlations can be observed for much larger
angles than would otherwise be possible for hadrons within a
reconstructed jet. A χ2 test between pp and p-Pb data and a
p-value is calculated in each zT bin for the null hypothesis that
pp and p-Pb data follow the same true correlation function.
In each bin, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, indicating
that there is no significant difference between the correlation
functions in the two collision systems.

The correlation functions from Fig. 4 are then integrated
in the region |�ϕ| > 7π

8 for each zT bin to obtain the γ iso-
tagged fragmentation function shown in Fig. 5. This range
roughly corresponds to the azimuthal angle consistent with
the commonly used radius of R = 0.4 for jet measurements.

The statistical uncertainty on the away-side yields in each
zT bin is calculated from the statistical uncertainty in the
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FIG. 4. γ iso-hadron correlation functions for pp (red) and p-Pb (blue) data at
√

sNN = 5.02 TeV as measured by the ALICE detector.
The different panels represent three different zT bins. The correlation functions are projected over the range |�η| < 1.2. The darker bands
at zero represents the uncertainty from the underlying event estimation in pp and p-Pb. The underlying event was estimated over the range
0.4 < |�ϕ| < 1.6. The vertical bars represent statistical uncertainties only. The boxes indicate the systematic uncertainties. The dashed green
line represents the γ iso–hadron correlation function obtained with PYTHIA 8.2 Monash Tune. “p” is the p value for the hypothesis that the pp
and p-Pb data follow the same true correlation function.

fully subtracted correlation functions, along with the statis-
tical uncertainty arising from the uncorrelated background
subtraction. A maximum charged hadron pT of 10 GeV/c and
a photon trigger pT up to 40 GeV/c could result in a potential
bias of the associated zT spectrum. However, by repeating the

FIG. 5. γ iso-tagged fragmentation function for pp (red) and p-Pb
data (blue) at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV as measured by the ALICE detector.

The boxes represent the systematic uncertainties while the vertical
bars indicate the statistical uncertainties. The dashed green line cor-
responds to PYTHIA 8.2. The χ 2 test for the comparison of pp and
p-Pb data incorporates correlations among different zT intervals. A
constant that was fit to the ratio including statistical and systematic
uncertainties is shown as gray band, with the width indicating the
uncertainty on the fit.

analysis in different photon trigger pT bins, it was found that
any such effects were negligible compared to other uncer-
tainties. The two largest sources of systematic uncertainty are
from the purity and the single track correction factors. For the
chosen ptrack

T interval, there is no strong pT dependence for the
uncertainty of the charged tracking efficiency.

The ratio of the fragmentation functions in p-Pb and pp
collisions is shown in the lower panel of Fig. 5. The fit yields a
constant factor of 0.84 ± 0.11(stat) ± 0.19(sys). Thus, within
total uncertainties, the p-Pb to pp ratio is consistent with unity.

X. CONCLUSIONS

We report a measurement of azimuthal correlations be-
tween isolated photons and associated charged hadrons in
p-Pb and pp collisions at 5.02 TeV per nucleon. We observe
no difference in the zT distribution between pp and p-Pb data
within a zT-integrated statistical uncertainty of 13% on the
ratio. PYTHIA 8.2 Monash Tune describes both data sets
within the current precision. This measurement provides a
constraint on the impact of cold nuclear matter effects on
parton fragmentation, and indicates that modifications in the
zT distributions observed in Pb-Pb collisions larger than the
overall uncertainty on this measurement of approximately
25% must be due to hot medium modifications. Analysis of
isolated photon-hadron correlations in Pb-Pb collisions will
allow hot nuclear matter effects to be quantified. Furthermore,
the next LHC run will significantly improve sensitivity to cold
nuclear matter effects due to upgrades of the ALICE tracker
and readout.

This measurement significantly extends previous LHC re-
sults by focusing on the fragmentation of photon-tagged
low-pT jets that probe values of xT = 2pT/

√
sNN = 0.005–

0.016, which is similar to the range probed by measurements
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of dihadron production at forward rapidity in d–Au collisions
by PHENIX that showed strong modification of the away-side
yield [10]. It also represents a benchmark for future measure-
ments of jet modification in electron-nucleus scattering at the
Electron-Ion Collider [3], which will probe a similar range in
Bjorken-x [39].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The ALICE Collaboration thanks all its engineers and
technicians for their invaluable contributions to the construc-
tion of the experiment and the CERN accelerator teams for
the outstanding performance of the LHC complex. The AL-
ICE Collaboration gratefully acknowledges the resources and
support provided by all Grid centers and the Worldwide
LHC Computing Grid (WLCG) collaboration. The ALICE
Collaboration acknowledges the following funding agencies
for their support in building and running the ALICE detec-
tor: A. I. Alikhanyan National Science Laboratory (Yerevan
Physics Institute) Foundation (ANSL), State Committee of
Science and World Federation of Scientists (WFS), Arme-
nia; Austrian Academy of Sciences, Austrian Science Fund
(FWF): [M 2467-N36] and Nationalstiftung für Forschung,
Technologie und Entwicklung, Austria; Ministry of Commu-
nications and High Technologies, National Nuclear Research
Center, Azerbaijan; Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento
Científico e Tecnológico (CNPq), Financiadora de Estudos
e Projetos (Finep), Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Es-
tado de São Paulo (FAPESP) and Universidade Federal do
Rio Grande do Sul (UFRGS), Brazil; Ministry of Education
of China (MOEC), Ministry of Science & Technology of
China (MSTC) and National Natural Science Foundation of
China (NSFC), China; Ministry of Science and Education and
Croatian Science Foundation, Croatia; Centro de Aplicaciones
Tecnológicas y Desarrollo Nuclear (CEADEN), Cubaenergía,
Cuba; Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech
Republic, Czech Republic; The Danish Council for Indepen-
dent Research | Natural Sciences, the VILLUM FONDEN and
Danish National Research Foundation (DNRF), Denmark;
Helsinki Institute of Physics (HIP), Finland; Commissariat à
l’Energie Atomique (CEA) and Institut National de Physique
Nucléaire et de Physique des Particules (IN2P3) and Cen-
tre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS), France;
Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung (BMBF) and
GSI Helmholtzzentrum für Schwerionenforschung GmbH,
Germany; General Secretariat for Research and Technol-

ogy, Ministry of Education, Research and Religions, Greece;
National Research, Development and Innovation Office, Hun-
gary; Department of Atomic Energy Government of India
(DAE), Department of Science and Technology, Government
of India (DST), University Grants Commission, Government
of India (UGC) and Council of Scientific and Industrial
Research (CSIR), India; Indonesian Institute of Science, In-
donesia; Centro Fermi-Museo Storico della Fisica e Centro
Studi e Ricerche Enrico Fermi and Istituto Nazionale di Fisica
Nucleare (INFN), Italy; Institute for Innovative Science and
Technology, Nagasaki Institute of Applied Science (IIST),
Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology (MEXT) and Japan Society for the Promotion
of Science (JSPS) KAKENHI, Japan; Consejo Nacional de
Ciencia (CONACYT) y Tecnología, through Fondo de Coop-
eración Internacional en Ciencia y Tecnología (FONCICYT)
and Dirección General de Asuntos del Personal Academico
(DGAPA), Mexico; Nederlandse Organisatie voor Weten-
schappelijk Onderzoek (NWO), Netherlands; The Research
Council of Norway, Norway; Commission on Science and
Technology for Sustainable Development in the South (COM-
SATS), Pakistan; Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú,
Peru; Ministry of Science and Higher Education, National
Science Centre and WUT ID-UB, Poland; Korea Institute of
Science and Technology Information and National Research
Foundation of Korea (NRF), Republic of Korea; Ministry
of Education and Scientific Research, Institute of Atomic
Physics and Ministry of Research and Innovation and Insti-
tute of Atomic Physics, Romania; Joint Institute for Nuclear
Research (JINR), Ministry of Education and Science of the
Russian Federation, National Research Centre Kurchatov
Institute, Russian Science Foundation and Russian Foun-
dation for Basic Research, Russia; Ministry of Education,
Science, Research and Sport of the Slovak Republic, Slo-
vakia; National Research Foundation of South Africa, South
Africa; Swedish Research Council (VR) and Knut & Alice
Wallenberg Foundation (KAW), Sweden; European Organiza-
tion for Nuclear Research, Switzerland; Suranaree University
of Technology (SUT), National Science and Technology
Development Agency (NSDTA) and Office of the Higher Edu-
cation Commission under NRU project of Thailand, Thailand;
Turkish Atomic Energy Agency (TAEK), Turkey; National
Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, Ukraine; Science and Tech-
nology Facilities Council (STFC), United Kingdom; National
Science Foundation of the United States of America (NSF)
and United States Department of Energy, Office of Nuclear
Physics (DOE NP), United States of America.

[1] A. Accardi, F. Arleo, W. K. Brooks, D. d’Enterria, and V.
Muccifora, Parton propagation and fragmentation in QCD mat-
ter, Riv. Nuovo Cimento 32, 439 (2010).

[2] C. A. Salgado et al., Proton-nucleus collisions at the LHC: Sci-
entific opportunities and requirements, J. Phys. G 39, 015010
(2012).

[3] A. Accardi et al., Electron ion collider: The next QCD frontier,
Eur. Phys. J. A 52, 268 (2016).

[4] H. Xing, Z.-B. Kang, I. Vitev, and E. Wang, Transverse momen-
tum imbalance of back-to-back particle production in p+A and
e+A collisions, Phys. Rev. D 86, 094010 (2012).

[5] M. Connors, C. Nattrass, R. Reed, and S. Salur, Jet measure-
ments in heavy ion physics, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 025005 (2018).

[6] J. L. Nagle and W. A. Zajc, Small system collectivity in rela-
tivistic hadronic and nuclear collisions, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part.
Sci. 68, 211 (2018).

044908-10

https://doi.org/10.1393/ncr/i2009-10048-0
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/39/1/015010
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16268-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.025005
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-101916-123209


MEASUREMENT OF ISOLATED PHOTON-HADRON … PHYSICAL REVIEW C 102, 044908 (2020)

[7] S. S. Adler et al. (PHENIX Collaboration), Jet structure from
dihadron correlations in d+Au collisions at

√
sNN 200-GeV,

Phys. Rev. C 73, 054903 (2006).
[8] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Jet fragmentation

transverse momentum measurements from di-hadron correla-
tions in

√
s = 7 TeV pp and

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV p-Pb collisions,

J. High Energy Phys. 03 (2019) 169.
[9] J. Adam et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Measurement of dijet kT

in p-Pb collisions at
√

sNN = 5.02 TeV, Phys. Lett. B 746, 385
(2015).

[10] A. Adare et al. (PHENIX Collaboration), Suppression of Back-
To-Back Hadron Pairs at Forward Rapidity in d+Au Collisions
at

√
sNN = 200 GeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 172301 (2011).

[11] C. Aidala et al. (PHENIX Collaboration), Nonperturbative
transverse momentum broadening in dihadron angular correla-
tions in

√
sNN = 200 GeV proton-nucleus collisions, Phys. Rev.

C 99, 044912 (2019).
[12] M. Aaboud et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Measurement of jet

fragmentation in 5.02 TeV proton-lead and proton-proton colli-
sions with the ATLAS detector, Nucl. Phys. A 978, 65 (2018).

[13] D. de Florian, R. Sassot, P. Zurita, and M. Stratmann, Global
analysis of nuclear parton distributions, Phys. Rev. D 85,
074028 (2012).

[14] Z.-B. Kang, F. Ringer, and I. Vitev, The semi-inclusive jet
function in SCET and small radius resummation for inclusive
jet production J. High Energ. Phys. 10 (2016) 125.

[15] M. V. T. Machado and C. B. Mariotto, Investigating the high-
energy QCD approaches for prompt-photon production at the
LHC, Eur. Phys. J. C 61, 871 (2009).

[16] K. Aamodt et al. (ALICE Collaboration), The ALICE experi-
ment at the CERN LHC, JINST 3, S08002 (2008).

[17] B. Abelev et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Performance of the
ALICE experiment at the CERN LHC, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A
29, 1430044 (2014).

[18] A. Fantoni et al., The ALICE electromagnetic calorimeter: EM-
CAL, J. Phys.: Conf. Ser. 293, 012043 (2011).

[19] J. Allen et al., ALICE DCal: An addendum to the EM-
Cal technical design report Di-jet and Hadron-jet correlation
measurements in ALICE, Report No. CERN-LHCC-2010-
011, ALICE-TDR-14-add-1, https://inspirehep.net/literature/
1614074.

[20] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Production of π0 and
η mesons up to high transverse momentum in pp collisions at
2.76 TeV, Eur. Phys. J. C 77, 339 (2017).

[21] T. Sjostrand, S. Mrenna, and P. Z. Skands, A brief introduction
to PYTHIA 8.1, Comput. Phys. Commun. 178, 852 (2008).

[22] S. Roesler, R. Engel, and J. Ranft, The Monte Carlo event
generator DPMJET-III, in Advanced Monte Carlo for Radiation
Physics, Particle Transport Simulation and Applications, edited
by A. Kling, F. J. C. Baräo, M. Nakagawa, L. Távora, and P. Vaz
(Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2001), pp. 1033–1038.

[23] R. Brun, F. Bruyant, F. Carminati, S. Giani, M. Maire, A.
McPherson, G. Patrick, and L. Urban, GEANT: Detector

Description and Simulation Tool (CERN Program Library,
CERN, Geneva, 1993), http://cds.cern.ch/record/1082634.

[24] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Measurement of the
inclusive isolated photon production cross section in pp colli-
sions at

√
s = 7 TeV, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 896 (2019).

[25] K. Aamodt et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Production of pions,
kaons and protons in pp collisions at

√
s = 900 GeV with AL-

ICE at the LHC, Eur. Phys. J. C 71, 1655 (2011).
[26] G. Contin, Performance of the present ALICE inner track-

ing system and studies for the upgrade, JINST 7, C06007
(2012).

[27] ALICE Collaboration, The ALICE definition of primary par-
ticles (ALICE-PUBLIC-2017-005), https://cds.cern.ch/record/
2270008.

[28] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Transverse mo-
mentum spectra and nuclear modification factors of charged
particles in pp, p-Pb and Pb-Pb collisions at the LHC, J. High
Energy Phys. 11 (2018) 013.

[29] P. Aurenche, P. Chiappetta, M. Fontannaz, J. P. Guillet, and
E. Pilon, Next-to-leading order bremsstrahlung contribution to
prompt-photon production, Nucl. Phys. B 399, 34 (1993).

[30] R. Ichou and D. d’Enterria, Sensitivity of isolated photon pro-
duction at TeV Hadron colliders to the gluon distribution in the
proton, Phys. Rev. D 82, 014015 (2010).

[31] M. Cacciari, G. P. Salam, and S. Sapeta, On the characterisation
of the underlying event, J. High Energy Phys. 04 (2010) 065.

[32] S. Acharya et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Direct photon produc-
tion at low transverse momentum in proton-proton collisions at√

s = 2.76 and 8 TeV, Phys. Rev. C 99, 024912 (2019).
[33] F. James and M. Roos, Minuit: A system for function mini-

mization and analysis of the parameter errors and correlations,
Comput. Phys. Commun. 10, 343 (1975).

[34] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Measurement of
the Isolated Prompt Photon Production Cross Section in pp
Collisions at

√
s = 7 TeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 082001 (2011).

[35] S. S. Adler, S. Afanasiev, C. Aidala, N. N. Ajitanand, Y. Akiba,
J. Alexander, R. Amirikas, L. Aphecetche, S. H. Aronson, R.
Averbeck et al. (PHENIX Collaboration), Dense-Medium Mod-
ifications to Jet-Induced Hadron Pair Distributions in Au+Au
Collisions at

√
sNN = 200 GeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 052301

(2006).
[36] D. Gale and M. Sotomayor, Some remarks on the stable match-

ing problem, Discrete Appl. Math. 11, 223 (1985).
[37] J. Allen et al. (ALICE EMCal Collaboration), Performance

of prototypes for the ALICE electromagnetic calorimeter,
Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 615, 6 (2010).

[38] J. Adam et al. (ALICE Collaboration), Measurement of the pro-
duction of high-pT electrons from heavy-flavour hadron decays
in Pb-Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 2.76 TeV, Phys. Lett. B 771, 467

(2017).
[39] M. Arratia, Y. Song, F. Ringer, and B. V. Jacak, Jets as precision

probes in electron-nucleus collisions at the future electron-ion
collider, Phys. Rev. C 101, 065204 (2020).

S. Acharya,141 D. Adamová,95 A. Adler,74 J. Adolfsson,81 M. M. Aggarwal,100 G. Aglieri Rinella,34 M. Agnello,30

N. Agrawal,10,54 Z. Ahammed,141 S. Ahmad,16 S. U. Ahn,76 Z. Akbar,51 A. Akindinov,92 M. Al-Turany,107 S. N. Alam,40,141

D. S. D. Albuquerque,122 D. Aleksandrov,88 B. Alessandro,59 H. M. Alfanda,6 R. Alfaro Molina,71 B. Ali,16 Y. Ali,14

A. Alici,10,26,54 N. Alizadehvandchali,125 A. Alkin,2,34 J. Alme,21 T. Alt,68 L. Altenkamper,21 I. Altsybeev,113 M. N. Anaam,6

044908-11

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.73.054903
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2019)169
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.05.033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.172301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.044912
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.074028
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2016)125
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-008-0842-9
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/3/08/s08002
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X14300440
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/293/1/012043
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1614074
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-4890-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2008.01.036
http://cds.cern.ch/record/1082634
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7389-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1655-9
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/7/06/C06007
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2270008
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2018)013
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(93)90615-V
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.014015
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2010)065
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.024912
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-4655(75)90039-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.082001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.052301
https://doi.org/10.1016/0166-218X(85)90074-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2009.12.061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.05.060
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.101.065204


S. ACHARYA et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW C 102, 044908 (2020)

C. Andrei,48 D. Andreou,34 A. Andronic,144 M. Angeletti,34 V. Anguelov,104 C. Anson,15 T. Antičić,108 F. Antinori,57
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