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Perturbative QCD for the LHC

1. Introduction

As the LHC programme gets underway, it is timely to examireedtatus of our QCD tools.
One may ask whether they have reached the degree of soatitithat we expected of them
at this stage. It is quite an achievement for the communitge@ble to say that the answer to
this question is “yes”. A second question is whether our Q@alst have achieved the degree
of sophistication that is necessary for fully exploiting thHC over the years to come. Here the
answer will be more nuanced: there is certainly still amplapg for progress.

To provide a context for our discussion of QCD, it is perhajstivbriefly recalling some of
the roles played by QCD at a hadron collider whose key dedigs are not to study QCD, but
rather to discover the Higgs boson and search for physicsnokthe standard model.

There are essentially two ways of making discoveries at #€.LOn one hand, an experiment
may measure some kinematic distribution and see a disagpatative to the standard-model
expectation. It can only be labelled a discovery if one hdBcgnt confidence in the standard
model prediction, inevitably involving many aspects of QGDch as parton distribution functions,
matrix elements, parton showers, &tdlternatively, discovery may come through the observa-
tion of a distinct kinematic structure, such as an invarraass peak (or edge, in the presence of
unmeasured particles). At first sight, QCD might have lesa dble to play here; however, an
understanding how QCD works can make it possible to reduedalckgrounds, and sharpen the
kinematic structure of signal, allowing it to emerge morevéncingly. Furthermore, as and when
discoveries are made, QCD will also be crucial in extractirigrmation about the new objects that
have been found: their couplings, masses, spins, etc.

In these proceedings we will examine several areas of ative QCD that have seen major
milestones in the past year or two. The first such area is thdbate Carlo event generators.

2. Parton-shower event generators (Monte Carlos)

It is almost inconceivable to think of the LHC experimentsrking without Monte Carlo
(MC) programs such as Pythia [1], Herwig [2] and Sherpa [Jioh output detailed simulated
pp collision events. The immense preparatory effort forlthkC would not have been possible
without these tools, be it for the investigation of physioggmtialities, or the simulations of detector
response; nearly all of the data shown by LHC experiment€ld&lP 2010 (and since) have been
accompanied by comparisons to MC simulations, most ofteamazingly good agreement; and
as the experiments move towards producing results at geiinadron) level”, i.e. corrected for
detector effects, MC simulations will always be central @eifmining those corrections.

The core of the code base for two of the main MC tools, Pyth &nd Herwig, dates to the
1980’s (early versions of Sherpa also used portions of Bythde) and is written in Fortran 77, a
language that strains to adapt to the sophistication tlesetiprograms have reached today. This
prompted an effort across the Monte Carlo community, itdtiaalmost a decade ago, to rewrite
the programs irc++. Aside from the magnitude of the task of rewriting 6@0,000 lines of

IThis is true even with many “data-driven” methods for estimgbackgrounds, since they often rely on QCD-
based extrapolations from the region where one has a goosuna@aent of the background to that where one suspects
the presence of the signal.
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code, many questions af++ design needed to be thought through carefully, to ensurettiea
new code remained maintainable over the lifetime of the LB@e of the milestones of the past
couple of years is that, coinciding with the start of the LHi@& new versions of these programs,
Pythia 8.1 [#4], Herwig++ 2.4:[5] and Sherpa 1.2 [6], are nowailble and mature enough for
production use, including all core features needed for detafphadron-collider analyses, such as
simulation of the multiple interactions.

The work towards the++ generators has not simply been a question of rewriting odiz ¢o
c++ (for a comprehensive review, see ref. [7]). For examplehigytas acquired a newy ordered
shower as its defaulf[8] (the old Fortran virtuality-oreérshower is no longer available in the +
version); it also includes numerous developments relaedultiple interactions, e.g:;[9] and its
modularity has already been exploited to allow the inclusib an alternative shower [10]. Her-
wig has updated its angular-ordered shower [11], includietier treatment of massive particles,
and it now incorporates a native multiple interaction mddé!]. Sherpa did not have a corre-
sponding Fortran version, however it has seen a number offisant developments in the past
couple of years, most notably the switch to a dipole showt gdficient multi-leg matrix elements
(COMIX [13], used together with CKKW [14] matching to the pam shower). Other progress in
the generators includes more extended BSM support andsioolof NLO corrections for a broad
variety of processes (as discussed below).

Overall, it is time for this new generation of codes to undeggtensive stress testing by the
experiments, the last major step on the way to their becothiadvionte Carlo workhorses for the
duration of the LHC.

3. The NLO revolution

While Monte Carlo event generators give fine-grained ptexis about QCD final states, it
is not always simple to systematically improve their accural he most straightforward system-
atically improvable calculational approach of QCD at higtemgies is to use a perturbative ap-
proximation, involving a series expansion in the strongptiog s, i.e. cross sections are written
0 = co+c10s+ c202 + ..., so that an improvement in accuracy is obtained “just” byaating
one further coefficient in the series.

At the momentum scales of relevance for LH&;, ~ 0.1 and one would expect a leading
order (LO) calculation, one that includes just the first zene term of the series, to be accurate
to within about 10%. Yet widespread experience shows thatgtseldom the case, with next-to-
leading order (NLO) corrections often modifying cross et by a NLO/LO K factor” ratio of
two (for example for Higgs productiof [15,116, 17]@tbb [1€, 19]). In some situations, in which
a new channel opens up at NL®;factors can be much larger, evén(100) [20,:21,:122]. These
NLO enhancements are potentially important because, fonele, in searches for supersymmetry
the “signal” of supersymmetry is often just a facton5) excess of the data over the expected
background (e.g: [23]), the latter nearly always beinguated at LO. How, then, do we determine
whether an excess of data compared to LO is an actual sigreingly a background with an
unexpectedly largek-factor that has yet to be calculated?

Part of the answer is that experiments attempt to consth@ ik tfactor in regions of phase-
space expected to be signal-depleted. However extrapogato possible signal regions still usu-
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ally involve LO tools? and the known cases with the largésfactors usually also lead to strong
kinematic dependence of the NLO correction. In such sitnati therefore, it would be reassuring
to have an actual NLO calculation. The difficulty is that margyv physics signals involve quite
complex backgrounds. For example, in pair production oingls, each gluino might decay to a
anti-quark and squark, with each squark decaying to a quatikaa (invisible) neutralino, which
gives missing energy. One of the backgrounds in this caseisfour-jet production in association
with a Z-boson that decays to neutrinos, which is too complex a ot there to be any NLO
calculations of it yet.

One way to quantify the difficulty of a NLO calculation is inrtes of the total number of
outgoing “legs” (partons and electroweak bosons all coanegs). The first NLO calculation was
for a 2— 1 process, Drell-Yan production, in 1979125]. It took almts years before any-2 2
processes got calculated, with several results appearihg late 1980’s and early 90’s (e.g. heavy-
quark pairsi[26, 27, 28], dijet production [29, 30], and wedioson plus jet [31, 32]). Another ten
years passed before a23 process was calculated, wilthvb in 1998 [18] and 3-jet an@/ +2-jets
calculated a couple of years later;[33, 34].

Given the motivation from the expected startup of LHC, a$ thoint an almost industrial
effort got underway to calculate all-2 3 processes of interest for LHC and to open the frontier
towards 2— 4 processes (bearing in mind that that background we mettiabove was a 2> 5
process), guided by a document known as the Les Houchesistigg8]. Roughly in line with
the rule-of-thumb of a 10-year interval for calculation adtra leg, the first 2+ 4 calculations
have appeared in the past couple of years:3jets 36, 37],Z+3-jets [38],17bb [39, A0], r1+2-
jets [A1], WEW*+2-jets [42], WWbb [43,44], with progress also abbbb [45] (and a result for
ete” —5-jets [46]).

While some of these results were obtained with traditioreyrifnan diagrammatic meth-
ods [39,143, 45], the remaining ones have taken advantageajoir evelopments in “unitarity-
based” methods for calculating one-loop amplitudes (whiatt been the main bottleneck for new
NLO results). Originally pioneered in the mid 1990's,[4Hetidea behind these methods is to
sew tree-level amplitudes together to produce loop ang@dguequivalent to considering loop mo-
menta such that specific loop propagators are on-shell. id&&swas revitalised in 2004 through
the use of momenta with two timelike componerits [48] to bewathe set of tree-level configura-
tions that could be usefully assembfedio go from this result to collider predictions has been a
huge undertaking, with many important steps along the ways{rhave been reviewed in [35]). If
one is to highlight a single one of them, it might be the obaon that it is possible to deduce
the integrated 1-loop diagram simply by inspection of thedgrand for specific loop-momentum
configurationsi[49].

These developments represent a revolution in NLO calauiatiNot just because of the num-
ber of 2— 4 predictions that they have led to — a corresponding effexoted to Feynman-

2An interesting distinction here is between simple LO, anddmed matrix-element plus Monte Carlo samples
involving multiplicities that go beyond the strictly LO press i2:4], which can account for the appearance of new
higher-order channels and reproduce some M-€@ctors.

3specifically, with two timelike components (or, in subsemuerork, with complex Minkowski momenta), it is
possible to have a sensible 3-particle vertex with all mamem shell and use this as an ingredient in building up the
loop amplitude.
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diagrammatic calculations would probably have led to alsimumber of results — but more
importantly because of the prospects that they offer fov*tmst” automation of NLO calculations
and the extension beyond-2 4 processes. Indeed, just around the time of ICHEP, the fit@ N
results for a 2+ 5 process were announced, the unitarity-based (leadirguotalculation of
W+4-jets [50], nearly ten years ahead of expectations fratitheline discussed above.

One caveat to be mentioned in the context of these impresssrdts is that so far most of
the 2— 4 or 2— 5 NLO calculations are not yet available as public codesh(ithe exception
of [61]). This is perhaps a consequence of the significantptexity of the codes, which often
bring together many different todlsind then require enormous computing time if one is to obtain
a numerically stable result. Nevertheless, it is only ohes tare public, in a form that is relatively
straightforward to use, that these calculations will beabldeliver their full value.

3.1 NLO and Monte Carlo event generators

While NLO calculations have the benefit of quantifiable aacur(at least in regions of phase-
space that don't probe disparate momentum scales), thgyewal involve a handful of partons, a
far cry from the level of detail of MC parton-shower event gextors, which predict distributions
at the level of hadrons.

Two main techniques have been developed over the past dexadenbine NLO accuracy
with parton shower “detail”, the MC@NLQ [b6] and POWHE[G [5¥ipthods. Generally speak-
ing, only relatively simple processes are available: attiine of ICHEP, not everlX+jet or dijet
production had been publicly implemented. That is graguailanging thanks to progress on the
systematisation and automation of both the MC@NLO [58] aBYMMEG [59,:60] methods. In
the POWHEG case this helped the implementatioB+ét [61], dijet [62] andz+jet [63] and even
the 2— 4 processV*W*+2-jets [51], while in MC@NLO it has been of benefit for examph
extending the range of processes available with Herwig tiwatso with Herwig++[58].

A point to be aware of is that while NLO MC implementationss#y,Z production necessarily
include a correct LO (tree-level+jet matrix element, they had not generally been matchel wit
higher-order tree-level matrix elements, eg:2-jet, etc. In contrast, it has for some time now
been standard procedure to combine LO tree-l8y&l+jet, Z+2-jet, etc. matrix elements together
(CKKW and MLM methodsi[14, 64]). Therefore users have beecefd to choose between, on one
hand NLO accuracy for simple processes but with a poor degamiof multi-jet events, and on the
other hand low, LO, accuracy but simultaneously for manfedét multiplicities. Ultimately one
would hope to have a method that provides NLO accuracy samettusly for a range of different
multiplicities (for example, as implemented fere~ in [65], or for hadron-collider processes
without showering ini[22]). However, in the meantime, areiesting development [66,:67] is the
merging of POWHEG and CKKW/MLM type methods to provide NLC-a@acy for the lowest
multiplicity process with LO accuracy for multijet process

Overall, even if it is still early days, it is clear that autation of loop calculations, automa-
tion of methods to combine NLO and parton showers and thela@vent of methods to merge

4For example, on one hand the 1-loop corrections, on the bed tools for handling real radiation such éé [52,
53,5455
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different multiplicities of NLO-improved parton showetaken together would have the potential
to radically improve the quality of MC predictions.

4. NNLO

For the foreseeable future the ultimate perturbative aoguthat one can hope to achieve is
NNLO, i.e. corrections up te (a§) relative to the dominant process. There are two broad reason
for being interested in NNLO corrections. One may, for exempwish to extract precision infor-
mation about standard-model couplings (as for the Higgetjosr parton-distribution functions
from measured cross-sections. Alternatively one may bedfadgth quantities where NLO cor-
rections are large, and NNLO is then the first order at whioh can hope to make quantitatively
reliable predictions.

NNLO hadron-collider results have been available for soime now for Higgs and vector-
boson production (state-of-the-art codes are describ@Hir69,: 70, 7.1]), and the current frontier
is NNLO accuracy for processes with coloured final-statdiglas, be they heavy (top) or light
(jets).

One significant recent result is the calculation of the NNL@ss section for Higgs produc-
tion in vector-boson fusion [72], making use of the “struetfunction” approachi [73] in which
one views each proton’s emission of a vector-boson as a P& tyaction, and then separately
considers the fusion of the two vector bosons. This provadB¥NLO result that is inclusive over
the hadronic jets, but still exclusive with respect to theteeboson momenta. Numerically it in-
dicates perturbative stability relative to the NLO preidict with a reduction of scale uncertainties
from the 5— 10% range at NLO, down to-2 3%.

The most likely candidate for the next process to be caledlat NNLO iszs production.
Among the physics motivations, one can mention the impogani the forward-backward asym-
metry: given that it is non-zero starting only at NLO, onlgrin NNLO will there be some quan-
tifiable control of the theoretical uncertainties on itsgdcdion. Also of interest is the potential for
an extraction of the top-quark mass by comparing the predictoss-section (with its relatively
strong-mass dependence) to the actual measured crosmsecti

As things stood a few years ago, the ingredients that wdierssising for a NNLO calcu-
lation of ## production were the following: the two-loop diagrams f@r — ¢t andgg — tt; the
squared one-loop terms farproduction in association with an extra parton; and a wayeofiqpm-
ing the phase-space integration for (tree-levefR-parton production while keeping track of the
divergences, which need to cancel with those from the 1- dod2terms.

Progress (reviewed in [75]) started with the calculatiorthaf high-energy limit of the two-
loop g andgg — 1t diagrams [76]. This was followed by a numerical evaluatibthe full 2-loop
qq — tt amplitude [77] (a corresponding approachgio— 1 seems close to completiof [78])
and by various analytical results for parts of the two amlis 79, 80]. The squared one-loop
terms were determined in[81]. Finally, the problem of im&tng the (divergent) phase-space for

51t seems this method was originally proposed during an siterdiscussion at Moriond QCD 2008. It has since
been analysed in detail for example j_nE[74].
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production oftr+2-partons has been solved in[82]. Thus there is hope titheireasonably near
future, first full NNLO results for top production will becaavailable’

The next frontier for NNLO calculation will probably be that processes with one or more
light jets in both the initial and final states, e.g. vectostn plus jet or dijet productiohThe case
with final-state jets only, specifically"e~ —3-jets, has been solved i [88, 89]. A compilation of
extractions oftrs based on the comparison of these NNLO results (supplemevitedesumma-
tions and non-perturbative corrections) to event-shape fias been given iri [90]. Interestingly,
there is a noticeable spread in the results, highlightimgfalat that at levels of precision of a few
percent, hadronic final-state observables are subject hy wifferent effects that can contribute
at the same few-percent level és(asz) corrections. Still, NNLO corrections are a class that can
be controlled, helping provide a far more constrained disian of the overall precision of QCD
predictions. It is therefore highly valuable that work pregses on general NNLO methods and
their extension to processes with initial-state colouradigles (see [91, 92, D3, 94] and references
therein).

5. Jets

The majority of measurements that involve hadronic enéimy-at the LHC will make use
of jets. Jets are measured with the help of a jet algorithmichwvtakes the hundreds of particles
measured in an experiment and combines them into a handfelsofThe same procedure can be
applied to theoretical parton-level calculations, with ithea that the jets obtained from parton-level
and experiment can be directly compared.

A problem that had plagued hadron-collider jet measuresfeninearly 20 years was that the
vast majority used jet algorithms that were not infrared eoitinear (IRC) safe (despite widespread
discussion of the problem, e.g. [95; 96]). IRC safety is ttopprty that the final hard jets should be
insensitive to the additional low-energy emissions andlisamgle branchings that occur with high
probability in QCD. Without this property, the higher-ordmlculations discussed above often lead
to divergent answers, compromising the huge investmenthtsbeen made in them over the past
decade.

It was therefore a welcome development to see that all ofahmgasurements presented by
ATLAS and CMS at ICHEP 2010 (and the subsequent publicatiergs [97, 98]) have used an
infrared and collinear safe jet algorithm, aktif9d] (which has also been used by the H1 and
ZEUS collaborations [10Q, 101]). The antialgorithm repeatedly recombines the pair of particles
i and j that has the smallesk; = min(p;;, p;;*)AR% /R? unless ai;z = p;;” is smaller, in which
casei is labelled a jetAR;; is the rapidity-azimuth separation bénd j and the parametet sets

a different weighting of momentum and angle to grow jets @utls from a central core, giving

6|n the meantime there has been significant work towards astimthe NNLO (and yet higher-order) corrections
using threshold-resummation techniqués-_! [‘E}éis:ll::S:B;-_é}S Bihile it is beyond the scope of these proceedings to
discuss the detailed differences between them, it is piglialn to say that they do not yet provide a consensus as to the
likely impact of the full NNLO corrections.

"Techniques that merge NLO calculations for different jeitiplicities [éé] can, meanwhile, provide a good ap-
proximation to NNLO for those observables in such procetis@sare subject to giak-factors.
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“cone-like” jet$ while remaining IRC safe. These properties, together waitier developments
that ensure good computational efficiency in the presenbegbfparticle multiplicities J105], help
make it particularly suitable from both the experimental #meoretical points of view.

Jet finding is not simply about comparing theory and expanintait also about organising the
huge amount of information in an event so as to best pull @mads of particles such as the Higgs
boson and extensions of the standard model. One kinemgtoeeof particular interest turns out
to be that where particles with electroweak-scale massepraduced with transverse momenta
somewhat (or far) above the electroweak scale. There haddé&andful of early investigations
scales present at LHG/s > Mgw) can usefully be exploited with suitably targeted jet metho
Examples include: the search for new TeV-scale particlasdbcay to electroweak bosons (W, Z,
H) or top-quarks, which then go on to decay hadronically.(®g8,: 109, 110]; more standard jet
methods were used for example jn [111]); the observatiohithsearching for hadronic decays of
the Higgs-boson (in association e.g. witWgZz [L12] or arr pair [113]) it may be advantageous to
concentrate on the subset of events in which the Higgs baasw) b My, or indeed that the Higgs
might be discoverable first in SUSY cascade decays: [114];taadroposal that hadronically-
decaying new particles (e.g. neutralinos and gluino®-jarity violating supersymmetry; [115,
116] or new scalars that appear in buried Higgs scenariog]fItay have sufficiently distinct
jet-substructure signals to be picked out sometimes evenraly hadronic event.It is beyond
the scope of these proceedings to discuss in detail the nitiesedt jet techniques that have been

developed for these purposes (among those not alreadyatiteet, also [119, 120, 121, 122, 123,

6. Conclusions

Several major long-term LHC-QCD related projects are nopr@gching maturity. Among
them we looked at the++ event generators Herwig, Pythia 8 and Sherpa which are all now
ready for mainstream use, and are also evolving in theiriphysontent, be it in terms of non-
perturbative ingredients such as the underlying event aremgdespread matching with NLO
calculations through automation of the MC@NLO and POWHE Ghos 10

We also looked at some breakthroughs of the past couple of.y@&i O calculations, with
the first 2— 5 result published almost 10 years ahead of “schedule” dkgapolations of past
progress) undoubtedly belong to this category. It is probalso fair to say that jet finding has
undergone a breakthrough, on two frohtson one hand, the LHC is the first hadron collider to

8Jets that are nearly always circular in the rapidity—azinpléne; this relates to the algorithm producing jets whose
momentum depends linearly on the distribution of soft ples in the jet and its vicinity:j;_(m], a property that helps
make it easier to account for detector effects.
9There is even a tantalising claim of a hint of an excess in suttannel at the Tevatroh-f3‘,18].
19Though space limitations prevented us from discussingpatistribution functions, it is worth mentioning that
the NNPDF project:ﬁéO] has likewise reached maturity infiast year, joining CTEQ and MSTW as a global PDF fit,
involving a quite complementary approach to the estimadfaumcertainties. The discussion around PDFs remains very
vibrant (even controversial, especially in the conte>5t_tgg1$_ex_cl_usi9[1 Iirpi_ts[[-_l_‘-_fq‘l]) and for other recent progressd a
comparisons between results, the reader is referrdd th {B32}13%. 135, 136, 137].
11Though the author is perhaps too close to the subject togea unbiased view.
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systematically use infrared and collinear safe jet findimgre than 30 years after the original
proposal for jet-finding by Sterman and Weinberg [138]; oe tither, it has become clear that
flexibility with jet-finding methods has the potential to peliscover Higgs-boson decay channels
and new physics scenarios that had previously been thoegbinld the scope of the LHC.

One of the other areas of extensive ongoing work in QCD is tinesigfor high accuracy,
where we discussed the progress in NNLO calculations (spawstraints prevented a discussion
of resummations). The most imminent development will pdpde the NNLO calculation oft
production, with an impact not just on predictions of thessrgection, but also, possibly, on the
highly topical question of the asymmetry.

At what point might we say that QCD is ready for the LHC? Theas been enormous progress
in the past 5 to 10 years and the goals that were set at the fttine oentury have generally been
met (with one or two good surprises along the way). Still, iany ways, the use of QCD at
colliders remains a somewhat delicate craft, one thatgaie a combination of technical skill,
physical insight and extensive experience. This is truetindreone aims for the reliable prediction
of complex backgrounds, the high-precision extractioruotfamental parameters from data or the
design of analyses that make the most of QCD to help distgsignal from background. We can
but look forward to breakthroughs of the coming years thditwake it more straightforward to
use QCD on the path to discovery.
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