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Abstract: We propose a new way to impose four-momentum conservation on timelike

parton-shower branchings, allowing for recoil to be imparted not only to individual partons

but also to groups of partons, “jets”. In this work we present an explicit realisation of

this idea for a dipole parton-shower, using angular ordering to decide which partons are

grouped into jets in a way that does not require explicit jet clustering at each stage of

the evolution. We verify that the algorithm satisfies next-to-leading logarithmic (NLL)

accuracy criteria, from numerical fixed-order tests as well as resummation tests across a

range of observables. Our conclusion is that jet recoils provide a viable path for adapting

existing dipole/antenna-type showers to achieve NLL accuracy.
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1 Introduction

The question of recoils in parton showers has received much attention lately. This question

arises because physical showers must conserve energy and momentum exactly:1 any four-

momentum imparted to an emitted parton must be balanced by momentum taken from

elsewhere in the event; this balancing momentum is termed the recoil from the branching

process. Current methods to achieve this can be divided into two broad categories: local

and global.

In local recoil strategies, a single pair of partons takes the recoil. This is the minimum

that is consistent with exact four-momentum conservation. Formally, the emission phase

space is factorised as

dΦn+1 = dΦn−2 dΦ3 = dΦn
dΦ3

dΦ2
, (1.1)

with two well-known examples being Catani-Seymour (CS) [2, 3] and antenna factorisa-

tion [4, 5]. Strategies based on these or similar principles have been employed successfully,

e.g., in Ariadne [6, 7], Pythia [8, 9], Vincia [10, 11], Herwig’s dipole showers [12, 13],

1See Ref. [1] for an interesting study exploring violations of this constraint.
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Sherpa’s CS shower module [14, 15], Dire [16], the PanLocal showers [17], and oth-

ers [18, 19].

In global strategies, some or all of the recoil is instead distributed among all par-

tons in the event. Examples include Herwig’s angular-ordered showers [13, 20–22], the

Manchester-Vienna dipole shower [23], Deductor [24, 25], and the PanGlobal [17, 26],

Alaric [27–29], and Apollo [30] showers.

The main virtue of local recoil schemes is simplicity: they can be straightforwardly

nested within each other to build up higher-multiplicity phase spaces, are comparatively

easy to extend to massive kinematics, and also exhibit manifest Lorentz invariance (inde-

pendent of any global choice of frame) and scaling properties. The main disadvantage is

that the transverse momentum imparted to one or both of the recoilers in these schemes

can be “excessive”. In particular, for successive branchings that occur at commensurate

transverse momentum scales but at wide rapidity separations, local recoil schemes gen-

erally violate factorisation of independent emissions, and thus generate the wrong next-

to-leading-logarithmic (NLL) terms [31]. So far, the only known ways around this are

to restrict the choice of shower evolution variable to a specific class that excludes typical

transverse-momentum-like ones [17], or to move to global recoils.2

Global recoil schemes make it easier to ensure that no single parton receives excessive

corrections from recoil effects. This enables such schemes to be made consistent with

NLL [17, 23, 25, 27, 30, 33] and higher [26, 34] accuracies for general evolution variables.

Some disadvantages are that they tend to be more complicated (the amount of operations

needed to construct kinematics and update the event typically scales with the particle

multiplicity squared N2) and, e.g., more difficult to extend to massive kinematics. They

also commonly depend on an explicit choice of frame and hence Lorentz invariance and

scaling properties are less explicitly manifest.

In this paper we aim to propose an intermediate approach, jet recoil, which we shall

demonstrate retains much of the simplicity of local recoil schemes while simultaneously

distributing recoil in a way that is compatible with NLL accuracy. Here we restrict our

attention to final-state (timelike) showers, for which the specific scheme we introduce rep-

resents an extension of (massive) dipole kinematics; generalisations to initial-state showers

and to antenna kinematics will be explored in future studies.

We note that, during the course of this work, we became aware of similar ideas being

explored by Salam and Soyez in work that has not yet been published [35].

2 Review of standard dipole/antenna showers

A large set of parton showers are based on the dipole or antenna paradigm (i.e. on the

phase-space factorisation given in Eq. (1.1)). In this approach the event is represented as

an ensemble of coloured dipoles emitting incoherently (at leading colour, i.e. in the large-

NC limit). Consecutive emissions are generated in a Markov-chain Monte-Carlo approach,

ordered in some measure of hardness, the evolution variable, which is often taken to be

2Angular ordering is a somewhat special case, which can achieve NLL for global observables at the

expense of not filling parts of phase space that are important for non-global observables [32].
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a measure of the emission’s transverse momentum, kt, in the dipole centre-of-mass frame.

The corresponding probability of going from a state Sn consisting of n partons to Sn+1, is

given schematically by summing over colour-connected pairs (̃ı, ȷ̃):

dP(Sn)

d ln kt
=
∑
ı̃,ȷ̃

∫
dz

dϕ

2π

αs

π
P(ı̃ȷ̃)(kt, z, ϕ) , (2.1)

where z is some longitudinal variable (e.g. a momentum fraction), ϕ is an azimuthal angle,

and P(ı̃ȷ̃) represents an emission kernel — a (partitioned) DGLAP splitting function [36–

38], or an antenna function [6, 39–41] — which in general may depend on all emission

variables.

After each emission, the momenta of pre-existing particles must be modified so as to

conserve the 4-momentum of the event as a whole. The exact way this is done is represented

by the shower’s specific kinematic map, M : Sn({p̃}) 7→ Sn+1({p}). In local dipole/antenna

parton showers, 4-momentum is conserved within the emitting dipole,

p̃l + p̃m = pl + pm + pk , (2.2)

with p̃l and p̃m the 4-momenta of the emitting dipole ends before the emission, and pl,

pm, and pk the 4-momenta of, respectively, the two dipole ends and the emission, after the

application of the map. That is, the phase-space factorisation expressed in Eq. (1.1) takes

the explicit form,

dΦn+1 = dΦn−2 dΦlmk = dΦn
dΦlmk

dΦl̃m̃

. (2.3)

As we will review in section 2.2, showers based on the principles of kt-ordering and

purely local recoil distribution in general do not produce the correct NLL resummation [17,

31] (e.g. for global event shapes). This means that in practice all NLL-accurate showers

relinquish either the former or the latter property, or both.

2.1 Sudakov parametrisation in dipole-local showers

We first write the map M in the well-known Sudakov parametrisation to introduce some

notation that will be useful when we construct our new map. For each iteration of the algo-

rithm, standard (massless) dipole showers, generate an emission k from a dipole stretching

between two (pre-branching) colour-connected partons l̃, m̃. The momentum of k can be

constructed as

pk = akp̃l + bkp̃m − k⊥ , (2.4)

with a component k⊥ being transverse to p̃l and p̃m. Here and below, we will choose to

parametrise the coefficients ak and bk with the PanScales variables kt, η̄ (i.e. βps = 0 in

Ref. [17]):

ak =

√
sȷ̃

sı̃sı̃ȷ̃
kte

η̄ , bk =

√
sı̃

sȷ̃sı̃ȷ̃
kte

−η̄ , (2.5)

where the Lorentz invariants are defined as sab := 2pa · pb and sa := 2pa · Q, with Q the

event’s total 4-momentum. The transverse component k⊥ is defined through two light-like

4-momenta n⊥,1, n⊥,2 such that n⊥,1 ·n⊥,2 = n⊥,i · p̃l = n⊥,i · p̃m = 0, and n2
⊥,1 = n2

⊥,2 = −1:

k⊥ = kt [n⊥,1 cosϕ+ n⊥,2 sinϕ] . (2.6)
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Showers with dipole-local recoil schemes directly ensure total 4-momentum conserva-

tion among {l,m, k} by assigning transverse recoil exclusively to the emitter, say l, while

the spectator, m, takes only a longitudinal component. That is, the (post-branching)

emitter and spectator are given by:

pl = alp̃l + blp̃m + k⊥ , (2.7)

pm = bmp̃m . (2.8)

The coefficients al, bl, bm are determined by on-shell conditions and conservation of the

total 4-momentum. The emitter is typically taken to be the end of the dipole which is

“closer” to the emission with respect to some measure (e.g. rapidity), sometimes with a

smooth transition between the two dipole ends.

2.2 Recoil distribution and logarithmic accuracy

At all orders, we follow the usual logarithmic counting [42, 43]: for observables O that

exponentiate, like global event shapes, the all-order series can be re-arranged [44] to express

the probability that the observable takes an exponentially small value,

Σ(αs, L) = P (O < eL) = exp
[
Lg1(αsL) + g2(αsL) +O(αn

sL
n−1)

]
+O(eL) , (2.9)

where L is a large negative number (|L| ≫ 1), the function g1 encodes leading-logarithmic

terms (of the form αn
sL

n+1), the function g2 the next-to-leading-logarithmic terms (αn
sL

n),

and so on.

As shown in Refs. [17, 31], transverse-momentum ordered showers with dipole-local

maps of the form defined by Eqs. (2.4)–(2.8) do not generally reproduce the correct function

g2 for exponentiating observables; i.e., they deviate from all-order resummations starting

from NLL terms. This was shown to be a consequence of the fact that such showers do not

reproduce the correct infrared (IR) limit of tree-level matrix elements for emissions that

are singly-logarithmically separated in phase space (that is, emissions which have a large

hierarchy in either transverse momentum ln kt, or rapidity η ≃ − ln θ). This in turn is due

to an improper attribution of recoil: specifically, in standard kt-ordered dipole showers,

emissions happening later in the shower evolution have the potential to disturb earlier

emissions by relative O(1) amounts across logarithmically-large regions of phase space. In

other words, even though an earlier emission may have been generated according to the

correct (factorised) matrix-element limit, the final state, after further emissions, no longer

corresponds to that same matrix element. The requirement that showers reproduce IR

limits of multi-particle matrix elements was promoted in Ref. [31] to a criterion for NLL

accuracy.

Consider an emission from a 3-parton (qq̄g1) system, where the first gluon is collinear

to the anti-quark and soft (ln kt,1/Q ≪ 0), as shown in Fig. 1. In a dipole shower, the

second gluon g2 can be emitted either from the q̄g1 or the g1q dipole. Let us imagine that

the second emission has a commensurate value of the evolution variable, kt,2 ≲ kt,1 and is

emitted from the g1q dipole. From factorisation we expect that for strongly-ordered angles,
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g1

g2

q̄ q

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Figure 1: A three-parton system q̄qg1 emitting a gluon, g2. Four distinct angular phase-

space regions are highlighted, with the emission being shown in region 1.

the two emissions are independent,

|MPS|2 ≃
C2
F

2

αs(k
2
t,1)αs(k

2
t,2)

π2

dk2t,1dk
2
t,2

k2t,1k
2
t,2

dη1dη2 , |η1 − η2| ≫ 1 , (2.10)

i.e., the second emission should not impact the kinematics of the first. In kt-ordered

showers, however, dipole-local maps give the transverse recoil to the first gluon g1 over an

erroneously large region of phase space, where the two gluons are emitted at very different

angles.3 This results in the shower failing to reproduce the correct IR tree level matrix

element for two emissions at commensurate kt, but far apart in rapidity. The incorrect

matrix element is produced over a logarithmically-enhanced region of width ∝ η1 (for a

fixed kt,1 ∼ kt,2), and thus will contribute incorrectly to the single-logarithmic coefficient

at that order.

Whether or not subsequent emissions spuriously modify the kinematics of prior emis-

sions can be tested at fixed order [31, 46, 47] by examining distributions on a Lund dia-

gram [48, 49], which represents the phase space available to the next emission in terms of

ln kt and η. Requiring that all emissions are separated by a distance L on that plane, the

discrepancy between the shower and the IR limit of tree-level matrix elements should then

vanish as e−|L|. For this to be true, recoil effects must also vanish exponentially (or faster)

with the distance L.

We begin with a base event, consisting of a Born qq̄ pair along with one or more

emissions. This event is then first clustered to two hemispheres using the Cambridge

algorithm [50] (which is implemented in FastJet [51]). Each hemisphere corresponds to

one half of the primary Lund plane. If all emissions are soft and/or collinear then the

one hemisphere will contain the quark, and the other the anti-quark. The Lund plane

can then be constructed recursively as follows [49]: undo the last step in the clustering

3This issue at O(α2
s) was recognised early on and a fix that gives the recoil only to the quark was

implemented in Ariadne [7, 45]. Nevertheless the issue is simply postponed to one order higher [31].
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PanLocal PS = 0
ln kt, 1 = -20.0, 1 =  -12.0, 1 =  0
ln kt, 2 = -21.0, 2 =  

g1
g2

1
0
1

ln kt/kt

20 10 0 10 201
0
1
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Figure 2: Illustration, as in Refs. [31, 46], of incorrect recoil assignment for PanLocal

(βps = 0), which leads to the wrong NLL terms (the PanLocal shower is NLL-accurate for

βps > 0). The top panel shows the Lund plane coordinates of a first emission g1 and the

contour along which a second emission g2 is produced, in green. The lower two panels show

the change in the first emission’s transverse momentum (ln kt/k̃t) and rapidity (η− η̃) due

to the emission of g2. The large recoil given in region η1 < η < 0 is problematic at NLL,

whereas the shaded region around η ≃ η1 contributes only at NNLL.

sequence and determine the transverse momentum and rapidity of the softer branch with

respect to the harder branch. These coordinates are recorded on the relevant half of the

primary Lund plane. Repeat this procedure, following the harder branch, until it has been

fully de-clustered. The secondary Lund leaves (phase-space regions associated with each

emission) can then be constructed by repeating the same procedure but following, in turn,

each softer branch.

For the purposes of these fixed-order tests, having constructed the Lund diagram for

the base event, an additional emission is then generated at a specific (kt, ϕ) and scanned

across the available range of the third kinematic variable, i.e., rapidity η. Any change

in the transverse momentum or rapidity of prior emissions is then recorded as a function

of the phase-space coordinates of the new emission. An example of the result of such a

test is shown, for the configuration described above, in Fig. 2 using the PanLocal shower

(similarly to Refs. [31, 46, 47]). This shower achieves NLL accuracy only for βps > 0,

which excludes transverse-momentum ordering (βps = 0). In Fig. 2, we purposefully set

βps = 0 to illustrate the fixed-order behaviour that gives rise to the wrong NLL terms. In

the two lower ratio plots, one can see that both the transverse momentum and rapidity of

g1 are modified by the production of g2 when η1 < η2 < 0 (i.e., a logarithmically-enhanced

region), which corresponds to region 1 in Fig. 1. In contrast, the large change in the

momentum of g1 when the two gluons are at commensurate transverse momentum and

rapidity (the blue shaded region in the ratio plots) only becomes important starting from

NNLL onwards [17, 26, 34].

– 6 –



3 A jet-based recoil algorithm

In this section we will formulate a new prescription for the attribution of recoil, that we

dub “jet recoil”, which assigns transverse recoil in a semi-global manner such that multiple-

emission matrix elements are reproduced to the extent required for the shower to achieve

NLL accuracy. Our guiding principle will be coherence [52–57], which we will see lifts the

issue of excessive recoil that leads to the wrong NLL terms, as discussed in the previous

section.4

To illustrate the principle, we first work through a few examples for gluon emissions

from a q̄qg1 event in section 3.1. The general procedure for determining the recoiling

jet from a set of intervals, stored alongside the list of emitting dipoles, is then given

in section 3.2, as well as that for updating the list of intervals after each emission in

section 3.3. We will then explain how we handle special cases (in particular g → qq̄

splittings) in section 3.4.

3.1 An example: emissions up to O(α2
s)

In our shower, we will always follow the same construction as in the usual leading-colour

dipole showers to generate an emission. That is, we generate an emission k from a dipole

stretching between two colour-connected ends, (l̃, m̃), according to Eq. (2.4). We do not,

however, construct the post-branching momenta (l,m) as in Eqs. (2.7)–(2.8), but rather

distribute the recoil to a jet J (which absorbs the transverse component k⊥) and a spectator

(which only receives longitudinal recoil) following the procedure below. For the purpose of

kinematics, the jet is akin to the “emitter” in a standard dipole-local map.

In the example of the previous section (region 1 of Fig. 1), the opening angle θ1q̄
between g1 and q̄ is smaller than either of their opening angles to g2, min(θ12, θ2q̄); QCD

coherence would then imply that g2 should not be able to resolve g1 and q̄ as separate

particles. Instead, g2 should be emitted coherently from the sum of q̄ + g1. Based on

this notion we would prefer to assign the transverse recoil to a “jet”, J , made up of

{q̄, g1}. If the recoil is distributed amongst the jet constituents in such a way that the

relative transverse momentum of the anti-quark and g1 is preserved, then the logarithmic

accuracy of the shower will not be adversely affected. Starting from the aforementioned

three-parton configuration, consider that the emission g2 is generated from the g1q dipole

with η1 ≪ η2 < 0 as in Fig. 2. According to the argument above we identify the recoiling

jet as J = {q̄, g1} with momentum

p̃J =
∑
i∈J

p̃i . (3.1)

We will provide a generic algorithm for determining J in section 3.2. We additionally

choose the spectator to be the quark, i.e., the end of the emitting colour dipole farthest in

rapidity from the emission.5 The post-branching jet and spectator momenta can then be

4Ref. [58] already noted the possibility that one could design a shower map that follows the same pattern

as the colour-factor assignment.
5We believe that there is considerable freedom in how one chooses the spectator, or even promote it to

be a jet itself.
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constructed [3] and are given by

pJ = aJ p̃J + bJ p̃s + k⊥ , (3.2)

ps = bs p̃s , (3.3)

where the coefficients of the map are given by

aJ =1− ss̃k
sJ̃ s̃

, (3.4)

bJ =
ss̃k
sJ̃ s̃

(
2ξ2 +

sJ̃ k

sJ̃ s̃ − ss̃k

)
, (3.5)

bs =1−

(
sJ̃ k

sJ̃ s̃ − ss̃k

)
, (3.6)

with ξ2 = m2
J̃ /sJ̃ s̃. Finally, we construct a Lorentz transformation Λ such that Λp̃J = pJ ,

and apply it to all particles comprising J :

pi = Λ p̃i , ∀ i ∈ J , (3.7)

thus preserving the invariants between pairs of particles within the jet. The transformation

applied to a 4-momentum q can be broken into two subsequent transformations: a rotation,

q⃗ ′ = q⃗ + (1− cos θ) [(q⃗ · n⃗) n⃗− q⃗]− sin θ(q⃗ × n⃗) , (3.8)

where n⃗ = p̃J×pJ
∥p̃J×pJ ∥ and θ is the opening angle between p̃J and pJ in the event frame,

followed by a boost to q′ = (q0, q⃗ ′) along the direction of pJ with velocity

β =
EJ̃

√
E2

J̃ −m2
J − EJ

√
E2

J −m2
J

(E2
J̃ + E2

J +m2
J )

. (3.9)

This predominantly assigns the recoil to the hardest particles in the jet as opposed to the

hardest particles in the whole event, as is done in other global recoil schemes [17, 23, 25,

27, 30, 46].

We now consider the situation where the second emission g2 is much more collinear

with the anti-quark than the first emission, η2 ≪ η1 ≪ 0, i.e. where the gluon would

be emitted in region 2 in Fig. 1. This configuration would typically be associated with

emission from the q̄g1 dipole. In this case the physical picture is that of the anti-quark

splitting q̄ → q̄g2 and so J should be composed only of the anti-quark, with g1 acting as

the spectator.

The final scenario to consider is where g2 is more collinear to g1 than to the anti-quark

(region 3 of Fig. 1), in which case we can view the process as g1 → g1g2, with the transverse

recoil correspondingly given to g1. In other words the jet is composed only of g1. Again, we

will choose the spectator the be the end of the emitting dipole that is farthest in rapidity

from the emission, i.e, q if the gluon is emitted from the g1q colour dipole (and q̄ if it is

emitted from the g1q̄ one).
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Figure 3: Same as Fig. 2 for the jet-recoil attribution described in section 3.1.

To illustrate that this recoil assignment does not lead to the spurious behaviour asso-

ciated with purely dipole-local recoils, we consider the same fixed-order test as in Fig. 2.

This is shown in Fig. 3. As can be observed in the two lower ratio plots, the kinematics

of the first emission g1 are only affected when the second emission, g2, is at commensurate

rapidity (which is relevant only at NNLL accuracy).

Although the jet-recoil kinematic map uses the concept of angular ordering, we em-

phasise that it still reproduces the full pattern of soft emissions, an important feature of

standard dipole showers related to their ability to correctly reproduce non-global resum-

mations [32].

3.2 Determining J

Having worked through several scenarios at O(α2
s) we are now ready to formulate our

algorithm for determining J for an arbitrary partonic configuration. We will start by

considering only gluon emissions, neglecting the splitting of gluons to quark pairs. The

treatment of such splittings will be discussed in section 3.4.

The picture we gave at order O(α2
s) can be generalised using a clustering algorithm to

define the recoiling jet. Indeed the regions identified in Fig. 1 were constructed according

to angular ordering: one way of generalising this to all orders is through the Cambridge

jet algorithm [50], which clusters particles based on a purely angular pseudojet distance.

(1) Let us start from a configuration where we have an arbitrary number of soft, strongly

angular-ordered emissions from a qq̄ system, {g1, . . . , gn}. We then perform an addi-

tional emission, k, from this configuration and seek to identify the recoiling jet, J . In

the instance where k is also strongly ordered in angle, · · · ≪ ηi ≪ ηk ≪ ηi+1 ≪ . . . ,

the same logic as in the previous section applies: the jet J should be composed of

either the quark or anti-quark, whichever is closest in angle to k, as well as all parti-

cles which are closer in angle to the (anti-)quark than k — i.e. all the particles that

– 9 –



the emission k does not resolve from the quark. In the context of a clustering of this

specific configuration with the Cambridge algorithm, this would correspond to all the

particles previously clustered with the (anti-)quark. For two emissions, this reduces

to the situation described in the previous section for an emission in region 1 of Fig. 1

— or regions 2 (4) if k is the most collinear emission to the quark (anti-quark).

(2) For the same angular-ordered configuration, we now turn to the case where the new

emission k is more collinear to a previous emission, gi, than to either of the Born

partons. In this case, again, angular ordering dictates the recoiling jet J should

include that particle, gi, as well as any particles that would be clustered with gi before

k itself, within the Cambridge clustering sequence. At order O(α2
s), this corresponds

to an emission in region 3 of Fig. 1.

For more complex configurations with nested splittings and without the constraint of

strong angular ordering, the approach generalises; we determine the jet J by clustering

the event, after the addition of an emission k, and stopping at the point in the sequence

where k would be clustered: J is simply taken to be the pseudojet that is about to cluster

with k.

A useful way to visualise such a clustering sequence, which we will use below, is by

constructing the Lund plane representation of the event [49]. In that context, leaves of

the Lund plane correspond to branches in the clustering sequence: i.e., configurations

described in (1) correspond to emissions on the primary Lund plane, and configurations

in (2) to emissions on the secondary Lund leaf belong to gi. Similarly, nested configurations

correspond to tertiary leaves, quaternary leaves, and so on.

The strategy described above is illustrated in Fig. 4, which shows an example event

where the recoiling jet and emission are highlighted in blue, along with the event’s Lund

plane representation.

Running a jet clustering algorithm every time an emission is added to the event,

as previously discussed, would be computationally expensive. To avoid this, we adopt

a simpler procedure that is equivalent in the limits relevant for NLL accuracy. Such a

procedure was formulated in Ref. [58], with a focus on the correct assignment of colour

factors in dipole and antenna parton showers. We adapt this strategy such that we can

reconstruct the list of partons inside J . Whereas the original algorithm kept track of the

total flavour of J , we need to have access to the full kinematics of particles that make up

J (i.e. to keep a list of the indices of those particles in the event record).

During the shower evolution we construct, for each colour-anticolour dipole (l,m), a

list of rapidity intervals which point to a specific Lund leaf — i.e., a branch of the would-be

clustering sequence, denoted Lp, Lq . . . :

l

[
−∞ . . . ηa

Lp ηb
Lq ηc · · ·+∞

]
m
. (3.10)

For bookkeeping purposes we always take the 3̄-end (the anticolour end) of the dipole

to be at negative rapidities and the 3-end (the colour end) at positive rapidities. The

correspondence between intervals and regions of the Lund plane is illustrated in Fig. 5.
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q̄
q

ηln kt

Figure 4: Lund plane and cartoon of event showing which partons are identified as J .

The new emission is shown in green and the partons comprising the jet in blue. The blue

arrow on the Lund plane indicates the region of phase space in which particles will be

included in J .

q̄ q

ln kt η

g1

q̄[ − ∞ Lq̄ 0 Lq η1 Lg1 ∞]g1

g1

Figure 5: Illustration of the connection between intervals and regions of the Lund plane

for the q̄g1 dipole in the above three-parton event. The coloured lines on the cartoon of

the event correspond with the colour of the Lund leaf on which an emission appears, and

thus which parton(s) in the diagram are considered as the emitter.
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Each Lund leaf Lr, with r the index of the particle that “owns” the leaf, is represented by

a list of tuples: [
x y . . .

ηx ηy . . .

]
Lr

(3.11)

where the indices x, y . . . refer to the particles that belong to the leaf, with rapidities

ηx, ηy, . . . with respect to the particle r. The rapidity of i with respect to j is given by6

ηij = − ln tan
θij
2

. (3.12)

Once an emission, k from the (l,m) dipole has been generated, we identify a rapidity ηk
as:

ηk =

{
|ηkm| for ηkm > ηkl

−|ηkl| for ηkl > ηkm,
. (3.13)

Specifically this is the rapidity (in the event frame) with respect to whichever end of the

dipole the emission is closest to in angle, signed such that positive rapidities are collinear

to the colour end of the dipole, while negative rapidities are collinear to the anticolour end.

We search for the interval in l[. . . ]m that contains ηk, and thus identify the leaf Lr

on which the emission appears. The new emission is then added to Lr, and J deemed to

consist of all particles on Lr which have larger rapidities than the emission (i.e., particles

which would be clustered with r before the emission),

J =
{
i ∈ Lr

∣∣ ηi > ηk

}
. (3.14)

This is equivalent to identifying J with the pseudojet that would be clustered with k, in

the Cambridge algorithm.

3.3 Update of the interval list

Each time an emission is accepted, the list of intervals is updated (the updating of the

Lund leaves was dealt with in the previous subsection). For updating the intervals we

follow the same procedure as in Ref. [58]; for gluon emission k from the (l,m) dipole, this

dipole splits into two dipoles (l, k) and (k,m), which necessitates splitting also the original

list of intervals l[. . . ]m. Consider an emission from the (l,m) dipole which has intervals

l

[
−∞ . . . ηa

Lp ηb
Lq ηc · · ·+∞

]
m
, (3.15)

with (say) ηb < ηk < ηc, i.e. the emission belongs to leaf Lq. We split that list of intervals

into two sets belonging to the two new dipoles,

l

[
−∞ . . . ηa

Lp ηb
Lq max(0, ηk) Lk +∞

]
k

k

[
−∞ Lk min(0, ηk)

Lq ηc · · ·+∞
]
m
. (3.16)

6Here we only consider massless particles.
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To help clarify the procedure above, we provide a short worked-out example of how

the algorithm functions, starting from a single qq̄ dipole. In this case it is clear that if this

dipole emits at positive (negative) rapidity then the emission will fall on the Lund leaf of

the quark (anti-quark). The intervals list is therefore initialised as

q̄

[
−∞ Lq̄ 0 Lq +∞

]
q

(3.17)

and the two Lund leaves initialised as empty lists. Consider that an emission g1 is now

generated with η1 > 0. From the intervals list, the algorithm determines that the emission

appears on the leaf of the quark, Lq, which is updated as follows:

[ ]
Lq

→

[
g1
η1

]
Lq

. (3.18)

A new empty leaf, Lg1 , is created for the gluon. As the q̄q dipole has now been split into

two dipoles, q̄g1 and g1q respectively, the intervals list must also be partitioned. The split

occurs at η1 with everything to the left (lower rapidity) becoming part of the q̄g1 dipole’s

interval list, and everything to the right (larger rapidity) forming part of the g1q intervals

list. The newly created q̄g1 intervals list is given by

q̄

[
−∞ Lq̄ 0 Lq η1

Lg1 +∞
]
g1
, (3.19)

where the part taken from the old q̄q interval is highlighted in blue and the boundary of the

new interval pointing to Lg1 is given by max(0, η1) = η1 as the new interval corresponds

to the colour end of the dipole. The g1q intervals list is constructed similarly:

g1

[
−∞ Lg1 0 Lq +∞

]
q
, (3.20)

where the boundary of the new interval is min(0, η1) = 0 as it is at the anticolour end of

the dipole.

The algorithm can then proceed in the same fashion for the next emission, starting

from the intervals list corresponding to whichever dipole is now emitting.

3.4 Special cases

In practice a few special cases arise, both in the identification of the recoiling jet, and in

the treatment of gluon splittings to quark pairs. We explain how we handle these below.

3.4.1 Identification of the spectator

When a small-angle dipole emits a gluon k at large angle, there is a region of azimuthal

angles for which both dipole ends (l̃, m̃) are identified as part of the recoiling jet J when

we follow the procedure of section 3.2. This would leave us with no spectator to construct

the map. In that case, we choose to remove from J the dipole end l̃ or m̃ that is furthest

in angle from k, and identify that particle as the spectator instead. Ultimately, one may
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wish to consider alternative ways of identifying the spectator, e.g. from the list of particles

other than the dipole ends.

This procedure does not affect the logarithmic accuracy of the shower. To see this

we note that for the emission to induce significant recoil in J , it must be emitted with

kt ∼ ktJ . Furthermore, this situation only occurs in an O(1) rapidity-azimuth region. Any

dangerous assignment of recoil therefore occurs only in an O(1) region of phase space and

so the effect is suppressed by a power of αs with no accompanying logarithms. As such the

effect is beyond NLL accuracy.7

3.4.2 Gluon splittings g → qq̄

In the case where a gluon splits collinearly to a quark-antiquark pair, it is physically clear

which particle is splitting — namely the gluon. As this splitting channel only has a collinear

singularity, the assignment of recoil for (suppressed) wide-angle splitting instead does not

affect NLL accuracy. Let us consider that, algorithmically, the gluon is replaced with (say)

the anti-quark in the event record and that the emission is identified as the quark. We

choose to identify the new anti-quark as the single particle comprising the recoiling jet J .

The spectator is then simply taken to be the other end of the emitting dipole.

For g → qq̄ splitting there are two lists of intervals that need updating, corresponding

to the two dipoles connected to the splitting gluon, denoted as g. We continue with the

example where the gluon is replaced with an anti-quark q̄, and the emission is a quark q.

We calculate ηk = ηqq̄ as before, and update the interval lists for the two affected dipoles

as

l

[
−∞ . . . ηb

Lg +∞
]
g
−→

l

[
−∞ . . . ηb

Lq̄ ηqq̄
Lq +∞

]
q
, (3.21)

g

[
−∞ Lg ηc · · ·+∞

]
m

−→
q̄

[
−∞ Lq̄ ηc · · ·+∞

]
m
. (3.22)

The original Lund leaf Lg becomes Lq̄ (algorithmically they are owned by the same particle,

since g became q̄), and q appears as an emission on that leaf. As with gluon emission, a

new leaf, Lq, is created for the quark (see Fig. 6).

It can happen that the gluon splits to a large-angle qq̄ pair, i.e. that ηqq̄ < ηb in the

example above. In that case (which contributes beyond NLL accuracy) we choose to replace

Eq. (3.21) with

l

[
−∞ . . . ηb

Lg +∞
]
g
−→

l

[
−∞ . . . ηb

Lq +∞
]
q
. (3.23)

The case where the gluon becomes a quark is treated similarly.

4 Numerical tests

We now turn to results of numerical tests of the jet recoil scheme. To perform these, we

implemented the map of section 3 as a user-defined shower within the PanScales public

7We have verified numerically that the frequency at which these configurations occur agrees with this

expectation.
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q̄

q

ln kt η

q̄

Figure 6: Illustration of the Lund plane structure of an event with a g → qq̄ splitting.

In this example the gluon has been replaced by an anti-quark, and a quark was emitted.

The coloured lines show which particles each Lund leaf corresponds to. Note that the leaf

labelled as q̄ would have belonged to the gluon up until it split to the q̄q pair. Emissions

at smaller rapidities than ηq on this leaf give transverse recoil to J = {q̄, q}, as if they had

been emitted from the gluon before it split.

code, v.0.2.0 [59]. We confirm the validity of the approach at fixed order (sections 4.1

and 4.2) and all orders (section 4.3). For the latter, we use the logarithmic accuracy tests

available in the PanScales public code.

4.1 Tests of the algorithm

First, we establish that the implementation of the jet recoil procedure reproduces the

expected identification of J , as described in section 3. To begin with, a Born qq̄ event is

generated, to which we add a number n of emissions with fixed kinematics, {g1, . . . , gn}.
From this fixed event, a further emission is performed, gn+1 and its transverse momentum

and rapidity are scanned over (in these tests we keep the generation-level azimuth ϕn+1

fixed). We let the shower find the recoiling jet J , as per the algorithm of section 3.2; finally

we perform a Lund declustering of the whole event, using the Cambridge algorithm, and

examine which particles make up the jet J as a function of the Lund coordinates of the

last emission.

The composition of the recoiling jet for the emission of gn+1 is shown in Fig. 7, for

various starting configurations. We show only a few of the less trivial configurations, arising

from emissions in the same hemisphere, with different orderings of the emissions in the base

event. Coloured points are located at the coordinates of the last emission, (ln kt,n+1, ηn+1),

and the colour corresponds to a given composition of the jet J . The identification of the jet

is in agreement with the underlying argument of angular ordering, for all configurations,

in the relevant logarithmically-enhanced regions. In cases where all emissions are well

separated in rapidity, the identification of the recoiling jet is unambiguous. When the last

emission, gn+1, is at angles commensurate with another parton in the event, ηn+1 ≃ ηi,
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Figure 7: Fixed-order tests of the implementation of the jet-recoil shower, at second order

for a single primary (top left), and at third order for two primaries (top right, bottom left)

with different hierarchies of g1 and g2, and for a tertiary configuration (bottom right). The

composition of the recoiling jet J is shown in the legend as a colour list.

the recoiling jet may not be identical to that which would be found with the Cambridge

algorithm (as indicated by the smatterings of wrongly-coloured points close to the top of

the secondary leaves). As explained in section 3.2, this is only relevant beyond NLL.

4.2 Fixed-order tests of NLL configurations

Next we verify that our scheme fulfils the factorisation properties (the fixed-order criterion)

laid out in Refs. [17, 31], which are a necessary condition for NLL accuracy. Namely, a

parton shower should generate the correct IR effective matrix element for any pair of

emissions that are widely separated in at least one logarithmic variable (i.e. transverse

momentum, rapidity or some linear combination thereof). We verify this by following the

fixed-order testing procedure established in Refs. [31, 46, 47].

Typically this condition is fulfilled in standard dipole showers when partons are strongly

ordered in transverse momenta, but not when they are emitted at commensurate kt and

widely-separated rapidities, as explained in section 2.2. Below we perform fixed-order tests

of the jet recoil scheme (similarly to Figs. 2 and 3), whereby we verify that for a wide range

of given starting configurations, the last shower emission does not significantly modify the

kinematics of other emissions in the event in the limit where the scale hierarchies become

large (in one or the other direction of the Lund plane).
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We again start from a fixed kinematic configuration (qq̄g1, or qq̄g1g2), and generate an

extra gluon emission g with a value of the transverse momentum kt commensurate with

that of the previous emission, and scan over the longitudinal variable. As before we then

examine the change in the Lund coordinates of the previous emissions. For NLL accuracy

the last emission is only allowed to significantly impact the kinematics of other emissions

when it is close in both logarithmic variables (these configurations contribute at NNLL).
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Figure 8: Fixed-order tests as in Figs. 2, 3 of the jet recoil shower, with two primary gluon

emissions. The contour of fixed shower ordering variable for the last emission is depicted

in green on the main plot. The change in transverse momentum (ln kt/k̃t, first ratio plot)

and rapidity (η − η̃, second ratio plot) of the gluons before and after the last emission are

shown in blue for g1 (dashed orange for g2), for an emission on the primary Lund plane.
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Figure 9: Same as Fig. 8 for one primary and one secondary gluon: the primary plane is

shown on the left, and the secondary plane belonging to gluon g1 on the right. In the ratio

plots, the change in kt or η is shown for an emission on the primary Lund plane (left), and

on the secondary leaf of g1 (right).

Fixed-order tests for qq̄g1+g were shown in Fig. 3. We also tested several configurations

at higher order that lead to different recoiling jets. Fig. 8 (Fig. 9) illustrates such a test for
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a base event consisting of two primary gluons (respectively one primary, one secondary).

In these tests, the jet recoil scheme fulfils the fixed order criterion for NLL accuracy. This

gives confidence that the algorithm is functioning as intended at higher order. The all-order

logarithmic structure is tested in the next section.

4.3 All-order NLL tests

We establish the all-order accuracy of the jet recoil map, by comparing the shower pre-

dictions to known resummation results for a wide range of observables, as pioneered in

Ref. [17]. Parton-shower predictions necessarily contain uncontrolled terms beyond the

shower target accuracy. To isolate the NLL contribution, we use the logarithmic accuracy

tests available in the PanScales public code [59]. This involves generating parton-shower

predictions for each observable at several small αs values, whilst keeping λ = αsL constant.

For each run one constructs

δNLL =
Σshower(αs, L)

ΣNLL(αs, L)
− 1 (4.1)

where Σ(αs, L) is defined in Eq. (2.9). If the shower is NLL accurate, δNLL will vanish in

the limit of αs → 0. Running parton showers in this limit (αs → 0, L → ∞) is numerically

extremely challenging, and the efficient techniques developed within PanScales to mitigate

these difficulties were indispensable in performing these tests.

As in Ref. [17] we consider several global event-shape observables that cover a range of

scalings with respect to single (soft-collinear) emission, V ∝ kt
Q e−βobs|η|, and vary in their

sensitivity to emissions in different parts of phase space [43]. We also test the transverse

momentum in a rapidity slice (a non-global observable) at single-logarithmic level [60, 61].

Finally, we examine the subjet multiplicity, at next-to-double-logarithmic (NDL) level [62,

63]. The complete list of observables is given here:

• the total and wide-jet broadenings BT , BW [44, 64], and the Cambridge jet resolution

parameter
√
y23 [50] (all βobs = 0),

• the thrust 1− T [65, 66] (βobs = 1),

• the sum Sβobs
and max Mβobs

across primary Lund declusterings P [17, 31, 49], with

values of the parameter βobs ∈ {0, 12 , 1},

Sβobs
=
∑
i∈P

kt,i
Q

e−βobs|ηi| , Mβobs
= max

i∈P

kt,i
Q

e−βobs|ηi| , (4.2)

• the fractional moments of energy-energy correlations FC1−βobs
[43],

• the transverse scalar sum in a rapidity slice [61],

1

Q

∑
i

pt,iΘ(ηmax − |ηi|) , (4.3)

with ηmax = 1,
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• the subjet multiplicity Nsubjet [62] for Durham (kt) jets [67].

One class of observables that are absent from our tests are those sensitive to spin correla-

tions. While this is strictly part of general NLL accuracy, there exist several algorithms [68–

70] that can be integrated with parton showers to incorporate these effects [71–74]. Such

effects can be safely neglected for observables that average over azimuthal modulations,

like those we consider here. We defer the treatment of spin correlations with this map to

future work.

To extract δ(0) := limαs→0 δ
NLL, we generate parton-shower predictions for αs ∈

[0.0224, 0.0168, 0.0112, 0.0084, 0.0056], keeping λ = αsL = −0.42 fixed. We perform two

fits to carry out the αs → 0 extrapolation: one with a quadratic function through the five

αs points, and one linear fit using only the three smallest αs points. Our final central value

for δ(0) is taken from the quadratic fit. The total uncertainty on δ(0) is taken to be the

sum in quadrature of the statistical uncertainty from the quadratic fit, and a systematic

uncertainty from the fit procedure. The systematic uncertainty is defined as the absolute

value of the difference between the δ(0) values given by the quadratic and linear fits.

For the subjet multiplicity, which does not exponentiate, we check that the shower

correctly reproduces the NDL result. To this end we hold αsL
2 = 5 constant and produce

predictions for αs ∈ [0.003125, 0.002, 0.00128, 0.00078125, 0.0005]. We then extract δNDL =

(N(αs, L) − N shower(αs, L))/
√
αs in the limit of αs → 0, using the same procedure as for

the other observables.
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Figure 10: Results of NLL tests using our new jet recoil map (top), and for PanLocal

with βps = 0 (bottom) — which is NLL accurate only for βps > 0, for comparison. Green

signals agreement with analytically resummed results to within 2σ. Red denotes a 4σ or

greater disagreement and orange denotes less than 4σ deviation from the resummed result

for cases where the shower is known not to reproduce the correct resummed result.

The final results are shown in Fig. 10, where consistency with zero indicates agreement

with the analytic resummation. We also perform the same tests using the PanLocal shower

(which achieves NLL accuracy only for βps > 0) setting βps = 0. We deliberately break
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NLL accuracy for PanLocal in order to demonstrate that the tests we perform here are

capable of resolving the discrepancy. For the PanLocal (βps = 0) shower, we only expect

a discrepancy in βobs = 0 observables (the six leftmost).8 In the upper panel, we observe

perfect agreement between the jet-recoil shower prediction and the exact NLL resummation

for all the observables we consider. This constitutes a numerical proof that the jet recoil

scheme can be used to achieve NLL accuracy in kt-ordered dipole showers.

5 Conclusions

We have presented a new recoil scheme that can be used to achieve NLL accuracy in final-

state, kt-ordered dipole showers. In this scheme, recoil is distributed to “jets” of partons in

the event in a way that is closely related to angular ordering. The jets are constructed by a

similar procedure as the one introduced in Ref. [58]; whereas the original algorithm focused

on the correct assignment of colour factors at NLL level within the PanScales showers, we

adapt this strategy to dynamically keep track of a list of particles associated with each

emitting colour dipole. This circumvents the need to cluster particles at each stage in

the shower evolution and is equivalent to Cambridge clustering for configurations where

emissions are well-separated in rapidity.

We implemented the jet recoil shower map as a user-defined shower within the Pan-

Scales public code, v.0.2.0 [59]. We validated the NLL accuracy of the proposed map

according to the criteria laid out in Ref. [17]: these criteria require tests of the effective

shower matrix element at fixed order, as well as logarithmic tests of the shower resumma-

tion for a wide variety of observables. For the latter, the numerical techniques developed

within PanScales [17, 33] and implemented in the public code were indispensable.

Having established that giving recoil to jets of particles is a viable path to NLL ac-

curacy, we envisage that this procedure could be adapted to use with existing dipole-local

kinematic maps to achieve NLL accuracy in the showers that rely on them. A generali-

sation to antenna-type showers — such as Vincia [10, 11], which share transverse recoil

between both ends of the dipole, is left to be investigated.
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