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Abstract: Data from the LHC show a rise in strange-hadron production with charged-
particle multiplicity in pp collisions. The Monte-Carlo event generator Pythia, using its
default Monash tune, instead predicts constant strangeness. We investigate a mechanism
invoked during hadronization called “string closepacking”, where overlapping strings generate
a background field, here assumed to be predominantly aligned with the beam axis. This
increases the effective string tension with rapidity, reducing strangeness suppression and
thus enhancing strangeness production. We tune this model to LHC data and contrast
it with several alternatives. We comment specifically on the challenge of simultaneously
describing the strangeness data and the non-strange p/π ratio, and introduce a mechanism
which may act to suppress the latter. Many of the salient particle-production ratios can be
qualitatively described by this model, although the Ξc/D ratio and the shape of p⊥ spectra
remain challenging to account for.
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1 Introduction

The Lund string model for hadronization [1], as implemented in the Monte Carlo event
generator Pythia [2, 3], has been shown to well describe data from e+e− colliders such as
LEP and SLC [4–14] as well as having had some success in describing pp collisions [11, 14–
17]. Recent data from the LHC however has highlighted discrepancies between Pythia
predictions and pp collision events, prompting further investigations into string modelling,
particularly in small systems.

The baseline Lund string model (LSM) describes the fragmentation of a string of
arbitrary invariant mass ≫ ΛQCD. The string is taken to be in vacuum and isolated
from any (other) sources of colour fields. This applies especially well to the context of
hadronic Z decays, which is also the main reference case for constraining the nonperturbative
modelling parameters of the LSM. The main generalization when going to pp collisions is
that multiple parton-parton interactions (MPI) [18, 19] as well as the colour-octet nature
of gluon exchanges intrinsically lead to a picture of multiple such strings fragmenting
simultaneously. Both the number and the lengths (invariant masses) of these strings can
vary significantly from event to event, and when this is furthermore allowed to depend upon
the proton-proton impact parameter [20], one can successfully account [18] for the very
wide (∼ negative-binomial) multiplicity distributions that are observed in minimum-bias
collisions [21], with large long-range correlations [22, 23], as well as for the comparatively
large underlying events with a hard trigger (pedestal effect) [24–30].

It is worth pausing to note that, in the context of the baseline LSM, these successes can be
achieved while remaining within the comparatively simple paradigm that the fragmentation
of a system of multiple strings can be described as the summed fragmentations of each of its
constituent strings, with universal parameters — taken to be the same as those measured
in hadronic Z decays.

This, however, leads to predictions, e.g., of approximately universal ratios of the
production of each hadron spin and flavour type relative to the total amount of hadron
production. Such universal behaviours have been convincingly ruled out by more recent
measurements, in particular by the ALICE experiment [31–34] whose excellent particle
identification (PID) capabilities down to very low track momenta have played a crucial
role in reconstructing an almost complete set of ground-state (L = 0) hadrons1. We also
note that analogous and sometimes even more striking conclusions are reached in the
heavy-flavour sector [35].

This has raised questions about whether hadronization in pp collisions, especially at high
particle densities, differs in some more fundamental way from hadronization in Z decays.
If one wishes to remain within a string context, one relatively obvious possibility (with
some benefit of hindsight) is that it is the above-mentioned assumption of independently
fragmenting strings which is violated.

1In the sense of having measurements of at least one isospin state for almost every distinct spin and
strangeness combination, sometimes more. The main exception is the ∆ family of baryons whose strong
decays make them particularly challenging to reconstruct.
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This question of so-called collective effects is one that has already been posed and
explored in models such as Rope hadronization [36, 37] and string shoving [38–40], which
model effects on the string tension and string kinematics respectively. An interesting
complementary proposal is that, in a high-density “core” of high-multiplicity pp collisions,
the string picture may break down and small droplets of quark-gluon plasma (QGP) be
formed instead, while strings continue to fragment more or less as in vacuum in a low-density
“corona” [41–43].

Interest in collective nonperturbative effects has recently been reignited by the above-
mentioned measurements of clear breakdowns of universality, such as the ratios of strange
hadrons to pions from the ALICE collaboration [32, 33], which show an increase in strange
hadron production relative to charged multiplicity in pp collisions. This rise in strangeness
gives a good indication that nonperturbative strange-quark production (e.g., via string
breaks) is altered in correlation with overall particle production, an effect which the baseline
LSM fails to capture.

The existing Rope hadronization model has shown promising success in describing such
strangeness-enhancement effects, doing so by implementing string-tension modifications as
an extension to the baseline LSM. More specifically, the Rope model increases the string
tension in higher-density string systems, resulting in a reduced strangeness suppression
(i.e., strangeness enhancement) in string breaks. The Rope hadronization model construction
however requires spacetime modelling of string breaks, which is computationally expensive
and in contrast to the standard LSM fragmentation procedure which is implemented entirely
in momentum space. As an alternative, we update and extend a simpler momentum-space
model for string-tension modifications, called “closepacking” which was first proposed
in the context of a thermal string-breaking model [44]; in this work, we generalize the
implementation to Schwinger-type string breaking and introduce sensitivity to relative flux
orientations on the basis of Casimir scaling. The model employs the same basic premise of
an increased string tension as the more elaborate Rope model and hence should share a
number of its features. But where the Rope model attempts to trace the explicit evolution
of the fragmenting parton systems in spacetime, with multi-string ropes breaking strand
by strand, the closepacking model currently only attempts to describe a time-averaged
“effective background” for each string, as a function of rapidity along the beam axis. The
main consequence is a rapidity-dependent effective tension that depends on each string’s
environment (relative to the beam axis).

As such, our closepacking model is currently only applicable to pp collisions and not to
heavy-ion ones where spacetime distances between string systems can be large compared to
a typical hadron size. Such systems would be better addressed by the Rope model or by
QGP-inspired models such as EPOS [42, 43]. In its current formulation, the closepacking
model can also not be applied to systems like e+e− →W +W− → hadrons where the beam
axis plays no special role, nor will it produce any strangeness-enhancement effects among
high-p⊥ hadrons inside jets. We plan to lift some of these restrictions in future work but
for the time being focus on minimum-bias pp collisions where effects along the beam axis
should dominate.

Interestingly, though strangeness-enhancement modelling has previously been studied
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by the Rope hadronization model, no models of string collectivity have thus far attempted to
address the overprediction of the proton-to-pion ratio observed by ALICE in pp collisions [32].
The default Monash tune [11], despite having its diquark production probabilities tuned to
LEP data, overpredict the proton-to-pion ratio seen by ALICE by around 20%, prompting
the question of how the p/π ratio appears lower at the LHC than at LEP and thus hinting
at a flaw in the modelling of baryon production in denser string environments. This
overprediction only becomes further exacerbated with the inclusion of diquark enhancement
via colour ropes or so-called junction baryons in the QCD Colour Reconnection (CR)
model [45]. Production of these junction baryons via so-called string junctions [46, 47]
has been shown to be important in describing increased baryon-to-meson ratios at LHC
compared to LEP, such as the ratio (Λ + Λ̄)/2K0

S (0.191± 0.004 at 91 GeV LEP [48], and
0.267± 0.002 at 7 TeV LHC [49]), and the heavy-flavoured Λ±c /D0 (0.130± 0.013 at 91 GeV
LEP [48], and 0.440±0.026 at 13 TeV LHC [50]). Given the apparent importance of junction
baryons, this begs the question of whether modelling of diquark production is to blame
for the overpredicted p/π ratio. Building upon the existing popcorn mechanism [51, 52]
(which provides a more sophisticated model for diquark production than what is used by the
baseline string model), in this paper we introduce a novel mechanism to decrease diquark
formation in denser string environments and thus reduce proton production in pp collisions.

The remainder of the paper will be structured as follows; first we will provide a brief
overview of the Lund string model in section 2.1, with particular focus on modelling of
flavour and baryon production. Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 explore the theory behind the
newly implemented models, with section 2.2 focusing on the closepacking model, section 2.3
the so-called “strange junctions” model, and section 2.4 introduces the novel popcorn
destructive interference model. Following this, in section 3 we will provide a more detailed
outline of the aforementioned existing models which we shall use for comparisons, and
highlight the key relevant Pythia parameters. Then we provide a first tuning effort
implementing the new models introduced in section 2, with comparisons focusing on results
from the ALICE collaboration [32, 33]. Proceeding the tuning efforts, we briefly explore
the implications on the heavy-flavour sector.

For ease of reference, throughout the text technical parameters in the code are em-
phasized with typewriter font, using Violet for existing Pythia parameters while new
ones introduced in this work are highlighted in Burgundy.

2 Theoretical modelling

2.1 Basics of the Lund String Model

The Lund String model (LSM) is a semi-classical hadronization model based on QCD
confinement and relativistic string dynamics. Lattice QCD results [53] show a linear potential
between static colour charges at non-perturbative scales, which can be parameterized
phenomenologically, e.g., by the Cornell potential [54]. Such a linear potential is equivalently
interpreted as a string with a constant tension, thus allowing the colour confinement field
to be represented as a 1+1 dimensional string obeying relativistic string dynamics [55] with
characteristic string tension κ ∼ 1 GeV/fm. These confining potentials – or so-called Lund
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q0 q̄0

q̄0q0

q0 q̄0

q̄0q0

q

q qq̄q̄q̄ q

q̄

Figure 1: Schematic illustration of hadronization given a string representation of the colour
confinement field. (i) The initial red-antired quark-antiquark pair, q0q̄0, moving apart at high
energies. (ii) The string forms between the q0q̄0 pair. (iii) The initial string breaks and a red-antired
qq̄ pair is created at the site of the string break. (iv) Further string breaking occurs. (v) Final jet of
hadrons formed.

strings – are expected to form between colour-connected charges, i.e., colour charges that
form overall colour-singlet states.

In high-energy collision processes such as those at the LHC, these colour-connected
partons move apart from one another at high energies, in turn stretching the colour fields.
Given a sufficiently large confining potential, it can become energetically favourable to
break the confinement field and spontaneously pair create a quark-antiquark (or diquark-
antidiquark) from the vacuum. This pair creation process from string breaking is what we
call Lund string fragmentation, and is used to model the hadronization process. A given
string will break — or “fragment” — till there is no longer sufficient energy to keep breaking
the string, resulting in observable final-state hadrons. Fig. 1 shows a simple schematic
depiction of hadronization given the string breaking picture described above.

To model the (di)quark pair creation process from string breaks, quantum tunnelling
analogous to the Schwinger mechanism for QED [56] is used. The Schwinger mechanism in
QED is used to model e+e− spontaneous pair creation in the presence of a strong electric
field in a vacuum, with the tunnelling probability following a Gaussian distribution in
transverse mass. The analogous QCD tunnelling probability used by the baseline LSM is
given by,

exp
(
−πm2

q

κ

)
exp

(
−πp2

⊥q

κ

)
= exp

(
−πm2

⊥q

κ

)
, (2.1)

where m⊥q is the transverse quark mass, p⊥q is the transverse momentum, and mq is the
effective quark mass. Given QCD is a non-Abelian SU(3) gauge theory in contrast to the
Abelian QED, the Schwinger mechanism here serves only as an analogy. Exact solutions
have been explored, e.g., in [57].

The transverse mass dependence of the Schwinger mechanism leads to a Gaussian
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transverse momentum distribution along with a suppression of larger mass quark flavours.
Effectively this leads to reduced production rates of strange quarks and diquarks relative
to up/down quark production. Note that given a string tension of κ ∼ 1 GeV/fm, string
breaks can only pair-create light-flavoured (di)quarks, i.e., up-, down-, or strange-flavoured.
Charm and bottom quark production via string breaks would be heavily suppressed in the
Schwinger picture (≲ 10−11), and thus in Pythia their production probabilities (in string
breaks) are set to zero. This agrees with the expectation that heavy quark flavours (and
high-p⊥ excitations) should only be produced via perturbative processes, and not from
non-perturbative mechanisms such as string breaks.

Due to the ambiguity around both the quark masses and the precision of the string
tension, flavour selection in Pythia does not directly implement mass-suppression factors
according to the Schwinger mechanism Gaussian. Instead, the mass suppression is parame-
terized in terms of a tuneable ratio of probabilities, i.e., StringFlav:probStoUD (P (s : u/d))
and StringFlav:probQQtoQ (P (qq : q)), where the former is the probability of strange
quark production relative to up/down production, and the latter is the diquark-to-quark
probability.

Important to note is that the form of eq. (2.1) means that an increase in the string
tension value will have two key consequences on the tunnelling probabilities – a broadening
of the p⊥ spectrum, and a reduction of the mass suppression. This relationship between
string tension and flavour will be foundational for the closepacking mechanism in Section
2.2.

Mechanisms for baryon production: diquarks and junctions

Within the LSM, there are two primary mechanisms for baryon production; diquark-
antidiquark pair production via string breaks, and junction string topologies.

In the baseline LSM, diquark-antidiquark pair production is modelled on equal footing
as quark-antiquark production – i.e., spontaneously pair created out of the vacuum as a
triplet-antitriplet pair. This means that the mass suppression of diquark production is
directly governed by the diquark masses and the Schwinger mechanism.

An alternative interpretation of diquark production is the so-called “popcorn mecha-
nism” [51, 52]. Instead of considering diquarks as directly tunnelling from the vacuum as
constituent particles, the popcorn mechanism supposes that diquarks are formed via the
combination of two successive colour fluctuations on a string. An example demonstrating
this colour-fluctuation based argument for diquark formation can be seen in fig. 2. Per this
example, consider a red-antired qq̄ pair with a red confining field between them (fig. 2(a)).
This red confining field is characterized by two defining features – its red colour, and by
its “flux” direction as indicated by an arrow on the string. Here the term “flux” refers to
the direction of the colour flow, conventionally orientated as flowing from the triplet to the
antitriplet colour charge. Suppose then we allow arbitrarily coloured fluctuations to form
on this red string, e.g. a blue-antiblue coloured qq̄ fluctuation. Unlike conventional string
breaks which require the tunnelling of a red-antired qq̄ pair to break the confining field,
a virtual blue-antiblue pair would not initially “break” the string as there would remain
a non-zero colour field between the blue-antiblue pair. More specifically, the combination
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R q̄q

q q̄ q̄q
R̄R q̄q
BB̄

R̄R
BB̄ q q̄

R R̄

R̄

R R̄ R R̄
BB̄

(a)

(b)

(c)

(a)

(b)

(c) Figure 2: An illustration of the stepwise process of the popcorn mechanism given a red-antired
string. (a) the unbroken red-antired string. (b) a blue-antiblue virtual colour fluctuation on the
red-antired string, which results in a short segment of “green-coloured" string. (c) a green-antigreen
quark pair creation that combined with the blue-antiblue quark fluctuations forms a red-antired
diquark-antidiquark pair, breaking the string.

of the red and blue colour charges results in an overall antigreen charge, thus producing
a green colour field oriented in the opposite flux direction to the initial red string as can
be seen in fig. 2(b). From this point, tunnelling of a green-antigreen qq̄ pair is able to
break the green string segment, resulting in the formation of a blue-green diquark and an
antiblue-antigreen antidiquark as shown in fig. 2(c).

A key consequence of modelling diquark formation using the “popcorn mechanism” is
the possibility of meson production occurring between diquark-antidiquark pairs. After
an initial colour fluctuation on a given string, rather than a single qq̄ pair breaking the
intermediate string per fig. 2, suppose multiple colour fluctuations were allowed. Given
the same colour structure as the example in fig. 2, should we allow for multiple green-
antigreen fluctuations to occur on the intermediate green string, it would result in the
formation of one or more green-antigreen mesons between the resulting diquark-antidiquark
pair. Fig. 3 depicts an example of this process in the form of a Minkowski space-time
diagram. Consequently this reduces the local correlation of the baryon-antibaryon pair
formed, as it allows BMB̄ configurations alongside BB̄ (where B and M denotes baryons
and mesons respectively). Contrastingly, in the standard string breaking picture diquark-
antidiquark pairs are always created next to one another at string breaks, and hence only
BB̄ configurations are permitted.

In Pythia, these successive colour fluctuations used by the popcorn mechanism are not
explicitly dynamically modelled. Rather, an additional parameter StringFlav:popcornRate
is introduced which represents the probability of the BMB̄ configuration occurring relative
to the BB̄ configuration (with configurations with multiple intermediate mesons – BMMB̄,
BM3B̄, etc. – neglected as they are expected to be suppressed). Note that the diquark
production probability is assumed to be constant along a string regardless of whether
one uses the popcorn or Schwinger mechanism for diquark production, and hence diquark
production remains set by the tuneable parameter StringFlav:probQQtoQ.

A reexamination of diquark production via the popcorn mechanism given high density
string systems will be the focus of Section 2.4 of this paper, with a particular focus on the
effect on the p/π ratio.
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q q̄

q q̄

q q̄

qq̄

qq̄

qq̄

qq̄

time

space

q q̄

Figure 3: Minkowski diagram of the popcorn mechanism showing diquark-antidiquark formation
and a single meson produced between the baryon and antibaryon i.e., BMB̄ configuration. The
flux direction of the strings are indicated by arrows, with colour flow from the triplet to antitriplet
colour charge. In this picture, we assume the green-antigreen fluctuation forms with zero energy
and momentum.

Additional to diquark-antidiquark pair production, baryon formation can also occur
via so-called string junctions. Thus far, the representations of strings depicted above have
all been “dipole” string topologies, defined by a string spanning between a triplet and
antitriplet endpoint forming the overall colour-anticolour singlet state. However given an
SU(3) representation of colour, one should also consider the confining potential formed due
to the red-green-blue colour singlet – a junction string [46, 47]. Such junction configurations
are typically represented by a Y-shaped string as shown in the left image of fig. 4, consisting
of three junction “legs” with the “junction” itself being the meeting point of the three legs.
Importantly, the baryon number of junction configurations are conserved, meaning that
after fragmentation, the quarks surrounding the (anti)junction itself form a (anti)baryon.
An example of a junction topology before and after fragmentation is shown in the left and
right images of fig. 4 respectively. For more detail on the modelling of such junctions and
the fragmentation procedure, see [47].

Though the field towards the endpoints of each junction leg would be expected to
behave similar to a dipole string, there remains ambiguity about field properties directly
around the junction itself. For example, one may ask whether the energy density around
a junction should be treated the same as a dipole string in vacuum. Such a question and
implementation of this ambiguity will be further explored in Section 2.3.

2.2 Closepacking

The closepacking model was first introduced in an earlier study in the context of ther-
modynamical string breaks [44]. In this paper, we generalize the model to conventional
(Schwinger-type) string fragmentation, introduce sensitivity to relative flux orientations,
and explore a few further optional implementation modifications.
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q̄q̄03
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q1
q̄1

q2
q̄2

q01

Junction

Figure 4: Junction configuration before (left) and after (right) fragmentation, with quarks q2q9q5
together forming the so-called junction baryon.

Closepacking describes the collective effect of multiple strings in the near vicinity to
one another. Typically in the LSM, the confining potential is approximated as a 1+1
dimensional field line, which fragments independently. However, realistically one should
treat them more as flux tubes with non-zero thickness. Analogous to parallel conducting
wires exerting an influence on one another – or perhaps more accurately vortex lines in a
superconductor or superfluid – one would expect nearby strings to also affect each other.
We suppose this background of surrounding strings manifests itself as an altered energy
density, i.e., an effective enhanced string tension, κeff. Given the Gaussian form of the
Schwinger mechanism, eq. (2.1), an increased effective string tension would correspond to
reduced mass suppression of the quark-antiquark pairs produced in string breaks, and thus
would lead to enhanced strange-quark production.

To motivate how the effective string tension should scale with the density of surrounding
strings, we start by following in the footsteps of the Rope model, noting that the “total
colour charge” of an irreducible representation of SU(3) with p fundamental (colour) indices
and q antifundamental (anticolour) ones is given by the quadratic Casimir operator,

C2(p, q) = p2 + pq + q2 + 3p + 3q

3 . (2.2)

For example, a quark (which has one free colour index) has C2(1, 0) = CF = 4/3, while a
gluon (which has one free colour index and one free anticolour one) has C2(1, 1) = CA =
9/3 = 3. For reference, we give explicit colour factors for irreducible SU(3) representations
with up to 8 free indices in appendix B. Assuming that a preceding stage of colour
reconnections has acted to reduce (screen) colour charges so that only ones that cannot be
further screened remain, the assumption that the colour charges defining the hadronizing
string configurations constitute irreducible representations seems reasonable, at least in
a first approximation. The assumption that the linear part of the QCD potential — and
hence the total effective string tension — scales with this effective colour charge is referred
to as Casimir scaling. We note that lattice studies support this assumption, though still
with relatively large error bars [58].
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ḠG

R̄R
B̄ B

q̄q

q̄ q

8
p = 1
q = 1 C8 = 2.25CF C6 = 2.5CF

C15 = 4CF

8 R̄R
B6 6

R̄R
B̄ B

1515

B̄
p = 2
q = 0

C27 = 6CF

2727
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B̄ B
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Figure 5: Examples of QCD multiplets in overall colour-singlet states and their colour factors
according to Casimir scaling. The total number of parallel and antiparallel strings, labelled by p and
q respectively, correspond to the number of free indices on the left-hand “side” of the multi-string
systems that are contracted with those on the right-hand side, with p > q. See also appendix B.

Since the fundamental (quark-antiquark) string constitutes the baseline case for the
LSM, it is useful to parameterize the colour factors of higher QCD representations with
respect to that of the triplet, CF = 4/3. Fig. 5 provides a simple pictorial representation of
a some examples of such multiplets with their corresponding Casimir-scaled colour factors
relative to CF .

Let us suppose the net tension of the colour system scales proportional to these colour
factors. Assuming that each string in a given multiplet shares an equal contribution
to this modified colour factor – i.e., we should scale each strings tension by a factor of
(CR/CF )/(p + q) – one can then simply parameterize the effective string tension in terms
of the p and q values,

κeff = CR

(p + q)CF
κ0 = (1 + 0.25p + 0.125q) κ0. (2.3)

For the purposes of calculating the multiplet representation, R, for a given string, the “flux
orientation” will refer to the direction relative to the string in question being fragmented.
To make this clear, take the example of an octet configuration with colour factor C8 = CA =
2.25CF . As the octet is comprised of two strings, each will contribute a factor of 1.125CF ,
and hence we assume the effective tension for a string in an octet configuration is given by
1.125κ0, making the total tension (summed over the two strings) 2.25κ0 = (CA/CF )κ0. See
tab. 5 in appendix B for further examples.

Important to note is that the colour-factor calculation with p and q here assumes the
collective of strings is in the highest multiplet representation. More specifically, according
to SU(3) algebra the multiplet representation of a parallel and an antiparallel string (i.e.,
p = 1, q = 1) does not necessarily always result in an octet string configuration. This is
as SU(3) algebra dictates that there is a 1/9 probability of a colour and anticolour charge
in combination “screening” each other and resulting in a singlet state, i.e., 3⊗ 3̄ = 8⊕ 1.
What this translates to in terms of string configurations can be seen in fig. 6. As mentioned
above, we work under the assumption that QCD CR [45], which proceeds the fragmentation
procedure, effectively models any screening effects such that p and q post CR have already
been reduced to their smallest irreducible-representation equivalents.
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Figure 6: Pictorial representations possible multiplet representations for the case of two nearby
strings, as dictated by SU(3) algebra. Left image: 3⊗ 3̄ = 8⊕ 1. Right image: 3⊗ 3 = 6⊕ 3̄.

Though Casimir scaling provides a well-motivated foundation for string-tension modifi-
cations for pointlike static colour charges, we must also consider how this relates to the
dynamical environment of collision systems, in which the total effective colour charges are
made up of triplet quarks and octet gluons whose spatial separations are changing at or near
light speed. In small systems like hadronic e+e− collisions and pp collisions, the individual
colour charges originate from a space-time region that can be taken to be small compared
with a typical hadron size. Taking a point-like origin as our starting point (which excludes
heavy-ion collisions from consideration in the present formulation of the model), the main
effect we shall seek to account for is the fact that the individual fragmenting strings do not
sit right on top of each other (as in the lattice case) but instead will be expanding along
axes that are determined by their individual momenta.

In this work, we shall not seek to account for the relative orientations (and boosts)
of strings in detail. Instead, we allow for dampening factors that reduce the effect of the
baseline Casimir scaling, to reflect that:

1. on average, strings will be some distance apart by the time they fragment;

2. high-p⊥ hadrons are likely to be produced in spacetime regions well away from large
string overlaps.

The first change we implement by generalizing eq. (2.3) with the introduction two adjustable
constants,

κeff
κ0

= 1 + cp (p + ωq) , (2.4)

where cp now governs the overall (average) closepacking strength and ω ∈ [0, 1] governs the
relative strength of contributions from strings with flux orientations antiparallel to the one
being fragmented. Full-strength Casimir scaling corresponds to cp = 0.25 and ω = 0.5.

In reality, we expect cp < 0.25 since, as discussed above, strings presumably fragment
some distance apart, so that 0.25 should be considered a limiting maximum value (at least
within the paradigm of Casimir scaling). A lower effective strength parameter may also
account for imperfections in the colour-reconnection modelling leaving some representations
in the modelling which could have been further reduced. Since we expect closepacking to
impact both the flavour (strange and diquark production rates) and p⊥ distributions of
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string breaks (detailed discussions on this follow below), in the Pythia implementation
we allow for the strength of closepacking effects on each of these distributions to be set
independently. This is done by allowing three separate cp values, one for each corresponding
physics effect,

cp =


ClosePacking:enhanceStrange
ClosePacking:enhanceDiquark
ClosePacking:enhancePT

(2.5)

For ω, the Pythia implementation uses a single universal value,

ω = ClosePacking:fluxRatio . (2.6)

As mentioned above, the ratio for Casimir scaling is ω = 0.5. The old closepacking model [44]
which was insensitive to the flux direction would correspond to using ω = 1, while for ω = 0
only strings with flux directions parallel to each other would be allowed to increase each
others’ effective string tension, while strings with fluxes antiparallel to each other would be
insensitive to each other. We believe this range of options gives a reasonable amount of
flexibility to explore the modelling space.

The next question one must address is how to measure the multiplet representation
a string is in given the distribution of colour charges in collision events is not comprised
of a neat collection of (anti)parallel strings with well-defined colour-multiplet endpoints
as in fig. 5. This means that we need some measure of the number of nearby surrounding
strings, alongside a way to take into account partial string overlaps. To do so, in the
following we use rapidity with respect to the beam axis to determine whether two strings
overlap. This variable choice is a logical approximation for pp collisions as the majority
of strings are expected to be oriented along the beam axis due to beam remnants and
low-p⊥ multi-parton interactions. Given this rapidity measure for calculating p and q, and
under the assumption that QCD CR takes into account any screening effects, fig. 7 shows
the likelihood of different multiplet representations at midrapidity in 7 TeV inelastic pp

collisions, in fully simulated Pythia events using the QCD CR model (with time-dilation
mode mτ = 2). For high-multiplicity events, we see that very high multiplets dominate,
meaning that high-multiplicity events correspond to dense string systems (as one would
reasonably expect), and one would hence expect closepacking effects to be particularly
significant at these multiplicities. Note however that using rapidity with respect to the
beam axis to measure string overlaps would no longer hold as a good approximation in
hadronic e+e− events, for which the beam axis plays no special role; alternative approaches
allowing for overlaps along generic axes will be explored in future studies.

To take into account partial string overlaps, the effective multiplet representation is
determined on a per-string-break basis – i.e., using the rapidity associated with a given
string break and comparing to the rapidity extents of the other strings in the collision
system. This begs the question of how to determine the rapidity of a given string break. For
this, we use a simple approximation of the rapidity of the produced hadron rather than the
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Figure 7: The probability of colour multiplet representations at y=0 with respect to the midrapidity
charged multiplicity for 7 TeV inelastic events using QCD CR (mτ = 2) [45] parameters. Only
events with p > 0 at y = 0 have been included. Flux configurations and Casimir-scaling factors for
each multiplet are given in tab. 5. The highest multiplet shown here, the 125, can be reached with
just 4 gluon exchanges, if none of their colour charges screen each other.

rapidity of the string break itself2. The flavour and transverse momentum of the produced
hadron however are themselves dependent on the string tension (details of the dependence
outlined in following sections), and thus sensitive to the number of surrounding strings.
To navigate around this issue, we follow the original closepacking implementation [44] and
create a trial hadron with an average hadronic mass and transverse-momentum selection
given the standard vacuum string-tension probabilities. The rapidity of this trial hadron is
then used to determine the number of overlapping strings at that rapidity, which is thence
used to calculate κeff to be used for the actual string break.

To further capture the dynamical nature of collisions, a concept of the separation
of strings needs to be introduced. Since we are working within the assumption that the
collective of strings will mostly be along the beam axis, p⊥ with respect to the beam axis
can be used to approximate how far from the bulk collective a given string is, and thus is an
appropriate measure to scale the strength of closepacking effects due to string separations.
Thus we require the functional form for κeff to scale such that when p⊥ →∞, the tension
returns to the vacuum value (i.e., κeff → κ0), and when p⊥ → 0 there are maximal
closepacking effects. We choose a simple functional dependence inversely proportional
to 1 + p2

⊥/p2
⊥0, with regularization parameter p⊥0 (ClosePacking:PT0), and similarly to

2This, again, is an approximation that could be lifted in a future study, but it would require solving the
string world-sheet equations for a varying tension, which would be a nontrivial research project in its own
right.
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determining rapidity overlaps, the p⊥ used here is that of the trial hadron, p⊥Had.
This gives us our final, fully generalized effective string-tension formula,

κeff =
(

1 + cp

(
p + ωq

1 + p2
⊥Had/p2

⊥0

))2r

κ0, (2.7)

with we remind that exact (unsuppressed) Casimir scaling corresponding to overall strength
parameter cp = 0.25 and antiparallel flux-orientation suppression factor ω = 0.5. The
optional non-linear scaling exponent r (ClosePacking:expNSP, with default value 0.5) is a
leftover from the original thermal-model implementation [44]. It is not extensively examined
here but has been left in the implementation for generality and for consistency with [44].

Closepacking effects on flavour

Given an effective string tension, the next question then becomes how does this effect flavour
probabilities used in string fragmentation by Pythia. The main set of parameters that
will be impacted by a modified string tension are StringFlav:ProbStoUD (P (s : u/d), the
probability of a strange quark relative to up/down), StringFlav:ProbQQtoQ (P (qq : q), the
probability of a diquark relative to quark), StringFlav:ProbSQtoQQ (P (sq : qq), additional
suppression of strange flavour production for diquarks), and
StringFlav:ProbQQ1toQQ0 (P (qq1 : qq0), the probability of a spin-1 diquark relative to
a spin-0 diquark, additional to the factor 3 enhancement of spin-1 production from state
counting). 3

Let us first consider how the strangeness probability, P (s : u/d), scales according to
the string tension. Given the Gaussian form of the Schwinger mechanism as per eq. (2.1),
the strange-to-up/down quark production probability takes the form,

P (s : u/d) = P
(
m2

s

)
P
(
m2

u/d

) =
exp

(
−πm2

s
κ0

)
exp

(
−

πm2
u/d

κ0

) = exp
(
−

π(m2
s −m2

u/d)
κeff

)
. (2.8)

Similarly, given an effective string tension, the modified probability P ′(s : u/d) is then given
by,

P ′(s : u/d) = exp
(
−

π(m2
s −m2

u/d)
κeff

)
. (2.9)

This allows us to rewrite the probability P ′(s : u/d) in terms of P (s : u/d) and the ratio of
string tensions κ0/κeff,

P ′(s : u/d) = exp
(
−

π(m2
s −m2

u/d)
κ0

κ0
κeff

)
= P (s : u/d)κ0/κeff . (2.10)

Importantly, the effective string tension κeff as given in eq. (2.7) is proportional to the vacuum
string tension κ0, meaning that the ratio κ0/κeff is independent of the vacuum string tension

3In Pythia, up and down quarks are treated on the same footing i.e., with equal probabilities.
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Figure 8: Strange hadron probabilities with respect to absolute rapidity for different string multiplet
configurations. These multiplet configurations are constructed using parallel uū strings along the
beam axis, with endpoint energies of 20 GeV.

and hence this scaling of the strangeness probability is parameterized insensitive to both the
uncertainty in the string tension value and the quark masses. The implications of eq (2.10)
and the modified string tensions is evident in fig. 8, which shows the fraction of strange
hadrons given various multiplet representations. Interestingly, the 10-plet (p = 3, q = 0)
and 27-plet (p = 2, q = 2) representations result in the same strange hadron fractions.
Though being different colour multiplets with differing colour factors (C10 = 4.5CF and
C27 = 6CF ), the per string contribution to the effective tension for both configurations is
1.5, and thus the same level of strangeness enhancement is expected as evident in fig. 8.

The probabilities StringFlav:ProbSQtoQQ and StringFlav:ProbQQ1toQQ0 also are
expected to be modified in the same manner as per eq. (2.10). The strength of the
closepacking mechanism, cp in eq. (2.7), for the aforementioned flavour probabilities is
controlled by parameter ClosePacking:enhanceStrange.

The modification of the diquark probability StringFlav:ProbQQtoQ is less straightfor-
ward however. There remains ambiguity whether the probability should be scaled assuming
the diquark is treated as a constituent formed via the Schwinger mechanism, or whether it
should be modelled via the popcorn mechanism. In Section 2.4 we will explore further the
physics of the popcorn mechanism given dense string environments, however here let us first
consider how the probability would be scaled assuming Schwinger-type diquark production.

The diquark probability P (qq : q) can be parameterized in terms of probabilities
Pud0, Pu, and a multiplicative factor α which is a function of the probabilities P (s : u/d),
P (sq : qq), and P (qq1 : qq0). The full functional form is seen in Appendix A.
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P (qq : q) = α
Pud0
Pu

. (2.11)

Assuming the term Pud0/Pu scales with the a power of κ0/κeff, the modified diquark
probability P ′(qq : q) can be written as

P ′(qq : q) = α̃

(
P (qq : q)

α

) κ0
κeff

, (2.12)

with α̃ having the same functional form as α whilst taking into account the effective
string tension. In principle, then one can scale P (qq : q) using the same κ0/κeff used
to modify the aforementioned probabilities such as P (s : u/d). However given the addi-
tional ambiguity afforded to diquark creation – for example the uncertainty between the
Schwinger-type production and popcorn mechanism – we allow the closepacking strength
on diquark production – i.e., cP in eq.(2.7) – to not match that used by the other flavour
probabilities. Thus we introduce additional parameter ClosePacking:enhanceDiquark,
which sets cP used in calculating κeff for modifying StringFlav:ProbQQtoQ. Note that
even with ClosePacking:enhanceDiquark set to zero, due to α̃ having dependence on the
other flavour probabilities, the diquark probability will still be altered by closepacking.
Thus to further capture the ambiguity of diquark production modification, we introduce
parameter ClosePacking:doEnhanceDiquark, which allows for any modification of the
diquark probability due to closepacking to be switched off entirely.

Closepacking effects on p⊥
Due to the Gaussian form of the Schwinger mechanism with respect to transverse mass, the
transverse momentum spectra for string breaks should also be effected by string tension
changes. In Pythia, the width of the p⊥ spectrum of string breaks is given by σ2, with σ

set by parameter StringPT:sigma. In terms of the string tension, the average transverse
momentum can thus be written as

σ2 = ⟨p2
⊥⟩ = π

κ0

∫ ∞
0

p2
⊥ exp

(
−πp2

⊥
κ0

)
dp2
⊥ = κ0

π
. (2.13)

Given this simple dependence on the string tension, the modified width can be written
as per eq. (2.14) in terms of the ratio of string tensions, effectively scaling StringPT:sigma
by a multiplicative factor of

√
κeff/κ0.

σ′2 = κeff
π

= κ0
π

κeff
κ0

= σ2 κeff
κ0

. (2.14)

To calculate the effective tension used for string-break p⊥-distribution modifications,
ClosePacking:enhancePT is used to set the strength parameter cP used in eq. (2.7).

2.3 Strange junctions

The apparent surplus of proton production in Pythia given the overprediction of p/π

ratio in conjunction with the enhancement of multi-strange baryons seen by ALICE [32] is
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Figure 9: Here we show side-by-side a dipole and junction string to demonstrate the motivation for
the strange-junction model. On the left is a simple colour dipole string in vacuum with a single
string break. On the right is a junction string topology, with a string break near the junction. The
ambiguity of the colour field description surrounding the junction itself is pictorially represented
by the continuous colour field between junction legs nearby the junction. This of course is only a
pictorial example to convey such ambiguity with possible unknown properties close to the junction,
and by no means should be taken as an exact representation of what the junction field should look
like.

suggestive of strangeness enhancement effects possibly being focused in the baryon sector.
Evidently though, the strangeness enhancement effects are not exclusively in the baryon
sector as can be seen by the strange meson ratio increases (e.g. Ks/π and ϕ/π ratio
increases with multiplicity), however the level of increase in the multi-strange baryon sector
certainly brings into question whether there are different considerations for strange baryon
production. In this section, we explore the possibility of strange baryon enhancement being
sourced from junction-baryon formation specifically.

One approach is to exploit the ambiguity around what the properties of the colour
field near an SU(3) junction are, a question which has recently been explored, e.g., in [59].
The simple sketch in fig. 9 illustrates that one may question whether the properties of
the confinement field around a junction are identical to those in a simple dipole string
in vacuum. Within the closepacking paradigm, one may suppose that the large observed
enhancements of strange baryons in particular could in some way be related to an enhanced
energy density per unit length around a junction, which would primarily affect string breaks
“near” the junction. This in turn would focus strangeness enhancement around junctions,
and hence show up primarily in the baryon sector.

Of course in order to create a ss̄ pair from a string break next to a junction, if the
junction baryon contains the s quark then the next adjacent hadron must contain the s̄

antiquark, meaning this mechanism would enhance not only junction-baryon strangeness but
also meson strangeness “near” junctions. Nonetheless it does ensure a focus on strangeness
in the baryon sector, and the relative scaling of the production of different strange hadrons
species (e.g., with respect to variables such as charged multiplicity) will be varied comparative
to other strangeness enhancement models such as closepacking.

We will refer to this ambiguity of the junction field strength as “strange junctions”
throughout the remainder of this text. In the implementation of strange junctions, we
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allow the strangeness enhancement to only be effective for the first string break next to the
junction itself. In Pythia, this can be scaled by the parameter Js ∈ [0, 1]
(StringFragmentation:enhanceStrangeJunction). Js = 1 corresponds to maximal strangeness
around junctions, while Js = 0 corresponds to no (additional) strangeness enhancement
around junctions. As such, the strangeness probability for breaks next to the junction are
modified according to,

P ′(s : u/d) = P (s : u/d)1−Js . (2.15)

This additional strangeness enhancement has been implemented subsequent to closepacking
effects on the strangeness probability.

2.4 Popcorn destructive interference

In this section we explore the expected modification of diquark production in dense string en-
vironments given the popcorn mechanism [51, 52]. Contrary to the closepacking assumption
of diquark probabilities scaling upwards in higher-density string systems, here we consider
a model which drives the diquark production rate in the opposite direction. Building upon
the existing popcorn mechanism, we introduce a novel mechanism which instead reduces
diquark formation via a combination of physics and colour-algebra arguments.

In the popcorn mechanism as outlined in Section 2.1, diquark production is described
by successive colour fluctuations on a string that are allowed to form real diquarks given
the necessary colour configurations. Given multiple strings in close proximity, suppose
these virtual colour fluctuations are allowed to colour-connect to other nearby strings prior
to diquark formation occurring. This would mean that a colour fluctuation on one string
could allow for the formation of a real quark-antiquark break on another. Effectively this
would prevent a portion of diquarks from forming, reducing the overall diquark – and hence
baryon – production rate.

To illustrate this notion, let us consider the same example as per fig. 2; a red-coloured
string with an initial blue-antiblue colour fluctuation. Now consider the same scenario but
also with a blue-colour string piece nearby as shown in fig. 10(a) - (b). Should the nearby
blue string be able to form a colour singlet with the blue-antiblue colour fluctuation formed
on the red string, suppose the fluctuated quark pair was allowed to form a real break the
nearby blue-colour string with some probability. This processes is illustrated in fig. 10(c),
and will thence prevent a fraction of diquark formation on the red string.

To implement this so-called popcorn destructive interference effect in Pythia, rather
than dynamically modelling the colour fluctuations themselves, the net effect is modelled
via a reduced diquark production probability that scales with the density of the string
environment. To do so, we require some probability that a given virtual colour fluctuation
will colour-connect with an overlapping string provided the correct colour configuration.
Parameters ClosePacking:baryonSup (Pq) and ClosePacking:parallelBaryonSup (Pp),
give this interference probability for antiparallel and parallel string orientations respectively.
The setting of such probabilities for each flux orientation is included as flux sensitivity of
this mechanism is reasonably expected. As evident in the scenario outlined in fig. 10, in
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Figure 10: An illustration of the stepwise process of the popcorn mechanism given a red-antired
string. (a) the unbroken red-antired string next to a blue-antiblue string with oppositely oriented
flux. (b) a blue-antiblue virtual colour fluctuation on the red-antired string, which results in a short
segment of “green-coloured" string. (c) the blue-antiblue fluctuation breaks the nearby blue string.

order for the blue-antiblue colour fluctuation to become a real break on the blue string, the
favourable orientation is for the blue string to be antiparallel to the red.

Important to note is that in the above thus far we have simply represented colour as
red, green, or blue. However more realistically one needs to consider accurately describing
SU(3) colour-space probabilities. According to SU(3) colour algebra we have 3⊗ 3̄ = 8⊕ 1,
which effectively gives a 1/9 probability of a given colour-anticolour pair forming a singlet
state. This means that for n nearby strings, we expect on average n/9 strings to have the
correct colour configuration to form a colour singlet with a given virtual colour fluctuation.
Per nearby string with the necessary colour configuration, the survival probability of a given
fluctuation is (1 − P). As the fluctuation needs to survive each nearby string, with the
inclusion of flux sensitivity the modified diquark formation probability is therefore defined
by,

P ′(qq : q) = P (qq : q)(1− Pq)nq/9(1− Pp)np/9, (2.16)

with np and nq being the total number of overlapping parallel and antiparallel strings
respectively.

Additionally, similarly to closepacking effects being lessened when strings are further
apart from one another, one would expect the same notion here with the probability of
a fluctuation’s colour-connection to a nearby string reducing with separation. Using the
same trial-hadron method as for closepacking, with the same p⊥ suppression form on the
connection probabilities Pq/p, we get the full form of the modified diquark probability
according to popcorn destructive interference,

P ′(qq : q) = P (qq : q)
(

1− Pq

1 + p⊥had
p⊥0

)nq/9(
1− Pp

1 + p⊥had
p⊥0

)np/9

. (2.17)

Fig. 11 provides proof of concept for the implementation of the popcorn destructive
interference effect, clearly demonstrating that the baryon fractions reduce for higher multiplet
representations, and more so for larger values of Pq.
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via a reduced diquark production probability that scales with the density of the string
environment. To do so, we require some probability that a given virtual colour fluctuation
will colour-connect with an overlapping string provided the correct colour configuration.
Parameters ClosePacking:baryonSup (Pq) and ClosePacking:parallelBaryonSup (Pp),
give this interference probability for antiparallel and parallel string orientations respectively.
The setting of such probabilities for each flux orientation is included as flux sensitivity of
this mechanism is reasonably expected. As evident in the scenario outlined in fig. 11, in
order for the blue-antiblue colour fluctuation to become a real break on the blue string, the
favourable orientation is for the blue string to be antiparallel to the red.

Important to note is that in the above thus far we have simply represented colour as red,
green, or blue. However more realistically one needs to consider accurately describing SU(3)
colour-space probabilities. According to SU(3) colour algebra we have 3⌦ 3̄ = 8� 1, which
effectively gives a 1/9 probability of a given colour-anticolour pair forming a singlet state.
This means that for n nearby strings, we expect on average n/9 strings to have the correct
colour configuration to form a colour singlet with a given virtual colour fluctuation. Per
nearby string with the necessary colour configuration, the survival probability of a given
fluctuation is (1 � P). As the fluctuation needs to survive each nearby string, with the
inclusion of flux sensitivity the modified diquark formation probability is therefore defined
by,

P 0(qq : q) = P (qq : q)(1 � Pq)
nq/9(1 � Pp)

np/9, (2.14)

with np and nq being the total number of overlapping parallel and antiparallel strings
respectively.

Additionally, similarly to closepacking effects being lessened when strings are further
apart from one another, one would expect the same notion here with the probability of a
fluctuations colour-connection to a nearby string reducing with separation. Again using the
same trial hadron method used in closepacking alongside the same p? suppression form on
the connection probabilities Pq/p, we get the full form of the modified diquark probability
according to popcorn destructive interference,

P 0(qq : q) = P (qq : q)

 
1 � Pq

1 + p?had
p?0

!nq/9 
1 � Pp

1 + p?had
p?0

!np/9

. (2.15)

Fig. 12 provides proof of concept for the implementation of this popcorn destructive
interference effect, clearly demonstrating that the baryon fractions reduce given higher
multiplet representations.

3 Constraints and Results

In this section, we will refine the parameters used for the models introduced in the preceding
text, with the primary aim to fit the ALICE strange hadron-to-pion ratios simultaneously
with the consistently overpredicted proton-to-pion ratio [9]. We will make comparisons to
the existing Monash 2013 tune [23], QCD CR Mode 2 [12], and Rope hadronization model [4,
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Figure 11: Baryon probabilities with respect to absolute rapidity for various string multiplet
configurations, with string configurations constructed using parallel uū strings along the beam axis,
with endpoint energies of 20 GeV.

3 Constraints and Results

In this section, we will refine the parameters used for the models introduced in the preceding
text, with the primary aim to fit the ALICE strange hadron-to-pion ratios simultaneously
with the typically overpredicted proton-to-pion ratio [32]. We will make comparisons to
the existing Monash 2013 tune [11], QCD CR (time dilation mode mτ = 2) [45], the Rope
hadronization model [36, 37], and the closepacking tune from [60] which we label the “Trieste
1” tune, or T1 for short. Below we shall give brief overviews of each of these models and
key aspects that shall be pertinent to the following comparison and tuning discussions. We
then elaborate on some of the constraints imposed on the aforementioned new models, and
outline the methodology used to drive our tuning procedure.

We perform three separate tunes, all using QCD CR (mτ = 2) as the foundation;
one with only the strange junctions model turned on (which we shall label the “Strange
junctions” tune), one with only closepacking turned on (“Closepacking (simple)”), and a
third tune with closepacking, popcorn destructive interference, and strange junctions all
used in combination, which we label the Closepacking Trieste 2 tune (“Closepacking (T2)”).

3.1 Models for comparison

The Monash tune is the default parameter set for Pythia 8.3 [3] and uses the standard
LSM [1]. It utilizes a simple (so-called “MPI-based”) colour-reconnection model, for which
the modelling of colour space remains leading colour (i.e., number of colours NC → ∞).
Accordingly, this CR model does not lead to the creation of any (new) colour junctions. With
the exception of baryon beam remnants [61, 62] (of which implications will not be elaborated
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on within the scope of this paper), the only source of baryon formation is diquark-antidiquark
pair production in string breaks. The fragmentation parameters in the Monash tune are
tuned to measurements of identified-hadron yields and spectra in hadronic Z decays at LEP,
of which it describes quite well [11]. Nonetheless, the model falls short at describing pp colli-
sion data. Of important notice is the constant diquark and strangeness probabilities along a
string, which are fixed by parameters StringFlav:ProbQQtoQ and StringFlav:ProbStoUD
respectively. This consequently results in relatively constant distributions of strange hadron-
to-pion and baryon-to-meson ratios with respect to both p⊥ and charged multiplicity as
would be expected from the baseline LSM. This no longer remains adequate in pp collision
environments however, evidenced by many LHC results. A clear example of such discrepancy
in the strange sector is given by the strangeness enhancement with respect to charged
multiplicity observed by the ALICE collaboration [32, 33], as demonstrated by fig. 13.
Interestingly, despite the diquark production rate StringFlav:ProbQQtoQ being tuned LEP
events, the Monash tune overpredicts the proton-to-pion ratio in pp collision environments
as seen in fig. 13c.

The next model we compare to in this paper is called the QCD CR model [45].
The key defining feature of this model is the stochastic reintroduction of colour-space
ambiguities according to SU(3) algebra, including the formation of so-called junction string
topologies [45–47]. Details of the implementation of this beyond-leading-colour model will
not be outlined in this paper, however for a simple review on QCD CR see [35]. In particular,
we will compare to a variation of the tune called “CR (time-dilation mode mτ = 2)”, with
parameters listed in Appendix C 4.

In e+e− collision events, the corrections of including colour-space ambiguities are
expected to be approximately 1/N2

C ∼ 10%. In pp collision events however, denser par-
tonic systems allow for more colour space overlaps, thus resulting in enhanced QCD CR
effects. Of particular interest is the significance of the inclusion of junction strings as an
additional baryon production mechanism. Junction baryons have proven effective in the
description of the Λ/KS ratio [49] in pp collisions, alongside well describing heavy flavour
baryon distributions such as the Λc/D0 ratio [63] and the Λb asymmetry [64] with respect
to transverse momentum. Despite the success of describing the aforementioned baryon
distributions, there remain several shortcomings to the model. Given the Monash tune
already overpredicts the p/π ratio in pp collisions, the inclusion of junction baryons only
further pronounces such an overprediction as demonstrated in fig. 13c. Additionally, QCD
CR does not provide any strangeness-enhancement mechanism. CR effects – including
junction-baryon formation – are correlated with the density of the partonic environment, of
which the charged multiplicity (Nch) is also correlated. This means that the model results
in an enhancement of baryon production with respect to charged multiplicity, however such
baryon enhancement cannot describe the level of enhancement required for multi-strange
baryon-to-meson ratios, nor can the observed enhancement of strange meson-to-pion ratios

4The parameter values for StringFlav:probQQ1toQQ0join used throughout this paper are varied from
the initial tuning on QCD CR (mτ = 2) as per [45]. Instead we return to the default Pythia values for
StringFlav:probQQ1toQQ0join in order to better fit the Σ0,+,++

c /D0 and Λ+
c (← Σ0,+,++

c )/Λ+
c ratios (see

[35]).
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(e.g. KS/π and ϕ/π shown in fig. 13a and fig. 13b respectively) be explained.
Another model we shall compare to here is Rope hadronization [36, 37]. The Rope

hadronization model is designed to produce strangeness enhancement and thus is important
for comparison here. In this model, a collection of nearby strings is treated as a coherent
system – namely a “rope” – which then fragments with an enhanced string tension correlated
to the number of strings. Consequently the model results in enhancement of both strangeness
and diquark production with respect to charged multiplicity. Given the default values of
the Rope hadronization model, sufficient levels of strangeness enhancement are present in
order to fit both the strange meson KS/π ratio (see fig. 13a) alongside the multi-strange
baryon Ω/π ratio. Nonetheless, there remains a problem with the overprediction of the p/π

ratio (see fig. 13c).
One should also note that the Rope hadronization model takes a similar approach

to strangeness enhancement which we have taken in our closepacking model outlined in
Section 2.2, however closepacking aims to be a somewhat simplified model of the same
principle. The key difference in the two approaches lies in the treatment of the surrounding
strings. The Rope hadronization model assumes the formation of coherent colour-rope
structures, whereas the closepacking model simply treats the surrounding strings as an
effective background on a given fragmenting string. This variance in approaches means
that whilst the closepacking model remains a fully momentum-space implementation, Rope
hadronization requires space-time mappings of string breaks. Such a fully momentum-space
fragmentation procedure for closepacking allows for both a more natural compatibility with
junction topologies, alongside a reduced execution speed.

The final tune we shall compare to is the earliest closepacking tune obtained in [60],
using a version of the closepacking implementation from Pythia 8.311. We will label this
tune “Closepacking (T1)” throughout the following.

For completeness, parameter specifications for each of the reference models mentioned
above are given in appendix C.

3.2 Tuning methodology

Given the key interest of the above collectivity models is to reproduce effects expected
in pp collisions, the QCD CR (time-dilation mode mτ = 2) [45] will be the basis for the
proceeding tune. We will focus on describing the ALICE strange hadron-to-pion ratios
simultaneously with the proton-to-pion ratio, whilst maintaining consistency with other
global pp observables such as ⟨p⊥⟩ and dnch/dη. This means that we require the tuning
of the additional new parameters introduced for closepacking modelling, additional to the
retuning of MPI and CR parameters.

In the following, we will use Professor [10] to find best fit values for parameters.
The workflow with Professor can be divided into four steps; sampling, event generation,
interpolation, and χ2 minimization. The first one consists in sampling the parameter space
of the P parameters that one wants to tune, defining the corresponding variation ranges
pmin and pmax (using the same notation of the original paper [10]). By default, sampling is
performed uniformly within the P -dimensional hypercube [pmin, pmax]. At each sampled
point, the MC generator is run for the desired Rivet [66] analyses, producing histograms
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Figure 12: Average p⊥ with respect to charged multiplicity for 7 TeV NSD events at CMS [65].
Pythia 8.316 simulations for tunes listed in tab. 6 are run with a lifetime cut of τmax = 10mm/c,
and no p⊥ cuts on final-state particles.

saved as YODA files [67]. Upon conclusion of the simulations, the Professor tool can read
all the Rivet histograms corresponding to the different parameter values. It then performs
a fit of the MC response fb(p), specifically for the same bin b of each observable O, using
polynomial functions of the desired order. This process, known as interpolation, yields a
continuous parameterization of the MC response, as a function of the tuning parameters.
The tuning results presented in this work were obtained using 4th- and 5th-order polynomials
for the interpolation step. The higher the degree of the polynomial and the number of
parameters to tune, the higher the number of sampled points required for the interpolation
step. For example, in a 4-dimensional parameter space, the minimum number of sampled
points required is 35 with 3rd-order polynomials. This number increases to 70 and 126 using
4th and 5th-order polynomials, respectively. Moreover, [10] suggests an oversampling by a
factor of 2.

The parameterization of the MC is subsequently used to construct a weighted χ2 along
with the experimental data:

χ2 =
∑
O

w2
O
∑

b∈O

(
db − fb(p)

)2
σ2

db
+ σ2

fb

, (3.1)

where db are the data for the bin b of the observable O, which are automatically retrieved by
Professor from Rivet [66]. Variables σdb

and σfb
are the errors associated to the experimental

measurement and to the MC parameterization, respectively, and wO is the weight associated
to the observable O as chosen by the user.

To prevent overfitting a flat 5% “theory uncertainty” [11–13, 68] is applied to the χ2 as
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Figure 13: Hadron-to-pion ratios with respect to ALICE midrapidity charged multiplicity classes.
Pythia 8.316 simulations for parameters in tab. 6 of 7 TeV INEL>0 events are run with a lifetime
cut of τmax = 10mm/c, and no p⊥ cuts on final-state particles. Top left: 2K0

S/π [32]. Top right:
2ϕ/π [33]. Bottom left: p/π [32]. Bottom right: Λ/π [32].

follows:

χ2
5% =

∑
O

w2
O
∑

b∈O

(
db − fb(p)

)2
σ2

db
+ σ2

fb
+ (0.05 fb)2 , (3.2)

For the purpose of this tuning, χ2
5% is employed. The minimization of this function performed

with Professor returns the vector of the best parameter values pbest. Throughout this work
YODA 1.9.10, Rivet 3.1.10 [66], Professor 2.4.2 [10] are used. Plots comparing different
tunes predictions are obtained using the rivet-mkhtml-mpl script with some additions.
Moreover, for each plot a goodness of fit is computed and shown for each observable using
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a similar definition implemented in CERN MCPLOTS [14, 69],

χ2
GoF = 1

Nbins

Nbins∑
b=1

(db −MCb)2

σ2
db

+ σ2
MCb

+ (0.05 MCb)2 , (3.3)

where Nbins is the number of bins of the histogram, MCb the value of the MC prediction
in bin b and σMCb

its corresponding uncertainty. A 5% “theory uncertainty” is also added
in this case. In tab. 2, the goodness of fit level is shown for various observables used in
the tuning procedure for each of the tunes, using a gradient colour scheme from green to
purple/black, with green corresponding to a low χ2

GoF value, and purple a high χ2
GoF value.

To constrain the dimensionality of the problem, the tuning procedure has been split
into several stages with each targeting a focused subset of observables. After each stage in
this tuning procedure, parameters are then either fixed according to the best fit or allowed
to remain floating with a more tightly constrained range in the proceeding tuning stage.
Each stage of this tuning methodology has been chosen in order to aim to minimize the
correlation between parameters across stages, with the target areas as follows (listed in
order of approach); MPI and CR levels, baryons and strangeness, and p⊥ dependence.

Preceding the explanation of the tuning scheme, below we outline which parameters
are assumed as fixed in our tune, and the justification for such settings. Firstly, in order to
remain consistent with strange/diquark production rates expected in e+e− collisions, flavour
probabilities such as StringFlav:probStoUD and StringFlav:probQQtoQ will remain fixed
according to the QCD CR (mτ = 2) tune. In principle, closepacking may effect a subset
of e+e− events that involve nearby jets, however we expect these effects to be minimal.
Regardless, the existing model for both closepacking and popcorn destructive interference is
designed only for application to hadronic collisions given the beam axis dependence which
is based on the assumption that the bulk of strings are oriented along the beam axis. This
therefore means the models are not yet useful for describing e+e− collisions. Generalization
of the model applications to arbitrary collision environments remains work for a future
study.

We also acknowledge that the newly introduced parameters that dictate flux sensitivity of
the models – ClosePacking:parallelBaryonSup and ClosePacking:fluxRatio – cannot
be finely tuned given the lack of flux sensitive experimental observables available. In
order to tune such flux sensitivity, one would need to be able to differentiate between
multiplet configurations in cleaner collision environments such as e+e− collisions, and then
compare hadronic distributions sourced from the fragmentation of e.g. an octet vs sextet
configuration. Given we do not have such experimental observables at hand, we instead
make reasonable assumptions for the values of these flux sensitive parameters. For the
popcorn destructive interference modelling, we assume ClosePacking:parallelBaryonSup
(Pp per eq. (2.17)) is always set to zero, so that the contribution of the interference effect
is isolated to antiparallel string configurations. This is physically sensible as antiparallel
strings are the favourable orientation for the mechanism to occur and would thus be
expected to be the dominating contribution. For tension modifications via closepacking,
ClosePacking:fluxRatio (ω per eq. (2.7)) is fixed at 0.5, which is aligned to the strength
of flux sensitivity expected by Casimir scaling.
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Additionally, we set ClosePacking:doEnhanceDiquark = off. This prevents the
string-tension modifications due to closepacking from scaling the diquark probability up-
wards in a manner assuming Schwinger-type production of diquarks per eq. (2.12). Instead,
as we wish to simultaneously implement closepacking alongside the popcorn destructive
interference mechanism introduced in section 2.4, we must then assume popcorn-type
diquark formation which one would not necessarily expect to scale in the same way as
eq. (2.12). How exactly popcorn diquark formation probabilities should scale with an
increased string tension remains somewhat ambiguous. Regardless, if one were to allow the
diquark probability to increase due to enhanced tensions, this effect would then be directly
counteracted by popcorn destructive interference, and thus it would not make sense to
allow both scalings to occur in conjunction. As the popcorn destructive interference has not
been dynamically implemented, but rather the effectively implemented via a suppression
factor on the diquark probability controlled by ClosePacking:baryonSup, we allow this
parameter to holistically capture the effect of surrounding strings on the diquark production
rate — incorporating the combination of enhanced string tensions from closepacking and
popcorn destructive interference effects. This of course assumes a net decrease in the
diquark production rates. Should one wish to assume a net enhancement, one should set
ClosePacking:baryonSup = 0, and use ClosePacking:doEnhanceDiquark = on whilst
allowing ClosePacking:enhanceDiquark to control the effective diquark enhancement
strength. In the following however, we will assume the diquark probability decreases with
the density of the string system.

We also fix the closepacking regularization parameter p⊥0 (ClosePacking:PT0) to a
value of 1.75 GeV. This is partially as we do not possess experimental results for observables
that would be particularly sensitive to this parameter. Ideally for tuning of this parameter,
one would want two (anti)parallel strings with varying separations. For the p⊥ observables
we do have, sensitivity to the exact value of this parameter is not large. Given the hadronic
p⊥ distributions are not particularly well describe in general, we do not fine-tune this
parameter. Expecting it to sit somewhere between 1-3 GeV, we fix it 1.75 GeV in this work,
implying that the additional tension modification would halve for a p⊥Had of 1.75 GeV.

The final parameter which we fix is ColourReconnection:mPseudo (mpseudo). This
is a newly introduced parameter as of Pythia 8.311. Formerly, both of the parameters
ColourReconnection:m0 and ColourReconnection:mPseudo were set by the same parame-
ter labelled ColourReconnection:m0. These have been since factorized given their physical
meanings should be treated as different. ColourReconnection:m0 is now only used as a
regularization parameter in the string length measure, and in this tuning scheme is fixed to
0.5. The parameter ColourReconnection:mPseudo imposes a cut on the invariant mass of
pseudo-particles that are not colour reconnected, and is primarily constrained by the ⟨p⊥⟩ vs
nch distribution. In the following tuning methodology, mpseudo was fixed to the set of values
0.2, 0.4, and 0.6 in tuning steps 1 and 2. The best of these values, mpseudo = 0.4, was then
selected and fixed throughout the remainder of tunes. This parameter was not allowed to
float throughout the entirety of the tuning as we do not have observables capable of splitting
the degeneracy between mpseudo and parameter ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar.

With the above assumptions in place, we can now proceed with tuning the remaining
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parameters from the newly introduced models. Below we will outline each stage of the
tuning scheme, including which parameters are allowed to float, which are fixed, and which
observables each parameter is primarily constrained by.

Step 1: MPI and CR levels

In this step, we aim to more tightly constrain parameters MultipartonInteractions:pT0Ref
and ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar. A description of each of these parameters
and observables to be constrained to is given below:

• ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar: controls the strength of CR by suppressing
high-boost reconnections, constrained largely by ⟨p⊥⟩ vs nch.

• MultipartonInteractions:pT0Ref: regularization scale controlling the amount of
low p⊥ MPIs, strongly correlated to the total multiplicity and thus allowing tuning to
dnch/dη.

Though the primary aim is to tune closepacking effects to strange hadron and baryon
production rates, one must also revisit more global observables given these modified
strange/diquark production rates will impact MPI and CR-sensitive distributions such as
total hadronic multiplicities and average transverse hadronic momenta. Thus a retuning
of the relevant MPI and CR parameters with closepacking effects switched on is required.
Of course as we have yet to tune the closepacking parameters themselves, in this step
of the tuning procedure we instead fix these parameters to reasonable guesses. Doing so
should yield relatively stable results in proceeding tuning steps despite ⟨p⊥⟩ and dnch/dη

distributions having some dependence on closepacking effects. The starting parameters
were chosen as follows:

• ColourReconnection:junctionCorrection = 1.5,
• ClosePacking:enhanceStrange = 0.010,
• ClosePacking:enhancePT = 0.040,
• StringFragmentation:enhanceStrangeJunction = 0.5,
• ClosePacking:baryonSup = 0.8.

These starting values were chosen as reasonable guesses given previously conducted rough
tuning attempts.

Step 2: Baryons and Strangeness

In the second step of tuning, we aim to tune the strange hadron and baryon ratios such as
KS/π, Λ/π, p/π, etc. (see appendix F for full list). In particular, we ensure to have a balance
of both strange baryon-to-pion ratios alongside strange meson-to-pion ratios. This ensures
we can tune the difference in effects of closepacking via ClosePacking:enhanceStrange
alongside strange junctions via StringFragmentation:enhahceStrangeJunc. Of particu-
lar note is the ratio ϕ/π. As the ϕ meson is a double strange meson, the strange junctions
mechanism will contribute lesser to the ϕ meson enhancement comparatively to closepacking.
This is as strange junctions only contribute to strange quark enhancement for a single quark
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in the meson formed next to the junction baryon. Contrastingly, closepacking will contribute
strangeness enhancement to both quarks equally for ϕ meson production. The parame-
ters ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar and MultipartonInteractions:pT0Ref are
fixed from the previous stage of tuning. The parameters tuned in this step alongside the
observables they are sensitive to are as follows:

• ColourReconnection:junctionCorrection: modifies how easily junction topologies
form via a correction to the string length measure used in colour reconnections, and
hence alters the baryon production rates.

• ClosePacking:baryonSup: popcorn destructive interference strength parameter, Pq

as per eq. (2.17), sensitive to baryon production rates. Particularly will be tuned
to the p/π ratio, which is a non-strange baryon-to-meson ratio that the LEP-tuned
diquark production rates overpredicts.

• ClosePacking:enhanceStrange: closepacking strength parameter cP defined in
eq. (2.7), used to calculate the effective tension for modifications to the strangeness
production rate, P (s : u/d), per eq. (2.10). This is sensitive to all strange hadron
ratios.

• StringFragmentation:enhanceStrangeJunction: strength parameter for strangeness
enhancement around a junction, Js, as per eq. (2.15). This parameter will be particu-
larly sensitive to multi-strange baryon ratios e.g. Ω/π.

Step 3: p⊥ dependence

Here we aim to constrain the p⊥ dependence of closepacking ClosePacking:enhancePT,
alongside retuning the CR parameters MultipartonInteractions:pT0Ref and
ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar. The floating parameters from step 2 of the tuning
procedure are fixed.

Description of the final parameter to be tuned is below:

• ClosePacking:enhancePT: closepacking strength parameter cP defined in eq. (2.7),
used to calculate the effective tension for modifications to the width of the p⊥
distribution of string breaks, σ, per eq. (2.14).

After step 3 of the tuning procedure, steps 2 and 3 can be iterated till a stable/well-
descriptive tune is found.

3.3 Tuning outcomes

As stated above, we ran the above tuning methodology 5 on three different configurations –
Strange junctions only (“Strange junctions”), closepacking only (“Closepacking (simple)”),

5Throughout the tuning procedure, there were various bug fixes and improvements were made in
the closepacking implementation in Pythia. The versions of Pythia, the weight configurations for the
observables, and the polynomial order used for interpolation for each step in the tuning procedure can be
found in app. F.
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Figure 14: Average p⊥ with respect to charged multiplicity for 7 TeV NSD events at CMS [65].
Pythia 8.316 simulations for tunes listed in tab. 1 are run with a lifetime cut of τmax = 10mm/c,
and no p⊥ cuts on final-state particles.

and a combination of closepacking, popcorn destructive interference, and strange junctions
(“Closepacking Trieste 2 (T2)”). The parameter values for each of these tunes can be seen
in tab. 1.

To allow for comparison of each models performance, tab. 2 and tab. 3 show the
goodness of fit values (χ2

GoF per the definition in eq. (3.2)) for each of the model tunes
for various observables used in the tuning process. As one can see, the χ2

GoF values show
that the Monash and QCD CR tunes fail to describe the majority of strange hadron ratios,
and though the Rope hadronization model well describes the strange hadron-to-meson
ratios, the p/π ratio is well overpredicted. The remainder of the χ2

GoF values also reflect
observations pointed out in section 3.1.

Additional to the goodness of fit tables, fig. 15 shows various hadron-to-pion ratios
given the tune parameters in tab. 1 alongside Closepacking (T1), with further plots shown in
app D. The Closepacking (simple) tune performs well for most strange hadron-to-pion ratios,
however underpredicts the triple-strange baryon-to-pion ratio Ω/π whilst overpredicting the
KS/π ratio (seen in fig. 15a). This is somewhat expected given the strangeness enhancement
is being driven equally across the mesonic and baryonic sectors, and thus to fit the multi-
strange baryons, the single-strange mesons are overpredicted. Contrastingly, the Strange
Junctions tune performs particularly poorly at describing the double-strange mesonic ϕ/π

ratio (see fig. 15b). This is as the strange junctions mechanism contributes strangeness
enhancement around junctions only, and thus applies strangeness enhancement to only a
single quark in the meson adjacent to the junction. Therefore the enhancement to the
production of double-strange ϕ meson is minimal. Interestingly, the two Trieste tunes (T1
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Figure 15: Hadron-to-pion ratios with respect to ALICE midrapidity charged multiplicity classes.
Pythia 8.316 simulations for parameters in tab. 1 of 7 TeV INEL>0 events are run with a lifetime
cut of τmax = 10mm/c, and no p⊥ cuts on final-state particles. Top left: 2K0

S/π [32]. Top right:
2ϕ/π [33]. Bottom left: p/π [32]. Bottom right: Λ/π [32].

and T2) describe the observables in a contrasting manner despite implementing the same
strangeness enhancement models. The T1 tune describes the p/π and ϕ/π ratios to a better
degree than the T2 one, however does so at the cost of other strange hadron-to-pion ratios,
in particular K0

S/π and Λ/K0
S .
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Closepacking Strange
Trieste 2 Simple Junctions

MultiPartonInteractions:pT0Ref = 2.22 = 2.26 = 2.23
ColourReconnection:mPseudo = 0.4 = 0.4 = 0.4
ColourReconnection:m0 = 0.5 = 0.5 = 0.5
ColourReconnection:junctionCorrection = 1.67 = 1.68 = 0.96
ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar = 0.17 = 0.16 = 0.19
ClosePacking:doClosePacking = on = on = off
ClosePacking:PT0 = 1.75 = 1.75 –
ClosePacking:enhanceStrange = 0.010 = 0.038 –
ClosePacking:enhancePT = 0.005 = 0.013 –
ClosePacking:doEnhanceDiquark = off = off = off
StringFragmentation:doStrangeJunctions = on = off = on
StringFragmentation:enhanceStrangeJunction = 0.57 – = 0.70
ClosePacking:baryonSup = 0.54 = 0.00 –
ClosePacking:parallelBaryonSup = 0.00 = 0.00 –

Table 1: Parameter values for tunes using the methodology outlined in section 3.2. All other
Pythia parameters for each of these tunes are set according to QCD CR (mτ = 2) [45] with the
StringFlav:probQQ1toQQ0join values reverted back to the default Monash tune values. Parameters
for the other models investigated in this work are given in the appendix, tab. 6.

K0
S/π± Λ/π± Ξ±/π± Ω±/π± Λ/K0

S (p+p̄)/π±

Monash 0.12 14.18 20.11 31.83 12.32 1.17
QCD CR (mτ = 2) 1.91 1.98 12.22 18.92 0.58 20.97
Rope Hadronization 0.58 2.40 0.70 0.92 1.11 28.42
Closepacking (T1) 2.14 0.75 0.32 1.98 2.58 1.65
Closepacking (T2) 0.24 0.31 0.11 0.94 0.50 6.37
Closepacking (simple) 2.41 0.76 0.80 2.08 1.07 14.67
Strange Junctions 0.04 0.64 0.15 0.54 0.57 7.72

Table 2: Goodness of fit values, χ2
GoF, given tunes for various observables used in the tuning

procedure. The colour scheme gradients (see tab. 7) range from green to purple/black, with green
corresponding to low χ2

GoF and purple/black to high χ2
GoF values.
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K++K−

π++π−
K∗0+K̄∗0

π++π−
2ϕ

π++π−
dNch

dη vs η ⟨p⊥⟩ vs nch

Monash 0.12 0.74 6.76 0.02 0.95
QCD CR (mτ = 2) 1.67 0.19 13.98 0.24 0.24
Rope Hadronization 0.53 0.89 2.19 0.05 1.19
Closepacking (T1) 1.80 1.63 1.73 0.05 0.66
Closepacking (T2) 0.19 0.65 5.25 0.02 0.24
Closepacking (simple) 1.89 2.58 1.97 0.11 0.31
Strange Junctions 0.05 0.33 7.09 0.02 0.23

Table 3: Goodness of fit values, χ2
GoF, given tunes for various observables used in the tuning

procedure. The colour scheme gradients (see tab. 7) range from green to purple/black, with green
corresponding to low χ2

GoF and purple/black to high χ2
GoF values.
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3.4 Heavy flavour

A full-fledged tuning including heavy-flavour hadron production is not carried out in this
work, however in the following we will briefly touch on the effects of the aforementioned
strangeness enhancement mechanisms on heavy flavour hadrons and demonstrate how well
the tunes perform on key heavy-flavour ratios. In particular, we will focus out attention
to examining the large underprediction of the Ξc ratios in pp collision environments (see
fig. 17), particularly at low-p⊥ values.

Though the inclusion of junction baryons has proven to be particularly useful in
describing low-p⊥ heavy-flavour baryon production, such as the Λ+

c /D0 ratio [63], Ξc ratios
remain described very poorly. A key example is the 80% underprediction of the Ξ0

c/D0

ratio [47, 70]. Of note is the strangeness content of the Ξc baryon, which contains both a
charm and strange quark in contrast to the Λc and D0 hadrons which have no strangeness
content. The vast underprediction of these ratios suggests either an underestimate of Ξc

baryon production, or the simultaneous overestimation of both the Λc and D0 hadrons.
Given charm production is entirely sourced from hard processes and supposing perturbative
charm modelling is sound, this leaves the primary assumed source of error to be strangeness
production nearby charm quarks. With approximately 70% of prompt Ξc baryons with QCD
CR being sourced from junctions – and indeed the majority of any heavy flavour baryons –
the study of strange quark production next to junctions themselves become particularly
important. Thus in the following, we not only compare to the various Closepacking tunes
and Strange Junctions, but compare to an additional set of parameters called “Strange
Junctions (max.)” which is simply the equivalent of the Strange Junctions tune however
with StringFragmentation:enhanceStrangeJunction parameter set to unity. This has
been done to test the full extent of the strange junction model on strange charm baryon
production specifically, and effectively means that the production of a strange quark is
considered equal to that of an up/down quark directly next to a junction. As one can see in
fig. 17 which is indeed reflected in the χ2

GoF values in tab. 4, despite these various strangeness
enhancement mechanisms in place, the Ξc ratios remain poorly described. Even with this
strange junction maximization, the Ξc/D0 and Ξ0

c/Λ+
c ratios are severely underpredicted.
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Λ+
c

D0
Σc
D0

Λ+
c (←Σc)

Λ+
c

Ξ0
c

D0
Ξ+

c
D0

Ξ0
c

Λ+
c

Ξ0,+
c
Σc

Monash 41.53 19.83 7.72 8.67 3.14 3.19 0.40
QCD CR (mτ = 2) 1.69 0.50 0.64 6.06 2.19 5.43 4.00
Rope Hadronization 1.46 0.16 0.42 5.40 2.20 5.11 3.86
Closepacking (T1) 1.66 0.97 0.13 4.54 2.07 4.01 2.67
Closepacking (T2) 1.75 0.54 0.16 5.18 2.22 4.97 3.65
Closepacking (simple) 2.67 0.70 0.40 5.31 2.84 4.36 3.72
Strange Junctions 11.26 6.11 0.79 6.79 3.05 3.87 2.58
Strange Junctions (max.) 12.21 3.67 0.36 6.15 2.60 3.35 2.49

Table 4: Goodness of fit values, χ2
GoF, of various tunes for heavy-flavour prompt charm observables.

The colour scheme gradients (see tab. 7) range from green to purple/black, with green corresponding
to low χ2

GoF and purple/black to high χ2
GoF values.

To fully deduce how to well describe these ratios, a dedicated study into the production
of charm hadrons would be required, including examination into the string configurations
they form and the environment they sit in (i.e., the number of nearby strings and therefore
closepacking strength). Such a detailed examination has been left to a future study. One
should also reexamine the effect of strangeness enhancement mechanisms on the Λb/B0

ratio [71], which appears to be significantly overpredicted by the QCD CR model [47].
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Figure 16: Non-strange charm hadronic ratios, measured by ALICE [63] for s = 13 TeV pp collision
inelastic events. Measurements are conducted at midrapidity, |y| < 0.5, for prompt charm hadrons.
Top left: Λ+

c /D0. Top right: Σ0,+,++
c /D0. Bottom: Λ+

c (← Σ0,+,++
c )/Λ+

c .
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Figure 17: Ratios of Ξc to various hadronic species with respect to p⊥, measured by ALICE [70] for
s = 7 TeV inelastic events. Measurements are conducted at midrapidity, |y| < 0.5, for prompt charm
hadrons. Top left: Ξ0

c/D0. Top right: Ξ+
c /D0. Bottom left: Ξ0

c/Λ+
c . Bottom right: Ξ0,+

c /Σ0,+,++
c .
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4 Conclusions and Outlook

In this study, we have revised and extended the so-called string closepacking model [44] for
collective hadronization effects in the PYTHIA 8 Monte Carlo event generator [3]. We have
explored the properties of the new model in the context of fitting LHC data, and contrasted
it to a set of existing physics modelling options and tunes.

The original closepacking model was introduced in the context of a model for thermal
string breaks [44]. In this work, we have:

• extended the closepacking model to apply not only to thermal string breaks but also
to conventional Schwinger-type ones;

• introduced sensitivity to the flux direction, so that not only the total number of
strings but also their (relative) flux orientations affect the scaling of the effective
string tension, adopting a baseline expectation in line with Casimir scaling;

• proposed a mechanism — popcorn destructive interference — that may reduce diquark
production in regular string breaks, based on an argument that nearby colour fields
may affect virtual colour fluctuations on a string in a way that effectively suppresses
popcorn-type diquark formation.

A final physics modelling option we have implemented is that of Strange Junctions, which
allows for the effective string tension near a string junction to be higher than far away from
junctions.

A tuning procedure outlined in section 3.2 was carried out, with the strength parameters
in each of the closepacking, popcorn destructive interference, and strange-junction models
being predominantly tuned to ALICE light hadronic ratios with respect to ALICE charged
multiplicity classes (see refs. [32, 33]). In particular, three different tuning configurations
were considered – Closepacking Trieste 2 (T2) which was a combinatorial tune of all of the
three of the above models, Closepacking (simple) which included only closepacking and
popcorn destructive interference, and Strange Junctions which exclusively implemented the
strange-junction model. These tunes produced varying levels of strangeness-enhancement
effects with respect to charged multiplicity, with results summarized in tabs. 2 and 3. None
of the tuning configurations managed to describe all of the observables simultaneously,
with particularly interesting disparities occurring for the double-strange ϕ/π ratio and the
non-strange baryon-to-meson p/π ratio. Nonetheless, they proved to be competitive with
or better than previous modelling attempts, in producing enhanced strange-hadron levels
whilst avoiding egregiously overshooting proton production. We attribute this mainly to
the popcorn destructive interference modelling, which — being developed in this work —
was not enabled in the existing Monash, QCD CR, and Rope hadronization tunes.

Additional to the light sector, section 3.4 demonstrates how these tunes fare in describing
the prompt charm hadronic ratios. Despite their enhanced strangeness production, none
of the models we considered are able to reach agreement with the Ξc ratios. We find
this puzzling, and would recommend further dedicated investigations into Ξc and/or other
heavy-flavoured strange hadrons.

– 37 –



Another potential future development would be to fully generalize the closepacking
model to arbitrary collision processes and ensure applicability to all observables. In the
current form, the closepacking and popcorn destructive interference implementations rely
on the assumption that the bulk of colour flow is aligned along the z-axis. This beam-axis
dependence of course no longer has significance in the case of e+e− collision events, nor
could it be applied to the description of hadrochemistry in high-p⊥ jets. The study of cleaner
string environments such as e+e− →WW events would provide an extremely useful baseline
expectation for the closepacking model. The accurate description of jet hadrochemistry is
also vital to pin down, given, e.g., its impact on jet calibrations, cf., e.g., [72].
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A Diquark scaling for closepacking

The probability StringFlav:probQQtoQ scales in a more complicated manner in comparison
to the other flavour probabilities given a modified string tension. The probability of diquark
compared to quark production from string breaks can be parameterized as,

P (qq : q) =
∑

qqs
Pqqs∑

q Pq
= α
Pud0
Pu

, (A.1)

with the variable α here being a function of the other flavour probabilities. Given the parame-
ters StringFlav:probStoUD, StringFlav:probSQtoQQ, StringFlav:probQQ1toQQ0 being
represented by symbols ρ, x, and y respectively, then the factor α can be parameterized as,

α = 1 + 2xρ + 9y + 6xρy + 3yx2ρ2

2 + ρ
. (A.2)

In the parameterization of P ′(qq : q) given in eq. (2.12), α and α′ take the same form as
eq. (A.2), simply with modified flavour probabilities defined by κ0 and κeff respectively.
Important to note is that this scaling of the diquark probability works under the assumption
that an effective string tension does not effect the probability Pud0/Pu, and assumes
Schwinger-type diquark-antidiquark pair production.
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B Table of Casimir-scaling coefficients

Table 5 shows the baseline string-tension enhancement factors κp/κ0 for each string in an
environment with p total strings with parallel flux orientations (including the string itself)
and q antiparallel ones, in the absence of suppression factors. (The numbers for q > p are
identical, with p↔ q, and hence are not shown.) Also shown is the total (summed) string
tension normalized to the tension for a single string, which agrees with the ratio of the
quadratic Casimir in SU(3), C2(p, q), to the fundamental one, C2(1, 0) = CF = 4/3. The
last column gives the size of the corresponding multiplets in SU(3).

# of
overlapping

strings

#
parallel

# anti-
parallel

κp

κ0

κq

κ0
Total κ

κ0

Casimir
ratio

SU(3) Rep

C1 = p + q p q 6+2p+q
8

6+2q+p
8

p κp + q κq

κ0
C2(p,q)
C2(1,0)

(p+1)(q+1)(p+q+2)
2

1 1 0 1 – 1 1 3

2 2 0 1.25 – 2.5 2.5 6
2 1 1 1.125 1.125 2.25 2.25 8

3 3 0 1.5 – 4.5 4.5 10
3 2 1 1.375 1.25 4 4 15

4 4 0 1.75 – 7 7 15’
4 3 1 1.625 1.375 6.25 6.25 24
4 2 2 1.5 1.5 6 6 27

5 5 0 2 – 10 10 21
5 4 1 1.875 1.5 9 9 35
5 3 2 1.75 1.625 8.5 8.5 42

6 6 0 2.25 – 13.5 13.5 28
6 5 1 2.125 1.625 12.25 12.25 48
6 4 2 2 1.75 11.5 11.5 60
6 3 3 1.875 1.875 11.25 11.25 64

7 7 0 2.5 – 17.5 17.5 36
7 6 1 2.375 1.75 16 16 63
7 5 2 2.25 1.875 15 15 81
7 4 3 2.125 2 14.5 14.5 90

8 8 0 2.75 – 22 22 45
8 7 1 2.625 1.875 20.25 20.25 80
8 6 2 2.5 2 19 19 105
8 5 3 2.375 2.125 18.25 18.25 120
8 4 4 2.25 2.25 18 18 125

Table 5: Numerical values of the string-tension enhancement factors κp/κ0 and κq/κ0, for closepa-
cking with Casimir scaling, for up to 8 total strings, with p parallel flux directions and q antiparallel
ones, in the absence of suppression factors. The summed string tensions, κ/κ0, agree with the exact
ratios of SU(3) quadratic Casimirs C2(p, q)/C2(1, 0). The corresponding SU(3) multiplets are also
given. Note that there are two different 15-plets, labelled 15 and 15’ respectively.
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C Reference Tune Parameters

Here, we list the parameter sets of the existing models and tunes that we have compared to
in this work, including the Monash tune [11], QCD CR (mτ = 2) [45], Rope Hadronization,
and Closepacking (T1) [60]. Note that older tunes normally use StringZ:useOldAExtra =
on, to reproduce a bug in the versions they were tuned with, while the newer off setting
was used for this work (without retuning the fragmentation parameters).

Monash QCD CR
(mτ = 2)

Rope
Hadroni-
zation

Close-
packing
(T1)

StringZ:useOldAExtra = off = off = off = off
StringPT:sigma = 0.335 = 0.335 = 0.335 = 0.335
StringZ:aLund = 0.68 = 0.36 = 0.68 = 0.68
StringZ:bLund = 0.98 = 0.56 = 0.98 = 0.98
StringFlav:probQQtoQ = 0.081 = 0.078 = 0.081 = 0.081
StringFlav:probStoUD = 0.217 = 0.2 = 0.217 = 0.217
StringFlav:probQQ1toQQ0join = {0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 1.0}

MultiPartonInteractions:pT0Ref = 2.28 = 2.15 = 2.15 = 2.194

BeamRemnants:remnantMode = 0 = 1 = 1 = 1
BeamRemnants:saturation – = 5 = 5 = 5

ColourReconnection:mode = 0 = 1 = 1 = 1
ColourReconnection:timeDilationMode – = 2 = 2 = 2
ColourReconnection:allowDoubleJunRem – = off = off = off
ColourReconnection:allowJunctions – = on = on = on
ColourReconnection:mPseudo – = 0.3 = 0.3 = 0.403
ColourReconnection:m0 – = 0.3 = 0.3 = 0.618
ColourReconnection:junctionCorrection – = 1.20 = 1.20 = 1.349
ColourReconnection:timeDilationPar – = 0.18 = 0.18 = 0.18

ClosePacking:doClosePacking = off = off = off = on
ClosePacking:enhanceStrange – – – = 0.014
ClosePacking:enhancePT – – – = 0.014
ClosePacking:PT0 – – – = 2.0
ClosePacking:doEnhanceDiquark = off = off = off = off

StringFragmentation:doStrangeJunctions = off = off = off = on
StringFragmentation:enhanceStrangeJunction – – – = 0.540

ClosePacking:baryonSup – – – = 0.928
ClosePacking:parallelBaryonSup – – – = 0

Ropewalk:RopeHadronization = off = off = on = off
Ropewalk:doShoving – – = on –
Ropewalk:tInit – – = 1.5 –
Ropewalk:deltat – – = 0.05 –
Ropewalk:tShove – – = 0.1 –
Ropewalk:gAmplitude – – = 0. –
Ropewalk:doFlavour – – = on –
Ropewalk:r0 – – = 0.5 –
Ropewalk:m0 – – = 0.2 –
Ropewalk:beta – – = 0.1 –
PartonVertex:setVertex – – = on –
PartonVertex:protonRadius – – = 0.7 –
PartonVertex:emissionWidth – – = 0.1 –

ParticleDecays:limitTau0 = on = on = on = on
ParticleDecays:tau0Max = 10 = 10 = 10 = 10

Table 6: Parameter values for the following tunes: Monash, QCD CR (mτ = 2), Rope Hadronization
and Closepacking (T1). Parameters for the new tunes developed in this work are listed in tab. 1.
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Figure 18: Hadron-to-pion ratios with respect to ALICE midrapidity charged multiplicity classes.
Pythia simulations for parameters in tab. 6 of 7 TeV INEL>0 events are run with a lifetime cut of
τmax = 10mm/c, and no p⊥ cuts on final-state particles. Top left: Ξ/π [32]. Top right: Ω/π [32].
Bottom left: Λ/2K0

S [32]. Bottom right: K∗/π [33].
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Figure 19: Hadron-to-pion ratios with respect to ALICE midrapidity charged multiplicity classes.
Pythia simulations for parameters in tab. 1 of 7 TeV INEL>0 events are run with a lifetime cut of
τmax = 10mm/c, and no p⊥ cuts on final-state particles. Top left: Ξ/π [32]. Top right: Ω/π [32].
Bottom left: Λ/2K0

S [32]. Bottom right: K∗/π [33].
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E Colour map for Goodness-of-Fit assessment

Table 7 shows the colour scheme, based on χ2
GoF values, adopted in this work.

Table 7: Reduced χ2
GoF colour map for Goodness of Fit (GoF) assessment, with equivalent standard

deviations σ ≡
√

χ2
GoF, and p values (for a normal distribution) indicating the probability that a

purely stochastic fluctuation could yield a higher χ2
GoF.

Colour Hex Code σGoF χ2
GoF pGoF

#40B748 0.00 – 0.33 0.00 – 0.11 0.74 – 1.00
#56BB46 0.33 – 0.67 0.11 – 0.44 0.50 – 0.74
#6CBD45 0.67 – 1.00 0.44 – 1.00 0.32 – 0.50
#81C342 1.00 – 1.33 1.00 – 1.78 0.18 – 0.32
#BDCD30 1.33 – 1.67 1.78 – 2.78 0.096 – 0.18
#FDCD06 1.67 – 2.00 2.78 – 4.00 0.046 – 0.096
#FDB314 2.00 – 2.33 4.00 – 5.44 0.020 – 0.046
#F79717 2.33 – 2.67 5.44 – 7.11 0.0077 – 0.020
#F78220 2.67 – 3.00 7.11 – 9.00 0.0027 – 0.0077
#F16820 3.00 – 3.33 9.00 – 11.11 [0.86 – 2.7]× 10−3

#EF4A24 3.33 – 3.67 11.11 – 13.44 [0.25 – 0.86]× 10−3

#FF0000 3.67 – 4.00 13.44 – 16.00 [0.63 – 2.5]× 10−4

#E63B7A 4.00 – 4.33 16.00 – 18.78 [1.5 – 6.3]× 10−5

#B92D5D 4.33 – 4.67 18.78 – 21.78 [0.3 – 1.5]× 10−5

#9A244F 4.67 – 5.00 21.78 – 25.00 [1 – 3]× 10−6

#000000 ≥ 5.00 ≥ 25.00 ≤ 10−6

F Tuning Observables

The observables used for tuning, along with their assigned weights, order of polynomial,
and versions of Pythia used are listed in this section, for each tuning step. The Rivet
analyses utilized for the tuning include6:

• ALICE_2016_I1471838 [32]
• ALICE_2018_I16843207 [33]
• ATLAS_2010_S8918562 [73]
• CMS_2010_S8656010 [74]
• CMS_2011_S8884919 [65]
• CMS_2011_S8978280 [49]
• LHCB_2011_I917009 [75]

6Rivet 3 naming conventions.
7Note that this Rivet analysis is not yet published and publicly available.
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F.1 Tuning Step 1

Weights were set to 1 for all observables used in the first tuning step, as reported in Table 8.
Simulations were run using Pythia 8.315 with an unpublished closepacking code update,
and 4th order polynomials were used for interpolation.

Table 8: Observables and corresponding weights used in the first tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d03-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 1
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d05-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

100 MeV, for Nch ≥ 2
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d07-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 6
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d23-x01-y01 Charged ⟨p⊥⟩ vs. Nch at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 1

y-axis: ⟨p⊥⟩ [GeV]
x-axis: Nch

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d25-x01-y01 Charged ⟨p⊥⟩ vs. Nch at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 100 MeV, for Nch ≥ 2

y-axis: ⟨p⊥⟩ [GeV]
x-axis: Nch

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d27-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

100 MeV, for Nch ≥ 20
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

1.0

F.2 Tuning Step 2

Weights were set to 1 for all observables used in the second tuning step, as reported in
Table 9. Other configurations were also tested. For instance, in one test, a weight of 2 was
assigned only to the ϕ/π ratio. In another configuration, the same weight was applied to
ϕ/π, K∗0/π and p/π. However, the configuration with all weights set to one ultimately
performed best in terms of resulting χ2

GoF values. Simulations were run using Pythia 8.316,
using 5th order polynomials for interpolation.

Table 9: Observables and corresponding weights used in the second tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d36-x01-y01 2K0
s /(π+π−) ratio y-axis: 2N(K0

s )/N(π+π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d37-x01-y01 (Λ + Λ̄)/(π+π−) ratio y-axis: N(Λ + Λ̄)/N(π+π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d38-x01-y01 (Ξ− + Ξ̄+)/(π+π−) ratio y-axis: N(Ξ− +
Ξ̄+)/N(π+π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d39-x01-y01 (Ω− + Ω̄+)/(π+π−) ratio y-axis: N(Ω− +
Ω̄+)/N(π+π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d46-x01-y01 (Λ + Λ̄)/(2K0
s ) ratio y-axis: N(Λ + Λ̄)/2N(K0

s )
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

Continued on next page
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Table 9: Observables and corresponding weights used in the second tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d47-x01-y01 (p + p̄)/(π+ + π−) ratio y-axis: N(p+ p̄)/N(π+ +π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d96-x01-y01 Integrated (K∗ + K
∗)/(π+ + π−) ratio,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV.
y-axis: (K∗ +K

∗)/(π+ +π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d97-x01-y01 Integrated ϕ/(π++π−) ratio, pp,
√

s =
7 TeV.

y-axis: ϕ/(π+ + π−)
x-axis: ⟨ dNch

dη
⟩|η|<0.5

1.0

/CMS_2011_S8978280/d05-x01-y02 Ξ− rapidity distribution at
√

s = 7 TeV y-axis: (1/NNSD) dN/dy

x-axis: Ξ− |y|
1.0

/CMS_2011_S8978280/d09-x01-y02 Λ/K0
S versus rapidity at

√
s = 7 TeV y-axis: N(Λ) / N(K0

S)
x-axis: |y|

1.0

/CMS_2011_S8978280/d10-x01-y02 Ξ−/Λ versus rapidity at
√

s = 7 TeV y-axis: N(Ξ−) / N(Λ)
x-axis: |y|

1.0

/LHCB_2011_I917009/d12-x01-y01 Λ̄/K0
s ratio at

√
s = 7 TeV (0.15 <

p⊥ < 2.5 GeV/c)
y-axis: Λ̄/K0

s

x-axis: Rapidity (y)
1.0

/LHCB_2011_I917009/d16-x01-y01 Λ̄/K0
s ratio at

√
s = 7 TeV (0.15 <

p⊥ < 2.50 GeV/c)
y-axis: Λ̄/K0

s

x-axis: Rapidity loss (∆y)
1.0

End of table.

F.3 Tuning step 3

In this third step, weights differing from unity are used to account for the different number
of observables in each category. In particular, weight 6 is assigned to pseudorapidity
distributions, and weight 8 is assigned to the ⟨p⊥⟩ vs nch distributions, as reported in Table
10. Simulations were run using Pythia 8.316, using 5th order polynomials for interpolation.

Table 10: Observables and corresponding weights used in the third tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d01-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class I y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d02-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class II y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d03-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class III y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d04-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class IV y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d05-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class V y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d06-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VI y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

Continued on next page
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Table 10: Observables and corresponding weights used in the third tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d07-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VII y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d08-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VIII y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d09-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class IX y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d10-x01-y01 K0
s , p⊥ spectrum V0M Class X y-axis: 1/N d2N

dydp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d11-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class I y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d12-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class II y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d13-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class III y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d14-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class IV y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d15-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class V y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d16-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VI y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d17-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VII y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d18-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VIII y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d19-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class IX y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d20-x01-y01 Λ + Λ̄, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class X y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d21-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class I y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d22-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class II y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d23-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class III y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d24-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class IV y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d25-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class V y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d26-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VI y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

Continued on next page
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Table 10: Observables and corresponding weights used in the third tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d27-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VII y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d28-x01-y01 Ξ− +Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class VIII y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d29-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class IX y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d30-x01-y01 Ξ− + Ξ̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class X y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d31-x01-y01 Ω− +Ω̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class I+II y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d32-x01-y01 Ω− + Ω̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class
III+IV

y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d33-x01-y01 Ω− + Ω̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class
V+VI

y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d34-x01-y01 Ω− + Ω̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class
VI+VIII

y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2016_I1471838/d35-x01-y01 Ω− + Ω̄+, p⊥ spectrum V0M Class
IX+X

y-axis: 1/N d2N
dydp⊥

x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]
1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d01-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class I, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d02-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class II, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d03-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class III, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d04-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class IV, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d05-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class V, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d06-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class VI, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d07-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class VII, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d08-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class VIII, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

Continued on next page
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Table 10: Observables and corresponding weights used in the third tuning step.

Rivet path Description Axis Weight

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d09-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class IX, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d10-x01-y01 Charged particles, p⊥ spectra, |η| <

0.5, V0M Class X, pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dη dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d11-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class I, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d12-x01-y01 π+ +π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class II, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d13-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class III,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d14-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IV,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d15-x01-y01 π+ +π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class V, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d16-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VI,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d17-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VII,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d18-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VIII,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d19-x01-y01 π+ + π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IX,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d20-x01-y01 π+ +π−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class X, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d21-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class I,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d22-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class II,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0
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/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d23-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class III,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d24-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IV,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d25-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class V,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d26-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VI,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d27-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VII,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d28-x01-y01 K+ +K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VIII,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d29-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IX,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d30-x01-y01 K+ + K−, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class X,
pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d31-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class I, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d32-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class II, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d33-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class III, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d34-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VI, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d35-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class V, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d36-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VI, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0
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/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d37-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VII, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d38-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VIII, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d39-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IX, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d40-x01-y01 p + p, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class X, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d41-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class I, pp,√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d42-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class II,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d43-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class II,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d44-x01-y01 K∗+K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IV+V,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d45-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VI,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d46-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VII,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d47-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VIII,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d48-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IX,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d49-x01-y01 K∗ + K
∗, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class X,

pp,
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: 1/Nevt

d2N
dy dp⊥

[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d50-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class I, pp,
√

s = 7
TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0
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/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d51-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class II, pp,
√

s =
7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d52-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class III, pp,
√

s =
7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d53-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IV+V, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d54-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VI, pp,
√

s =
7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d55-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VII, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d56-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class VIII, pp,√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d57-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class IX, pp,
√

s =
7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ALICE_2018_I1684320/d58-x01-y01 ϕ, p⊥ spectra, V0M Class X, pp,
√

s =
7 TeV

y-axis: 1/Nevt
d2N

dy dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d03-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 1
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

6.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d05-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

100 MeV, for Nch ≥ 2
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

6.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d07-x01-y01 Charged particle η at 7 TeV, track p⊥ >

500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 6
y-axis: 1/Nev dNch/dη

x-axis: η

6.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d10-x01-y01 Charged particle p⊥ at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 1

y-axis:
1/Nev 1/2πp⊥ dσ/dηdp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d12-x01-y01 Charged particle p⊥ at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 100 MeV, for Nch ≥ 2

y-axis:
1/Nev 1/2πp⊥ dσ/dηdp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d14-x01-y01 Charged particle p⊥ at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 6

y-axis:
1/Nev 1/2πp⊥ dσ/dηdp⊥
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV]

1.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d23-x01-y01 Charged ⟨p⊥⟩ vs. Nch at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 500 MeV, for Nch ≥ 1

y-axis: ⟨p⊥⟩ [GeV]
x-axis: Nch

8.0

/ATLAS_2010_S8918562/d25-x01-y01 Charged ⟨p⊥⟩ vs. Nch at 7 TeV, track
p⊥ > 100 MeV, for Nch ≥ 2

y-axis: ⟨p⊥⟩ [GeV]
x-axis: Nch

8.0
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/CMS_2010_S8656010/d01-x01-y03 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 0.5 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d01-x01-y04 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 0.7 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d02-x01-y01 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 0.9 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d02-x01-y02 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 1.1 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d02-x01-y03 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 1.3 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d02-x01-y04 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 1.5 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d03-x01-y01 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 1.7 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d03-x01-y02 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 1.9 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d03-x01-y03 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 2.1 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d03-x01-y04 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| = 2.3 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
d2Nch /dη dp⊥ [(GeV/c)−1]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d04-x01-y01 Charged hadron p⊥ for |η| < 2.4 at√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis:
(1/2πp⊥) d2Nch/dη dp⊥
[(GeV/c)−2]
x-axis: p⊥ [GeV/c]

1.0

/CMS_2010_S8656010/d05-x01-y01 Charged hadron η integrated over p⊥
at
√

s = 7 TeV
y-axis: dNch /dη

x-axis: η

6.0

/CMS_2011_S8884919/d25-x01-y01 Mean p⊥ vs charged hadron multiplic-
ity, |η| < 2.4,

√
s = 7 TeV

y-axis: ⟨p⊥⟩ [GeV]
x-axis: n

8.0

End of table.
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