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Abstract: Energy correlators are theoretically simple and physically intuitive observables
that bridge experimental and theoretical particle physics. They have for example enabled the
most precise jet substructure determination of the strong coupling constant to date, and recent
proposals suggest that they may be used to precisely determine the top quark mass with
calculable, small theoretical uncertainties. However, existing energy correlators all measure
correlations in angles between particles, from which other observables such as mass must
be inferred through potentially complicated procedures. In this work, we generalize energy
correlators to enable straightforward measurements of non-angular correlations, which we call
Energy Weighted Observable Correlations (EWOCs). To enforce collinear safety, EWOCs
quantify correlations between subjets rather than particles. The subjet radius can be tuned to
control both the physical scales probed by EWOCs and their sensitivity to non-perturbative
physics. We focus on the phenomenologically relevant example of the mass EWOC, which
measures mass correlations between pairs of subjets, in the task of extracting mass scales
from jets. In jet substructure determinations of the mass of a hadronically-decaying W boson,
we show that the mass EWOC outperforms the angle-based energy correlator, and performs
comparably to the soft-drop groomed jet mass. As a first exploration of the theoretical
properties of EWOCs, we also calculate the mass EWOC on light-quark jets and compare
to results obtained with Pythia 8.309.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of hadronic jets in high-energy particle collisions is one of the most important
milestones in human understanding of the microscopic universe, and has solidified quantum
chromodynamics (QCD) as our fundamental theory of the strong nuclear force. Jets were
originally predicted [1–5], and later measured [6–14], as collimated sprays of hadronic radia-
tion produced in high-energy collisions involving the strong interaction. The quantification of
the internal structure of jets, enabled by the excellent performance of the current generation
of experimental detectors, has been a particularly fruitful area of study. The study of jet sub-
structure has led to the development of a large class of observables that characterize hadronic
radiation in particle collisions, facilitating our understanding of the physical properties of
the Standard Model of particle physics (SM) and beyond.

Among collider observables with the potential to probe jet substructure, the Energy-
Energy Correlator (EEC) [15–17] is particularly noteworthy: it is conceptually simple,
insensitive to low-energy radiation, and naturally separates physics at different scales. Physi-
cally, the EEC measures the mean correlation in the energy passing through any two detectors
separated by an angle ∆, averaged over many particle collisions: EEC(∆) ∝ ⟨Edet.1̇ Edet.2̇⟩.1
From the birth of the EEC to its use in recent collider studies, the simplicity of the EEC has
enabled highly accurate perturbative computations [18–46] and has facilitated measurements
of the strong coupling constant αs [47–56] including the most precise jet substructure determi-
nations of αs to date [57]. The EEC has been investigated as a probe of jets traveling through
the quark-gluon plasma (QGP) produced in heavy-ion collisions [58–67] and of correlations
in nuclear physics [68–72]. The study of the EEC has also shed light on the structure of

1More concretely, this means that the contribution of each particle in an event to the EEC is weighted by
the particle’s energy, see eq. (2.1). This energy weighting mitigates the effects of the low-energy physics of
QCD that complicates the theoretical description of other jet substructure observables.
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Figure 2: Visualization of a W boson jet (the blue cone) containing a pair of quark subjets
(whose particles leave calorimeter energy deposits, in blue and red) as probed by (a) the
EEC, (b) subjet EEC, and (c) subjet mass EWOC. Below each visualization is an plot for the
associated observable on LHC data simulated with Pythia 8.309 at

√
s = 14TeV ((d), (e),

and (f), respectively). The EEC ((a) and (d)) captures angular correlations between many
particles in the jet, though only one pair of particles (shown in red) are separated at the
angular scale associated with the W mass. The subjet EEC ((b) and (e)) clusters subjets
within the W jet to isolate the correct angular scale. The subjet EWOC ((c) and (f)) clusters
subjets within the W jet and captures the mass of the W boson directly from the pairwise
mass of the subjets, bypassing the use of angular correlations. For the subjet EEC and subjet
EWOC, we use the subjet radius rsub = 0.3, which tends to correctly isolate two subjets
associated with the W decay; we show results for more subjet radii for EWOCs at the LHC
in section 3.3.
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(b)

Figure 1. Visualizations of the hadronic decay of a W boson in 14 TeV LHC events simulated with
Pythia 8.309. (a) The mass EWOC, introduced in this work, which captures the mass of the of W

boson directly from the pairwise mass of subjets (the red cones) of radius rsub = 0.3. (b) The EEC
evaluated on pairs of particles; we tune the constant c ∼ 2.5 to extract mW from the peak of the
EEC distribution. The full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the mass EWOC (about 10 GeV) is
significantly smaller than the mass difference associated with the FWHM of the EEC (corresponding
to about 50 GeV), suggesting that the peak of the mass EWOC will provide a more precise estimation
of mW .

non-perturbative QCD [73–80] and of quantum field theory in general [81–100]. It also been
put forward as a way to search for new physics in hadronic decays of electroweak bosons [101].
Finally, while most jet substructure observables are dominated by contributions from two-
particle correlations, the EEC can be naturally extended to multi-point energy correlators
which can characterize correlations between an arbitrary number of particles [100, 102–105].
Recent theoretical work suggests that multi-point generalizations of the EEC may be used
to extract the mass of the top quark at the LHC [106–111].

However, the EEC is limited to probing angular correlations, and angular correlations
are not the only correlations of interest in particle collisions. Additional, non-trivial steps
are needed when using energy correlators to extract non-angular parameters of interest. For
example, in extracting the top quark mass, the conversion of angular scales to mass scales
involves the transverse momentum of top quark jets; large experimental uncertainties in the jet
pT then directly affect the resulting extraction of the top quark mass mt.2 Similarly, heavy-ion
collisions and the properties of the QGP are characterized by a wide variety of correlations
extending beyond the simple angular correlations probed by energy correlators [58–67].

In this paper, we introduce Energy Weighted Observable Correlations (EWOCs)
as generalizations of the EEC that preserve the strengths of energy weighting as a paradigm

2A solution to this pT smearing was proposed by the authors of ref. [108], leveraging the W -bosons that
emerge during top quark decay and the well-measured mass of the W -boson. In particular, they define an
integrated three-point energy correlator with two peaks, at angular scales ζpeak ∼ m2/p2

T with m = mW

and m = mt. The ratio of the peak locations provides a robust measure of mt/mW which is insensitive to
uncertainties in jet pT . The approach we develop here does not rely on an existing, precisely determined
particle mass.

– 2 –



J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

for extracting fundamental information from measurements, while simultaneously probing
correlations in non-angular observables. A pairwise (or 2-point) EWOC takes the form3

dΣO
dχ

= 1
σ

∫
dσ

∑
subjets i, j

xi xj δ (χ−Oij) , (1.1)

where (d)σ indicates the (differential) cross section for jet production in the process under
consideration and the sum on i and j run over the subjets within the jet. The energy-
weighting factors xi,j , adopted from the EEC, ensure that higher-energy subjets contribute
more to the EWOC of eq. (1.1).4 Oij is a user-defined observable on pairs of subjets, such
as their angular separation or invariant mass. For example, using the two-particle angular
separation in eq. (1.1), Oij → θij , recovers the traditional EEC of e+e− collisions in the
limit of zero subjet radius (i.e. where the sum over pairs of subjets is replaced by a sum over
pairs of particles). However, the EWOC framework we introduce expands on the strengths
of the EEC in two ways:

• We study correlations of generic pairwise observables, i.e. any observables that
depend on the properties of two particles; this includes not only the relative angle
between their momenta, probed by the EEC, but also their total invariant mass, our
main focus in this work.

• We study correlations between subjets rather than particles within a jet; this isolates
correlations between collective degrees of freedom (the subjets), and is essential to
ensure that EWOCs are collinear-safe when considering general pairwise observables.

The radius of the subjets controls the sensitivity of EWOCs to non-perturbative effects,
though it also limits the angular resolution that EWOCs can probe; therefore, the choice
of subjet radius in defining an EWOC for a particular physics context is motivated by
balancing these considerations.

In this work, we focus on the mass EWOC, showing its power in determining the mass of
a hadronically decaying particle. In figure 1, we demonstrate the use of the mass EWOC in
extracting the mass of the W boson (as a proxy for a generic hadronically-decaying resonance)
from simulations of W boson pair production at the LHC generated with Pythia 8.309 [113].
The EWOC framework may also be used to extract more general and phenomenologically
important correlations between subjets or the masses of decaying resonances with a greater
number of decay products. For example, we expect that the three-point mass EWOC may
be used as an alternative to the three-point, angle-based energy correlator for extracting
the mass of top quark from its three-pronged decay [106–111]. While we do not explore
these phenomenologically important measurements in this work, we hope that the EWOC
framework will be helpful for extracting a wide variety of correlations of physical interest
from future experimental measurements.

3We will present this definition in more detail in section 2.2, and a slightly more general definition with
arbitrary energy weights in section 2.3. One can also generalize the pairwise EWOCs we present here to
higher-point correlators that we leave to future work. Here, the new parametrization proposed in ref. [112]
would be particularly convenient to reduce computation time and enhance interpretability.

4For proton-proton collisions at the LHC, transverse momentum fractions xi = pT,i/pT,jet are a natural
choice, while energy fractions xi = Ei/Ejet are more natural in the context of electron-positron collisions.

– 3 –
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Shift in mW Determination
from the peak of each distribution

∆
Mass EWOC

kt subjets,
rsub = 0.3

EEC mmMDT
zcut = 0.1

Smearing
(cf ref. [57]) 94 MeV -37

MeV
49 MeV

Parton vs.
Hadron -144 MeV -1150

MeV
18 MeV

UE (MPI)
On/Off 271 MeV 700

MeV
298 MeV

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
|∆| (GeV)

Mass EWOC
EEC

mmMDTMore
robust

Less
robust

Table 1. Several measures of robustness of determinations of mW based only on the peak of the
mass EWOC introduced in this work, the EEC, or the mass distribution of jets groomed using the
modified mass drop tagger (mMDT). These are all evaluated on Pythia 8.309 samples of a pair of
hadronically-decaying W bosons at the LHC. While each measure of robustness may be addressed by
appropriate calibration, smaller values indicate more robust determinations of mW .

In table 1, we further evince the phenomenological value of the mass EWOC by comparing
shifts in the mW determination obtained by using the peaks of the mass EWOC, the EEC,
and the mass distribution of jets groomed using the modified mass drop tagger (mMDT, which
far outperforms the ungroomed jet mass) [114, 115]. For each distribution, mW is estimated
by performing a quadratic fit of each distribution near the peak at mW . In particular, we
show the amount by which each estimation of mW varies due to:

• an emulation of experimental detector effects via Gaussian smearing of particle momenta
by 3% for photons, 5% for neutral particles, and 1% for charged particles (the values
used in CMS-SMP-22-01 [57]);

• turning on/off the effects of hadronization;

• turning on/off the effects of multiple-parton interactions (MPI), with hadronization on,
as a proxy for the underlying event (UE).

We note that, in this simplified context, the EEC is more robust to the effects of particle-
level momentum smearing than the mass EWOC in the estimation of mW , but that the
mass EWOC is much more resilient to non-perturbative QCD effects than the EEC. The
presented values for the variations in the EEC are commensurate with corresponding values
in the estimation of the top quark mass using the three-point energy correlator, as in table
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I of ref. [107]. The shifts in the mass EWOC determination of mW due to smearing and
hadronization are greater in absolute value than those of the determination of mW using the
mMDT-groomed jet mass. However, when smearing, hadronization, and MPI are considered
together, the overall shift in the peak of the mass EWOC — and the resulting shift in the
determination of mW — is smaller than that of the mMDT-groomed mass distribution.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows: In section 2, we define EWOCs and discuss
their properties and some applications. In section 3, we examine the phenomenology of the
mass EWOC in both proton-proton and electron-positron collisions. In our study of LHC
collisions in section 3.2, we show that the mass EWOC is a particularly powerful tool for
extracting mass scales from collision data, using the W -boson as an example of a generic
hadronically-decaying resonance. In section 3.3 we present fixed-order results for EWOCs of
light-quark jets produced in e+e− collisions and compare them to Pythia 8.309 simulations.
We give concluding thoughts and discuss avenues for future exploration in section 4.

2 Energy Weighted Observable Correlations (EWOCs)

In this section, we provide an introduction to EWOCs and the physics they probe. Sections 2.1
and 2.2 introduce the general considerations and ingredients that go into the construction of
EWOCs, presenting EWOCs as flexible, easily interpretable extensions of the more familiar
EEC. Section 2.3 discusses how the use of subjets ensures collinear safety and suppresses
non-perturbative effects for generic EWOCs involving non-angular correlations.

2.1 A review of the Energy-Energy Correlator (EEC)

Qualitatively, the EEC captures information about the angular scales at which energetic
pairs of particles tend to strike a detector after a particle collision event. As visualized in the
inset of figure 1(b), the EEC at the angular scale χ is the average product of the energies of
particles separated by an angle χ, averaged over an ensemble of jets.

More precisely, the EEC is defined as5

dΣEEC
dχ

= 1
σ

∫
dσ

∑
particles i, j

xi xj δ (χ − θij) , (2.1)

where χ is an angular variable and dσ is a differential cross-section with
∫

dσ = σ. The
subscripts i and j denote outgoing particles, xi and xj describe their energy or transverse
momentum fraction and θij denotes an angular metric.6

5The definition of eq. (2.1) is common in particle phenomenology. When all particles are massless, there
is an equivalent definition of the EEC in terms of light-ray operators: integrals of the stress energy tensor
along light rays travelling from the location of the particle collision; see, for example, refs. [83] and [93]. The
light-ray definition of the EEC may even be applied in the context of conformal field theory, when the concept
of a single particle no longer makes sense.

6In electron-positron collisions, it is common to replace the δ(χ− θij) of eq. (2.1) with δ[χ− (1− cos θij)/2].
θij denotes the real-space angle between the momenta of particles i and j. The sum on i, j often runs over
all particles in an event (in which case it is called an event shape), though it can alternatively run over all
particles within the set of jets obtained by an appropriate jet definition. When treated as an event shape, the
EEC energy weights are xi = Ei/Eevent, while for the jet-based EEC xi = Ei/Ejet. In proton-proton collisions,
the sum runs over all particles in a jet, xi = pT, i/pT, jet, and θij denotes instead the rapidity-azimuth distance
between particles i and j. When computing EECs and general EWOCs in this work, we will always use
jet-based definitions.
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Though the EEC is conceptually simple observable, the use of particles in the definition of
the EEC presented in eq. (2.1) makes the EEC somewhat vulnerable to the non-perturbative
physics of low-energy QCD, which is notoriously difficult to predict and control, through
effects such as hadronization and the underlying event. The EEC partially mitigates this
issue through the use of energy weighting (the factor xi xj in eq. (2.1)) such that these
low-energy effects are suppressed by their small energy fractions. The resulting observable
is less sensitive than traditional jet observables to the effects of low-energy QCD, but the
EEC still uses particles directly, and therefore has not completely eliminated the potential
for complicated, non-perturbative effects.

Furthermore, while the angular scales in a particle collision convey a great deal of
information about the underlying fundamental physics, they are not able to efficiently
characterize everything about the interactions of our microscopic universe. In order to gather
a more rich collection of information about collider physics using energy-weighted correlations,
it is tempting to simply change the argument of the delta function in eq. (2.1), which singles
out angular scales. However, the resulting observable is collinear unsafe (infrared safety is
still ensured by the energy weighting). In the following section, we will introduce EWOCs,
which solve this issue by introducing energy-weighted correlations on subjets.

2.2 Introducing EWOCs

The framework of (subjet-level) energy-weighted observable correlations (EWOCs) that we
introduce in this section takes the mitigation of low-energy effects one step further. In
addition to using the energy weighting of the EEC, we use subjets rather than particles;
subjets are constructed by applying a jet algorithm with radius rsub < Rjet to the particles
clustered within each jet in an event, and the subjet radius provides an explicit collinear
cutoff on contributing radiation.7 Any collection of particles which lead to the same subjet
configurations will have the same EWOCs, regardless of the details of the particles themselves.

EWOCs therefore trade the ability to capture correlations between all particles in a jet for
the ability to more easily control the effects of low-energy QCD. As we will see, this tradeoff
dramatically increases the richness of the correlations that can be probed by EWOCs. In
addition to the angular correlations probed by the EEC, EWOCs can be used to capture many
other correlations — such as correlations in mass, formation time, or any other observable
on subjets — which are forbidden by collinear safety in the absence of a subjet radius. An
EWOC for a generic observable O(subjet 1, subjet 2) on pairs of subjets takes a similar form
to eq. (2.1). Its definition was given in eq. (1.1) and is repeated here for convenience:

dΣO
dχ

= 1
σ

∫
dσ

∑
subjets i, j

xi xj δ (χ−Oij) , (2.2)

where the sum over particles has been replaced by a sum over subjets, and the role of θij has
been taken instead by Oij = O(subjet i, subjet j), the value of the observable O on subjets i

and j. The normalization σ is the jet cross section, and ensures that the EWOC is normalized:
7Subjet algorithms are not the only regularization schemes which provide a collinear cutoff on the physics

of the EEC. For example, refs. [65] and [116] both compute the EEC on collinear-safe collective degrees of
freedom based on the Lund plane or on the clustering history of the jet under study, respectively.

– 6 –
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∫
dχdΣ

dχ = 1.8 The observable Oij can depend on the energies and relative angle of subjets
i and j, but also on additional information such as the subjet masses.

The advantage of EWOCs is that they directly probe correlations in an observable of
interest. The choice of subjet definition (e.g. radius and recombination scheme) determines
the set of subjets that contribute to the EWOC, and therefore may also be tuned to capture
different physical effects. For example, the subjet radius may be chosen to capture the subjets
emerging from the hadronic decays of a boosted particle, as we explore in section 3. In this
work, we focus on the concrete example of the mass EWOC as a proof-of-concept, with a
subjet radius chosen to probe decays of the W boson, but the use of EWOCs is by no means
limited to the measurement of mass correlations. Possible pairwise observables include:

• The opening angle θij or the rapidity-azimuth distance Rij between subjets, which probe
angular correlations (used in e+e− or pp collisions, respectively). These observables
lead to the EEC, for which the use of subjets does not provide novel results;9

• The mass mij =
√

(pi + pj)2, which probes mass scales,10 applied to the phenomenolgy
of massive decaying particles in section 3;

• The formation time τij = max (Ei, Ej)/m2
ij , which probes the Lorentz-dilated time

scale at which partons (subjets) i and j become “separate”.11 At times t > τij , partons
i and j are expected to behave as separated, distinct color charges, while for t < τij

they are expected to behave “coherently” as a single color charge. We defer the study of
formation time EWOCs, especially in the study of heavy-ion collisions, to future work.12

Each observable is useful for the study of different physical effects, and each comes with its
own behavior under non-perturbative corrections and in analytic computations.

The EEC has traditionally been applied to particle physics in order to extract the strong
coupling constant [47–57, 105], and more recently to a broad set of applications including

8EWOCs can also be defined as event shapes, for which the sum on subjets i within a particular jet is
instead replaced by a sum on jets i within an entire event. However, in this work, we use the jet-based
definition of eq. (2.2) for all EWOC computations.

9With a subjet radius rsub, the value of the subjet EEC is nearly identical to the particle-level EEC for
χ > rsub, while the collinear cutoff of the subjet radius sets the subjet EEC to zero for 0 < χ < rsub. The
subjet EEC and the particle-level EEC would be exactly the same for χ > rsub if all particles in each subjet
were exactly aligned with the subjet direction, with small differences suppressed by the subjet radius size.

10The four-momenta of the subjets depends on the recombination scheme used to define the subjets. In
this work, we use winner-take-all schemes which enforce that all subjets are massless. We have found that
this choice of recombination scheme does not affect the performance of the mass EWOC in constraining the
W -boson mass.

11Since formation time is usually associated with partonic splittings, formation time EWOCs may be more
useful if the sum on subjet pairs only includes subjets associated with splittings in the branching history of
a jet.

12The formation time is an especially useful observable in relativistic heavy-ion collisions, where it can probe
whether two partons “split” before or after the time scale set by the mean-free path of the QGP medium.
Splittings with formation times much smaller than the mean free path of the medium are therefore expected to
be roughly governed by the physics of QCD in empty space/without a medium; the formation time at which
predictions deviate from QCD without a medium can be used to infer the mean free path of the medium, and
therefore how medium effects modify the behavior of QCD splittings [117–135].
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Figure 3: A cartoon of the collinear-unsafe properties of the particle-level mass EWOC, and
the collinear safety of the mass EWOC: the pair-wise masses of particles (shown as lines inside
the circle) changes after a collinear splitting, while the pair-wise masses of subjets (shown as
bars outside the circle) does not.

different physical effects. In this work, we focus on the concrete example of the mass EWOC
as a proof-of-concept, but the use of EWOCs is by no means limited to the measurement of
mass correlations.

WW[WW: Should we have a brief discussion of the subjet radius here?]

2.3 Infrared/Collinear (IRC) Safety and Non-Perturbative Effects

As mentioned in section 2.2, EWOCs which utilize pairwise observables other than angles
are not collinear safe without a subjet radius or similar cutoff. Concretely, the observable
entering the EWOC for a pair of “original” particles differ from the pairwise observables
computed using one of the original particles and either of the particles resulting from a
collinear splitting of the other. A rough cartoon visualizing the collinear unsafety of the
particle-level mass EWOC is shown in fig. 3.

Subjet EWOCs, on the other hand, are manifestly collinear safe as long as the subjet
algorithm being used is collinear-safe: the subjets do not change under a collinear splitting
by definition, and only subjets are used in the computation of a subjet EWOC. The collinear
safety of the mass EWOC is also visualized in fig. 3, where subjets are visualized as bars
on the outside of the circles (calorimeter deposits) which are unchanged under a collinear
splitting. The use of additional observables for EWOCs therefore requires a tradeoff. The
traditional EEC does not require an infrared cutoff, such as a subjet radius, for IRC safety,
but more general EWOCs can probe a greater variety of correlations. WW[WW: Given that you
seem to find an improvement even for the standard EEC, we may need to change the previous
sentence]

Fortunately, for both the EEC and the EWOC, the use of subjet radii leads to results
which are also more stable to non-perturbative effects. On physical grounds, this is because
subjets are collections of particles which approximate high-energy partons produced during
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Figure 3: A demonstration of the collinear-unsafe properties of the particle-level mass
EWOC, and the collinear safety of the subjet mass EWOC: the spectrum of pair-wise masses
of particles changes after a collinear splitting, while the spectrum of pair-wise masses of sub-
jets does not. The figure features a hypothetical detector (bounded by the black line), inside
of which are particles (thin colored lines) and outside of which are subjets (thick colored bins).
The pink and green lines within the detector denote the results of a collinear splitting of the
brown particle, and their pairwise masses with the blue particle, m′ and m′′, are different than
the original pairwise mass m. On the other hand, the brown subjet containing the brown
particle is invariant under the collinear splitting, and the spectrum of pair-wise subjet masses
is therefore also invariant.

Fortunately, for both the EEC and the EWOC, the use of subjet radii leads to results
which are also more stable to non-perturbative effects. On physical grounds, this is because
subjets are collections of particles which approximate high-energy partons produced during
a hard process, while hadronization is a low-energy phenomenon. More technically, a subjet
radius is a type of infrared cutoff: if we are investigating jets with a radius Rjet in a process
with a characteristic energy scale Q, and use a subjet radius rsub � 1, we are probing physics
at tranverse momentum scales between QRjet and Qrsub. Therefore, if Qrsub � ΛNP, where
ΛNP is the scale of the non-perturbative physics, we are in a regime where perturbation theory
is valid, and non-perturbative effects are suppressed. In particular, we expect that they are
suppressed by powers of ΛNP/(Qrsub).

For example, hadronization effects in the subjet mass EWOC are controlled by pow-
ers of ΛQCD/(Qrsub) in the regime of small subjet radius. In particular, in the regime
Q ∼ QRjet � χm � Qrsub � ΛQCD, hadronization effects which scale with ΛQCD/Q or
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zn1 + zn2 6= (z1 + z2)
n

(a)

z1
?
> zcut

z2
?
> zcut z1 + z2

X
> zcut

(b)

Figure 4: Cartoons demonstrating the collinear-unsafety of (a) non-unity energy weights or
(b) a non-zero energy cutoff zcut, and the corresponding collinear saftey of subjet EWOCs.
(a) depicts how the energy of a particle, weighted by n 6= 1, will be different than the sum
of the weighted energies of its children after a collinear splitting. (b) depicts how a particle
may have enough energy to pass a hard energy cutoff imposed by zcut, z1 + z2 > zcut and
yet neither of its children after a collinear splitting are guaranteed to satisfy the cutoff (i.e.
it is possible that either or both of z1 or z2 is less than zcut. In both cases, the use of a
collinear-safe subjet algorithm yields results which are invariant under collinear splittings.

The energy weights n, m and the energy cutoff zcut both allow for greater additional
flexibility and infrared stability for subjet EWOCs. In section 3.4, we will examine how both
can be used to mitigate non-perturbative effects and yield more robust results for subjet
EWOCs.

We note, however, that the additional flexibility and infrared stability granted by the en-
ergy weights and energy cutoff come at the expense of losing a simple sum rule: dΣ(n,m,zcut)

O /dχ

will generically integrate to the total cross section only if n = m = 1 and zcut= 0.

3 Mass Extraction with EWOCs

In this section, we apply EWOCs to one of the most important contexts for jet substructure
and event shapes: the characterization of heavy, boosted objects that emerge in particle
collisions. In particular, we demonstrate how the EWOC framework can be used to extract the
mass of highly boosted W bosons created in both the clean environment of electron-positron
collisions (section 3.2) and the messier environment of proton-proton collisions (section 3.3).

3.1 Observables and Samples

The W boson decays preferentially into a pair of quarks, each of which produces a subjet in the
jet produced by the W decay. Extraction of the W boson mass is therefore a straightforward
test of EWOCs utilizing observables on pairs of subjets (quarks) within a single jet (the W

boson); indeed, the two-pronged structure of W jets allows us to use pairwise subjet mass
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(c)

Figure 2. Cartoons of collinear splittings (colored lines inside the black hemispheres, for which the
brown quark line splits into the pink gluon line and the green quark line) producing the same subjets
(colored bars outside of the hemispheres) and the collinear safety properties of (a) the EEC (see
eq. (2.4)), (b) the mass EWOC (see eq. (2.5)), and (c) the EWOCs with non-unity energy weights of
eq. (2.3). (a) The EEC is collinear safe at the level of both particles and subjets: the collinear splitting
does not change the set of angles between particles in a jet (see eq. (2.4)). (b) The particle-level mass
EWOC is collinear unsafe (as are non-angular EWOCs in general) because the set of masses of particle
pairs changes after a collinear splitting: m ̸= m′ ̸= m′′ (see eq. (2.5)). The subjet-level mass EWOC,
however, is collinear safe as long as subjets are unchanged by collinear splittings. For the same reason,
(c) generic subjet-level EWOCs remain collinear-safe even in the presence of non-unity energy weights.

extracting mass scales of boosted objects in colliders [106–111] and the characterization of
relativistic heavy-ion collisions [58–67]. More general EWOCs refine and extend the goals of
the EEC in particle physics, and the addition of a subjet radius or new pairwise observables
may be useful in several contexts.

2.3 Infrared/Collinear (IRC) safety and non-perturbative effects

As mentioned in section 2.2, particle-level EWOCs — with rsub = 0 — utilizing non-angular
observables are collinear unsafe. For the special case of the EEC, there is no problem of
collinear unsafety: the particles produced in a collinear splitting still contribute at the exact
same angle in the EEC. However, the values of a generic observable that would enter a
particle-level EWOC differ before and after one of the particles undergoes a collinear splitting.
On the other hand, EWOCs which utilize subjets — which we will simply refer to as EWOCs

— are manifestly collinear safe as long as the subjet algorithm being used is collinear safe
Furthermore, the use of subjets allows for IRC-safe EWOCs with non-unity energy weights,

dΣ(n,m)
O
dχ

= 1
σ

∫
dσ

∑
subjets i, j

xn
i xm

j δ (χ−Oij) , (2.3)
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which, for n, m > 1, are even less sensitive to the soft radiation within an event. The benefits
of non-unity weights will be discussed below.

The collinear safety of the EEC and the collinear unsafety of the would-be particle-level
mass EWOC is illustrated in figure 2, where subjets are visualized as bars on the outside of
the circles which are unchanged under a collinear splitting. Figure 2 focuses on the simple
example of a two-particle final state and the corresponding three-particle final state after
a collinear splitting. Figure 2(a) visualizes the collinear safety of the particle-level EEC,
contrasted against the collinear unsafety of generic, particle-level EWOCs, such as the mass
EWOC visualized in figure 2(b). Figure 2(c) visualizes the collinear unsafety of generic
energy weighting factors in would-be particle-level EWOCs, including the particle-level EEC.
While the use of non-unity energy weights is collinear unsafe at particle-level, the subjets
used in the computation of EWOC are unchanged under collinear splittings, as long as the
subjet algorithm is collinear safe.

To understand the collinear safety of the EEC, and the unsafety of the particle-level
mass EWOC, more precisely, let us denote the momentum fraction of the right (blue) particle
by z2, the left (brown) particle before a collinear splitting by z, and the particles emerging
from the collinear splitting (green and pink) by z′ and z′′. The pairwise angles between
the right particle and either the collinear parent and collinear-split children are θ, θ′ and θ′′,
respectively, and the associated pairwise masses are m, m′, and m′′. Since the splitting is
collinear, we have θ = θ′ = θ′′ as well as z = z′ + z′′ Already, we find that the associated
pairwise correlations captured by the EEC do not change under a collinear splitting:13

dΣEEC

dχ
⊃ 2 z2 z δ(χ− θ) = 2 z2

(
z′ δ(χ− θ′) + z′′ δ(χ− θ′′)

)
⊂ dΣEEC

dχ

∣∣∣∣
split

. (2.4)

For the would-be particle-level mass EWOC, however, the collinear splitting changes the
value of the distribution

dΣm

dχ
⊃ 2 z2 z δ(χ−m) ̸= 2 z2

(
z′ δ(χ−m′) + z′′ δ(χ−m′′)

)
⊂ dΣm

dχ

∣∣∣∣
split

. (2.5)

Neither m′ nor m′′ is equal to m, and the support of the distribution has changed under a
collinear splitting. We conclude that the would-be particle-level EWOC is collinear-unsafe.

The use of energy weights larger than one, as defined in eq. (2.3), has the potential to
further reduce the effects of additive contamination such as pileup and the overwhelming
underlying event in relativistic heavy-ion collisions [65].14 In section 3.2, we restrict to the
case n = m and examine how energy weights can be used to mitigate non-perturbative effects
and yield more robust results for EWOCs.15 We note, however, that the additional flexibility

13Similar arguments hold for any number of particles, as well as for contact terms — the singular contributions
at χ = 0 due to particle self-correlations: dΣEEC/dχ ⊃ z2 δ (χ) =

(
z′ 2 + z′′ 2 + 2z′z′′

)
δ (χ) ⊂ dΣEEC/dχ

∣∣
split

.
14Ref. [65] provides an earlier discussion of how a different collinear regularization of the EEC facilitates the

IRC-safe use of non-unity energy weights, and notes that the use of higher energy weights may provide a way
to mitigate the low-energy effects of the formidable underlying event of relativistic heavy-ion collisions.

15We do not consider the case n ̸= m, though it may be interesting to do so e.g. to pick out configurations
with one energetic and one softer subjet, or when using asymmetric pairwise observables Oij ̸= Oji. The
latter in particular may be interesting in the study of EWOCs characterizing formation times.
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and infrared stability granted by the energy weights come at the expense of losing a simple
sum rule: the integral over χ of dΣ(n,m)

O /dχ will no longer yield one unless n = m = 1.16

Fortunately, the use of subjet radii leads to results which are not only collinear-safe, but
also more stable to non-perturbative effects. On physical grounds, this is because subjets
are collections of particles that approximate high-energy partons produced during a hard
process, while hadronization is a low-energy phenomenon. More technically, a subjet radius
is a type of infrared cutoff: in a scattering process of characteristic energy scale Q, subjets
with rsub ≪ 1 contained within jets of radius Rjet probe physics at scales between Q Rjet and
Qrsub. Therefore, if Qrsub ≫ Λ, where Λ is an energy scale of non-perturbative physics, we
are in a regime where perturbation theory is valid and non-perturbative effects are suppressed
by powers of Λ/(Qrsub).

For example, hadronization effects in the mass EWOC are controlled by powers of
ΛQCD/(Qrsub) in the regime of a small subjet radius. In the regime Q ∼ QRjet ≫ m ≫
Qrsub ≫ ΛQCD, where m is the argument of the mass EWOC, there are also hadronization
effects which scale with ΛQCD/Q and ΛQCD/m and are suppressed relative to the leading
hadronization corrections, which scale with ΛQCD/(Qrsub). Similar conclusions hold for a
generic EWOC when m is replaced by the relevant scale.

3 Mass extraction with EWOCs

In this section, we examine EWOCs in greater depth by focusing on the mass EWOC. In
section 3.2, we apply EWOCs to one of the most important contexts for jet substructure:
the characterization of heavy, boosted objects that emerge in proton-proton collisions. In
particular, we demonstrate how the EWOC framework can be used to extract the mass of
hadronically-decaying boosted W bosons created in proton-proton collisions, with results
that are robust to non-perturbative corrections. In section 3.3 we explore the fixed order and
leading-logarithmic structure of mass EWOCs in the theoretically simpler context of light-
quark jets produced in electron-positron collisions, and compare them to results obtained
with Pythia 8.309.

3.1 Observables and samples

The data presented in this work are derived from sample events generated using Pythia
8.309 [113] with the default Monash tune [136], with jets and subjets clustered using
FastJet [137]. The code used in our analysis is available at ResolvedEnergyCorrelators
[112, 138].

In our studies of proton-proton collisions at
√

s = 14 TeV in section 3.2, we cluster
jets using the anti-kt algorithm [139] with Rjet = 0.8 and cluster subjets using the kt

16It is also possible to define EWOCs with higher energy weights which nonetheless integrate to one, by
ensuring that the sum of each energy weighting factor over subjets gives one; for example, one could replace
the energy-weighting factor xn

i in eq. (2.3) with xn
i /

∑
k

xn
k , and similarly replace xm

j by xm
j /

∑
k

xm
k . However,

these EWOCs are theoretically more complicated because the denominator
∑

k
xn

k depends sensitively on all
subjets. This definition also suffers from greater hadronization and underlying event corrections, and thus
does not offer improvements in the main application discussed here — the estimation of mW using the mass
EWOC. We thank Jesse Thaler for discussions on this point.
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algorithm [140, 141], and use the winner-take-all (WTA) pT recombination scheme [142, 143]
for both jets and subjets. We restrict our analysis to jets with a maximum pseudorapidity
of |η| < 4 and a minimum transverse momentum of pT > 500 GeV unless otherwise stated,
ensuring that the associated W bosons are sufficiently boosted for their decay products
to lie within a single jet. The anti-kt jet algorithm ensures that our jet boundaries are
insensitive to the presence of contaminating radiation such as the underlying event. The
kt subjet algorithm ensures that our subjets are more likely to be correlated with the hard
sub-prongs (quarks) of our W jets.17 Using a WTA recombination scheme ensures that the
mass EWOC only captures correlations between distinct subjets, and is insensitive to the
masses of individual subjets;18 our results for groomed mass distributions instead uses the
standard E-scheme for jet recombination [149].

In our studies involving e+ e− collisions at
√

s = 1 TeV in section 3.3, we cluster jets
and subjets with the angular-ordered, electron-positron version of the Cambridge-Aachen
(C/A) algorithm [144, 145]. The use of the C/A algorithm is more appropriate for the
comparison of Pythia 8.309 with our analytic results, since the branching structure of the
angular-ordered tree of emissions produced by the C/A algorithm mimics the angular-ordered
structure of perturbative QCD [150]. We study jets with Rjet = 1 and use the WTA |p|
recombination scheme [143] for both jets and subjets, again ensuring that all subjets are
massless. We also restrict our analysis to jets with a minimum energy of E > 100 GeV in
order to avoid contributions from extremely soft jets and thereby facilitate comparisons
to analytic results.19

3.2 Mass at the LHC: pp → W +W−

We now use mass EWOCs to extract the mass of the W boson from pp→ W +W− events
generated in Pythia 8.309 at parton-level, hadron-level, and in the presence of the underlying
event (UE) produced by multiple parton interactions (MPI). The two-pronged hadronic
decay of the W boson, W → q q, is particularly well suited for study with the pairwise (or
two-point) mass EWOC: subjets are proxies for the quarks emerging from the W decay, and
the pairwise subjet mass becomes a proxy for the mass of the W boson itself. Furthermore,
while we focus on the W boson in this section, similar methods may be used for the analysis
of generic two-pronged hadronic decays, such as hadronic two-prong decays of a hypothetical
beyond-the-standard-model Z ′.

17The Cambridge-Aachen (C/A) [144, 145] algorithm, for example, is more likely to cluster the hard, narrow
core and the soft, wide-angle radiation produced by a single quark into separate subjets [146–148]. However,
contributions of these spurious, low-energy C/A subjets are suppressed by the energy-weighting of the EWOC,
and we find very similar results for EWOCs using both kT and C/A subjets.

18Recombination schemes that produce massive subjets may also offer interesting applications. For example,
in the E-scheme for subjet recombination [149], the mass EWOC interpolates between collinear-unsafe mass
correlations — the particle-level mass EWOC with rsub = 0 — and the jet mass itself — when rsub = Rjet.

19For EWOC computations, we define energy fractions as the ratio of the subjet energy to the energy of
the full jet. Therefore, while the energy weighting suppresses contributions from parametrically soft subjets,
it does not suppress contributions from soft jets. The energy cut ensures that our EWOCs are not entirely
swamped by soft jets. Since e+e− collisions usually contain two hard jets of energy E ∼

√
s/2 ≫ 100 GeV, our

results are fairly insensitive to changes in this choice of energy cut.
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Figure 3. Mass EWOCs for W -boson pair production at the LHC at
√

s = 14 TeV for anti-kT jets
with kT subjets. (a) Mass EWOCs for several subjet radii rsub; the peak at the W mass is most
pronounced if rsub is near the mean angular separation between the decay products of the W boson,
∆θ ∼ 0.3. (b) The mass EWOC for rsub = 0.3 compared to the distribution of the Soft-Drop-groomed
W -jet mass. The mass EWOC near mW is more robust to the presence of the underlying event
(multiple parton interactions) than the groomed jet mass, though it experiences large corrections due
to UE in the small-mass region.
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Figure 4. Variation in (a) the mass EWOC with rsub = 0.3 and (b) the EEC, for simulated LHC
W -boson pair production events as the cut on the minimum jet pT is varied. The peak position of the
mass EWOC is invariant to the choice of minimum pT of the W jets, while the peak position of the
EEC changes as the minimum pT is varied. Nonetheless, the peak of the EEC is well approximated by
Rpeak ≈ c mW / ⟨pT, jet⟩, where ⟨pT, jet⟩ is a function of the minimum pT cut and c ∼ 2.5 is the same
for each value of the minimum pT .
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Figure 5. Non-perturbative hadronization and UE (MPI) effects on (a) the mass EWOC with rsub =
0.3, and (b) the EEC. Both have peaks which are resilient to each source of non-perturbative corrections.
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Figure 6. Effects of the exclusion of neutral particles, and of a Gaussian model of particle-level
momentum smearing emulating the analysis of CMS-SMP-22-015 [57], on (a) the mass EWOC with
rsub = 0.3, and (b) the EEC. While both the EEC and the mass EWOC are robust to the effects of
momentum smearing, only the EEC is qualitatively unchanged by the exclusion of neutral particles.
The mass EWOC, on the other hand, is roughly rescaled by a factor of 2/3 when neutral particles
are ignored.

Figure 3 shows the mass EWOC at several different values of the kT subjet radius as
well as a direct comparison of the mass EWOC to the mass distribution of jets groomed
with the modified mass drop tagger (mMDT) [114, 115], which is much more robust than the
ungroomed jet mass in the estimation of mW . The mass EWOC is best at singling out the
W -boson mass when we pick a subjet radius roughly equal to the expected separation between
the partonic decay products of the W : rsub ∼ mW / ⟨pT jet⟩ ∼ 0.3. At this tuned subjet radius,
the location of the mass EWOC peak, and the corresponding inference of the W mass, is
extremely robust to hadronization and UE. We also note that the mass EWOC at low masses
(away from the peak at mW ) is more robust to hadronization than the mMDT-groomed
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Figure 7. Non-perturbative hadronization and underlying event corrections to the mass EWOC with
rsub = 0.3 and non-unity energy weights n > 1 to mitigate low-energy effects (see section 2.3), for
(a) n = m = 2 and (b) n = m = 3. Notably, larger energy weights mitigate the effects of UE at low
mass scales. Both distributions, like the mass EWOC with energy weight of unity, are resilient to
hadronization effects.

Shift in mW Determination
from the peak of each distribution

∆ n = 1 n = 2 n = 3

Smearing
(cf ref. [57]) 94 MeV 73 MeV 69 MeV

Parton vs.
Hadron -145 MeV -127 MeV -114 MeV

UE (MPI)
On/Off 271 MeV 241 MeV 230 MeV

0 5 · 10−2 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
|∆| (GeV)

n = 1
n = 2
n = 3

More
robust

Less
robust

Table 2. Shifts in the peaks of mass EWOCs with different energy weightings n due to detector effects
or non-perturbative physics, presented in the style of table 1. We observe that the determination of
mW is less robust to particle-level momentum smearing when using higher energy weights, but that
higher energy weights are more robust to non-perturbative QCD effects.
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jet mass distribution. However, since subjets capture all additive contamination due to the
UE within the subjet radius, the mass EWOC gains larger UE corrections at low masses
than the mMDT-groomed jet mass.

Figure 4 visualizes the effects of changing the selection cuts on the W -jet samples by
varying the minimum pT of the W -jets by 100 GeV about pT, min = 500 GeV. Though the
mass EWOC has a peak that remains at the W -mass for each value of pT, min, the peak of the
EEC shifts as one varies the minimum pT : changing the allowed pT of the jets also changes
the associated angular scales between their constituents.

In figures 5 and 7, we examine non-perturbative corrections to EWOCs through the
effects of hadronization and UE. Figure 5 compares non-perturbative effects in the mass
EWOC and the EEC, focusing on the changes in the peak of each distribution. The peak
of both the mass EWOC and the EEC remain nearly unchanged, and have the potential to
provide robust determinations of mW . Away from the peak, however, both distributions are
affected by non-perturbative physics. At small angular scales, the EEC receives relatively
large corrections from hadronization but relatively small corrections from UE: hadronization
has the potential to change angular scales of hard particles within a jet, while UE provides a
background of soft particles which are damped by the energy weighting of the EEC. On the
other hand, at small mass scales, the mass EWOC is unchanged by hadronization but receives
relatively large corrections from UE: subjets comprise collective degrees of freedom which are
relatively unchanged by hadronization by construction, but which gain contributions from UE
to their momenta — and therefore their pairwise masses — proportional to the subjet area.

In figure 6, we show changes in the mass EWOC and the EEC due to the exclusion
of neutral particles as well as a rough model of experimental detector effects.20 To model
detector effects, we implement a particle-level Gaussian momentum smearing of 5% for neutral
particles, 3% for photons, and 1% for charged particles, using the values of the analysis
in CMS-SMP-22-015 [57]. We do not implement any angular smearing, however, citing the
excellent angular resolution of the CMS detector [57, 111]. We find that the peak of the
mass EWOC and of the EEC receive negligible contributions from the smearing of particle
momenta. Furthermore, the EEC remains roughly unchanged by the exclusion of neutral
particles. However, the exclusion of neutral particles changes the masses of subjets and hence
the shape of the mass EWOC, rescaling each by roughly a factor of 2/3.21

Finally, in figure 7, we visualize the utility of mass EWOCs with non-unity energy weights
to mitigate the effects of UE, as discussed in section 2.3. Figures 7(a) and 7(b) show plots of
the mass EWOC with rsub = 0.3 with energy weights n = m = 2 and n = m = 3, respectively.
Table 2 tabulates the shifts in the peaks of the mass EWOC for these energy weights due
to both momentum smearing and non-perturbative effects, and compares these shifts to the
analogous shifts in the mass EWOC with unity energy weights. We see that the use of higher

20The EEC can naturally be extended to measurements on charged particles using the track function
formalism [66, 77, 78, 151–156], and similar developments for EWOCs may benefit applications relying on the
superior resolution of track-based measurements.

21This rescaling of energy scales when excluding neutral particles can be argued physically in the “isospin
limit”: in the case where all outgoing particles are pions, and the π+, π−, and π0 are all present with similar
properties in the final state of a collision, ignoring the neutral pion leads to a loss of ∼ 1/3 of the energy of
each event.
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Figure 8. Ingredients in the calculation of EWOCs (a) at leading order (LO) and (b) at all orders.
(a) The two-parton phase space can be divided into three regions, in which the two partons are
contained either within the same subjet (orange), different subjets (green), or different jets (red).
(b) A diagrammatic visualization of a leading-logarithmic computation of EWOCs in the collinear
limit, by convolving QCD splitting functions with several instances of parton-to-parton fragmentation,
discussed in greater detail in the text. Combined solid/coiled lines indicate a line of arbitrary partonic
flavor, blue cones indicate the inclusive emission of a parton, and the three-point vertex denotes a
leading-order QCD splitting function.

energy weights generates results that are slightly more resistant to both to our rough model
of detector effects and the non-perturbative effects of hadronization and the UE.

We conclude that the mass EWOC is a robust phenomenological tool for the extraction
of mass scales in particle collisions. The use of subjets leads to results which are resilient to
non-perturbative and experimental effects, and are quickly and intuitively interpretable as
mass scales. Now, we turn towards mass EWOCs in the cleaner laboratory of electron-positron
collisions in order to gain a deeper understanding of their analytic structure.

3.3 Perturbative results

Now that we have presented the story of EWOCs in a realistic phenomenological example, we
compare the features of mass EWOCs in light-quark-initiated jets obtained both perturbatively
at leading order (LO) in αs and with Pythia 8.309 in the standard laboratory of e+e− →
hadrons. We expect that more detailed, leading-logarithmic results will depend on numerical
analyses involving parton-to-parton fragmentation (e.g. the semi-inclusive jet function of
ref. [157] or the microjet fragmentation functions of refs. [158, 159]), which we briefly outline
at the end of this section.

The analysis we explore in this section involves jets consisting of two partons. The
corresponding phase space may be separated into three regions as depicted in figure 8(a):

• the region with θ < rsub (the leftmost, orange region of figure 8(a)), where the two
partons are grouped into the same subjet;
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Figure 9. Mass EWOCs for e+e− → hadrons (a) at LO and (b) in Pythia 8.309.

• the region with rsub < θ < Rjet (the middle, green region), where the two partons are
within the same jet but different subjets;

• the region with Rjet < θ (the rightmost, red region), where the two partons are grouped
into different jets.

We will use a subjet recombination scheme that assigns zero mass to subjets — in our study
of e+e− collisions, the winner-take-all (WTA) |p⃗| recombination scheme is a natural choice

— to avoid complications due to subjet mass spectra. The non-trivial contribution to the
EWOC then comes from the region of phase space when the two partons are separated by
an angle rsub < θ < Rjet and are constructed as distinct subjets within the same jet. The
other two regions, in which the partons are reconstructed as distinct jets or as within the
same subjet, contribute via “contact terms”: delta-functions, due to virtual corrections as
well as 2-particle subjet self-correlations, whose combined coefficient is fixed by the fact
that the EWOC integrates to one. For example, in the case of mass EWOC, dΣm/dm, the
contact-term regions produce zero-mass contributions of the form (1 +O(αs)) δ(m). We note,
however, that if we used a subjet recombination scheme which produced massive subjets,
the contact terms would no longer be delta functions at m = 0 and the analysis of the
resulting mass EWOC would be more difficult.

For (massless) quark-initiated jets, we find that the LO mass EWOC for m > 0 is given by

dΣLO
m

dm
(m > 0) = 3αs CF

8π m

V (m, sR2
jet) ,

√
srsub/4 < m <

√
sRjet/4 ,

V (m, sR2
jet)−V (m, sr2

sub) , 0 < m <
√

srsub/4 ,
(3.1)

where V (m, Q2) ≡
(
1− 8m2/

(
3Q2))√1− 16m2/Q2 and

√
s is the center-of-mass energy of

the collision. dΣLO
m /dm is also shown in figure 9(a).22

22Since the mass EWOC is guaranteed to integrate to one, the correctly normalized mass EWOC (including
contributions at m = 0) can always be written as dΣm/dm = δ(m) + [ dΣm/dm(m > 0) ]+ , where [ f(m) ]+
indicates a plus-regularization of the function f which integrates to zero.
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The mass EWOC for quark-initiated jets obtained via Pythia 8.309 simulations of
e+e− → hadrons is shown in figure 9(b). The fixed-order mass EWOC has a kink at the mass
scale

√
s rsub/2, the largest mass scale at which the two partons of the fixed-order calculation

can be grouped into a single subjet of radius rsub, which separates the domain of the mass
EWOC into two distinct regions. We expect that this kink is smoothed out by the effects
of multiple emissions,23 and indeed the mass EWOCs obtained with Pythia 8.309 appear
smooth at m =

√
s rsub/2. Nonetheless, the shapes of the fixed-order and Pythia 8.309

mass EWOCs are roughly the same, and the power laws that roughly govern the fixed-order
mass EWOC are also present in the mass EWOC obtained with Pythia 8.309.

Having discussed the LO EWOC, we now briefly discuss the ingredients involved in a
leading-logarithmic (LL) computation, which requires a more detailed numerical analysis of
partonic fragmentation including the possibility of arbitrarily many partonic emissions. As
visualized diagramatically in figure 8(b), at LL accuracy and in the regime

√
s ∼
√

sRjet ≫
m ≫

√
srsub ≫ ΛQCD, this entails the computation of intricate convolution integrals of

the form

dΣLL
m

dm
=

∑
j

∫ 1

0
dz1 z2

1 Fj←q(z1; θ ← Rjet)
∑
k,ℓ

αs

π

∫ 1

0
dz′ z′(1− z′)

∫ Rjet

rsub

dθ

θ
Pkℓ←j(z′)

×
∑

c

∫ 1

0
dz2 z2 Fc←k(z2; rsub ← θ)

∑
d

∫ 1

0
dz3 z3 Fd←ℓ(z3; rsub ← θ)

× δ

(
m −

√
s

2 z1

√
z′(1− z′) θ

√
z2 z3

)
, (3.2)

which adds up the contributions to the mass EWOC from all possible branching histories of
a quark-initiated jet (in the collinear limit) and all pairs of final state subjets. In eq. (3.2),
Pkℓ←j(zk) is the leading order Dokshitzer-Gribov-Lipatov-Altarelli-Parisi (DGLAP) splitting
function [161–163] which encodes the pseudo-probability for a parton of type i to split into
a pair of partons of types j and k with the energy fraction zk = 1− zℓ = Ek/Ej . In QCD,
ℓ is fixed by j and k, and we can write Pkℓ←j(z) = pk←j(z).24 The Fj←i(z; θj ← θi) are
parton-to-parton fragmentation functions which obey the DGLAP evolution equations and
encode the probability density that a parton of type i, probed at an angular resolution θi,
contains a parton of type j with energy fraction z when probed at an angular resolution
of θj < θi. The use of parton-to-parton fragmentation functions resums both observable-
related logarithms (such as ln m2/s) and (sub)jet-radius logarithms (ln Rjet and ln rsub). The
resummed form of the parton-to-parton fragmentation functions required for the computation
of eq. (3.2) is, to our knowledge, obtained only through numeric solutions to the DGLAP
equation in the existing literature.25

In the case of the EEC, the argument of the delta function in eq. (3.2) depends only on
the angle θ, and not on any of the energy fractions. In this case, the momentum-fraction

23This expectation is supported by our rough initial studies of the analytic behavior of EWOCs at all orders,
but we delegate a more rigorous justification to future work; similar results involving all-orders smoothing of
kinks found in fixed-order distributions of jet substructure observables can be found in e.g. ref. [160].

24For example, Pqg←q is non-zero, but Pgg←q is zero.
25Beyond LL accuracy, the resummation of parton-to-parton fragmentation functions is not described by

standard DGLAP, see e.g. refs. [164–167].
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integrals decouple and become Mellin moments F̂j←i(κ) ≡
∫ 1

0 dz zκ−1 Fj←i(z) of the parton-
to-parton fragmentation functions, whose evolution is determined by the Mellin-space form
of the DGLAP evolution equations,

d
d log r

F̂j←i(κ; r ← R) =
∑

k

αs

π
F̂j←k(κ; r ← R) p̂k←i(κ) . (3.3)

This leads quickly to the leading-logarithmic form

F̂j←i(κ; r ← R) = exp [αs p̂(κ) log (r/R) /π]j←i

for the parton-to-parton fragmentation functions,26 and reproduces the leading-logarithmic
EEC obtained via jet calculus [168–170]. However, for more generic EWOCs, the momentum-
fraction integrals do not decouple, and numerical integration of eq. (3.2) will be required
to obtain more precise, leading-logarithmic results.

4 Discussion and conclusions

In this work, we introduced Energy-Weighted Observable Correlations (EWOCs) as a flexible
new tool for studying the patterns of radiation within hadronic jets produced in particle
collisions, generalizing the more familiar Energy-Energy Correlator (EEC). We examined
the formal features of EWOCs, their utility in the extraction of mass scales in particle
collisions, and their analytic structure.

We began by motivating and defining EWOCs as generalizations of the EEC which can
be chosen to probe a variety of different multi-particle correlations, such as the dominant
mass scales or formation times involved in jet production in a particular jet sample. We
highlighted that collinear safety requires generic EWOCs to be equipped with an additional
collinear cutoff, such as a subjet radius. Consequently, the subjet EWOCs on which we focus
in this work are more robust to non-perturbative effects such as hadronization. We also
found that EWOCs, unlike the particle-level EEC, remain collinear-safe even when using
non-unity energy weights, allowing for additional suppression of obfuscating soft physics such
as hadronization and the underlying event (UE).

We then restricted ourselves to the study of the mass EWOC. We showed that the mass
EWOC provided an estimate of the W boson mass which was even more robust to the effects
of hadronization and UE than the analogous estimate using the EEC (and comparable to
the estimate of mW using groomed jet masses). We also showed that EWOCs with higher
energy weights were more robust to hadronization, UE, and a rough model of smearing
due to experimental detectors. We then presented the mass EWOC at leading order in
e+e− →hadrons — the simplest testbed of perturbative QCD. We conclude that EWOCs
provide new perspectives into physical correlations within jets which are robust to soft
radiation, and are flexible probes of physics in a variety of contexts due to the user-defined
observable and subjet radius.

26See, for example, table III of ref. [168] for expressions for the P̂jℓ←i(κ).
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There are several straightforward avenues for future work: Extending the analysis of
section 3 to real collision data and including the effects of QCD backgrounds would provide a
more realistic test of the utility of the mass EWOC in extracting the W mass and beyond.
The most precise existing measurements of the W boson mass involve leptonic decays of the
W boson and require a detailed understanding of recoil and missing energy [171]. The use of
the mass EWOC allows us instead to study the mass of the W boson through its hadronic
decays, and without sensitivity to recoil.27 The study of more complicated observables with
EWOCs in more variegated contexts is also a promising approach towards extending the utility
of EWOCs; for example, the study of formation-time EWOCs in heavy-ion collisions may
elucidate time scales associated with the interactions of high-energy jets and the quark-gluon
plasma. More broadly, the use of energy flow polynomials [172] as EWOC observables could
provide a powerful new tool for studying a variety of correlations within jets.

A particularly simple and phenomenologically interesting extension of the analysis
presented in this work is the study of EWOCs to three-point observables; the three-point
mass EWOC, for example, could be used to extract the top quark mass from LHC data. We
also note that EWOCs may have applications in searches for physics beyond the Standard
Model (BSM). In particular, for models which predict the production of SM jets from the
decay of BSM particles, the substructure of the SM jets may be used to probe the properties
of the BSM particles. It is possible that our proof of concept for the mass EWOC as a tool
for extracting the W -boson mass from LHC collisions in this work may be extended to the
extraction of mass scales involved in BSM decays.

This paper serves as an invitation to further explore the landscape of EWOCs and
their applications. We expect that EWOCs and their generalizations can contribute to the
bridge between experimental and theoretical particle physics, providing new insights into
nature from particle collisions.

Acknowledgments

We thank Ian Moult for collaboration in early stages of this project, Jesse Thaler for useful
insight and feedback on the manuscript, and Massimiliano Procura for helpful conversations.
S.A.F. is supported by the U.S. DOE Office of High Energy Physics under grant number
DE-SC0012567.

Data Availability Statement. This article has no associated data or the data will not
be deposited.

Code Availability Statement. This article has associated code in a code repository.

Open Access. This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attri-
bution License (CC-BY4.0), which permits any use, distribution and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.

27We thank Christoph Paus for emphasizing this feature to us.

– 20 –

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

References

[1] R.P. Feynman, The behavior of hadron collisions at extreme energies, Conf. Proc. C 690905
(1969) 237 [INSPIRE].

[2] J.D. Bjorken and S.J. Brodsky, Statistical Model for electron-Positron Annihilation Into
Hadrons, Phys. Rev. D 1 (1970) 1416 [INSPIRE].

[3] S.D. Drell, D.J. Levy and T.-M. Yan, A Theory of Deep Inelastic Lepton-Nucleon Scattering
and Lepton Pair Annihilation Processes. 3. Deep Inelastic electron-Positron Annihilation, Phys.
Rev. D 1 (1970) 1617 [INSPIRE].

[4] N. Cabibbo, G. Parisi and M. Testa, Hadron Production in e+e− Collisions, Lett. Nuovo Cim.
4S1 (1970) 35 [INSPIRE].

[5] S.M. Berman, J.D. Bjorken and J.B. Kogut, Inclusive Processes at High Transverse Momentum,
Phys. Rev. D 4 (1971) 3388 [INSPIRE].

[6] G. Hanson et al., Evidence for Jet Structure in Hadron Production by e+e− Annihilation, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 35 (1975) 1609 [INSPIRE].

[7] B.H. Wiik, First Results from PETRA, Conf. Proc. C 7906181 (1979) 113 [INSPIRE].

[8] D.P. Barber et al., Discovery of Three Jet Events and a Test of Quantum Chromodynamics at
PETRA Energies, Phys. Rev. Lett. 43 (1979) 830 [INSPIRE].

[9] TASSO collaboration, Evidence for Planar Events in e+e− Annihilation at High-Energies,
Phys. Lett. B 86 (1979) 243 [INSPIRE].

[10] PLUTO collaboration, Evidence for Gluon Bremsstrahlung in e+e− Annihilations at
High-Energies, Phys. Lett. B 86 (1979) 418 [INSPIRE].

[11] JADE collaboration, Observation of Planar Three Jet Events in e+e− Annihilation and
Evidence for Gluon Bremsstrahlung, Phys. Lett. B 91 (1980) 142 [INSPIRE].

[12] A. Ali, E. Pietarinen, G. Kramer and J. Willrodt, A QCD Analysis of the High-Energy e+e−

Data from PETRA, Phys. Lett. B 93 (1980) 155 [INSPIRE].

[13] G. Hanson et al., Hadron Production by e+e− Annihilation at Center-of-mass Energies Between
2.6-GeV and 7.8-GeV. Part 2. Jet Structure and Related Inclusive Distributions, Phys. Rev. D
26 (1982) 991 [INSPIRE].

[14] A. Ali and G. Kramer, Jets and QCD: A Historical Review of the Discovery of the Quark and
Gluon Jets and its Impact on QCD, Eur. Phys. J. H 36 (2011) 245 [arXiv:1012.2288]
[INSPIRE].

[15] C.L. Basham, L.S. Brown, S.D. Ellis and S.T. Love, Energy Correlations in electron-Positron
Annihilation: Testing QCD, Phys. Rev. Lett. 41 (1978) 1585 [INSPIRE].

[16] C.L. Basham, L.S. Brown, S.D. Ellis and S.T. Love, Energy Correlations in electron-Positron
Annihilation in Quantum Chromodynamics: Asymptotically Free Perturbation Theory, Phys.
Rev. D 19 (1979) 2018 [INSPIRE].

[17] C.L. Basham, L.S. Brown, S.D. Ellis and S.T. Love, Energy Correlations in Perturbative
Quantum Chromodynamics: A Conjecture for All Orders, Phys. Lett. B 85 (1979) 297
[INSPIRE].

[18] K.A. Clay and S.D. Ellis, A precision calculation of the next-to-leading order energy-energy
correlation function, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74 (1995) 4392 [hep-ph/9502223] [INSPIRE].

– 21 –

https://inspirehep.net/literature/57407
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.1.1416
https://inspirehep.net/literature/54788
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.1.1617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.1.1617
https://inspirehep.net/literature/54913
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02755392
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02755392
https://inspirehep.net/literature/61231
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.3388
https://inspirehep.net/literature/67163
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.35.1609
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.35.1609
https://inspirehep.net/literature/100719
https://inspirehep.net/literature/149137
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.43.830
https://inspirehep.net/literature/142085
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)90830-X
https://inspirehep.net/literature/142123
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)90869-4
https://inspirehep.net/literature/142632
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90680-2
https://inspirehep.net/literature/143985
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90116-1
https://inspirehep.net/literature/144108
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.991
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.991
https://inspirehep.net/literature/170499
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjh/e2011-10047-1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1012.2288
https://inspirehep.net/literature/880891
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.41.1585
https://inspirehep.net/literature/131120
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.19.2018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.19.2018
https://inspirehep.net/literature/131996
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)90601-4
https://inspirehep.net/literature/140636
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.4392
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9502223
https://inspirehep.net/literature/392567


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[19] E.W.N. Glover and M.R. Sutton, The Energy-energy correlation function revisited, Phys. Lett.
B 342 (1995) 375 [hep-ph/9410234] [INSPIRE].

[20] G. Kramer and H. Spiesberger, A new calculation of the NLO energy-energy correlation
function, Z. Phys. C 73 (1997) 495 [hep-ph/9603385] [INSPIRE].

[21] V. Del Duca et al., Three-Jet Production in Electron-Positron Collisions at
Next-to-Next-to-Leading Order Accuracy, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117 (2016) 152004
[arXiv:1603.08927] [INSPIRE].

[22] O. Gituliar and S. Moch, Fuchsia and Master Integrals for Energy-Energy Correlations at NLO
in QCD, Acta Phys. Polon. B 48 (2017) 2355 [arXiv:1711.05549] [INSPIRE].

[23] L.J. Dixon et al., Analytic calculation of Energy-Energy Correlation in e+e− annihilation at
NLO, PoS LL2018 (2018) 040 [arXiv:1807.07229] [INSPIRE].

[24] L.J. Dixon et al., Analytical Computation of Energy-Energy Correlation at Next-to-Leading
Order in QCD, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120 (2018) 102001 [arXiv:1801.03219] [INSPIRE].

[25] J.M. Henn, E. Sokatchev, K. Yan and A. Zhiboedov, Energy-energy correlation in N=4 super
Yang-Mills theory at next-to-next-to-leading order, Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 036010
[arXiv:1903.05314] [INSPIRE].

[26] M.-X. Luo, V. Shtabovenko, T.-Z. Yang and H.X. Zhu, Analytic Next-To-Leading Order
Calculation of Energy-Energy Correlation in Gluon-Initiated Higgs Decays, JHEP 06 (2019) 037
[arXiv:1903.07277] [INSPIRE].

[27] J. Gao, V. Shtabovenko and T.-Z. Yang, Energy-energy correlation in hadronic Higgs decays:
analytic results and phenomenology at NLO, JHEP 02 (2021) 210 [arXiv:2012.14188]
[INSPIRE].

[28] D. Neill, G. Vita, I. Vitev and H.X. Zhu, Energy-Energy Correlators for Precision QCD, in the
proceedings of the Snowmass 2021, Seattle, U.S.A., July 17–26 (2022) [arXiv:2203.07113]
[INSPIRE].

[29] K. Lee and I. Moult, Energy Correlators Taking Charge, arXiv:2308.00746 [INSPIRE].

[30] G. Kramer and H. Spiesberger, Large logarithm behavior of e+e− jet cross-sections and event
shape distributions in O(α2

s), Z. Phys. C 71 (1996) 111 [hep-ph/9506224] [INSPIRE].

[31] D. de Florian and M. Grazzini, The Back-to-back region in e+e− energy-energy correlation,
Nucl. Phys. B 704 (2005) 387 [hep-ph/0407241] [INSPIRE].

[32] A. Banfi, G. Marchesini and G. Smye, Azimuthal correlation in DIS, JHEP 04 (2002) 024
[hep-ph/0203150] [INSPIRE].

[33] Z. Tulipánt, A. Kardos and G. Somogyi, Energy-energy correlation in electron-positron
annihilation at NNLL + NNLO accuracy, Eur. Phys. J. C 77 (2017) 749 [arXiv:1708.04093]
[INSPIRE].

[34] I. Moult and H.X. Zhu, Simplicity from Recoil: The Three-Loop Soft Function and Factorization
for the Energy-Energy Correlation, JHEP 08 (2018) 160 [arXiv:1801.02627] [INSPIRE].

[35] G.P. Korchemsky, Energy correlations in the end-point region, JHEP 01 (2020) 008
[arXiv:1905.01444] [INSPIRE].

[36] L.J. Dixon, I. Moult and H.X. Zhu, Collinear limit of the energy-energy correlator, Phys. Rev.
D 100 (2019) 014009 [arXiv:1905.01310] [INSPIRE].

– 22 –

https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(94)01354-F
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(94)01354-F
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9410234
https://inspirehep.net/literature/377276
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002880050339
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9603385
https://inspirehep.net/literature/417036
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.152004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1603.08927
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1436499
https://doi.org/10.5506/APhysPolB.48.2355
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1711.05549
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1636245
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.303.0040
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1807.07229
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1683136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.102001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1801.03219
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1647392
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.036010
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1903.05314
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1724848
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2019)037
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1903.07277
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1725504
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2021)210
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2012.14188
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1838626
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.07113
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2050913
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.00746
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2684545
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002880050154
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9506224
https://inspirehep.net/literature/395791
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2004.10.051
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0407241
https://inspirehep.net/literature/654927
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2002/04/024
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0203150
https://inspirehep.net/literature/584166
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5320-9
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1708.04093
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1615886
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2018)160
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1801.02627
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1647143
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2020)008
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1905.01444
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1733254
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.014009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.014009
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1905.01310
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1733236


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[37] A.J. Gao, H.T. Li, I. Moult and H.X. Zhu, Precision QCD Event Shapes at Hadron Colliders:
The Transverse Energy-Energy Correlator in the Back-to-Back Limit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123
(2019) 062001 [arXiv:1901.04497] [INSPIRE].

[38] M.-X. Luo et al., Transverse Parton Distribution and Fragmentation Functions at NNLO: the
Quark Case, JHEP 10 (2019) 083 [arXiv:1908.03831] [INSPIRE].

[39] M.-X. Luo, T.-Z. Yang, H.X. Zhu and Y.J. Zhu, Transverse Parton Distribution and
Fragmentation Functions at NNLO: the Gluon Case, JHEP 01 (2020) 040 [arXiv:1909.13820]
[INSPIRE].

[40] I. Moult, G. Vita and K. Yan, Subleading power resummation of rapidity logarithms: the
energy-energy correlator in N = 4 SYM, JHEP 07 (2020) 005 [arXiv:1912.02188] [INSPIRE].

[41] H.T. Li, I. Vitev and Y.J. Zhu, Transverse-Energy-Energy Correlations in Deep Inelastic
Scattering, JHEP 11 (2020) 051 [arXiv:2006.02437] [INSPIRE].

[42] M.A. Ebert, B. Mistlberger and G. Vita, The Energy-Energy Correlation in the back-to-back
limit at N3LO and N3LL’, JHEP 08 (2021) 022 [arXiv:2012.07859] [INSPIRE].

[43] H.T. Li, Y. Makris and I. Vitev, Energy-energy correlators in Deep Inelastic Scattering, Phys.
Rev. D 103 (2021) 094005 [arXiv:2102.05669] [INSPIRE].

[44] C. Duhr, B. Mistlberger and G. Vita, Four-Loop Rapidity Anomalous Dimension and Event
Shapes to Fourth Logarithmic Order, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129 (2022) 162001 [arXiv:2205.02242]
[INSPIRE].

[45] W. Chen et al., NNLL resummation for projected three-point energy correlator, JHEP 05 (2024)
043 [arXiv:2307.07510] [INSPIRE].

[46] A. Gao, H.T. Li, I. Moult and H.X. Zhu, The transverse energy-energy correlator at
next-to-next-to-next-to-leading logarithm, JHEP 09 (2024) 072 [arXiv:2312.16408] [INSPIRE].

[47] A.D. Martin and C.J. Maxwell, Hard Scattering Effects in Minimum Bias p̄p Collider Data, Z.
Phys. C 34 (1987) 71 [INSPIRE].

[48] DELPHI collaboration, Energy-energy correlations in hadronic final states from Z0 decays,
Phys. Lett. B 252 (1990) 149 [INSPIRE].

[49] SLD collaboration, Measurement of alpha-s from energy-energy correlations at the Z0
resonance, Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 5580 [hep-ex/9405006] [INSPIRE].

[50] ATLAS collaboration, Measurement of transverse energy-energy correlations in multi-jet events
in pp collisions at

√
s = 7 TeV using the ATLAS detector and determination of the strong

coupling constant αs(mZ), Phys. Lett. B 750 (2015) 427 [arXiv:1508.01579] [INSPIRE].

[51] ATLAS collaboration, Determination of the strong coupling constant αs from transverse
energy-energy correlations in multijet events at

√
s = 8 TeV using the ATLAS detector, Eur.

Phys. J. C 77 (2017) 872 [arXiv:1707.02562] [INSPIRE].

[52] D. d’Enterria, αs status and perspectives (2018), PoS DIS2018 (2018) 109
[arXiv:1806.06156] [INSPIRE].

[53] A. Kardos et al., Precise determination of αS(MZ) from a global fit of energy-energy correlation
to NNLO+NNLL predictions, Eur. Phys. J. C 78 (2018) 498 [arXiv:1804.09146] [INSPIRE].

[54] A. Ali, G. Li, W. Wang and Z.-P. Xing, Transverse energy-energy correlations of jets in the
electron-proton deep inelastic scattering at HERA, Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 1096
[arXiv:2008.00271] [INSPIRE].

– 23 –

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.062001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.062001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1901.04497
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1713772
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)083
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1908.03831
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1748797
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2020)040
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1909.13820
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1756868
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2020)005
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1912.02188
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1768654
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2020)051
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2006.02437
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1799425
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2021)022
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2012.07859
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1836788
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.094005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.094005
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2102.05669
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1846136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.162001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2205.02242
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2077573
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2024)043
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2024)043
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.07510
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2677324
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2024)072
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2312.16408
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2741112
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01561117
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01561117
https://inspirehep.net/literature/235383
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(90)91097-U
https://inspirehep.net/literature/300161
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.5580
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/9405006
https://inspirehep.net/literature/373005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.09.050
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1508.01579
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1387176
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5442-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5442-0
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1707.02562
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1609253
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.316.0109
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1806.06156
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1678259
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5963-1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1804.09146
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1669846
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08614-3
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2008.00271
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1809852


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[55] D. d’Enterria et al., The strong coupling constant: state of the art and the decade ahead, J.
Phys. G 51 (2024) 090501 [arXiv:2203.08271] [INSPIRE].

[56] ATLAS collaboration, Determination of the strong coupling constant from transverse
energy−energy correlations in multijet events at

√
s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, JHEP

07 (2023) 085 [arXiv:2301.09351] [INSPIRE].

[57] CMS collaboration, Measurement of Energy Correlators inside Jets and Determination of the
Strong Coupling αS(mZ), Phys. Rev. Lett. 133 (2024) 071903 [arXiv:2402.13864] [INSPIRE].

[58] I.P. Lokhtin, L.I. Sarycheva and A.M. Snigirev, Calorimetric transverse energy-energy
correlations as a probe of jet quenching, Eur. Phys. J. C 36 (2004) 375 [hep-ph/0402108]
[INSPIRE].

[59] I.P. Lokhtin, S.V. Petrushanko, L.I. Sarycheva and A.M. Snigirev, Rapidity-dependence of jet
shape broadening and quenching, Phys. Rev. C 73 (2006) 064905 [hep-ph/0603253] [INSPIRE].

[60] C. Andres et al., Resolving the Scales of the Quark-Gluon Plasma with Energy Correlators,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 130 (2023) 262301 [arXiv:2209.11236] [INSPIRE].

[61] J. Barata, J.G. Milhano and A.V. Sadofyev, Picturing QCD jets in anisotropic matter: from jet
shapes to energy energy correlators, Eur. Phys. J. C 84 (2024) 174 [arXiv:2308.01294]
[INSPIRE].

[62] C. Andres et al., A coherent view of the quark-gluon plasma from energy correlators, JHEP 09
(2023) 088 [arXiv:2303.03413] [INSPIRE].

[63] Z. Yang, Y. He, I. Moult and X.-N. Wang, Probing the Short-Distance Structure of the
Quark-Gluon Plasma with Energy Correlators, Phys. Rev. Lett. 132 (2024) 011901
[arXiv:2310.01500] [INSPIRE].

[64] J. Barata and Y. Mehtar-Tani, Energy loss effects in EECs at LO, PoS HardProbes2023
(2024) 145 [arXiv:2307.08943] [INSPIRE].

[65] J. Barata, P. Caucal, A. Soto-Ontoso and R. Szafron, Advancing the understanding of
energy-energy correlators in heavy-ion collisions, JHEP 11 (2024) 060 [arXiv:2312.12527]
[INSPIRE].

[66] J. Barata and R. Szafron, Leading order track functions in a hot and dense QGP, Phys. Rev. D
110 (2024) L031501 [arXiv:2401.04164] [INSPIRE].

[67] J. Barata, M.V. Kuzmin, J.G. Milhano and A.V. Sadofyev, Jet EEC aWAKEning:
hydrodynamic response on the celestial sphere, arXiv:2412.03616 [INSPIRE].

[68] G. Karapetyan, Nuclear configurational entropy of the energy-energy correlation in e+e−

annihilation processes, EPL 125 (2019) 58001 [arXiv:1901.05349] [INSPIRE].

[69] X. Liu and H.X. Zhu, Nucleon Energy Correlators, Phys. Rev. Lett. 130 (2023) 091901
[arXiv:2209.02080] [INSPIRE].

[70] H.-Y. Liu et al., Nucleon Energy Correlators for the Color Glass Condensate, Phys. Rev. Lett.
130 (2023) 181901 [arXiv:2301.01788] [INSPIRE].

[71] Z.-B. Kang, K. Lee, D.Y. Shao and F. Zhao, Collins-type Energy-Energy Correlators and
Nucleon Structure, in the proceedings of the 30th International Workshop on Deep-Inelastic
Scattering and Related Subjects, East Lansing, U.S.A., March 27–31 (2023)
[arXiv:2307.06935] [INSPIRE].

[72] H. Cao, X. Liu and H.X. Zhu, Toward precision measurements of nucleon energy correlators in
lepton-nucleon collisions, Phys. Rev. D 107 (2023) 114008 [arXiv:2303.01530] [INSPIRE].

– 24 –

https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/ad1a78
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/ad1a78
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.08271
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2053387
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2023)085
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2023)085
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.09351
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2625697
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.071903
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.13864
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2760466
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2004-01880-7
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0402108
https://inspirehep.net/literature/644224
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.73.064905
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0603253
https://inspirehep.net/literature/713485
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.262301
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.11236
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2155764
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12514-1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.01294
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2684595
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2023)088
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2023)088
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.03413
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2638993
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.011901
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.01500
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2705371
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.438.0145
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.438.0145
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.08943
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2678171
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2024)060
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2312.12527
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2739173
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.L031501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.L031501
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2401.04164
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2744900
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2412.03616
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2856224
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/125/58001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1901.05349
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1714015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.091901
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.02080
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2147053
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.181901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.181901
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.01788
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2620630
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.06935
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2676603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.114008
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.01530
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2666410


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[73] P. Nason and M.H. Seymour, Infrared renormalons and power suppressed effects in e+e− jet
events, Nucl. Phys. B 454 (1995) 291 [hep-ph/9506317] [INSPIRE].

[74] G.P. Korchemsky, G. Oderda and G.F. Sterman, Power corrections and nonlocal operators, AIP
Conf. Proc. 407 (1997) 988 [hep-ph/9708346] [INSPIRE].

[75] G.P. Korchemsky and G.F. Sterman, Power corrections to event shapes and factorization, Nucl.
Phys. B 555 (1999) 335 [hep-ph/9902341] [INSPIRE].

[76] Y.L. Dokshitzer, G. Marchesini and B.R. Webber, Nonperturbative effects in the energy energy
correlation, JHEP 07 (1999) 012 [hep-ph/9905339] [INSPIRE].

[77] H. Chen, I. Moult, X.Y. Zhang and H.X. Zhu, Rethinking jets with energy correlators: Tracks,
resummation, and analytic continuation, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 054012 [arXiv:2004.11381]
[INSPIRE].

[78] M. Jaarsma et al., Energy correlators on tracks: resummation and non-perturbative effects,
JHEP 12 (2023) 087 [arXiv:2307.15739] [INSPIRE].

[79] S.T. Schindler, I.W. Stewart and Z. Sun, Renormalons in the energy-energy correlator, JHEP
10 (2023) 187 [Erratum ibid. 10 (2024) 175] [arXiv:2305.19311] [INSPIRE].

[80] K. Lee, A. Pathak, I.W. Stewart and Z. Sun, Nonperturbative Effects in Energy Correlators:
From Characterizing Confinement Transition to Improving αs Extraction, Phys. Rev. Lett. 133
(2024) 231902 [arXiv:2405.19396] [INSPIRE].

[81] D.G. Richards, W.J. Stirling and S.D. Ellis, Energy-energy Correlations to Second Order in
Quantum Chromodynamics, Nucl. Phys. B 229 (1983) 317 [INSPIRE].

[82] N.A. Sveshnikov and F.V. Tkachov, Jets and quantum field theory, Phys. Lett. B 382 (1996)
403 [hep-ph/9512370] [INSPIRE].

[83] D.M. Hofman and J. Maldacena, Conformal collider physics: Energy and charge correlations,
JHEP 05 (2008) 012 [arXiv:0803.1467] [INSPIRE].

[84] Y. Hatta, E. Iancu, A.H. Mueller and D.N. Triantafyllopoulos, Jet evolution from weak to
strong coupling, JHEP 12 (2012) 114 [arXiv:1210.1534] [INSPIRE].

[85] A.V. Belitsky et al., Event shapes in N = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory, Nucl. Phys. B 884 (2014)
206 [arXiv:1309.1424] [INSPIRE].

[86] A.V. Belitsky et al., Energy-Energy Correlations in N = 4 Supersymmetric Yang-Mills Theory,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 112 (2014) 071601 [arXiv:1311.6800] [INSPIRE].

[87] A.V. Belitsky et al., From correlation functions to event shapes, Nucl. Phys. B 884 (2014) 305
[arXiv:1309.0769] [INSPIRE].

[88] A.V. Belitsky, S. Hohenegger, G.P. Korchemsky and E. Sokatchev, N = 4 superconformal Ward
identities for correlation functions, Nucl. Phys. B 904 (2016) 176 [arXiv:1409.2502] [INSPIRE].

[89] G.P. Korchemsky and E. Sokatchev, Four-point correlation function of stress-energy tensors in
N = 4 superconformal theories, JHEP 12 (2015) 133 [arXiv:1504.07904] [INSPIRE].

[90] V. Gonçalves, Four point function of N = 4 stress-tensor multiplet at strong coupling, JHEP 04
(2015) 150 [arXiv:1411.1675] [INSPIRE].

[91] K. Farnsworth, M.A. Luty and V. Prilepina, Positive Energy Conditions in 4D Conformal Field
Theory, JHEP 10 (2016) 001 [arXiv:1512.01592] [INSPIRE].

[92] D.M. Hofman et al., A Proof of the Conformal Collider Bounds, JHEP 06 (2016) 111
[arXiv:1603.03771] [INSPIRE].

– 25 –

https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(95)00461-Z
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9506317
https://inspirehep.net/literature/396148
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.53732
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.53732
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9708346
https://inspirehep.net/literature/447815
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00308-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00308-9
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9902341
https://inspirehep.net/literature/495322
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1999/07/012
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9905339
https://inspirehep.net/literature/499946
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.054012
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2004.11381
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1792757
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2023)087
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.15739
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2683592
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2023)187
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2023)187
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.19311
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2664111
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.231902
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.231902
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2405.19396
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2791633
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90335-8
https://inspirehep.net/literature/13931
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)00558-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)00558-8
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9512370
https://inspirehep.net/literature/403859
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/05/012
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0803.1467
https://inspirehep.net/literature/781040
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2012)114
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1210.1534
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1189455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2014.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2014.04.019
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1309.1424
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1252863
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.071601
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1311.6800
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1266292
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2014.04.020
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1309.0769
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1252573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2016.01.008
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1409.2502
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1315703
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2015)133
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1504.07904
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1365330
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)150
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)150
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1411.1675
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1326447
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2016)001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1512.01592
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1408524
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2016)111
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1603.03771
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1427418


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[93] P. Kravchuk and D. Simmons-Duffin, Light-ray operators in conformal field theory, JHEP 11
(2018) 102 [arXiv:1805.00098] [INSPIRE].

[94] M. Kologlu, P. Kravchuk, D. Simmons-Duffin and A. Zhiboedov, The light-ray OPE and
conformal colliders, JHEP 01 (2021) 128 [arXiv:1905.01311] [INSPIRE].

[95] C.-H. Chang et al., Transverse spin in the light-ray OPE, JHEP 05 (2022) 059
[arXiv:2010.04726] [INSPIRE].

[96] G.P. Korchemsky and A. Zhiboedov, On the light-ray algebra in conformal field theories, JHEP
02 (2022) 140 [arXiv:2109.13269] [INSPIRE].

[97] S. Caron-Huot et al., Detectors in weakly-coupled field theories, JHEP 04 (2023) 014
[arXiv:2209.00008] [INSPIRE].

[98] H. Chen, X. Zhou and H.X. Zhu, Power corrections to energy flow correlations from large spin
perturbation, JHEP 10 (2023) 132 [arXiv:2301.03616] [INSPIRE].

[99] D. Chicherin, G.P. Korchemsky, E. Sokatchev and A. Zhiboedov, Energy correlations in heavy
states, JHEP 11 (2023) 134 [arXiv:2306.14330] [INSPIRE].

[100] D. Chicherin et al., Collinear limit of the four-point energy correlator in N = 4 supersymmetric
Yang-Mills theory, Phys. Rev. D 110 (2024) L091901 [arXiv:2401.06463] [INSPIRE].

[101] L. Ricci and M. Riembau, Energy correlators of hadronically decaying electroweak bosons, Phys.
Rev. D 106 (2022) 114010 [arXiv:2207.03511] [INSPIRE].

[102] C.-H. Chang and D. Simmons-Duffin, Three-point energy correlators and the celestial block
expansion, JHEP 02 (2023) 126 [arXiv:2202.04090] [INSPIRE].

[103] H. Chen, I. Moult, J. Sandor and H.X. Zhu, Celestial blocks and transverse spin in the
three-point energy correlator, JHEP 09 (2022) 199 [arXiv:2202.04085] [INSPIRE].

[104] K. Yan and X. Zhang, Three-Point Energy Correlator in N = 4 Supersymmetric Yang-Mills
Theory, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129 (2022) 021602 [arXiv:2203.04349] [INSPIRE].

[105] P.T. Komiske, I. Moult, J. Thaler and H.X. Zhu, Analyzing N-Point Energy Correlators inside
Jets with CMS Open Data, Phys. Rev. Lett. 130 (2023) 051901 [arXiv:2201.07800] [INSPIRE].

[106] M. Procura, J. Holguin, I. Moult and A. Pathak, Weighing the Top with Energy Correlators, in
LFC22: Strong interactions from QCD to new strong dynamics at LHC and Future Colliders,
29 August – 2 September (2022), pp. 60–66.

[107] J. Holguin, I. Moult, A. Pathak and M. Procura, New paradigm for precision top physics:
Weighing the top with energy correlators, Phys. Rev. D 107 (2023) 114002 [arXiv:2201.08393]
[INSPIRE].

[108] J. Holguin et al., Using the W Boson as a Standard Candle to Reach the Top: Calibrating
Energy-Correlator-Based Top Mass Measurements, Phys. Rev. Lett. 134 (2025) 231903
[arXiv:2311.02157] [INSPIRE].

[109] A. Pathak et al., Precision Top Mass Measurement Using Energy Correlators, PoS
EPS-HEP2023 (2024) 312 [arXiv:2311.14389] [INSPIRE].

[110] M. Xiao, Y. Ye and X. Zhu, Prospect of measuring the top quark mass through energy
correlators, JHEP 10 (2024) 088 [arXiv:2405.20001] [INSPIRE].

[111] J. Holguin et al., Top quark mass extractions from energy correlators: a feasibility study, JHEP
04 (2025) 072 [arXiv:2407.12900] [INSPIRE].

– 26 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2018)102
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2018)102
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1805.00098
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1670938
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2021)128
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1905.01311
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1733266
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2022)059
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2010.04726
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1822249
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2022)140
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2022)140
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2109.13269
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1932566
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2023)014
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.00008
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2145338
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2023)132
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.03616
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2621902
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2023)134
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.14330
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2671793
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.L091901
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2401.06463
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2746311
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.114010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.114010
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2207.03511
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2107828
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2023)126
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2202.04090
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2030208
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)199
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2202.04085
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2030216
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.021602
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.04349
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2048993
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.051901
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.07800
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2014077
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.114002
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.08393
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2015392
https://doi.org/10.1103/j4sp-fcmd
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.02157
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2719279
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.449.0312
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.449.0312
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.14389
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2725988
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2024)088
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2405.20001
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2791695
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2025)072
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2025)072
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.12900
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2808920


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[112] S. Alipour-fard, A. Budhraja, J. Thaler and W.J. Waalewijn, New Angles on Energy
Correlators, Phys. Rev. Lett. 134 (2025) 231902 [arXiv:2410.16368] [INSPIRE].

[113] C. Bierlich et al., A comprehensive guide to the physics and usage of PYTHIA 8.3, SciPost
Phys. Codeb. 2022 (2022) 8 [arXiv:2203.11601] [INSPIRE].

[114] M. Dasgupta, A. Fregoso, S. Marzani and G.P. Salam, Towards an understanding of jet
substructure, JHEP 09 (2013) 029 [arXiv:1307.0007] [INSPIRE].

[115] A.J. Larkoski, S. Marzani, G. Soyez and J. Thaler, Soft Drop, JHEP 05 (2014) 146
[arXiv:1402.2657] [INSPIRE].

[116] A. Budhraja and W.J. Waalewijn, FastEEC: Fast evaluation of N-point energy correlators,
Phys. Lett. B 861 (2025) 139276 [arXiv:2406.08577] [INSPIRE].

[117] M. Gyulassy and X.-N. Wang, Multiple collisions and induced gluon Bremsstrahlung in QCD,
Nucl. Phys. B 420 (1994) 583 [nucl-th/9306003] [INSPIRE].

[118] R. Baier, Y.L. Dokshitzer, S. Peigne and D. Schiff, Induced gluon radiation in a QCD medium,
Phys. Lett. B 345 (1995) 277 [hep-ph/9411409] [INSPIRE].

[119] B.G. Zakharov, Fully quantum treatment of the Landau-Pomeranchuk-Migdal effect in QED
and QCD, JETP Lett. 63 (1996) 952 [hep-ph/9607440] [INSPIRE].

[120] R. Baier et al., Radiative energy loss and p(T) broadening of high-energy partons in nuclei,
Nucl. Phys. B 484 (1997) 265 [hep-ph/9608322] [INSPIRE].

[121] R. Baier et al., Radiative energy loss of high-energy quarks and gluons in a finite volume
quark-gluon plasma, Nucl. Phys. B 483 (1997) 291 [hep-ph/9607355] [INSPIRE].

[122] B.G. Zakharov, Radiative energy loss of high-energy quarks in finite size nuclear matter and
quark-gluon plasma, JETP Lett. 65 (1997) 615 [hep-ph/9704255] [INSPIRE].

[123] U.A. Wiedemann, Transverse dynamics of hard partons in nuclear media and the QCD dipole,
Nucl. Phys. B 582 (2000) 409 [hep-ph/0003021] [INSPIRE].

[124] U.A. Wiedemann, Gluon radiation off hard quarks in a nuclear environment: Opacity
expansion, Nucl. Phys. B 588 (2000) 303 [hep-ph/0005129] [INSPIRE].

[125] M. Gyulassy, P. Levai and I. Vitev, Reaction operator approach to nonAbelian energy loss, Nucl.
Phys. B 594 (2001) 371 [nucl-th/0006010] [INSPIRE].

[126] X.-N. Wang and X.-F. Guo, Multiple parton scattering in nuclei: Parton energy loss, Nucl.
Phys. A 696 (2001) 788 [hep-ph/0102230] [INSPIRE].

[127] A. Kovner and U.A. Wiedemann, Gluon radiation and parton energy loss, hep-ph/0304151
[DOI:10.1142/9789812795533_0004] [INSPIRE].

[128] N. Borghini and U.A. Wiedemann, Distorting the hump-backed plateau of jets with dense QCD
matter, hep-ph/0506218 [INSPIRE].

[129] N. Armesto, L. Cunqueiro, C.A. Salgado and W.-C. Xiang, Medium-evolved fragmentation
functions, JHEP 02 (2008) 048 [arXiv:0710.3073] [INSPIRE].

[130] G. Ovanesyan and I. Vitev, An effective theory for jet propagation in dense QCD matter: jet
broadening and medium-induced bremsstrahlung, JHEP 06 (2011) 080 [arXiv:1103.1074]
[INSPIRE].

[131] G. Ovanesyan and I. Vitev, Medium-induced parton splitting kernels from Soft Collinear
Effective Theory with Glauber gluons, Phys. Lett. B 706 (2012) 371 [arXiv:1109.5619]
[INSPIRE].

– 27 –

https://doi.org/10.1103/l6nj-2gsh
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.16368
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2841841
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysCodeb.8
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysCodeb.8
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.11601
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2056998
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2013)029
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1307.0007
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1240687
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2014)146
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1402.2657
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1281068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2025.139276
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2406.08577
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2797721
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(94)90079-5
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.nucl-th/9306003
https://inspirehep.net/literature/354874
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(94)01617-L
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9411409
https://inspirehep.net/literature/380313
https://doi.org/10.1134/1.567126
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9607440
https://inspirehep.net/literature/421287
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(96)00581-0
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9608322
https://inspirehep.net/literature/422025
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(96)00553-6
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9607355
https://inspirehep.net/literature/420877
https://doi.org/10.1134/1.567389
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9704255
https://inspirehep.net/literature/441901
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00286-8
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0003021
https://inspirehep.net/literature/524557
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00457-0
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0005129
https://inspirehep.net/literature/527344
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00652-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00652-0
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.nucl-th/0006010
https://inspirehep.net/literature/528435
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(01)01130-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(01)01130-7
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0102230
https://inspirehep.net/literature/553250
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0304151
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812795533_0004
https://inspirehep.net/literature/617156
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0506218
https://inspirehep.net/literature/685763
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/02/048
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0710.3073
https://inspirehep.net/literature/764336
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2011)080
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1103.1074
https://inspirehep.net/literature/891633
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2011.11.040
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1109.5619
https://inspirehep.net/literature/929496


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[132] J.-P. Blaizot, F. Dominguez, E. Iancu and Y. Mehtar-Tani, Medium-induced gluon branching,
JHEP 01 (2013) 143 [arXiv:1209.4585] [INSPIRE].

[133] M. Fickinger, G. Ovanesyan and I. Vitev, Angular distributions of higher order splitting
functions in the vacuum and in dense QCD matter, JHEP 07 (2013) 059 [arXiv:1304.3497]
[INSPIRE].

[134] L. Apolinário, N. Armesto, J.G. Milhano and C.A. Salgado, Medium-induced gluon radiation
and colour decoherence beyond the soft approximation, JHEP 02 (2015) 119 [arXiv:1407.0599]
[INSPIRE].

[135] M. Attems et al., The medium-modified g → cc splitting function in the BDMPS-Z formalism,
JHEP 01 (2023) 080 [arXiv:2203.11241] [INSPIRE].

[136] P. Skands, S. Carrazza and J. Rojo, Tuning PYTHIA 8.1: the Monash 2013 Tune, Eur. Phys.
J. C 74 (2014) 3024 [arXiv:1404.5630] [INSPIRE].

[137] M. Cacciari, G.P. Salam and G. Soyez, FastJet User Manual, Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 1896
[arXiv:1111.6097] [INSPIRE].

[138] S. Alipour-fard, ResolvedEnergyCorrelators (RENCs),
https://github.com/samcaf/ResolvedEnergyCorrelators, (2025).

[139] M. Cacciari, G.P. Salam and G. Soyez, The anti-kt jet clustering algorithm, JHEP 04 (2008)
063 [arXiv:0802.1189] [INSPIRE].

[140] S. Catani, Y.L. Dokshitzer, M.H. Seymour and B.R. Webber, Longitudinally invariant Kt

clustering algorithms for hadron hadron collisions, Nucl. Phys. B 406 (1993) 187 [INSPIRE].

[141] S.D. Ellis and D.E. Soper, Successive combination jet algorithm for hadron collisions, Phys.
Rev. D 48 (1993) 3160 [hep-ph/9305266] [INSPIRE].

[142] D. Bertolini, T. Chan and J. Thaler, Jet Observables Without Jet Algorithms, JHEP 04 (2014)
013 [arXiv:1310.7584] [INSPIRE].

[143] A.J. Larkoski, D. Neill and J. Thaler, Jet Shapes with the Broadening Axis, JHEP 04 (2014)
017 [arXiv:1401.2158] [INSPIRE].

[144] Y.L. Dokshitzer, G.D. Leder, S. Moretti and B.R. Webber, Better jet clustering algorithms,
JHEP 08 (1997) 001 [hep-ph/9707323] [INSPIRE].

[145] M. Wobisch and T. Wengler, Hadronization corrections to jet cross-sections in deep inelastic
scattering, in the proceedings of the Workshop on Monte Carlo Generators for HERA Physics
(Plenary Starting Meeting), Hamburg, Germany, April 27–30 (1998) [hep-ph/9907280]
[INSPIRE].

[146] R. Atkin, Review of jet reconstruction algorithms, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 645 (2015) 012008
[INSPIRE].

[147] M. Cacciari, Jet reconstruction: Jet algorithms and jet substructure, in proceedings of The 3rd
International Summer school on TeV Experimental Physics (iSTEP), Tsinghua University,
Haidian, Beijing, China, July 10–20 (2016) https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/5966/contributions
/78775/attachments/40666/46951/jets.pdf#page=93.

[148] G. Stagnitto, Boost camp (theory), in proceedings of BOOST 2024 — 16th International
Workshop on Boosted Object Phenomenology, Reconstruction, Measurements, and Searches at
Colliders, Genova, Italy, July 29 – August 2 (2024), https://agenda.infn.it/event/37093/contrib
utions/232433/attachments/124105/182380/boostcamp2024.pdf#page=97.

– 28 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2013)143
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1209.4585
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1186753
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2013)059
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1304.3497
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1228211
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2015)119
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1407.0599
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1304474
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2023)080
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.11241
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2056805
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3024-y
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3024-y
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1404.5630
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1291955
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-1896-2
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1111.6097
https://inspirehep.net/literature/955176
https://github.com/samcaf/ResolvedEnergyCorrelators
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0802.1189
https://inspirehep.net/literature/779080
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(93)90166-M
https://inspirehep.net/literature/354686
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.48.3160
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.48.3160
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9305266
https://inspirehep.net/literature/34969
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2014)013
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2014)013
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1310.7584
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1262516
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2014)017
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2014)017
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1401.2158
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1276724
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1997/08/001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9707323
https://inspirehep.net/literature/445565
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9907280
https://inspirehep.net/literature/484872
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/645/1/012008
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1398448
https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/5966/contributions/78775/attachments/40666/46951/jets.pdf#page=93
https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/5966/contributions/78775/attachments/40666/46951/jets.pdf#page=93
https://agenda.infn.it/event/37093/contributions/232433/attachments/124105/182380/boostcamp2024.pdf#page=97
https://agenda.infn.it/event/37093/contributions/232433/attachments/124105/182380/boostcamp2024.pdf#page=97


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[149] G.C. Blazey et al., Run II jet physics, in the proceedings of the Physics at Run II: QCD and
Weak Boson Physics Workshop: Final General Meeting, Batavia, U.S.A., November 04–06
(1999) [hep-ex/0005012] [INSPIRE].

[150] R.K. Ellis, W.J. Stirling and B.R. Webber, QCD and collider physics, Cambridge University
Press (2011) [DOI:10.1017/CBO9780511628788] [INSPIRE].

[151] H.-M. Chang, M. Procura, J. Thaler and W.J. Waalewijn, Calculating Track-Based Observables
for the LHC, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013) 102002 [arXiv:1303.6637] [INSPIRE].

[152] H.-M. Chang, M. Procura, J. Thaler and W.J. Waalewijn, Calculating Track Thrust with Track
Functions, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 034030 [arXiv:1306.6630] [INSPIRE].

[153] Y. Li et al., Extending Precision Perturbative QCD with Track Functions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128
(2022) 182001 [arXiv:2108.01674] [INSPIRE].

[154] S. Schrijnder van Velzen, Precise Predictions for Jets and Tracks, Ph.D. thesis, Amsterdam
University, The Netherlands (2022) [INSPIRE].

[155] M. Jaarsma et al., Renormalization group flows for track function moments, JHEP 06 (2022)
139 [arXiv:2201.05166] [INSPIRE].

[156] K. Lee, I. Moult, F. Ringer and W.J. Waalewijn, A formalism for extracting track functions
from jet measurements, JHEP 01 (2024) 194 [arXiv:2308.00028] [INSPIRE].

[157] Z.-B. Kang, F. Ringer and I. Vitev, The semi-inclusive jet function in SCET and small radius
resummation for inclusive jet production, JHEP 10 (2016) 125 [arXiv:1606.06732] [INSPIRE].

[158] M. Dasgupta, F. Dreyer, G.P. Salam and G. Soyez, Small-radius jets to all orders in QCD,
JHEP 04 (2015) 039 [arXiv:1411.5182] [INSPIRE].

[159] M. Dasgupta, F.A. Dreyer, G.P. Salam and G. Soyez, Inclusive jet spectrum for small-radius
jets, JHEP 06 (2016) 057 [arXiv:1602.01110] [INSPIRE].

[160] K. Benkendorfer and A.J. Larkoski, Grooming at the cusp: all-orders predictions for the
transition region of jet groomers, JHEP 11 (2021) 188 [arXiv:2108.02779] [INSPIRE].

[161] V.N. Gribov and L.N. Lipatov, Deep inelastic e p scattering in perturbation theory, Sov. J.
Nucl. Phys. 15 (1972) 438 [INSPIRE].

[162] Y.L. Dokshitzer, Calculation of the Structure Functions for Deep Inelastic Scattering and e+e−

Annihilation by Perturbation Theory in Quantum Chromodynamics, Sov. Phys. JETP 46 (1977)
641 [INSPIRE].

[163] G. Altarelli and G. Parisi, Asymptotic Freedom in Parton Language, Nucl. Phys. B 126 (1977)
298 [INSPIRE].

[164] M. van Beekveld et al., Two-loop anomalous dimensions for small-R jet versus hadronic
fragmentation functions, JHEP 07 (2024) 239 [arXiv:2402.05170] [INSPIRE].

[165] M. van Beekveld et al., A collinear shower algorithm for NSL non-singlet fragmentation, JHEP
03 (2025) 209 [arXiv:2409.08316] [INSPIRE].

[166] K. Lee, I. Moult and X. Zhang, Revisiting single inclusive jet production: timelike factorization
and reciprocity, JHEP 05 (2025) 129 [arXiv:2409.19045] [INSPIRE].

[167] K. Lee, I. Moult and X. Zhang, Revisiting Single Inclusive Jet Production: Small-R
Resummation at Next-to-Leading Logarithm, arXiv:2410.01902 [INSPIRE].

[168] K. Konishi, A Simple Algorithm for QCD Jets: An Introduction to Jet Calculus, Phys. Scripta
19 (1979) 195 [INSPIRE].

– 29 –

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0005012
https://inspirehep.net/literature/526927
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511628788
https://inspirehep.net/literature/328604
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.102002
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1303.6637
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1225657
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.034030
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1306.6630
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1240494
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.182001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.182001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2108.01674
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1898830
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2152547
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2022)139
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2022)139
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.05166
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2011025
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2024)194
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.00028
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2684150
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2016)125
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1606.06732
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1471716
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)039
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1411.5182
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1328806
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2016)057
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1602.01110
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1419243
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2021)188
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2108.02779
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1900929
https://inspirehep.net/literature/73449
https://inspirehep.net/literature/126153
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(77)90384-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(77)90384-4
https://inspirehep.net/literature/119585
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2024)239
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.05170
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2756733
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2025)209
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2025)209
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2409.08316
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2828367
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2025)129
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2409.19045
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2835728
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.01902
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2836966
https://doi.org/10.1088/0031-8949/19/2/017
https://doi.org/10.1088/0031-8949/19/2/017
https://inspirehep.net/literature/131755


J
H
E
P
0
7
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
4
3

[169] K. Konishi, QCD Perturbation Theory in Hard Processes and Jet Calculus, in the proceedings
of the Workshop on Multiparticle Dynamics, Hakone, Japan, September 04–07 (1978) [INSPIRE].

[170] K. Konishi, A. Ukawa and G. Veneziano, A Simple Algorithm for QCD Jets, Phys. Lett. B 78
(1978) 243 [INSPIRE].

[171] CMS collaboration, Measurement of the W boson mass in proton-proton collisions at√
s = 13 TeV, CMS-PAS-SMP-23-002 (2024) [INSPIRE].

[172] P.T. Komiske, E.M. Metodiev and J. Thaler, Energy flow polynomials: A complete linear basis
for jet substructure, JHEP 04 (2018) 013 [arXiv:1712.07124] [INSPIRE].

– 30 –

https://inspirehep.net/literature/138516
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(78)90015-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(78)90015-1
https://inspirehep.net/literature/130351
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2833011
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2018)013
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1712.07124
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1644358

	Introduction
	Energy Weighted Observable Correlations (EWOCs)
	A review of the Energy-Energy Correlator (EEC)
	Introducing EWOCs
	Infrared/Collinear (IRC) safety and non-perturbative effects

	Mass extraction with EWOCs
	Observables and samples
	Mass at the LHC: p p to W+ W-
	Perturbative results

	Discussion and conclusions

