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We study the use of higher-order resummation for transverse observables to achieve NNLO + PS
matching within the GENEVA framework. In particular, we embed gy resummation for color-singlet
production at N3LL obtained via soft-collinear effective theory and implemented in the library SCETIib
within GENEVA. We also study for the first time the use of the generalized N-jettiness variable in parton
shower matching, and achieve the resummation of the one-jettiness defined with transverse measures up to
NLL' accuracy. As a case study, we use these resummed calculations to construct a GENEVA NNLO + PS
generator for Higgs boson production in heavy-quark annihilation (with beauty or charm quarks in the
initial state). The use of transverse measures facilitates the matching to showers ordered in transverse
momentum, and opens the door to possible future extensions of this approach to the production of color

singlets in association with final-state jets.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The success of the experimental program at the LHC
demands theoretical tools at the highest possible accuracy.
While fully differential calculations at fixed-order in
perturbation theory have reached N°LO for simple proc-
esses [1-4], state-of-the-art for predictions matched to
parton shower generators is currently next-to-next-to-lead-
ing order (NNLO + PS). Two main approaches exist to
achieve this accuracy [5,6], while a third, rather different
approach, is currently under active development [7,8].

An interesting question relevant to the construction of
NNLO + PS generators concerns the choice of resolution
variables, which partition the phase space into jet bins of
differing multiplicity and which must be resummed to high
logarithmic accuracies. While many choices are in principle
possible, the predictions for exclusive observables will
depend on said choice, introducing a source of systematic
uncertainty. A natural way to gauge the size of this
uncertainty would be to compare the predictions of gen-
erators constructed using the same method but different
variables. In addition, the availability of higher-accuracy
parton shower algorithms [9-12] means that one may wish
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to explore novel variable choices to ensure the preservation
of the shower accuracy in matching.

In this work, we implement a new combination of
resolution variables in the GENEVA approach. The original
formulation of GENEVA [13] used the zero- and one-jettiness
[14] to separate the 0/1- and 1/2- jet bins respectively, and
indeed many electroweak processes have since been exam-
ined in this context [15-21]. The jettiness variable has the
advantage of considerable simplicity, admitting a simple
factorization structure in SCET-I which facilitates resum-
mation [22,23]. However, the fact that the usual definition of
the jettiness involves an invariant masslike measure com-
plicates the matching to commonly employed parton shower
algorithms, which tend to be ordered in transverse momen-
tum. An alternative formulation using the color-singlet
transverse momentum ¢y to separate the 0/1-jet bins was
studied in Ref. [24], with g; resummation at N*LL provided
by the RadiSH formalism [25,26]. The 1/2-jet separation
variable remained, however, the one-jettiness. In Ref. [27], a
generator for W W~ production was constructed using the
hardest and second-hardest jet transverse momenta as
variables and SCET-based resummation [28,29]. With these
choices, the need for truncated showering techniques [30] in
GENEVA was reduced. A summary of the currently available
GENEVA implementations is presented in Table II.

The new class of generators we initiate in this work uses
transverse observables to separate all jet bins, as in
Ref. [27]. As in Ref. [24], we use g7 as the primary
resolution variable, though exploiting analytic SCET-II
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resummation provided by SCETIb [31] rather than the
RadISH approach previously taken. As a secondary reso-
lution variable, we choose a generalization of the one-
jettiness which uses a transverse momentumlike measure.
Though the definition of this observable was introduced in
the original N-jettiness paper over 15 years ago [14], to our
knowledge this is the first time that its resummation has
been accomplished beyond leading logarithmic order."?
The observable is interesting not merely because it facil-
itates matching for color singlet processes, but because of
the promise it holds for achieving NNLO + PS matching
for color-singlet production in association with additional
jets. The work we present here takes a very first step in this
direction, achieving NLL' resummation before the shower
matching.

As a case study, we consider the production of a Higgs
boson through heavy-quark annihilation (¢, bb — H). The
requisite gy resummation for this process was achieved at
N3LL in Ref. [34], and generators for the bbH process were
constructed in Refs. [35,36] using the MiNNLOps formalism
and approximations for unknown two-loop matrix ele-
ments. As detailed in e.g. Ref. [37], measurements of
the Higgs boson g spectrum could be used in conjunction
with precision theory predictions for hbH to extract a value
for the bottom Yukawa coupling y,. Generalizations to
other color-singlet processes, though time-consuming, are
in principle straightforward.

The rest of this paper is arranged as follows. In Sec. II,
we provide a brief recap of the GENEVA method for
matching NNLO calculations to parton shower, while
Sec. III summarises ¢y resummation in SCET. In
Sec. IV we briefly review the definition of the generalized
jettiness for unacquainted readers, before detailing the
resummation of a specific choice of measures at NLL'.
We present NNLO -+ PS matched results for bbH and ccH
in Sec. V, before concluding in Sec. VI.

II. THE GENEVA METHOD

The GENEVA method [5,13] relies on defining infrared
(IR) safe events at a specific perturbative order, which are
|

doglc ( Cm) d6N3LLrO Cm) daNzLL,o

—(rg") = rg) —

dd,  ° do, ° dd,

dallvlc( cut) dUN3LL’° d6N3LL’0

) = -

dq)l ! dq)odr() dq)odro
doNLO doNLLr
AR
do, do,

(5"

NLO,

(r

obtained by combining fixed-order and resummed calcu-
lations. This is achieved by converting IR-divergent final
states with M partons into IR-finite final states with N
partonic jets, where M > N, ensuring that the divergences
cancel on an event-by-event basis. The conversion is
performed using N-jet resolution variables ry to define
slicing parameters ", which divide the phase space into
regions with different numbers of resolved emissions: @,
where there is no additional jet, ®; with one jet and ®, with
two or more jets in the final state.

To define the GENEVA differential cross sections with
zero, one and two jets, we begin by introducing the
following shorthand notation

dGNLOO
o, (r§") = Bo(®o) + V(Do)
dd
+ [ S Bi@)et <. (1)
dGNLO‘
i, (r{") = By (@) + V(D))
do
+ [ SR B@)00 < 4. (2)
dol0:
i, B, (®,) (3)

where B, and V, represent the tree-level and one-loop
contributions with M partons in the final state, and we
defined

dDy .,

dq)N = dq’NHé[q’N - &)N((DN+1)]

(4)
to indicate the integration over the @ | phase space points
that are projected on @, by the @, mapping. Following the
method first developed in Ref. [27], the differential cross
sections with zero, one and two additional jets are then
defined as

d O_NLOO

dd,

+
NLO,

(5"

]m(@])w@], o)
AN

4o,

) - g () (5

}H(ro > rg')

NLO,

"The NLL resummation should also be achievable within the CAESAR formalism [32], but to our knowledge, this observable has

never been studied in that context.

*We note that a similar generalization of the jettiness has more recently been proposed in Ref. [33].
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det%
nonpro
+4d(1)l: L0(ry < rgt)

do¥S  ([doNn  doln
do,

~ [d®odry  d®ydry [y,
dot®  [de"Mn  doN
do, {dtbldrl A, dr,

LO
do 2

(6)

] Poi ((I)I)Ull ((Dh ”1)731—4((1)2)

]731_,2((192)}9(1’1 > r{"o(ry > ri™)

T < 5Oy > ). (7)

do,

In the above equations, doN'HLny NLL, /dDy(ry) and
doN Hlny NLLE, /d®ydry are respectively the cumulant
and spectrum of the ry N’LL or NLL' resummed cross
section and the notation | o, indicates their fixed-order
expansion at the (N)LO order of the process with M final-
state partons. Furthermore, U, (®y, r) denotes the NLL r,
Sudakov form factor, U} (®,, 1) its derivative with respect
to ry, and the functions Py_y,1(Py, ) (called splitting
functions in the GENEVA literature) are used to spread the
resummed 7  spectrum over the @y, phase space. They
are defined such that

do
[Py ya@na) =1 (®)

Finally, the “nonproj” label is used to indicate the @y,
phase space points that do not have a @, projection through
the ®, mapping.

The ®, mapping is constructed in such a way that it
preserves the value of r, i.e.

ro(®1(D,)) = ro(®,). )

which is crucial to ensure that the r; resummation does not
spoil the resummed r, spectrum. Since we use ry = g7 in
this work, we require a gp-preserving mapping in our
NLO; calculation. Mappings which satisfy this criterion
have been previously used in Refs. [13,24]. In this work,
we construct a new hybrid mapping by combining the ISR
part of the 7y — g7 preserving mapping from Ref. [13] with
the FSR part of the mapping used in Ref. [27] which

preserves the transverse momentum of the jet, pjﬁt. This has
better numerical performance compared to the g, preserv-
ing mapping of Ref. [24] while still avoiding unphysical
artefacts in exclusive distributions, which are caused by the
FSR part of the 7, — g7 mapping.

The integration measure introduced in Eq. (8) is defined as

dPy,

ddydry = d(I’N+15[(DN - &)N((DNH )]

X 8[ry = ry(@ya1)] (10)

[

and indicates the integration over the @, | phase space points
whose value of the N-jet resolution variable is r and which
are projected on ®, by the ®y mapping (called splitting
mapping in the GENEVA literature). The ®, mapping does not
need to coincide with ®y. Indeed, to simplify the imple-
mentation of the P;_,, functions, in this work we employ a
splitting mapping @, # ®,, whose details are discussed in
Sec. IV C.

III. RESUMMATION OF TRANSVERSE
MOMENTUM IN SCET

The factorization of the leading-power g, spectrum was
first established in Refs. [38-40], and extended in
Refs. [41-43]. In this paper, we adopt the SCET framework
48-44]], where ¢, factorization was formulated in
Refs. [49-52]. In particular, we employ rapidity renorm-
alization [51,53] using the exponential regulator [52]. In
this formulation, the singular cross section for color-singlet
production can be written as

dgsing
quchO

_ZHab(q)O;ﬂ)/dzl_éadzlzbdzlzs
a,b

X 5(qT - |I—€a - /zb - szDBa(-xu’ ]_éa;/'tay/wu)
(1)

The hard function H, is process-dependent and describes
the hard interaction producing the color singlet ab — F,
where a, b denote the available partonic channels at leading
order. The beam functions B, ;, describe collinear radiation

X By, (xp. ks . v/ @p)S g (ks pt,v).

with total transverse momentum l?a,,, and longitudinal
momentum fractions x,,, = (m/E.,)e*? (for color-singlet
mass m, rapidity Y and hadronic center-of-mass energy
E..), with @, , = x,,Ecq. The soft function S, describes

soft radiation with total transverse momentum l_c: Finally,
the scales y and v denote the virtuality and rapidity
renormalization scales.

To achieve all-order resummation, each of the functions
in Bq. (11) is first evaluated at its natural scale(s) uy p.s,
Vg s, and then evolved to a common set of scales u, v by
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solving a coupled system of renormalization group equa-
tions. As shown in Ref. [54], the exact solution of said
equations in g, space in terms of distributions is equivalent
to the canonical solution in by space appropriately trans-
formed. In this work we follow common practice and
employ the latter solution. For details see Refs. [54-56].

While the resummed cross section in Eq. (11) is
appropriate when describing events at low gy, for higher
values it is no longer adequate and we must rely on a
calculation at fixed order in perturbation theory. The
matching of resummed and fixed order calculations is
achieved additively as detailed in Sec. Il—we are still
required, however, to specify a prescription which switches
off the resummation at large gy to ensure a smooth
transition between the resummed and fixed-order parts
of the calculation. This is achieved using hybrid profile
scales [57-59], which allow ug, pg, pg to take different
values in the resummation region (required to minimise the
size of large logarithms), but which flow to a common scale
with increasing g7, thus naturally ending RG evolution
for g7 ~ Q.

The framework described above is sufficiently general to
describe the production of any color-singlet final state
(given an appropriate hard function). However, implemen-
tation details are in general process-dependent. In particu-
lar, the shape of the profile scales which determine the
transition between resummation and fixed-order regions of
phase space is normally chosen based on the relative size of
the singular and nonsingular contributions as a function of
qr and differs between, e.g., Drell-Yan and Higgs boson
production. In our specific case of Higgs boson production
in heavy-quark annihilation, these considerations were
examined in Ref. [34]. Since we directly interface the
SCETIib g7 module [60] used in that work to GENEVA, we
employ the same central scale choices and profile shapes as
used there. We also estimate our uncertainties via profile
scale variation in the same manner. We note that just as in
Ref. [21], this allows us to separate dependence on the
beam and factorization scales pp and up, allowing us to
perform 7-point scale variations for inclusive observables.
For the sake of completeness, we detail our profile scale
choices, transition points and variation prescription in
Appendix A.

IV. RESUMMATION OF ONE-JETTINESS WITH
GENERALIZED MEASURES

A. Observable definition

The N-jettiness observable is most often defined as
Ty = me{w}, (12)
;m On

where the sum runs over the four-momenta of all colored
particles p’i‘ , the minimization over m runs over all beam

and jet reference momenta ¢}, and the factors Q,, are
normalization factors. This definition uses an invariant
masslike measure and obeys a SCET-I type factorization,
which has been well-studied in the literature.

It was remarked in the original N-jettiness paper,
however, that the definition in Eq. (12) can be extended
to use generic measures in each beam or jet region [14].
Moreover, N-jettiness can be thought of not merely as an
event-shape, but as a way to define an exclusive jet
algorithm which partitions the phase space into two beam
and N jet regions, to which emissions are assigned. The
measure factors which are used to assign emissions to each
region need not be identical to the value which the
observable returns. In general, therefore, we must define
separate distance measures d,,(p;) which assign the emis-
sion i to one of the N + 2 regions m if
d(pi) = min{d,(p;), ... dy(p;), du(pi). dp(pi)},  (13)
and the resulting observable f,, which is returned by that
emission once it falls into the region m,

T(m) = me('h’ ¢i)pT,i7 (14)

iem

where 7;, ¢; and pr; denote the pseudorapidity, azimuth
and transverse momentum associated with i. We remark
that the definitions of the jet regions d; for je{1,...,N}
are themselves dependent on a determination of the jet
axes, which may be performed either by running an
exclusive jet algorithm (e.g. anti-k;) over the final state,
or by a minimization of the N-jettiness over all possible
axes. The latter definition has the advantage of guarantee-
ing insensitivity to soft-recoil effects, whose correct treat-
ment requires the introduction of additional transverse
momentum convolutions in the factorization formula. At
one-loop, it is equivalent to using the winner-take-all
(WTA) axis [61], in that the jet direction is determined
solely by the “hardest” emission.

This generalized definition of the N-jettiness has also
been well studied in the literature, and the choice of the
measures has important consequences for the structure of
the factorization. The XCone algorithm implements pre-
cisely the procedure described above to act as an exclusive
jet algorithm, and in that context a number of different
measure choices have been studied [62]. Reference [63]
completed the study of factorization types (i.e., all possible
combinations of SCET-I/SCET-II measures for beams and
jets) and provided the one-loop soft functions relevant for
color singlet production in association with a single jet. In
addition, the N-subjettiness observable, introduced in
Ref. [64] as a way to study jet substructure, uses choices
of the f,, which are transverse momentumlike by default.

In this work, we will make specific choices for both the
d, and f, and use N =1, thus defining a generalized
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one-jettiness observable which we refer to as 777.
Specifically, we choose the conical measure [62,65] for
the region assignment, which (for isolated jets) clusters in a
manner equivalent to the anti-k; algorithm:

2

R~
dmzl(l?i) = Rl;l (15)

In the above equation, we have defined a single beam
measure,

do(p;) = min{d,(p;). dy(pi)}. (16)

and introduced the distance

Rin=A/ni=n) + (b= dn)?  (17)

and (constant) jet radius R. For the measurement itself,
defining

PT.ifB(’?i)»
TP —
: Z{ pT.ifJ(”/ivai)v

we choose the boost-invariant generalization of broadening
[63,66] for the jet region,

for dg(p;) <

for d;(p;) < 18)

f.l(”iv ¢l) = \/ZCOSh(ni ) ZCOS(QI) ¢J)

=Ry (19)

where the distance d;(p;) is measured with respect to the
jet axis J according to Eq. (15), and the transverse energy
for the beam region,

fe(m) =1, (20)

with the distance dg(p;) being equal to dy(p;) = 1. Both
observables are of SCET-II type—the setup described
above corresponds to one of the choices made in
Ref. [63], for which the one-loop soft function was
calculated. It was shown in that work that the cross section
then factorizes as

do
——* _H q) dk
d®,dT " L /(H )
1
xS AT =S ki {n,}, {d, ,M,—>
(1 IRERNTANE

14 1%
BK,Z (km Xas Hs _> BK,, (kbv Xps Hs _>
Wy Wy

X J. k~,,u,—l/ s 21
J
i w

J

where the channel index k = {k,.k,.k;} runs over all
possible flavors of incoming and outgoing partons.

B. Ingredients and resummation at NLL’

At NLL' accuracy, each of the hard, soft, beam and jet
functions are required at one-loop accuracy as are the
noncusp anomalous dimensions, while the cusp anomalous
dimension is needed one order higher. The hard function is
easily obtained from the corresponding one-loop QCD
amplitude.3 It satisfies an evolution equation

d
/’talnHK<(Dlvﬂ) = 7 (®P1. 1) (22)

where the hard anomalous dimension is of the form

) a)ze_znj
yKH(Cbl ) ﬂ) = 1—‘cusp [as (Iu)] T In qu
0)2627” (U2
T? In—2 T2l ———
T T N G coshun, il
+ rirlas ()], (23)

virlag(u)] = (ng + ng)y?a,(w)] + ngyflas(u)],  (24)

where n, and n, label respectively the number of quarks
and gluons in the channel «.

The relevant soft function was calculated in Ref. [63]. Its
evolution equation reads

d v
ﬂd_SK <kS9q)l 9l’lv_>
u 2
_ /dkgyz_s <k5—kg,q)1,ﬂ,£) S, (k{g,q)l,ﬂ,£> (25)

where we have suppressed the dependence on the d,, for
brevity and translated the dependence on the reference direc-
tions n,, into a dependence on the phase space ®@;. The soft
virtuality anomalous dimension is given to all orders by

v
7/;,5 <kS’ (I)l s My ;{) = 21—‘cusp [O!S (ﬂ)]é(kS)

14
« [_(Tg +T} 4T

+ T3 In(2 cosh ) +

+ Vsl (w)]6(ks) (26)

(thz - Tiza)’h

3 Although in general both hard and soft functions are matrices
in color space, for the case of N =1 the color algebra diago-
nalizes and it is possible to rewrite the factorization in the form
Eq. 21).
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where the noncusp term y;fg) [, (u)] = 0 at one-loop. The soft
function also obeys a rapidity evolution equation

d
I/—SK <kS7 ®19H1 5)
dv u
14
= [ okt - s, (Koonnt) 1)

where the rapidity anomalous dimension at one-loop order is
given by

k(1 ax(”) 1 k
735 (s.p) =200 — {(Tﬁ‘f‘Ti‘f’Tf);ﬁo <;S>] (28)

and the plus distribution £(x) is defined as in Appendix B.

The collinear beam functions relevant for the observable
are those calculated at one-loop in e.g. Refs. [28,67,68]
while the recoil-free broadening jet function was calculated
in Ref. [61]. Both beam and jet functions obey a set of
similar evolution equations,

d
lu_Bi <kB’ x7ﬂ75)
du 0]

: v v
_/dH};VL,B(kB_k;}?’/"5>Bi<k}3’x"ﬂ’5>’ #)

d
I/—Bl’ (kB,x,,u,K)
dv w

. 14
— [ stk = Ky (K2 ). 30)
d v
ﬂd—Ji <k1’ﬂ,—>
1 ®

. v v
= /dk/JVL,J (k, _k/J’/"v5>Ji (k’,,u,;) (31)
Se <k5’¢1’ﬂ’£>
u

d v
—J | kyou—
I/dl/ 1<Jﬂw>

. 14
= [kt =kn(Gmt). @

where the virtuality anomalous dimensions take the forms

. 14 14 .
7;4.3 <kB7 M, 5) = {ZT%Fcusp IOg 5 + J/;} [as (ﬂ)] }6(k3>7

(33)
Vi (kf,ﬂ, g) = {2T?Fcusp logg + vhlay (ﬂ)]}é(kf),
(34)

and at one loop yg% [a,(1)] = =2y D[a,(u)]. The one-loop
rapidity anomalous dimensions are instead given by

" o) ol . (k
vi5(ks.p) = —21“0?12;&) (73 35)

i @) o . (k
vyg(ky ) = =2I . T%;L:o(;] . (36)

The evolution equations in ¢ and v are most easily solved
by transforming to Laplace space, first evolving from vy —
v at fixed puy and subsequently from uy — p (for
X €{B, S,J}). At NLL, the solution for the soft function
can be written analytically as

= exp{Z(CKH + CK;, + CK,->KF(ﬂS» /") + |:2(CK,, - CK},)’?J + 2CKj 11‘1(2 cosh ’71) + Z(Cxa + CK,, + ij) ln'u_yS:| ’71"(/'457 /")}

[ kvl = KSR @105 25, -
ns = MZI“O(C +C, +C)In v , (38)
S Ax Ky Kp Kj Ug

where the function V, (k, u) is defined in Appendix B and the quadratic Casimir factors C; = T?. Similarly, the solution for

the beam and jet functions can be written as
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v v v

B (knx 2 ) = expd Ky ) + 260 s b [ @633 00 = Ko (oo 2. 39
i %) or e (L), (40)

B T ! Up

v v , , , vy
Ji <k1,/¢75) = eXP{Ky(ﬂbﬂ) +2GC; 111;’11"(#1’/4)} /koVn;(kJ =k, p1g)J; (kj’ﬂj,/t—J), (41)
|
_ o, (1)) Y all the phase space points are even required to be project-
ny =-— 34—”2F0C ;In <1/_> . (42)  able (a nonprojectable @, phase space point would simply
7

For convenience, we reproduce the one-loop expressions
for soft, beam and jet functions in Appendix C. We note
that while it is possible to write down the solutions of the
evolution equations analytically at NLL (NLL') order,
extending the above solutions to higher resummed orders
seems challenging. The underlying reason for this is a
combination of the facts that the evolution equations are
solved in Laplace space and that the rapidity anomalous
dimensions have a nontrivial dependence on kp g ;. At one-
loop order, this necessitates taking an inverse Laplace
transform of functions of the form exp(—alnx), for
constant a. While this is still possible analytically at this
order, the appearance of higher powers of the logarithm in
the exponent (arising ultimately from higher plus distribu-
tions £, iny,) hinders an analytic treatment starting at
NNLL. Resummation at this order is therefore likely to
require a numerical implementation of the inverse integral
transform, as is normally performed for g; resummation.

C. Splitting mappings
To generate hard events that are distributed according to
the NLL' 77" resummed spectrum, GENEVA assigns the
events a weight obtained by multiplying the spectrum by a
function (called splitting function in the GENEVA literature)
of the d®, phase space that integrates to 1 for every
underlying @, phase space point and 717 value:

dd
/mpl—a(q’z) =1 (43)

The details of the numeric implementation and the func-
tional forms of the splitting functions used by GENEVA are
provided in Refs. [21,69].

This procedure requires introducing a projection ®,
(called a splitting mapping in the GENEVA literature) from
the phase space d®, to the underlying phase space d®;.
The choice of such a projection is constrained by the
requirement of infrared safety that univocally fixes the
splitting mapping in the limit of small 777, At large 777,
instead, the choice is largely arbitrary, to the point that not

imply that P_,(®,) = 0). The arbitrariness of this choice
might appear to translate into a large theoretical uncertainty
in the final distributions. This, however, is not the case,
since the splitting functions always multiply differences
between resummed spectra and their truncated perturbative
expansion, which, at large values of 77, are beyond the
accuracy of the calculation. In other words, different
choices of splitting mappings introduce distortions in the
distributions of the generated events, whose size is formally
subleading with respect to the claimed NNLO accuracy.

For some distributions of particular importance, how-
ever, it might be preferable to avoid these kinds of effects
entirely. To that purpose, we can exploit the freedom in the
choice of the mapping to enforce the preservation of a set of
observables O, for which

0:(®,) = 0;(D(D,)). (44)

For these observables, the 777 resummation can be
implemented in a unitary fashion, such that their distribu-
tions remain unaffected.

In this work, we require the splitting mapping to preserve
the entire color singlet four-momentum. This guarantees
that the NNLO accuracy of the Higgs rapidity distribution
and the N3LL/ accuracy of the Higgs transverse momentum
distribution are not spoiled. This condition still leaves one
degree of freedom that we fix with the further constraint
that the splitting mapping also preserves the rapidity of the
“hardest” final-state parton (i.e., the one that defines the jet
direction in the WTA clustering). The choice of 77 as 1-jet
resolution variable does not constrain the mapping, but
affects the numeric implementation of the splitting func-
tions. Guaranteeing that Eq. (44) is satisfied indeed requires
an analytic computation of the integration limits on ®, at
fixed @, = ®;(®,) and 717, as well as the mea-
sure d®,/d®,dT}".

V. RESULTS

In this section, we present our numerical results for the
qq — H process in a proton-proton scattering. We use the
following input parameters: E., = 13 TeV, Higgs boson
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mass my = 125 GeV and strong coupling a,(m,) = 0.118
with m; = 91.1876 GeV. Unless otherwise indicated we
use the MSHT20nnlo PDF set [70]. The Yukawa cou-
plings are computed by evolving the MS quark masses
m,(m,) to the desired scale. The input values are
my,(my,) =4.18 GeV  and m.(m.) = 1.27 GeV  [71].
Finally, we set the Higgs vacuum expectation value
to v = 246.22 GeV.

A. Fixed order validation

We begin by validating our results at fixed order in
perturbation theory. Before presenting our numerical com-
parisons, we take this opportunity to remind the reader of a
subtlety in choosing the renormalization scale in a
resummed calculation, which will affect our results. The
profile scales which we employ in GENEVA are functions of
the resolution variable g;. The consequence of this is that
the operations of setting the scale and integrating the g7
spectrum to obtain the total cross section (or an inclusive
distribution such as the color singlet rapidity) do not
commute. This leaves some freedom in how we present
our results—we can either set scales in the spectrum and
obtain inclusive quantities by integration, or instead set
scales in the integrated cross section and obtain the
spectrum by differentiation. The two options differ by
formally higher-order terms, which however can be
numerically sizeable. The first choice is more natural when
one is interested in the g spectrum, since it matches what
one would normally do in a resummed calculation. The
latter instead guarantees that the results of a fixed order
calculation (say, the NNLO cross section) are recovered,
but may result in distortions of the gy spectrum.

In Ref. [13], a compromise was proposed. The key idea
is to set scales in the spectrum, but to add back a higher-
order term which is given by the difference of the spectrum
and the gp-derivative of the cumulant. This is further
modulated by an interpolating function k(g7 ), which limits
the activity of the term to the small g; region. In this way,
one obtains the correct fixed order normalization for
inclusive quantities while minimizing any distortions of
the g7 spectrum. In this work, we have chosen not to adopt
this approach. For the bb — H process in particular, the
difference between spectrum and cumulant scale setting is a
numerically large effect (in contrast to e.g. Drell-Yan, see
Appendix E), and our predictions would be extremely
sensitive to the exact way in which the cross section fix was
implemented. In the rest of this subsection, we have set
scales in the cumulant (which facilitates the comparison of
our results with fixed order codes). In following subsec-
tions, however (and in particular when examining exclusive
distributions such as the g; spectrum), we have instead
adopted spectrum scale setting. This is in general more
appropriate for Higgs boson production in heavy-quark
fusion, since measurements of the Higgs boson g spec-
trum are likely to be one of the few ways in which this

TABLE I. Comparison between SusHi and GENEVA of predic-
tions for the NNLO total cross section in hb — H. GENEVA
predictions at various values of ¢ are shown, and at various
values of y = pup = ur.

op O [fb]  susHi - g§t =1 GeVgi' =5 GeVgi' = 10 GeV

u=my 5435+£055443+1.0 5449+08 548604
u=mg/2518.0+£0.5 5185+ 1.1 517.8+0.8 5184 +0.5
u=2my 581.7£0.6 583.3+09 585.1+0.7 5914+04

process can be probed—spectrum scale setting will there-
fore lead to the “best” description for this observable.

The GENEVA predictions for the inclusive cross section at
various values of g3 are shown in Table I, and compared to
NNLO predictions obtained from SusHi [72]. The absence
of a fully local NNLO subtraction means that the imple-
mentation of Eq. (5) in GENEVA is done only in an
approximate fashion, dropping all fixed order NNLO terms
and relying on the singular approximation to the cross
section at leading power to provide the two-loop informa-
tion [13,15]. This is exactly equivalent to an NNLO
calculation in the limit ¢§"* — 0; however, for finite values
one misses O(a?) power corrections below ¢t It is
therefore desirable to set the cut as small as possible to
minimise the effect of these inclusive nonsingular terms.
The differences we observe with respect to the exact
calculation implemented in SusHi are minor, reaching only
1% even at very large values ¢3" = 10 GeV: moreover, for
g3 = 1 GeV the GENEVA cross section is equivalent to that
returned by SusHi to within the statistical precision of the
calculation (~0.2%). In the following we therefore will use
g = 1 GeV as our default choice. We also remark that, as
in several previous implementations of GENEVA for color
singlet production [21,24,27], we do not need to employ a
reweighting procedure to account for missing nonsingular
terms below r°. This need has in any case been recently
obviated by the development of improved subtraction
techniques in GENEVA, which combine the projection-to-
Born method with slicing to allow very small values of "
to be reached while correctly accounting for fiducial power
corrections [73].

In Fig. 1 we validate our predictions for the NNLO Higgs
boson rapidity spectrum against an independent calculation
from MCFM, obtained using zero-jettiness slicing [74,75].
Note that compatibility with MCEM requires us to set in
this case (and in this case alone) yuy = my /4, up = my and
to use the CT14NNLO PDF set [76]. We observe excellent
agreement between the two calculations, both for the
central value and for the 7-point scale variation bands.

B. Resummed validation

The GENEVA method relies on an additive matching
procedure of resummed and fixed-order calculations. It
should therefore be the case that predictions for the 0 — jet
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FIG. 1. Comparison between MCFM and GENEVA for the
NNLO Higgs boson rapidity spectrum in bb — H. Uncertainty
bands are obtained via a 7-pt. scale variation procedure.

resolution variable (in this case, ¢;) from the event
generator are exactly N3LL accurate by construction, at
least at parton level. In Fig. 2 we confirm this explicitly by

25 T T T T T T ‘ T T T T ‘ T T T
bb — H (13 TeV): N°LL

— 20 MSHT20nnlo, pup = pp = mpg {
E 1
é 15 L= GENEVA ]
: —— SCETIib :
_g‘ 101~ 7
z r ]
b ]

o 5 ]
ol .

15

ratio to SCETIlib — 1 [%)]
=)

50 100 150
qr [GeV]

FIG. 2. Comparison between SCETIib and GENEVA for the N3LL
Higgs boson ¢; spectrum in bb — H. Uncertainty bands are
obtained as explained in Appendix A.
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FIG. 3. Nonsingular 71" spectrum for bb — H.

comparison with a separate run of SCETIib. We observe
complete agreement for both central value and uncertainty
bands, thus corroborating the correctness of our
implementation.

C. The 1/2 - jet bin separation

A novel feature of this work is the use of 77" as a
resolution variable to separate the 1- and 2-jet bins. We
remind the reader that, in addition to the resummation of
this variable at NLL/, the implementation of this variable in
the event generator has required us to develop appropriate
mappings for the splitting functions which spread the
resummation over the higher multiplicity phase space.
Both issues are detailed in Sec. IV.

In Fig. 3 we verify that our implementation of Eq. (21)
does indeed have the correct logarithmic structure in the
71" — 0 limit. We plot the nonsingular difference between
the leading power expansion of the factorization formula
and an exact fixed-order calculation at NLO; accuracy
(where the subscript indicates the number of final state
partons). We observe that the double logarithmic plot
correctly shows a linear suppression of the nonsingular
remnant, which approaches zero with falling 7. Figure 4
shows the resummed 777 distribution at NLL' accuracy
(for g7 > 10 GeV), which exhibits the characteristic
Sudakov peak. In the following, we will set the value of
(TH7)t appearing in the 1- and 2-jet GENEVA differential
cross sections of Egs. (6) and (7) to 1 GeV, and the jet
radius R appearing in Eq. (15) to 0.4.

D. Effect of showering

One of the advantages of using 717 instead of 7| as 1-jet
resolution variable is that it facilitates the matching to
showers ordered in transverse momentum.” In this work,
we shower the partonic events with the py-ordered PYTHIAS

“In particular the clustering done according to Egs. (13) and
(18) is equivalent to the anti-k7 algorithm. This greatly reduces
the number of shower histories that get vetoed in the matching
procedure.
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FIG. 4. Resummed 7" spectrum for bb — H.

shower [77], after setting the option SpaceShower:
dipoleRecoil=on [78,79]. This parameter ensures that
the recoil momentum of ISR emissions is distributed within
the color dipole whenever kinematically possible (for FSR
emissions, this is the default behavior), thus reducing the
impact of the shower on the color singlet momentum. In
previous work, this was shown to improve the agreement
between parton-level and showered predictions for the
color-singlet transverse momentum [17,24]. The choice
of recoil scheme can significantly affect the accuracy of PSs
and may lead to spurious contributions at NLL [9,80-84].
In this work, however, we take the PS to set the (LL)
accuracy of our predictions and leave a detailed study to
future work.

In Fig. 5, we show the effect of showering on the sole
inclusive and differential quantity for bb — H, i.e. the

T T T T T T T T [ T T T
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Yu
FIG. 5. Higgs boson rapidity spectrum in bb — H. Results are

shown at parton level and after showering.

Higgs boson rapidity. We observe that, as expected, the
shower does not alter the distribution.

Moving to more exclusive quantities, in Figs. 6 and 7 we
show the Higgs boson ¢ spectrum in bb — H and c¢ — H
respectively, again comparing parton-level predictions with
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% 15 b
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g |

= 10 ]
& L GENEVA

o

° ~ GENEVA + PY8

<

GENEVA + PY8

SpaceShower : dipoleRecoil=off

o mee

[
=)

=
(=}

%

-10

ratio to GENEVA — 1 [%]
=)

80 100 120 140
qr [GeV]

20 40 60

FIG. 6. Higgs boson ¢y spectrum in bb — H. Results are
shown at parton level and after showering.
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FIG. 7. As in Fig. 6, but for c¢c — H.
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FIG. 8. Hardest jet rapidity spectrum in bb — H. Results are
shown at parton level and after showering.

those after showering. For completeness, we also show the
g7 spectrum in bb — H with the option SpaceShower :
dipoleRecoil=off (green) in Fig. 6. In this case, we
observe deviations of up to 10% in the central value
compared to the partonic results. Nevertheless, the two
options remain consistent within the scale uncertainties.
For the more local recoil scheme, we observe extremely
good agreement between our partonic results shown in blue
(which are formally N3LL + NNLO accurate) and our
showered results in orange.

In Figs. 8 and 9, we show the rapidity and transverse
momentum of the hardest jet in bb — H, respectively. In
both the figures, the hardest jet is defined as the jet with the
largest transverse momentum obtained clustering the final-
state partons with an anti-k; jet algorithm with jet radius
R = 0.4. Furthermore, in Fig. 8, jets are required to have a
minimum transverse momentum of 30 GeV. The effect of
showering on these exclusive distributions is greater,
reaching up to ~15% on the central value but can be

understood from its radiation pattern. In the p’Tet spectrum,

we observe a depletion in the high-p’s' tail, which arises
from additional radiation generated by the shower that
redistributes energy among the final-state partons and
reduces the transverse momentum of the leading jet.
This behavior also impacts the rapidity distribution when

imposing the requirement p’=' > 30 GeV on the hardest jet.
In this region, the showered prediction lies below the
partonic result, which means that fewer events pass the cut
after showering, leading to a reduced overall differential
cross section in the rapidity spectrum.
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FIG.9. Hardest jet py spectrum in bb — H. Results are shown
at parton level and after showering.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have investigated the use of transverse
resolution variables to achieve NNLO + PS matching
within the GENEVA framework. In particular, we combine
gy resummation at N°LL, obtained via an interface to the
SCETIib library, with 777 resummation at NLL'. This
combination of variables facilitates matching to transverse
momentum ordered showers while also providing high
accuracy predictions for the color singlet transverse
momentum. We have tested our framework on Higgs boson
production in heavy-quark annihilation, in particular exam-
ining the bb — H channel, finding good agreement with
independent fixed order calculations and verifying that the
qr distribution is numerically preserved after showering,
even though the formal logarithmic accuracy of the
showered events remains limited by the shower LL
accuracy.

A possible direction for future work would be to
compare the results of this calculation with those obtained
using a different resummation variable, which could
provide useful insights into the estimation of the theoretical
uncertainties. Even though the GENEVA framework permits
the use of different resummation variables, the switch
between them has not yet been automated and requires a
dedicated implementation for each process. To get a sense
of the expected size of the effect, one could look at the
comparison between g; and 7, resummation performed
for the Drell-Yan process in ref. [24] (see Figs. 8-10). In
this case, one observes an O(10%) effect across most of the
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spectra with larger differences at small values of the
resummation variables (in particular in the 7 distribution,
where they are not covered by the theoretical uncertainties
estimated using scale variations).

Moreover, the methods developed here could be
extended to the production of other color singlet processes.
This could for example be useful in the context of My,
extractions—for example, in Ref. [85], differential distri-
butions for W and Z boson production obtained using the
MiNNLOps generator [6] are reweighted to N°LL + NNLO
accuracy with SCETIb. Extending the generators we have
developed here to the Drell-Yan case would remove the
need for this reweighting step, since we interface SCETIib
directly and reach N3LL + NNLO accuracy in the gy
distribution by construction.

Another interesting direction to pursue is the extension of
the resummation accuracy in 77" to NNLL'. This would
allow matching fixed-order calculations for color singlet
production in association with a hard jet to parton shower
algorithms. Although at present the most promising route to
this goal seems to be using the normal, invariant mass
definition of the one-jettiness (and indeed, both the required
fixed-order and resummed calculations for the Z + j process
are now implemented in GENEVA [73,86]), as in the color
singlet case the transverse nature of 777 is likely to facilitate
matching to transverse momentum-ordered showers.
Extension of the resummation accuracy would require the
computation of an appropriate 2-loop soft function, which
could for example be achieved using SoftSERVE [87—89].

Finally, an important topic in perturbative calculations is
the consistent estimation of theoretical uncertainties related
to missing higher orders. Approaches based on theory
nuisance parameters (TNPs) have shown promise in both
resummed and fixed order calculations [90,91] and how
similar techniques could be applied to the event generation
case is an interesting open question. The fact that a direct
application of the TNP approach to the resummed g7
spectrum has already been presented in Ref. [90] perhaps
suggests that generators of the kind we have presented in
this work (using SCET-based resummation and g7 as
resolution variable) may provide a starting point. We leave
this to future work.
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APPENDIX A: PROFILE SCALES AND SCALE
VARIATION

The canonical boundary scales in by space are given by

virtuality:  uy =my,  pup=>bo/br,  ps=bo/br,
Hf = by/br. Ho = bo/br,
rapidity:  vp=my, vg=by/br, (A1)

where by = 2e777 ~ 1.12291, uy, (ug,vg), and (ug, vg) are
the boundary scales for the hard, beam, and soft functions,
and u; is the scale at which the PDFs inside the beam
functions are evaluated. The rapidity anomalous dimension
must also be resummed and g, is its associated boundary
scale. Evolution of each of the functions in Eq. (11) from
these scales to common scales y, v resums all canonical by-
space logarithms In"[(by/br)/my]. The corresponding
resummed result in g7 space is then obtained via inverse
Fourier transform.

Choosing scales which are functions of the variable
being resummed facilitates deactivation of the resummation
in the fixed-order region of phase space. We choose hybrid
profile scales, depending on both by and g7, as

HH = Vp = Hpo = My,

_ qr 1 bo min
Hx = merun , M| 7— 5 Hx s
my My br

bo min
Ho = My (bT ’ ﬂ() ’

where uy € {ug, ps. vs. s }. The function p, specifies our
nonperturbative prescription, which prevents the beam and
soft scales reaching values 1/b; < Agcp and allows the
inverse Fourier transform to g, space to be performed. It is

(A2)

given by
Ha(5y) = 2 +5? (A3)
Srun 1s the hybrid profile function given by [59]
Fran(%.y) =14 grun (x) (y = 1), (A4)

where g, (x) determines the transition as a function of
X =qr/my,
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! 0<x<x,
-ty x<a<m,
o= (A5)
Tt Xy < x < X3,

0 X3 <X,

with transition points x; for i € {1, 2, 3}. The parameters x,
and x; determine the start and end of the transition and
Xy = (x; + x3)/2 corresponds to the turning point. We use
[x1, x5, x3] = [0.1,0.45,0.8] as our central values.

The profile scales are varied as follows:

K = Hpo = 2"my,

v, qr
Vg = Hpo [ vary <—> )
m

H

_ (9N, [ar U (b HE"
1256 MFOfvary (mH>frun |:mH ’ my M bT ’ ZWFOfg‘;’{y ’

for uy € {up. us. vs}.
y gr 1 (b K"
Hf = 2% my frun |:’nT —H < 0 =/ s

H’mH ¥ bT,ZWF

by .
Ho = s (b—o ,ﬂS““) (A6)
T

Resummation uncertainties are gauged by varying the
exponents v, , v, , v,., and v, about their central values
v; = 0 by £1. The function

2(1 = x2/x3) 0<x<x3/2,
fvary(x) =< 1-2(1=x/x3)*> x3/2 <x < x3, (A7)
1 x3 < x,

with x = ¢gy/my controls the size of the variations, ranging
from a factor of 2 for x = 0 to 1 for x > x3. Note that both
the resummation itself and the associated resummation
uncertainty is deactivated for g > x3my. The combined
resummation uncertainty A is calculated by enveloping
36 variations of suitable combinations of the v;. For details,
we refer the reader to Ref. [55].

For the fixed-order uncertainty Apgy, we vary ppgo by a
factor of 2 by taking wgg = {—1,0,+1} everywhere. A
separate uncertainty A, is related to the DGLAP running
of the PDFs, for which we vary the PDF scale y by taking
wr = {-1,0,+1}. In the nonsingular and fixed-order
Cross sections, this corresponds to taking
Wy = pp = 2""my. The resulting Apg and A, , are then
given by the maximum envelope of the respective varia-
tions. Finally, a matching uncertainty A, 1S obtained by
varying x, in the range [0.2, 0.6].

The total perturbative uncertainty for exclusive quantities
is obtained by quadrature sum of the individual

contributions, viz.

Atzotal = A1230 + Ar2es + A;%f + A2

match*

(A8)

For inclusive quantities, we instead take the conventional 7-
point scale variation band.

APPENDIX B: PLUS DISTRIBUTIONS

Following Ref. [57], we define plus distributions of
dimensionless arguments as

= 22

.
_%[Mm(x— )Z‘Tﬂ, (B1)

e = |59
:%{wwu—ﬂ)xa;l] (B2)

Solutions to the evolution equations for 7" are conven-
iently expressed in terms of the function V,(x), which is
defined as

e_yEa a
Va(x) = (1 +a) [ale(x) + (x)),
1 k
V(k,u) ==V, - ). B3
k=0 (3) (B3)
The V, satisfy a number of useful identities,
[ ARV V= K) = Vo). (B4
_ (K /
vtk = (%) Valbst) (B)
d

n—"Vu(k,p) = —aV,(k, ). (B6)

du

APPENDIX C: ONE-LOOP EXPRESSIONS FOR
T SOFT, BEAM AND JET FUNCTIONS

Each of the soft, beam and jet functions admits a
perturbative expansion in «, of the form

S (o)

n=0

(C1)

for F €{S, B, J}. Furthermore, the beam function can be

054022-13



GAVARDI, VON KUK, and LIM

PHYS. REV. D 114, 054022 (2026)

written as a convolution between the normal parton dis-
tribution functions and perturbative kernels as

v ldz v X
Bi<ksxvﬂﬁw> :Z/ ZIjm<k»Zyﬂsa)>fm<Za,u>
(C2)

where it is the kernels 7 that possess an expansion in «;.
The one-loop expressions necessary for the 7)7 beam
function at NLL' are given by

im

To)(2) = 6imd(1 — 2)Lly(2C T LY +719)

~2L5PL) () + 13,0 (2). (C3)
I/ (2) = =. (C4)
1) =1-z (C5)
I<qlg) (z) =2z(1 —z2), (Co)
where the logarithms are defined as
Lt = ln%, Ly = lng. (C7)

The quark and gluon jet functions at one loop are given by

2
IV (kopv) = Cp [(7 —2%— 6log 2) 5(k)
v u
(6481062 )z (k,_ﬂ
( gQ) “\"o
25 2x?

J§1>(k”u,u) = {CA (E_T> +ﬁo<%+210g2)]6(k)

+ {2,&0 +8C, log g] Lo (k, g) .

(C8)

and

(€9)

The soft function at one-loop order was calculated in
Ref. [63]. While the full expression is rather lengthy
(and can be found in that reference after setting
B =y =1), the term proportional to 5(kg) is given by
2

6
—2C;log’ R;[2+O(R; — 1))

st = —(C,+C,+C))
(C10)

where we have neglected power-suppressed terms in R3.
These have been shown to have at worst a moderate
numerical impact, even for values of the jet radius R;
up to 1.5 [63].

APPENDIX D: SPLITTING MAPPINGS AND
SPLITTING FUNCTIONS

We report in this section the explicit expressions for the
splitting mappings ®y(®y.;) and splitting functions
Py-n+1(®yyq) used to obtain the results presented in
this paper. If we call i and j the two closest partons in the
phase space point ®,.; according to some distance
measures, and k the parton obtained by clustering i and
j together in the phase space point ®y(®y. ), all the
splitting functions used in the paper take the form

PN—>N+1((I)N+1)
L4 )5, (ko) PERA (D) if k is ISRA
=0 f5, (Xas p) 2 () PISRB (@) if K iSISRB
I (e tip) S, (6 g ) PERR (@) if K is FSR,
(D1)

where f (x, ur) is the PDF for the parton p in the hadron
h (a or b) with fraction of momentum x;, at factorization
scale p, and P}SRA(@NH)’ P}SRB (@yy1)and PE?R((DNH)
are three functions whose explicit expressions depend on
the splitting mappings and are provided in the following
sections. The labels p, and p, identify the partons
extracted from the first and second beam [if those are
not the partons that undergo the splitting, their flavor will
not change between @y ; and ®y(®y,)]. To obtain the
results presented in this paper, we have used the distance
measures given in Eq. (15). Since Eq. (15) does not
distinguish emissions coming from different ISR legs,
we call ISRA the emissions with positive rapidity and
ISRB those with negative rapidity in the reference frame
obtained by longitudinally boosting the laboratory frame to
the frame where the color singlet has zero rapidity.

1. 1 —» 0 mapping

The 1 — 0 mapping @y (®, ) used in this paper is the one
that preserves

(1) The mass of the color singlet.

(2) The rapidity of the color singlet.
The resolution variable used for the 0 — 1 splitting is the
transverse momentum ¢ of the color singlet. Furthermore,
after calling p; the momentum of the emitted parton i, in
the ISRA case, we define

Sx,
o= VS (D2)
\/gxa + pl
while in the ISRB case
V/Sx
7= ———, (D3)
\/Exb + pl
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where X, and X; are the fractions of momentum carried by
the two initial partons in the ®,(®,) phase space point, and
V/S is the collider energy. We notice that, in the collinear
limit, the above definition of z coincides with the energy
ratio between the partons k and j. At this point, we can use
a single function

8ma
PsR(@,) = U (| _ypr) (D)
qr
to cover both the ISRA and ISRB cases, with the implicit
understanding that the definition of z is different between
the two cases. The functions are the azimuthally integrated
unregulated Altarelli-Parisi splitting functions

PAP(z) = Cp 1]+_Z; (D)

P = ¢, = (D6)

P)J(z) = Trl2? + (1~ 2)%] (D7)
PAP(2) = 2C4 | ——+ ——+2z(1-2)|. (D8)

2. 2 —» 1 ISR mapping

We define the 2 — 1 ISR mapping ®,(®,) as the one
that preserves
(1) The momentum ¢ of the color singlet.
(2) The rapidity #; of the final-state parton that does not
come from the splitting.
The resolution variable used for the 1 — 2 ISR splitting is
T, = par. (D9)
where p, the momentum of the emitted parton i, and,
similarly to what we did above, in the ISRA case, we define

S
7= L (D10)
VSx, + p3
while in the ISRB case
Sx
7= L, (D11)
VSx, + p3

where X, and X;, are the fractions of momentum carried by
the two initial partons in the @, (®,) phase space point, and
V/S is the collider energy. Similarly to what we did above,
we then define

'P}SR((D2> _ 87Ias(ﬂR) (1 _ Z)Pka(Z)-

(D12)
73

3. 2 - 1 FSR mapping

We define the 2 — 1 FSR mapping @, (®,) as the one
that preserves
(1) The momentum ¢ of the color singlet.
(2) The rapidity n, of the final-state parton with the
largest transverse momentum.
The resolution variable used for the 1 — 2 FSR splitting is

P
T, = —Tz(Pl + pa)?,

o (D13)

where p, is the momentum of the emitted parton i and p;
that of the other final-state parton j. Furthermore, we define

Pir

7=— (D14)
Pir + Par

‘We notice that, in the collinear limit, the above definition of
z coincides with the energy ratio between the partons j and
k. This is the first FSR splitting we encounter in the
calculation. We define

8raa, (i) 1 —
PESK(@y) = AU L= 2 e

ST%HR) (D15)
T3

4. Second 2 — 1 FSR mapping

In GENEVA, we make use of two different kind of splitting
mappings. The ®, (@, ;) mappings are used above the ry
resolution cut to spread the ry resummed distribution over
the differential ®,_, events, while the ®y(®y_ ;) map-
pings are used below the ry resolution cut to subtract the
infrared divergences of the @, | events at small ry. Since
the two mappings are used on complementary subsets of
the d®y,, phase space, they do not need to coincide,
although they did in fact coincide in all the previous
GENEVA implementations. In this paper, however, using
the same FSR mappings above and below the 7| resolution
cut would have resulted in significant complications in their
computational implementations. For this reason, we made
use of a different FSR 2 — 1 @, (®,) mapping, defined as
the one that preserves

(1) The momentum g of the color singlet.

(2) The rapidity #;, of the final-state jet (given by the

two clustered partons in @,).
This choice allows for a simpler treatment of the standard &,
v, and ¢ variables used when dealing with the subtraction
of the infrared diveregences, since they are typicallly
defined in terms of energies and angles of the emitted
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parton p, with respect to the emitter p; + p,. On the
other hand, the @, (®,) mapping proves more convenient
when the splitting function is written in terms of 7, as
defined in Eq. (D13), which depends separately on pr
and p,r.

5. Impact of the choice of the splitting mapping

In the GENEVA formalism, the choice of the splitting
mapping and the resolution variables affects the way the so-
called splitting functions are implemented (see Sec. 3.1 of
Ref. [21] for the technical details). These are used to
determine the event weights in a way that guarantees that
the generated events are distributed according to the
resummed spectrum in the given resolution variable (in
this case, the transverse momentum of the Higgs boson).
The way GENEVA achieves this requires dividing each event
weight by the cross section (approximated in the collinear
limit) at a given underlying phase space point @, (deter-
mined by the splitting mapping) and value of the resolution
variable ry. This approach requires computing the inte-
gration limits for the splitting variables at fixed @y and ry,
and the feasibility of such a calculation significantly
limits the number of new mappings that can be
implemented.

In the work presented in this paper, the expression of the
TU" resolution variable makes the implementation of
alternative splitting mappings very complicated. To never-
theless investigate the expected uncertainty associated with
the choice of the mapping, we have performed a dedicated
study using the existing implementation of the Drell-Yan
process, where the standard N-jettiness [see Eq. (12) of the
draft] was used as resolution variable and two different
splitting mappings are currently available. The results of
the comparison are shown in Fig. 11. Both the splitting
mappings here preserve the resolution variable 7, but one
of them (corresponding to the red distributions in the
figure) also preserves the transverse momentum of the
vector boson. From the ratio plot in the lower pane, we can
see that the numerical impact associated with the choice of
the different mappings appears to be below 5% across the
entire spectrum and within the theoretical uncertainty
estimated through scale variations.

APPENDIX E: EFFECT OF SCALE SETTING
CHOICES ON THE ¢; SPECTRUM

In Fig. 10 we show the Higgs boson ¢; spectrum in
bb — H for spectrum (blue) and cumulant (red) scale
settings. These different scale choices were discussed in
detail in Sec. V A. We observe that both spectra are in good
agreement in the peak and the tail region. In particular for
the tail of distribution, this behavior is expected as both
distributions are matched to the same fixed-order prediction
and therefore must agree in the fixed-order limit. In the
transition region, however, the higher order terms have a

20 7\ L ‘ L ‘ L | 1T ‘ T T | L ‘ LI ‘ T ]

- bb — H (13 TeV): N’LL + NNLO -

. L MSHT20nnlo, pp = pr = mpg i
2 15 ]
U 4
) 1
—_— 1 0 il —
& i 4
g -
T spectrum scales ]
_8 5 cumulant scales -
0 f 4

'\:Iiu Ju\m\\mf

ratio to spec. scales — 1 [%)]
juy
o

~10f
-20f 3
_30 L1 | L1 ‘ | | L1 ‘ | J L1 1 ‘ L1l ‘ \:
20 40 60 80 100 120 140

qr [GeV]

FIG. 10. Parton-level Higgs boson g spectrum in bb — H for
spectrum and cumulant scale settings.

significant effect which can be as large as 40%. The large
size of this effect is peculiar to the bb — H process, and its
origin is discussed in detail in Ref. [34].

100}  Drell — Yan : (13 TeV): N°LL 4+ NNLO

sof

%

O

~~
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© 20}

0\\\
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FIG. 11. Transverse momentum spectrum of the vector boson
for the Drell-Yan process with different splitting mappings.

054022-16



RESUMMING TRANSVERSE OBSERVABLES FOR NNLO + PS ...

PHYS. REV. D 114, 054022 (2026)

APPENDIX F: FLAVOR STRUCTURE OF GENEVA

The GENEVA method is sufficiently general that a number
of different choices for the resolution variables ry and r|
may be made, each resulting in an NNLO + PS accurate
generator. To date, choices for r( include the transverse
momentum of the color singlet g, the 0 — jettiness 7 5 and
the hardest jet transverse momentum p{ ;, while choices for
ry include the conventional 1 — jettiness 7 ;, the second jet
transverse momentum pj , and, as of this work, the 1 —
jettiness with transverse momentum measures 777, It is
clear that the number of different permutations now
available may cause confusion when one wishes to refer
to a specific implementation of GENEVA. Inspired by the

TABLE II. Flavors of GENEVA implementation.

Flavor o r Reference
Vanilla (V) Ty 7, [13]
Raspberry ripple (RR) qr T, [24]
Tutti frutti (TF) pfqu sz,T [27]
Mint choc chip (MCC) qr T This work

origins of the term “flavor” in particle physics (due to
Gell-Mann), we therefore propose a nomenclature which
should serve to clarify exactly which choice of resolution
variables has been made in a given case. This appears in
Table II.
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