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Higher order calculations are necessary to predict and describe measurements in high energy
collider physics. In recent years multiple approaches to combine multiple next-to-leading (NLO)
order corrections with parton showers had been presented. We present on recent developments
and future perspective. We highlight similarities and ambiguities in the procedure of achieving a
multijet merging at NLO.

XXIV International Workshop on Deep-Inelastic Scattering and Related Subjects
11-15 April, 2016
DESY Hamburg, Germany
∗ Speaker.

c Copyright owned by the author(s) under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0).

http://pos.sissa.it/

PoS(DIS2016)068

Recent development in parton shower multijet
merging

Johannes Bellm

Recent development in parton shower multijet merging

dσ/dp ⊥ [pb/GeV]

Higgs boson transverse momentum (n j ≥ 0)
HqT
ResBos 2

1

Powheg NnloPs
Sherpa NnloPs
MG5_aMC FxFx
Sherpa MePs@Nlo
Herwig 7.1

10−1

Ratio to HqT

10−2
1.4
1.2
1
0.8
0.6

Ratio to HqT

1.4
1.2
1
0.8
0.6

Ratio to HqT

1.4
1.2
1
0.8
0.6
0

50

100

150

200
p⊥ (h) [GeV]

Figure 1: The transverse momentum of a Higgs boson
as presented in [1]. Multiple NLO merging schemes
but also NNLO+PS and analytic resummed results are
compared and agree in general within the uncertainties.

2. Review on LO merging and NLO matching
When it comes to improving the all-order but approximated description of a LO+parton shower
(LO+PS) prediction with correct but fixed order matrix elements, algorithms need to be constructed
to neither spoil the PS, nor the fixed order accuracy. PS algorithms iteratively produce emissions
1
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In the era of LHC the desire and necessity for higher precision predictions of exclusive observables increased. After the discovery of the Higgs boson [2, 3] the next
steps are to precisely measure the properties,
search for possible deviations to the standard
model and assign uncertainties to the results
[4, 5]. Monte Carlo event generators [6–9]
are an essential tool in the comparison to the
data taken at the LHC. Relying on leadingorder (LO) cross section predictions, they
evolve with parton shower approximations
from a hard scale to the scales of hardonization. In order to describe hard and wide angle
radiation with LO accuracy, first matrix element corrections [10] and later the method of
merging multiple LO expectations [11–15]
have been derived and implemented in event
generators. Parallel to the introduction of
merging multiple LO contributions, the inclusion of NLO corrections to the cross section has been developed [16, 17]. Various
implementations are available [7, 9, 18, 19]
and with the automation of one-loop calculations [19–23] and infrastructures to combine
them with the event generation [24] the techniques are widely used for studying physics
at the LHC and other colliders. In the last
years the development is driven by the availability of NLO corrections and the aim to
combine more than one NLO correction with
the parton shower approximation. In this talk
we give an introduction on the techniques of
this multijet NLO merging an overview on
recent developments.
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according to
PSQ [dσ (Q)u(φn )] = dσ (Q)∆(Q, µ)u(φn ) +

Z

P(z, q)∆(Q, q)dσ (Q)PSq [u(φn+1 )] .

(2.1)

PSQ [dσ (Q)merged u(φn )] = ∑ dσi (Q)∆(Q, µ)u(φi ) + dσN (Q)∆(Q, q)PSq [u(φN )] .

(2.2)

i

Here the individual expressions are reweighed with appropriate shower histories in order to render
the expressions exclusive. The highest multiplicity undergoes the PS algorithm in order to produce
higher multiplicities than are included as LO contributions.
More recently, and with the aim to include multiple NLO corrections, LO merging algorithms
have been introduced to reproduce inclusive observables by not only changing the emission probability (stacked higher multiplicities) but also the no-emission contribution [25, 26]. In this unitarized merging algorithms the no emission contribution of multiplicity n is constructed by subtraction of the emission contribution of multiplicity n + 1, so the replacement
dσi (Q)∆(Q, µ)u(φi ) → dσi (Q)∆(Q, qi )u(φi ) −

Z qi

dσi+1 (Q)∆(Q, qi+1 )u(φ̃i ) .

(2.3)

µ

is performed.
Another method to include, not only, matrix element corrected emissions but also achieving
NLO accuracy, is realized in NLO matching schemes. The most popular and widely used are the
MC@NLO and POWHEG methods1 . In contrast to the merging procedures the corrections are
included, not by replacing certain parts, but by adding the correction and subtracting the O(αS )expansion of the shower expressions2 . By these procedures the problem of double counting of the
O(αS ) contributions already approximated by the PS is solved.

3. From LO to NLO merging
The inclusion of multiple NLO corrections to the LO merging prescriptions require a closer insight in the LO merging schemes. Since in LO merging O(αS ) expressions are partly generated by
the LO contributions of the higher multiplicities, parts of the NLO corrections are already included.
The naive addition of NLO corrections would generate a similar double counting as addressed in the
matching
schemes.
1 Recently
2 In

the KRKNLO method was introduced [27].
the POWHEG method the shower is modified in a way, to produce the first emissions by ME corrections.

2
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In this condensed notation, the PS ’operator’ PSQ [] acts on a multi particle state u(φn ) by either
not emitting an additional parton or an emission is produced according to P(z, q)∆(Q, q)dq. Here
∆(Q, q) is the Sudakov form factor. In the collinear/soft limit P(z, q) is constructed to reproduce
P(z, q)σn (Q) ≈ dσn+1 (Q). While the fixed order contributions to higher multiplicities are divergent
when additional emissions reach the collinear/soft limit and need to be regularized by cuts on
the phase space, in PS the no-emission probability regularizes these regions. To include fixed
order corrections to the approximation made in a PS, it was proposed to stack multiple fixed order
contributions by reweighting the several contributions with the no-emission probability and factors
to reproduce the scale dependent factors (αS - and PDF-ratios) used in a PS algorithm [11, 12].
As a simplified general formula we use,
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Figure 2: Azimuthal difference of the two hardest jets
in Higgs+jets events as presented in [1]. The NLO
merged samples describe the second emission with
NLO accuracy and nicely agree for this observable.

∂ ∆(Q, µ)
αS u(φn )
∂ αS
dσn+1 (Q)∆n+1 (Q, µ)u(φn+1 ) −→ dσn+1 (Q)u(φn+1 )
dσn (Q)∆n (Q, µ)u(φn ) −→ dσn (Q)

where the first line produces a shower approximation similar to the MC@NLO procedure and
requires an additional expansion of intermediate Sudakov form factors as well as αS and PDF ratios.
The second line creates a subtraction for the real emission contribution of the NLO contribution.
The different merging algorithms, as they are described below, alter in the way they implement
these formulae. Here the difference is as in the choice of a shower algorithm of higher order as the
expected accuracy. However, the treatment of merging scales, scale setting, cluster algorithms and
the PS algorithms to which they are adapted impact the results.
3
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In order to solve the problem for multiple
NLO corrections, all O(αS ) contributions
generated by the LO merging need to be reviewed.
One of the schemes combining the LO
merging ideas with fixed order NLO corrections is the MiNLO method [28, 29]. Here
e.g. the Higgs transverse momentum is predicted with a fixed Order NLO calculation
weighted with analytical Sudakov factors. In
addition the MiNLO approach needs – as
the following algorithms – to expand the Sudakov expression to O(αS ) such as to restore
NLO accuracy of the spectrum. Since LO
is modified by O(αS ) expressions, the inclusion of NLO corrections require to subtract
these.
Another proposal, on which the unitarized NLO merging algorithms are based on
is the LoopSim method [30]. Here multiple
fixed order NLO calculations are combined
by projecting multiplicity n > 1 to a n − 1parton configuration. Since no PS and Sudakov suppression is used, the expansion is
not required.
In general the NLO merging algorithms
have in common that the master formula for
the additional terms to achieve NLO accuracy are of similar form. Extraction of the
O(αS ) components for multiplicity n and
n + 1 one gets,

dσ/d∆φ [pb]
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4. Schemes

3 The

list of schemes is not complete, e.g. the GENEVA [32] approach.
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Figure 3: The LO merged sample H(0, 1, 2) with up
MEPS@NLO: A more differential apto two jets at LO is compared with MC@NLO and
proach of the NLO corrections was presented
NLO merged samples with corrections to the producin the approach to stack multiple MC@NLO
tion process and one additional emission. Plot is taken
contributions in [35, 36]. This implementafrom [31].
tion in the Sherpa framework creates the expansion of the Sudakov exponent by reweighting the showering algorithm and makes use of shower
approximations for real subtraction and truncated showering to fill the phase space not contained
in the matrix element region.
FxFx: As MEPS@NLO, the FxFx [37] scheme makes use of the more differential approach of
stacking multiple MC@NLO combinations which are in this case combined with smooth separation
factors instead of a hard merging scale. Here the calculation of the Sudakov suppression is a
mixture of analytic NLL-CKKW [11] like and a MLM-like [13] rejection. The usual αS -ratios,
as they appear in CKKW-like procedures is here approximated by using a scale setting similar to
MiNLO [28].
UNLOPS: While the previous schemes are extensions of usual LO merging schemes, the UNLOPS method unitarises the LO merging by subtracting the same weights as they appear in the
emission expressions [25, 26, 34]. LO merging is able to change the inclusive cross section at
the O(αS )-level, which is in this scheme cured by construction. Another key ingredients is the
treatment of the PDF ratios, which appear in the LO version of the CKKL-L merging.
Merging in Herwig: As in UNLOPS a unitarisation of the LO merging is used in the Herwig
merging, based on [26] and [31], in order to restore the LO cross section. Below the merging
scale MC@NLO-like subtracted and differential real emission contributions fill the phase space.
The Sudakov suppression and expansion can be calculated numerically and with trial emissions for
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cross checks. In addition the PS algorithm is modified to accept emissions in regions where wide
angle emission become soft/collinear to other partons.

5. Example Results

6. Summary and Outlook
An overview on the different schemes to merge multiple NLO corrections with parton shower
predictions was given. Therefore a general overview on the path to correct parton showers with
fixed order calculations was explained. In recent years the understanding of subject was improved.
It is important to perform comparisons of the different schemes, which should only differ in subleading expressions, in order to find differences and produce reliable predictions.
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