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ABSTRACT: We present a general method to match fully differential next-to-next-to-leading
(NNLO) calculations to parton shower programs. We discuss in detail the perturbative ac-
curacy criteria a complete NNLO+PS matching has to satisfy. Our method is based on
consistently improving a given NNLO calculation with the leading-logarithmic (LL) resum-
mation in a chosen jet resolution variable. The resulting NNLO+LL calculation is cast in the
form of an event generator for physical events that can be directly interfaced with a parton
shower routine, and we give an explicit construction of the input “Monte Carlo cross sections”
satisfying all required criteria. We also show how other proposed approaches naturally arise
as special cases in our method.
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1 Introduction

The past decade has seen substantial improvements in the accuracy of fully exclusive event
generators. Matching schemes to simultaneously combine multiple leading-order (LO) matrix
elements have been interfaced with parton shower (PS) routines and implemented in many
event generators [1-9]. It has also become possible to match general next-to-leading-order
(NLO) calculations with a parton shower and produce physical event samples that describe
sufficiently inclusive distributions at NLO [10-16]. These NLO+PS event generators are now
part of the standard tool set for experimental analyses and have made significant impact on
phenomenology. Recently, the merging of NLO calculation of different multiplicities has been
addressed by several groups [17-25]. Event generators continue to push to higher precision,
and the LHC physics program will continue to rely on progress in this area.

The frontier of fixed-order precision is calculations at next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO)
in QCD perturbation theory. Fully differential NNLO calculations exist for several important
hadron-collider processes involving W, Z, ~, and Higgs bosons as well as top quarks [26-34],
and the technology for these calculations is continually being pushed towards more complex
topologies [35-37]. Although experimental analyses regularly make use of NNLO cross sec-
tions and distributions, there are many challenges inherent in directly comparing fixed-order
results with data.

An event generator that matches NNLO calculations with a parton shower would be an
ideal tool to bridge the gap between pure fixed-order calculations and the needs of experi-
mentalists. It would provide hadron-level events that can be more easily interfaced with an
analysis while maintaining NNLO accuracy for the underlying hard process, extending the
power and flexibility of an NLO+PS generator to NNLO+PS. An important first step in this
direction has been taken in ref. [38], where a MINLO-improved POWHEG simulation for Higgs
plus one jet [24] was used to produce an NNLO+PS event sample for Higgs boson production
by reweighing the events to the NNLO Higgs rapidity distribution.

In this work we present a general method for combining NNLO calculations with leading-
logarithmic (LL) resummation to produce fully differential cross sections, and for attach-
ing a parton shower routine to produce complete events. We derive the conditions that an
NNLO-+LL generator must satisfy and provide a construction that satisfies these. We also
comment on the approach in ref. [38] and show how it can be derived as a special case of our
results.

Theoretically, there are two conceptually very distinct aspects to interfacing a fixed-order
calculation with a parton shower event generator. The first aspect is the LL improvement
of the fully differential NNLO calculation. This corresponds to matching an LL resummed
calculation with an NNLO calculation to obtain a combined NNLO+4LL calculation, and
doing so at a fully differential level. This aspect is a priori completely independent of any
particular parton shower algorithm or program, and can be performed solely at the partonic
(or matrix-element) level. Here, the NNLO calculation first needs to be recast in a way that
is suitable for fully differential event generation. Beyond leading order, the cross section for



a fixed number of partons is infrared divergent and thus ill defined, meaning that to generate
physical events with a given number of partons the events must correspond to a physically
well-defined and infrared-safe partonic jet cross section. In other words, each four-vector in
the event should represent a partonic jet, which includes the contribution of an arbitrary
number of unresolved emissions below some jet resolution cutoff. The NNLO calculation
written in this way is then matched to a LL resummed calculation to obtain a combined fully
differential NNLO+LL calculation.

The second aspect is to attach an exclusive parton shower Monte Carlo to this NNLO-+LL
calculation. In this step, events with N, N+1, and N+2 partons of the NNLO+LL calculation
are handed to a parton shower algorithm, which generates additional emissions. Here, one has
to take care of double-counting between the shower emissions and the partonic calculation as
well as the compatibility of the LL parton shower evolution with the partonic LL resummation.

The conceptual distinction between these two aspects has already been stressed in refs. [22,
39, 40]. It becomes particularly important at NNLO. As we will see, the first aspect of ob-
taining a consistent fully differential NNLO+LL matched calculation is the more challenging
one, which is why most of our discussion will focus on it. Once this step has been carried
out, the step of attaching a parton shower algorithm is relatively straightforward.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we discuss in detail the general framework
for generating physical events beyond leading order. The main outcome of this section will
be to identify the “Monte Carlo (MC) cross sections” do™°, which are the partonic jet cross
sections according to which the different event multiplicities are distributed. In particular,
we show how the fixed-order (FO) calculation is cast into this form to make it suitable for
event generation. In section 3, we discuss the general procedure and conditions for combining
the pure FO and pure LL calculations into a matched FO+LL calculation. As an instructive
exercise we review the corresponding MC cross section for the known cases of LO+4LL and
NLO+LL calculations. In section 4, we then discuss in detail how to construct the MC
cross sections for an NNLO+LL calculation. In section 5, we discuss how to interface the
NNLO++LL calculation with a parton shower, including the conditions needed to avoid any
double counting that might arise. In section 6, we discuss how our method encompasses
proposed and existing approaches [22, 38, 41], and in section 7 we give our conclusions.

2 General setup

2.1 Monte Carlo phase space integration vs. event generation
2.1.1 Monte Carlo phase space integration

Consider the cross section for some infrared-safe N-jet measurement My, which can contain a
number of cuts (¢ functions) as well as differential measurements (¢ functions) of observables,
which we collectively refer to as X. At leading order in perturbation theory, the cross section
for measuring X is given by

oO(X) = /d(IbN Bn(®n) Mx(®y), (2.1)



where By (®p) is the tree-level (Born) squared matrix element for N emissions. In case of
hadronic collisions we assume that the relevant parton densities (PDF) have already been
convolved with the matrix elements and we will therefore avoid writing them out explicitly
in our formulae. The measurement function Mx (®y) implements the measurement on the
N-body phase space point ®. In particular, since Mx is infrared safe it cuts off any possible
IR divergences in By (®y). To obtain o(X) from eq. (2.1) one usually performs the phase
space integral over @ numerically. Due to the large dimensionality of N-body phase space,
the typical method of choice is Monte Carlo integration: We generate points @y with relative

weights such that they are distributed according to By (®y).!

For each generated point
O, we evaluate My (®y) and record the result for X into appropriate histograms with the
associated weight of the point @ .

At next-to-leading order in perturbation theory, o(X) is given by

O'NLO(X) = /d‘I’N (BN + VN)<(I)N) Mx((I)N) + /dq)N+1 BN+1((I)N+1)M)(((I)N+1> . (22)

The virtual one-loop contribution Viy and the (N +1)-parton real-emission contribution By 1
are separately IR divergent. A convenient way to handle these divergences is the standard
subtraction method, where one writes?

oNO(X) = /d@N (By + V) (®n) Mx (D) (2.3)

+ /d(I)N—i-l {BN—H((I)N—H) Mx(Pn41) = ) CR 1 (D) Mx [‘EG(‘DNH)]} :

Here, ng denotes the virtual contribution including the appropriate integrated subtraction
terms to render it IR finite. The C77_ ; are the corresponding real-emission subtraction terms.
Written in this way, the &5 and ®y41 integrals are separately IR finite and can each be
performed numerically by Monte Carlo integration.

The @y integral in eq. (2.3) can be performed as before at LO, except that the @y
points are now distributed according to By + ng . The @1 integral is more involved now
due to the presence of the subtraction terms. Their precise form is not important for our
discussion. What is relevant is that generically several subtraction terms are needed to remove
all possible IR singularities in By 41, and that in each subtraction term the measurement must
be performed on a (in principle) different projected N-body phase space point ®7H(® ).

'To be precise, if @5 points are generated according to a probability distribution P(®x), each point gets
assigned the weight w(®y) = Bn(Pn)/P(®Pn). The effective distribution of points is then w(®n)P(Pn) =
Bn(®nN), as desired. The simplest would be to use a flat sampling P(®x) = 1, while P(®n) ~ Bny(Pn)
would be statistically more efficient. While the choice for P(®y) is important for the statistical efficiency of
the Monte Carlo integration, it is not relevant for our discussion.

2Alternatively, one can keep the ® y point fixed during the ® y41 integration and evaluate the same Mx (P n)
for all the subtraction counterterms and different Mx [ 11(®n)] for each different By, ; contribution, where
> BN 11 = Bny1. This approach might be better for efficiency reasons and more suitable for matching with
the parton shower.



As a result, each generated point ®y11 contributes multiple times to each histogram with
multiple weights distributed according to By 1 and C}7, |, which are separately IR divergent.
As we approach any IR-singular region, the different X values obtained for the real emission
term and the relevant subtraction terms approach each other and eventually fall into the same
histogram bin, where the IR-divergent contributions of real emission and subtractions cancel
each other.

2.1.2 Monte Carlo event generation

The above Monte Carlo phase space integration is how essentially all (N)NLO programs using
subtractions operate. Its main feature is that it allows one to obtain the exact result (up to
limitations due to numerical precision) for arbitrary IR-safe observables. It can be contrasted
with the event generation used in (parton shower) Monte Carlo event generators. In an event
generator, the basic goal is to produce physical events that are generated and stored once and
that can be repeatedly processed later, e.g., by performing various measurements on them.

Theoretically, performing a measurement Mx on the stored events is exactly equivalent
to making a theoretical prediction for o(X). To illustrate this with a trivial example, imagine
we want to compute o“C(X) in eq. (2.1) by generating events. To do so, we take

do¥s, do¥s,
=2 — By(®y)  and O‘LO(X):/d(I)N =2 Mx(®y) . (2.4)
dCDN d(I)N

We now first generate a number of points @ (the actual generation routine can be the same
as before), call them “N-parton events”, and store them together with their weights. These
events are distributed according to the “MC cross section” do¥$;/d®y. In the second step,
we run over all stored events, evaluate the measurement M X(CI; ~), and record the result for
X into histograms with the associated weight of each event. The result for o™°(X) obtained
in this way is obviously identical to that obtained by performing the Monte Carlo integration
of eq. (2.1) as described there. We have merely changed from two operations in a single loop
into two separate loops with one operation each. In practice, this separation becomes vital
as soon as the additional processing steps performed on the events become very involved
(theoretically and/or computing intensive). This is the case when the events are run through
a parton shower and hadronization routine, which then also allows one to perform much more
detailed measurements, such as propagating them through a complete detector simulation
and using them in different experimental analyses.

Now, if we try to perform the NLO calculation in eq. (2.3) with the same approach,
then for each generated and stored ®x; point with weight proportional to By4+1 we would
also have to keep track and store the complete set of associated (correlated) ®7} events with
weights —C37, 1 (®ny41). In principle, this is possible and would again give the identical result
for o(X) as before (some fixed-order programs can indeed be run in this mode). However, for
experimental purposes, e.g. when matching onto parton shower routines, it is impractical to
deal with such “effective” events that consist of a number of correlated unphysical events with
large and opposite weights. The point is that Byy1 and C}, | separately are not physical



cross sections. Their individual contributions are IR divergent and the divergences only cancel
each other to give a physical result once they are combined into a physical measurement, i.e.,
a single histogram bin.

Therefore, the goal is to generate events that are physical in the sense that the contri-
bution from each event should correspond to an IR-safe cross section, i.e., all IR divergences
should cancel on a per-event basis rather than between several unphysical events.?> Concep-

)

tually, this implies that each N-parton event should be considered a “bin entry” in a partonic
N-jet measurement which is IR finite and fully differential in the corresponding partonic N-
jet phase space. In other words, the generated N-parton events really represent points in an
N-jet phase space rather than N-parton phase space.

The definition of an N-jet cross section requires the presence of an N-jet resolution
variable, which we call Ty . It is defined such that in the IR singular region Ty — 0. Emissions
below Ty < T™ are considered unresolved and 7" is called the N-jet resolution scale. When
generating events with NV and N + 1 partons, they are distributed according to the following

Monte Carlo (MC) cross sections:

do.lﬂc
® events: N_(Feuty
o 7
OIN+1
® 1 events: (M;i(TN > TN . (2.5)
N+1

The cross section (X ) measured from these events is given by

doMe doM¢
o(X) = / By SIN (T My (D) + / By — 2N (T > T My (Byga) . (2.6)
d®y dPpy 1

Physically, doh¢/d®n (T5") is a fully differential exclusive partonic N-jet cross section.

Perturbatively, it is the cross section for the emission of NV identified partons plus any number
of unresolved emissions below the resolution scale 7", (At higher orders this includes the
necessary virtual corrections to render it IR finite). Hence, as mentioned already, ®y really
means @J}%t here, and when specifying the jet resolution variable 7T, one also needs to specify
how unresolved emissions with Ty < 75" are projected onto the partonic N-jet phase space
<I>j]$,t in which the events are distributed. To avoid cluttering the notation, we suppress the
explicit “jet” label in the rest of the paper.

The cross section do¥y,;/d®ny1(Tn > TR™) in egs. (2.5) and (2.6) is an inclusive
partonic (IN+1)-jet cross section. Perturbatively, it is the cross section for the emission of N+1
identified partons above the N-jet resolution scale 75", It includes any number of additional

3Note that the problem is not the use of weighted events to obtain the desired distribution, since as long as
the weighted events are statistically independent they can be (partially) unweighted. What is very impractical
is to have unphysical events that must be treated as correlated due to their individual weights being IR
divergent, since there is no reasonable way to unweight these. One can also have an “intermediate” case,
where the final cross section is made up of independent IR-finite parts, some of which still require events with
negative weights. This causes much less severe but still important practical complications and so should be
avoided if possible.



emissions, which are mapped onto the partonic (N + 1)-jet phase space ®n41 = <I>j]$,t+1 of the
N + 1 identified partons (or rather partonic jets). The jet resolution variable 7y is part of
the full ®; and we use the argument Ty > T to explicitly indicate the fact that do¥% .y
only has support for Ty above TM".

This procedure is essentially what every generator of physical events does, either implicitly
or explicitly. For example, in a pure parton shower generator, Ty corresponds to the shower
evolution variable and 7" is the parton shower cutoff. In this case, doN¢/d®n(T5") is the
no-emission probability, and do¥, | /d®n41(Ty > TE™) is the probability to have at least
one emission above 73", This is discussed in detail in section 2.3.

We now want to cast the FO calculation in eq. (2.2) into a form suitable for event
generation by applying the logic in eqgs. (2.5) and (2.6) at fixed order. We start by considering
the trivial example of an LO calculation. Since at tree level there are no additional emissions,
we do not need to specify a resolution variable, the N jets coincide with the N tree-level
partons, and measuring the N-jet phase space simply returns the full N-parton information.
Thus, at LO the “MC measurement” function defining the MC cross sections is

MMC(¢'§V) =6(PN — (PIN) ) (2.7)

i.e., the partonic phase space ®y going into the measurement is mapped trivially onto the
partonic N-jet phase space &y = <I>J]f,t of the Monte Carlo events. Inserting this into the LO
calculation in eq. (2.1), we obtain

= [aary By (@) Muo(@)) = By (@), (2.8)

which is the obvious result and corresponds to eq. (2.4).

Starting at NLO, the fully differential MC measurement becomes nontrivial. We now need
to specify how the measurement function acts on both ®x and ® 1 points. At NLO, the
definition of the MC cross sections given below eq. (2.6) corresponds to the fully differential
MC measurements

MMC((I%V) = 5(@N - (I’/N) )
My ( §v+1) =0[dN — (I)N(CD/N-H)] O[Tn ( 3\7+1) < szcfm]
(@ — Dy ) O[T (P y) > TR, (2.9)

For these to be IR safe, T (®n1) can be any IR-safe resolution variable, and @y (® 1) can
be any IR-safe projection from ®pn; to ®y. In particular, Tn(®x) = 0, and Ty (Pn41) >
T cuts off all IR-singular regions in ®y1. Below the resolution scale 73", the additional
emission in ® 41 remains unresolved and ® 1 is projected onto a corresponding @ point
via & N(®n+1). Above TS™, the additional emission is resolved and we measure the full ® 4



dependence. Inserting eq. (2.9) into eq. (2.2), we obtain

doMc do
N (T = (By + Vi) (@) + / N B (@) O[T () < TE]
depJ dﬁD]V
do-g?V—&—l cut cut
——(Tn > TN") = BN+1(Pn41) O[TN (PN 11) > TN, (2.10)
dPy 1

where in the first equation we have abbreviated

d®yi1

o = d®n1d[@y - Sy (Pyi1)]- (2.11)
N

Using eq. (2.10) as the MC cross sections in eq. (2.5) we can generate physical NLO events.
Of course, to distribute our N-parton events we still have to perform the NLO calculation
in doN°/d®n(T5") (which may be nontrivial and require subtractions, but which we will
assume exists).

We can ask to what extent other measurements Mx are reproduced at NLO when using

eq. (2.10) together with eq. (2.6),

o(X) = / d®y (By + V) (@n) Mx(®n) + / APy 41 By i1 (®ni1) (2.12)
(BTN (@) < TR M [ (@) + 01T (@xv11) > TR Mx (v41) }

Comparing to eq. (2.2), it is clear that observables are correct to the appropriate fixed order
if and only if they are insensitive to the unresolved region of phase space below 7" where
the measurement is evaluated on the projected phase space point P N(®n41) rather than the
exact ®nyq. That is,

e N-jet (integrated) observables are correct to NLOx up to power corrections that scale
as O(as T/ TEE), where TR is the typical resolution scale to which the measurement
is sensitive to, i.e. up to which it integrates over ® 1. In particular, it should contain
the complete unresolved region of ® 1 where Ty (Pny1) < T

e (N + 1)-jet (differential) observables are correct to LOpy; if they only include contri-
butions in the resolved region of ® 1, i.e., if their Mx (P xn41) completely excludes the
unresolved Ty (®n41) < T region.

Here, M-jet observables are those that receive their first nonzero contribution from an M-

parton final state, and N"LOj; refers to the O(a) correction relative to the corresponding

tree-level M-parton result.

An example of the effective resolution scale T]\efﬂ is in Higgs boson production with a

cut)

veto on extra jets (requiring pjft < p7"). If the resolution variable 7Ty is chosen to be the

transverse momentum of the hardest jet, then T]\e,ﬁ = p$*. For a different resolution variable,

Tﬁﬂ corresponds to the effective scale in Ty to which the cut on p];t is sensitive to. For



gt If it is chosen to be

example, if Ty is chosen to be the pr of the Higgs, then T ~ p
beam thrust [42], then 7T ~ mH(pcut/mH)‘/i [43].

The presence of power corrections in T /T clearly highlights the formal limitation
fundamental to the event generation method, namely that we inevitably lose the fully dif-
ferential information below the resolution cutoff. This is the price we have to pay for the
event-by-event [IR-finiteness. Fortunately, in practice, this is not a problem, since we can
always make 7" small enough such that either power corrections in 7" are irrelevant or
else, if we do probe scales of order 75", the FO expansion breaks down and resummed per-
turbation theory is required to obtain a stable prediction. In this case, the only observables
for which we cannot obtain an accurate FO result are those for which we would not want to
use the FO calculation in the first place.

One might think that the breakdown of the FO expansion indicates that our events also
become unphysical again. However, the important point is that the events (or more precisely
the underlying MC cross sections) are still defined in a physical IR-safe way. For very small
T we are simply going into an extremely exclusive and thus IR-sensitive region where the
FO calculation itself breaks down, irrespectively of how it is performed. This is precisely
the region where improving the FO calculation with the parton-shower LL resummation or
a higher-order resummation becomes necessary to obtain a meaningful perturbative result.
Rewriting the FO calculation in this way forms the basis (and in fact is a necessary precon-
dition) for combining it with a parton shower event generator. As we will see later, after
including the LL improvement 7" will become equivalent to the parton shower cutoff.

2.2 Event generation at NNLO

To implement an NNLO calculation in the form of event generation, we first have to extend

q. (2.5) to include (N +2)-parton events. To do so, we split do¥%,; into an exclusive don<

and an inclusive doly;,, using an additional (N + 1)-jet resolution scale Ty, Events with

N, N+1, and N+2 partons are then distributed according to the following MC cross sections:

do.l\l(,
) ts: cut
N events d<I>N(T ),
do\S
® 1 events: 1 L (Tx > TR TR, (2.13)
N+1
doXiy o
Dy o events: dq)—iJr(TN > TN T > TR -
N+2
The cross section o(X) measured from these events is given by
dO.MC d AI/\\I[(J 1
o(X) = / Ay (TR My(@n) + [ Ay V5L Ty > TR TRt M)
N N+1
dagg\/-ﬁ-? cut cut
d¢N+2 d(pN+2 (T > T TN+1 > TN+1) MX(¢N+2) . (214)

Here, doNC(T5"™) is defined as before as an exclusive partonic N-jet cross section, i.e., the
IR-finite cross section for N identified partons plus any number of unresolved emissions below



T+

cut
TN

T]sfut TN

Figure 1. Tllustration of the N-jet, (N + 1)-jet, and (N + 2)-jet regions in eq. (2.13) for resolution
variables that satisfy Tyy1 < Ty (e.g., the pr of the leading and subleading jet or N-jettiness [44]).
The N-jet bin has Ty < 75" and is represented by N-parton events with Ty = Ty+1 = 0 (shown by
the black dot at the origin). The (N + 1)-jet bin has Ty > 73" and Ty41 < 75", and is represented
by (N + 1)-parton events with Ty11 = 0 (shown by the black line on the 7x axis). The inclusive
(N + 2)-jet bin has Ty > T{" and Ty41 > TN, and is represented by (NN 4 2)-parton events.

the resolution scale T3"*. Next, doy%(Tn > TN™; Ta'Y,) is an exclusive partonic (N + 1)-jet
cross section and also IR finite. It contains N + 1 identified partons plus any number of
unresolved emissions below the resolution scale T]\C]Ljfl. The argument Ty > T5™ indicates
that the cross section only has support above T]\C,“t, which acts as the condition to have
one additional resolved parton. Finally, do¥%, o(Tn > T™, T > TxYY) is an inclusive
partonic (N + 2)-jet cross section and also IR finite. It contains at least N + 2 identified
partons, where two additional partons are required to be above 75" and T]{ﬂtl, respectively,
as well as any number of additional emissions. Compared to eq. (2.5), where N + 1 was
the highest multiplicity and inclusive over additional emissions, now both N and N + 1
are exclusive multiplicities, while the highest multiplicity is NV + 2 and again inclusive over
additional emissions. In figure 1, we illustrate the regions in Ty and 7Tny1 contributing to
each multiplicity.

At fixed NNLO, the cross section o(X) is given by
O'NNLO(X) = /d(I)N (BN + VN + WN)((I)N) MX<(I)N)
+ /d‘I)NH (Brng1+ V) (@n41) Mx(Pn 1)

+ /d@NH Bni2(®Pn12) Mx(Pny2), (2.15)

where Wy contains the two-loop virtual corrections for N partons and Vi1 the one-loop
virtual corrections for N + 1 partons. In principle, the phase space integrals in eq. (2.15)
can again be performed by Monte Carlo integration using subtractions. Since the singularity

,10,



structure of the real, virtual, and real-virtual contributions is much more complex than at
NLO, the required subtractions are far more intricate now.

We now want to recast eq. (2.15) in the form of eq. (2.14). At NNLO, the general
definition of the MC cross sections given below eq. (2.14) corresponds to the following MC
measurement functions:

MMC(‘I)’N) =6(PN — ‘I)/ N)
Myo(®y41) = 0[P — DN (Phy)] O[T (Pyya) < TR (2.16)
+0(Ont1 — Pyyy) O[T () > TRY,
Mic(Plyy0) = 6[ON — (I)N((I)N+2)] 0[Tn (Py42) < TN
+0[@N 41— D1 (Ply2)] O[T (Pysa) > TN O[T 41 (Do) < TR
+ (P2 — Pyyo) O[TV (Plyia) > TR O[T (Phyya) > TR

For these measurements to be IR safe, Ty and Ty41 can be any IR-safe resolution variables
and the various ® ~N(®as) can be any IR-safe phase space projections. These conditions are
much more nontrivial at NNLO compared to NLO, since we now need explicit projections
from ®x49 down to @y, and furthermore the condition Ty (®n42) > T must cut off all
double-unresolved IR-singular regions of ®y,9. For example, at NLO Ty could simply be
defined as the pr or virtuality of the one additional emission (which is IR safe at NLO).
However, taking Tx and Tx41 as the pr or virtuality of each of the two additional emissions
is not IR safe at NNLO. Instead, a properly IR-safe NNLO generalization for Ty would be to
define it as the pr of the additional jet using an explicit jet algorithm with some jet radius R.
This corresponds to using a “local” resolution variable. Another choice is to define it as the
> pr of all additional emissions or N-jettiness [44]. These correspond to “global” resolution
variables.
Plugging eq. (2.16) back into eq. (2.15), we obtain the required MC cross sections,

da?\ifC cut
(TR") = (By + Vv + W) (@)
Ad
do
+ / dqjj;l (BN+1+ V1) (@n41) O[Tn (Png1) < TR
do
N
da%c—i_l cut cut
dCI)N_H (TN > T ’TN+1)
= (Bn41+ V1) (Pns1) O[ TN (Ps1) > T
do
* /dq;]:[hr? Bni2(Pn12) OTN (Pns2) > TR O[Tnv41 (Prt2) < T,
+
do¥iyyo

(Tv > TN Ter > TR)
dPpnyo

— Brio(@na) O[T (Pvse) > TE O[T (Bnv2) > TR (2.17)
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where we have defined the generalization of eq. (2.11),

(ﬁ]‘i = d®y 6[®n — Dy (Par)]. (2.18)
Note that the implementation of the constraint Ty > 75" in doNS, is nontrivial now.
For simplicity, we have not written any subtractions in eq. (2.17), which will be needed
in some form when evaluating the cross sections numerically to separate out and cancel the
IR divergences in the virtual and real emission contributions. Applying the MC measurement
functions in eq. (2.16) to the required subtraction terms is straightforward. The precise form
of the subtractions is however not important for our discussion, and one can apply for example
the NNLO subtraction techniques in refs. [45-48].

As at NLO, writing the NNLO calculation in terms of IR-finite MC cross sections as
above forms the basis for using it in an exclusive event generator for physical events. Using
eq. (2.17) together with eq. (2.14) the cross section for some measurement My obtained in
this way is

7(X) = [d0y (B + Viy + W) (@) M (@)
+ [y (B + Vi) (@xs)
X 01T (@ 41) < T Mx [Dx(@rvi1)] + 0T (@ 1) > T M (@nv41) |
+ [y Bria(@xsa)

% 07w (@ 42) < T§) Mx[bn(@n12)]
+0[Tn (Pn+2) > TR O[T 1 (Pn42) < TR Mx [@n41(Pn2)]
+ H[TN((I)N+2) > T]\C[ut] 9[TN+1((I)N+2) > T]\C[u+t1:| Mx(CI)N+2)} . (2.19)

This has the same inevitable limitations that we already saw in the NLO case. Since N-parton
and (N + 1)-parton events correspond to partonic N-jet and (N + 1)-jet cross sections, the
measurement is evaluated on the corresponding projected phase space points in the unresolved
regions of phase space. Therefore, the cross section o(X) is correct to the required fixed order
(up to power corrections in the resolution scales) for measurements X that are insensitive to
the unresolved regions of phase space. This means:

e N-jet observables are correct to NNLO if they integrate over the complete unresolved
regions of @41 and ®y4o. [Power corrections are at most of relative O(a, T/ Tﬁ,ﬁ)
and O(aZ TS,/ T]\e[fil) where Tﬁ,fil and T are the typical resolution scales up to which

the measurement integrates over ® 11 and ®x 49, and generically Tﬁﬁl < TJSH.]

e (N + 1)-jet observables are correct to NLOpy41 if they only include contributions in
the resolved region of ®x.;, while integrating over the complete unresolved region of
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Py 2. [Power corrections are at most of relative O(as Ty, / T]\e,fil) where T]\e,ﬁl <Tn

is the typical resolution scale up to which the measurement integrates over ®y2.]

e (N + 2)-jet observables are correct to LOy2 if they only include contributions in the
resolved region of ®po.

As before, M-jet observables receive their tree-level contribution from an M-parton final
state, and N"LOj, refers to the O(a) correction relative to that. The definition of T can
be understood using an example similar to that used when discussing MC cross sections at
NLO. These properties are fundamental to the event generation method and are shared by
all implementations. In turn, they will also be the necessary conditions on the FO accuracy
that should be maintained by the NNLO+LL calculation.

Although 7" and T]@‘jfl are jet resolution scales, they will typically not define jets that
are reasonable to measure experimentally. They effectively serve as IR cutoffs below which
observables should be inclusive over unresolved emissions (which in fact means they should
be smaller than the typical scales probed in the experimental jet measurements). In practice,
T and T]\Cf}ﬁl can again be made sufficiently small such that FO perturbation theory is no
longer appropriate to describe observables that probe emissions at or below these scales. As
at NLO, at this point we are not losing any relevant fixed-order information and the parton
shower or higher-order resummation is required to provide a valid perturbative description.

To conclude this subsection, we stress that so far we have not done any showering, we
have simply rewritten the FO calculation in a form suitable to generate physical events. This
will be our starting point for obtaining a fully differential NNLO y+LL calculation and defines
the partonic jet cross sections that we require as inputs from the FO calculation. We assume
these are available to us and we will not discuss the techniques used to compute them.
For da?\’ﬁl and dag?v 4o these are the same inputs that are required in the corresponding
NLOp41+LL calculation. The genuine NNLO input required is the cumulant cross section
doNC/d® N (TS"). We assume that it is provided to us by the FO calculation in a form that
allows us to obtain a numerical result for any needed ® point and 75" value. This is likely
to be a challenging part in the practical implementation, and its availability might restrict the
possible choices for the concrete definitions of Ty (®y42) and P N(Pn42) that can be used.

2.3 Event generation at LL

The parton shower produces events whose cross sections include resummed contributions from
all orders in perturbation theory. These resummed rates account for the large cancellations
between virtual and real emissions in the IR region of phase space. The shower can therefore
describe the resummation region of observables more accurately than FO calculations, as well
as produce high-multiplicity final states than can be passed through hadronization routines
to produce realistic events. In this subsection, we are interested in using the parton shower
approximation to obtain a resummed calculation for the Monte-Carlo cross sections at leading-
logarithmic (LL) order. This will serve as the basis for the LL improvement of the FO cross
sections to obtain matched FO+LL calculations in sections 3 and 4. Note that here we are
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not interested in the algorithmic construction of the parton shower. Formulating the LL
calculation in a parton-shower-like fashion will facilitate attaching an actual parton shower
to the matched FO+LL calculation.

The parton shower directly works as an event generator and is fundamentally based on
evolution in a resolution variable 7, which characterizes the scale of an emission. Subsequent
emissions occur at increasingly smaller values of 7, down to a low-scale cutoff 7% ~ 1 GeV,
where the perturbative parton shower description ceases to be valid. Below this cutoff one
enters the nonperturbative regime, where hadronization models are used. In the leading-
logarithmic limit, all emissions are strongly ordered, i.e., each emission occurs at a much
smaller value of 7 than the previous one, such that all emissions can be considered inde-
pendent. Due to this single-emission nature, at LL there is no distinction between global
and local resolution variables that are equivalent for a single emission. Hence, we can define
the N-jet resolution variable 7Ty as the emission scale 7 of the N + 1st emission, with the
resolution scale 7" given by the shower cutoff 7", i.e.,

TN=T(N=>N+1), Typ=T(N+1-=N+2), Tt =T8 =7, (2.20)

To start, we consider an N-jet process (with N partons at the Born level) and are
interested in generating events with N and N + 1 partons as in eqgs. (2.5) and (2.6). The MC
cross sections using the above N-jet resolution variable are then given at LL order as

doN®
d®

dO'I;I?V—H cut m m cut
— = (T > TR™) = ) SR (@n1) AN[PR(Pn11); T (PN 0)] O[T (@ 41) > TR

(TN™) = Bn(®n) AN (®n; TN™M),

dPpy 1
= SP(Ong) AN(RR: TR O(TR > TR, (2.21)

where all ingredients and the notation we have introduced are discussed in detail in the
following. To shorten the notation, we will often drop the explicit dependence on @ for
most objects, as in the last line of eq. (2.21), but one should keep in mind that in general all
objects which depend on the emission label m (which is explained below) have ® 1 as their
argument.

First, Ax(®n; TN™) is the N-parton Sudakov factor, which effectively sums the dominant
contribution from an arbitrary number of unresolved emission below 75" at LL, corresponding
to the general definition of doN¢/d®y(T5") [cf. the discussion below eq. (2.6)]. It can be
written as

AN(Pn; TR™) = exp [— /dTPN((DN,T) 0T > TN, (2.22)

where Py (®n,T) is a global N — N +1 splitting function which sums over all possible single-
parton emissions from each parton in @ at the emission scale 7. It arises from projecting the
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full emission phase space d®n41/d®y, which contains the complete set of splitting variables,
onto the resolution variable 7

Pr(@x.T) = Y [ A0t PR(Bx-) 3T = T @ys)] 3l — F(0ysn)].  (223)

The m labels in egs. (2.21) and (2.23) run over all the possible (IR-singular) emission
channels (¢ — qg, g — g9, g — qq, etc.), including the information of which parton in ® 5 was
split and which two partons in ®x 1 resulted from the splitting. For each emission channel
m, T"(®ny1) determines the relevant emission scale and the splitting function PR (®n+1)
contains all coupling and kinematic prefactors times the usual Altarelli-Parisi splitting func-
tion. For simplicity we keep the upper limit 7 < 7. on the emission scale 7 implicit in the
definition of Pﬁ.‘l

Finally, the projection @VN”OI) N+1) can be any IR-safe projection and as before specifies
how the partonic ®x 1 is mapped onto the partonic N-jet phase space point &y = <I>j]\e,t in
which the N-parton events are distributed. The projection can be different for each m. (As
far as the parton shower goes, Cﬁﬁ is the inverse of the momentum reshuffling performed when
splitting ® v — P41 in channel m.)

Coming to do¥f,; in eq. (2.21), the differential parton shower rate for the emission with
index m is given by its splitting function times the Born contribution,

SH1(Pn11) = BN[OTHEN11)] PR (Pr11) - (2.24)

For future use we also define
Sn1(Png1) = Y SR (@), (2.25)

which is the LL approximation of the full real emission contribution Bx1 in the IR-singular
limit. The Sudakov factor Ay (&7 T37) appearing in do¥%,; in eq. (2.21) is the same as
in eq. (2.22) but evaluated at the emission scale T3. It effectively resums the contributions
from arbitrary additional emissions below 73" at LL.

The cross section for some measurement My obtained from the LL MC cross sections in
eq. (2.21) is

U(X) = /dq)N BN((I)N) AN(‘I)N;T]\C]ut) Mx((I)N)
+ / A1 > 8% (Bxaer) An(ER TR O(TR > TH™) Mx (®ns1) . (2:26)

To discuss its perturbative accuracy we define

L=In(Tn/Q), Lews = In(TEM/Q), (2.27)

“In general, the upper limit 7 < 7,7 (®n41) is a function of the full ® 41 and can be different for different
m. It can be determined purely by phase space limits or by an explicit upper cutoff of some form in order to

turn off the resummation above 7Tmax.
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where @ ~ Tx® is a typical hard scale in the process. Formally, the resummation corresponds
to a reorganization of the perturbative series, which is achieved by expanding in «a, while
counting®

asL?~1, asL2 . ~1 orequivalently L ~ Lgoys ~ 045_1/2 . (2.28)

cut

The leading-logarithmic order is O(1) in this counting. For the cumulant cross section inte-

2n

o relative to the Born

grated up to T$", this corresponds to resumming all terms ~ oL
cross section, while for the cross section differential in Ty, this corresponds to resumming all

terms ~ o L?"~1/Ty. For a general measurement this means:

o N-jet (integrated) observables are correct to LL resumming all terms ~ o7 In®" (75 /Q)
where here T is the typical resolution up to which the measurement is integrated. (In
particular, for do)C¢/d® y (T5") we have Tl = Tut.)

e (N + 1)-jet (differential) observables are correct to LL resumming all terms
~ YT /Q) /TEE where here TS is the typical resolution to which the mea-
surement is sensitive to. (In particular, for do¥%,, ,/d®n11(7n) we have T =T

The parton shower intrinsically preserves probability, which is a consequence of the
fact that it is formulated as a Markov chain process with the probability of each emission
given by the exact differential of the integrated probability. Taking the special case where

Mx(®Pn41) = Mx[®W(Pn11)], we precisely reproduce the total leading-order N-jet cross
section from eq. (2.26),

o(X) = / A0y { Br (@) A@x; TR My (@x) + By (®x)[1 — A(@y; TR My (@) }
= /d(I)N BN(®n) Mx (Pn)- (2.29)

Here, we used the fact that the differential Ty spectrum is the exact derivative of the inte-
grated 73" cumulant cross section,

S [ABaer S (@) Ax @i TR BT > Ti) 8(y — 5)

— Ba(®y) / AT Pr(@x, T) An(®x: T) (T > TS
= BN((I)N) [1 - AN(CI)N;TJS]M)] . (230)

As a result, the 7" dependence precisely cancels between the cumulant and the integrated
spectrum in eq. (2.29). For a general measurement Mx (®yn41) that cannot be written in
terms of the shower projection @7]@, the LO cross section is reproduced up to small power
corrections ~ 7" /@, which introduce a small residual 73" dependence.

5We use the simple logarithmic counting for the cross section, so LL stands for LL,. Higher-order resum-
mation is usually performed not for the cross section but for the logarithm of the cross section and using the
stronger counting asL ~ 1.
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In the resummation counting of eq. (2.28) the Sudakov factors in egs. (2.26) and (2.29)
are O(1), and in particular 1 — An(T5™) ~ O(1), despite the fact that its FO expansion
would start at g, which is essential for eq. (2.29) to work out. What happens is that
~ 1. In other
words, the Ty spectrum at small Ty is O(1) at LL, even though in fixed order it only starts

SN+1 ~ asL/Ty, which upon integration over Ty > 7" becomes asL2,

at asg.

3 Combining fully differential FO calculations with LL resummation

In this section, we discuss the general conditions to combine the fully differential FO and LL
calculations in an event generator. After the general discussion in section 3.1, we will review
the LO4LL and NLO+LL cases in the following subsections. The NNLO+LL case is then

discussed in detail in section 4.

3.1 General discussion

The goal of combining the FO calculation with the LL resummation is to improve the pertur-
bative accuracy in the resummation region, where the FO expansion itself becomes invalid,
to attain at least the O(1) accuracy provided by the LL resummation there. At the same
time, the perturbative accuracy of the FO calculation must be maintained in the FO region
where the resummation is unimportant.

As a necessary precondition, the combined FO+LL calculation must be simultaneously
correct to the desired fixed order (LO, NLO, etc.) and resummation order (LL, NLL, etc.).
Here, the fixed order is counted as usual by powers of ag, while the resummation order is
dictated by the logarithmic counting in eq. (2.28),

1/2

asL? ~ 1, asL?. ~1 or equivalently L ~ Ly ~ oy /7,

cut

where L = In(Tn/Q) and Ley = In(T5"/Q) [see eq. (2.27)]. Therefore, the MC cross sections
of the FO+LL calculation have to satisfy the conditions

[dO'MC] — dO,Mc-FO , [d(TMC] _ dO.MC—LL

L= , (3.1)

FO

which require that upon expanding/truncating the MC cross sections to either FO or LL,
denoted by [---]go or [---]LL, the pure FO or LL results appearing on the right-hand sides
in eq. (3.1) correctly reproduce the results in section 2. These conditions ensure that the
input MC cross sections for each event multiplicity have the desired perturbative accuracy
in both the resummation and fixed-order regions. For example, at NLO+LL, where we need
events with N and N + 1 partons, the MC cross sections do“ and do¥, 41 are correct to
NLOn+LL and LOpn4+1+4LL, respectively. Similarly, for NNLO+LL, where we need events
with N, N +1, and N + 2 partons, the corresponding doy’, do\5 ;, and dogf\, Lo are correct
to NNLOyn+LL, NLOn41+LL, and LOyno+LL, respectively.

We also have to achieve the desired perturbative accuracy at FO and LL for general
measurements Mx. As discussed in section 2, when generating physical events, o(X) is
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predicted at the desired accuracy only up to power corrections in the resolution scale T4,
which should therefore be as small as possible. At the same time, for integrated N-jet
observables the residual dependence on the resolution scale 75" in the pure FO and LL
calculations is at most power suppressed. The important condition is now that the same
must also hold for the combined FO+LL calculation. Therefore:

e Since ’7']\C,ut must be taken as small as possible to minimize power corrections, it is
imperative that logarithms of 75" must be counted as in eq. (2.28), for which we adopt

the notation Ogyy, such that o LT, ~ Ocut(a?*mﬁ).

e For integrated N-jet and (/N + 1)-jet observables that in fixed order are predicted at o
with corrections starting at O(a?*!), any residual logarithmic dependence on the jet
resolution scales 7™ and T must be Ocy(az™t?), i.e., only give corrections at the
level of accuracy (or higher) as expected from higher FO corrections.

To ensure this, the conditions in eq. (3.1) alone are not sufficient. In addition, the MC cross
sections for different multiplicities must be consistent with each other and satisfy the relation®

] = [ sy - T T > TR 62
= [ - )] —="H .
A7 [don Y ey, Aoy T Ad N N
up to Oyt (2™ 1) violations for an N*LOx+LL calculation. (The missing exact dependence

on P41 below 7']\3“t will still introduce the same power corrections in T]\C,Ut for general mea-
surements My as in the pure FO and LL cases.) This condition enforces that after projecting
the fully differential ®y; dependence onto {®x, Ty} the differential Ty spectrum is the
derivative of the cumulant with respect to 73" (for any fixed ® ). Integrating eq. (3.2) over
Tn we obtain the equivalent condition for the cumulant being the integral of the Ty spectrum.
That is, for any 75 (and fixed ®x)

dU%C( C) _ da%c (TCut) + / d@N_;'_]_ da'g(]jv+1
doy N T dey N dby dPyig

(T > TN™) 0(Ty < T) (3.3)

>n+1

Z"*%) violations for an N"LOy+LL calculation.

up to Ocut(a

In figure 2, we show how the FO and resummed contributions determine the accuracy
of the cross sections in different regions of phase space. In table 1, we summarize the per-
turbative accuracy as well as the size of uncontrolled higher-order corrections from fixed
order, resummed, and residual resolution scale dependence for integrated N-jet observables
and differential (IV + 1)-jet observables for various FO+LL orders. To give an example, at
NNLOy+LL, integrated N-jet observables are supposed to get the O(a?), O(al), and O(a?)
terms correct, with corrections starting at O(a2). This implies that the T dependence

must cancel such that it only appears at Ocyt(az?), so the lowest-order dependence can be

5In general, the projection from ®x.1 to ®x and definition of Tn(®n+1) can depend on the emission
channel inside da?j\,ﬂ, which we have kept implicit in eq. (3.2). In a given implementation, this dependence
is naturally accounted for, as we will see in the discussions below.
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Resummation Transition Fixed Order Resummation Transition Fixed Order
pert. accuracy pert. accuracy pert. accuracy pert. accuracy
______________________________
> — N"LO
= 0z
) =
® Y
g LL LL
N"LL / N"LL
N"LO oy £
— ™ >
T

TN Us

Figure 2. Illustration of the perturbative accuracy of the cross section in different regions of the
jet resolution variable Ty . On the left we show the differential spectrum in 7y, and on the right we
show the cumulant as a function of 75, which approaches the total N-jet cross section (blue dashed
line) for large T5. For large TJ\(,C), the FO contributions (blue) determine the perturbative accuracy.
As ’T]E,C) decreases into the transition region, the resummed terms become increasingly important. At
small TI\([C) the resummation order determines the perturbative accuracy. The LL accuracy (green)
that determines the shape at small T]\(,C) can be improved by higher-order resummation (orange). In
the LL cumulant, we show that two different 75" values should produce the same cumulant cross
section above T

of the form a?L2% % ~ Ocy(a?). A residual 7™ dependence of the form a2[1 — Ay (7)),
which starts at fixed O(a?), counts as Ocyt(a?) because Ay (TS") ~ Ocyt(1). Hence, such a
T dependence would spoil the desired O(a?) accuracy of the NNLO+LL calculation.

When increasing the FO accuracy, the condition in eq. (3.2) becomes more and more
stringent and thus more challenging. As we saw in section 2.3, in the LL calculation the
cancellation of the 73" dependence to all orders is achieved by virtue of the fact that the
differential cross section in 7y is given by the exact derivative of the cumulant cross section
with respect to 75", The same is also obviously true for the pure FO calculation. Therefore,
a simple and generic method to ensure the cancellation of the resolution scale dependence (up
to power corrections) also for the FO+LL calculation is to explicitly construct the spectrum
and cumulant by enforcing egs. (3.2) and (3.3) exactly. There are different choices for doing
so, as we will see in section 4, as well as different options for the practical implementation,
which we will come back to in section 6.

Note that a priori we do not require the resummation order to match the perturbative
accuracy of the fixed order. For example, the NLL terms in an NNLO+4LL cross section
are allowed to be incorrectly predicted even though in the resummation region they are
formally more important than the NNLO terms. These higher-order resummed terms will
affect observables in the singular regime at small Tﬁﬂ but not observables at large 7, which
are controlled by FO corrections. In section 4 we will explicitly see how the mismatch between
the LL resummation and the NNLO calculation enters. A consistent matching of fixed order
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H Tl ~ Q (fixed order)

‘ T < @ (resummation)

N-jet observables
LOn 1+ O(as) 0O(1)
NLOy 1+ as+0(a?) O(1)
NNLOx 1+as+a+0(ad) O(1)
LON-+LL 1+ O(as) 1+ O(a’?)
LONN+14LL || 1+ O(as) + Ocu(aZl) 14 O(at?)
NLOy+LL 1+ ag + O(02) + Ocyy (a2?) 1+ O(as’?)
NLOy n414LL || 14 g+ O(02) + Ocye (a22) 14+ O0(a?)
NNLON+LL | 1+ a5+ a2+ O(a?) + Ot (a23) | 14 O(ai’?)
(N + 1)-jet observables

LOn X X

NLOy 1+ O(ay) o(1)
NNLOy 1+ as+ 0(a?) 0(1)
LON-+LL o(1) 1+ O(as’?)
LONN14+LL || 1+ O(as) + Ocu(aZl) 1+ O(as’?)
NLOy+LL 1+ O(as) + Ocut(aZ?) 1+ O(as’?)
NLOy n414LL || 14 g+ O(02) + Ocy (a22) 14+ O0(at?)
NNLON+LL || 1+ a5+ O0(a2) + Ocui(aZ?) 1+ O(as’?)

Table 1. Perturbative accuracy of N-jet (integrated) and (N +1)-jet (differential) observables satisfied
at different FO and FO+LL. Here T35 is the effective scale to which the observables are sensitive.
For T ~ @Q, the perturbative accuracy is set by the FO expansion, with corrections from higher
FO contributions as well as residual Ti"* dependence. (The latter will depend on the details of the
matching so we show the minimal required accuracy which has to match the FO level of accuracy, see
the discussion of eq. (3.2) for more details.) For 75T < @, the perturbative accuracy is set by the
resummation counting in eq. (2.28).

and resummation at the same perturbative accuracy would clearly be a desirable feature. As
was shown in ref. [22], by performing the resummation at NNLL, the merging of two NLO
calculations with different multiplicities arises as a byproduct. Maintaining the perturbative
accuracy with higher-order matrix elements and higher-order resummation is obviously more
challenging as more ingredients are required and additional complications arise, e.g., one has
to employ a resolution variable that is resummable to the desired order. These issues were
thoroughly addressed in ref. [22], and we discuss the connection in section 6.1.

3.2 LO+4LL

The LL calculation performs the LL resummation in 7Ty and 75", as outlined in section 2.3.
It naturally contains the full LOy contribution, so it is already LO y+LL correct, but does not
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include the full contribution from the LO> y1 matrix elements for additional jet multiplicities
(beyond the shower approximation). The goal of LO+LL matching is to combine the LO> 41
calculations with the LL resummation, an example of which is the CKKW method [1-3, 7].

Considering the matching of LOy, LOn41, and LL, denoted as LOy y+1+LL, the exclu-
sive N-jet and inclusive (N + 1)-jet MC cross sections are

dO.MC
ﬁ(ﬁ\cfw) = BN(®n) An(®n; TRM),
dag?\[—"—l cut m rm cut
m(TN S TR = 3 BR (B) An (@R TR 0T > TR,
= > {Brsa(@v) A (@i ) 0T > Tﬁut)}m. (3.4)

Here, the By |1 are defined such that Byi; = Zm By oy and whenever an emission m
becomes IR singular By, ; contains all its divergences. A possible choice would be to take
B, 1 = Bny1(S3 1 /Sn+1). For ease of notation, from here on we always group the emission
label m on expressions with the notation ), {---},, to denote that all relevant terms within
the curly brackets receive a label m.

The cross sections in eq. (3.4) are correct to LOy and LO 41 respectively simply because
any corrections to By or By41 are of higher fixed order. The Sudakov factors multiplying
the Born contributions render the N-jet cumulant correct to LL in 7" and the (N + 1)-jet
spectrum correct to LL in Ty.

To discuss the perturbative accuracy of integrated N-jet observables from residual 7']{}‘“
dependence, we rewrite do¥y,, ; in eq. (3.4) as

MC
dO'ZN+1

Dyt (Tv > TR"™) = Z{SNH(‘I’NH) An(Pn;TN)

m

+(Bygn = Svi)(@n0) An (@i Tw) | 6T > T (3.5)

The first term on the right-hand side is identical to the pure LL cross section, and when
projected onto ®y and integrated over Ty it produces By(®n)[1 — An(Pn; T5™)], which
exactly cancels the 75" dependence in the cumulant doX¢(75") [see eq. (2.30)]. The second
term corresponds to the FO matching correction making do¥,,; to be LOy1 accurate. Its
T dependence is determined by the accuracy of Byy1 — Sny1. If this difference contains
subleading singular dependence on Ty, which would be terms ~ a, /7Ty, then the 75" depen-

dence in integrated N-jet observables will be of order a?L?" ! ~ Ocut(a;/ 2). Interestingly,

s “cut
this is not actually sufficient to preserve the 1+ O(a;) accuracy required at LOy (see table 1).
In the case that Syy1 does reproduce the full singular structure of By41 (which generically
will not be the case for parton showers), then the residual 73" dependence will only appear
as Ocut(aST]\C]ut) power corrections. Improved LO+LL methods that explicitly remove this
residual Oyt (a;/ 2) dependence and restore the LOy accuracy have been discussed in detail

in refs. [21, 41, 49, 50]. They essentially enforce the consistency conditions in eq. (3.3).
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Finally, we note that at LOy, x+1+LL another possible valid choice for do¥%, ; is to take

da-l\flc
ﬁ(ﬂ%‘t) = BN (®n) An(®n; TSM),
dUI;/[?V+1 cut a
d‘I;N+1 (TN > TN = Z{SN-H(CI)N-H) AN((I)N;TN)
+ (BNt — 5N+1)(‘I’N+1)}m9(W > T (3.6)

where compared to eq. (3.5) we have dropped the Sudakov factor in the last line. The T
dependence in this case is different numerically but of the same accuracy as for eq. (3.5),
depending in the same way on the extent to which Sxy1 reproduces the IR singularities of

By

3.3 NLO+LL

The matching of fully differential NLO calculations to parton shower routines has been ad-
dressed by several frameworks [10, 12, 15, 22, 51, 52]. Here we review the general structure
of the underlying matched NLO+LL calculation.

The MC cross sections underlying the MC@NLO [10] and POWHEG [12, 13] approaches
are given by’

doy’ cu dO'§N cu daB_S cu
d@lj\z (TA) = d(I:N ANn(Pn; TH™) + dgN (TA™),
resummed FO matching
doSiyiq ¢ dof y SN+1(PN+1) <
= cuty _ = _ A P e 9 cut
oye, N> TN ;{ d®y |p._5. Bn(®n) w (@i Tw) 8T > Ty )}m
daf&il t
i cu 3'7
where
doB—9 d®
7 = T [ Satt (Bven - Sn) (@) 0Tk < TR |
dafﬁil t
> cuty _ B - P 0 cut .
Toamy (%> T8 = 2 { Byt = Siean) (@) 00T > T} (38)

are the FO matching corrections, and

do?
dq)_;fv = (Bn + VN)(®N) + ;{/dig;l SN+1(‘I>N+1)} (3.9)

m

"For POWHEG dagN/dd)N = By (®n). In MC@NLO, S events are generated with a weight determined by
da‘;N/dq)N, while H events are generated according to do?;,il/d@NH =>  A{(Bnt1 —Sn+1)(®PNt1)}m

— 922 —



is essentially the inclusive NLOpy cross section, but using the real emission given by Sni1
instead of Byy1. This means that Sy 1 must contain the full IR singularities of By41 in
the limit 7y — 0, such that upon integration the virtual IR divergences of V are canceled
in eq. (3.9).

We can easily check that eq. (3.7) is correct to NLO and LL, i.e., that it satisfies eq. (3.1).
Dropping the NLO corrections, which amounts to taking da§ N — By and dropping the
dJ]j\B,_S in do\¢, we reproduce the LOy n41+LL result in eq.7(3.6). Using the fixed O(ay)
expansion of the Sudakov,

Lqeuty 1 1 /d(I)N-H cut 2
Al T = 1= s S [ G Sva@ve) (T > T} 0, (3.10)

we see that expanding eq. (3.7) to NLO exactly reproduces eq. (2.10) at NLOy and LOy 41,
where the Ty in the NLO calculation is now the same m-dependent resolution variable that
is used in the LL calculation.

As written in eq. (3.7), the MC cross sections exactly satisfy egs. (3.2) and (3.3). In fact,
they do so separately for the resummed contributions proportional to da§ ~yAnx and the FO
matching corrections daﬁ_s and daf]}il. The difference in the MC@NLO and POWHEG
implementations lies in the (effective) choice of Sy 41, which we discuss briefly next.

In MC@NLO,

SN1(@n41) = G(TY) PSR 1 (Pn41) + [ = G(TR)] CR 1 (Pv41) s
with TlimOG(TN) =0, G(Tn>T") =1, (3.11)
N—

where PS7;, ; denotes the parton shower approximation to By 41 for channel m as determined
by the splitting factors used in an actual parton shower algorithm like HERWIG or PYTHIA,
C} 41 could be used as an NLO subtraction for B}, and the purpose of G(7) is to smoothly
join the two. [In principle, G(Tn) = G, (®n11) can depend on m and the full ®y 1]

Note that the value of Syi; for Ty < 75" was not needed in the LL and LO+LL
discussions, but is needed here and the expressions we use are specific to the NLO+LL
construction. In our formulation of eq. (3.7), the MC@QNLO method corresponds to taking
G(Ty > Ti') = 1, since an actual parton shower is used to generate the Sudakov factor and
T is identical to the parton shower cutoff. The condition lim7, 0 G(7Tx) = 0 is necessary
to ensure that all IR divergences cancel in the limit 7y — 0, because PSy 41 does not provide
a valid NLO subtraction.

Even though there is no explicit 75" dependence in eq. (3.9), the fact that PSy41 does
not reproduce the full IR singularities of Bxy1 causes an implicit logarithmic sensitivity to
scales < 7" in dUEN. To see this, we rewrite Sy11 = Cn4+1+ G(Tn)(PSn4+1 — Cn41), such
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that

dggN—(B V) (@) + D /dq’NHC (Dys1)
d‘I)N - N N N — d(I)N N+1 N+1

m

+Z{ dq)NH PSNH—CNH)(‘I’NH)G(TN)} : (3.12)

m

The first three terms are IR finite and 75" independent. The last term is also IR finite since
lim7,, 0 G(Tn) = 0. However, since G(Ty > T™) = 1, the subleading singular dependence

% and only cut off below, which means this last

in PSy11 — Cny1 is integrated down to
term scales as Ocut(as/ ).8 Taking into account this implicit 75" dependence, dcr> N =

daZ ~(TS"™), the conditions in eqgs. (3.2) and (3.3) are no longer satisfied exactly. Rather, in

the FO region integrated N-jet observables are only accurate to 1+ as + O(a2) + Ocyt (az’/ 2),
while differential (N +1)-jet observables are only accurate to 1+O(as)+Ocut (ai/ %). Formally,
this is not sufficient to maintain the perturbative accuracy expected at NLOy and LOy41,
cf. table 1. In practice, the numerical impact depends on how well the employed parton
shower algorithm is able to capture the subleading singular structure of the full real emission
contribution. In refs. [10, 11], this was shown to be a minor problem.

In POowHEG, Syy1 is constructed by dividing the full Byy1 between the IR singular
regions for the different emission channels,

SN1(Pn11) = BN+1(‘1>N+1) ON1(Pny1) F(TN),

with Z O 1 = dm OFp =1,  lm F(Ty)=1.  (3.13)
The conditions imposed on the O, ; ensure that the full By is obtained in any singular
limit, such that Sy, reproduces the full IR-singular structure and do< ~ is IR finite. The
function F(7y) is included so the resummation can be turned off by letting F(Ty) — 0 at
large Ty. [In principle, F(Tn) = Fi',;(®n41) can depend on m and the full @y 1.] In this
case, since Sy contains the full singular structure also above 7", there is no implicit 73"
dependence. Strictly speaking, this is true as long as ©™ and F' do not introduce a sensitivity
to small Ty.

The full ®x11 dependence in do%,; in eq. (3.7) is determined by Syy1(®n41) in
the resummation term, i.e., by the approximate ®x;; dependence in the splitting factor
that determines the Sudakov factor. The FO matching correction, da];&il ~ (Bn+1 —
Sn+1)(Pny1), additively corrects the approximate ®y41 dependence in Syiq to the full
LOpny1 dependence given by Byi1. Another possible approach is to also multiply this term
by the Sudakov factor, or equivalently, directly use the full By, 1 dependence in the resummed

8The Tx" dependence becomes explicit if one takes G(Tw > TN™) = 0(Tn > TX"™), in which case the
integral would produce an explicit In 75"*. For a smooth G this logarithm is smeared out but the integral has
the same scaling.
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spectrum, such that

doy* t d §N % daﬁ_s t
Cu A @ Cu cu '14
do¥y dog Bni1(®n+1)
Tn > TRt { = SN TYY AN (DN T ) 0(T; >Tcut} .
d‘I’N+1( )= Z don [g—6, Bn(®n) V(i) 0T = T57) m

This corresponds to the usual CKKW procedure for LOy y41+LL in eq. (3.4). It is also
analogous to the GENEVA method in ref. [22], where the ®y;-differential FO calculation is
multiplicatively combined with the Ty spectrum resummed to higher order. In eq. (3.14), the
spectrum is not the exact derivative of the cumulant anymore, resulting in a residual 7"
dependence in the integrated cross section. The effective correction term by which eq. (3.3)
is violated and that gets added to the correct NLOy cross section is given by

/ dfg;l (Bnt1 — Sn+1)(@n11) [An(@n; Tw) — 1] (T > T (3.15)
In fixed order this is O(a?) and beyond NLOy. However, its impact on the perturbative
accuracy depends again on the extent to which the IR singularities of By, are correctly
reproduced by Syiy1. If Syy1 contains the full IR singularities, so By4+1 — Sy41 is fi-
nite for Ty — 0, then the leading term in eq. (3.15) scales as T5"a2 In?(T<%/Q) which
is Ocut (as’T]S,ut). Therefore, in this case the correction can be regarded as a power correction.
If Sy+1 does not reproduce the full IR singularities, so that By11 —Sn41 contains subleading
divergences ~ a;/ 7, then the leading term scales as a2 In®(7" /Q). Hence, in this case the
correction is of Oyt (a;/ 2) and clearly violates the NLO y+LL accuracy, which allows at most
Ocut(a?) corrections (see the first column of table 1). Note that the perturbative accuracy of
the residual ’TAC,‘“ dependence in either case here is the same as in eq. (3.4) at LOn n41+LL.
The reason is that it is determined by the resummation counting and the NLO matching by
itself only improves the FO accuracy.

4 Combining NNLO calculations with LL resummation

As we saw in section 2.2, at NNLO we need events representing NV, (N + 1), and (N + 2)
partonic jets, defined through the N-jet and (N + 1)-jet resolution variables Ty and T 1.
The same is therefore also the case at NNLO+LL. Hence, we need to construct expressions
for the corresponding fully differential MC cross sections [see egs. (2.13) and (2.14)]

d MC d MC MC
To (T8, d@f]vvfl (Tn > TR TR dqjjvvj (T > T8 T > T (41)

As discussed in section 3.1, at NNLO+4LL we require that N-jet observables are correct
to NNLOy+LL, (N + 1)-jet observables to NLOx41+LL, and (N + 2)-jet observables to
LOpn42+LL, provided that any observable built from these cross sections is sufficiently inclu-
sive over the unresolved regions of phase space. Since the FO calculation is supplemented with
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the LL resummation of the jet resolution variables 7Tn and Ty41, the perturbative accuracy
of the prediction in the IR-singular regime is improved relative to the pure FO calculation,
which breaks down in this region. The required perturbative accuracy at NNLO-+LL in the
FO and resummation regions is summarized in table 1.

To construct the NNLO+LL MC cross sections, it will be convenient to proceed in two
steps. In section 4.1, we first consider the separation between the exclusive N-jet and inclu-
sive (N 41)-jet cross sections using Ty and construct the corresponding exclusive dok¢(T5")

and an inclusive do¥%, ,(7Tny > TN™). In section 4.2, we then consider the further sepa-

ration of do¥% ,,(Tn > TN™) into the final exclusive doNS | (Ty > T™; TN) and inclu-

sive do¥ o(Tnv > TN, Tne > TNY) using Tv41. To make the notation as transparent
as possible, we drop the emission labels m throughout this section. They can be inserted

straightforwardly into all formulae giving the different contributions to the cross sections.

4.1 The Exclusive N-jet and Inclusive (N + 1)-jet Cross Sections

As we have already seen at LO and NLOQO, it is convenient to divide the full FO exclusive
N-jet cross section, dJ]E:[O(TAC,“t), into a singular and a nonsingular contribution?,

do_JP\‘TO cut do_]C\} cut do—]l\;/_ “ cut
] = —2(7 + ] . 4.2
FO singular FO nonsingular

At NNLO, dokP(T) is given in eq. (2.17). Its singular approximation is given by

dO’%} cut
Toc (TH") = (By + Vv + W) (n)
N
d®
* / d‘g;l (Cn41+ VONF1) (Pn41) O TN (Pr41) < TR
do
+ dg;2 Cni2(Pni2) O[TN (PN12) < T]\C/Ut] ’ (4.3)

where Cn41, VCpny1, and Cnig reproduce the exact IR singularities of By41, V41, and
B2, respectively, i.e., they correspond to a valid set of NNLO subtractions, such that
eq. (4.3) is IR finite. The full logarithmic 75" dependence arises from integrating By1,
Vn+1, and By, over the IR-singular region, which is fully reproduced by the Cny41, VCpny1,
and Cp o contributions in eq. (4.3). Therefore, do$;(T") contains all logarithms in T2,
while the remainder do5~C(7") in eq. (4.2) is a power correction in 7.

To identify the relevant terms, we rewrite the N-jet MC cross section in terms of a
resummed contribution and FO matching corrections. As we have seen at NLO+LL in sec-
tion 3.3, the LL resummed contribution can be obtained by multiplying an inclusive cross

section by the LL Sudakov factor for T5"*. The resulting expression in general differs from

9To be precise, singular terms in the cumulant contain logarithms of 7" or constants, while nonsingular

terms vanish as Tx"® — 0. In the spectrum, singular terms contain plus distributions or delta functions of 7y,

while nonsingular terms contain no singular distributions and at most integrable singularities.
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the correct FO result by both singular and nonsingular terms in 7", which are accounted
for by adding corresponding FO singular and nonsingular matching corrections. This gives

dO_MC do® do€—5 doB-C
Case 1: o= (TR") = qj]y An(@NTR") + g — (T8 + g —(T&") . (44)
resummed FO singular matching FO noggngular

matching

The first term is the resummed contribution, where dagN is the singular approximation of
the inclusive FO N-jet cross section, obtained by dropping the O(Tn < T™) in eq. (4.3). Tt
is by construction 7" independent, so all dependence on 75" in the resummed term resides
in the Sudakov factor An(®y; 7T5"), which sums the LL series in 7¢"*. The remaining two
terms are FO matching corrections to ensure the correct FO expansion of eq. (4.4).

The last term in eq. (4.4), labeled B — C, is the FO nonsingular term from eq. (4.2). It
contains the difference between the full FO contribution and its singular limit,

daﬁfc da
d® dod

dO’N
doy

(Tcut) (Tcut) (Tcut) ) (45)

As discussed above, it contains no logarithmic dependence on 7",

The second term in eq. (4.4), labeled C' — S, is the singular FO matching correction. It
contains the difference between the singular approximation containing the full logarithmic
T dependence and that obtained by expanding the resummed term in fixed order, i.e.,

Ao dJN . [d oSy .
7'(:11 7'(:11 A @ 7Tcu
KT (TN") = ( ) — AT N(PN ) o
d®
= _/ @ZXIH (Cni1— Sni1)(@ns1) (T > T + O(a?). (4.6)

Hence, it supplies the FO singular terms in 75" that are not contained in the resummed con-

tribution. In the second line we show the NLO result for illustration. As already discussed

in section 3.3, since the splitting function Sy 1 generically only reproduces the leading sin-

gularities in Cn41, dU]C\'fS (T5"™) can in general contain logarithmic dependence as large as

achut at NLO and o2L3,, at NNLO, which contribute at Ocut(oa;/ 2) with the counting of
q. (2.28).

A potential problem with implementing eq. (4.4) is the presence of explicit logarithms in
do;™5 (TE™), which become large as T is reduced, and in particular do,™% (75") diverges
for T5"* — 0. While by construction this divergence cancels in physical observables, it could
give rise to events with large or even negative weights. To circumvent this and regulate the
logarithmic divergence, we can alternatively choose to multiply the singular matching terms

with the Sudakov factor and write

c 505 B—C
doie doly | do doy

9. cut cut A P cut cut 4.
Case 10 (T ) = e - d<I>N (TN") [AN(PN; TE™Y) + doy (TN, (4.7)
FO singular matching FO nonsingular
matching

~
resummed
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where the FO singular matching corrections are now given by

dol,® dol® 1
5 ”‘m):[ on V) Av@n e
doy d®y N(®N; TR™) o
do
= [T (e = Swa)(@aa) 0T > TR + 0. (49)

Note that while multiplying with the Sudakov factor helps to suppress the FO 7" logarithms
in d’av](f,_s (TX"), this choice does not amount to an actual resummation of these logarithms.
A downside of this choice is that it introduces a more complicated Ty dependence at all
orders that must be canceled in inclusive N-jet observables. Since da$,~%(7,3") can contain
logarithms o2L3 ,, multiplying with the Sudakov factor introduces terms of order a”Lgﬁt L
The singular matching correction is always required if the resummation term does not
contain all logarithms of 75" to the desired fixed order. Even if Sy in eq. (4.6) contains the
full subleading singularities at NLO, as in POWHEG where Cy11 = Sy41 S0 dag_S(Tﬁut) =0,
at NNLO do§;™5(T5™) can still contain terms ~ a2L2 ~ Ocu(as). Hence, to achieve
NNLOyn+LL accuracy it is essential to enforce the consistency conditions in egs. (3.2) and
(3.3) for the daj((;_s or d&g’;_s contributions. Otherwise these terms can easily generate a
residual 7" dependence in inclusive observables that destroys their perturbative accuracy.
To construct the inclusive (N + 1)-jet MC cross section, do¥%,;(Tx > Tg™), like doy®
we split it into a resummed contribution and FO singular and nonsingular matching correc-
tions. Following the above discussion, these different contributions are constructed from their
corresponding counterparts in egs. (4.4) and (4.7) by explicitly enforcing egs. (3.2) and (3.3).

This gives
doe do¢ S o -
Case 1t — — =N (T > T = dqu Sn+1(Pn+1) AN (DN T) 0(Tw > TEM)
N+1 N loy=dy Bn(®n)
gNsl do ENCI
T 2N+41 cut _2N+1 cut
Tv > TN Tn > TN™), 4.9
d‘I)N+1 ( ) dq)N+1 ( ) ( )
do¥% 4y . do$y d&f,’s 5N+1(<I>N+1) t
Case 22 ————(Ty > TN") = { [ = (TN):| ——————=0(Tn > T\")
d(I)NJrl No N d(I)N 1 ’

(4.10)

where the various ingredients are discussed in detail in sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. For case 1,
the FO singular and nonsingular matching terms are pure FO corrections and to obtain them
it is sufficient to enforce that dag?\, 41 expands to the correct NLO cross section. For case 2,
the singular matching correction is more complicated, and its Tn dependence is obtained by

taking the derivative of &~ (T,3™) Ay (TE™) in eq. (4.7) with respect to T, This ensures
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that the singular matching corrections in the spectrum correctly integrate up to cancel the
corresponding 7% dependence in the cumulant.”

Before we give the detailed expressions for all ingredients required to construct eqs. (4.4),
(4.7), (4.9), and (4.10), it is instructive to see how the NLO+LL case arises from this notation.
At NLO, we have

do¢ dd
= (By + V(@) + [ S O (@), (a.11)

Cc-S

and the singular matching corrections for the cumulant, doy ™7, are given in the second line

of eq. (4.6) [or eq. (4.8) for dN(J 5], The nonsingular matching correction is

daﬁ_c cut dq)N+1 cut
oo (N = / oo (Bt = Ong)(@n41) (T < TR™). (4.12)
N N

The corresponding results for the differential spectrum are

~C-S

dag&il cut da>N+1 cut cut
————(In>TN") = —=—(Tn > T§") = (Cnt1 — Sn1)(Pn41) O(Tw > TR™),
d(I)N+1 d(I)N—H

dUENil

—=—(Tn > T") = (Bn+1 — Cn41)(@n41) 0(Tw > TR).-
(4.13)

d®ni1

Note that do®~° and dg“~ are equal at this order. They only start to differ at NNLO,
where the cross terms in the FO expansion of the product d5ffSA ~ become relevant.

As discussed in section 3.3, the splitting function of POWHEG given in eq. (3.13) repro-
duces the full singular dependence of the real emission. Thus, one can choose C1 = Sn41,
such that do$;™® = 0 and do¥y = do$ y, and cases 1 and 2 both reduce to eq. (3.7).

For MC@NLO, the splitting function is given in eq. (3.11). It depends on a function
G(Tw), which for the sake of illustration we can choose as G(Ty) = (T > Ti") (even though
this is not the choice made in the MCQ@QNLO implementation). In this case, the expression
for do$ N given in eq. (3.12) is equivalent to do? N = dogN + d&'g_s , which corresponds to
case 2 in eq. (4.7) for the cumulant. However, the corresp_onding spectrum in eq. (3.7) is not
that of case 2 in eq. (4.10). This is the origin of the residual 75" dependence in MC@QNLO
discussed below eq. (3.12).

It should be clear from the discussion so far that the expressions in eqgs. (4.4) and (4.9)
for case 1 or alternatively egs. (4.7) and (4.10) for case 2 provide a completely general result
for the FO+LL matching valid to any fixed order. The explicit NNLO+LL expressions are
given in detail below in section 4.1.1 for case 1 and section 4.1.2 for case 2. Besides the

ONotice that there might be points in ®x,1 for which BN(i‘N) = 0 due to either kinematical or PDF
effects. To avoid that the ratio Sy41(®Pn+1)/Bn(Pn) goes to infinity, one has to define Syy1 such that it
vanishes for these points. This implies that the contributions from these phase space regions are contained in

do®~% or d5¢~%.
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choice one has between the two cases, different implementations can be obtained by making
different choices for the Cny1, VCn41, and Cn o contributions that are used to approximate
the singular behavior of the full theory, as well as for the splitting function Sy, that is used
to define the Sudakov factor. This amounts to shifting nonsingular corrections or subleading
logarithms between the resummed contribution and the FO matching corrections.

4.1.1 Casel

Here, we use doy®(Ty"") as given in eq. (4.4), with its corresponding inclusive do¥%,;(Ty >
TR given in eq. (4.9), which we repeat here for completeness:

Cc-S
dJN

( d(ff,_c
ddy

doN© (
dod

dey

cut d gN Cut

dO’>N

TR + TR,

doMC S )
%(7— > TE) = MAN((I)N,TN) 0(Tv > TH™)

d®ni1 d®wN g =4y Bn(Pn)
do CNS do ENC
O>N+1 cut +1 cut
+—(In>Ty")+ (I~ >Tn
QDros ( )+ Dyt ( )-

The explicit expressions for all ingredients are given in the following. By construction these
are correct to NNLOy and NLO 41 and include the correct LL resummation for 7" and Ty,
respectively. Also, each of the three terms in the cumulant and spectrum separately satisfy
the exact consistency relations in egs. (3.2) and (3.3) without any residual 73" dependence.

The singular inclusive cross section, dag N appearing in the resummed terms is obtained
by removing the constraints on Ty in eq. (41.3), which gives

do¢ dd
=N _ (B 4 Vi + Wa)(@y) + / NEL () 4 VCa) (@)
dd Adx
dd
+ / 5 g 2 On o (@) . (4.14)
N

Since d0(>J ~ is explicitly 75" independent, the resummed terms satisfy eq. (3.2) because [see
eq. (2.30)]

(4.15)
The nonsingular matching correction, da]]\a,_c, is defined in eq. (4.5). Taking the difference
of egs. (2.17) and (4.3), we can immediately obtain its NNLO result

daﬁ—C e doNNLO dUN .
doy TV = "5 ") ~ G5, ")
do
= / dqj)v;l (BN+1 - CN+1 + VN.H — VCN+1)(®N+1) Q[TN((I)N_H) < T]\C{ut]
d®
+/ d(g;2 (Bni2 — Oni2)(®@ni2) O[Tn (Pra2) < TM]. (4.16)
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The differential equivalent daf&il(TN > TX") is defined exactly analogously,

do ngl do gj}\fal do gN+1
Ty > T = T > Tt T > TR
d®n41 ( ) d®nyq ( ) - d®pn 1 ( )

= (Bny1— Ong1 + Viver = VON31) (®n 1) O[T (Bns) > TSN

do
+/ V22 (Bngo — Ongo) (@nyo) O[T (Pnyo) > TSN, (4.17)
d®n i1

and one can easily see that eqs. (4.16) and (4.17) explicitly satisfy the consistency condition
in eq. (3.3).

Finally, the singular matching corrections, do®~%, are defined as
dojc\;_s t dO’N ¢ doSy
cu cu A P cut
ddy (7%7) = d@N(T )= [d@N VBTN NNLOy
do gﬁi do gN 1
= 7— > Tcut + 7— > Tcut 4.18
Dy ( ) = DDrs ( ) (4.18)
do¢ S P -
_ |: d(I)ZN ) 7]\“_1( AN—H) AN(PN;TN) 0(Tn > T]\C/Ut)
N loy=by Bn(PnN) NLOw 1

By definition they satisfy egs. (3.2) and (3.3), because each of the terms on the right-hand
sides do so. To obtain their explicit expressions we use the NNLO expansion of the Sudakov

factor, which we write as
AN((I)N;TJ%M) =14+ A(l)(q)N, cut) + As\% ((I)N,TCUt),

" Ay SNy (Pn1) cu
AR (@ TR™) = /dg; N“@NT 6(T > T™)

S (@
(AW (@ 73] / dOx1 Sy N+1)9(TN>Tcut). (4.19)

( cut
AN (PN TNT) = d®y  Bn(®y)

l\DM—~

Here, we used 5’](\711 to denote the af contribution to Sy41, i.e.,

Sn+1(@n 1) = S\ (@ 1) + S04y (@avgn) + (4.20)

For convenience, we also define the subtracted one-loop virtual correction, which is the IR-
finite NLO term in do<y,

do
VE@x) = V@) + [ 50 O (@), (121)
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The differential version is easier to obtain (since it does not explicitly require AS\?)), and we
find

c-5§
doznTy
d® N1

— (Crvar + VCrat)(@na1) O(Ta > TE) + /

(T > TN™)

dPpy o
dPy 1

Cn+42(Pn2) O[T (Pns2) > TN

SJ(\?LM)NH) ng((i)N)
-1+ A
SN+1(q)N+1) BN(q)N)

The cumulant version is given by

+ AV (@, TN)] S (@n1) 0(Th > TE™) . (4.22)

dO']C\;_S cut d(I)N—i-l do’g&il cut
doy I )__/ Wy Ay, N7 TV

do
= _/ d(g;l (Cng1 +VON11)(PNi1) O] TN (Pn11) > TM] (4.23)

d® N2
dd N

= By (@) [AQ (@n; TR + AP (@; TH™)] - ViE (@n) A (x5 T

Cn+2(Pn42) O[T (Pnt2) > TR

The integrals here are explicitly over Ty > 75", which cuts off all IR singularities that do not
cancel between the full FO singular contributions and their LL approximation arising from
the Sudakov expansion, which is given by the last lines in egs. (4.22) and (4.23). Note that
Cn 2 here fulfills two roles. First, it produces the leading double logarithms o2(L%,, + L3,;)
(for the cumulant). The o2LY,, is always canceled by the square [Ag\,) ]? inside Ag\z,), and the

s*cut

(1)

a?L3; is also canceled if Ay’ produces the correct single logarithm asLeyt at NLO. Second,
the (N + 1)-parton virtual IR divergences in VCyy1 are canceled by the Ty — 0 limit
in the ® 49 integral over Cn o, where the remainder is an ag (angut + asLcyt) correction.
Generically, these are only partially canceled by the corresponding ng Ag\l,) (T™) term.

4.1.2 Case 2

For this case, we use doX°(T5") as given in eq. (4.7), with its corresponding inclusive
Ao} (Ty > T¥™) given in eq. (4.10), which we repeat here for completeness:

L AR s S VA o doiC
cu — = cu A (I) cu cut
d@N(T ) Aoy | doy (TN5) | AN (@ TRT) + dd N (7%7)
do¥f g doSy = d5§° SN+1(®PN41)
= 7— > Tcut —_ {|: =N 4 7- :| + + 7— > Tcut
oy, V> TR doy T dey W) oy—by Bn(®y) « )
dNCNS do BNC
O>N+1 cut 3 TU2>2N+1 cut
—_— An(Dy; .
d<I>N+1 (T > T )} N( N,TN) d‘I’NJ,-l (T > T )

The explicit expressions for all ingredients are given in the following. As for case 1, these are
correct to NNLOx and NLOx; and include the correct LL resummation for 75" and Ty,
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respectively. The resummation terms involving dagNA ~ and the nonsingular FO matching

terms, doB-¢

, are the same as in case 1 [see eq. (4.14) and eqgs. (4.16) and (4.17)] and
separately satisfy the consistency relations in egs. (3.2) and (3.3).
The difference to case 1 is how the singular matching corrections, do°~¢, are included.

For the cumulant, we have

d5§—s do¢—5 1
(TR = [ N__(Txut }
doy Y oy AR @ T oy
dU]C\}_S t
_ cu 4.24
N (T o
o
+ AR @i T [ (O = U0 (@n) 0T (@) > TR,

where do; ™% (T,¢") is given in eq. (4.22). The corresponding differential result in the spectrum
is obtained by requiring eq. (3.3),
dNC S

O>N+1 cut
——(Tn > TN
dPpy 1 ( )
dO‘C S R
>N+1 (7- > Tcut) {Ag\lf) (q)N; TN) (CNJrl _ S](\}ll)((DNJrl) (425)
C dPny
SJ(\Brl((I’NH) APy (1) ’ ! cut
e [t (O = SU) @l ) BTN (i) > Tal JOUTH > TR,

where dUgK/il(TN > T is given in eq. (4.23). One can easily check that with this result
the expression for dolf,_ | in case 2 expands to the correct NLOy 11 result.

4.2 The Exclusive (N + 1)-jet and Inclusive (N + 2)-jet Cross Sections
The inclusive (N + 1)-jet MC cross section is divided into the exclusive (N + 1)-jet and

inclusive (N + 2)-jet MC cross sections using a resolution scale T,

do¥i i1 don’4
Z 7- > Tcut 7- > Tcut Tcut
d(bNJ,-l ( ) dq)N+1 ( N-‘rl)

dq) dO'MC
/ N2 N2 (e > Tt T > TRY). (4.26)

dPyi1 dPy 2

Note that this is just a special case of the consistency condition in eq. (3.3) applied to Ty+1
and taking Ty, = Ty

The inclusive do¥%, | already resums the leading logarithms of Ty in the (N +1)-parton
phase space. On top of that, we also want to resum the leading logarithms of TCUtl and Tn+1
appearing in doy< , (Tx'Y) and do¥% 5(Tyy1). The LL resummation for Ty 4y is obtained

using the (N + 1)-parton Sudakov factor, A1, which is defined as

do S ¢
N+1I\FN+1
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where the upper limit on the integration over Ty should be chosen of order Ty. Note that
the (IV+1)-parton splitting function Sy 2 enters in the Sudakov factor relative to the (N+1)-
parton Born matrix element By 11, which is required to correctly sum the logarithms of Ty 11
across the whole range of 7Ty, even for Tn ~ Tx'**. In terms of the resummation accuracy,
achieving (N)LOy41+LL implies that the (N + 1)-parton Sudakov factor must multiply the
complete By matrix element to obtain the LL resummation of Ty41 (or Tx"Y) in the limit
Tn+1 < Ty for both Ty < T and Ty ~ Ty,

Given these considerations, we again divide the exclusive (N +1)-jet and inclusive (N +2)-
jet MC cross sections into a resummed contribution and FO matching corrections,

doN%
T (T > TR TR
da>N do 79 doBT¢
T >2N+1 T cut N+1 ON+1 cut, qcut
> TS Anar (Bagrs TES,) + + Tae > TS T,
~ ——
resummed FO singular FO nonsing.
matching matching
do¥,
+2
dD 1o (T > TN ,TN.H > TN+1)

d0’>N+1 (Ta > TE™) SN+2(<IA’N+2)

d(I)N+1 ‘DN+1:‘i)N+1 BN+1((I)N+1
c-8 B-C
<d02N+2 dosns
dPy 2 d®no

AN (Pns1; Tvn) O(Tver > Ta)

)(TN > TR T > Tet) - (4.28)

This has precisely the structure of the usual NLOy41+LL calculation [see eq. (3.7)], but with
the dependence on the singular and nonsingular FO matching corrections, do® 5 and do?=¢,
written out explicitly. Furthermore, da'ﬁv (Tn > Ti) is the singular approximation to the
full (V + 1)-jet inclusive cross section on which the 7x4+1 resummation acts. The crucial dif-
ference compared to the usual NLO+LL case discussed in section 3.3 is that the NLO y1+LL
calculation is used down to very small values Ty > 75", and so do’z(;v 1 (T > Ti*) now has
to include the LL resummation in 7y. In terms of the inclusive do¥%,;(Tn > TR™) [given
by either eq. (4.9) or eq. (4.10)] we can write it as

do’S, do¥§
d(I)>N+1 (7- Tcut) d(I)>N+1 (7- > Tcut)
N4+1 N4+1
do
- / N2 (Byiya — Cnaa) (@) O[Th (Pngo) > TS, (4.29)
dPpy 1

where the second term on the right-hand side removes the dependence on By 9 from da> Na1s
i.e., it removes the last line in do’>NJCr1 in eq. (4.17). By definition of Cn2 this term has
no logarithmic dependence on Ty, and therefore does not affect the LL resummation in 7y .
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Expanding this to fixed NLOpy 41 reproduces the (IV 4 1) version of eq. (4.11),

1C
d0>N+1

TN (s Tcut):| = (Bn41 + VN41)(PN1)
d® N1

NLOpn11

+ /j$N+2 CN+2)((I)N+2) 9[TN(¢N+2) > Tcut] . (4.30)
N+1
This shows that in the limit of turning off the 7x resummation eq. (4.28) reproduces the
correct NLO py1+LL result as required.
The FO matching corrections are determined by imposing the correct NLOpy,; and
LOp 2 expansions of eq. (4.28). The nonsingular matching corrections are given as

ddﬁ;? (7‘ > Tcut Tcut )
d® n 1 N+1

~ [dPN o B C P O[T (D T 91T 0 1 (D et

) dPny (BN+2 = On42)(@n2) O[TN (PN 42) > TN O[T 41 (Pr2) < TR,
deNiZ ¢

(T > T . )TN+1 > TN+1)

dPnio

= (Bn+2 — On42)(Pn+2) O[Tn (®n12) > TN O[Tv1(Prvr2) > TR (4.31)

and (again by definition of C'y42) have no logarithmic dependence on T]\C,‘ﬂl For the singular

matching corrections we then find

c-S
doy ]
dPpy 1

do )
= _/ N+2 {CN+2(‘I)N+2) O[Tn(Pni2) > T™] — Sna2(®Pni2) O[T (Pry1) > Tcut]}
APy 41

X O[Tv+1(Png2) > TH]

(Tn > TR TR

oy,
———(Tn > T s TNyl > TN+1)
d®y o
= {CN+2((I)N+2) O[Tn (Pnt2) > T — Sna2(®ni2) O[Tw (Pn1) > TC“]}
X O[T (Pnt2) > T (4.32)

Here, we can explicitly see the mismatch between the exact definition of Ty (®xt2) required at
NNLOy from the shower approximation in the Sy 42 term, which inherits the ) N+1(Pry2)
dependence from the projection from ®ny 9 to ®n4q in the (N + 1)-jet Sudakov factor.

=5 (even

Generically, this can introduce a subleading logarithmic dependence on 75" in do
in the limit Syy2 = Cn42), whose coefficient scales as ~ T,

With the above results, we can check that no residual ij,‘jfl dependence (beyond power
corrections) is introduced in physical observables, because egs. (3.2) and (3.3) are explicitly

satisfied. For the FO matching corrections this is clear from their above expressions. The
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resummed terms combine correctly to the inclusive dag N1 using the equivalent relation to
eq. (2.29) for the (N + 1)-parton Sudakov,

/d<I>N+2 SN+2(Pn42)
d®N11 Byy1(Pn1)

AN+ (N1 Tvan) O(Tver > T = 1 — Ana (P TR -

(4.33)

Using this relation, we can also easily check that eq. (4.26) is satisfied. Upon integration

over d®y9/dPy4q the dajc\;jrf and dagﬁiz terms cancel each other, while the daﬁj_? and

do'gR,iQ terms combine to precisely cancel the second line in eq. (4.29). Hence, we precisely
get back do¥, | (Tnv > Ty™), which shows that no residual 7¢" dependence is introduced.

In the above construction we have the same amount of freedom as in section 4.1 in how

to implement the 7y resummation and where to put the FO singular corrections. Above

c-S

we have used the analog of case 1 from section 4.1, where do is included at fixed order.

Various alternatives are:

e One can multiply daf,jrf by the Ay41 Sudakov, analogous to case 2 in section 4.1. In
this case, eq. (4.26) is maintained exactly when the corresponding case 2 version is also
used for the differential spectrum.

e One has the freedom in eq. (4.29) and all the results following it to use a different

;V 42 t}lan the Cnyo used in section 4.1. This includes whether one uses Ty (®Pni2)
or Tn(®n+1) to implement the Ty > TS constraint for the Cl, 4o contribution. In
particular one could use a simpler NLO 1 subtraction for C'y, 4o+ (In general this can

change the logarithmic dependence on Ty at the subleading level.)

e One can use different choices for Syyo. In particular, in conjunction with using an
alternative C'y, 49, one can use a POWHEG approach for NLO 1 1+LL such that one can
take Sni2 = Cly o

5 Matching the NNLO+LL calculation with a parton shower

In the previous sections we have shown how to consistently combine LO, NLO, and NNLO
calculations with LL resummation, and to obtain the MC cross sections doy®, doyS |, and
do¥y - In this section, we discuss how to interface the corresponding N-parton, (N + 1)-
parton, and (N + 2)-parton events with a parton shower. The resulting NNLO+LL event
generator will thus be able to produce events with any parton multiplicity.

The NNLO+LL MC cross sections of section 4 provide resummation in the resolution
variables 7y and Ty+1, but in general do not explicitly resum large logarithms arising in
singular regions of phase space for other observables. In the resummation regime the shape of
a generic exclusive observable will therefore only be accurately predicted after the addition of
the parton shower, which in general provides LL accuracy. Furthermore, care must be taken
when interfacing to the parton shower such that the perturbative accuracy provided by the

MC cross sections do}; is maintained. This includes their FO accuracy, the LL accuracy in
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the evolution variables, and the absence of residual dependence on the resolution scales 7"
and Tﬁ‘_‘ﬁl. Precisely, the matching with the parton shower must satisfy three conditions:

1. Any exclusive observable must be correct to at least LL in the resummation regime.
This includes the resolution variables Tn and Ty 41, for which the LL accuracy of the
MC cross sections must be maintained. Additionally, the LL accuracy requirement
extends to observables requiring more than N 4+ 2 jets, for which the parton shower
provides the only prediction.

2. The FO accuracy of any observable should be that of the NNLO calculation (see sec-
tion 2.2), which means:

e N-jet observables are correct to NNLOy up to power corrections of relative or-
der O(a, T /TEM) and O(a275%, /TR ), where TR | and T are the effective
resolution scales to which the observable is sensitive.

e (N + 1)-jet observables are correct to NLOx4; if they only include contribu-
tions in the resolved region of ®y41, up to power corrections of relative order
O(as TR JTEE ), where Tyl is the effective resolution scale to which the ob-
servable is sensitive.

e (N + 2)-jet observables are correct to LOy 2 if they only include contributions in
the resolved region of ® 9.

Note that no FO accuracy is implied for observables sensitive to the unresolved regions
of phase space, Ty < T and Ty < ]f,‘jfl, as the parton shower provides the only
prediction in these regions (see below).

3. For observables that must be correct to N"LO any residual dependence on the resolution
scales T and T3"', must enter at Ocye(az" ).

The conditions above naturally echo those imposed on the MC cross sections in sec-
tion 3.1. In fact, in cases where the parton shower yields events with < N + 2 partons,
the exact phase space constraints implemented by the MC cross section definitions can be
used on the shower (see figure 1). In cases with more emissions, one must develop analogous
constraints making sure the above conditions remain satisfied.

5.1 LL shower constraints

Condition 1 above requires us to maintain the LL accuracy of the event sample and combine
it with the parton shower LL resummation for additional emissions. For this purpose, the
identical considerations apply to our NNLO-+LL calculation as in the case of interfacing a
merged LOn, 41, n+2+LL calculation with a parton shower [1-9]. The reason is that as far
as the LL structure is concerned, the only relevance of the higher FO accuracy in our case is
that it imposes a tighter constraint in condition 3 above. However, since the parton shower is
formulated such that the probability of an emission is the exact differential of the no-emission
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probability [i.e. of the Sudakov factor, see eq. (2.30)], condition 3 will be satisfied as long as
any additional constraints imposed on the parton shower do not spoil this relation.

The simultaneous LL resummation of 7Tn and Txy1 in the NNLO+LL calculation can
be achieved by choosing both variables to be equivalent (at the single-emission/LL level) to
the same local shower evolution variable T [see eq. (2.20)], in which case we can assume that
they are ordered as Ty4+1 < Tn.

5.1.1 Equivalent resummation and shower evolution variables

The simplest case is when the evolution variable of the parton shower is equivalent to 7 (i.e.
it has the same LL structure). The event sample with N, N + 1, and N + 2 partons can then
be viewed as the result of the first two steps in the normal parton shower evolution in T,
and attaching the parton shower simply corresponds to continuing this evolution down to the
shower cutoff, where the relevant starting scale, Treg, is given by the scale of the last emission
or the resolution scale, namely

® Tres = T for the N-parton events
o Tres = T for the (N + 1)-parton events
® Tres = Tn+1(Pny2) for the (N + 2)-parton events

In this case, conditions 1 and 3 are automatically satisfied, because the parton shower itself
respects them.

This is precisely consistent with the physical interpretation of the MC cross sections.
The doy®(TN") and doNS (Tn > TH™; TN%) cross sections represented by the N-parton
and (N + 1)-parton events are exclusive jet cross sections defined to only include additional
emissions below 75" and T]\C,‘fh. The do¥%,o(Tn > T TN > T]\Cfﬁl) cross section rep-
resented by the (N + 2)-parton events is an inclusive cross section defined to contain any
number of additional emissions below T 1.

Note also that in principle one can choose Ty = ]\C,‘_lﬁl to be equal (or very close) to
the actual shower cutoff 7", such that no (or very few) additional emissions need to be
generated for the N-jet and (N + 1)-jet samples.

5.1.2 Different resummation and shower evolution variables

If the local evolution variable 77 of the parton shower differs in its LL structure from the
variable 7 used to implement the LL resummation in the partonic FO+LL calculation, one
has to utilize a veto procedure on the shower to achieve condition 1. In principle, two ap-
proaches may be used here, using either a vetoed shower algorithm or a global veto procedure.
Additionally, one has to specify the starting scale of the shower evolution.

The use of a vetoed parton shower was discussed in detail in refs. [1, 12], for the case
where T is the pr of an emission and using an angular-ordered parton shower where 7" is the
emission angle. The same veto procedure can be applied here. The vetoed shower works by
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evolving in 77 and in each emission step only emissions satisfying the constraint 7 < Tyes are
allowed, where Tyes is given as above. If an emission at some 7" violates this constraint, it is
vetoed and the evolution continues from 7’. This vetoed shower exponentiates the 7 < Treg
constraint, which effectively transforms the shower evolution variable from 77 into 7.

In the global veto procedure one lets the evolution proceed undisturbed. After the show-
ering is done, the showered event is accepted if the condition 7 < Ties is satisfied for all
emissions. If this is not the case, the showering is repeated from the start on the same par-
tonic event, and this is done until an acceptable showered event is generated. This second
approach is certainly less efficient but it has the advantage that one does not need to modify
the parton shower algorithm at all.

In either vetoing approach one has to choose appropriate starting scales for the 7" evolu-
tion. First, one determines the maximal starting scale 7. .., which should be either the value
T ax(®n) that one would normally choose when starting the shower directly from By (®y),
or the maximum value of 7’ kinematically allowed for a given Ties, whichever is smaller. The
simplest approach is then to start the shower for all partons at 7 ,... A somewhat better
approach is to choose the starting scale according to the emission history.!! For partons that
had no emissions the shower is started at 7.,.. For the daughter partons of an extra emission
step in the (N +1)-jet and (N +2)-jet samples, the shower is started from the scale T of the
> T' > T are then added by running
to T along the parent parton line of the emission.

emission. The possible additional emissions for 7. ..

a truncated shower [12] from 7.

5.2 FO shower constraints

The constraints on the shower implied by condition 2 are simpler for event samples with
higher jet multiplicity, as the desired perturbative accuracy is lower. Therefore, we start by
discussing the (N + 2)-jet, working our way down to the N-jet sample. Note that if the
shower evolves directly in 7" and both 75" and ﬁ,ﬂfl are set to the shower cutoff, only the
(N +2)-jet sample gets showered, and the additional complications arising for the (N + 1)-jet

and N-jet samples become irrelevant.

5.2.1 Showering the (/N + 2)-jet event sample

The MC cross section do¥y,, of the NNLO+LL calculation is given in eq. (4.28). Its per-
turbative accuracy is LOy49+LL, which the parton shower can easily maintain by applying
constraints analogous to those applied to the highest jet multiplicity in a LO+LL matched
event sample. The LOy2 accuracy of the cross section is automatically guaranteed by the
fact that additional emissions from the parton shower are higher order in as. Therefore, there
are no additional FO constraints on the shower. (Strictly speaking, the showered events in

" The LL resummation in Tx and Tn+1 is formulated as a consecutive sum over emission channels m when
splitting from N to N + 1 partons (in the construction of do¥% ;) and from N 4 1 to N + 2 partons (in the
construction of do¥% ,). Hence, we can naturally associate each contribution in this sum with an emission
history for going from the underlying ®n to the final ® 11 or ®n42 point.
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this sample must still satisfy the constraints Ty > T and Ty41 > Tﬁ_‘ﬁl. If Tvr < 7w,
ignoring this gives rise to at most power corrections.)

5.2.2 Showering the (N + 1)-jet event sample

The MC cross section donS ((Tn > T™; TxtY) of the NNLO+LL calculation is given in
eq. (4.28). It contains the integrated cross section for Ty 11 < Tﬁljfl calculated to NLOy1+LL.
Before adding the parton shower, it is represented by (/N + 1)-parton events, which have
Tn+1 = 0 (see figure 1). By adding emissions, the parton shower distributes the events
located at Ty+1 = 0 to nonzero Ty41 values. In doing so, it must respect the exclusive
(N +1)-jet definition of the cross section, i.e., the cross section for Ty;1 < TN, after show-
ering has to remain accurate to NLOpy1+LL. Since the parton shower preserves the total
cross section, this means it is only allowed to fill out the region 0 < Tyy1 < T4 [The
cross section for Ty 1(Pny2) > TyYY is already included in the inclusive (N + 2)-jet sample
generated from do¥$ (T > TH™, Tv41 > T) ]

At LL accuracy, this is achieved by vetoing shower emissions with 7 > T]\C,‘fl, as discussed
in section 5.1. In addition, to satisfy condition 2 it is also necessary that the cross section for
T+l < T]\C}jfl remains correct to NLOy41. The veto on single emissions with 7 > TC‘jrtl is
sufficient for this purpose as well, so we do not require an additional constraint on the shower.
To see this, consider the shower emission with the largest value of 7 and sum over all other
emissions. Strictly speaking we need the emission to satisfy Ta 11 [ti) N1+2(Pn 1, Prag)] < 1%:17
where ®@,,q is the emission phase space and ® 5 is the inverse of the phase space projection
P N+1(Pn42) that is used in the NLOy 41 calculation. The single-emission veto in the shower
corresponds to imposing the constraint 7 = TNH[(I)R o (PN t1, Prag)] < T]f,‘jrtl, where @%SJFQ is
the phase space map used in the parton shower. In principle, the two constraints are different,
since the two phase space maps can be different. However, both maps have to be IR safe
and must agree in the IR limit ’7'“‘“1 — 0. Therefore, the difference can be at most a power
correction in 73",

From this discussion it follows that a generic (N + 1)-jet observable receives at most

power corrections from showering of O(a, " /TH +1) where T3 11 is the effective scale that

the observable is sensitive to. Similarly, since do¥%,,; contributes at O(as) to generic N-jet
observables, they receive at most power corrections of O(a27%, /Tx ). Hence, condition 2
is satisfied. In fact, as long as the T]%‘jfl value is kept small, the spectrum for Ty41 < T s
correctly described by the shower. The parton shower therefore improves the description of
the previously unresolved region Tyy1 < T]\Cf‘fl. As a result, the power corrections induced by
the shower actually compensate for the power corrections in the partonic calculation arising
from the unresolved region below Tg%',. Of course, this is only true if the shower cutoff is

lower than ijﬁjfl

5.2.3 Showering the N-jet event sample

The MC cross section doh®(T5") of the NNLO+LL calculation is given in eq. (4.4) or eq. (4.7).
It contains the integrated cross section for Ty < 75" calculated to NNLO y+LL, which before
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Figure 3. Illustration of the issues in defining an IR-safe phase space separation at NNLO using
single-parton variables in case of vector boson production. Limiting each emission to be below p$*
(dashed lines) results in a miscancellation of IR divergences between the tree-level contribution on the

left, which would contribute to dof®(p$"*), and the corresponding one-loop contribution on the right,

which would contribute to do¥§(pr > p3).

showering is represented by N-parton events with 7y = 0.

The basic considerations here are similar as for the (N + 1)-jet case. Repeating the
discussion in section 5.2.2; the shower must be constrained to not change the cross section
for Ty < TH™, but to only fill out the Ty spectrum below T™. Since the action of the
parton shower is entirely within the N-jet cumulant bin, the induced power corrections of
O(as TS /TST) are again at the level allowed by condition 2, and will actually improve the
predictions of observables, because the unshowered events at 7y = 0 are distributed over the
previously unresolved region Ty < 7" with an LL-accurate shape.

There is a further complication however, that arises starting at NNLO. At NLO+LL,
the resolution variable must have two properties: it must realize an IR-safe separation of the
phase space at the level of a single emission and it must have an LL resummation. Because
LL resummation arises from exponentiating independent emissions, these two properties are
essentially one and the same. For example, in an NLO4LL calculation of vector boson
production, the resolution variable separating events with 0 jets and 1 jet can be chosen as
the transverse momentum of the leading parton, with 0-jet events corresponding to pr < p%lt
and 1-jet events corresponding to pr > p$*. At NNLO+LL, however, the story is different:
constraining the shower evolution in terms of independent single-parton variables is no longer
sufficient to preserve IR safety in the separation of jet bins. To see how the problem arises,
it is instructive to consider again the example of vector boson production with two emissions
illustrated in figure 3. Demanding that the transverse momentum of each emitted parton is

below p* (dashed lines) does not yield an IR-safe definition for the 0-jet cross section. If

the two partons are collinear to each other and each satisfies pgf) < p$** while their sum gives

1 2
P +pf) > pg

while the corresponding IR-divergent virtual diagram on the right would contribute to the 1-

, this IR-divergent contribution would be included in the 0O-jet cross section,

jet cross section. As already discussed in section 2.2, we must use a resolution variable which
is properly IR-safe at NNLO. For example, we can sum over all emissions (7y = >_ pr), or
combine them using an IR-safe jet-clustering procedure (7 = .et).

From this discussion, it is clear that the constraint 7Ty < 75" that the parton shower
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needs to satisfy, cannot be formulated in terms of individual emissions but must take at least
two emissions into account. Generally, it is not sufficient to only consider the two hardest
emissions, since they do not necessarily give the hardest jet. Therefore, the NNLO constraint
can only be imposed via a global veto after the showering. In case one uses a vetoed shower
with a single-emission local veto to enforce the LL constraints as described in section 5.1, the
additional NNLO constraint should be enforced separately.

6 Implementation and relation to existing approaches

In this section, we discuss the relation of our framework to recent related work, and the
NNLO+PS implementation given in ref. [38]. This will show that our method is indeed
quite general and encompasses these other approaches. It also illustrates that an actual
implementation of our results is indeed feasible.

6.1 GENEVA

The motivation to build an NNLO+LL event generator is to interface the most precise FO
calculations available with a parton shower routine to be able to simulate realistic events with
high perturbative accuracy. Whenever higher logarithmic resummation is also available (NLL
for several resolution variables, NNLL for certain resolution variables such as N-jettiness,
and NNLL/ for select processes'?), it can be implemented to also improve the perturbative
accuracy in the resummation region (see figure 2) following the GENEVA approach [22].

If NNLL' resummation is available, the resummation order matches the fixed NNLO
accuracy in the sense that all NNLO singular terms are naturally included in the resummation.
Hence, the FO singular matching correction vanishes,

dag_s
d®y

(T8") =0, (6.1)

because the FO expansion of the NNLL’ resummed result reproduces the full NNLO singular
corrections. The remaining contributions in the N-jet MC cross section can then be associated

as follows:
dUgN do_resummed
=Y A - P N cut
D N(Tn;®on) — by (TN™) 5
d nonsingular
oy (TR - —E——(TR"). (6.2)
doy

That is, the cross section takes the form of a traditional resummed calculation, with the
FO nonsingular corrections corresponding to daﬁ_C and the higher-order resummed cumu-
lant replacing the resummation term do$ Ay (7). The same relations also apply for the
exclusive (N + 1)-jet and inclusive (N + 2)-jet cross sections.

12%While NNLL resummation includes all logarithmic terms through NNLO, NNLL' also includes delta func-
tion terms to capture all NNLO singular terms including the 2-loop virtual corrections.
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The results in ref. [22] took this approach, using a jet resolution variable for which higher-
order logarithmic resummation is available. There, the NNLL’ resummation for eTe™ — jets
for small 7o was used together with the NLOy nonsingular terms, combined with the fully
differential 3-jet cross section at NLOs3, and interfaced with a parton shower algorithm. As
discussed above, the resummation to NNLL’ already incorporates the full singular contri-
butions up to NNLO, including the two-loop virtual corrections. Thus, the only missing
contributions to make the calculation in ref. [22] correct to full NNLOg are the nonsingular
corrections at NNLOaz. Since they scale as a power correction in 75", one could also take the
value of 75" small enough to make their numerical impact small.

6.2 NNLO+PS using HJ-MiNLO

Results combining the inclusive NNLO Higgs cross section with a parton shower algorithm
were presented recently in ref. [38]. This approach uses the Multi-Scale Improved NLO
(MINLO) calculation for the production of Higgs in association with a jet [53], in which the
PowHEG HJ calculation [54] is supplemented by an analytic Sudakov resummation factor,
which includes logarithmic terms that become large as the transverse momentum of the Higgs
boson tends to zero. The Sudakov factor effectively regulates the divergences in the POWHEG
HJ calculation when the transverse momentum of the Higgs boson, ¢p, goes to zero. As
a result, the HJ-MINLO sample can be used over the whole phase space even in the limit
gr — 0. In practice, it is used down to gr of order Aqcp ~ 1 GeV.

It was shown in ref. [24] that by explicitly including NNLL information in the Sudakov
factor, the HJ-MINLO cross section integrates up to the correct inclusive Higgs cross section
at NLOg. The HJ-MINLO sample is then reweighted to the differential NNLOg Higgs cross
section, which is facilitated by the fact that it is only single-differential in the Higgs rapidity.
This provides NNLOg accurate predictions for O-jet observables without spoiling the NLO4
accuracy of 1-jet observables. One feature of this approach is that it does not require a Higgs
+ 0-jet sample, since the full NNLOg information of inclusive Higgs production is explicitly
included through the reweighting factor.

While this approach seems at first sight quite different from the discussion in this paper,
we will now show that it directly follows as a special case from our results in section 4.
Hence, it can be viewed as a specific implementation of the general method developed in this
paper. We first write the results of ref. [38] in terms of the MC cross sections doy®(7 ") and
do g({('ﬁ) > Tet), corresponding to the exclusive Higgs + 0-jet and inclusive Higgs + 1-jet
cross sections. We then show how these expressions follow directly from our general results
by making specific choices.

The 0-jet resolution variable used in ref. [38] to separate 0 from 1 or more extra jets is
the transverse momentum of the Higgs boson, so

To=qr- (6.3)

We do not need to discuss how to separate the inclusive 1-jet sample into an exclusive 1-jet
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and an inclusive 2-jet sample. For this purpose, ref. [38] uses the standard POWHEG approach,
which we have already shown in section 3.3 to be a special case of our approach.

As mentioned already, the Higgs + 0-jet cross is not included in ref. [38], since it vanishes
in the limit 77" — 0. The inclusive MC cross section for one or more jets is then given by

d ref (38] . . Ei]_MINLO .
cu (I) Lqgqeuty =28 cuty 4
HJ MINLO

Here, the inclusive 1-jet cross section, dos , is equivalent to the modified B function
from HJ-MINLO, which is obtained from the usual B function in POWHEG by multiplying
with the Sudakov factor Ag(7p), and subtracting its first-order expansion to maintain the

NLO; accuracy,
doHLJ-MINLO

o= {Bl(CI)l) [1— AN (®0; T0)] + Va(®1) + /d(b Bg(%)} Ao(®o,T0). (6.5

dq)l

The term in curly brackets contains the full singular 7y dependence at NLO;. The crucial
ingredient [24] is the fact that the exponent of the Sudakov factor Ag(7g) contains the full
NNLL set of Tg logarithms to O(a?). This causes the spectrum to become the total derivative
of the NLOg correct 0-jet cumulant, da>(IjO AO(TC“t) up to nonsingular corrections in 7y and
higher orders in as. As a result, the spectrum integrates to the correct NLOy cross section
up to power corrections that vanish as 7" — 0,

/dq)l dO.HJ MINLO dO‘NLO

cut) __ cut
1B, 13 0(To > Ty™) = ch>0 + O(as T + O(a?) . (6.6)

The reweighting factor R(<I>o T in eq. (6.4) is then given by the ratio

Cut dO'NNLO d(I) dO.HJ MINLO ot
R(@y: T I 0T > ™). (67)

and by construction ensures that the Higgs + 1-jet spectrum in eq. (6.4) integrates to the
correct NNLOy inclusive Higgs cross section. At the same time, because of eq. (6.6), the
reweighting factor has the form

R(®0; To) = 1+ O(as TE) + O(a?), (6.8)

and therefore does not affect the NLO; accuracy of the inclusive 1-jet cross section up to
power corrections in 7¢™. By taking 7" — Aqcp these become negligible, and the result
becomes a valid NNLO+LL implementation.

To derive this result as a special case from our framework, we make the following two
choices:

1. Choose all singular terms equal to the exact tree-level and one-loop contributions,

C1(®1) = B1(Pq), Co(P3) = Ba(P2), VCi(P1) = Vi(Py). (6.9)
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2. Choose the splitting functions as

S (@) = By (d1) (6.10)

S (@) :V1(<I>1)+/d% Ba(®2) = Bi(®1) m

b
5 + A (@0:T0) .

With these two choices, the singular inclusive cross section defined in eq. (4.14) is given by
the full NNLOg expression,

dago dagoNLO 611
d®y  d®p (6.11)
while all FO matching corrections vanish,
dof = dog ¢ do$” o2y
Tcut — 0 Tcut — 07 2 To > Tcut — 2 To > Tcut =0. (6.12
S (™) = S (T5™) (T > T = —2 (T > T™) = 0. (6.12)

The choice of the splitting function Sy (®P3) is not relevant for this discussion, since its purpose
is to determine how to split the inclusive 1-jet cross section into an exclusive 1-jet and an
inclusive 2-jet cross section.

Using the results of section 4.1.1 (or section 4.1.2, which are identical in this case), we
then find for the exclusive 0-jet and inclusive 1-jet MC cross sections

NNLO
do<

doy© . A t
1o (1) = —5g— Do(®0: T6™)
do¥{ doXNLO 51(®)) )
== (To > T = —=—— —= Ay (Pg; T 0(Tq > Teut
dq)l ( 0 0 ) d@o Dy=dp BO(@O) 0( 0 0) ( 0 0 )
dO'NNLO 1 ) VC qA)
— % A{Bl(él) |:1 _ Aél)((b(b%) 0 (A 0) + VI((I)I)
d 0 @o:éo BO( 0) BO(q)O)
4o )
+ /(y{)i BQ(q)z)} A()((I)(); 76) 9(76 > %cut) ’ (613)

where in the last equation we inserted the explicit expression for S;(®;) from eq. (6.10). We
can now compare this to the HJ-MINLO result in eq. (6.4). Since the exclusive 0-jet cross
section is proportional to the Sudakov factor Ag(®g; T¢"), it vanishes in the limit 7 — 0.
Thus, in this limit the entire 0-jet cross section can be obtained by integrating the inclusive
1-jet result over all values of 7y, precisely analogous to what happens in refs. [24, 38]. Since
in practice, T¢"™ ~ Aqcp ~ 1GeV, one could also keep the 0-jet cumulant, which would
avoid introducing any additional power corrections in 7¢"*. The term in curly brackets times
the Sudakov factor Ag(®g; 7o) is equivalent to do-MNLO /dd; in eq. (6.5), except for the

additional V;C(®g) term. By including this term, the prefactor in do¥ becomes simply the

inclusive NNLO cross section normalized to the tree-level result, doYoC/By(®p), without
any need to reweight the events.
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With the choice C1(®1) = By (®1) from above, V(@) is the NLO correction to the
inclusive cross section [see eq. (4.21)],

=" = By(®o) + V£ (Po), (6.14)

and in particular 7y independent. Although in principle there is no need to do so, we can

rewrite do¥{ and pull this term outside into the prefactor, which gives

do¥S ey _ pid (4 a2
= (To > T¢™) = R(®o) § B1(P1)[1 — Ay’ (Po; To)| + Vi(®1) + [ === Ba(P2)
d®, d®,
x No(®0; To) 0(To > Tg™) (6.15)
with the rescaling factor
doyO /1 (dolEO V(D) [dBy o
Dy) = —= 20 _ X @) (@1) Ag( . 1

The last term in the denominator here is the O(a3) cross term that arises from pulling

VC(®g) out into the rescaling factor. It must be kept because it scales as a2 (In7p) /7o which

2

2 correction. Equations (6.15) and (6.16) are now the

upon integration over 7y becomes an «
exact equivalent of the expressions in egs. (6.4), (6.5), and (6.7). By writing the factor in
curly brackets in eq. (6.15) as S1(1 + VC/Bo) — (%C/BO)S]Ez), one can easily check that the
denominator in eq. (6.16) is exactly the integral of eq. (6.15) modulo the R(®g) prefactor.

As we have seen, with the two choices given above our method gives an expression with
an analogous structure as in ref. [38]. In fact, the result in eq. (6.13) that follows immedi-
ately from our approach is automatically correct to NNLOg without requiring an additional
reweighting. Another difference is the precise form of the Sudakov factors, Ag(®g;7p) and
Ko(q)o; To). In our approach, Ag is constructed from the splitting functions Sy)(@l), while in
ref. [24] Ay is obtained from the analytic g7 NNLL resummation formula. Both expressions
have the same logarithmic dependence on 7Ty expanded to O(a?) in the exponent. We also
like to point out that in the approach of refs. [24, 38] the known NNLL structure of the
To = qr spectrum is essential to analytically control all singular logarithms through O(a?).
In this respect, this approach is thus closely related to the GENEVA approach [22] discussed
in section 6.1.

6.3 UNLOPS

In section 4, we have explicitly constructed the required exclusive N-jet and (N + 1)-jet MC
cross sections to satisfy all the requirements to obtain a correct NNLO+LL event sample
discussed in section 3.1. Alternatively, one could also start from the inclusive FO+LL M-jet
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cross sections and generate the exclusive MC cross sections numerically,

doMe do¥€ dod do¥<
oN (Teut) = >N _/ N+1 9O>N41 (Tw > TS |
Ady Ady Dy ddy
do‘?\lf(—ji-l cut, 4cut do‘l\;?\/-‘rl cut
Dy (Tn > TN TN = WNH(TN >TN")

AT dCI)N+1 (Tn > TN y TN > TN+1) (6.17)
This method has been applied to merge multiple NLO+LL calculations in refs. [23, 41, 55],
where it is referred to as UNLOPS.

Using eq. (6.17), the consistency conditions in egs. (3.2) and (3.3) between different
multiplicities is automatically enforced. The inclusive MC cross sections that are used as
inputs must be correct at the relevant FO+LL accuracy according to eq. (3.1). For do¥{; this
means it has to be correct to NNLOy, so it is simply given by the inclusive NNLO;; Cross
section,
do¥y B dagﬁLo (6.18)
doy doy ’

The inclusive (N + 1)-jet cross section must be correct to NLOy 1 with the Ty dependence

resummed to LL, and the inclusive (INV 4 2)-jet cross section must be correct to LOp o with
the dependence on both 7Ty and Tyy1 resummed to LL, for which our general results in
section 4 [see egs. (4.9) and (4.28)] can be used.

The major drawback of subtracting the integrals over the inclusive cross sections in
eq. (6.17) numerically is that one has to generate events with negative weights. The advantage
is that the expressions for the inclusive cross sections can be simplified substantially by
dropping all higher-order dependence inherited from lower multiplicities. For the inclusive
(N + 1)-jet cross section one could then use for example

do g?\ﬂrl cut dag%}rl cut 1) /& cut
Dot ———(Tn>TN") = Tonss —=——(Tn > T\") = BN41(Pn41) AR (PN TN) O(Tn > TR™)
X AN(@N; TN) s (619)

which includes the correct LL resummation and expands to the correct NLOpy 41 result. One
could also have written this result using a singular approximation to the inclusive cross section,
and added a FO matching correction, or only have the Born-level result multiply the Sudakov
factors, and then add all higher-order terms in the FO matching correction. This last choice
corresponds to what is done in refs. [23, 41, 55]. For the inclusive (/N +2)-jet MC cross section
one could use the equivalent of the CKKW result,

MC
da2 Nio2

Doy (Tv > TN T > THN) = By42(@na2) (T > TH™) 0(Tvs1 > Ta)
+

X AN(Pn; T) AN (Pnas; Tver) - (6.20)
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7 Conclusions

In this paper we have developed a general method to combine fully differential NNLO cal-
culations with LL resummation in the form of an event generator for physical events that
can be directly interfaced with a parton shower. The basic quantities in our construction are
Monte Carlo (MC) cross sections

dUMC t do ?\1/(-1%1 t. t g(Jj\H—? t
TN, Tn > TN TS Ty > TN Tt > T, 7.1
o T g (T M qga N> TR (T

representing an exclusive partonic N-jet cross section, calculated to NNLO y+LL, an exclusive
partonic (N + 1)-jet cross section, calculated to NLOy1+LL, and an inclusive partonic
(N + 2)-jet cross section, calculated to LOyn42+LL. We use N”"LLjs to refer to the O(al)
result relative to an M-parton tree-level result. These MC cross sections are represented
in the generator by events with N, N 4+ 1, and N + 2 partons. They are characterized by
N-jet and (N +1)-jet resolution variables Ty and Ty 41, with resolution scales 75" and T]\C,‘ﬂl
defining the separation between them. We stress that these are not jet-merging scales but IR
cutoffs equivalent to a parton shower cutoff.

We have formulated the general conditions on the perturbative accuracy that a complete
and fully differential NNLO—+LL calculation must satisfy. They require that the MC cross
sections must have the correct FO expansion (NNLOy for doy®, NLOy1 for doy( ;, and
LOpn 42 for da> N Jr2) as well as include the LL resummation of the resolution variables and
scales (T for doy®, Ty and Ty for do)S,, Tn and Ty for do¥%,5). In addition, the
consistent combination of FO and LL requires that all observables that are expected to be
correctly predicted at O(a?) at fixed order must be independent of the resolution scales 7"
and 7%, up to residual corrections of Oyt (g™ 1) [using the LL counting in eq. (2.28)] to
maintain their expected perturbative accuracy. We have shown that this can be achieved
in general by enforcing a derivative relationship between M-jet exclusive and (M + 1)-jet
inclusive cross section.

Our main results are given in section 4, where we derive in detail the MC cross sections
needed to construct the NNLO+LL event generator. The MC cross sections are explicitly
given in terms of the constituent matrix elements used in FO calculations and the parton
shower. Our results are general and we make no choices about the techniques used to evaluate
the FO contributions in the MC cross sections. The primary and only NNLO ingredients that
are required are a singular approximation of the inclusive NNLO N-jet cross section, dag N
and the corresponding NNLO subtractions, both of which are naturally part of existing N NLO
calculations. All other ingredients are NLO in nature, and therefore obtainable as in existing
NLO-+LL implementations. We proved that our construction explicitly satisfies all required
conditions on the perturbative accuracy of an NNLO+LL event generator.

We have discussed how the partonic NNLO+LL event generator can be interfaced with
standard parton showers using existing technologies, as well as the constraints that must be
placed on the parton shower routine. This matching must preserve the FO and LL accuracy of
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the MC partonic jet cross sections, and the parton shower will provide LL accuracy for general
N-jet, (N + 1)-jet, and (N + 2)-jet observables, producing events at all parton multiplicities.
For the (N+1)-jet and (N +2)-jet samples, which are needed to NLOy11+LL and LO x4 9+LL
accuracy respectively, the constraints are essentially the same as for the well-known case of
NLO+PS matching. For the showering of the exclusive N-jet sample, which is needed at
NNLOxn+LL accuracy, we showed that the constraints on the parton shower can not be
implemented at the level of individual emissions as was possible for the other multiplicities.
However, a global veto on the parton shower can still be used in this case. Alternatively, if
the shower evolution variable coincides with the 7y and Ty11 resummation variables, the
resolution scales 75" and ]%‘jfl can be set equal to the parton shower cutoff itself, in which
case only the inclusive (N + 2)-jet sample must be showered.

Finally, we have discussed how other methods for matching higher-order perturbative
calculations with parton showers fit into our general framework. For the well-known case
of NLO+LL matching, the POWHEG and MCQNLO approaches naturally follow as spe-
cial cases. When employing the higher-order resummation at NNLL' as in GENEVA, the
only missing ingredients to achieve full NNLO accuracy are power-suppressed nonsingular
contributions. We have also shown explicitly how the recent results for NNLO+PS using
HJ-MINLO arise as a special case from our general results. We also commented how the
ideas of UNLOPS fit into our method.

Our results provide a path for combining the precision frontier of fixed-order calculations
with the flexibility and versatility of parton shower Monte Carlo programs. There are various
steps that should be taken next toward a practical implementation. While the comparison to
existing approaches makes it clear that the implementation is feasible, it remains to be seen
what the optimal choices are to make the implementation sufficiently generic so that new
NNLO calculations can be incorporated with limited effort. Finally, it should be clear from
our discussion, that our general setup does not only apply to NNLO calculations, but can
be extended to even higher order, should such results become available, though the details
remain to be worked out in this case.
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