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We explore the ability of a recently proposed jet substructure technique, Dynamical Grooming, to
pin down the properties of the Quark-Gluon Plasma formed in ultra-relativistic heavy-ion collisions.
In particular, we compute, both analytically and via Monte-Carlo simulations, the opening angle θg
of the hardest splitting in the jet as defined by Dynamical Grooming. Our calculation, grounded in
perturbative QCD, accounts for the factorization in time between vacuum-like and medium-induced
processes in the double logarithmic approximation. We observe that the dominating scale in the θg-
distribution is the decoherence angle θc which characterises the resolution power of the medium to
propagating color probes. This feature also persists in strong coupling models for jet quenching. We
further propose for potential experimental measurements a suitable combination of the Dynamical
Grooming condition and the jet radius that leads to a pQCD dominated observable with a very small
sensitivity (≤ 10%) to medium response.

I. JET SUBSTRUCTURE IN HEAVY-ION COLLISIONS

The use of jet substructure techniques in heavy-ion
collisions is ramping up, see Refs. [1, 2] and references
therein. From a theoretical viewpoint, there are cer-
tain advantages when considering observables defined
in terms of one or a few jet constituents with respect to
global ones such as fragmentation functions [3–5] or jet
shapes [6–9]. In particular, jet substructure observables
can be engineered to enhance the sensitivity to certain
regions of the radiation phase-space where perturbative
QCD effects dominate, thus enabling first principles cal-
culations. Experimentally, fully corrected jet substruc-
ture measurements are now available in heavy-ion col-
lisions both at RHIC and LHC energies [10, 11]. They
are highly complementary to the rich dataset recorded
in pp collisions both for low [12, 13] and high-pt jets,
e.g. [14, 15].

Up to now, the jet substructure program in the heavy-
ion community has strongly focused on SoftDrop (SD)
observables [16, 17]. They are defined in terms of
the kinematics of the first branching in an angular-
ordered splitting tree whose momentum sharing1 z sat-
isfies the so-called SoftDrop condition, z > zcutθ

β ,
where θ is the relative angle of the branching and
(zcut, β) are free parameters. One of such observables
is the distribution of z values that pass the SD cut.
In vacuum, the zg-distribution for β = 0 is known to
scale as the Dokshitzer-Gribov-Lipatov-Altarelli-Parisi
(DGLAP) splitting function [18–20] to lowest order in
pQCD, i.e. dσ/dzg ∼ 1/zg [21, 22]. In the medium,
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several ingredients are expected to play a role. On
the one hand, assuming that the interaction between
the high energetic jet and the medium is dominated
by multiple, soft scatterings, an enhancement of low-zg
splittings is expected due to the ∝ z−3/2 scaling of the
medium-induced radiative spectrum [23, 24]. On the
other hand, incoherent energy loss leads to more asym-
metric splittings being suppressed with respect to the
vacuum baseline [25]. These two competing effects are,
in general, hard to disentangle and their relative magni-
tude will depend on the jet pt together with the parame-
ters of the grooming condition, see Ref. [26]. The first zg
measurement in heavy-ion collisions by CMS showed a
steeper zg distribution with respect to the vacuum base-
line [27]. The theoretical interpretation of this softening
remains unclear given that the data has been quantita-
tively reproduced by models whose in-medium dynam-
ics are disparate, e.g. Refs. [28, 29] related the enhance-
ment of soft particles to the medium-modified splitting
functions while Ref. [30] proposed a medium-response
based description of the data. In addition, no obvious
modification of the zg distribution has been observed
at RHIC energies [12]. The simultaneous description of
both data sets has been provided in Ref. [31] where it
was argued that the energy-dependence of the zg dis-
tribution was dominated by the density of the QGP to-
gether with coherent energy loss. Nevertheless, a back
of the envelope calculation shows that the kt of the split-
ting probed by the RHIC measurement can be as large as
kt ∝ zptR, that is kt=1 GeV for pt=25 GeV, R=0.4 and
z = 0.1. Thus, non-perturbative dynamics are expected
to play a role and a purely pQCD approach might not
be well suited. Along these lines, the impact of the
fluctuating thermal background on the zg distribution,
among other observables, has been recently assessed in
Refs. [1, 32]. The authors showed that mistagged split-
tings can induce a non-negligible contribution (O(10%))
that mimic a jet quenching signal. This fact lead ALICE
to increase the value of zcut from the standard value in
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pp, i.e. zcut = 0.1, to 0.2 in their recent publication [11].
Also, in this recent measurement, the zg is integrated
over all possible angles of the splitting. These two com-
bined ingredients, i.e. the enhanced zcut and the inte-
gration over the angles, result into an unmodified zg-
distribution.

Another SoftDrop observable that has been studied in
the context of jet quenching is the opening angle of the
SD splitting, θg . The physics motivation in this case is
related to the intrinsic medium angular scale θc that di-
vides the radiation phase-space into resolved and unre-
solved splittings [33–35]. In a nutshell, splittings with
θ > θc lose more energy than those with θ < θc. Then,
the steeply falling nature of the jet pt spectrum leads to
a filtering effect such that only quasi-collinear splittings
pass the selection cut and thus a narrowing of the θg dis-
tribution when compared to pp is to be expected [36].
There is a competing effect that leads to a broadening of
the θg distribution, namely transverse momentum diffu-
sion of each of the resolved branches when θg > θc [37].
Recent measurements by ALICE [11] indicate an overall
narrowing of the θg distribution with respect to pp. The
physics mechanism driving this observation is far from
being settled given that models with [38] and without a
color (de)coherence mechanism [37, 39, 40] are able to
semi-quantitatively describe the data.

Overall, Ref. [11] showed that the only models
that correctly reproduce both zg and θg data are (i)
JetMed [26, 38], where the coherence angle is built-in,
(ii) the Hybrid [39] with a fully incoherent energy loss
picture and (iii) the JetScape [40] result using MAT-
TER+LBT [41, 42], a model completely agnostic to θc.
Given the lack of consensus in the theoretical interpre-
tation of the SoftDrop measurements, a natural ques-
tion is whether instead of merely adopting jet substruc-
ture techniques that were designed by the pp commu-
nity, one should develop specific tools best suited to in-
medium jet physics. As we have already mentioned, the
necessity to double the value of zcut to mitigate the im-
pact of the underlying event highlights the specificities
of heavy-ion collisions. Another example along this di-
rection of thought is Ref. [43] where a jet clustering al-
gorithm that uses as metric the formation time of the
splitting is explored. Regarding groomers, Ref. [44] pro-
posed the Dynamical Grooming procedure which relies
on identifying the hardest splitting in the QCD shower
as defined by the maximal value of the so-called ‘hard-
ness’ variable

κ(a) =
1

pt,jet
z(1− z)pt

(
θ

R

)a
, (1)

where a>0 is a continuous free parameter and (pt,jet, R)
the transverse momentum and cone size of the jet. The
most natural values of a from a heavy-ion perspective
are a=1, 2. Indeed, when setting a = 1 the splitting with
the largest transverse momentum, kt, is selected. This
choice is interesting from the point of view of probing

the quasi-particle nature of the QGP. In short, rare, hard
scatterings between the propagating color probe and the
medium lead to a ∝ 1/k4t scaling of the kt-distribution’s
tail. Thus, an enhancement in the distribution at large-
kt could serve as the smoking gun for Rutherford-like
scatterings [45, 46]. Further, selecting a= 2 corresponds
to the splitting with the shortest formation time. In prin-
ciple, the shorter the formation time of a splitting is, the
larger in-medium modifications with respect to the vac-
uum dynamics are expected. One could then subdivide
a sample of jets into short and large formation time split-
tings and compare the size of the modifications with re-
spect to the pp result [43].

So far, the Dynamical Grooming technique has been
only applied to pp physics both theoretically and experi-
mentally. In particular, Ref. [47] presented a thorough
examination of the analytic structure of dynamically
groomed observables that lead to a quantitative descrip-
tion of the ALICE preliminary data [48, 49]. Equipped
with a solid understanding of the vacuum benchmark,
we extend the theoretical calculation to in-medium jet
physics. In this paper, we focus on the angle of the split-
ting tagged by dynamical grooming, while the relative
kt will be presented in a separate publication [50]. The
goal of this paper is to showcase the main physics in-
gredients that enter into the theoretical calculation of θg
and ease the interpretation of Monte-Carlo results. In
particular, we demonstrate that this observable is highly
sensitive to the Quark-Gluon plasma resolution angle.

The analytic calculation is presented in Section. II. Af-
ter a brief reminder of the vacuum calculation, we move
on to the in-medium theoretical analysis in Section II B.
We build up our toy in-medium shower incrementally
such that the impact of each ingredient in the θg distri-
bution can be clearly disentangled. The final theoretical
curves can be found in Section II C where we make use
of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov metric to quantify the dis-
criminating power of the observable. Then, we compare
our analytic estimates to a pQCD based Monte-Carlo in
Section III A. We show that the effects that we observe
are qualitatively robust even in a strong coupling de-
scription of the medium by using the Hybrid model.
Finally, in Section III C, we evaluate the impact of the
medium response using state-of-the-art jet quenching
Monte-Carlo generators and present a systematic study
of the best setup to enhance the impact of pQCD physics
on this observable experimentally. We conclude and
outline some additional ideas in Section IV. The numeri-
cal routines used in this publication can be found in [51].

II. THEORETICAL SETUP

We begin by formulating the Dynamical Grooming
technique in its most general terms, i.e. independently
of whether the emission takes place in vacuum or in the
medium. Here, we provide the main formulas and refer
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the reader to Refs. [44, 47] for a more detailed discus-
sion on their derivation. Our main assumption is that
we work in the soft and collinear limit such that z, θ�1
and we can neglect momentum degradation along the
jet primary branch. Then, Eq. (1) reduces to

κ(a) = z

(
θ

R

)a
. (2)

Next, we take the κ � 1 limit in order for resummation
techniques to apply [47]. The probability distribution
for a splitting to be the hardest in a QCD jet can be writ-
ten as

d2P(z, θ|a)

dzdθ
=

d2P̃ (z, θ)

dzdθ
∆(κ|a) , (3)

where d2P̃ (z, θ) is a branching kernel that represents the
probability of a splitting with (z, θ) to take place along
the jet fragmentation and ∆(κ|a) is a Sudakov form fac-
tor that is the probability of no emission with hardness
larger than κ(a). These two functions are related by

ln ∆(κ|a) = −
∫ 1

0

dz′
∫ R

0

dθ′
d2P̃ (z′, θ′)

dz′dθ′

×Θ
(
z′ (θ′/R)

a − κ(a)
)
. (4)

Although left implicit, note that the branching kernel
and, thereby, the Sudakov form factor appearing in
Eqs. (3) and (4) depend on the color representation of
the jet initiating parton. In addition, to guarantee the
collinear safety of the Sudakov form factor, we require
a>0.

In this work, we are interested in the angular distri-
bution of the splitting tagged by Dynamical Grooming.
It is obtained directly from Eq. (3) by marginalising over
z. That is,

1

σ

dσ

dθg

∣∣∣∣
a

=

∫ 1

0

dz
d2P(z, θ|a)

dzdθ
δ(θ − θg) . (5)

Note that this differential distribution is self-normalized
by definition.

The purpose of the next sections is to compute Eq. (5)
for vacuum and in-medium jets.

A. Vacuum recap

In the Double Logarithmic Approximation (DLA) on
which we rely throughout this paper2 it is sufficient to

2 See Ref. [47] for a higher order computation.
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Figure 1. The θg-distribution in vacuum for various values of
the Dynamical grooming parameter a. The peak position of
the distribution scales as 1/a.

consider the branching kernel in the soft (z � 1) and
collinear (θ�1) limit,

d2P̃ vac(z, θ)

dzdθ
=

2αsCR
π

1

zθ
, (6)

where CR is the Casimir factor of the representation of
the leading parton. At this level of accuracy, the strong
couplingg constant is fixed to the hardest transverse
momentum scale of the problem Q = pt,jetR, namely
αs ≡ αs(Q). The remaining integrations in Eq. (5) can
be carried out analytically and yield

1

σ

dσ

dθg
=

1

θg

√
ᾱπa

[
erf

(√
ᾱa ln

(
θg
R

))
+ 1

]
, (7)

with ᾱ ≡ αsCR/π. This distribution is shown in Fig-
ure 1 as a function of the grooming parameter a. We
observe that the lower the value of a, the more collinear
the ‘hardest’ (or tagged) splitting is. In fact, this is con-
firmed analytically after taking the first derivative of
Eq. (7), we obtain the maximum of the distribution to
be

ln

(
1

θmax

)
=

1

2aᾱ
+O(1) . (8)

To conclude this vacuum recap, we would like to em-
phasise that the regions of phase-space that the θg ob-
servable explores are heavily correlated with the choice
of a. In particular, setting a ≥ 1 leads to the observ-
able being sensitive to wide angle dynamics. This ob-
servation will play an important role in the next sec-
tion, where we extend the calculation to account for in-
medium jet evolution.
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Figure 2. Schematic Lund plane representation of the rele-
vant regions of phase-space for an in-medium jet. The physical
meaning of the different lines is explained in the main text.

B. In-medium calculation

After more than two decades of active theoretical
work, our understanding on how to describe the frag-
mentation process of a highly-energetic parton in the
medium has significantly improved. One of the build-
ing blocks of an in-medium parton shower is the
medium-induced radiative spectrum. Recently, it has
been computed beyond its two asymptotic limits: (i)
rare, hard [52] and (ii) multiple, soft scatterings [23, 24]
between the jet and the medium constituents. A few nu-
merical approaches can be found in Refs. [53–56], while
a novel expansion scheme has been proposed at the an-
alytic level [57] and applied to some global observables
in Refs. [58, 59]. Significant advances have been made
on the evolution of this gluonic cascade [60–63] and its
cross-talk with the vacuum evolution [38]. In addition,
semi-analytic approaches [58, 64] are now incorporating
realistic collision geometries and local medium proper-
ties from the hydrodynamic evolution of the medium.

In this work, we make three major simplifications to
facilitate analytic manipulations. First, we restrict our-
selves to the double logarithmic limit of pQCD. In this
limit, there is a factorization in time between vacuum-
like emissions (enhanced by large soft and collinear log-
arithms) and medium-induced emissions [38]. Further,
we treat the medium as a static, brick of length L. This
allows us to neglect the time dependence of the quench-
ing parameter, i.e. q̂(t) ≡ q̂Θ(L − t). In the first part
of this Section, L is taken as a constant, while by the
end of it we evaluate the impact of its fluctuations by
using a probability distribution that mimics the colli-
sion geometry. Lastly, we describe the jet-medium in-
teraction in the multiple soft, scattering approximation.

That is, we only account for inelastic collisions with low
momentum exchanges between the propagating parton
and the medium constituents. These interactions lead
to medium-induced emissions together with a Gaussian
diffusion in transverse space characterised by the mo-
mentum scale Q2

s ≡ q̂L.
Within this simplified scenario, the phase-space for

the first branching can be sketched in a Lund-plane rep-
resentation [65] as the one provided in Fig. 2, where we
use the transverse momentum k⊥ of the emission and
its opening angle θ as coordinates. We can approximate
the quantum mechanical formation time of the emission
as tf ' 2/(k⊥θ) = 2/(ωθ2). Let us discuss the different
regions in Fig. 2:

• Blue region: The most obvious constraint on the
radiative phase space is generated by the finite
length of the medium: emissions with tf > L are
created outside of it and thus their fragmentation
process develops as in vacuum.

• Red and purple regions: On the other hand, branch-
ings with tf < L can be classified into two cate-
gories: vacuum-like (VLEs) and medium-induced
(MIEs). In this case, the relevant scale arises by
considering that, any emission inside the medium
have a minimum transverse momentum set by the
one acquired via multiple soft collisions during its
formation time:

k2⊥ ≥ k2⊥,med ≡ q̂tf . (9)

Emissions which saturate this constraint, k⊥ =
k⊥,med, are medium-induced, while emissions
with k2⊥ � k⊥,med are vacuum-like3. In terms
of formation time, the latter condition becomes
tf � tmed

f with the formation time of a medium-
induced emission given by

tmed
f =

√
2ω/q̂ , (10)

Therefore, vacuum-like emissions have much
shorter formation times that medium-induced
ones. Consequently, vacuum-like emissions are
vetoed in the tmed

f < tf � L region, i.e. the purple
area in Fig. 2 [38]. Besides tmed

f , there is yet one
more scale that plays a prominent role in this pa-
per, i.e. the decoherence angle θc given by (see e.g.
Ref. [25, 34])

θc =
2√
q̂L3

. (11)

3 Large k⊥ emissions can also be triggered by single hard collisions
with a medium scattering center, but we neglect this kind of contri-
bution in this study.
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As we have already mentioned, this angular scale
separates resolved from unresolved emissions.
The purple region contains branchings with θ >
θc. As such, the two prongs act as independent
emitters after the splitting.

• Green region: In this area, splittings are typi-
cally vacuum-like, but are never resolved by the
medium given that θ < θc. These emissions lose
energy as a single color charge.

In what follows, we present analytic estimates for the
dynamically groomed θg-distributions of splittings gen-
erated in the regions of phase space that we have dis-
cussed above. We would like to remark that it is not the
aim of this paper to provide precise analytic predictions,
but rather to illustrate the main physics ingredients that
enter into the theoretical calculation of θg in order to fa-
cilitate an interpretation of the Monte-Carlo results that
will be shown by the end of this manuscript.

1. Vacuum-like emissions

Formally, the only leading-logarithmic effect of the
medium on the dynamically groomed distributions is
caused by the veto constraint on vacuum-like emissions
in the presence of a dense medium (see purple region in
Fig. (2)). As we have described above, emissions whose
formation time satisfy tmed

f < tf < L and whose angle
is θ > θc are vetoed, and therefore, Eq. (3) is amended
accordingly:

d2Pvle

dzdθ
=

d2P̃ vac(z, θ)

dzdθ
Θ/∈veto(z, θ)∆/∈veto(κ|a) , (12)

where d2P̃ vac(z, θ) is given by Eq. (6). In this case, the
Sudakov form factor reads

ln ∆/∈veto(κ|a) = −
∫ 1

0

dz′
∫ R

0

dθ′
d2P̃ vac(z′, θ′)

dz′dθ′

×Θ/∈veto(z′, θ′) Θ (z′(θ′/R)a − κ) , (13)

with

Θ/∈veto(z, θ) = 1−Θ(θ − θc)Θ(tf − tmed
f )Θ(L− tf )

= 1−Θ(θ − θc)Θ(2q̂ − z3p3t θ4)

×Θ(zptθ
2L− 2) . (14)

Note that these medium boundaries are known at dou-
ble logarithmic accuracy only, meaning that the numer-
ical pre-factors (such as the factors 2 in the veto con-
straint) are not under control and have been chosen
in this way for convenience. Consequently, one can
perfectly neglect single logarithmic terms such as hard
collinear or running couplingg corrections in Eq. (12)
since our calculation cannot be more accurate than

double-log due to medium-related uncertainties in the
phase space for vacuum-like emissions.

The calculation of Eq. (13) is provided in Appendix A.
The integral over z′ is done analytically, while the re-
maining integral over θ′ is performed numerically to
avoid the difficulties related to the complicated shape
of the integration domain. In Figure 3 we present the
impact of the veto constraint on the θg distribution. The
kinematic parameters are chosen to resemble an ALICE-
like setup 4: αs = 0.2, R= 0.4, pt = 100 GeV/c, L = 4 fm
and q̂ = 1.5 GeV2/fm. The medium parameters are
tuned such that our final theoretical result agrees with
the nuclear modification, RAA, in the ALICE jet selec-
tion window [66]. In addition, the jet pt always refers to
the final transverse momentum, i.e. after quenching, al-
though when energy loss is absent this value coincides
with the pt of the initiator. We observe how the pres-
ence of the veto region leads to a relative narrowing of
the distribution for a= 1, 2. This is expected given that
the veto region mainly prohibits large angle emissions
and thus, collinear radiation is enhanced. Due to the
self-normalization of the observable, this leads to a de-
pletion of wide angle splittings. In the case of a = 0.1,
the effect is negligible since it tags narrow splittings by
construction. Overall, the effects are only sizeable for
θg/R � 1. Our main interest in this paper is to design
an observable that enhances the sensitivity to the critical
angle θc and that’s the reason why we choose an angu-
lar observable such as the θg-distribution. If instead one
would like to maximise the impact of the veto region, it
would be more convenient to explore observables with
large values of a, like the groomed mass (m2

g ∼ zθ2),
such that the tagging condition is parallel to the tmed line
in Fig. 2.

2. Medium-induced emissions

The dynamically tagged splitting can also be a
medium induced emission. The differential probability
for these type of emissions, within a multiple scattering
description of the parton-medium interaction, is given
by a convolution of the BDMPS-Z energy spectrum with
the angular distribution B(z, θ) produced via transverse
momentum broadening, i.e.

d2P̃mie

dzdθ
≈

k⊥�Qs
ω�ωc

ᾱs,med

√
2ωc
z3pt

Θ(ωc − zpt)B(z, θ) , (15)

where ωc = q̂L2/2 is the maximum energy that an emis-
sion can acquire as it corresponds to tmed

f = L. In prin-
ciple, the emission’s energy is also bounded from below

4 Note that the factorised picture described in Fig. 2 is best suited for
large pt jets and, therefore, the ALICE-like kinematics is not optimal.
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Figure 3. The θg-distribution for gluon jets in medium includ-
ing only vacuum-like emissions in the phase space of Fig. 2, for
various values of the Dynamical Grooming parameter a. The
lower panel shows the ratio to the pure vacuum expectation
presented in Fig. 1. The veto region forbids some of the wide
angle emissions and thus enhances emissions with small θg .

by the Bethe-Heitler frequency ωBH ∝ µ4/q̂, with µ an
infrared regulator of the order of the Debye mass (∼
1 GeV). That said, these soft emissions are suppressed
by the Sudakov form factor in DyG observables and,
consequently, this infrared physics is irrelevant. In this
formula, the strong couplingg constant αs,med should be
evaluated at the typical transverse momentum scale of
a medium induced emission, k⊥,med. However, follow-
ing the vacuum calculation, we shall consider αs,med

as a constant parameter to be fixed, just like the other
free parameters, by comparing our analytic model to the
jet RAA observable in a given pt,jet window. Note that
αs,med can be distinct from its vacuum counterpart αs.

The factorization of the exact spectrum into the prod-
uct of the time-averaged broadening distribution and
the energy spectrum is only valid in the soft ω � ωc and
collinear limit k2⊥ � Q2

s, i.e. for short-formation time
emissions compared to the medium size. Such emis-
sions can happen anywhere along the jet path length.
Therefore, B(z, θ) describes the transverse diffusion of
the emission and is given by the average over the emis-
sion time t ∈ [0, L] of a Gaussian distribution in k⊥ ' ωθ
with variance q̂(L− t), i.e.

B(z, θ) =
1

L

∫ L

0

dt
2ω2θ

q̂(L− t)e
− ω2θ2

q̂(L−t)

= 2θ
z2p2t
q̂L

Γ

(
0,
z2p2t θ

2

q̂L

)
(16)

where Γ(a, z) =
∫∞
z

dt ta−1e−t is the incomplete Gamma
function.

Although not realistic from a physics point of view,

let us consider a jet evolving via primary medium-
induced emissions only (without VLEs), distributed ac-
cording to Eq. (15). Then, the probability distribution
for a medium-induced splitting to be the hardest in the
shower is given by

d2Pmie

dzdθ
=

d2P̃mie(z, θ)

dzdθ
∆mie(κ|a) (17)

with the in-medium Sudakov form factor related to the
medium-induced branching kernel as in Eq. (4). A
straightforward calculation gives (for κ < ωc/pT )

ln ∆mie(κ|a) = −
∫ 1

0

dz′
∫ R

0

dθ′
d2Pmie

dz′dθ′
Θ
(
z′ (θ′/R)

a − κ
)

= −ᾱs,med

√
2ωc
pT

∫ ωc/pT

κ

dz′

z′3/2

×
[
z′2χΓ

(
0, z′2χ

)
−
( κ
z′

)2/a
z′2χΓ

(
0,
( κ
z′

)2/a
z′2χ

)

− exp
(
−z′2χ

)
+ exp

(
−
( κ
z′

)2/a
z′2χ

)]
, (18)

with χ = Q2/Q2
s and Q2 = p2tR

2. Note that with
Eq. (17), the normalization of d2Pmie is not guaranteed.
Indeed, when taking the limit κ → 0 in Eq. (18) the
Sudakov does not vanish, as it is the case for vacuum
emissions, but rather tends to a constant. This difference
arises from the absence of a collinear singularity in the
medium-induced case. Therefore, in order to maintain
the probabilistic interpretation of Eq. (17), one needs to
divide by 1−∆(0).

In Fig. 4, we represent the θg-distribution computed
with medium induced emissions only. We observe how
the small-θg behavior is strongly modified with respect
to its vacuum counterpart (see Fig. 3) in the a→ 0 limit.
This behavior is related to the absence of collinear singu-
larities in the medium-induced branching kernel as due
to the broadening term.

Combining vacuum-like and medium-induced emissions.
At this stage, we can construct the probability distri-
bution for a splitting to be the hardest accounting for
both vacuum-like and medium induced emissions. Our
formula is grounded on the factorization in time be-
tween the two types of processes that holds within the
DLA. This factorization states that in-medium vacuum-
like emissions occur first, in an angular ordered way, fol-
lowed by time-ordered medium-induced emissions [38].
Further, we impose the following pair of approxima-
tions:

• Transverse momentum broadening after the emis-
sion process is neglected for the in-medium
vacuum-like splittings. This would shift the fi-
nal value of θg by a typical angle of order Qs/ω
which is indeed negligible in the in-medium re-
gion above the line k⊥ = Qs in Fig. 2. Below this
line, this approximation is less justified, and the
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Figure 4. The θg-distribution for gluon jets using only medium
induced emissions from Eq. (17). The small θg behavior is
dominated by the broadening term.

effect of transverse momentum broadening in jet
substructure observables deserves further studies.

• Only relatively hard, primary, medium-induced
emissions remains inside the jet cone. In princi-
ple, these emissions trigger medium-induced cas-
cades that rapidly develop a turbulent behaviour
leading to the multiplication of soft gluons with
energy below the multiple branching scale ωbr ∼
α2
s,medωc [67–69]. Our approximation is valid if

these gluons (with ω . ωbr) are deviated out-
side the jet cone. Since the typical angle of a
gluon in the multiple branching regime is θbr ∼
(q̂/(α2

s,medω
3))1/4 [70, 71], the condition on the jet

radius isR . θc/α
2
s,med. For our choice of medium

parameters, one gets θc/α2
s,med ∼ 0.7 which is in-

deed larger than the cone sizes studied here.

Under these approximations, the probability distribu-
tion for a splitting to be the hardest in the full shower
can be written as

d2Pmed(z, θ|a) = (d2P̃ vac(z, θ)Θ/∈veto + d2P̃mie(z, θ))

×∆/∈veto(κ|a)∆mie(κ|a). (19)

The interpretation of the previous formula is quite trans-
parent from a physical point of view. The tagged split-
ting can be either a vacuum or a medium induced emis-
sion and, for both cases, one has to ensure that emis-
sions of any type with a κ′ > κ are vetoed. We would
like to remark that Eq. (19) can only be taken, at best,
as a proxy for a realistic in-medium shower. The Lund
plane density of the branching kernels in Eq. (19), i.e.
d2P̃ vac(z, θ)Θ/∈veto + d2P̃mie(z, θ), can be found in the
left panel of Fig. 5. In this representation, the vacuum
branching kernel is completely uniform except for the

fact that it does not populate the veto region. In contrast,
due to momentum broadening, medium induced emis-
sions have a typical transverse momentum of k⊥ ∼ Qs
in the multiple, soft scattering approximation and thus
the enhancement observed in Fig. 5 around this scale.

The difference between the toy shower and the vac-
uum result is shown in the right panel of Fig. 5. An
interesting point to notice is that the average value of
the tagged θg increases when including the medium-
induced component. Indeed, at small θg , the MIEs cause
the distributions to go to zero faster because of the ab-
sence of collinear singularity in their emission kernel,
leading to a depletion when compared to VLE. The tran-
sition angle at which we observe an enhancement de-
pends on the value of a: it will be below (a � 1) or
above (a ∼ O(1)) the critical resolution angle θc. This is
reflected on the lower panel of the plot where we clearly
observe that the ratio between the toy shower and the
vacuum result goes below 1 at an angle whose value in-
creases with increasing values of a.

3. Energy loss

Up to now, we have ignored one of the main distinc-
tive features of in-medium jet propagation, that is, jet
energy loss. We have shown in the previous Section that
the angular distribution of medium induced emissions
is broader than the corresponding vacuum one. There-
fore, a ‘vacuum’ jet with a given cone R and transverse
momentum pt0, will lose energy due to MIEs radiated
out of the cone, i.e. with θ > R. The main effect of the
large angle energy loss consists in a redistribution of jets
with a given value of zg and θg due to differential en-
ergy loss. In other terms, the energy loss by a given jet
triggered by a parton with initial transverse momentum
pt0 depends on the zg and θg value of the jet after evo-
lution. As the hard spectrum tends to bias towards jet
losing less energy than average, this differential energy
loss redistributes the amount of jets tagged by (zg, θg).

We now write a general formula that encompasses
this idea. We call Ei,pt0,R(ε|zg, θg) the conditional prob-
ability for an i-initiated jet to radiate energy ε out of
the jet cone R, knowing that the jet has a dynamically
groomed hard branch with kinematic (zg, θg). Then, the
θg distribution for jets having a final transverse momen-
tum pt is

1

σ

dσ

dθg

∣∣∣∣
pt

= N−1med

∫
dε

∑

i∈{q,g}

dσi
d(pt + ε)

×
∫

dzg Pmed
i (zg, θg)Ei,pt,R(ε|zg, θg) , (20)

where dσi is the cross-section for producing a jet with
flavor iwhose extraction is discussed in App. B. Further,
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Nmed is a normalization factor given by

Nmed(pt) =
∑

i∈{q,g}

∫
dε

dσi
d(pt + ε)

Ei,pt,R(ε) , (21)

since using the law of total probability,

Ei,pt,R(ε) ≡
∫

dθgdzgEi,pt,R(ε|zg, θg)Pmed
i (z, θg) , (22)

with Ei,pt0,R(ε) the probability for an i-jet to lose an en-
ergy ε without any knowledge of its substructure. No-
tice that we use Pmed in Eq. (20), i.e. we quench not
only vacuum like emissions, but also intrajet medium
induced ones. Physically speaking, Nmed corresponds
to the jet cross section.

Given the steeply falling nature of the jet spectrum,
i.e. dσ/dpt ∼ p−nt with n � 1, one can write dσ/d(pt +
ε) ≈ dσ/dpt exp(−nεpt ) such that Eq. (20) becomes

1

σ

dσ

dθg

∣∣∣∣
pt

= N−1med

∑

i∈{q,g}

dσi
dpt

∫
dzgPmed

i (zg, θg)

×
∫

dε Ei,pt,R(ε|zg, θg)e−
nε
pt . (23)

The last line of the previous equation is the Laplace
transform of the conditional energy loss probability.

Next, we need to specify the energy loss probability
distribution Ei,pt,R(ε|zg, θg). In the double logarithmic
approximation, the jet is dominated by the hardest emis-
sion — the one tagged by dynamical grooming — and is
thus made of two subjets. Neglecting the intrajet mul-
tiplicity of the subjets, their energy loss probability can

be approximated by that of a single parton5 with flavor
i, out of a cone with opening R, denoted by P

(1)
i,R(ε)..

In terms of P (1), the energy loss probability of this two
prong system can be written as

Ei,pt,R(ε|zg, θg) = (1−Θres(zg, θg))P
(1)
i,R(ε) + Θres(zg, θg)

×
∫ ∞

0

dε1

∫ ∞

0

dε2 P
(1)
i,R(ε1)P

(1)
g,R(ε2)δ(ε− ε1 − ε2) ,

(24)

where the resolution condition reads

Θres(zg, θg) = Θ(θg − θc)Θ(zgθgpt − k⊥,med) , (25)

and it selects splittings in the red region of Fig. 2. Then,
Eq. (24) simply states that if the two prong system is re-
solved by the medium, the jet energy loss is the sum of
the energy losses of each subjet. On the other hand, if
the two prongs are not resolved, the full jet loses energy
as a single subjet with the color charge of its initiator.
Plugging Eq. (24) into Eq. (23) yields

1

σ

dσ

dθg

∣∣∣∣
pt

= N−1med

∑

i∈{q,g}

dσhi
dpt

∫
dzgPmed

i (zg, θg)

× [(1−Θres)Qi(pt, R) + ΘresQg(pt, R)Qi(pt, R)] , (26)

where we have defined

Qi(pt, R) ≡
∫ ∞

0

dε P
(1)
i,R(ε) exp

(
−nε
pt

)
. (27)

5 We do not take into account the fact that the opening angles of the
two subjets are different from R and depend on θg .



9

The last step is to find an approximation for the function
P

(1)
i,R(ε) or equivalently, the quenching weight Qi(pt, R).

Neglecting the intrajet activity of the subjet, P (1)
i,R(ε) can

be approximated by the energy loss probability distribu-
tion of a single parton of flavor i out of a cone of size R.
Evaluating the Laplace transform, we arrive to the well
known expression for the quenching weight [72, 73]:

Qi(pt, R) = exp

[∫ ∞

R

dθ

∫ 1

0

dz
d2P̃mie

dθdz

(
e−

nω
pt − 1

)]
.

(28)

At this point, an important remark is in order. We
have argued that d2P̃mie accurately describes the intrajet
medium-induced activity. Then, at first glance, it might
seem contradictory to use this very same branching ker-
nel to estimate the number of gluons that are deviated
outside the jet cone. The physical reason behind this ap-
parent contradiction was presented in Refs. [67, 74] (see
Ref. [69] for a review). It is related to the turbulent be-
haviour of the medium-induced cascade that efficiently
degrades the initial energy into very soft quanta. This
turbulent cascade has a fixed point which is identical to
the BDMPS-Z spectrum that gives the z dependence of
d2P̃mie and explains, a posteriori, why Eq. (28) is a good
estimation.

As argued previously, the typical angle of soft gluons
in the multiple branching regime is θbr(ω). Therefore,
the criterion for a medium-induced gluon to be deviated
out of the jet cone is θbr(ω) > R or Qs/ω > R. The lat-
ter condition corresponds to the case of a relatively hard
emission with ω > ωbr. For the values of R we con-
sider, the second condition overwhelms the first one, so
that we can safely approximate the angular dependence
of d2P̃mie by δ(θ − Qs/ω). Then, the quenching weight
reads

lnQi(pt, R) =
2αs,medCi

π

√
2ωc
ωmax

(1−√πνωmax

× Erf(
√
νωmax)− e−νωmax

)
, (29)

with ωmax = min(Qs/R, ωc) and ν = n/pt. Note that re-
cent works have gone beyond the single parton energy
loss picture for global observables by resuming the ef-
fects of the fluctuating substructure on the total energy
loss [58, 59, 75]. We will extend that formalism to jet
substructure observables in a separate publication [50].

We have checked that this quenching weight gives
reasonable values for the RAA ratio of jet cross-sections
with our choice of medium parameters. As alluded
above, the jet cross-section in Pb-Pb is given by Nmed,
which can be obtained either from Eqs. (21)-(22) or from
Eq. (26) thanks to the self-normalization of the θg distri-
bution. In both cases, we observe a mild a-dependence
of this jet cross-section, as a consequence of the main un-
derlying approximation of Eq. (24), namely the fact that
we neglect the vacuum-like multiplicity of the resolved

or unresolved subjets. This uncertainty in the jet cross-
section is harmless for the shape of the θg distributions,
which are self-normalized by construction.

In Fig. 6 the quenched θg-distributions are displayed.
The most remarkable feature of these distributions is the
keen transition at θg = θc. This arises due to several
reasons that we proceed to analyse. To start with, our
energy loss model, i.e. Eq. (24), contains a sharp dis-
tinction between resolved and unresolved splittings that
translates into branchings with θ ≥ θc loosing more en-
ergy than those with θ ≤ θc. Then, the steeply falling
nature of the spectrum drastically reduces the possibili-
ties of these wide angle branchings that lost a substantial
amount of energy to end up in the selected pt-window.
That is, the least quenched jets, i.e. those splittings with
θ ≤ θc (the green region in Fig. 2), dominate the θg-
distribution and therefore a narrowing is expected. This
is a well known effect typically referred to as ‘selec-
tion bias’ or ‘filtering effect’, see e.g. Ref. [59, 76–78]
for a possible way out. This feature also explains the
a-dependence of the ratio in the bottom panel. In fact,
we have shown in Eq. (8) that the maximum of the θg-
distribution for vacuum splittings is inversely propor-
tional to a. This estimate is still correct when including
medium induced emissions. Therefore, when a ≥ 1 the
probability of tagging a wide splittings is larger than se-
lecting a narrow one. However, once energy loss is in-
cluded, those very few narrow splittings will lose signif-
icantly less energy than their wide angle counterparts.
Consequently, their probability is enhanced with respect
to vacuum and the ratio goes above one. On the other
hand, when a ≤ 1 small angle splittings are typically
selected. Following the same reasoning, the very few
large angle splittings will be even more suppressed than
in vacuum due to incoherent energy loss.

Finally, we would like to comment on the effect of the
quark/gluon fraction resulting from the sum over fla-
vors in Eq. (26). In the vacuum, we expect quark initi-
ated jets to have a narrower θg distribution than gluon
initiated jets (see e.g. Eq. (8)). Therefore, the θg distribu-
tion is also sensitive to the different quark-gluon fraction
of the hard spectrum in Pb-Pb collisions compared to pp,
but as shown in Appendix B, the overall effect is very
mild. That said, once large angle jet energy loss is in-
cluded, since quark jets lose less energy than gluon jets,
we expect a filtering effect towards quark initiated jets,
leading to an even narrower θg distribution. This effect
is accounted for in our analytic calculation and in Fig. 6.
To disentangle these two filtering effects, i.e. (i) towards
coherent, ”unresolved” jets and (ii) quark-initiated jets,
an interesting possibility is to measure the θg distribu-
tion in Z/γ+jet events [59, 76, 79].
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Figure 6. The θg-distribution obtained with Eq. (26). Including
differential energy loss results into a sharp transition in the
distributions at θc.

4. Path-length fluctuations

So far, we assumed that the medium is a homoge-
neous brick of fixed length. This ignores the rapid ex-
pansion of the medium and oversimplifies the geometry
of a heavy-ion collision where the hard scattering that
produces the jet can take place anywhere inside the ge-
ometric overlap area between the two colliding nuclei.
We expect these fluctuations to smoothen our sharply
peaked curves around the critical angle θc. In this sec-
tion we introduce an extension of the brick model to cap-
ture some of these fluctuations.

Previous studies showed that a simple Bjorken-like
expansion of the medium is well captured by rescaling
the jet quenching parameter q̂ of a homogeneous brick
[80, 81], q̂ ≡ ||q̂(t)||1/2, where ||f(t)||1/2 stands for the
1/2-norm of the function f(t) with compact support.
This scaling is a consequence of the local nature of the
medium-induced emissions in the multiple soft scatter-
ing regime ω � ωc

6. Since we do not consider medium-
induced emissions harder than ωc, we invoke this scal-
ing to extend our results to the Bjorken expansion case.

To capture the fluctuation in the path length of the jet
for central collisions, we propose the following model:
(i) the interaction region is approximated by a circle of
radius R = 4 fm around the center of the collision, (ii)
random (x, y) coordinates of hard scatterings are sam-
pled uniformly in the interaction region, (iii) each cre-

6 This scaling is therefore distinct from the one discovered in Ref. [82]
that works for processes dominated by the most energetic medium-
induced emissions (ω ∼ ωc). As shown in Ref. [81], it is also violated
by VLEs via a change of the phase space boundaries that we neglect
in this study.

ation point is connected with a hard-scattering leading-
order matrix element from Pythia8 [83] (Monash13
tune [84]) in proton-proton collisions, assigning the 4-
momenta of the outgoing legs and (iv) the path lengths
are determined by the intersection of the path with the
edge of the interaction region. The distribution of the
resulted path lengths is shown in the left panel of Fig. 7,
centered around 4 fm, however, 〈L〉 = 3.75 fm due to the
asymmetry of the distribution. Even though this model
is over-simplistic, it is sufficient to qualitatively under-
stand the effects of the path length fluctuations on the
θg distribution. More precise phenomenology would re-
quire to account for the nuclear thickness function and
the precise shape of the interaction region across various
centrality classes.

The θg-distribution obtained with the medium-
induced branching kernel, see Eq. (17), and a fluctuat-
ing path length is presented in the right panel of Fig. 7.
The ratio to the average L result is displayed in the bot-
tom panel. The enhancement of large θg values is rooted
in the asymmetric nature of the path-length distribu-
tion, see left panel of Fig. 7. More concretely, shorter
than average path-lengths are more probable. This auto-
matically translates into a distribution of θc values that
tend to be larger than average due to the θc ∝ L−3/2

scaling. Consequently, the θg distribution gets broader
when path length fluctuations are included.

C. Final theoretical results

Finally, we present our theoretical curves including
all the ingredients discussed in the previous paragraphs
in Fig. 8. Compared to Fig. 6, we observe that the
main effect of introducing the path length fluctuations is
to smoothen the transition around the critical angle θc.
Consequently, the peak of the medium modified θg dis-
tribution is shifted towards slightly smaller values of the
opening angle. It easy to observe by eye that there are
choices of the Dynamical Grooming parameter a which
enhance the relative difference between the medium
and the vacuum θg distributions. For a ∼ 2, we do
not see a significant deviation, whereas values of a close
to 1 give a pronounced peak around the mean value
of θc which is not present in the vacuum distribution.
Therefore, we expect that measuring the dynamically
groomed jet radius with a ∼ 1 will provide a clear ev-
idence of the existence of a characteristic (de)coherence
angle.

In order to gauge the sensitivity of the θg observable to
medium physics in a more quantitative way, we choose
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov metric as a measure of the dif-
ferences between the vacuum and in-medium distribu-
tions. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) distance7, D, is

7 The authors would like to thank Marta Verweij for suggesting this
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Figure 7. Left: Probability distribution of the fluctuating jet path length in a simplified scenario described in the main text. Right:
The θg-distribution for various values of the Dynamical Grooming parameter a when including medium induced emissions only
and path-length fluctuations. The fluctuations smoothen the sharp transition around θc. The asymmetric nature of the jet path
length distribution results into a non-flat ratio.

defined as

D = max
0≤θg≤R

|Σvac(θg)− Σmed(θg)|, (30)

where Σ denotes the cumulative distribution

Σ(θg) =

∫ θg

0

dθ′
1

σ

dσ

dθ′
. (31)

That is, the KS metric corresponds to the maximal dis-
tance between the cumulated spectra. The largest D is,
the most distinct the two distributions are and, conse-
quently, the larger the discriminating power of θg is. We
choose to use this more involved metric instead of the
usual ratio because of the strong differences in shape be-
tween the medium and vacuum distributions. In Fig. 9,
we display the value of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov dis-
tance resulting from our analytic calculation of the θg
distribution for several values of the grooming parame-
ter a. The largest distance corresponds to a = 1, but we
also observe that smaller values, between 0.5 and 1 gives
also a large D value. The other interesting feature of
this plot, that we shall also observe in Monte-Carlo sim-
ulations, is the reduction of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
distance once path length fluctuations are included, as
a consequence of smoother transition between coherent
and incoherent subjet energy loss.

To summarise and conclude this analytic section, we
emphasise that our pQCD motivated theoretical model,
which relies on the factorisation between VLEs and

metric in a different context.

MIEs in DLA and the multiple soft scattering approxi-
mation, predicts a significant modification of the θg dis-
tribution around the critical angle θc, as a consequence
of multiple imprints of different physical mechanisms,
whose dominant one is the filtering effect towards fully
coherent jets. The second important result is that, by
pursuing an analytic approach, we are able to provide
theoretical guidance on the optimal values of the DyG
parameter a that maximise the discrimination power of
this observable in order to probe the physics of color
(de)coherence experimentally. The alluded a-range is
0.5 . a . 1.

III. MONTE-CARLO SIMULATIONS

In this section, we numerically explore the θg distri-
bution with three state-of-the-art jet quenching Monte-
Carlo codes: JetMed [38], the Hybrid model [85] and
Jewel [86, 87]. In all cases, we generate dijet events at√
s = 5.02 TeV in Pb+Pb collisions 8. For each event,

particles are clustered on an event-by-event basis into
anti-kt jets [88] with R = 0.4 and re-clustered with the
Cambridge/Aachen [89] algorithm to obtain an angular
ordered clustering sequence. The analysis is performed
on jets with transverse momenta 75<pt< 100 GeV and
rapidities |y|<1.

8 Actually, we only generated the JetMed events by our-
selves. We have obtained the Jewel samples from https:
//jetquenchingtools.github.io, while the Hybrid events
have been kindly provided by Daniel Pablos.

https://jetquenchingtools.github.io
https://jetquenchingtools.github.io


12

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

1 σ
dσ dθ

g
a = 0.1

Vacuum
Medium w/ L fluc
Medium w/o L fluc

pt = 100 GeV, R = 0.4

q̂ = 1.5 GeV2/fm

a = 0.3 a = 0.5

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
θg/R

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

1 σ
dσ dθ

g

〈θc〉
R

a = 0.7

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
θg/R

〈θc〉
R

a = 1

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
θg/R

〈θc〉
R

a = 2
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A. JetMed

To begin with, we present results for the Monte-Carlo
framework that is closest in spirit to the semi-analytic
model presented in the previous section. The Monte-
Carlo JetMed is a parton shower based on the factor-
ization between vacuum-like emissions and medium-
induced emissions that holds in the double-logarithmic
approximation for the former and multiple soft scat-
tering approximation for the latter. The main differ-
ences to be expected between the analytic approach and
the numerical results concern (i) the inclusion of part
of the single logarithmic corrections to the vacuum-like
shower, through the running of the QCD couplingg and
the hard collinear emissions, (ii) the proper resumma-
tion of the medium-induced emissions with formation

time tmed
f � L in the multiple branching regime, (iii) the

quenching weight approximation is relaxed since the jet
energy loss is provided for free in a parton shower ap-
proach and (iv) transverse momentum broadening after
emission that leads to a shift in the final θg value of the
tagged subjet is accounted for. Notice that we have ex-
tended the original code to include jet path length fluc-
tuations using the same model of the geometry as in the
analytics.

The resulting θg-distributions for JetMed are dis-
played in Fig. 10. Let us start the discussion with the
vacuum curves. A clear quantitative discrepancy ex-
ists between them and the analytic ones presented in
Fig. 1. We have tested that the main source of this
difference is the choice of fixed couplingg in the ana-
lytic result. Despite being an easy element to introduce
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Figure 9. The Kolmogorovs-Smirnov distance defined in
Eq. (30) as a function of the Dynamical Grooming parameter a
for the theoretical results with (squares) and without (circles)
jet path length fluctuations. The bigger the KS value, the easier
to discriminate between vacuum and medium distributions.

in the analytic calculation, we opt not do it following
the logic of this paper that presents results at double
logarithmic accuracy. Regarding the medium, we ob-
serve the same trends as in the analytic calculation: for
a ≤ 1 they are strongly peaked at the average critical
angle θc, the relevant angular scale in the problem. The
sharpness of the transition is reduced by the inclusion
of jet path length fluctuations. An important observa-
tion is that the medium curves are not merely shifted
towards smaller angles, but actually the whole shape of
the distribution is different from the vacuum one. This
is quantified by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance that
we show in the left panel of Fig. 11. Through this met-
ric we confirm that in order to enhance the sensitivity
to jet quenching effects a rather small value of a must
be chosen. We would like to remark that this optimisa-
tion exercise is relatively simple in the case of Dynam-
ical Grooming given that it has a single free parameter
and, as noted in Ref. [44], the θg-distribution is invariant
under the a → 1/a transformation. This last point im-
mediately reduces the range of a-values to scan. Obvi-
ously, one could also calculateD in the two-dimensional
parameter space spanned by the SoftDrop condition.
However, not only the increased dimensionality but also
the possible degeneracy between pairs of (zcut, β) com-
plicate the analysis.

B. Strong vs Weak couplingg approach

All along this manuscript, we have considered a
very specific model of the in-medium shower rooted on
two basic pillars: a weak couplingg description of the
medium and the multiple soft scattering approximation.

The natural question now is whether the observed fea-
tures of the θg-distribution arise only on this concrete
picture or are general enough such that any model with
some notion of an angular dependence in the energy
loss formulation leaves the same footprints in the θg-
distribution. To address this point we make use of the
Hybrid model. It is beyond the scope of this paper
to provide a thorough description of all the ingredients
assembled in this code, but we would like to highlight
some of the differences in the phase-space of emissions
with respect to the discussion surrounding Fig. 2.

In the strong coupling description of the medium, the
existence of a finite resolution length was first consid-
ered in Ref. [90]. However, this property does not ap-
pear naturally as it is the case in the weak-couplingg
scenario, but rather has to be introduced by hand as a
free parameter called Lres in the Hybrid model. From
a physics point of view, Lres is inversely proportional
to the local temperature of the medium, the only scale
in the problem, and the coefficient of proportionality
cannot be computed from first principles but only es-
timated. In this work we explore three different values
of Lres. The fully incoherent case is considered by set-
ting Lres = 0. The opposite scenario in which the jet is
treated as a single object corresponds to Lres = ∞. Fi-
nally, we take an intermediate value of Lres = 2/(πT ),
with T being the local temperature of the plasma. An-
other important difference with respect to JetMed is
the fact that no-medium induced branching kernel ex-
ists in the Hybrid model, i.e. the splitting probabil-
ity is the same as in vacuum. On top of that, we con-
sider hadronized samples and switch off the medium
response for the purpose of this section.

We show the dynamically groomed jet radius distri-
butions in Fig. 12 for the aforementioned values of the
screening length Lres. There are two cases for which no
angular scale is present in the energy loss mechanism:
Lres = 0 and Lres = ∞. Clearly, the Lres = ∞ results
closely resemble the vacuum distributions. The inter-
pretation of this result is quite transparent: in the Lres =
∞ case only the parent parton loses energy and there-
fore the filtering effect is drastically reduced. Naturally,
the orthogonal scenario where all individual splittings
are resolved by the medium, i.e. Lres = 0, exhibits the
biggest modification with respect to the vacuum bench-
mark. The intermediate case ofLres = 2/(πT ) is in quan-
titative agreement with the JetMed results. This allows
us to conclude that the proposed observable is agnostic
to the fine details of the energy loss mechanism or the
physical origin of the resolution scale. If measured ex-
perimentally, this observable has enough discriminatory
power to discard (or confirm) a fully coherent scenario
(Lres = ∞). However, it would be hard to disentangle
between the Lres = 0 and 0 ≤ Lres ≤ ∞ cases. To that
end, further constraints on the model from other observ-
ables are required, e.g. fit the parameters to describe the
RAA and predict the θg-distribution.
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Figure 10. The θg-distribution for various values of the DyG parameter awith JetMed in vacuum (solid, blue) and in the medium
with (dashed, red) and without (dotted, gray) jet path length fluctuations. The medium distribution sticks out the flat vacuum
benchmark.

Notice, that, in contrast to JetMed, this Monte-Carlo
uses a realistic hydrodynamical profile. Remarkably, the
narrowing of the distribution is not washed out by the
medium expansion and its geometrical fluctuations. Re-
garding the impact of hadronisation, previous papers on
DyG observables showed that it affects mainly the se-
tups in which a ≤ 1. This is confirmed by the values
of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov metric shown in the right
panel of Fig. 11. Indeed, we observe that the optimal
value of a shifts from a ≤ 0.5 in JetMed to 0.5 ≤ a ≤ 1
in the Hybrid model.

C. Impact of medium response

The final effect that we would like to quantify is
the impact of the medium back reaction in our pro-
posed observable. To that end, we make use two inde-
pendent models of medium response: the ones imple-
mented in the Jewel and Hybrid models. Technically,
in order to avoid double counting of the thermal parti-
cles momenta, we implemented the ‘GridSub1’ method
described in Ref. [8] for Jewel and the background
subtraction technique presented in the Appendix A of
Ref. [39] in the Hybrid case. Further, in both mod-
els hadronisation is switched on. One last remark be-
fore presenting the results is that in Jewel the radia-
tion for unresolved emissions is not considered. Then,
there is no coherence angle θc in this model and the θg-
distribution would be mainly sensitive to the filtering ef-
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Figure 11. Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance defined in Eq. (30) as a function of the Dynamical Grooming parameter a with the
JetMed parton shower (left) and the Hybrid model (right). Weak and strong couplingg description of the jet-medium interaction
are in qualitative agreement.

fect due to the finite size of the medium. In some sense,
it’s closest to the Lres = 0 in the Hybrid calculation that
we have presented above.

In Fig. 13 we present the θg-distributions for the opti-
mal value of a according to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
tests performed in the previous section. Further, in
the case of the Hybrid model, we fix Lres = 0 given
that it showed the biggest difference with respect to the
vacuum baseline. First of all, the vacuum curves be-
tween the two models are in quantitative agreement as
expected since they are both based on the Pythia par-
ton shower. The quenched curves without medium re-
sponse of the two jet quenching Monte-Carlo generators
also match. However, once medium response is taken
into account the two results differ. Qualitatively, an en-
hancement of wide-angle splittings is observed. Since
particles originated from the medium-back reaction are
inherently soft, they can only affect this DyG observable
if they appear at large enough angles. Their contribution
is sizeably different in the explored models. More con-
cretely, in the Jewel case medium response completely
distorts the shape of the distribution and creates a bump
at the edge of the jet cone, while in the Hybrid case the
impact is more moderate but brings the medium and
vacuum distributions closer. The signal created by the
wake particles clearly pollutes the interpretation of the
KS distance in terms of probing Lres. Turning the ar-
gument around, these results suggest the potential of
this observable to discriminate between different mod-
els of the medium back-reaction. However, the large-
angle domain is also contaminated by the fluctuating
underlying event in heavy-ion collisions, as was shown
in Ref. [32]. In this work, we are interested in designing
a pQCD-dominated observable and therefore we pro-
ceed to present two possible ways of reducing the im-

pact of soft physics, i.e. both the medium back-reaction
and the thermal background: (i) using smaller jet radii
and (ii) selecting semi-peripheral events 9.

1. Jet radius dependence

Several experimental measurements of jet substruc-
ture [7, 11, 91, 92] have used small-R jets aiming at re-
ducing the impact of combinatorial jets. From the the-
oretical point of view, describing the cone-size depen-
dence of jet quenching is an active field of research [58,
93]. The impact of reducing the jet radius from R = 0.4
to R = 0.2 on the θg-distribution is shown in Fig. 14.
Clearly, tagging soft, thermal particles in narrower jets
in less probable than in Fig. 13. In the case of the Hybrid
model this choice is extremely efficient in minimising
the influence of medium response. The last statement
is true for all values of the dynamical grooming param-
eter a. On the other hand, reducing the jet radius is
not enough to make the sensitivity to recoil particles in
Jewel to vanish. Probably, an extra cut on the z of the
emissions á la SoftDrop would be helpful. Of course,
by narrowing the phase-space for emissions, quenching
effects are also diminished and that is the reason why
the vacuum and medium distributions look more alike
than in the R = 0.4 case. Therefore, we conclude that, as
expected, mitigating the impact of medium response by
shrinking the jet radius comes at the price of a reduction
in the discriminating power of the observable.

9 Another alternative that would effectively reduce the impact of
medium response, but we do not pursue in this work, would be
to increase the jet pt in the selection.
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Figure 12. The θg-distribution for various values of the DyG parameter a with the Hybrid and no medium response. The fully
coherent energy loss (Lres =∞) scenario closely resembles the vacuum distribution.

2. Centrality dependence

Another possibility to reduce the impact of medium
response is to explore semi-peripheral collisions where
the medium is not as dense as when the two nuclei col-
lide head-on. Fig. 15 demonstrates that moving to semi-
peripheral collisions does not reduce the medium re-
sponse component as effectively as reducing the jet ra-
dius did. We therefore conclude that the combination
that maximises the sensitivity to color coherence effects
is: R = 0.2, 0− 5% and 0.5 ≤ a ≤ 1.

Studying the dependence of the θg-distribution with
centrality is interesting not only from the point of view
of reducing the impact of medium response, but also to
further constraint the resolution angle [58]. In a weak
couplingg picture the scaling of θc with respect to the
length of the medium is well known to be θc ∝ L−3/2. In

contrast, if no coherent angle existed and the maximum
of the θg-distribution was driven by the filtering effect
caused by the finite size of the medium, one would ex-
pect a θmax ∝ L−1 scaling. Therefore, the centrality de-
pendence of the θg-distribution’s peak would be more
strong in case energy loss was driven by θc. In order to
explicitly demonstrate this statement one would have
to implement the geometry of the collision in JetMed in
such a way that different centralities can be simulated.
This task is left for future work.

IV. FINAL REMARKS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we present a comprehensive analysis
of a promising jet substructure observable in heavy-ion
collisions: the dynamically groomed jet radius θg distri-
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Figure 14. Same as Fig. 13 but with R = 0.2 showing a significant reduction of wide angle emissions originated from medium
response.

bution. We have shown through analytic calculations
grounded in pQCD that the medium-modified distri-
bution is strongly sensitive to the coherence angle of
the medium θc. These analytic calculations are supple-
mented by Monte-Carlo calculations of this observable
with JetMed which are in qualitative agreement with
our analytic results. In summary, our study demon-
strates the ability of the dynamically groomed jet radius
to measure decoherence effects in the substructure of a
jet traveling through a dense QCD medium. The numer-
ical routines used in this work are provided in [51].

Given the simplifications inherent to our analytic and
JetMed calculations, it is not our intention to provide
quantitative predictions for the θg distribution to be
measured in heavy-ion collisions. However, we have
been able to pin down the dominant physical mecha-

nisms at stake which drive the modification of this ob-
servable. In fact, there are several dynamical process in
the medium that converge at the QGP resolution angle
and leave their imprint into the dynamically groomed
jet radius. For instance, (i) the presence of the veto re-
gion leads to a narrowing of the θg-distribution that is
more pronounced, the larger the value of a ≤ 2 is. On
the contrary, (ii) the medium induced branching ker-
nel generates an enhancement of large-angle splittings
due to transverse momentum broadening. The last two
competing physical ingredients are eclipsed by (iii) dif-
ferential energy loss. That is, when constructing a toy
model for an in-medium parton shower that includes
vacuum-like and medium induced emissions as well as
energy loss, we observe that narrow splittings are en-
hanced for all values of a with respect to the vacuum
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baseline. Notably, the inclusion of a fluctuating jet path
length smoothens out the transition at θc, but does not
wash out the signal completely.

We have also explored the sensitivity of our results to
the underlying theoretical modelling of the jet-medium
interactions, using the Hybrid model that relies on
strong coupling jet-medium interactions. This model
also predicts a strong sensitivity of the observable to
the medium resolution length, which is the strong cou-
pling analogous of the coherence angle. Further, we
have studied the impact of medium response in this ob-
servable with both the Hybrid and Jewel models. The
imprint of these soft particles on the θg-distribution is
an enhancement of wide angle splittings. However, the
magnitude of the θg ≈ Rjet peak significantly differs in
the two descriptions of the medium. Since we are in-
terested in a pQCD dominated observable we explore
two routes to reduce the medium response contribution:
reducing the jet cone size and using semi-peripheral
events. Our findings indicate that the former option is
more efficient than the latter.

We would like to emphasise that the main difference
between the in-medium and vacuum θg distributions
it’s not just a displacement in the peak position, but
rather a significant modification of the shape of the dis-
tribution as a whole. That’s the main reason why we
quantify the in-medium to vacuum differences with the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance and not with a simple ra-
tio as typically done experimentally for other jet sub-
structure observables such as the SoftDrop family in
Ref. [11]. Thanks to the use of this metric, we are able
to provide, both for the analytic calculation and for the
Monte-Carlo simulations, a reasonable window for the
Dynamical Grooming parameter a and jet radiusR to be
used experimentally in order to maximise the effects of

the coherence angle, while at the same time minimising
the non-perturbative contributions, such as hadronisa-
tion, geometry fluctuations and medium response. This
is a tremendous advantage of the Dynamical Grooming
procedure which depends on a single free parameter a.
As such, studying the physics probed by the observable
as a function of this single parameter is straightforward.
We find that the optimal values are 0.5 . a . 1 and
R . 0.2.

We have shown that both weak and strong couplingg
models lead to similar trends in the θg-distribution. In
order to move forward and disentangle between theo-
retical models of jet quenching, there is a crucial need for
performing global analyses in which models are tested
against both global jet energy loss (RAA like) and jet
substructure measurements, such as θg after Dynami-
cal Grooming considered in this paper. A scan in terms
of centrality classes or colliding system sizes is an in-
teresting possibility to be explored in the future, given
the theoretically well-defined path-length dependence
of the critical angle. It will likely constrain more pre-
cisely the shape of the medium-modified phase space
in Fig. 2 and reveal unambiguously the existence of a
critical line at θ = θc as well as its dependence on the
physical properties of the medium. In addition, experi-
mental data on the kt of the hardest emission would pro-
vide complementary information to the θg measurement
since it probes the orthogonal direction in phase-space.

A natural extension of this work would be to go be-
yond the multiple soft scattering approximation of the
parton-medium interaction. We plan to study the im-
pact of rare, hard scatterings on the phase-space of
emissions within the improved opacity expansion in a
forthcoming publication [50]. Further, our resummation
could be extended to account for heavy quarks in order
to quantify the potential of the θg-distribution to expose
the dead-cone effect in heavy-ion collisions [94–98].
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Appendix A: Sudakov with veto region

The purpose of this appendix is to provide a semi-
analytic formula for the Sudakov form factor that in-
cludes the veto region for vacuum-like emissions given
by Eq. (28). Using Eq. (14), one can express ∆/∈veto in
terms of ∆∈veto using

ln(∆/∈veto) = ln(∆)− ln(∆∈veto) (A1)

After replacing P̃ (z, θ) by Eq. (6), we get for the in-veto
contribution:

ln ∆∈veto(κ|a) = −2ᾱ

∫ θmax

θmin

dθ′

θ′
ln
zmax(κ, θ′)

zmin(κ, θ′)
(A2)

with

zmin(κ, θ′) = max

[
κ

(
R

θ′

)a
,

2

θ′2ptL

]
, (A3)

zmax(κ, θ′) = min

[
1,

(
2q̂

p3t θ
′4

) 1
3

]
, (A4)

θmin(κ) = max

[
Rκ

1
a , θc, if(a >

4
3 ) :

(
2q̂

(κRapt)3

) 1
4−3a

]
,

(A5)

θmax(κ) = min

[
R, if(a ≤ 4

3 ) :

(
2q̂

(κRapt)3

) 1
4−3a

]
.

(A6)

Appendix B: Realistic jet spectrum

i a [mb] pt0 [GeV] b c

PDF q 0.008 20.8 4.7 0.08
g 0.007 26.4 5.1 0.17

nPDF q 0.001 32.8 4.7 0.1
g 0.0005 44.4 5.2 0.15

Table I. The parametrization of the jet spectrum for both pro-
ton PDFs and using nuclear PDF for Pb.

To make our analytic predictions closer to reality we
have to include the jet spectrum. It enters in our cal-
culation through the quark/gluon ratio and through
the spectrum power n in the energy loss component of
Eq. (27). We use the dijet parametrization from Ref. [59]
at
√
s = 5.02 TeV, |η| < 2.8 and R = 0.4:

dσi
dpt

= a

(
pt0
pt

)−(b+c ln pt
pt0

)

, (B1)

where the subscript i indicates the flavor of the initiating
parton and (a, b, pt0, c) are free parameters. This leads to
the coefficients presented in Table I.
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Figure 16. The θg-distribution for vacuum splittings with re-
alistic quark-gluon fractions using nuclear PDFs. The ratio to
vacuum PDF is presented in the bottom panel showing a very
mild impact of the nPDFs.

The impact of the nuclear PDFs in the observable
at play is shown in Fig. 16. We observe that the
quark/gluon fraction is barely modified in this pt win-
dow.
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