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Energy-energy correlators (EECs) within high energy jets serve as a key experimentally accessible
quantity to probe the scale and structure of the quark-gluon plasma (QGP) in relativistic heavy-ion
collisions. The CMS Collaboration’s first measurement of the modification to the EEC within single
inclusive jets in Pb+Pb collisions relative to p+p collisions reveals a significant enhancement at
small angles, which may arise from jet transverse momentum pr selection biases due to jet energy
loss. We investigate the dependence of jet EECs on the flavor of the initiating parton. The EEC
distribution of a gluon jet is broader and the peak of transition from the perturbative to the non-
perturbative regime occurs at a larger angle than that of a quark jet. Such flavor dependence leads
to the different EECs for 7-jets and single inclusive jets due to their different flavor composition.
It is also responsible for a colliding energy dependence of EECs of single inclusive jets at fixed jet
energy. We also investigate the impact of flavor composition variation on the pr dependence of the
jet EEC. We further propose that a change in the gluon jet fraction in A+A collisions compared
to p+p can also contribute to a non-negligible enhancement of the medium modified EEC at small
angles. Using the JEWEL model, we predict the reduction of the gluon jet fraction in A+A collisions

and estimate its impact on the EEC.

Introduction — Jet is a cluster of energetic particles mov-
ing in the same direction [1]. It is formed by the fragmen-
tation of a high-virtuality parton (quark or gluon) pro-
duced in the initial hard scattering. When a jet traverses
the Quark-Gluon Plasma (QGP), it undergoes interac-
tions with the medium [2-14], carrying important infor-
mation of the medium’s properties embedded in the mo-
mentum exchange with the medium constituents. There-
fore, jets act as powerful hard probes of the QGP proper-
ties. Jet physics has experienced significant development
over the past three decades. Jet quenching caused by the
energy loss of jets in high-energy heavy-ion collisions [15-

| is a key experimental observable to prove the exis-
tence of QGP at both RHIC and LHC energies [18-22].
Nowadays, there is growing interest in the study of jet
substructure to understand the space-time structure of
the parton shower, encompassing a range of more pre-
cise measurements, such as jet shape [23-27], jet frag-
mentation function [ |, groomed jets [32, 33] and jet
reclustering [34, 35].

Among the various jet substructure observables, the
Energy-Energy Correlator (EEC) [36-38] stands out as
a particularly powerful one. It is based on the cor-
relations of asymptotic energy flux deposited in detec-
tors [39, 40], offering significant potential for probing the
internal structure of jets across a wide range of scenar-
ios [11-60]. It has been found that the EEC can not
only be used to probe the onset of color coherence in
in-medium splittings [61, 62], but also shed light on the
dead-cone effect and the flavor hierarchy of heavy fla-
vor jets [58-00, 63]. Furthermore, the modification of
jet constituents by QGP medium will ultimately mani-

fest in the angular distribution of the EEC within the
jet. Therefore, both theoretical and experimental efforts
are focused on the differences in EEC within jets be-
tween Pb+Pb(A+A) and p+p collisions, exploring the
connection between medium modification and the scale
and structure of the QGP medium [55, 56, 5962, 64-73].
In addition, EEC is also expected to be sensitive to cold
nuclear matter effects in small systems [72, 74, 75].

Recently, the CMS collaboration released the first
measurement of the EEC within single inclusive jets in
Pb+Pb collisions at /sy = 5.02 TeV [76]. Their data
indicates that the EEC distribution in Pb+Pb collisions
shows a significant enhancement at both small and large
angle relative to p+p collisions. The enhancement at
large angles has been predicted by multiple theoretical
studies, which generally attribute it to contributions from
jet-induced medium response, medium-induced gluon ra-
diation and transverse momentum broadening [59, 61,

, 64, 66]. However, the enhancement at small angles
remains poorly understood. One potential explanation is
that it arises from the jet pr selection bias [59, 67, 70?7
] due to jet energy loss. In experimental measurements,
using the same reconstructed pr for jets in A+A and p+p
collisions implies that the initial jet pr in A+A collisions
is higher than that in the corresponding p+p collisions.
Since the transition region of the EEC distribution de-
pends on Aqcp /P’ [40, 73, ], the EEC distribu-
tion within the initial jet in A+A events will shift to-
ward smaller angles relative to p+p collisions. Under the
assumption that the EEC of the final jet in A4+A colli-
sions is determined by the initial jet energy scale, this
shift could result in the observed enhancement of self-



normalized EEC distributions in A+A collisions at small
angles when compared to p+p collisions. This shift has
also been addressed recently with a quantitative method
to reduce this bias in data [67, 79].

In this Letter, we explore the dependence of the jet
EEC on the flavor of the initiating parton, or simply re-
ferred to as the flavor dependence, and the relevant con-
sequences in the nuclear modification of EEC in heavy-
ion collisions. We calculate the EEC within quark and
gluon initiated jets separately in p+p collisions and show
that the variation in the gluon jet fraction between A+A
and p+p collisions is a non-negligible factor contributing
to the enhancement of the EEC at small angles. Using
PYTHIA 8.3 to describe vacuum physics and the JEWEL
2.3 model to simulate medium-induced effects, we esti-
mate the changes in the gluon jet fraction between p+p
and A+A and predict their impact on the EEC distribu-
tion in realistic heavy-ion collisions.

EECs of quark and gluon jets— Jets initiated by high-
energy gluons and quarks are expected to exhibit dis-
tinct EEC distributions due to the differences in their
color charges and fragmentation patterns. Fig.1 shows
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FIG. 1. Angular distribution of the EEC for quark jets (red
open circle), gluon jets (blue open circle), y-jets (red filled
circle) and single inclusive jets (blue filled circle) in p+p col-
lisions generated by PYTHIAS.

the EEC distribution within gluon jets (blue open cir-
cle) and quark jets (red open circle) in p+p collisions.
In this Letter, unless otherwise specified, all EECs are
self normalized to 1. Jets are reconstructed using FAST-
JET [30] with the anti-kp algorithm [81] with the jet ra-
dius R = 0.4. Vacuum events are generated using the
PYTHIA8 [82-84] Monte Carlo event generator with the
default tune. We require both jet populations to have
the same reconstructed pr range and restrict them to a
narrow interval (200-210) GeV/c, to reduce any pr spec-
tra shape effects. We find that gluon jets tend to have
a significantly broader distribution of EEC compared to

those particle pairs within quark jets. This effect can be
attributed to several key features of parton evolution in
QCD. First, the higher number of gluon color charges al-
lows for a greater variety of splitting processes compared
to quarks. Second, the color factor for gluons, C4 = 3,
is significantly larger than the quark color factor, Cp =
%, leading to a higher probability of emissions. Mean-
while, in PYTHIA the hadronization scale is set by the
parton’s virtuality Q2 which is related to the transverse
momentum of the splitting k% = z(1 — 2)Q?. Due to
the symmetrical splitting functions of gluons, the aver-
age kr or the relative angle of final partons in a gluon
jet is slightly larger than a quark jet. Consequently, glu-
ons generate more particles within the jet, resulting in
a broader EEC distribution with its peak shifted toward
larger angles. Such a phenomenon can also be observed
when comparing the EEC within single inclusive jets (or
di-jets) to that of ~-jets. In Fig.1, we also plot the EEC
within ~-jets (red filled circle) and single inclusive jetS
(blue filled circle) in p+p collisions. As compared to re-
sults of quark jets and gluon jets, we find that the EEC
of ~-jets is closer to that of quark jets, while the result of
single inclusive jets is closer to that of gluon jets. This
indicates that at LHC energies, within the current jet pr
range, y-jets are dominated by quark jets, whereas single
inclusive jets are dominated by gluon jets.

Since the flavor composition of single inclusive jets
varies with the initial parton momentum fraction z =
2pr/\/s [85], the flavor dependence of jet EEC should
lead to a colliding energy dependence of single inclusive
jet EEC with same jet pr. In Fig. 2, we present the EEC
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FIG. 2. EEC within single inclusive jets with the same jet pr
in p+p collisions at RHIC (red) and LHC (blue), respectively.

of single inclusive jets with p4* € (40-60) GeV/c in p+p
collisions at RHIC (red) and LHC (blue). We choose
this specific jet pr range at RHIC since it is accessible
in the recent data-sets from sPHENIX and ongoing mea-
surements by STAR. It is also accessible by ALICE at



LHC, providing a study of the z dependence of jet EECs.
We observe that the EEC at the RHIC energy shifts to
smaller angles compared to that at LHC energy, since for
the same jet pr, single inclusive jets at the RHIC energy
have a larger initial momentum fraction x and therefore
a larger fraction of quark jets. As a result, the EEC dis-
tribution within single inclusive jets at RHIC resembles
more the quark jet EEC than the one for single inclusive
jets at LHC.
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FIG. 3. EEC distribution (upper panel) of quark jets

(dashed), single inclusive jets (solid) and gluon jets (dot-
dashed) for 3 jet pr ranges: (200-250) GeV/c (blue), (250-
300) GeV/c (red) and (300-350) GeV/c (black) in p+p colli-
sions and the ratio (lower panel) of the single jet EEC with
fixed gluon jet fraction to the default single jet EEC distribu-
tion for the same jet pr ranges (same color scheme).

When accounting for the pr dependence of jet EEC,
one must also consider the impact of jet flavor variation,
as the flavor composition changes with jet pr. To illus-
trate such pr dependence of jet EECs due to changes of
flavor composition, we present the EEC distributions for
inclusive jets, quark jets, and gluon jets in three different
jet pr intervals in the upper panel of Fig. 3. We observe
clearly different pr dependence of quark and gluon jet
EECs. The pr dependence of single inclusive jet EECs is
a combination of the pr dependence of quark and gluon
jet EECs and the flavor composition. For a given jet pp
range, one can use the quark (dashed lines) and gluon
(dot-dashed lines) jet EEC distributions to construct the
single inclusive jet EEC (solid lines) and extract the fla-
vor composition. For example, the ¢/g fraction is ap-

proximately 45%/55% at pls’ € (200-250) GeV /c using
this method.

To quantify the effect of jet flavor variation on the pr
dependence of single inclusive jet EEC, we construct the
single inclusive jet EEC for each ppr range with a fixed
quark and gluon jet ratio of 45%/55% and compare to
the single inclusive jet EECs with the flavor composition
given by PYTHIA. In the lower panel of Fig. 3, we plot
the ratio of the constructed EEC distributions with fixed
quark/gluon ratio to the single inclusive jet EECs from
PYTHIA at the same jet pr. We observe that this ra-
tio for pi* € (200-250) GeV/c (blue) is approximately
equal to 1, indicating that the single jet EEC can be well
described as a combination of the quark and gluon jet
EECs. As the jet pr increases, this ratio falls below 1
at small angles as the fraction of gluon jets gradually de-
creases with increasing jet pp, causing the single jet EEC
to shift closer to the quark jet EEC. This trend becomes
more pronounced at higher jet pr.

Medium modification of small-angle jet EEC — For A+A
collisions, the difference in Casimir factors causes gluon
jets to lose more energy compared to quark jets [86, 87].
As aresult, the EEC within gluon jets exhibits a stronger
pr selection bias when compared to quark jets. This bias
effectively reduces the difference in EEC between quark
jets and gluon jets in A+A collisions compared to p+p
collisions. To simulate effects of medium modification,
we use JEWEL 2.3 model [88-90], with an initial mean
temperature of 7; = 550 MeV and a [0 — 10]% cen-
trality class following [90]. The remaining parameters
that model the boost-invariant longitudinal expansion of
the ideal quark-gluon gas implemented in JEWEL are left
to its default values. Finally, we restrict ourselves to
energy loss effects and disregard the medium response
that would populate the large AR region of the EEC.
With this setup, we simulate independently v + g— and
v + g—initiated jets and present their ratio of EEC for
both vacuum (filled circle) and medium (open circle) con-
figurations in Fig.4. Our result shows that the medium
effect indeed diminishes the difference in EEC between
quark jets and gluon jets at small angles, reducing the
ratio from 3.0 to approximately 2.3.

Furthermore, the greater energy loss experienced by
gluon jets compared to quark jets also reduces the frac-
tion of gluon jets in the final state in A+A collisions rela-
tive to p+p collisions. This shift makes the contribution
of quark jets to the EEC more pronounced in A+A col-
lisions. To better quantify this effect, in the upper panel
of Fig. 5, we present the EEC distributions correspond-
ing to different fractions of quark jets in p+p collisions.
We observe that as the fraction of gluon jets decreases,
the overall distribution shifts toward smaller angles. Ad-
ditionally, we use the EEC with a 50% gluon jet fraction
as the baseline and calculate the ratios of the EEC dis-
tributions for different gluon jet fractions relative to it in
the lower panel of Fig. 5. We find that a 10% change
in the gluon jet fraction almost leads to a 10% varia-
tion in the EEC distribution at small angles. Based on
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FIG. 4. Ratio of the EEC distribution inside quark jets to
that inside gluon jets from p+p collisions (full circle) and
after quenching within the JEWEL model (open circle).
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FIG. 5. EEC distributions in p+p collisions (upper panel)
with a 40% (green), 50% (black) and 60% (purple) gluon jet
fraction and ratio of the EEC for different gluon jet fractions
compared to the 50% gluon jet fraction (lower panel).

PYTHIA simulations of di-jet events with jet transverse
momentum in the range of pk' € (120-140) GeV/c, the
initial gluon jet fraction is approximately 66%[91]. How-
ever, after accounting for jet quenching effects within the
JEWEL model, this fraction decreases slightly to 64.5% .

As such, this medium-induced flavor selection can con-
tribute approximately 6% of the enhancement of the EEC
at small angles observed at LHC energies, making it a
non-negligible effect when considering the overall QGP-
induced modifications.

Summary — In this Letter, we conduct a detailed inves-
tigation into the underlying mechanisms driving the en-
hancement of the measured single inclusive jet EEC at
small angles in A+A collisions compared to p+p colli-
sions. We primarily focus on the flavor dependence of
the EEC and find that, in addition to the jet pr selection
bias, the difference in the fraction of gluon jets between
A+A and p+p collisions also plays a significant role. We
highlight the key difference between di-jets and y—jets
in the EECs primarily due to the impact of jet-initiating
parton flavor such as gluon jets in the former jet pop-
ulation and the latter having more quark jets. We also
discuss the potential comparison of similar jet momenta
across RHIC and the LHC, noting the impact of the fla-
vor variation on the small angle structure of the EEC.
Using the JEWEL model, we estimate the reduction in
gluon jet fraction in A+A collisions relative to p+p col-
lisions and predict its specific non-negligible impact on
the EEC distribution.

We conclude that the EEC distribution within single

inclusive jets is influenced not only by the pr selection
bias but also by the variation in the quark-to-gluon jet
fraction in A4+A compared to p+p collisions. The inter-
play of these effects results in a significant enhancement
of the EEC ratio at small angles. In addition, this sug-
gests that the EEC distribution within +-jets may be
different from that of single inclusive jets. The flavor de-
pendence of the jet EEC also leads to = dependence of
jet EEC, for example, the colliding energy dependence
for fixed jet pr. We show some of the pr dependence of
single inclusive jet EEC is also attributed to the variation
of flavor composition. The consequences of the flavor de-
pendence of jet EEC will influence a wide range of studies
of jet structure and evolution in both p+p and A+A col-
lisions. Our study here is just the beginning of further
explorations.
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