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The invariant mass of a jet is a benchmark variable describing the structure of jets at the LHC.
We calculate the jet mass spectrum for Higgs plus one jet at the LHC at next-to-next-to-leading
logarithmic (NNLL) order using a factorization formula. At this order, the cross section becomes sensitive
to perturbation theory at the soft mjzet / pjﬁt scale. Our calculation is exclusive and uses the 1-jettiness global
event shape to implement a veto on additional jets. The dominant dependence on the jet veto is removed
by normalizing the spectrum, leaving residual dependence from nonglobal logarithms depending on the
ratio of the jet mass and jet-veto variables. For our exclusive jet cross section these nonglobal logarithms
are parametrically smaller than in the inclusive case, allowing us to obtain a complete NNLL result.
Results for the dependence of the jet mass spectrum on the kinematics, jet algorithm, and jet size R are
given. Using individual partonic channels we illustrate the difference between the jet mass spectra for
quark and gluon jets. We also study the effect of hadronization and underlying event on the jet mass in
PYTHIA. To highlight the similarity of inclusive and exclusive jet mass spectra, a comparison to LHC data

is presented.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.054031

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been a rapidly expanding theoretical and
experimental effort on techniques that exploit the
substructure of jets (for a recent review see Ref. [1]).
Jet substructure is of interest both for testing QCD and for
identifying new physics. Much of the excitement in this
field has been driven by the excellent performance of
the ATLAS and CMS detectors, and the sophisticated
jet measurements this has made possible at the LHC.
Jet substructure measurements can for example be used
to tag boosted heavy particles, whose decay products get
collimated into a fat jet, or to test and tune Monte Carlo
programs. Most theoretical work has focused on design-
ing these techniques and observables with the help of
Monte Carlo programs. At the same time, one would
also like to know that these methods are under theoretical
control and build confidence that higher-order effects are
not significant. (For some recent progress in this direction
see e.g. Refs. [2-7].)

As our underlying hard process we consider pp— H + 1
jet with gluon fusion gg — H as the underlying Higgs
production mechanism. This process is convenient as it
provides a clean setup with a single quark or gluon jet in
the final state via the three basic partonic channels gg —
Hg, gq— Hq, and qg — Hg. Of course, it is also impor-
tant in its own right for Higgs measurements at the LHC,
which rely on exclusive jet channels.

Here we focus on one of the simplest jet substructures:
the invariant mass of a jet. A successful calculation of this
benchmark observable will instill confidence in our
ability to carry out analogous calculations for other
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more complicated jet substructure observables. Such
analyses require incorporating both a resummation of
large logarithms «iln/(m3/pJ?) where m; is the jet
mass and pJ is the transverse momentum of the jet,
as well as fixed-order perturbative corrections. This is
made intricate by the dependence on multiple variables.
There has been a lot of recent work on the calculation
(resummation) of the jet invariant mass spectrum for jets
with a realistic angular size [2,8—15] which we will
review in more detail below. Some of the key theoretical
issues that must be addressed for the LHC case include:

(i) Impact of summing large logarithms, In (m3/pJ?

(ii) Soft radiation effects at the scale m3/p?.

(iii) Impact of initial-state radiation

(iv) Color flow and hard process dependence

(v) Dependence on kinematics including rapidity cuts

(vi) Jet algorithm and dependence on jet size R

(vii) Inclusive (=N jets) versus exclusive (=N jets)

(viii) Impact of nonglobal logarithms (NGLs)

(ix) Effect of hadronization on the spectrum

(x) Effect of underlying event on the spectrum

(xi) Effect of pile-up on the spectrum

(xii) Utility of using groomed jets with trimming [16],

filtering [17], or pruning [18]

We now elaborate on several of these items. For a jet with
Py~ 300 GeV, the jet mass peaks at nm; ~ 50 GeV, lead-
ing to large logarithms of p3?/m3 ~ 36. Therefore, a de-
scription of the peak region of the jet mass spectrum
requires the all-order resummation of these logarithms.
Soft radiation with momentum k* ~ m3/p4 is generated
by both initial and final-state particles and contributes at
leading order in the power expansion to the jet mass. Since
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fixed-order corrections start to become relevant for resum-
mation at next-to-next-to-leading logarithmic (NNLL)
order, a proper treatment of the soft scale ~m3/p? is
crucial at this order [2,19-21]. Numerically, the impor-
tance of these fixed-order soft corrections is also well
known from recent work up to N3LL for event shapes in
ete” — jets [15,22-24]. For processes with = 2 jets at
hadron colliders there are multiple color structures, and the
corresponding color flow must be taken into account start-
ing at next-to-leading-logarithmic (NLL) order [25].

The available freedom in defining a jet introduces a
dependence of the jet mass spectrum on the choice of
algorithm/clustering method and the jet size parameter R.
There is also a choice of whether to use an inclusive or
exclusive jet cross section, where the latter involves a veto
on additional jets. The inclusive case has been studied at
the LHC [26], and inclusive calculations tend to focus on
the anti-k; algorithm [27]. (Use of the anti-k; jet algorithm
avoids issues associated to clustering effects [28-31].)
As we will emphasize further below, a key difference
between the inclusive and exclusive cases are the form of
the nonglobal logarithms [32,33] that arise at O(a?2)
beyond the Born cross section due to multiple restrictions
on phase space.

Let us summarize how the above issues have been
studied so far in the literature on jet mass calculations.
The first calculations were carried out for event shapes in
ete™ — jets using hemisphere jet masses. Here factoriza-
tion theorems are well established and calculations exist up
to N°LL [15,19,21,34-38]. In Refs. [2,8] a factorization
formula for exclusive N-jet cross sections at ete~
colliders was derived, where the angularity of a jet
(which includes the jet mass as a special case) is measured.
This result only depends on the class of the jet algorithm
(such as cone or kp-type), but suffers from nonglobal log-
arithms involving the jet veto and jet size R. The resumma-
tion of the jet mass in e*e~ — 2 jets with a jet veto was
carried out at NLL in Ref. [10], which includes a resumma-
tion of NGLs in the large-N, approximation. This same
process was considered in Ref. [11], where the dominant
R dependence of asymmetric thrust (which is related to jet
mass) was obtained using a refactorization of the soft func-
tion. In Ref. [12], this refactorization was verified at O(a?)
and the leading NGLs were obtained at this order.

For jet mass calculations in p p collisions one considers
jets with large transverse momentum, p7., and with rap-
idities 1’/ away from the beam axis. Recently, several
inclusive jet mass calculations have been carried out
[13-15]. In Ref. [13], the jet mass was calculated using
only a jet function. This ignores important contributions
from wide-angle soft radiation, which couples together
multiple hard partons, depends on the choice of jet
algorithm, and contains NGLs. In Ref. [14], the jet mass
in pp— 2 jets and Z + 1 jet were calculated at NLL,
including a resummation of NGLs in the large-N,
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approximation. Although this is an inclusive calculation
(no jet veto), one should also note that hard emissions
giving rise to additional jets are beyond the NLL order
considered. In this case the dominant effect of the NGLs
is on the peak of the jet mass distribution. Another
inclusive calculation of the jet mass was carried out to
obtain partial NNLL results in Ref. [15], by expanding
around the threshold limit. Here dynamical threshold
enhancement [39-41] was used to argue that additional
hard emissions are suppressed. Although NGLs were not
resummed, their size was estimated, and found to mainly
affect the peak region of the jet mass, as in Ref. [14].

Our calculation at NNLL is for the exclusive jet mass
spectrum, so it is useful to highlight differences with the
inclusive case. At NLL, for a given partonic channel and
fixed momenta of the hard partons, the two cases simply
differ by a multiplicative factor, except for their respective
NGLs. In both cases the lowest order NGLs involve terms
of the form

cut 2
2ln 2<m’T) (1)
pcut

for the cumulant jet mass spectrum integrated up to mS™.
For the inclusive jet mass spectrum, p., is a hard
scale = pJ. and the NGLs are therefore large logarithms
that are parametrically of the same size as other
ailn/(m3/pj?) terms, and are thus part of the NLL
result. Hence, in this case a complete resummation at
NLL (or beyond) requires the NGLs to be resummed to
all orders, which practically is currently only possible in
the large-N, approximation. In contrast, in the exclusive
case p., 1S an adjustable parameter and is related to the
jet veto (in our analysis below we will have pZ, =
pr T where T " implements the jet veto). In this
case we have both m3 < pJ? and pZ, < pJ?, so the
logarithms in Eq. (1) are smaller than in the inclusive
case. In particular, for fixed p., there is a point in the
m; spectrum where the NGLs vanish, and there is a
region about this point where the NGLs are not large
logarithms. An estimate for the size of this region can be
obtained from the series of three NGL terms
(log-squared, log, and non-log) that are known for the
hemisphere jet masses [42,43]. When all the terms in
this series are of similar magnitude the logarithmic en-
hancement is not dominant, and the NGLs do not need to
be resummed. This occurs for 1/8 = m§"2/p?, =< 8. We
will numerically explore the size of this region in our
exclusive jet mass calculation, and demonstrate that the
region is large enough that we may consider the nonglobal
logarithms to not be large. This can be contrasted with
Fig. 3 of Ref. [10], which shows that the presence of an
unmeasured region of phase space makes large NGLs
unavoidable in the inclusive case [14,15].

It should also be noted that although exclusive jet cross
sections are not necessary for jet mass spectra, they are
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important in their own right because many Higgs and new
physics searches categorize the data by the number of jets
to improve their sensitivity. For example, the importance of
the Higgs + 1 jet channel in H — 77 and H — WW* was
pointed out in Refs. [44,45]. Recently a NLL resummation
of jet-veto logarithms was carried out in the context of
Higgs plus jets in Ref. [46].

Our calculation of the jet mass is centered on using the
N-jettiness global event shape [47] to define jets, instead of
a more traditional jet algorithm. For an event with N jets,
N-jettiness assigns all particles to N + 2 regions, corre-
sponding to the N jets and two beams. We calculate the
cross section for pp — H + 1 jet at NNLL, fully differen-
tial in the contributions of each region to 1-jettiness. For
the jet region, this contribution yields the jet invariant
mass. The contribution from the remaining two beam
regions are used to implement the jet veto. In each of these
variables there is a series of large double logarithms that
must be summed.

An advantage of using N-jettiness is that the jet veto is
made through a jet mass-type variable, rather than a py
variable. Therefore, the structure of the perturbation
theory, which is simultaneously differential in these two
kinematic variables, is simpler. In particular, there is a
QCD factorization formula for this cross section [47,48],
obtained by making use of soft-collinear effective theory
(SCET) [20,49-51]. For the experimentally more realistic
case of measuring m; with a py veto variable one must
simultaneously deal with a thrustlike invariant mass
resummation and a pr-type resummation.

Returning to our list of theoretical issues from the
beginning, the use of N-jettiness allows us to carry out
the summation of large logarithms at NNLL while properly
accounting for soft radiation effects and initial-state radia-
tion. We also use it to calculate the dependence of the jet
mass spectrum on the jet kinematics, the jet size, and the
definition of the jet region. Results are shown for individual
partonic channels, gg — Hg and gg — Hg, illustrating the
differences between quark and gluon jets, as well as the full
pp — H + 1 jet process from the Higgs coupling through a
top quark loop. To investigate the differences between
exclusive and inclusive jet mass measurements we compare
our results with PYTHIA and also to ATLAS jet mass data
[26]. We also analytically explore the effect of NGLs on the
jet mass spectrum, and the effect of hadronization and
underlying event with PYTHIA [52,53].

Thus, we address all items in the above list of issues
except for the last two, for which some brief comments are
in order. Methods for removing pile-up contributions to jet
observables have been discussed in e.g. Refs. [54,55], and
direct pile-up calculations are beyond the scope of our
work. Finally, it is known that grooming jets has a large
impact on their soft radiation and causes significant changes
to the jet mass spectrum. We do not attempt to analytically
control the effects of jet-grooming methods here.
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In calculating the jet mass we consider both absolute and
normalized spectra. Normalizing the jet mass spectrum
reduces the perturbative uncertainty, and turns out to re-
move the dominant dependence on the jet-veto variable. In
particular, the jet-veto dependence cancels up to NLL if we
consider a particular partonic channel and fixed jet kine-
matics. We will show that this cancellation remains effec-
tive when summing over partonic channels and integrating
over a range of kinematic variables.

In Sec. II, we discuss the kinematics and several jet
definitions based on N-jettiness, exploring their features.
The technical details of our calculation are presented in
Sec. III. Here we discuss the factorization formula for the
cross section, the refactorization of the soft function, non-
global logarithms, and the choice of running scales.
Sections IV and V contain our numerical results for the
individual partonic channels and for pp — H + 1 jet,
showing the dependence of the jet mass spectrum on the
jet-veto cut, the order in perturbation theory, the jet kine-
matics, the jet definition, the jet area, on gluon versus quark
jets, and on NGLs. Using PYTHIAS, in Sec. VI we analyze
the hard process dependence for gluon jets, compare in-
clusive versus exclusive jet mass spectra, study the depen-
dence on classic jet algorithms, and look at the impact of
hadronization and underlying event. We also compare our
NNLL exclusive jet results with PYTHIA for the same
jet definition and kinematics, and compare them with
inclusive jets from the LHC data. We conclude in
Sec. VII. Detailed ingredients for the NNLL cross section
are summarized in Appendices.

II. KINEMATICS AND JET DEFINITIONS

We describe the process pp — H + 1 jet using the
transverse momentum p7. of the jet, the pseudorapidity
n; of the jet, and the rapidity Y of the hard collision
relative to the center-of-mass (CM) frame of the colliding
protons. The 1-jettiness event shape is defined as [47]

. [29; Pk 294 Pr 29, p
lezmm{ q’Q £ qQ £ q”Q "}, 2)
k J a b

where a, b denote the two beams and J the jet, the g, are
massless reference momenta and the Q; are normalization
factors. For the reference momenta we take

E "
Gy = Xap— (LD ()
The jet energy E; and jet direction 7i; can be predeter-
mined with a suitable jet algorithm. The jet algorithm
dependence this induces on 7 is power suppressed [47],
and we will use anti-k;." The unit vector 2 points along

q‘l; = El(l’ ﬁ,/)}

'If Q;, =2E, then an equally good choice would be to
minimize 7, with respect to the axis 7i,. A fast algorithm to
carry out this minimization has been devised in Ref. [56], using a
slightly different N-jettiness measure than the ones we use here.
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the beam axis, and the momentum fractions x, and x,
are fixed in terms of the total invariant mass Q and
rapidity Y,
xoXpEgy = 0% = (g, + qu)*,
1, =2)- +
lnx—“ — oy = ln( AZ) (g, ‘IH)’
Xp (L2 (gqs + qn)

“4)

where ¢4; denotes the momentum of the Higgs. For later
convenience we also introduce the notation

Sij = 2q; - qj- )

The minimum in Eq. (2) divides the total phase space
into 3 regions, one for each beam and one for the jet. We
denote their contributions to 7} as T, and 7T, for the two
beam regions, and 7 for the jet region, so

T, =T,+T,+17T, (6)

The contribution of the jet, 7, is directly related to the jet’s
invariant mass m;

m3 = p5 = (i; - py)ny - p;) — ﬁﬂ
=2q; - p)[1 + OA)] = Q,;T,[1 + OA)], (7

where p% is the full jet momentum defined by sum-
ming all particles in the 7T, region, n% = (1,7,) and
i = (1, —r;) are defined by the predetermined jet
direction 7i;, and the power counting parameter A scales
as A> ~T,/E; ~ m3/E3. In the second line of Eq. (7)
we used the fact that 71, and the exact direction of the
N-jettiness jet, p;, differ by very little, such that
pyi/(; - p;) ~ A%, The difference between these two
jet directions affects the jet boundary, which changes
the contribution of soft radiation to the jet pz, but only
by a small amount ~A?. We also used that the large
jet momentum i, - p; = iy - q;[1 + O(A?)]. For a jet
with p7 ~300 GeV these O(A%) power corrections
are 1/36 ~3% in the peak region, and hence negligi-
ble relative to the perturbative uncertainties at NNLL.
Investigating the jet mass spectra for the exact m3 = p3}
versus using m3 = Q,7, in PYTHIA, we also find that
they are indistinguishable.

The details of the beam and jet regions selected by the
minimum condition in Eq. (2) depend on the normalization
factors Q;. Since their values affect which particles are
grouped into the beam and jet regions, they constitute a
jet measure. They also impact the geometric shape of
the jet area. Differences between measures are therefore
similar to the different choices for jet algorithms (anti-k,
Cambridge-Aachen, cone, etc.). We will consider a variety
of choices:

(i) invariant-mass measure:

Q)=0,=0,=0¢0 8)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 054031 (2013)
(i) geometric py measure:
Q; = 2plGir| = 2pE,;/ coshn,

OQup = XqprEcm = etyQ

€))

(iii)) geometric measure:

Q; = 2pE; Qup = XqpEcm = eiYQ (10)

(iv) geometric-R measure:

Q; =2p(R, m))E, OQup = XgpEcm = €70,

an

where p(R, 5;) fixes the area of the jet in (1), @)
space to be 7R>.

In all cases p is a dimensionless parameter that allows one
to change the size of the jet region. In the geometric-R case
p is fixed in terms of the jet radius parameter R.> The
choice of Q,;, in the geometric measures removes the
dependence in ¢4 /Q, and g% /Q,, on the total rapidity Y.
This is useful in the presence of missing energy, which
prohibits the measurement of the boost Y of the partonic
center-of-mass frame. Note that the definitions of the mea-
sures through the Q; is influenced by the convention to use
energies inside the ¢'s in Eq. (3), since only the ratio
g"/Q; appears. Since for the geometric measures Q; ~
E;, they are all insensitive to the total jet energy. For the
geometric py case the jet is weighted by E/ py and we have

explicitly
29i P _ ka<2@ cosh Ay;;, — 2cos Ad),»k), (12)

qir Prr

where Ay, = y; — Yi» Ady = ¢; — ¢, are the differ-
ences in rapidity and azimuthal angle between the direction
of jet i and particle k, and m?, = p?, + m? for a particle of

mass m. For massless particles we thus get

2q; " pk

qir

= pir(2cosh Ay, — 2cos Ady)

=~ piurl(Ay)* + (Agy)*] (13)

The jet regions for geometric py and geometric are roughly
circular, as shown in Fig. 1(a). They become smaller at
large rapidities for geometric py, while they stay of com-
parable size for the geometric case.

For geometric R, numerical results for the parameter
p(R, ;) as function of R and =5, are shown in Fig. 2.
The left panel shows that the dependence on the jet radius
R is approximately p = R?, as expected. The right panel
illustrates the dependence on 7, for fixed R = 1, showing
that p approaches a constant for large 7, i.e. when the jet

2For the multijet case we would use the same p(R, 7;) for each
jet that is determined when they do not overlap.
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Numerical results for p(R, 1;) in the geometric-R measure. Left: Dependence on R for n; = 0, which is ~R?

as expected. Right: Dependence on n; for R = 1. To solve for p we use a fit (solid line) to the true n; dependence (dots).

becomes close to the beam. When using geometric R
in our results below, we use for convenience a fit of
the 1, dependence for fixed value of R. For example, for
R =0.5,0.7, 1, 1.2 we have for | ;| =2

p(R=0.5,1,) =0.164 +0.037713 — 0.009 1% + 0.0008 75,
p(R=0.7,m,) =0.357 — 0.040%3 + 0.031 5% — 0.00575,
p(R=1,7,)=0.834 —0.23313 + 0.077 7} — 0.008 75,
p(R=1.2,7,)=1.272—0.37713+0.1011% — 0.010n5.
(14)

Note that for R = 0.5 the parameter p increases rather than
decreases with 1;. A comparison of the jet regions for
geometric R with anti-ky jets is shown in Fig. 1(b).
Although their areas are chosen to be the same, the
geometric-R jets are not perfectly circular and have an
“offset”” between the jet direction and the center of the
jet region. The former (latter) effect decreases (increases)
with |n,|. For a smaller jet radius of R = 0.5 the
geometric-R jets become more circular also at central
rapidities and are very close to anti-ky jets. In Ref. [56]
a modification of N-jettiness was introduced that
matches anti-k; closely for any R. However, this definition

reintroduces a region of phase space that belongs neither to
the jet nor the beams, making it more complicated for
calculations.

III. CALCULATION

A. Factorization formula

We start by rewriting the phase space integrals for the
hard kinematics in terms of the rapidity 7; and transverse
momentum p?. of the jet and the total rapidity Y,

fdxafdxbfd3qﬂ 1
x, J x, J @)} 2Ey
g, 1

(27T)3 2EJ

sy Ly
H

Qm)*6*(qa + g — 97 — qn)

(15)

The variables were defined in Sec. II, and we used azimu-
thal symmetry and the relations
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__ @ -my
2Qcosh(n; — Y)’
Q = pjcosh(n; —Y) + \/p?coshZ(m —Y) + mi.
(16)

Py

Many of our plots will be normalized and for fixed values
of m;, p7, and Y, in which case the phase space factor in
Eq. (15) drops out.

Our calculation relies on the N-jettiness factorization
formula in Ref. [48], which we here specialize to the case
of 1-jettiness:

BoH

dn,dprdYdT,dT,d 7T,
_ Pr

4mEL,(Q* +m2)

X S H(alh ) [ diB (t0 e )

X [dthKh(tb’xb’ M)[dSJJK.,(SJ, )

X S (T—’—“ 7,10 5 {ﬁ} ) (17)

o, o, o led )
The N-jettiness variables ’1; ’I;, and TJ were defined in
Sec. II. The hard function H, contains the short-distance
matrix element for producing a Higgs plus a jet, the beam
functions B, and B,, describe the collinear initial-state
radiation and contain the parton distribution functions
(PDFs), the jet function J, characterizes the collinear
final-state radiation, and the soft function S, describes
soft radiation effects.” The sum over x = {k,, kp, K}
runs over the possible flavors x; € {g, u, i1, d, ...} of the
two incoming and one outgoing parton. The possible com-
binations, corresponding to the various partonic channels,
are listed in Table I.

The power of factorization is that it allows one to
evaluate the various fixed-order pieces at their natural
scales, where they contain no large logarithms. We then
use the renormalization group (RG) evolution of each of
these functions to evolve them to a common scale u,
resumming the logarithms of m?3/pJ? and Q,;7;/py?. This
evolution is implicit in Eq. (17), by writing all functions as
evaluated at the common scale w. The factorization for-
mula with all evolution factors written out explicitly is
given in Eq. (28) below. Our choice of scales is discussed
in Sec. III C. Power corrections to Eq. (17) arise from so-
called nonsingular corrections, which are suppressed by a
relative O(m3/Q?) in this differential cross section, and are
not considered here.

3Note that we do not call Eq. (17) a factorization theorem
since the decoupling of Glauber gluons for hadron collider
processes with a specific number of jets has not been proven.
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TABLE 1. Values of « for the different partonic channels.
Channel Ky K} Ky
gg — Hg 8 8 8
89— Hq g q q
q8 — Hq q g q
89— Hg 8 q q
gg— Hg q g q
qq — Hg q q g
qq— Hg q q g

The cross section in Eq. (17) is differential in the
1-jettiness contributions from the jet and the beams 7,
T,, and T,. As we will see, the shape of the jet mass
spectrum is independent of the jet veto for a reasonable
range of ’JZ » values. For simplicity we impose a common
cut ’1;,, = T, We also convert T, to the jet mass m,
using Eq. (7), and so consider

f]”cul f]”cu[ cut 2/Q
oy, T = [ a1, [T ez [T,
0 0 0
o
X 18
d7,dT,dT, (18)
The differential jet mass cross section, do/dm;, is ob-
tained by taking the numerical derivative of this cumulant
cross section. We define the normalized jet mass spectrum
over the range [0, m$"] as dg/dm, so
45 o ey =L do(T*)

dmj O'(mﬁ'”, Tcut) dmj

(19)

The ingredients in the resummed cross section are
needed at different orders in perturbation theory, as sum-
marized in Table II, where the columns correspond to the
fixed-order matching, noncusp anomalous dimension 7y,,
cusp anomalous dimension I ,, the B function, and the
PDFs. All ingredients necessary for a NNLL resummation
of the global logarithms are known and are collected in
Appendix A: The one-loop hard function for the three basic
processes gg — Hg, gqg — Hgq, and qg — Hg via gluon
fusion (in the large m; limit) are obtained from the one-
loop helicity amplitudes calculated in Ref. [57] following
the procedure in Ref. [58]. The one-loop quark and gluon
jet function were calculated in Refs. [59-61], the one-loop
quark and gluon beam functions in Refs. [62-65], and the

TABLE II. Perturbative ingredients at different orders in
resummed perturbation theory.

Matching Vi Teusp B PDF
LL 0-loop - 1-loop 1-loop NLO
NLL 0-loop 1-loop 2-loop 2-loop NLO
NNLL 1-loop 2-loop 3-loop 3-loop NLO
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one-loop soft function in Ref. [48]. We also require the
cusp anomalous dimension to three loops [66,67], and the
noncusp anomalous dimensions to two loops, which are
known from Refs. [61,63,68-71].

There is some freedom in how to treat products of the
fixed-order corrections in Eq. (17), specifically the higher-
order cross terms that are generated, such as the one-loop
correction to H times the one-loop correction to J, which
we denote H)J(), The series for the individual objects are
fairly convergent, except for the hard function whose one-
loop correction is known to be rather large. For the hard
function in pp — H + 0 jets the use of a complex scale,
My = —impyg, improves the perturbative convergence [72],
since this H is related to the timelike scalar form factor. For
pp— H + 1 jet the hard functions contain logarithms
with both positive and negative arguments, so some loga-
rithms are minimized by an imaginary wy and others by a
real puy. The convergence for the hard functions for both
pp — H + Ojetsand pp — H + 1 jet are shown in Fig. 3
as a function of the complex phase chosen for wp. For
pp — H + 0 jets the improvement in the convergence
for arg (uy) = 37/2 is clearly visible, while for pp —
H + 1 jets the convergence is only marginally affected
by the choice of arg(wy). Therefore we always use
arg (ug) = 0 for our analysis here. When combining the
perturbative series from different functions in the factori-
zation theorem, we always expand the convolutions of the
fixed-order B, J, and S functions order by order in «; to the
order needed, but consider two possibilities for the hard
function H© + H® either expanded along with the other
functions or kept as an overall multiplicative factor. The
difference between expanding the hard function or treating
it as multiplicative is within our perturbative uncertainty,
being a < 20% effect for the unnormalized m; spectrum,
and only a =< 2% effect for the normalized m; spectrum.
When H is expanded out there is also ~2% increase in the
perturbative uncertainties for the normalized m; spectrum

— 7 " gg-H, luyl=my (NLO)
ot gg—H, lunl=my (NNLOY

25— —

H/H(())

N o
—— gg—gH, |uyl=p} (NLO) Seen.2?

[ — 24-4H, lusl=p7 (NLO)
1.0l
0

Ll
g 3x 2n

arg(up)

[T

FIG. 3 (color online). Hard functions for gg — H at NLO and
NNLO, and for gg — Hg and gg — Hq at NLO as a function of
the phase used in their scale . For the gg — Hg and gqg —
Hg the results are bands because we scan over kinematics in the
range 200 < p7 < 600 GeV,0<7n; <1l,and 0 <Y < 1.
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for gg — Hg, so we pick this convention as our default
in order to be conservative. Schematically, this means that
the fixed-order components of our cross section take the
form

HO[(BOBO j0) g 50 + (BHBO) jO0) g 5O
+ (BOBW j0)) g §O + (BOBO) 1)) g 5O
+ (BOB jO)) @ O] + HD(BOBO jO)) g §O)  (20)

B. Refactorization of the soft function

For a process with one or more jets there are multiple
directions for collinear radiation and various kinematic
variables so a few additional hierarchies become
possible. The factorization formula assumes that there
are no additional strong hierarchies beyond the
collinearity of the jet m3 << p7?, and the absence of
additional central jets away from the beam directions,
0,7, < pP? and 0,7, < pJ?. Physically, the absence
of no additional strong hierarchies corresponds to the
following four assumptions:

(1) 0,T; ~ Qj’l']'- commensurate m; and jet veto

(2) &L~ 44+ well -separated jet and beams
i E

(3) E; ~ E; jet and beam-jets of similar energy

(4) Q; ~ Q; jet and beam regions of similar size

Assumption (1) ensures that we are in the region where
NGLs are not large logarithms. Assumption (2) implies
that the jet is not too close to the beam direction, and avoids
having large angular logarithms, which would require an
additional “‘ninja summation” [3].

Three combinations of these four assumptions are
necessary to avoid introducing additional large logarithms
that are not summed by the renormalization group evolu-
tion of terms in the factorization formula, namely,

Sij T _ (2]
1, 1,
Sik T, o,

J

~ 1. 1)

The first implies that the logarithms in the hard function
can be minimized with a common scale w, and all three
combine to imply that a common scale also minimizes all
logarithms in the soft function. One combination of as-
sumptions, E;/Q; ~ E;/Q;, does not appear explicitly in
arguments of functions in the factorized cross section, and
hence does not show up in logarithms for the leading power
result. However, it is in general necessary as part of the
derivation of Eq. (17) to ensure that certain neglected terms
are power suppressed.

An important consideration in carrying out the summa-
tion of large logarithms is the order in & and logarithms at
which violations of Eq. (21) first become apparent. For the
soft function the first terms that appear for the various
logarithms are
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a,ln 2<M)

2
=S

a2ln Z(T—’C)

J
(22)

a,ln (—siij),
siQ;

where we integrate the soft function over 7; up to the
cumulant variable 7;¢. The first of these is part of the
leading logarithmic (LL) series. The second is an angular
logarithm. It is part of the NLL series if it counts as a large
logarithm. Otherwise, it is part of the ~a, fixed-order
terms that start to contribute at NNLL. The third is a
NGL. It is part of the NLL series if it is a large logarithm.
Otherwise it is part of the ~a? fixed-order terms that start
to contribute at N3LL. Therefore, there is a nontrivial
constraint on the choice of scales w in the soft function.
The scales must be chosen to minimize the first type of
logarithm in Eq. (22) without inducing terms of the form of
the second and third types already at LL order. In particu-
lar, this implies that a poor scale choice could introduce
unphysical angular logarithms or NGLs into the LL series.
For our choice of kinematics and Q; the second type of
angular logarithm in Eq. (22) is never large. However,
since we are exploring a spectrum in m2 = Q,7; the third
term in Eq. (22) will grow as the parameters are varied. To
surmount this problem requires a refactorization of the soft
function which we will consider below.

For the hard function the series of leading double loga-
rithms involves terms of the form

2
a,ln 2('“—),
sij

For the choice of jet kinematics explored in this paper we
will always satisfy the assumption s;; ~ s, so there is no
additional constraint on the scale associated with the hard
function.

The hierarchy between 7, and 7 " leads to unphysical
large logarithms if a single scale g is used for the initial
conditions for the soft function evolution. Here we address
how these can be removed by a refactorization of the soft
function, with corrections from the true higher-order non-
global logarithms (see Refs. [8,12,15,38] for earlier refac-
torization discussions).

In general, the all-order soft function has the form

S({kz}r {Q;u}’ IL'L) = l_[St(kv {(’?;u}: M) + SNGL({kl}’ {Q;u}’ /J’):

(24)

a,ln 2(3). (23)

Sik

where ¢4 = ¢!/Q;. Here Sygp contains all nonglobal
terms, and hence has an intrinsic dependence on the ratios
k;/k;. At next-to-leading order (NLO) there is only one
soft gluon emitted, which can contribute to only one of the
7. at a time. Thus the NLO soft function factorizes, and
SneL ~ O(a?). Truncating to O(ay) there is still some
freedom in the definition of the S;. Whereas the terms
with explicit k; dependence in S({k;}, u) clearly belong
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to S;(k;, ), the pure delta function terms 5(k;)5(k,) (k)
can in principle be split in multiple ways between the
various S;(k;, w). We choose to split these terms evenly,
as detailed in Appendix A 4, and we introduce an addi-
tional parameter r in the scale variation to estimate uncer-
tainty from this freedom as discussed further below and in
detail in Sec. III C.

Due to the consistency of the factorization formula, the
evolution of the soft function factorizes exactly to all
orders in perturbation theory,

Us({ki}, 1, o) = Up(eo, M)nQiUJi(Qiki: Ho» 1)

= [1vs ki . o). (25)

Note that this result does not rely on the refactorization of
the soft function discussed above. (Here we used the fact
that the beam and jet functions have the same evolution
[63].) Equation (25) involves the factorization of the evo-
lution of the hard function H = CCT, which follows from
the form of the anomalous dimension for C [73,74],

Velp) = — 1_‘cusp[a's ()]

72 Sij .
X[ T?In— + Ti-T-ln<———10)]
Zt o Z J ,U«%

i<
+ Vela(w)] (26)

The sum on i and j runs over the colored partons partic-
ipating in the short-distance interaction and T; denotes the
corresponding color charge matrix. (For pp — H + 1 jet
the color space is still trivial, so the color matrices T; - T;
are just numbers.) To associate the In u terms to individual
partons we introduced a dummy variable . and used color
conservation. It is not a priori clear how to associate the
remaining terms within the ¥ ;_; to each Ug, and we
choose to split each term evenly between i and j. The
explicit expression for the factorized hard function evolu-
tion that we employ is given in Appendix A 5. Other
potential choices of splitting up these terms are again
probed by the scale parameter r, which is discussed in
more detail around Eq. (35), and the corresponding
uncertainty is found to be small except on the large m;
tail of the distribution. The two-loop noncusp anomalous
dimension has the structure Yc(ay) = n,y, + ngv,.
where n, and n, are the number of gluon and (anti)quark
legs, so it naturally factors.

The factorization of the evolution and fixed-order
soft function in Eqgs. (24) and (25) suggests that we can
evaluate the piece of the soft function corresponding to 7;
at a scale pg,,

Skih ) = T [ ks (s = K1) 0k )

27)
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This factorization does not hold for all the terms at order
a?, since there are diagrams that contribute to multiple 7T},
leading to nonglobal logarithms of the form agln *(k{ /k¢)
appearing in Sygp in Eq. (24). We discuss in Sec. III D how
we estimate the size of these NGL contributions in the jet
mass spectrum.

In our implementation we find it simplest to run the hard,
jet, and beam functions, rather than the soft function, as
summarized in Fig. 4. The final results are completely
independent of this choice. Since the cut on both beams
is the same, they have a common ug,, and a common g
for Y = 0. We summarize the work in this section by
presenting the factorization formula valid at NNLL which
includes the evolution factors and refactorization of S,

d30_H+lj(fI’cut)
dn,dplidYdm,

(2pym;/Q;)
4arEL,(Q* + m)

K

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 054031 (2013)
1294

H

KB

FIG. 4 (color online). Illustration of the different fixed-order
scales appearing in the factorized cross section and our evolution
strategy. The figure has ¥ = 0 where there is a common up
scale.

> H (gl pu)Un, Qal'h s, kw)Un, Qal'h s, w)Un, (gl ps,, wn)

X / dt,dtg Uy, (ty = to, ps,» #B)Bi, (to, Xor B) / di,d, Uy, (ty = 1), prs, wp)Bi, (1), Xp, wp)

T cut t /-L
X [dSJdS/JUJKJ (s; = s} s, IUVJ)JK,(SIJ’ :“J)[O d,I;Sa<,I; - Q—a {q_,} MSB>

fams - [

All necessary perturbative results for H,, J,,, S;, and the
U; are collected in Appendix A.

C. Choice of running scales

The factorization formula in Eq. (28) sums the large
logarithms of Q, 7/ p4? from the cuts on the beams and
of Q,7T,/p? = m%/py? from the jet mass measurement.
This is accomplished by carrying out perturbation theory
for the hard, beam, jet, and soft functions at their natural
scales and then running them to an arbitrary common scale.
Examining the fixed-order expressions from Appendix A
we find that the canonical scaling relations are

2
my

\/I)%"QJ’

My = Py,

lu’me = VQa,chmy

The situation for the beam and jet scales are fully
analogous with u? =~ Q,7T; for i = a, b, J. To ensure
we have the correct leading logarithms we cannot use
a common scale for {up, u,} or for {ug,, us,} (as dis-
cussed above in Sec. IIIB), and we see from Eq. (29)
that they have different dependence on kinematic varia-
bles. In deriving these scaling relations for the soft
scales we have assumed certain 7; dependence gives
O(1) factors. This implies that we are not attempting to
sum the additional rapidity logarithms that appear when

My =my, Ms, =
(29)
IU’SB ~ /I’cul_

mj — s, {q,‘*} )
— 1A Ms, )
Qy 0; /

o

’
a

(28)

the jet is in a forward region. In particular, for the global
logarithms in the soft function that involve m; the full
dependence that appears is

2p%m;/2
mje ) (30)

2
e
s, Qs Ms, P%QJ

and to obtain the scaling in Eq. (29) we neglect the
exp(*7,/2) = O(1) angular factor. Here §; =
g q;/(Q;Q;). Through Q, the wug, soft scale still
depends on the jet algorithm, jet size R, and mildly on
n;. For the global logarithms in the soft function that
involve T, there are two forms that appear

| f]"cut . Tcut
n , n|——=)
( s, ) (Ms,; \/E)
Here to get the scale choice in Eq. (29) we neglect the
R-dependent +/3;; ~ 1 factor. This choice has very little
impact on our main results for normalized cross sections
(including a factor of /3;; into the canonical ug, gives
equivalent numerical results within our uncertainties).
The dependence of the cross section on the jet algorithm
and jet radius through Q; and Q,, occurs due to their
impact on the boundaries between the jet and beam re-
gions. For 1-jettiness these are all induced by the soft
function. For example, for the geometric-R algorithm we
find that ug, > m3/(Rp7), so in this case the ratio of scales
s,/ ey sums logarithms In[m; /(R p})], while the ratios of

€2y
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scales w;/pmy sums logarithms In (m;/p7). Beyond the
dependence in the logarithmic resummation there is also
jet algorithm dependence that is encoded in the fixed-order
terms in the soft function through dependence on §,; and
Sps- The fixed-order terms in the factorized cross section
reproduce the correct 7; dependence for the singular
O(a,) corrections.

If any ’I,' becomes very small, ~AQCD, the nonperturba-
tive corrections to the soft function become important.
Since anomalous dimensions are only valid in perturbative
regions, the scales in SCET must be frozen before they

enter the nonperturbative regime wugs = Agcp, ui=

\P7QsAqeps and uf = QiAqep. This is often referred
to as the peak region since it occurs near the cross
section peak for quark jets (for gluon jets it occurs to the
left of the peak). We will refer to it as the nonperturbative
region here.

At the other end of spectra, for large m3 ~ p2.Q; and/or
large T "t ~ P4, a part of the resummation is not impor-
tant and must be turned off by having the SCET scales
merge into a single fixed-order scale, pu; = ug, = puy
and/or up = ug, = puy. We will refer to this as the
fixed-order scaling region. To determine the location of
this region for the scales depending on m; we note that the
size of the jet puts an effective upper boundary on its mass
m; < piR/ V2. Fora jet with two particles of separation R
the bound is m;/p} =< tan(R/2) = R/2 + O(R?) [14].
Assuming a uniform energy distribution of particles within
a circle of radius R in (7, ¢) space gives m;/p} <
R/2 + O(R3). If we add a single massless particle
at the center of this uniform distribution that carries a
fraction f of the total energy, then this gives m;/py <
(1 = f)R/V2 + O(R?). We will use m; < pJR/+/2 here,
noting that even for R = 1.2 the O(R?) term gives only a
15% correction. Near this boundary the jet mass spectrum
has to fall off rapidly.

In between the nonperturbative region and fixed-order
region is a perturbative region where resummation is
important and power corrections are suppressed by
~Aqcp/ s, which we will refer to as the resummation
or tail region. Most of the differential jet mass cross section
is in this region, in particular for gluon jets where the cross
section peak is in the resummation region. Transitions
occur between this resummation region and the nonpertur-
bative region, as well as between this resummation region
and the fixed-order region, which must be handled
smoothly.

To connect the nonperturbative, resummation, and fixed-
order regions where the resummation must be handled
differently, we use 7;-dependent scales, which are known
as profile functions [23,75]. A transition between these
three regions is given by the following running scales for
hard, jet, beam, and soft functions:
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My = M,
py(ry) =1+ e)V(ry, )Wt an (8,75, 1. 1, 851)),
s, (7)) = [1 + e5, V(1) 1)) ptran(7y, 1, 8% 1)),
p,(rp) = [1 + epV(rg, )W thn(8:75, 1. 1, 81},
s, (75) = [1 + eg, V(7 1) trun(7, 2, 1, 7)), (32)

where the variables
Ty = m‘%/(p;'QJ)J

the fractions 8; = Q;/py, 8. = Qu»/(2py) and the
function

5 = T/ py, (33)

V@g)zm@—rml—;f. (34)
3
The function ., (7, w, r,, t;) behaves as a constant in the
nonperturbative and fixed-order regions, and as =~ u7r, in
the resummation region. Since w and 7 are determined, it is
choice for the dimensionless parameter r, that gives the
slope for this region. For this resummation region the
choice of arguments in Eq. (32) yields the desired canoni-
cal scalings given in Eq. (29). In the fixed-order region
with large 7" we get u s, = M, = My and in the region
with large m; we get ug, = pu; = py. The expression for
Mn can be found in Appendix B, along with the central
values used for the parameters u, e;, e, t;, t}, and details
on the variations of these parameters that are used to
estimate the perturbative uncertainties in our predictions.
To estimate the additional perturbative uncertainty asso-
ciated with the refactorization of the soft function in
Sec. III B, we reintroduce correlations between the soft
scales using a parameter r satisfying 0 = r = 1,

w§) = () (us)' ™ wl) = (as) (ws,)' ™",

B

1__Jﬁ+ﬁmw%+ﬁmMj (35)
s = T2+ 717+ 12

Here T? = C for i =g and i =g, and T? = C, for
i = g. For r = 0 we have the original uncorrelated soft
scales. By increasing r the scales move towards the *“color
average” value fig. At r =1 they are all equal to this
average soft scale, so the refactorization is turned off
(which as explained earlier causes unphysical NGLs in
the LL series). To estimate the size of the freedom in the
refactorization we take » = 0.2 as our default choice and
include » = 0 and r = 0.4 as separate scale variations in
our uncertainty estimate.

The profiles for the SCET scales in Eq. (32) are in
distribution space for m; and cumulant space for 7 ",
yielding the resummed do (7 ") /dm;. To compute the m,
distribution we use a derivative of the jet mass cumulant,
utilizing the midpoint scale setting procedure discussed in
Ref. [23]. To compute the normalization o (m$™, T in
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Eq. (19) we then directly integrate our m; distribution
result. This ensures that the normalized cross section
dé(mS™, T°U) /dm, integrates to 1 over the desired range.

D. Nonglobal logarithms

If the NGLs are not large logarithms then they enter
beyond NNLL order, and should be of comparable size to
other higher-order perturbative terms. This is obviously
only possible for some range of m?/(p}T "), which
determines where our result is valid at NNLL order.
To determine this range we include the leading O(a?)
NGL into our resummed calculation and compare the
results with and without this term for various parameter
choices. In the factorized exclusive 1-jet cross section all
NGLs enter through the soft function S. For simplicity we
restrict this analysis of the size of nonglobal logarithms to
the gg — Hg channel, as the results for other channels are
similar.

The leading NGL in the cumulant soft function is

S (K} pus) = 1‘[( [0 g dk,-)sNGL«k,»}, )

i

MS)CA 2
= G;/n (36)
" 200 ( )

Here G;; is a geometric factor that depends on the bounda-
ries of the jet and beam regions. Note the absence of
explicit u dependence in the NGLs. These expressions
for Sngr, follow from the known result for e™e™ — 2 jets
[32,33,42,43], by replacing the color factor CpC, — C3.
Unlike the global logarithms this contribution does not
factor, so we assign it a common soft scale which for our
numerical analysis we take to be &g given in Eq. (35).
For the purpose of our numerical analysis we take
G,-j = 772 /3, which is the result for a hemisphere. This
may be thought of as reasonable estimate and in reality the
values may differ by about 15% to 30% [14]. Converting
the cumulant space result in Eq. (36) into a full distribution

yields
(g ﬁ[21£ (k_)
Qm? 3 Lew T\

-3 £< )M Lo( )] e

where the £, denote standard plus distributions as defined
in Eq. (A6). Note that the u’ dependence cancels out
explicitly between the terms, so the choice of this scale is
arbitrary and irrelevant. It is introduced for coding pur-
poses, since it is convenient to have the same type of L,
distributions as in the non-NGL (or global) part of the soft
function. When the NGLs are included in this manner, via
the soft function in the factorization, one automatically
resums an infinite series of global logarithms that multiply
the NGL. In particular, this includes terms that are

SnoL (ki @) =
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schematically [a2In2][Y(a,In?)¥] where the first In?
nonglobal and the second In? is a large global logarithm.
The all-order structure of this series of terms is correctly
predicted by the factorization formula.

For our analysis we will mostly be interested in the
normalized spectrum in Eq. (19). Here in the numerator
the two jet-veto variables are in cumulant space and m; is
in distribution space, while in the denominator all the
variables are in cumulant space. This result has two types
of NGLs

) a2(us)in? ( )

D a2 2 (M
(11) ag (IU“S) Tcut ‘£1<p§11"cut)'

For the denominator the relevant form of the NGL loga-
rithms is as in Eq. (36), yielding the terms (i). For the
numerator the form of the NGL is as in (ii). The presence of
two types of NGLs in the normalized spectrum implies a
somewhat different dependence than for the unnormalized
cross section. The effect of NGLs in these two cases are
analyzed in detail in Sec. IV C. There we will show that
there is indeed a fairly large range of m, and 7 " values
where the NGL terms in the exclusive jet cross section are
not large logarithms.

(38)

IV. RESULTS FOR GLUON AND QUARK JETS

In this section we focus on the individual quark and
gluon channels, leaving results for pp — H + 1 jet to be
discussed in Sec. V below. We first study the theoretical
predictions for the m; spectrum with and without normal-
ization, and show that normalizing substantially reduces
the perturbative uncertainty. We also study the order-by-
order convergence of this differential cross section, and the
size of various contributions to the perturbative uncertainty
bands. Next, the dependence on the jet veto T is studied.
Finally, we investigate the size of nonglobal logarithms as
a function of m,; and T "

A. Default parameter choices

Unless indicated otherwise we use the following default
parameter choices for all plots in Secs. IV, V, and VI. For
the Higgs mass we take my = 125 GeV [76,77], and for
the LHC center-of-mass energy we take Eqy = 7 TeV.
We always use the MSTW NLO PDFs [78] with the
corresponding value of a,(m;) = 0.1202 for the strong
coupling constant. As our default we use the geometric
R = 1 measure for defining the jets, T " = 25 GeV for
the jet veto, and m$" = 200 GeV for the normalization
range. Our default hard kinematics are py = 300 GeV,
n; = 0, and Y = 0. Finally, for the scale functions wy,
wp (1), (1), and g (7) defined in Sec. III C, the central
parameter values are given in App. B. There we also
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discuss the combination of scale variations used for esti-
mating the perturbative uncertainties.

B. Normalization and convergence

The unnormalized jet mass spectrum at NNLL with our
default inputs for the quark and gluon channels are shown
in Fig. 5(a). As one expects, the gluon jets peak at a much
higher jet mass than the quark jets. We also see that the
perturbative uncertainties are quite sizable, even at NNLL.

Normalizing the jet mass spectrum allows one to
study its shape without contamination from the slow con-
vergence of the integrated 1-jet cross section, and also
reduces the experimental uncertainties significantly. We
denote the normalized cross section as d-/dm; and calcu-
late it using Eq. (19) where we normalize over the range
0=m; =m§™.

We first study the impact of normalization on the per-
turbative uncertainty. To preserve the normalization, we
simultaneously vary the scales in the numerator and de-
nominator of Eq. (19). Comparing the unnormalized cross
section at NNLL for the gluon and quark channels shown
in Fig. 5(a) to the normalized ones in Fig. 5(b), we observe
that a substantial portion of the uncertainty is related to the
integrated cross section rather than the shape. In the
resummation region of the m; spectrum, 30 GeV = m; =
150 GeV the normalized cross sections have a quite rea-
sonable remaining perturbative uncertainty of =~ 6%—9%
for gluons, and = 11%-14% for quarks.

A big part of the sizable uncertainty in the unnormalized
1-jet cross section is due to the poor convergence of the
hard function for pp — H + 1 jet, and thus specific to the
Higgs process. If we were to keep the hard function as an
overall multiplicative factor it would cancel exactly in the
normalized cross section for a given partonic channel and
fixed phase space point. As shown by the reduction in
uncertainties seen in Fig. 5(b), the majority of this cancel-
lation still takes place despite the fact that we are using an
expanded hard function as in Eq. (20). This cancellation
also takes place approximately for the integrated cross
section summed over partonic channels as we show below
in Sec. V B. Our results with fixed kinematics are therefore
representative of results integrated over the jet phase space.

The order-by-order convergence of our resummed jet
mass calculation is displayed in Figs. 5(c) and 5(d) for the
gluon and quark jet channels, where results at LL, NLL,
and NNLL are shown. The various bands overlap with
those of lower orders, providing direct evidence that our
scale variations yield a reasonable estimate of the higher-
order perturbative uncertainties.

There are several classes of perturbative scale uncertain-
ties, the ‘“fixed-order” scale variation that is correlated
with the total cross section, the ‘“beam’ scale variation
from varying up. and g, that is related to the presence of
the jet veto, the ““jet” scale variation from varying u; and
Mg, that is related to the jet mass measurement, and the
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uncertainty from ‘“r”’ that is related to the perturbative
freedom in the refactorized formula for the soft function.
For the NNLL results, these individual scale variations are
shown in Figs. 5(e) and 5(f) for gluon and quark jets
respectively. For simplicity we combined the uncertainty
from varying the jet scale u; and the scale of the jet part of
the soft function ug, by taking the envelope, and similarly
for the beams. It is not too surprising that the uncertainties
associated with the hard and beam scale variations are
smaller, since they are mostly common to the numerator
and denominator of the normalized spectrum in Eq. (19). It
is also not surprising that the r uncertainty dominates for
large m; since in this region there is a hierarchy between
m? and p7 T and the lack of resummation in this ratio
shows up through this uncertainty. To obtain the total
perturbative uncertainty we take the envelope of jet,
beam, and r uncertainties and combine it in quadrature
with the fixed-order uncertainty. The total uncertainty in
the jet mass spectrum is dominated by that of the jet and by
the soft function refactorization.

C. Jet veto and nonglobal logarithms

Next we discuss the effect of the jet veto on the jet mass
spectrum. Our veto is imposed through the variable 7 U,
rather than a more traditional p§Y, since this simplifies the
treatment of scales in the problem, and allows us to make
use of a known factorization theorem. This jet veto restricts
the initial and final-state collinear radiation as well as soft
radiation. It turns out that the normalized jet mass spectrum
is fairly insensitive to the value of the jet-veto cut.

We start by considering the effect of the jet veto on the
unnormalized jet mass spectrum, as shown for gg — Hg in
the left panel of Fig. 6. Decreasing 7 "' imposes a stronger
restriction on the initial-state radiation and reduces the
unnormalized cross section. (This reduction is less strong
for gg — Hg, because quarks radiate less than gluons.) As
the right panel of Fig. 6 shows, the normalization removes
the majority of the 7 " dependence. Note that without the
refactorization of the soft function (see Sec. III B) this
cancellation would be spoiled by unphysical logarithms.
This strong cancellation is also the case for the other
partonic channels, as well as for their sum in pp—H + 1
jet. This insensitivity to T also remains valid after
integrating over the jet phase space, as we show below in
Fig. 9. We have also studied the dependence on 7" as
well as a standard p$} jet veto with PYTHIA, where we also
find a similar insensitivity of the normalized jet mass
spectrum to the details of the used jet-veto variable and
cut values.

Next we turn to our analysis of NGLs, both in the
unnormalized and normalized jet mass spectra. As
explained in Sec. III D, we test for the size of the NGLs
by comparing the cross section with and without these
terms. The leading NGL is included in fixed-order pertur-
bation theory in the soft function, on top of which we sum
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(a) Unnormalized jet mass spectrum for quark and gluon jets
at NNLL. The uncertainties are sizable even at NNLL.
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(c) Convergence of the resummed calculation for gluon jets.
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FIG. 5 (color online).
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(b) Normalized jet mass spectrum for quark and gluon jets at
NNLL. Compared to Fig. 5(a), the normalization significantly
reduces the perturbative uncertainties.
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(d) Convergence of the resummed calculation for quark jets.
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(f) Individual scale variations that enter the uncertainty estimate
for quark jets at NNLL. Shown are the variations relative to
the central NNLL curve.

Perturbative uncertainties and convergence for the jet mass spectrum in gg — Hg and gqg — Hgq with default
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FIG. 6 (color online).
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Effect of using different jet-veto cuts on the jet mass spectrum for gg — Hg. While the unnormalized

spectrum on the left is directly sensitive to the jet-veto cut, this dependence almost completely cancels in the normalized spectrum on
the right. The same is true for the quark channel, gg — Hgq, and the sum over all partonic channels.

an infinite series of global logarithms through the factori-
zation formula.

In the left panel of Fig. 7 we show the unnormalized
spectrum for various 7 " values at NNLL (solid lines) and
the same spectra including the NGL terms (dotted lines).
As mentioned earlier, there is a point on the spectrum
where the NGLs exactly cancel. This point is at m; = 50,
110, 165, 300 for T = 10, 25, 50, 150 GeV respectively.
For all values of m; shown in this figure the effect of
the NGL terms is well within the perturbative uncertainty
[cf. the uncertainty bands shown in Fig. 5(a)].

When we normalize the spectrum we are dividing by the
cumulant with m$", and the jet-veto dependence does not
cancel out in the presence of the nonglobal logarithms.
There are two types of NGLs in the normalized result,
terms involving In[m3/(p7T )] from the numerator and
terms involving In [m$"2/(pJ- T )] from the denominator.
Therefore for a fixed 7 ™ there is no longer a value of m,
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FIG. 7 (color online).

where all the NGLs will vanish. Results for the normalized
spectrum with and without NGLs are shown in the right
panel of Fig. 7. The orange band shows the NNLL result
without NGLs along with its perturbative uncertainty,
while the various black lines show the central values for
NNLL results that have the NGLs included. For the wide
range of values 25 GeV = 7 " = 150 GeV the effect of
the NGLs is of the same size as the reduced perturbative
uncertainty in the normalized spectrum. This justifies our
assertion that the NGLs do not have to be considered as
large logarithms for a significant range of cut values, so
that our NNLL result is complete at this order. In the small
m; region of the spectrum the resummation of global
logarithms on top of the NGL term provides an appropriate
Sudakov suppression in the cross section. For other m;
values, and 25 GeV = T < 150 GeV, the argument of
the NGL remains between 1/8 and 8, which is the range
over which we expect that the NGLs do not dominate

— T
0.015 | gg—Hg, Y=0,1;=0, p‘7’—:300 GeV, Geometric R=1 |
= [ NNLL+NGL: 1
g [ -t cut T
X L . ——- TU=150Gev |
g 0010 B . — T=50Gev ]
S i N — — 7M=25GeV |
= A NN TU=10GeV ]
§ 0.005+— _
< r N\ 4
= L N ]
L = NNLL, no NGL : |
0000’ oo by by 1..1."1'~

0 50 100 150 200

mj [GeV]

Effect of nonglobal logarithms on the NNLL jet mass spectrum for gg — H g for different jet-veto cuts. Left panel:

Including the leading NGLs (dashed lines) has a small effect on the unnormalized spectrum, and is well within the perturbative uncertainty
for a wide range of jet-veto cuts. Right panel: The curves from top to bottom at the peak correspond to the order listed in the legend. The
effect of including the leading NGLs (black solid, dashed, and dotted curves) on the normalized NNLL spectrum (orange band) is still
within the reduced perturbative uncertainty for a wide range of jet-veto cuts, but start to become important for 7"t = 10 GeV.
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over nonlogarithmic corrections, as mentioned in the
Introduction. On the other hand, for 7 = 10 GeV one
observes that the NGLs become large enough that they are
no longer contained within the perturbative uncertainty, so
this value is outside the range of validity of our normalized
NNLL results (though for this value the unnormalized results
remain within the uncertainty band). For T = 10 GeV
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(e) The cross section quickly decreases for larger Y.

FIG. 8 (color online).
spectra for pp — H + 1 jet.
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the argument of the NGL involving mS$" becomes = 13,
which is outside of the range mentioned above.

Although we have only explored the gg — Hg channel
at a fixed kinematic point in this section, we have also
checked explicitly that the same conclusions about NGLs
hold when integrating over a kinematic range, and when
considering quark jets from gg — Hgq.
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(b) For pp — H + 1 jet the peak position remains stable and the
spectrum slightly broadens with increasing p'{,.
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(d) For pp — H + 1 jet the peak position shifts slightly and the
spectrum slightly broadens with increasing 7.
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(f) For pp — H + 1 jet the peak position remains stable and the
spectrum slightly broadens with increasing Y.

Dependence on the kinematic variables p%., 1;, and Y for the unnormalized and normalized NNLL jet mass
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V. RESULTS FOR pp — H + 1 JET

In this section we show results for the pp — H + 1 jet
cross section at NNLL, summing the contributions from
the various partonic channels: gg — Hg, gg — Hgq, and
the (small) gg — Hg. We present results for the depen-
dence of the jet mass spectrum on the jet kinematics, on the
choice of jet definition which affects the shape of the jets,
and on the jet size R. We also compare the m; spectrum
obtained for a fixed point in the jet kinematics to that
obtained from integrating over a range of jet momenta.

A. Dependence on kinematics

For pp — H + 1 jet there are three nontrivial kinematic
variables: the transverse momentum of the jet p7, rapidity
of the jet 7,, and the total rapidity Y of the combined
Higgs + jet system. We show how each of these variables
affect both the unnormalized and normalized jet mass
spectrum, which allows us to separate the impact of kine-
matics on the normalization and the shape.

The falloff of the PDFs at larger x values causes the
cross section to strongly decrease for increasing p? and for
increasing | n,| (for Y = 0). This is shown in Figs. 8(a) and
8(c). The dependence on p4 and 7, in the corresponding
normalized spectra are shown in Figs. 8(b) and 8(d). Here
we see that there is a decrease in the height of the peak and
a compensating increase in the tail height as p7. or |n,| are
increased. Note that for these variables there is a marked
difference between the total pp — H + 1 jet process com-
pared to the individual partonic channels (which are not
shown). For each partonic channel the peak position of the

. . eak :
jet mass spectrum 1ncreases as mIJ) S Vp% and also in-

creases with increasing | ,|. However, at the same time the
contribution of gg — Hgq relative to gg — Hg is en-
hanced, and the peak of the jet mass spectrum is at lower
values for quark jets than for gluon jets [see Fig. 5(b)].
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These two effects largely cancel for pp — H + 1 jet, such
that the peak position is practically unchanged with in-
creasing p7, whereas for increasing 7, a small net increase
in the peak position remains.

Note that our ability to calculate the 7; dependence
implies that it is trivial to impose rapidity cuts in our
framework. This is an advantage of calculating the jet
mass spectrum for an exclusive jet sample, where the jet
veto controls radiation in the out-of-jet region.

The main dependence on the total system rapidity Y
enters through the shape of the PDFs, causing the
cross section to strongly decrease with increasing |Y|, as
Fig. 8(e) shows. (This is also the reason for taking central
jets with ¥ = O for our default value when using a single
phase space point.) The value of Y also affects the shape of
the jet mass spectrum, as can be seen in Fig. 8(f). The jet
rapidity relative to the partonic center of mass is n; — Y,
so one would expect the shape change as function of Y to
be similar to that as function of 7, shown in Fig. 8(d). The
agreement is close but not exact because the Y dependence
induced by the shape of the PDFs differs channel by
channel, and thus affects their relative weight in the sum
over channels.

B. Integrated kinematics

So far we have shown the m; spectra for a fixed point in
Py, 1y, and Y. We now consider the impact of integrating
the kinematic variables over a bin with |5, <2,
300 GeV < p% <400 GeV, and any Y. These kinematic
ranges are realistic experimentally for jets at the LHC.

In the left panel of Fig. 9 the jet mass spectrum for
integrated kinematics is shown by a black dashed line, and
is compared to three spectra with fixed kinematics shown
by solid lines (with ¥ = n; =0 and pJ = 300, 360,
400 GeV from top to bottom at the peak of the spectrum).
One observes that the m; spectrum in the integrated bin is
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FIG. 9 (color online). Results for the normalized jet mass spectrum at NNLL for pp — H + 1 jet after integrating over 300 GeV <
Py <400 GeV, |n,| <2, and all Y. The left panel compares the spectrum for integrated kinematics (dashed line) to those for fixed
kinematics with ¥ = n; = 0 and py = 300, 360, 400 GeV (solid lines from top to bottom at the peak). The right panel shows the
impact of 7°" on the normalized spectrum for integrated kinematics, which is the analog of the comparison in the right panel of Fig. 6
for fixed kinematics.
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FIG. 10 (color online).
the jets.

very close to the m; spectrum with Y = n; = 0 and near
the center of the p7 bin. Thus our conclusions made from
studies of a single kinematic point directly carry over to the
results obtained by integrating over a phase space bin.

The one situation where this is not immediately obvious
is the dependence of the normalized cross section on the
jet-veto cut, T, shown for fixed kinematics in Fig. 6.
When we integrate over the kinematic bin the hard func-
tion, including its Sudakov form factor depending on 7 %,
no longer exactly cancels between the numerator and
denominator. Nevertheless, comparing the spectra for in-
tegrated kinematics and different values of 7 ™, shown in
Fig. 9, we see that the normalized spectrum is still very
insensitive to the details of the jet veto also after summing
over partonic channels and integrating over a range of
kinematics. (We have also confirmed that upon phase space
integration the size of the NGL effect remains the same as
shown in Fig. 7.)

C. Jet definitions and jet area

In Sec. IT we discussed the various N-jettiness measures
(defined by the Q;) and illustrated the corresponding size
and shape of the jet regions for the geometric cases. An
illustration of the more irregular regions that appear for the
invariant mass measure can be found in Ref. [48]. We now
study how the jet mass spectrum is affected by these
different jet definitions as well as by their jet area
(R dependence). We start by noting that in the N-jettiness
factorization only the soft function is sensitive to the
boundaries of the jet regions. Up to NLL the only jet
algorithm dependence enters through the arguments of
the logarithms, such as In[m3/(Q; p})]. More complicated
dependence on the boundaries enters through the soft
function starting at NLO, which appears in our NNLL
results. The nontrivial jet radius and jet algorithm depen-
dence in the singular terms in the factorization theorem is
formally enhanced for m; < pJ over the dependence on
the jet algorithm and jet area in the power-suppressed
nonsingular terms that are not part of Eq. (28).

In Fig. 10 we compare the invariant mass, geometric
pr, and geometric measures for three different kine-
matic configurations with n; = {0,0.5,1}, ¥ =0, and

Dependence of the NNLL jet mass spectrum for pp — H + 1 jet on the N-jettiness measure used to define

Py = 300 GeV. We fix p = 0.834 for the two geometric
measures (which corresponds to R = 1 for the geometric
measure at 1; = 0). When increasing 7,, all three mea-
sures show a mild decrease in the peak height and mild
increase in the tail. For n; = 0 the dependence of the jet
mass on the jet definition is quite mild (for jets of similar
area): the invariant mass measure is very similar to the
geometric measures, and the two geometric measures
agree exactly as we saw already in Fig. 1(a). For more
forward jet rapidities the two geometric measures start to
progressively differ, with the geometric measure being
closer to the invariant mass result.

In Fig. 11 we show the jet mass spectrum for the
geometric-R measure for various values of the jet radius
R. A smaller jet radius translates into a higher peak and
shorter tail. (The small bump at the top of the R = 0.5 peak
is not significant within our uncertainties.) Indeed, one of
the most significant effects on the jet mass spectra for
different values of R is the fact that the size of the jet
puts an effective upper boundary on its mass m; <
PrR/ V2. At this boundary the jet mass spectrum has to
fall off rapidly. This boundary is seen in PYTHIA and LHC
data and is incorporated into our resummation by deter-
mining the point where we transition from the resumma-
tion region to the fixed-order region. Since this decreases
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FIG. 11 (color online). Dependence of the NNLL jet mass
spectrum for the geometric-R measure on the jet radius R.
Only the R dependence from singular terms in the factorization
formula is shown here.
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the size of the tail of the jet mass spectrum there must be a
corresponding increase to the peak to ensure the result
remains normalized. Note that the precise form of the jet
mass spectrum near m; ~ p5.R/ V2 is not fully predicted
by our calculation, because we have not yet incorporated
the nonsingular contributions to the cross section. These
are important for making accurate predictions in this part
of the tail of the distribution, where their size is not fully
captured by our perturbative uncertainty estimates.

VI. MONTE CARLO COMPARISONS

In this section we study various aspects of the jet mass
spectrum in PYTHIA. Although formally the perturbative
accuracy of PYTHIA is significantly lower than that of our
NNLL calculation, it is also well known that after sufficient
tuning PYTHIA is able to reproduce the shape of many jet
observables. Here we are particularly interested in testing
the impact on the jet mass spectrum from using different
hard processes, using different jet algorithms, and from
adding hadronization and underlying event (the latter being
described by PYTHIA’s multiparton interaction model). We
also perform a comparison between our calculation and
PYTHIA for the same geometric R = 1 N-jettiness jets used
in our analysis. Finally we compare our exclusive 1-jet m;
calculation with the inclusive jet mass spectrum measured
in pp — jets by ATLAS. We always use PYTHIAS with its
default tune 5 (““Tune 4C’*), which as we will see provides
a good description of the ATLAS jet mass data.

A. Hard process and jet algorithm
dependence in PYTHIA

We start by investigating to what extent the jet mass
spectrum depends on the underlying hard process in
PYTHIA. In Fig. 12 we show the spectrum for a gluon jet
from gg — gg (solid) and from gg — Hg (dotted), dem-
onstrating that in PYTHIA there is essentially negligible
process dependence for individual partonic channels.

LA s B N S S B R S N NN S S B R |

0.0151- Pythia, anti—kp R=1 ]
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FIG. 12 (color online). The gluon jet mass spectrum in PYTHIA
does not depend on the underlying hard process producing the
jets. This is true both for partons (left peaks) and with hadroni-
zation and underlying event (right peaks).
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This is true both at the partonic level (blue curves with
peak on the left) and after including hadronization and
multiple interactions (red curves with peak on the right).
In reality one expects some differences from the hard
process due to the additional soft radiation produced with
more available colored particles, and from the different
color flow, where in particular gg — gg involves a matrix
of color channels with nontrivial interference. These
effects may not be sufficiently described by PYTHIA so
one should not conclude that the hard process dependence
on the jet mass spectrum is as small as is shown.

Next, we look at the difference in PYTHIA between the jet
mass for exclusive and inclusive jet production. We use
the process gg — Hg, imposing the jet veto T Ut = 10,
25 GeV to obtain two exclusive samples, and using no jet
veto for our inclusive sample. The resulting normalized jet
mass spectra are shown in Fig. 13. The difference between
T Ut = 25 GeV (our default value) and the inclusive case
is small, allowing our calculation to be compared to
inclusive spectra. The difference is slightly larger for
T =10 GeV and increases significantly for smaller
values of 7 ", However, we will not consider such strong
jet vetos, as they lead to large NGLs (see Sec. IV C).

In Fig. 14 we compare the jet mass spectrum from
PYTHIA for different jet algorithms, specifically our
I-jettiness R = l-algorithm, Cambridge-Aachen with
R=1, and anti-k; with R=1 and R=1.2 [79]. To stay close
to a calculation for a single phase space point, we restrict
the jet to a narrow py and rapidity bin, and impose a veto
using 7" = 25 GeV. The differences between the R = 1
curves are within the size of the uncertainty band from our
NNLL calculation in the same phase space bin. This result
agrees with the small differences observed in each of the
panels of Fig. 10 from comparing different jet measures for
1-jettiness jets. The difference between R = 1 and R = 1.2
for anti-k; is a bit larger than that observed in our calcu-
lation using geometric-R jets in Fig. 11. In PYTHIA the
difference between R = 1 and R = 1.2 becomes smaller
when T ! is decreased, since with a stronger jet veto less
additional radiation is present that would be absorbed by

———— ——————————————
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FIG. 13 (color online). Comparison of the normalized jet mass
spectra for exclusive and inclusive jet samples in PYTHIA.
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FIG. 14 (color online). Comparison of the anti-ky, CA, and
geometric-R jet algorithms in PYTHIA.

larger jets. To be specific, the 15% difference in the
peak heights for anti-k; with R =1 and R = 1.2 for
T =25 GeV reduces to 7% for Tt =5 GeV.

B. Comparison of NNLL with PYTHIA

A comparison between our NNLL calculation and par-
tonic PYTHIA results for gg — Hg are shown in the two
panels of Fig. 15.

In the top panel of Fig. 15 we show results for a narrow
p4 bin about pJ. = 300 GeV and use the geometric R = 1
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FIG. 15 (color online). Comparison between our NNLL cal-

culation and partonic PYTHIA for the gg — Hg channel. Both
results use geometric R = 1 jets and the same kinematic cuts.
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jet definition for both PYTHIA and the NNLL results. The
peak positions in both cases agree very well. To ensure
that this is not an accident and that the peak position in
PYTHIA does not depend on the PDF set used by our
default tune, we checked that an alternative tune
(number 10, which is based on our default PYTHIA tune
but uses MSTW2008 LO PDFs) only shifts the peak by a
small amount, similar to the small difference in peak
positions between PYTHIA and our NNLL calculation.
However, as seen in Fig. 15, the NNLL calculation has
a lower peak and a correspondingly higher tail. Since the
spectrum is normalized these two effects are related,
namely higher values in the tail must be compensated
by a lower peak. There are several possibilities that may
account for this difference. Due to the stability of our
order-by-order results in Fig. 5(c) it is unlikely to be
related to the lower order accuracy of PYTHIA’s LL
parton shower resummation. Most likely the differences
are related to the fact that we have not yet included
nonsingular contributions to the spectrum which are
important in the fixed-order region, in particular for
the spectrum to fall off rapidly enough. Due to the fact
that the results are normalized, this mismatch in the tail
then also leads to a disagreement of the peak heights.
Thus we expect that the inclusion of the nonsingular
contributions will reduce this difference. Note that an
estimate for the size of these nonsingular terms is not
included in our perturbative uncertainty bands.

In the bottom panel of Fig. 15 we compare results
at larger p7 bin, 500 < p7. = 600 GeV, again normali-
zing both the PYTHIA and NNLL results over the same
my; = 0-200 GeV range. For a common jet radius R = 1
there is mild dependence on the jet algorithm as explored
earlier, and we show the PYTHIA results for anti-k; and
Cambridge-Aachen (CA). Here there is an improved agree-
ment between our NNLL results and PYTHIA, with the
largest effect again being the higher tail.

C. Hadronization in PYTHIA

We now explore the effect of hadronization on the jet
mass spectrum using PYTHIA. In the factorization formula
the hadronization is encoded through nonperturbative cor-
rections in the soft function S at a scale ~Aqcp, which
must be separated from perturbative corrections at the
soft scale ug~ m?%/pJ. For e"e” — 2 jets there is an
analytic understanding of the analogous nonperturbative
corrections originating in Refs. [80-83] as well as a mod-
ern understanding in terms of field theory operators
[19,84-86]. For these processes, as soon as the relevant
soft scale u g is perturbative, the nonperturbative corrections
can be power expanded in Agcp/ms, and the dominant
power correction simply shifts the event shape distribution,
e— e —Q,/0. In the case at hand, the nonperturbative
soft function is built from more than two Wilson lines, so
the description of the power corrections becomes more
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FIG. 16 (color online). The nonperturbative hadronization
2

correction in PYTHIA is well described by a shift in mj.

complicated. Nevertheless, for a given kinematic configu-
ration we still expect that the dominant effect will be
described by a shift involving a parameter ) ~ Aqcp.
For a jet mass m% = p} p; this shift occurs due to non-
perturbative soft radiation causing a shift in the small
momentum p;, so it takes the form

m3 — m3 — 2QpJR. (39)
The factor of R accounts for the fact that there is a
decreased amount of soft momentum contamination in
the jet for decreasing R [87]. It is straightforward to test
whether this shift agrees with the hadronization model in
PYTHIA, by comparing the results with and without hadro-
nization. As demonstrated in Fig. 16, a shift with the choice
Q) = 0.8 GeV works very well, in reasonable agreement
with the () = 1.0 GeV found earlier in Ref. [14] for the
inclusive = 1 jet cross section.

D. Underlying event and ATLAS data

In PYTHIA the effect of the underlying event is mod-
eled by multiple partonic interactions, and its effect on
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FIG. 17 (color online).
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the jet mass spectrum is more pronounced than that of
hadronization. This is shown in Fig. 17 where we plot
the jet mass spectrum for inclusive pp — jets from
PYTHIA at parton level, including hadronization, and
including hadronization and multiple interactions. Also
shown are the corresponding ATLAS data from
Ref. [26], where the uncertainty bars are from linearly
combining the statistical and systematic uncertainties.
This channel is dominated by the copious pp — dijet
production at the LHC. We use the same inputs and cuts
as ATLAS, namely Eqy =7 TeV, anti-ky jets with
R =1, |n;| =2, and consider both 300 GeV = pJ =
400 GeV and 500 GeV = pJ = 600 GeV. The shift to
the peak location from hadronization is of similar mag-
nitude as that for gg— Hg in Fig. 16, namely
=~ 3.0 GeV for gg — Hg compared to =~ 8.0 GeV for
the 300GeV = p7 =400GeV inclusive jets which have
a slightly larger average p?. For the inclusive pp — jets
in PYTHIA the additional shift to the peak location from
the underlying event is =17.4 GeV. The final PYTHIA
results agree well with the ATLAS data for both p?. bins.
In a NNLL calculation the effect of hadronization and
part of the effect of the underlying event will be captured
by corrections to the soft function, but it is not clear if
hadronic corrections in the multijet soft function will
fully capture the effect of the underlying event.

Given that PYTHIA agrees well with the ATLAS
inclusive dijet spectrum, one might wonder what the
purpose of a higher-order NNLL dijet calculation would
be. An advantage of our calculational framework over
PYTHIA is that it follows from first principles and does
not involve the modeling and tuning present in PYTHIA.
Specifically, the input to our calculation is limited to
a,(my), the parton distribution functions, and simple soft
function parameters like () for the hadronic effects.
Furthermore, we have a rigorous estimate of the
higher-order perturbative uncertainty from scale varia-
tion, as well as from order-by-order convergence, which

0015 === T T
[ Inclusive pp— jets anti—kp R=1,500<p7-<600 |

- e L e Pythia part. J
| [ : 1
2 0.010 - Pyth?d hadr. ]
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£ I ¥ ATLAS 1
3 [ 4
X 0005} b
) I ]
0.00¢ 7'.. P P i
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Comparison of the PYTHIA jet mass spectrum for inclusive pp — jets to the corresponding ATLAS data [26].

PYTHIA results are shown at parton level (dotted), including hadronization (dashed), and including hadronization and multiple
interactions (solid). The final PYTHIA results reproduce the data well.
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Comparison of our exclusive NNLL calculation with ATLAS inclusive jet mass data [26]. The peak

position of our gluon jets from gg — Hg agrees remarkably well with the inclusive dijet data. For the ATLAS date there is
presumably a shift to lower values due to quark jets which is compensated by a shift to higher values due to hadronization and multiple

interactions.

enable us to fully assess the reliability of the result.
Finally, it should be emphasized that our calculation is
fully analytic (up to the numerical convolution with the
PDFs) and hence provides an analytic QCD calculation
of an LHC spectrum for jets.

To the extent that the normalized jet mass spectrum
is independent of the hard process and independent of
using an inclusive or exclusive jet sample, which PYTHIA
seems to suggest in Figs. 12 and 13, a comparison
between jet mass spectra involving different hard pro-
cesses and with and without jet-veto cuts is appropriate.
The approximate hard process independence only holds
separately for gluon or quark jets, which themselves
have fairly different jet mass spectra, see Fig. 5(b).
Therefore when varying the hard process we expect the
dominant change in the jet mass spectrum to be related
to the process dependent fraction of quark and gluon jets
produced.

In Fig. 18 we compare our NNLL result for pp —
H + 1 jet and for gg — Hg to the ATLAS data for pp —
jets. Recall that the peak location of the NNLL H + 1 jet
calculation matches well with that from PYTHIA, see
Fig. 15. Because of the significant contribution from
quark jets the H + 1 jet spectrum peaks to the left of
the spectrum from dijets. On the other hand, the peak
location with pure gluon jets (gg — Hg) agrees quite
well with the data on dijets, particularly for the larger p7
bin. From the results already obtained above, we expect
only small differences (comparable to the ATLAS error
bars) for effects related to the choice of the jet algo-
rithm, the choice of inclusive versus exclusive jets, or
the choice of looking at gluon jets in dijets or in Higgs
production. On the other hand there will be a more
significant shift of the spectrum to the left from quark
channels in the dijet production, and a shift to the
right from adding hadronization and underlying event,
neither of which is included in the solid red curve.

The agreement between peak locations seems to indicate
that these two effects largely compensate for one an-
other. Finally, there will be an effect related to the fact
that there are nontrivial color correlations in gg — gg
which are not present in gg — Hg (these effects are not
apparent in PYTHIA, see Fig. 12).

One may also look at the peak heights in Fig. 18, for
which the agreement is not as good. As described earlier,
this effect is related to the fact that we have not yet
included nonsingular corrections. These corrections are
known to decrease the tail to enable it to rapidly fall off
by m3 ~ pJ*R?/2, and they also affect the peak directly
through the normalization. Since with additional work
these can be included in future results the difference in
peak heights is not of too much concern.

Finally one may also compare the results in Figs. 17 and
18 for the 300 GeV = p7. = 400 GeV and 500 GeV =
py = 600 GeV bins. For dijets the peak location moves
to higher m; with increased p7, unlike for pp — H + 1
jet, again indicating that gluon jets likely dominate. The
conclusions from the comparison with PYTHIA and the
contrast to our NNLL calculation remains the same for
these two ranges of p7.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we calculated the jet mass spectrum
for pp — H + 1 jet to NNLL order. For this exclusive
1-jet cross section we veto additional jets with the
1-jettiness event shape, and used the 1-jettiness factori-
zation formula in terms of hard, beam, jet, and soft
functions to obtain our results. For the normalized jet
mass spectrum the remaining higher-order perturbative
uncertainties from scale variation are at the =~ 6-14%
level at NNLL order, being on the smaller side of this
range for gluon jets. In addition, our results exhibit
excellent order-by-order convergence.
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The normalized NNLL spectrum is quite insensitive to
the jet veto over a wide range of values, even when
accounting for nonglobal logarithms. Thus in our frame-
work nonglobal logarithms can be accurately treated as
fixed-order contributions to the soft function, upon which
additional global logarithms are automatically resummed
in the factorization framework. An essential ingredient in
the resummation of the global logarithms was the refacto-
rization of the soft function, which we demonstrate is
required to avoid introducing spurious leading logarithms
in certain regions of phase space. Our treatment of the
NNLL exclusive cross section with a jet veto has signifi-
cantly smaller nonglobal logarithmic terms when com-
pared to the size of these terms observed in the earlier
inclusive NLL analysis in Ref. [10], and the earlier inclu-
sive partial NNLL analysis in Ref. [31]. Finally, we note
that in PYTHIA the inclusive jet mass spectrum and the
exclusive jet mass spectrum with our default jet veto are
essentially identical.

Utilizing our calculation we investigated the depen-
dence of the jet mass spectrum on various parameters of
the exclusive jet cross section. Part of the power of our
framework is that the factorization formula is fully
differential in the jet kinematics (p%, 77, and Y), allow-
ing us to vary the definition of the jets and the jet area,
and can be easily separated into quark jet and gluon jet
channels. As expected we find that the spectrum peaks at
larger m; values for gluon jets than for quark jets. For a
given partonic channel the factorization framework pre-
dicts little sensitivity to the underlying hard process, and
this result is also found to be the case in PYTHIA. The
main process dependence is therefore the relative mix of
quark and gluon jets. The peak of our NNLL m; spec-
trum moves to the right for larger p4 and for larger |7;,l,
but more so for the individual partonic channels than
for pp— H + 1 jet, where the change to the mix of
quarks and gluons provides a compensating effect. The
complete description of the various kinematic variables
also makes it trivial to implement rapidity cuts. For a
bin |n;| <2 and a not too large bin in p7, we find that
the integrated NNLL result is very consistent with the
NNLL result for fixed kinematic variables taken at the
center of the bin.

Varying the jet definition with fixed jet area leads
to small changes in the jet mass spectrum, both for
various jet definitions in our NNLL result and for
anti-k7, CA, and geometric-R jets in PYTHIA. This sug-
gests that there are only small differences between the
spectrum for 1-jettiness jets and traditional jet algo-
rithms. On the other hand, both PYTHIA and our NNLL
results exhibit a larger dependence on the jet radius R. In
the fixed-order region near the jet boundary mj; ~
PIR/ V2 there are nonsingular terms that become im-
portant that have not been included in our analysis here.
The absence of these terms likely leads to a larger tail in
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our NNLL spectrum than in PYTHIA, and correspond-
ingly a smaller peak height in the normalized NNLL
result. On the other hand, the peak location agrees very
well between our NNLL calculation and PYTHIA. An
analysis of these additional nonsingular terms will be
carried out in the future.

We investigated the dependence of the jet mass spectrum
on hadronization and underlying event using PYTHIA.
Hadronization is very well described by a shift to the
mass spectrum, mj — mj — (2Rp7)Q with Q ~ Agep,
which is the anticipated result from nonperturbative soft
gluon contributions in our factorization formula’s soft
function. In PYTHIA the underlying event is modeled by
multiple partonic interactions and leads to a somewhat
larger shift to the spectrum than for hadronization. It plays
an important role in obtaining agreement with the ATLAS
jet mass results for inclusive dijets. Comparing our results
to ATLAS we find that the NNLL pp — H + 1 jet spec-
trum peaks to the left of the dijet data, whereas the NNLL
gg — Hg spectrum peaks in the same location. The com-
parison made so far with the ATLAS data is promising. The
extension of our NNLL calculation to pp — dijets is com-
pletely feasible using 2-jettiness, and it will be interesting
to see to what extent the contributions from quark chan-
nels, color mixing, and hadronization and underlying event
will affect this comparison with the data. Theoretically,
the only remaining challenge to a complete comparison
appears to be incorporating the effect of the underlying
event from first principles rather than relying on its
modeling via Monte Carlo.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported in part by the Office of Nuclear
Physics of the U.S. Department of Energy under Grants
No. DE-FG02-94ER40818 and No. DE-FGO02-
90ER40546, and by the DFG Emmy-Noether Grant
No. TA 867/1-1. T.J. was also supported by a LHC-TI
grant under the NSF Grant No. PHY-0705682.

APPENDIX A: PERTURBATIVE INPUTS

In this section we collect the fixed-order ingredients
and evolution kernels for evaluating the jet mass
cross section for pp — H + 1 in Egs. (17) and (28) at
NNLL order. We first give expressions for the hard, jet,
beam and soft functions at next-to-leading order. This is
followed by the evolution kernels and the coefficients
that they depend on.

1. Hard function

The hard functions H, for the various partonic
channels « that contribute to pp — H + 1 jet can be
obtained from the finite part of the helicity amplitudes A
determined in Ref. [57] following the procedure of
Ref. [58],
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16a,(uy)?C3C 1
Hyoo{q!'h my) = 9:1;2 AL AN = 1)]2[|A(1+ 20,35 4P + |AGL, 28, 3, 4n)1
+ 1A, 37, 2,412 + 1AGS, 28, 15417,
8a,(up)’CaCr 1 1 _ _
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Hqc}g({CI,H}, M) = q’ 1G>

97v? (2N)
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The factors of 1/(2N,) and 1/[2(N2 — 1)] arise from averaging over the spins and colors of the colliding quarks and
gluons. The arguments of a helicity amplitude A have the form i/, where i denotes the momentum ¢,  denotes the parton
type, and & denotes the helicity of this particle. Only in the helicity amplitudes will we use an outgoing convention for all
these quantities, to make crossing symmetry direct. This implies that if we want to convert to the convention used in the
main text, then the s;;’s in the helicity amplitudes below will pick up additional minus signs if one of the particles i and j is
in and the other is out. The amplitudes that enter in Eq. (A1) are given by

p 1 + +
A(1f,28,35:4,) = m} {1 N aS(MH)[f(slz’SB’ Sy 120 )+ 2(C —2Tan)S12S13 S1zi23 S13S23:|}’
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23

. s
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3 2
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myy m, 4

1 . $23 22 772
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+ CF[—L§3 +3Ly3 — 2Ly Ly — 2L12(1 - i) oLi ( ”lj) 11+ 1]
m? my 2

H
5
+ Bo(_Lzz + g) (A2)
Here we use the shorthand notation
S Si P m%{
L= ln< 10) Lijju = ln( > 10) ln<— — 10) (A3)
,U~H My 12974

Explicit values for the s;; follow once we identify g; and g; as corresponding to the jet or a beam region. In particular here
Sap = Q7 Sa1 = —Qpre’™ ", Spp = —Qpre™ V. (A4)

In contrast, the convention used in the main text is s;; > 0.
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2. Jet functions

The one-loop jet functions are given by [59-61]

o) = 800+ SO 2 g () g () (T Do ]

Jo(s, ) = 8(s) + asz(;_”) {2% 11( ° ) Fo £0<i2> + [(g - 7QZ)CA + 2,30]5(S)},

pi o \w3) o 2pd g 3

where the plus distributions £,, are defined as

= lim
+ B0

+6(x = B)

0(x)in ”x:l hl"HB:I‘

£0=] [l Blnte gy

The L, (x) integrate to zero if the range in x is [0,1].

3. Beam functions

(A5)

(A6)

The beam functions can be expressed in terms of standard gluon and quark PDFs using an operator product expansion

[62,88],

Bi(t,x, ug) = Z fl d§ l]( )fj(f MB)[l + @<A%CD)]-

=893

The one-loop matching coefficients [63,65] are

Ly(02 ) = 5031 = 2) + “oE2)Cr g ){ £(5)o0 o+ £0(MB) @)
+ 6(t)[£1(1 -2 +z%) =Py (z)Inz — % (1-2)+6(1—2)(1— Z):I}
T S N

Toilt2 ) = (031 — 2) + (Q‘B)CAe( >{ £(-5)o0 = 2+ - £ 5 )P
B B

B

qu(t’ 2 /‘LB) =

2(1 =z + 2%)?

+ 8(t)[£1(1 -2) — Pyo(z)Inz — 7%26(1 - z)]},

ay( )C 1 t 1—1z2
Tyt 2 pg) = %e(z){—z £0(—2)qu(@ 4 B(t)[qu(z) %4 a1 - z)z]}.
Mg
The splitting functions in this equation are defined as
Pu(2) = Lo(1 = 2)(1 +22),  Pulz) =001 — 21 —2)* +2%],
1+ (1—z)?

Pe@ = 2£5(1 =2+ 200 =[S+ 21 =0 Pyl =00 -2

4. Factorized soft function

(A7)

(A8)

(A9)

We now give expressions for the N-jettiness soft function, showing explicitly how the factorization in Eq. (24) is
implemented. We remind the reader that there is some freedom in this refactorization, and that the corresponding

uncertainty is probed by varying the parameter r in Eq. (35).
Up to NLO the 1-jettiness soft function is given by
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SdkbAns ) = [T Sitki{g!} ws) + O(a?). (A10)
i=a,b,J
From the NLO calculation in Ref. [48] we obtain
S(/‘L ) 2 ki 7T2
S,k {0/ ms) = 16(k) + LS 12 () - Tate ]
T jF VSijms,  \Sijms,
Sjm 8 S\l 1 (K
- 3 [ ) e a2 )b s
mEi,j Sij o Sij Smj Smj/) MK Hs;
1 §jm §im )m Im Slm . ..
+ T, - Ty Ip| ==, == + 1, - + 5 permutations of (i, j, m)t+8(k;) (A11)
6 sij Sij sij Slj SU
Here §;; = |s;;/(Q;0,)| with the s;; from Eq. (A4), the two integrals are
1 [ d
s = [ as f—ya y = y[B/a)0(1/a = 1=y + 2ycos b),
(A12)
L(a, B) ——f dd)f Zn(1+y2 — 2ycos 9)8(y — y/B/a)0(1/a — 1 =y + 2y cos )
and the various color factors are
2 2 2 Cy
8= Hg =T, =T3=Cp T, T, =T, T, =T, T,= -2,
c c (A13)
-Tb=Ta-TJ=—7A, T, - T,—TA—CF.

gq— Hq: T2 = C,, Ti=T3=CF, T,
5. Evolution factors

s

e Hn(—_sz%_]

Following the discussion in Sec. III B, we give expressions for the factorized evolution of the hard function
- iO)Ti‘T_;‘T]H
JFi

H (g} Awh) = Hg!' ) T1 Un, Q45 pa v, U, Q45 s i) =
mra(pn p) _ (s wi) (Al14)
Cy

i=a,b,J
Ny, pm;) = — c,

Ky (p, i) = =2Kr (g, i) + Koy (e, ),
Here the products over i and j run over all colored particles, with corresponding flavor «; and ;. For each channel
contributing to pp — H + 1 there is only one color structure so T; - T; is simply a number [see Eq. (A13)] The functions

Kr, mr and K, are given below in Eq. (A17).
The s01ut10n of the RG evolution of the jet function is given by [38,75,89,90]
Uy, ( I (0 4
J \S Mg M) = (s) |
P+ m)lu; ™ \uj (A15)

Ji,(s, ) = f ds'J (s = s, u)U;, (s g ),
Kj(py, ) = 4Kps (g, ) + Ko (ugy ). (g, ) = =210 (g, ).
The plus distribution L7 is defined as
9 ] m—1
(x)] — lim [ (x _B) 5(x — B)~ ] (A16)
x! n

B—0

Lo =

General relations for the rescaling and convolutions of £,(x) in Eq. (A6) and L7(x) can be found in Appendix B of
Ref. [75]. The renormalization group evolution of the beam functions is identical [63] and can be obtained from the above
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expressions by replacing J;(s, w) — B;(t, x, u). We do not give the evolution of the soft function, as it is not needed for
evaluating Eq. (28). It can be obtained from the evolution of the hard function and beam function by using the
p-independence of the cross section.

The functions Kr(uo, i), (o, ), Ky (o, ) in the above renormalization group equation (RGE) solutions at NNLL
are given by

_ & 47T _ L Fl ﬂ
Kr(pg, ) = 1B {7%(#0) (1 In r) + <F0 ,30)(1 r+Inr) + 28, In?r

1
!
@B ) (G e (2 B5) )

a, (o) (5 B @)O o+ (o) (& _B B @) 2 - 1],

Ty
e 10 =~ 22 [
T\Mo 2,80

47 \Iy By 167> \I'y ,BOFO B: Bo) 2
__ Y a,(mo) (Y1 _ Bi,.
K, (po, p) = T [ln r+ yym (70 Bo>(r 1)] (A17)

Here, r = a,(u)/ () and the running coupling at the scale u is given in terms of that at the reference scale u by the
three-loop expression

1 _ X B as(po)[Baf, 1\, Bi(lnX 1
" wa e " e Ll 1) w x tx)] (A18)

where X = 1 + a(uo)BoIn (1/ o)/ (2m).

6. RGE coefficients

Up to three loops, the coefficients of the beta function [91,92] and cusp anomalous dimension [66,67] in MS are

11 4 34 20
BO=?CA—§ Fiy, Bi —?Cz (3 CA+4CF)Tan’
2857 205 1415 11 79
B =gy Cht (G = T CrCa = Ty G Teny + (g Cr + gy Ca e

67 = 20
T¢=4c, TY —4CF[< 7T)CA

9 3)47 ETF"f]’

245 1347 1lat | 224 418 40 564, 55 16
q _ 3 2 _ _ 2
C
I =_2T¢ forn=2. (A19)
Cr

Up to two loops, the MS noncusp anomalous dimension for the hard function [93,94] and jet and beam functions
[61,63,65,71] are

82 65
Yho=~6Cr iy =~ (5~ 526)cu + G~ 4+ asp)Cr + (g + 7)o )
118 38 72

?’Zo = —2B,, 7’%1 = (_ 9 + 453)C2 (‘ 9 + ?)CA:BO — 2B,

(A20)
146

9 80§3>CA + (3 — 47 + 484)Cr + (121 2372),30],

730 = 6Cr, 711 = CF[( 9

182 94 27
Vio=280 i = (g —326)ci + (5~ 5 )Cabo + 261
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APPENDIX B: RUNNING SCALES

We now present the remaining ingredients that enter in the running scales in Sec. III C. First of all, w,, is defined as

Mo O0=7=1

T 2
po T apls (T = 1) th=T=1,

Moan (T, o, 7 t;) = { r,ur — b H=T=1, (B1)
rut + p+ a(r) h=T=t,
\ILL t3 = T’
where the function
—b—u+d—co)r—1t)P? n=r=42"h
atr) ={ 2 R=TE (B2)
—rut—(d+o)(r—n)} HE=r=1,
and the coefficients in Egs. (B1) and (B2) are
o+t 2 - - 1+t —t; — 1
b:rnu«(o 1)_,“0, = I ’ d = (m = mo) — riu(ts - 2~ h 0)_ (B3)
2 2(t; — 1) (tz = 1)

The expressions for a(7), b, ¢, and d follow from demanding that w,,(7) is continuous and has a continuous derivative.
The independent parameters in w,,,(7) are the scale u, at small 7, the scale u at large 7, the dimensionless slope parameter
r;, and the implicit #; parameters that determine the location of the transition between the nonperturbative region ¢ = ¢, and
resummation region ¢; = 7 = t,, and also the location of the transition to the fixed-order region ¢ = ¢5.

For central parameter choices in Eq. (32) we use

_ 0.5GeV 2GeV

ty = —, Hh=——
\/ QJP% \/ QJP% (B4)

/“L:p?/"’ eizesiz()’ ILLO:ZGQV, r=0-2y

2GeV 8 GeV
=005 £,=03 f="o~ @ g=""U1 4=03 =06
Pr Pr

These #; parameters appear in the soft scale g, and jet scale w;, while the #; parameters appear in the beam
related scales up and ug, . The choice of 73 = 0.3 ensures that we transition to the fixed-order region sufficiently before
m% = p7R/ V2.

To estimate the perturbative uncertainty we vary the above parameters within reasonable ranges. The parameters e, e/,
es,, and ep allow us to individually vary each of the scales ug , ns, up,,. and pp. These variations are independent of
varying the overall scale through changes in p. The parameter r allows us to estimate uncertainty from the refactorization
of the soft function. Since the cross section is most sensitive to u, e;, es, and r, we restrict ourselves to the following
separate variations:

(a) w =2%1p7, ej=ep=es, =e5 =0, r=20.2,

(b) u = p7, e; = *0.5, ep =es, = e5, =0, r=20.2,

J

(c) u = py, eg = *0.5, e =e5, =e5, =0, r=0.2, ()
) p = pl, eg, = *0.5, e;=ep=ces, =0, r= 0.2,
(e) u = py, es, = +0.5, ej=ep=-e5 =0, r=0.2,

f) u = pl, ej=ep=e5, =es, =0, r=02=*0.2

Following our discussion in Refs. [95,96], we take the envelope of variations (b) through (f) and add this in quadrature with
variation (a).
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