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We investigate the medium modifications of momentum splitting fraction and groomed jet radius
with both dynamical grooming and soft drop algorithms in heavy-ion collisions. In the calculation,
the partonic spectrum of initial hard scattering in p+p collisions is provided by the event generator
PYTHIA 8, and the energy loss of fast parton traversing in a hot/dense QCD medium is simulated
with the Linear Boltzmann Transport (LBT) model. We predict the normalized distributions of the
groomed jet radius θg and momentum splitting fraction zg with the dynamical grooming algorithm
in Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV, then compare these quantities in dynamical grooming at

a = 0.1, with that in soft drop at zcut = 0.1 and β = 0. It is found that the normalized distribution
ratios Pb+Pb/p+p with respect to zg in zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop case are close to unity and
those in a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case show enhancement at small zg , and Pb+Pb/p+p with
respect to θg in the dynamical grooming case demonstrate weaker modification than those in the
soft drop counterparts. We further calculate the groomed jet number averaged momentum splitting
fraction 〈zg〉jets and averaged groomed jet radius 〈θg〉jets in p+p and A+A for both grooming cases in
three pch,jetT intervals, and find that the originally generated well balanced groomed jets will become
more momentum imbalanced and less jet size narrowing due to jet quenching, and weaker medium
modification of zg and θg in a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case than in the soft drop counterparts.

I. INTRODUCTION

In high-energy proton-proton and nucleus-nucleus
collisions, a series of new jet substructure observables
are measured and analyzed from the experiment at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC). The studies of these jet
substructures served as powerful tools to probe the
fundamental properties of quantum chromodynamics
(QCD) and nucleon structure [1–4]. They also provide
new opportunities to probe the properties of the hot
dense medium, quark-gluon plasma (QGP) created in
heavy-ion collisions [5–10]. The momentum splitting
fraction zg and the jet splitting angle θg which describe
the basic properties of the primary splitting structure
of a jet are emerged, and they have been measured in
heavy-ion collisions both at RHIC and LHC energies
[11, 12] and some of them are tested against parton en-
ergy loss models [13–21].

The study of these jet substructures require the defini-
tion of the jet grooming techniques [22, 23] which is uti-
lized to isolate branches of a jet that correspond to a hard
splitting by removing soft wide-angle radiation. Soft
drop grooming algorithm [24–26], as one of the tech-
niques, is defined by setting a condition zg > zcutθ

β
g

to remove soft wide-angle radiation inside a jet, thus,
the groomed momentum splitting fraction of the two
branches zg and the angle of the remaining branches
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θg have been studied in experiment [27, 28] and the-
ory [29–32]. Since the soft drop algorithm exhibits the
sensitivities to the values of the soft threshold zcut and
the angular exponent β, a new method called dynamical
grooming [33, 34] is proposed to suppress these sensitiv-
ities. It is more closely aligned with the intrinsic prop-
erties of a given jet and does not require fine-tuning.
The grooming condition in dynamical grooming defines
a maximum rather than an explicit cut as in soft drop,
thus, every dynamically groomed jet will always return
a splitting. However, it is possible that a jet does not
contain any splitting even after it satisfies the groom-
ing condition in soft drop. It is important to direct com-
pare the jet substructure observables for inclusive jets
with two jet grooming algorithms in p+p collisions. In
ALICE experiments [35] measured the normalized mo-
mentum splitting fraction zg and groomed jet radius θg
with the dynamical grooming and the soft drop groom-
ing algorithms in proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 5.02

TeV in 60 < pT,jet < 80 GeV respectively. It is mean-
ingful to calculate these two observables in Pb+Pb col-
lisions in both two grooming algorithms, since the soft
drop case is already in place [25], the prediction in the
dynamical grooming case is urgently needed. Further-
more, The ALICE reports the first measurement of these
two jet substructure observables in a = 0.1 dynamical
grooming case and zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop grooming
case. It would be also interesting to direct compare the
medium modification of the groomed jet substructure
observables in these two jet grooming cases.

Therefore, the paper is organized as follows. Firstly,
we will introduce the framework used to calculate the
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normalized groomed jet radius and momentum split-
ting fraction with the soft drop and dynamical grooming
algorithms in p+p and Pb+Pb collisions. Secondly, we
present predictions for the distributions of zg and θg in
central 0-30% Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV for

inclusive jets with dynamical grooming using different
dynamical grooming parameter a = 0.1, 1, 2. Then, We
compare the medium modification of jet substructures
for the groomed jets selected from a = 0.1 case in the
dynamical grooming and from zcut = 0.1, β = 0 case in
soft drop. In the end, we systematically investigate the
jet substructure observables zg and θg for inclusive jets
in p+p and Pb+Pb collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV in both

zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop grooming case and a = 0.1
dynamical grooming case.

II. ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

We start with the impact of the dynamical grooming
algorithm and the soft drop grooming algorithm to the
jet substructure observables zg and θg of inclusive jets in
p+p collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV. The dynamical groom-

ing algorithm identifies a single splitting in the primary
Lund plane [36] that maximizes

zi(1− zi)pT,iθai , (1)

over all splittings in the plane. where

zi =
psub,iT

pleading,iT + psub,iT

,

θi = ∆Ri/R, (2)

where pleading,iT and psub,iT are the transverse momenta of
the leading jet and subleading jet respectively. ∆Ri =√

∆y2i + ∆φ2i is the rapidity-azimuth separation of the
splitting, and the exponent a is a free parameter that de-
fines the density of the phase space in the Lund plane
that is groomed away. For different parameter a, it has
different physical significance, the parameter a = 0 in
the dynamical grooming algorithm corresponds to the
case we select the splitting with the most symmetric mo-
mentum sharing according to Eq. (1); a = 1 refers to
the case we prefer the branching with the largest trans-
verse momentum; a = 2 means we select the splitting
with the shortest formation time [33, 34]. Since a = 0
is formally collinear unsafe [33], we use a = 0.1 instead
in this investigation. On the other hand, the soft drop
grooming algorithm implements much simpler groom-
ing conditions, zi > zcutθ

β
i . It is designed to remove soft

wide-angle radiation from a jet. The parameter β = 0 in
the soft drop grooming algorithm indicates it will groom
away splittings below a certain zcut.

We computed in Fig. 1 the normalized momentum
splitting fraction zg and groomed jet radius θg with
the dynamical grooming (left panels) and the soft drop
grooming (right panels) algorithms in proton-proton
collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV in 60 < pT,jet < 80 GeV.

A Monte Carlo model PYTHIA 8 [37] is used to gener-
ate charged jets. They are reconstructed by the anti-kT
algorithm [38] with the jet radius R = 0.4 and selected
according to the same kinematic cuts as adopted by the
experimental measurements [35].

Our calculation results are consistent with the experi-
ment data in p+p collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV both in the

dynamical grooming case and in the soft drop groom-
ing case. In the soft drop grooming case, the zg with
β = 0, 1, 2 are all tend to distribute at smaller zg , β = 0
case is the most balanced preference among these three.
Interestingly, despite of the fact that a = 1, 2 in the dy-
namical grooming case also tend to the distributed in
the smaller zg . a = 0.1 in the dynamical grooming select
the most balanced jets in where the groomed jet sam-
ples are much more distributed at larger zg value. In
the right bottom panel in Fig. 1, we find in β = 0 case
which correspond to the most symmetric momentum
sharing in the soft drop grooming, the jet sample tend
to distribute at the smallest θg region. The larger β is,
the broader the groomed jet samples are. In the left bot-
tom panel, the most balanced jets selected by dynamical
grooming with the parameter a = 0.1 will be much more
concentrated at the smaller θg . As the parameter a in-
creases, the radius of the groomed jets tends to be much
more wider. Such sensitivity due to the variation of the
groomed parameter is much more dramatic than the soft
drop case. It is noticed that the case a = 0.1 selects the
splitting with largest z, and is similar with β = 0 case in
the soft drop which grooms away splittings below a cer-
tain z, but a = 0.1 case in dynamical grooming selects
much more balanced groomed jets. It would be interest-
ing to direct compare the medium modification of the
groomed jets substructure in these two cases.

The medium modification of jets is simulated within
the LBT model [13, 39–41] that includes both elastic and
inelastic processes of parton scattering for jet shower
and thermal recoil partons in the QGP medium. The
elastic scattering is described by the linear Boltzmann
equation,

p1 · ∂fa (p1) = −
∫

d3p2
(2π)32E2

∫
d3p3

(2π)32E3

∫
d3p4

(2π)32E4

1

2

∑
b(c,d)

[fa (p1) fb (p2)− fc (p3) fd (p4)] |Mab→cd|2

×S2(s, t, u)(2π)4δ4 (p1 + p2 − p3 − p4)
(3)

where fi(i = a, b, c, d) are the phase-space distributions
of medium parton, S2(s, t, u) = θ(s ≥ 2µ2

D)θ(−s+ µ2
D ≤

t ≤ −µ2
D) is a Lorentz invariant condition to regulate

the collinear (t, u→ 0) divergence of the matrix element
|Mab→cd|2, where µ2

D = g2T 2(Nc+Nf/2)/3 is the Debye
screening mass. The inelastic scattering is described by
the higher twist formalism for induced gluon radiation
[16, 42–44]. The evolution of bulk medium is given by
the 3+1D CLVisc hydrodynamical model [45, 46] with
initial conditions simulated from A Multi-Phase Trans-
port (AMPT) model [47, 48]. Parameters used in the
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FIG. 1: Normalized zg and θg distribution for inclusive jets with the soft drop and the dynamical grooming algorithms in p+p
collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV from PYTHIA 8 calculation as compared with ALICE data [35].

CLVisc are fixed by reproducing hadron spectra with ex-
perimental measurements. LBT model has been used to
provide a nice description of a series of jet quenching
measurements, such as bosons tagged jet/hadron pro-
duction [49, 50], light and heavy flavor hadrons sup-
pression and single inclusive jets suppression [39, 40].
After the in-medium evolution, the hadronization of
partons is performed by the hadronization method of
JETSCAPE [51] which was based on the Lund srting
model [52] provided by PYTHIA 8.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We firstly predict in Fig. 2, the zg and θg distribu-
tions in central 0-30% Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02

TeV for inclusive jets with dynamical grooming algo-
rithms using different dynamical grooming parameter
a = 0.1, 1, 2. In order to focus on the jet quenching effect,
the jet radius parameter R = 0.2 is selected. In the three
cases of groomed parameters a, the normalized zg and
θg distributions in Pb+Pb collisions will shift to smaller
value compared to that in p+p collisions, leading to en-
hancement in smaller zg (θg) and suppression in larger
zg (θg) as demonstrated in the upper panels. In order
to distinguish the distributions for better presentation,
different factors has been multiplied to different curves.
To better understand the detail of the medium modifica-

tion, the ratios of the normalized distributions in Pb+Pb
and p+p are plotted in the bottom panels. We find, with
the decreasing of the parameter a, more proportion of
the groomed jets in A+A are observed to shift towards
smaller zg compared to that in p+p, and less proportion
of the groomed jets in A+A are observed to shift towards
smaller θg . It indicates that, in the context of dynamical
grooming algorithm, the originally triggered more bal-
anced dynamical groomed jets will become more mo-
mentum imbalanced and less narrow due to jet quench-
ing.

Next, we compare the medium modification of jet
substructures for the groomed jets selected from a = 0.1
case in the dynamical grooming algorithm and from
zcut = 0.1, β = 0 case in the soft drop grooming al-
gorithm scenario. The two cases that we selected to
compare can both help generate the most momentum
balanced groomed jets in their own categories, and the
groomed jets generated from a = 0.1 case in the dynam-
ical grooming algorithm are much more balanced which
is demonstrated in Fig. 1. In Fig. 3, we plot Pb+Pb/pp
ratios of the normalized distributions as functions of zg
(upper panels) and θg (lower panels) in both these two
grooming cases of inclusive jets in central 0-30% Pb+Pb
collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV, for three different jet trans-

verse momentum intervals: 40 < pch jet
T < 60 GeV,

60 < pch jet
T < 80 GeV and 80 < pch jet

T < 100 GeV re-
spectively from left to right panels. In all three differ-
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FIG. 2: Normalized zg and θg distributions in p+p and 0−30%
Pb+Pb collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV for inclusive jets with the

dynamical grooming algorithm for some values of grooming
parameter a = 0.1, 1, 2; The dashed line is for p+p collisions
and the solid line is for Pb+Pb collisions.

ent jet transverse momentum intervals, the Pb+Pb/p+p
ratios of the normalized zg distributions within zcut =
0.1, β = 0 in the soft drop grooming algorithm are close
to unity, the observation are in consistent with the exper-
imental measurements [25]. However, within a = 0.1
in the dynamical grooming case, the Pb+Pb/p+p ratios
of the normalized zg distributions show enhancement
in smaller zg and suppression in larger zg as demon-
strated in the upper plots. It implies that those most bal-
anced jets which are groomed by the dynamical groom-
ing algorithm in p+p are much more modified due to
jet quenching compared to that of the soft drop counter-
parts, leading stronger normalized distribution shifting
towards small zg . But the Pb+Pb/p+p ratio comparisons
of the two cases with respect to θg in lower plots show

that the most balanced jets in p+p would suffer weaker
normalized distribution shifting towards small θg due
to the medium modification compared to that of the soft
drop counterparts. The increasing of jet transverse mo-
mentum will lead the stronger distribution shifting of
θg towards smaller values. The ALICE experimental
data for zcut = 0.2, β = 0 case is also plotted accord-
ingly for reference. To conclude the above observation,
the jet quenching effect will lead the groomed jets in
both cases become momentum imbalance and size nar-
rower, the originally generated more momentum bal-
anced groomed jets in p+p would become more momen-
tum imbalance and less narrow.

Furthermore, we systematically investigate the jet
substructure observables zg and θg for inclusive jets in
p+p and Pb+Pb collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV in both

zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop grooming case and a =
0.1 dynamical grooming case. We listed the number
of groomed jets averaged momentum sharing of the
groomed inclusive jets in p+p and A+A in both two
cases for all three jet PT intervals in Table. I and the re-
sults of the number of groomed jets averaged groomed
jet radius in Table. II. We find, in p+p, the averaged split-
ting fraction 〈zg〉jets (the averaged groomed jet radius
〈θg〉jets) in a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case is always
larger (smaller) than that in zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop
grooming case in all pch,jetT intervals, and the higher the
pch,jetT is, the smaller the value of the 〈zg〉jets and the
〈θg〉jets are. It means the a = 0.1 dynamical groom-
ing case always tends to generate more momentum bal-
anced and narrower groomed jets in all pch,jetT intervals
than the zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop grooming case,
and higher pch,jetT always tends to generate more mo-
mentum imbalanced and narrower sized groomed jets
in both cases.

The values of the 〈zg〉jets and 〈θg〉jets in A+A are con-
sistently smaller than those in p+p for both grooming
cases in all three pch,jetT intervals. It indicates, despite
of the different grooming method, the originally gener-
ated more balanced groomed jets will become more mo-
mentum imbalanced and less jet size narrow due to jet
quenching. We find 〈zg〉ppjets − 〈zg〉AA

jets ≈ 0.01 for a = 0.1

dynamical grooming case, and ≈ 0.02 for zcut = 0.1,
β = 0 soft drop grooming case in all three pch,jetT inter-
vals, indicating overall weaker medium modification of
zg for those originally more balanced groomed jets gen-
erated in a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case than that
in soft drop case. We conduct the same comparison to
〈θg〉ppjets − 〈θg〉AA

jets for both two cases, find same overall
weaker medium modification of θg for those originally
more balanced and narrower groomed jets generated in
a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case than that in the soft
drop case.

Naively, we expect the soft gluon radiation processes
in jet quenching will induce the energy in a jet to dis-
tributed at larger radius and the energies of the primary
two splitting sub-jets to be more imbalanced. Through-
out the investigation, we find the A+A groomed jets
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FIG. 3: The Pb+Pb/p+p ratios of normalized zg (upper plots) and θg (bottom plots) distribution with the soft drop and the
dynamical grooming algorithms at

√
s = 5.02 TeV in different pT,jet intervals 40 < pT,jet < 60 GeV/c, 60 < pT,jet < 80 GeV/c

and 80 < pT,jet < 100 GeV/c from left to right, respectively.

P ch jet
T

Soft Drop: Dynamical Grooming:
zcut = 0.1, β = 0 a = 0.1

〈zg〉jets 〈zg〉jets

40− 60 GeV
0.232 0.322 pp
0.210 0.312 AA

60− 80 GeV
0.224 0.319 pp
0.200 0.308 AA

80− 100 GeV
0.217 0.317 pp
0.196 0.304 AA

TABLE I: The averaged momentum splitting fraction in in-
clusive jets with the soft drop grooming and the dynamical
grooming algorithms are calculated in both p+p and Pb+Pb
collisions at

√
s = 5.02 TeV at three transverse momentum in-

tervals: 40 < pch jet
T < 60 GeV, 60 < pch jet

T < 80 GeV and
80 < pch jet

T < 100 GeV respectively.

always become momentum imbalanced and narrower
compared to the p+p counterparts due to quenching
for all grooming cases in all three pch,jetT intervals. It
is because of the energy loss effect will induce the jets
with originally higher pch,jetT in p+p which distributed
at smaller zg and θg to fall into the pch,jetT intervals that
we investigated in.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we systematically predict the normal-
ized distributions of the groomed jet radius θg and mo-
mentum splitting fraction zg with the dynamical groom-

P ch jet
T

Soft Drop: Dynamical Grooming:
zcut = 0.1, β = 0 a = 0.1

〈θg〉jets 〈θg〉jets

40− 60 GeV
0.582 0.478 pp
0.539 0.443 AA

60− 80 GeV
0.497 0.397 pp
0.441 0.358 AA

80− 100 GeV
0.424 0.333 pp
0.383 0.310 AA

TABLE II: The averaged groomed jet radius in inclusive jets
with the soft drop grooming and the dynamical grooming
algorithms are calculated in both p+p and Pb+Pb collisions
at
√
s = 5.02 TeV at three transverse momentum intervals:

40 < pch jet
T < 60 GeV, 60 < pch jet

T < 80 GeV and 80 <

pch jet
T < 100 GeV respectively.

ing algorithms in Pb+Pb collisions at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

respectively. It’s found that in the context of dynam-
ical grooming algorithm, the more balanced dynami-
cal groomed jets generated by smaller parameter a in
p+p will become more momentum imbalanced and less
jet size narrow due to jet quenching. By comparing
these jet substructure observables with different param-
eters in these two grooming cases in p+p, we find the
a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case would generate the
most momentum balanced groomed jets, thus a system-
atical comparison with the most balanced case in the
soft drop grooming zcut = 0.1, β = 0 is conducted.
The normalized distribution ratios Pb+Pb/p+p as re-
spect to zg in zcut = 0.1, β = 0 soft drop case are close
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to unity and those in a = 0.1 dynamical grooming case
shows enhancement at small zg . Pb+Pb/p+p with re-
spect to θg in the dynamical grooming case demonstrate
weaker modification than those in the soft drop coun-
terparts. We further calculate the groomed jet number
averaged momentum splitting fraction 〈zg〉jets and av-
eraged groomed jet radius 〈θg〉jets in p+p and A+A for
both grooming cases in all three pch,jetT intervals. We find
the originally generated more balanced groomed jets

will become more momentum imbalanced and less jet
size narrow due to jet quenching, and weaker medium
modification of zg and θg in a = 0.1 dynamical groom-
ing case than in the soft drop counterpart.
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[37] T. Sjöstrand, S. Ask, J. R. Christiansen, R. Corke, N. De-
sai, P. Ilten, S. Mrenna, S. Prestel, C. O. Rasmussen, and
P. Z. Skands, Comput. Phys. Commun. 191, 159 (2015),
arXiv:1410.3012 [hep-ph] .

[38] M. Cacciari, G. P. Salam, and G. Soyez, JHEP 04, 063
(2008), arXiv:0802.1189 [hep-ph] .

[39] Y. He, T. Luo, X.-N. Wang, and Y. Zhu, Phys. Rev. C 91,
054908 (2015), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.C 97, 019902 (2018)],
arXiv:1503.03313 [nucl-th] .

[40] S. Cao, T. Luo, G.-Y. Qin, and X.-N. Wang, Phys. Rev. C
94, 014909 (2016), arXiv:1605.06447 [nucl-th] .

[41] S. Cao, T. Luo, G.-Y. Qin, and X.-N. Wang, Phys. Lett. B
777, 255 (2018), arXiv:1703.00822 [nucl-th] .

[42] X.-f. Guo and X.-N. Wang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 3591 (2000),
arXiv:hep-ph/0005044 .

[43] B.-W. Zhang and X.-N. Wang, Nucl. Phys. A 720, 429
(2003), arXiv:hep-ph/0301195 .

[44] B.-W. Zhang, E.-k. Wang, and X.-N. Wang, Nucl. Phys. A
757, 493 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0412060 .

[45] L. Pang, Q. Wang, and X.-N. Wang, Phys. Rev. C 86,
024911 (2012), arXiv:1205.5019 [nucl-th] .

[46] L.-G. Pang, Y. Hatta, X.-N. Wang, and B.-W. Xiao, Phys.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.1436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.1436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/39/6/063001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1201.0008
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-2792-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.2708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15709-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15709-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15709-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.10342
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.10342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2022)061
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.11303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2020)044
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.11248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.132001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.132001
http://arxiv.org/abs/0910.1090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/11/093
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.2807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/ab7cbc
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.03689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135227
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.02512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.044906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.044906
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.09793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.042001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.042001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.10007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.062301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.062301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.5874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.014909
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.5323
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-009-0941-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.3568
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.3568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.072301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.072301
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0309040
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1674-1137/abab8f
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.06332
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.06332
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.14668
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7312-4
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7312-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.01499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.80.054913
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.80.054913
http://arxiv.org/abs/0909.2037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-009-1133-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-009-1133-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.1014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2623-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.0013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2013)029
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.0007
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP05(2014)146
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP05(2014)146
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.2657
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.102001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.12984
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.12984
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.074003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.05842
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.05842
http://arxiv.org/abs/CMS-PAS-HIN-16-006
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.nuclphysbps.2017.05.028
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.nuclphysbps.2017.05.028
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.10933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.04.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.04.019
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.03767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.112301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.07283
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP02(2020)054
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP02(2020)054
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.01783
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135634
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135634
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.12541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.034004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.034004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.00375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.114046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.114046
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.14768
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.10246
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.10246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2018)064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2018)064
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.04758
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2015.01.024
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.3012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
http://arxiv.org/abs/0802.1189
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.91.054908
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.91.054908
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.03313
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.94.014909
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.94.014909
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.06447
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2017.12.023
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2017.12.023
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.00822
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.3591
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0005044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(03)01003-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(03)01003-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0301195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.04.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.04.022
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0412060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.024911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.024911
http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.5019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.074027


7

Rev. D 91, 074027 (2015), arXiv:1411.7767 [hep-ph] .
[47] Z.-W. Lin, C. M. Ko, B.-A. Li, B. Zhang, and S. Pal, Phys.

Rev. C 72, 064901 (2005), arXiv:nucl-th/0411110 .
[48] Z.-W. Lin and L. Zheng, Nucl. Sci. Tech. 32, 113 (2021),

arXiv:2110.02989 [nucl-th] .
[49] T. Luo, S. Cao, Y. He, and X.-N. Wang, Phys. Lett. B 782,

707 (2018), arXiv:1803.06785 [hep-ph] .
[50] S.-L. Zhang, X.-N. Wang, and B.-W. Zhang, Phys. Rev. C

105, 054902 (2022), arXiv:2103.07836 [hep-ph] .
[51] J. H. Putschke et al., (2019), arXiv:1903.07706 [nucl-th] .
[52] T. Sjostrand, Comput. Phys. Commun. 39, 347 (1986).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.074027
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.7767
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.72.064901
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.72.064901
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0411110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41365-021-00944-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.02989
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2018.06.025
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2018.06.025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.06785
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.054902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.054902
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.07836
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.07706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0010-4655(86)90096-2

	I introduction
	II analysis framework
	III numerical results and discussions
	IV conclusion
	 References

