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Abstract We present results of the simulation of elec-
troweak Higgs boson production at the Large Hadron
Collider using both the NLO multijet merging and NLO
matching frameworks provided by the general purpose
event generator Herwig 7. For the simulation of the
hard scattering processes, we use the HJets library for
the full calculation and VBFNLO for the approximate cal-
culation to compute the 2→ h+ n amplitudes at tree-
level with n = 2, 3, 4 and at one-loop with n = 2, 3.

1 Introduction

The Standard Model [1–3] provides a theoretical ba-
sis for understanding the fundamental origin of both
fermion and electroweak gauge boson masses via the
Higgs mechanism [4–9]. The Vector-Boson Fusion (VBF)
production channel that results from the coupling of
a single Higgs boson to gauge bosons is one of the
most important Higgs boson production channels since
it serves as a probe of the mechanism for spontaneous
symmetry breaking [10–16]. The underlying hard scat-
tering processes contributing to the production of a
Higgs boson at O(α3) accompanied by at least two
jets in the final state consist of space-like, t-channel
(VBF), weak gauge boson exchange (see Fig. 1(a)) in
addition to time-like, s-channel (VH), weak gauge bo-
son exchange (see Fig. 1(b)) topologies. The region of
phase space where the t-channel topologies dominate
is referred to as the VBF region. The VBF region is
defined by the requirement of two energetic jets, well
separated in rapidity and with the Higgs boson decay
products located in the central region of the detector
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and possibly in the rapidity region between the two jets.
In order to further reduce backgrounds, a veto on ad-
ditional QCD activity occurring in the central rapidity
region between the two jets can be applied to enrich
the contribution of the colour singlet t-channel topolo-
gies [10–16].

Several theoretical predictions for VBF Higgs bo-
son production have employed the VBF approximation
where only t-channel topologies are retained while the
s-channel topologies are discarded in addition to in-
terference contributions. Essentially, the VBF approxi-
mation amounts to treating the incoming hard scatter-
ing quarks as belonging to two separate SU(3) colour
gauge groups. At one-loop this implies that all topolo-
gies where the gluon connects two different quark lines
are neglected1. Perturbative QCD corrections for in-
tegrated scattering cross-sections for Higgs boson pro-
duction were first computed in the structure function
approach at NLO [18] and later at NNLO [19]. The
perturbative QCD corrections for VBF Higgs produc-
tion have been computed to N3LO accuracy in Ref. [20]
within the structure-function approach. Kinematic dis-
tributions in the form of a parton-level Monte Carlo
program for VBF Higgs production were presented in
Refs. [21, 22]. The NLO QCD and electroweak correc-
tions have been computed to NLO accuracy for the full
set of Feynman diagrams in Ref. [17]. The first NNLO
parton-level program which uses the projection-to-Born
technique for VBF Higgs production was developed by
the proVBFH collaboration in Ref. [23] in the t-channel
approximation. Recently, the NNLOJet collaboration us-
ing antenna subtraction developed a NNLO parton-
level Monte Carlo program that computes the NNLO
1For the case of non-identical quarks the interference of pentagon
diagrams with the Born diagrams vanishes exactly upon summing
over colors. See Ref. [17] for more details.
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corrections for VBF Higgs production in the t-channel
approximation [24, 25]. The first calculation of Higgs
boson production in association with three jets (h + 3

jet) at NLO in the t-channel (VBF+jet) approxima-
tion was presented in Ref. [26] using one-loop Feynman
diagrams depicted in Fig. 2 and neglecting one-loop
pentagon and hexagon Feynman diagrams depicted in
Fig. 3. VBF Higgs production has been simulated at
NLO with a parton shower by several groups (see Refs.
[27–31]). VBF+jet production at NLO matched to a
parton shower has been investigated in Refs. [32, 33].
Recently, after applying strict VBF selection cuts, dif-
ferential cross sections have been evaluated for VBF
Higgs production using high multiplicity partonic final
state matrix elements provided by Sherpa MC [34] and
POWHEG Box [35] within the merging framework of the
Vincia parton shower program [36].

The first full calculation which includes hexagon and
pentagon Feynman diagrams (see Fig. 3) in addition to
the one-loop diagrams depicted in Fig. 2 and all possible
interferences between s-channel and t/u-channel type
Feynman diagrams at one-loop for h+3 jet production
at NLO was presented in Ref. [37]. Subsequently, the
first comparative analysis of the full h+3 jet production
at NLO against VBF h+3 jet at NLO was presented in
Ref. [38]. Recently, the impact of non-factorizable cor-
rections has been investigated in the eikonal approxi-
mation by several groups [39,40].

Recent experimental analyses employ relaxed selec-
tion criteria for the VBF region such as defined by
the STXS framework [41] and rely on a multitude of
multi-variate analysis techniques instead of standard
cut based analyses (see for example Ref. [42]). In a re-
cent comparative study predictions for VBF Higgs bo-
son production using the well-known VBF selection cri-
terion 2 were generated using different general-purpose
event generators each employing a differing choices for
the NLO parton shower matching scheme and parton
shower [27]. While predictions for two jet observables
were NLO accurate, predictions for three jet observ-
ables were only LO accurate [27]. In Ref. [38], the au-
thors showed for the fixed order NLO predictions of
h+3 jet production that a significant part of the QCD
corrections can be attributed to Higgs-Strahlung-type
topologies. While predictions using the VBF selection
criterion are currently very relevant, it is of theoretical
interest to study the impact of relaxing the VBF selec-
tion criterion. An example is the recent comprehensive
study that explored Higgs boson production in the high
transverse momentum region of the Higgs boson [43].

2Typical VBF selection criterion requires two well separate jets
with large dijet invariant mass. An example is the TIGHT selec-
tion cuts discussed in Section 2.4.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 1 Feynman diagrams for t-channel (top) and s-channel
(bottom), where solid arrowed lines represent quarks, dotted line
denotes Higgs boson, wavy lines are electroweak bosons, and curly
lines are gluons.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 2 Representative one-loop Feynman diagram topologies for
h + 3 jet production where the gluon connects the same quark
line.

Hence, the focus of this paper is to use the matrix ele-
ments provided by the complete NLO h+ 2 and h+ 3

jet production calculations to predict Higgs boson and
jet observables using the NLO multijet merging frame-
work provided by the general purpose event generator
Herwig 7.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we
discuss the settings and input parameters that we used
for simulating the production of a Higgs boson using
the Herwig 7 general purpose Monte Carlo program
and we discuss the matrix elements used to model the
hard scattering processes. In Section 3 we present pre-
dictions for several relevant Higgs and jet observables.
We discuss our conclusions in Section 4.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 3 Representative hexagon and pentagon one-loop Feynman
diagram topologies for h+ 3 jet production.

2 Setup for Simulation

In this section we provide a summary of the software
tools, input parameters, and analysis cuts we used in
our simulations. We use Herwig 7 [44–47], a multi-
purpose event generator, to simulate the scattering of
protons at the LHC experiment. In this paper, we do
not consider the phenomenology of Higgs boson decays
and treat the Higgs boson as a stable particle in our sim-
ulations. Our simulations are performed at the parton-
level, i.e., we do not include hadronization or multiple
parton interactions (MPI) in our simulations.

2.1 Notation

In this section we will define the notation we use in
the following when discussing the results of simulations
involving the merging and matching of different par-
tonic multiplicities of tree-level and one-loop matrix el-
ements.

For electroweak Higgs boson production, the Born-
level hard process is pp→ hjj, where the tree-level 2→
h+2 partonic matrix elements (MEs) are represented by
the symbol h(2). For a leading order merged setup, we
add tree-level MEs for additional partonic multiplicity,
such that we write h(2, 3, 4, . . . , n) with n ≥ 2 for the
merging of MEs with h+2, h+3, h+4, . . . , h+n partons.

For simulations involving the merging of higher-order
MEs, we denote each multiplicity n with an extra ? as
n? for which, in addition to tree-level MEs, the one-
loop correction is included. For example, h(2?, 3, 4) de-
notes Higgs boson production with up to 2 additional
partonic emissions where one-loop MEs have been uti-
lized for the h + 2 parton processes. The special case
of h(2?, 3) describes the "matching through merging"
limit of the merging approach that Herwig 7 uses which
delivers the same accuracy as NLO matching. For a
discussion of merging see Subsection 2.6. For scenar-
ios where we use subtractive matching to match an
NLO calculation to a dipole parton shower (see Sub-
section 2.5 for further details), we denote the NLO

matched setup for pp→ hjj by
h(2?)

⊕
PS and pp→ hjjj by h(3?)

⊕
PS.

2.2 Choice of Matrix Elements

The matrix elements used in this paper were provided
via the external matrix element providers: HJets 1.2
and VBFNLO 3. The HJets 1.2 module [37, 38, 48, 49]
provides tree-level matrix elements for 2 → h + 2, 3, 4

partons and one-loop matrix elements for 2→ h+ 2, 3

partons for electroweak Higgs boson production in as-
sociation with jets. The colour algebra is computed by
the library ColorFull [50] and the one-loop integrals
are performed based on the tensor loop integral reduc-
tion methods described in Ref. [51]. We used the matrix
elements encoded in VBFNLO 3.0.0 beta 5 [26, 52–54]
to compute tree-level and one-loop matrix elements in
the VBF approximation via the Binoth one-loop ac-
cord [55,56].

2.3 Input Parameters

We compute electroweak parameters in the Gµ scheme
with the following input parameters: GF = 1.16637 ×
10−5 GeV−2,mZ = 91.1876 GeV, andmW = 80.385 GeV.
The widths of the Z0 andW± gauge bosons are fixed to
ΓZ = 2.4952 GeV and ΓW = 2.085 GeV, respectively.
The electromagnetic coupling constant and the weak
mixing angle are calculated at tree-level. The Higgs bo-
son mass is set to mH = 125.7 GeV.

For renormalization and factorization scales, we choose
the following as our central scale:

µ0 =
1

2
HT,jets =

1

2

∑

i∈jets

pT,i, (1)

where pT,i is the transverse momentum of the i-th jet.
In order to ensure infrared safety of our scale choice,
we use anti-kT jet clustering [57] with R = 0.4 in the
inclusive mode and choose the E-scheme recombination
method and require that each jet have pT,i > 5 GeV.
The collider energy

√
s = 13 TeV is used for all sim-

ulations. For all simulations we use LHAPDF6 [58] with
the parton distribution functions
PDF4LHC15_nnlo_100_pdfas [59] with αS(MZ) = 0.118

and five active flavours.

2.4 Event Generation Cuts and Kinematic Selection
Cuts

Since the lowest order process involves jets we apply
a set of hard process selection cuts before the subse-
quent parton shower, however we do ensure that there
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is enough margin in our analysis cuts. While in principle
not needed for the lowest-order, two jet process, we still
use a cut for efficiency reasons; other processes of the
VBF/VBS kind do require generation cuts even at NLO
for the lowest order. Jet reconstruction is implemented
on final state partons utilizing the anti-kt algorithm [57]
via the fastjet library [60]. We use R = 0.4 in the in-
clusive mode and choose the E-scheme for the method
of recombination. The minimum transverse momentum
for all jets is set to 10 GeV with the rapidity of the jet
restricted to |yj | ≤ 5. For setups where the lowest final
state parton multiplicity is two partons such as h(2, 3)
or h(2?)

⊕
PS , we require at least two jets while for se-

tups where the lowest final state parton multiplicity is
3 partons such as h(3?)

⊕
PS we require at least three

jets.
All simulated events are analyzed using the MC

analysis toolkit Rivet 2.7.2 [61] and the source code
for the analyses is publicly available at GitHub [62].
Using the Rivet framework, we developed an analy-
sis labeled MC_H2JETS that implements three choices of
event selection criterion: inclusive cuts (INCL), tight
cuts (TIGHT), and loose cuts (LOOSE). Partons are
combined into jets using the anti-kt algorithm [57] with
radius parameter R = 0.4 in the inclusive mode and
perform the recombination of partons into jets in the
E-scheme. All jets are required to have a transverse mo-
mentum pT,j and rapidity yj restricted by the following
conditions:

pT,j > 25 GeV, |yj | ≤ 4.5. (2)

In this paper we order jets from largest to smallest
in jet transverse momentum and label jets as jk with
k = 1, 2, 3... being an index. For INCL selection cuts we
require at least two jets in the event. For the LOOSE
selection cuts we include the following additional selec-
tion criterion

mj1j2 > 200 GeV, ∆yj1j2 > 1, (3)

where the invariant mass of the leading two jets is de-
fined as mj1j2 =

√
(pj1 + pj2)

2 and the rapidity sep-
aration of the leading two jets is defined as ∆yj1j2 =

|yj1−yj2 |. For the TIGHT selection cuts we include the
following additional selection criterion

mj1j2 > 600 GeV, ∆yj1j2 > 4.5, yj1 · yj2 < 0. (4)

For the purpose of examining jets in the rapidity gap
between the leading two jets in an event, we require jets
of at least 25 GeV of transverse momentum and a rapid-
ity ygap such that min(yj1 , yj2) < ygap < max(yj1 , yj2).
Jets that satisfy the above conditions are labeled as
"gap jets" and ordered from largest to smallest jet trans-
verse momentum.

In order to investigate jet production rates at differ-
ent resolution scales, we have modified the Rivet analy-
sis MC_HKTSPLITTINGS to allow for a stable Higgs boson
in the event simulation. We use the kT algorithm [63,64]
withR = 0.6 to compute differential distributions of the
splitting scales

√
dk. The algorithm for the computation

of jet resolution scales is discussed in detail in the in-
troduction of Ref. [65]. The results of this analysis are
discussed in Subsection 3.1.

2.5 The Matching Algorithm

Matching parton showers to next-to-leading order (NLO)
QCD has become the de-facto standard for reliable sim-
ulations at hadron colliders. By matching we refer to
a scheme which subtracts the expansion of the parton
shower to O(αs) from the fixed-order NLO such that
the distribution which results after showering is correct
at NLO, to O(αs). Scale setting in the matching algo-
rithms in Herwig 7 have been discussed in great detail
in [66], with all of these options available for both the
Herwig 7 parton showers [46, 67, 68]. In our work we
choose the default setting of the ‘resummation profile’
which features a narrowly smeared step function to-
wards the hard scale and thus does not introduce spu-
riously small variations.

At the level of the matched fixed-order cross sec-
tion, Herwig 7 provides a framework for interfacing
external matrix element providers such as HJets and
VBFNLO 3 to the Matchbox module [46], which will as-
semble full-fledged, differential NLO cross section from
the external matrix elements. Through the Matchbox
module Herwig 7 is able to match NLO matrix ele-
ments to both the angular ordered [68] and dipole show-
ers [46, 67] using either a subtractive (MC@NLO-type
[69]) matching algorithm or a multiplicative (Powheg-
type [70]) matching algorithm. In our work we focus on
the dipole shower matched via the subtractive matching
paradigm, since the main objective of our work is to em-
ploy merging algorithms of different jet multiplicities,
which, inside of Herwig 7 are currently only available
with the dipole shower algorithm. Differences between
shower algorithms and matching schemes have exten-
sively been discussed in [43] in the context of Higgs
production via VBF.

2.6 The Unitary Merging Algorithm

As opposed to matching, merging algorithms do facil-
itate the combination of several jet multiplicities with
the parton shower. At leading order, stability with re-
spect to the resolution which separates hard jet pro-
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duction from parton shower radiation is achieved by
carefully crafting this resolution to be compatible with
the shower phase space and ordering. No spurious loga-
rithms of the merging scale are then expected to arise,
since the shower is considered to be a good approxima-
tion to tree-level real emission matrix elements in the
transition region. This is not true anymore at NLO,
and a new paradigm of merging needs to be employed
which is correcting for the lack of perturbative infor-
mation contained in the parton shower. These unita-
rized merging algorithms preserve certain features of
inclusive cross sections [71–73], and thus generate ap-
proximate NNLO contributions which are required for a
stable merging. The full implementation of the unitary
merging algorithm used by Herwig 7 was described in
Ref. [74], and does not enforce the reproduction of in-
clusive cross sections exactly, but only subtracts con-
tributions which are classified as logarithmically en-
hanced if they are accessible by a possible parton shower
history. The process is otherwise considered to con-
tribute a new, hard jet configuration from which the
parton shower is evolving in a vetoed manner such as
not to double count contributions both in real emis-
sion as well as virtual and unresolved corrections. At
the same time this approach allows the merging algo-
rithm to deal with processes that involve jets already
at the level of the hard process, something other merg-
ing schemes have not reported on3. In our studies, the
merging scale ρs is smeared according to eq.(40), ρs =
ρC · (1+ (2 · r− 1) · δ) of Ref. [74] . The central merging
scale is set as ρC = 25 GeV with δ = 0.1 for results in-
vestigating the impact of varying the factorization and
renormalization scales in Subsection 3.2. We use the
CMW scheme [74, 75] for the merged simulations with
the modified strong coupling set to α′S(q) = αS(kg(q))

where kg = exp(−Kg/b0), Kg = CA

(
67
18 − 1

6π
2
)
− 5

9NF ,
and b0 = 11− 2/3NF

4.

3 Discussion of Results

3.1 Merging Scale Variations

In Fig. 4, we show results for the splitting scales
√
d2

and
√
d3 of the kT jet algorithm [63, 64]. The splitting

scales are resolution scales
√
dk of the kT jet algorithm

at which the event switches from k jet event to a k+ 1

jet event. In the top row of Fig. 4 we show results for
the merged setup h(2?, 3?, 4) with the central merging
scale ρC set to the following values: 15, 25, 35 GeV. In

3One exception is Ref. [36] which appeared while this work was
being finalized.
4The matched setups also employ the CMW scheme.

the transition region between the h+n parton MEs and
the h + (n + 1) parton MEs near

√
dn ≈ 25 GeV, we

see 10% variations for n = 2, 3. In the bottom row of
Fig. 4 we compare the merged setups and matched se-
tups against the merged setup h(2?, 3?, 4). The merging
scale variations in all other observables we consider are
much smaller than the other scale variations we con-
sider and we hence do not show them in the plots to
follow. The matched results h(2?)

⊕
PS and matching

by merging setup h(2?, 3) have a similar pattern after√
d2 ≈ 125 GeV and

√
d3 ≈ 125 GeV. The matched

results h(2?)
⊕

PS and h(3?)
⊕

PS complement each
other to some extent. The generation cut of 10 GeV
on transverse momentum for the h(3?)

⊕
PS leads to a

suppression around
√
d2 ≈ 10 GeV and

√
d3 ≈ 10 GeV.

Furthermore, the matched h(3?)
⊕

PS result is missing
the h+2 jet events. The merged calculation is clearly re-
produced by the matched ones in the regions where the
respective jet multiplicity is resolved and the fixed or-
der, hard jet multiplicity, provides a reliable prediction,
however the merged description is able to interpolate in
between the different multiplicities.

3.2 Factorization and Renormalization Scale
Variations

In this subsection we present the results of simulations
for the merged setups, h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4), h(2?, 3),
h(2, 3), h(2, 3, 4) and the matched setups, h(2?)

⊕
PS and

h(3?)
⊕

PS . Here we define the renormalization scale
to be µR = ξRµ0 and the factorization scale to be
µF = ξFµ0 with ξF and ξR denoting the scale factors.
In the following figures the error bands are due to the
variation of the renormalization and factorization scale
factors ξF and ξR with ξF = ξR = 1/2, 1 and 2.

In the top row of Fig. 5 we show cross sections
binned according to the exclusive number of identified
jets Njets and to the exclusive number of identified gap
jets Ngap

jets for INCL selection cuts. In the ratio plots, all
results are divided by the result of the merged setup
h(2?, 3?, 4). The matched setup h(2?)

⊕
PS when com-

pared to the h(2?, 3?, 4) agrees up until two identified
jets and 0 identified gap jets. Further the h(2?)

⊕
PS re-

sult appears to underestimate the theoretical errors. In
the bottom row of Fig. 5 we compare merged setups
using the HJets MEs and VBFNLO MEs using TIGHT
selection cuts. The reference in ratio plots is the pre-
diction using the HJets MEs. We see a good agreement
for the binned cross section in the exclusive number
of jets up to 4 jets and for the binned cross section
in the number of exclusive gap jets up to 2 gap jets.
The hard sub-processes using VBFNLO and HJets MEs
are assigned different colour flows in the large-Nc limit,
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Fig. 4 Comparison plots for
√
d2 (left column) and

√
d3 (right column). Shown in the top row is the theory band resulting from

varying the merging scale for the prediction of h(2?, 3?, 4). Shown in the bottom row are theory error bands resulting from the variation
of the renormalization and factorization scales for predictions of h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4), h(2, 3, 4), h(2?, 3), h(2, 3), h(3?)

⊕
PS, and

h(2?)
⊕

PS with h(2?, 3?, 4) being the reference in the ratio plots. While for the observables we consider later the matched and
merged three jet simulations agree well within their uncertainties we here observe bigger differences for large jet separation scales and
large third jet transverse momenta. This signals that the multi-scale approach inherent to the merging is more appropriate to such
processes than using a fixed-multiplicity, dynamic scale like the HT,jets scale we have been using here. Also observe that additional
hard jet matrix elements, like the four jet contribution, might well affect transition rates at lower jet multiplicity, a feature which
has reportedly been observed in merged simulations even up to much more than a hand full of jets [76] and is a consequence of the
transition of four jet matrix elements into the parton shower region.
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Fig. 5 Exclusive number of jets (left column) and the exclusive number of gap jets (right column) with INCL (top row) and TIGHT
(bottom row) selection cuts for the predictions of h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4), h(2, 3, 4), h(2?, 3), h(2, 3), h(3?)

⊕
PS, and h(2?)

⊕
PS.

h(2?, 3?, 4) being the reference in the ratio plots for top row. In the bottom row setups using VBFNLO MEs are compared against setups
using HJets MEs. Shown in the figures are theory error bands due to the variation of the factorization and renormalization scales.
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Fig. 6 Shown is the distribution of 2 jets observables with INCL selection cuts: transverse momentum (top left) pT,j2 and rapidity
yj2 (top right) for the second leading jet, rapidity gap ∆yj1j2 (bottom left) and invariant mass mj1j2 (bottom right) of the two tagging
jets. The prediction is h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4), h(2, 3, 4), h(2?, 3), h(2, 3), and h(2?)

⊕
PS with h(2?, 3?, 4) being the reference in the

ratio plots. Shown in the figures are theory error bands due to the variation of the factorization and renormalization scales.

since the full calculation takes into account all con-
tributing topologies. Since the dipole shower evolution
is intimately connected to the hard sub-process colour
flow, different hard sub-process colour flows result in
different shower histories. The TIGHT selection cuts
essentially allow extra jets in the gap between the lead-
ing two jets. Both h+ 3 and h+ 4 parton events allow

for extra jets in the gap between the jets even after the
strict TIGHT selection cuts. One should note that the
rate is quite small in these higher multiplicity bins.

In Fig. 6, the distributions in transverse momen-
tum and rapidity for the second leading jet are shown
in addition to the kinematic distributions in the rapid-
ity difference of the leading two jets ∆yj1j2 and the
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invariant mass of the leading two jets mj1j2 are shown.
We see good agreement between the matched setup
h(2?)

⊕
PS and merged setups h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4)

and h(2?, 3) with the exception of a region between
100 GeV and 150 GeV in the invarant mass of leading
two jets which is no more that 10%. The leading order
merged setups h(2, 3, 4) and h(2, 3) deviate as expected.

Shown in the top row of Fig. 7 using INCL selection
cuts are the kinematic distributions in the transverse
momentum of third leading jet pT,j3 and the centrality
of the third jet z∗j3 defined as

z∗j3 =
yj3 −

yj1+yj2
2

|∆yj1j2 |
. (5)

For the transverse momentum and the centrality of the
third jet, the matched setup h(2?)

⊕
PS when com-

pared to h(2?, 3?, 4) deviate by up to 20%. This feature
is shared by the matching by merging setups h(2?, 3).
It is quite obvious that relying on the parton shower
alone without including the h+ 4 parton hard scatter-
ing matrix elements fails to describe the higher jet mul-
tiplicities beyond 2. In the bottom row of Fig. 7 using
LOOSE selection cuts we see deviations between pre-
dictions based on VBFNLO MEs and the HJets MEs up
to 50% in the tail of the distribution for the transverse
momentum of the third jet for merged setup h(2?, 3?, 4).
For the centrality of the third jet, we see the largest de-
viations when using NLO MEs. All predictions deviate
at the level 40% around z∗j3 = 0. This is the result of
the missing s-channel contributions in the VBFNLO pre-
dictions.

In Fig. 8 we show kinematic distributions for the az-
imuthal angle difference between the Higgs boson and
two leading jets ∆φh,j1j2 and transverse momentum of
the Higgs boson plus two leading jets pT,hj1j2 that re-
sult from our matched and merged setups. The∆φh,j1j2
observable is defined as

∆φh,j1j2 = |φh − φj1j2 |, (6)

where φh is the azimuthal angle of the Higgs boson and
φj1j2 is the azimuthal angle of the system comprised of
the leading two jets. The pT,hj1j2 observable is defined
by

pT,hj1j2 =
(
ph + pj1 + pj2

)
T
, (7)

where ph, pj1 , pj2 label the momentum of the Higgs bo-
son, momentum of the first leading jet and the momen-
tum of the second leading jet. The subscript T repre-
sents the transverse component of the momentum sum.
For ∆φh,j1j2 we see an enhancement occurring in the
region between ∆φh,j1j2 = 0 and ∆φh,j1j2 = 2.9 when
comparing the matched h(2?)

⊕
PS results to that of

the merged NLO h(2?, 3?, 4) results. It should be noted
that the NLO matched h(3?)

⊕
PS result appears to

underestimate the theory error associated with vary-
ing the factorization and renormalization scales. The
distributions in pT,hj1j2 shows an enhancement when
comparing NLO matched result h(2?)

⊕
PS to the NLO

merged h(2?, 3?, 4) result. The theory error is underes-
timated by the NLO matched h(2?)

⊕
PS predictions.

The matching by merging setups h(2, 3) and h(2?, 3)

follow a similar pattern to the h(2?)
⊕

PS setup. When
comparing merged setups using the HJets MEs against
the VBFNLO MEs for the LOOSE selection cuts we see
deviations in the tail of the pT,hj1j2 distribution. For
∆φh,j1j2 we notice when going from the LO MEs to
NLO MEs the two predictions separate even further.
This suggests that applying an overall K factor to pre-
dictions using LO merged setup may not describe the
physics very well.

4 Conclusions and Outlook

For the first time NLO predictions for electroweak Higgs
production have been merged with a dipole shower us-
ing the full set of tree-level and one-loop matrix ele-
ments available via the HJets matrix element library.
We have shown that for two jet observables that the
merged setups h(2?, 3?, 4) and matched setups h(2?)

⊕
PS are

in good agreement. While for three jet observables such
as the transverse momentum of the third hardest jet in
the event, we note deviations as large as 20% when
comparing the merged setup h(2?, 3?, 4) and matched
setup h(2?)

⊕
PS . This can be attributed to the fact

that the matched setup for this jet multiplicity is actu-
ally a leading order result. When comparing h(2?, 3?, 4)
and matched setup h(3?)

⊕
PS we see deviations for

most of the third jet observables. This can be viewed
as follows: the matching uses a dynamic scale, but is
fixed on the multijet topology, like the HT,jets scale we
have been using here. This also sets the hard shower
scale. The merging in turn uses a more natural choice
for multiscale problems, a fact which has extensively
been discussed in the merging literature, see e.g. [74],
and is also at the heart of approaches like the MINLO
algorithms [77]. While for most of the jet distributions
the matched and merged setups agree within 10-20%,
we conclude that the deviations for large kT splitting
scales and third jet transverse momenta signal that
fixed-multiplicity matching, even with a dynamic scale,
might not be the appropriate simulation. We will in-
vestigate this issue in future work in more detail, in
particular also their dependence on different jet radii.

Comparing the h(2?, 3?, 4) merged setups using ma-
trix elements from HJets and VBFNLO we see good agree-
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Fig. 7 Shown are kinematic distributions in the transverse momentum of the third leading jet pT,j3 (left column) and Zeppenfeld
variable z?j3 (right column). In the top row predictions h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4), h(2, 3, 4), h(2?, 3), h(2, 3), h(3?)

⊕
PS, and h(2?)

⊕
PS

are compared to the h(2?, 3?, 4) prediction (INCL selection cuts). In the bottom row we compare the merged setups using VBFNLO MEs
against the setups using HJets MEs using LOOSE selection cuts. Shown in the figures are theory error bands due to the variation of
the factorization and renormalization scales.
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Fig. 8 Shown are distributions in the azimuthal angle difference between the Higgs boson and system formed by the leading two
jets ∆φh,j1j2 (left column) and in the transverse momentum of the Higgs boson plus two leading jets system pT,hj1j2 (right column).
In the top row predictions h(2?, 3?, 4), h(2?, 3, 4), h(2, 3, 4), h(2?, 3), h(2, 3), h(3?)

⊕
PS, and h(2?)

⊕
PS are compared to the

h(2?, 3?, 4) prediction (INCL selection cuts). In the bottom row we compare the merged setups using VBFNLO MEs against the setups
using HJets MEs for LOOSE selection cuts. Shown in the figures are theory error bands due to the variation of the factorization and
renormalization scales.
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ment for the case of TIGHT selection cuts and strong
deviations when using LOOSE selection cuts. As a best
practice we recommend using HJets when interested
in a region of phase space described by the INCL and
LOOSE selection cuts.

With the level of control we have now gained through
the multijet merging – with and without the VBF ap-
proximation – we are confident that algorithms come
in reach which could utilize the properties of unitarized
merging for the combination with NNLO. In this case
one could systematically remove the approximated from
the full calculations, and add them back using the avail-
able NNLO QCD corrections for the VH [78–80] and
VBF-approximated channels [23–25], respectively.
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