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The production of Higgs bosons in weak boson fusion has the second largest cross section among
Higgs-production processes at the Large Hadron Collider. As such, this process plays an important role in
detailed studies of Higgs interactions with vector bosons. In this paper we extend the available description
of Higgs boson production in weak boson fusion by considering anomalous weak interactions of the
Higgs boson and next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) QCD radiative corrections at the same time. We
find that, while leading order QCD predictions are too uncertain to allow for detailed studies of the
anomalous couplings, next-to-leading order (NLO) QCD results are sufficiently precise, most of the time.
The NNLO QCD corrections alter the NLO QCD predictions only marginally, but their availability
enhances the credibility of conclusions based on NLO QCD computations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the Higgs boson nearly ten years ago
completed the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics,
providing, for the first time, experimental support for the
hypothesis that electroweak symmetry is broken by a scalar
field. By now quantum numbers of the discovered Higgs
boson, as well as its couplings to gauge and matter fields,
have been studied in great detail and it appears that the
properties of the Higgs boson are closely aligned with the
SM expectations. For example, the Higgs couplings to
massive electroweak vector bosons have been measured
to within O(30) percent of their Standard Model values (see
e.g., Refs. [1,2]).

Verifying the Higgs boson couplings to a better,
perhaps a few percent, precision is the goal of the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) Run III and, especially,
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of the high-luminosity LHC. Reaching this goal will not
be easy as it will require combining precise measurements
with very detailed theoretical predictions. In addition,
assuming that deviations in Higgs couplings are found,
understanding their origin and what they imply becomes
important. A convenient way to investigate this in a
relatively model-independent way is to use an effective
field theory (EFT) framework and parameterize deviations
from the Standard Model by higher-dimensional operators
that depend on the Standard Model fields. These operators
modify interactions between Standard Model particles and
affect production cross sections and kinematic distribu-
tions that are observed at the LHC. An EFT that extends
the SM is known as SMEFT [3-5].

Assuming that SMEFT provides a faithful description
of beyond the Standard Model (BSM) physics, it becomes
important to extract Wilson coefficients of higher-
dimensional operators from the experimental data.
Similar to measurements of Standard Model parameters,
such an extraction of Wilson coefficients is affected by
radiative corrections, of which QCD corrections are espe-
cially important. In this paper we investigate the interplay
between anomalous couplings and radiative corrections for
Higgs production in weak boson fusion (WBF). Such an
interplay can be quite subtle for this process. Indeed,
corrections to inclusive Higgs production in WBF are
known to be small, but their impact on kinematic
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distributions can be larger. Anomalous couplings also
distort kinematic distributions and, in fact, it is known
that shapes of various observables often provide the best
means to distinguish between different anomalous cou-
plings (see e.g., Refs. [6-8]). Hence, for a reliable EFT
analysis it becomes important to understand to what extent
the effects of anomalous couplings and QCD corrections
can be disentangled.

The theoretical description of Higgs production in weak
boson fusion is very advanced. At the inclusive level, next-
to-next-to-next-to-leading order (N*LO) QCD corrections
are known in the so-called factorized approximation [9]. At
the differential level, factorized next-to-next-to-leading order
(NNLO) QCD corrections [10—12] as well as next-to-leading
order (NLO) EW corrections [13-15] are available. The
dominant nonfactorizable corrections have been studied in
Refs. [16-19]. Theoretical predictions that include the
anomalous couplings together with the NLO corrections
to Higgs boson production in weak boson fusion can be
obtained using such programs as HAWK [20], VBFNLO [8,21],
and MADGRAPH5_aMC@NLO [22,23]. Using the latter, the
ability of the LHC to constrain the SMEFT Wilson coef-
ficients using data from both Higgs boson production in
WBF and in association with an electroweak gauge boson
was studied in Ref. [24].

In this paper we extend these results by computing
NNLO QCD corrections to weak boson fusion in the
factorized approximation in the presence of anomalous
weak interactions of the Higgs boson (HVV). Although
the HVV vertex is not affected by QCD effects, such a
computation is nontrivial since obtaining fully-differential
predictions for the WBF process with NNLO QCD accuracy
[10-12] is quite demanding. The reason behind this is the
relative smallness of radiative corrections and a very large
phase space (typical for a 2 — 5 process) whose efficient
generation is challenging.

In this paper, we employ the calculation of NNLO QCD
corrections reported in Ref. [12]. It is performed using the
nested soft-collinear subtraction scheme [25] which was
adapted to WBF kinematics in Ref. [26]. It provides a
sufficiently efficient implementation and phase-space sam-
pling that allowed us to incorporate decays of the Higgs
boson [12] into the calculation. This efficiency is quite
important for studying the anomalous couplings, especially
for performing scans in the parameter space.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II
we describe the EFT framework which we employed in the
calculations reported in this paper, and discuss the para-
metrization of the anomalous couplings adopted for this
analysis. In Sec. III we present phenomenological results
for the 13 TeV LHC. After describing our setup, we show
predictions for cross sections and scans in the space of the
anomalous couplings. We then focus on two scenarios
where anomalous interactions are present but fiducial cross

sections are indistinguishable from their Standard Model
values. We then consider kinematic distributions which are
sensitive to the anomalous couplings of the Higgs boson,
and discuss the impact of higher order QCD corrections to
them. We conclude in Sec. IV.

II. ANOMALOUS HVV INTERACTIONS

For our analysis, we focus on anomalous HVV inter-
actions, where V is a massive vector boson.' Lorentz
invariance and Bose symmetry imply that the most generic
HVYV vertex must have the form

H
4]771 2 2
5 Vi = i[g“”A(pl,pg,prpz)
_ D2 (1)
Vy + pYph B(pl,p3,p1 - p2)

+ 1" py1 p2.. C(P3, p3, 1 'p2)] :

where A, B, and C are arbitrary functions which, in the
context of an effective theory, are Taylor-expandable in p?
and p; - p; (i, j = 1, 2). It turns out that the dependence on
these kinematic invariants can be further restricted. This
point has been studied quite recently through an all-order
EFT expansion in the context of the Standard Model
Effective Theory [27]. In case of the dominant dimen-
sion-six operators, it has been shown [27] that the functions
A, B, and C can be written as follows:

SM 3 1 P1°P2
A = 030+ oy + sl L2,

(1) . (2)
9uvv C_lgHVV
T A2 - 2

A A

where A is the EFT scale and gg)w are p;,-independent

constants. In Eq. (2), gg‘% is the Standard Model coupling,
ie., g(fmv = gMy and ggg’z) = gM,/cos Oy, where g is

the weak coupling and 6@y, is the weak mixing angle.

'For definiteness, we do not consider photon-mediated WBF
in our study. We stress however that its inclusion in our
framework is straightforward.

*We note that, in principle, tensor couplings of the form rips
are allowed in Eq. (1). However, neglecting contributions of
heavy quarks in g — ¢V and similar transitions, the vector
bosons couple to conserved currents in weak boson fusion, so
that such couplings do not contribute to the final result.

*We note that the gz)vv couplings introduced in Eq. (2) are
defined exactly as in Ref. [28]. In this reference, an additional

coefficient ggg,v is also present. However, this Wilson coefficient

is not generated at dimension six [27]. For this reason we do not
consider it in our analysis, although it is straightforward to
include it if needed.
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We find it convenient to parametrize the anomalous
couplings as follows:

1
ggtn)/v _

1 Juvy
(SM) =2 E{%/V’ (SM) (6”)CHVVﬂ
9uvv 9uvyv (3)
3
ggﬂ)/v 1" mH gl(’ﬂ)/v m%—l ()
(SM) T A2 (S M) A2 THVV
9uvv 9uvv

Powers of Higgs mass my are factored out such that the
new constants cg)vv are dimensionless; further details on
normalizations are discussed below. For the reader’s
convenience, the relation between these constants and
SMEFT Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis can be
found in the Appendix.

In terms of the new constants, the coupling of the Higgs
boson and the electroweak vector bosons reads, cf. Eq. (1),

P (5M) mh )
Vi="iggyv |9 [ (1 + s Ag vy

42

+p%+p§ )y 2005 1y (4)
A2 Cyvv A2 CHVV

~ P1,pD2,
- (67T)Cva6”Vp0220:| B

The factor (6x) introduced in the CP-odd term is chosen
for convenience; indeed, as we will see later, with this
normalization and for A =1 TeV, Cxyy ~1 induces
O(1%) corrections to the fiducial cross section.

In general, the HZZ and HWW anomalous couplings
do not have to be the same. However, for simplicity,
in the analysis below we will assume that, by factorizing
the SM couplings, we already account for main

differences between them. Hence, in what follows, we

12 12 12
restrict ourselves to the case where CLZZ) = chW>W = quv‘)/

and Cyzz = Cyww = Chyy.

III. RESULTS AT THE 13 TeV LHC
A. Setup

For the phenomenological results reported in this paper,
we use the same parameters and kinematic selection criteria
as in Ref. [26]. We collect them here for completeness. We
consider proton-proton collisions with the center-of-mass
energy 13 TeV and treat the Higgs boson as stable. We use
the Higgs mass my = 125 GeV, the vector boson masses
My = 80.398 GeV and M, = 91.1876 GeV, and their
widths I'yy = 2.105 GeV and ', = 2.4952 GeV. We use
g=2(V2G)"/* My, with the Fermi constant Gy =
1.16639 x 107 GeV~2 and cos@y = My, /M, to derive
the weak couplings and we set the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa matrix to an identity matrix. We employ the

NNPDF31-nnlo-as-118 parton distribution functions
[29] and use them for all calculations reported in this paper
irrespective of the nominal perturbative order. We also use
ay,(Mz) = 0.118. The evolution of the parton distribution
functions and the strong coupling constant is obtained from
LHAPDF [30]. Finally, we employ dynamical renormali-
zation and factorization scales up = py = p using a central

value [10]
my [my 2
Mo=\l75\\73 TPLm (5)

To define the weak boson fusion fiducial volume we
reconstruct jets using the inclusive anti-k; algorithm
[31] with R = 0.4. We require events to contain at least
two jets with transverse momenta p, ; > 25 GeV and
rapidities |y;| < 4.5. Also, the two leading-p jets should
be separated by a large rapidity interval |y; —y,| > 4.5
and their invariant mass should be larger than 600 GeV. In
addition, the two leading jets should be in different hemi-
spheres in the laboratory frame; to enforce this, we require
that the product of their rapidities in the laboratory frame
is negative, y;y;, < 0. Finally, for definiteness we set
A =1 TeV in all computations that we report below.

B. Fiducial cross sections

We now present our results for the cross sections for
Higgs production in weak boson fusion in the fiducial region
described above, through NNLO QCD. Since three inde-
pendent couplings appear in the HV'V vertex, cf. Eq. (4), the
cross section naturally separates into six terms

Ofd = <1 +—= A2 C%?xv) X+ (CE-I‘)/V) X,
2
~ m 2 1
+ (Cuyv)* X3 + (1 +A_121C§1\)/v> Cﬁ{%/v X4 (6)
2
m 2 - 1) -
+ (1 + A—IZCL)w) ChyvXs + C;—I\)/VCHVV Xe.

TABLE 1. Fiducial cross sections, in fb, at various orders of
perturbative QCD using p = py. The sub and superscripts
indicate the results computed with u = py/2 and p = 2u,,
respectively. Numerical uncertainties are much smaller than scale
uncertainties and are not shown. NNLO/NLO K-factors for
central scale values are shown in the last column. See text for
further details.

o5a (fb) LO NLO NNLO NHLO
X 97175} 8908, 85915 0.97
X, 041379933 03980900 0.383%05%  0.96
X; 19577588 19.6470%  19.2550% 098
X, 26437150 2345108 2253100 0.96
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FIG. 1. Allowed combinations of anomalous couplings cyyy

and cgz,v where the residual scale uncertainty band overlaps with
SM prediction at the 13 TeV LHC. The color coding describes
LO (hashed blue), NLO (yellow), and NNLO (squared red)
calculations. The SM result is shown as black cross. See text for
details.

We note that X is the Standard Model cross section. Two of
the other terms, X5 ¢ describe the interference of CP-even
and CP-odd couplings and hence vanish for the azimuthally-
symmetric cuts that we employ for computing fiducial cross
sections.* The results for the nonvanishing coefficients at
leading, next-to-leading and next-to-next-to-leading orders
are shown in Table L.

We note that the radiative corrections to the various cross
sections X, 34 are similar but not identical. In general,
when moving from LO to NLO we also observe a
significant reduction in the dependence of the cross
sections X;,34 on the renormalization and factorization
scales, which we estimate by changing the central scale p
in Eq. (5) by a factor two in either direction. Instead, there
1s no substantial scale-uncertainty reduction when moving
from NLO to NNLO, and the NLO scale variation bands do
not contain the NNLO result. This feature is well known for
the SM case, where it is also known that the NNLO and
N3LO scale variation bands of the inclusive cross section
do overlap [9]. Because of this, it is understood in the
context of SM studies that drawing conclusions based only
on NLO QCD predictions and their scale uncertainty is
delicate, while NNLO analyses should be more robust.
Table I suggests that this also holds in the presence of
anomalous HVV interactions. These features will play an
important role in the discussion below.

4Note, however, that this is not the case for azimuthally-
sensitive observables. It is therefore important not to discard these
contributions altogether, as they can play an important role in
kinematic distributions.

LO
4t NLO
NNLO &=

N

Hol2 < Mg = IR < 2 g

-4f NNPDF31_nnlo_as_118
13 TeV, fiducial cuts
2 2 0 2 4
C(r:\)/v
LO EZZJ
4f NLO

NNLO e===8

N

o

N

17

Hol2 < g = PR < 2 Ho

-4r NNPDF31_nnlo_as_118
13 TeV, fiducial cuts
-4 -2 0 2 4
2)
C(H\)/v

FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1 but for combinations involving the
CP-odd anomalous coupling ¢gyy. See text for details.

To illustrate the importance of higher order corrections,
we now study the dependence of fiducial cross sections on
the anomalous coupling constants at different orders of
QCD perturbation theory. To this end, we take the Standard
Model cross section as a reference point. We then consider a
hypothetical BSM scenario with nonzero anomalous cou-
plings, and declare it to be compatible with the Standard
Model if the scale variation bands of the SM and BSM
predictions overlap at a given order in QCD.

We show the results of this analysis in Figs. 1 and 2 where
different pairs of the anomalous couplings are chosen for
two-dimensional projections. In those figures, the colored
regions represent the allowed values for anomalous cou-
plings according to the criterion just explained. We note that
for this analysis we take Eq. (6) exactly as written, i.e., we
include the contribution of dimension-six operators squared.
One may worry about the consistency of this approach since
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TABLE 1II. Central values of fiducial cross sections for the
Standard Model and Scenarios A and B using u = y,. The sub
and superscripts indicate the results computed with g = /2 and
1 = 2, respectively. Numerical uncertainties are much smaller
than scale uncertainties and are not shown.

o5q (fb) SM Sce. A Sce. B
LO 9717% 96075 965351
NLO 89075, 88277, 8901,
NNLO 85918, 851°¢ 860%

we are neglecting the contribution of dimension-eight
operators when defining the anomalous couplings. While
this worry is clearly justified, the goal of our analysis is to
study the possible interplay between higher-order QCD
corrections and EFT effects, and for this dealing with a
representative set of anomalous couplings is sufficient. We
stress however that the results of Table I make it straightfor-
ward for anyone to repeat the analysis including only the
interference of dimension-six and SM operators. Similarly,
it is immediate to change the definition of compatibility
between SM and BSM predictions.

Having clarified our procedure, we now comment on the
results, cf. Figs. 1 and 2. We note that since the cross sections
X, 34 describing the contributions of the anomalous cou-
plings change the Standard Model cross section by about
2-3 percent and the scale uncertainty of the leading
order Standard Model cross section is about 10 percent,
only relatively large anomalous couplings can be excluded

at leading order. The situation changes dramatically at
NLO since theoretical uncertainties are reduced to about
1-2 percent. There are further improvements at NNLO but

they are minor; such improvements would imply changes in

the anomalous couplings at the level of 602;,2‘), ~ 0.1 which,

depending on the value of cyyy can be about ten percent.
However, as we noted above, the NNLO shifts in the cross
sections shown in Table I are often outside the NLO scale
uncertainty bands. We then take the consistency of the NLO
and NNLO results as an indicator of the reliability of the
NLO analysis.

It is clear that the above study can be made more complex
by, for example, considering three couplings at the same
time, or by comparing results that include the contribution
of dimension-six operators squared and results that do not,
or by defining a more refined estimate of the compatibility
of SM and BSM results. We do not pursue these inves-
tigations in this paper but we point out that once the fiducial
cross sections X , 3 4 are known, defining selection criteria
and scanning the parameter space become straightforward.
Obviously, if the fiducial cuts are to be changed, then all the
cross sections X ;54 have to be recalculated. We note in
this respect that it takes about 25000 CPU hours to compute
each X; with good precision. Hence, if O(1000) CPU’s are
available, about a few days of running is required.

C. Kinematic distributions

In the previous section, we discussed fiducial cross
sections. This, of course, does not exhaust all opportunities

160 T T T 160 T T 160 T T T
LO (SM) == NLO (SM) s NNLO (SM) &=
LO (Sce. A) NLO (Sce. A) NNLO (Sce. A)
140 [ ¥ LO (Sce. B) q 140 | NLO (Sce. B) b 140 [ NNLO (Sce. B) b
o 120F 1 < »f - 1 < »f e .
03 - [0] s o) =
& 100 - B & 100 - b & 100 =53 b
T T T —
: : - : -
& 80f 1 8 80 == 1 & 80f ]
~ ~ ~ =
3 5 — 5
© 60t 1 7 eof 1 7 eof g
—_ —_
40 b Ho/2 < PR =HF<2 Ho p 40 F Ho/2 < PR =HF<2 Ho p 40 F Ho/2 < PR =HF.<2 Ho p
== NNPDF31_nnlo_as_118 = NNPDF31_nnlo_as_118 NNPDF31_nnlo_as_118
13 TeV, fiducial cuts = 13 TeV, fiducial cuts = 13 TeV, fiducial cuts
20 } } } 20 t t t 20 t t t
= = =
7] 7] »
2 2 i)
il pel il
® ® ®
0.9 L L L 0.9 L L L
0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200

P HIGeV]

P HIGeV]

P HIGeV]

FIG. 3. Transverse momentum distributions of the Higgs boson for LO (left), NLO (middle) and NNLO (right) QCD predictions. For
each plot, the upper pane displays the SM (hashed blue), scenario A (solid yellow), and scenario B (red boxes) results as defined in the
main text. The lower pane shows the ratio of these results to the SM result at central scale. The lines indicate the central renormalization
and factorization scale choice, and the bands indicate the envelope of the results at different scales. Numerical uncertainties are much
smaller than scale uncertainties and are not shown. See text for details.
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3 but for the azimuthal angle difference between the forward and backward VBF tag jets. See text for details.

1.1 pr v 1.1

LO (SM) == 7 L0 (Sce. A) 7 LO (Sce. B) ===t Z
g 105 mﬁtgéM) é//%// g 1057 Nmtg R ////////% g 105p ANLO (See. g; / //////‘
2 | //////// 2% A . i |z @/ // 7 / /a8
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3 2 a4 0 1 2 3 3 2 a4 0 1 2 3 3 2 10 1 2 3
Adj j, Ady, j, Ady, j,
FIG.5. LO (hashed blue) and NNLO (red boxes) predictions for the azimuthal separation between the forward and backward VBF tag

jets, divided by the corresponding NLO (solid yellow) result. Left pane: Standard Model. Middle pane: Scenario A. Right pane: Scenario
B. The envelope represents scale variation uncertainties. Numerical uncertainties are much smaller than scale uncertainties and are not

shown. See text for details.

for the analysis as kinematic distributions can also help to
distinguish between the different couplings. To illustrate
this point and to show how higher-order QCD corrections
impact such an analysis, we consider two sets of anomalous
couplings which lead to nearly identical cross sections. We
choose the following scenarios

Sce. Az ¢l =+1.5, ¢\, = =1.9, &y = +0.6;

Sce.B: iy =—1.8, i, = 0.1, &yyy = —1.5.

The results for fiducial cross sections at various orders of
QCD perturbation theory are shown in Table II. It is clear
that, at leading order, the two scenarios cannot be distin-
guished from each other and from the Standard Model.
Even with the significant reduction of scale variation
uncertainties at next-to-leading and next-to-next-to-leading
orders, the fiducial cross sections remain compatible.

To understand if the two scenarios and the Standard
Model can still be distinguished from each other, we
consider the kinematic distributions. For most observables,

however, there is very little difference between the various
scenarios even at higher orders. To give an example, in
Fig. 3 we consider the Higgs transverse momentum
distribution. We report predictions at LO (left), NLO
(middle) and NNLO (right), for the scenarios A and B
and the SM. It is clear from this figure that one cannot
disentangle the different models using LO predictions. At
NLO and NNLO one starts seeing hints of slightly different
shapes, but this is a mild effect and the residual scale
variation uncertainty is still too large to allow any definite
conclusion to be drawn. We note that the predictions for the
three models start deviating significantly at large transverse
momenta p, gz 2 250 GeV. This is expected as the EFT
effects are enhanced at higher energies. However, in this
region the cross section is already quite small, having
dropped off by about one order of magnitude from its
peak value.

On the other hand, it is well-known that angular
variables are especially well-suited for discriminating
between the SM and the various EFT scenarios [6-8].
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FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 4 but for the absolute value of the azimuthal angle difference between the forward and backward VBF tag jets.

See text for details.
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FIG. 7. Same as Fig. 5 but for the absolute azimuthal angle separation between the forward and backward VBF tag jets. See text for

details.

To this end, we study the azimuthal separation between the
two hardest jets A¢; ;, = ¢; —¢p;,, where j, is the
forward jet and j, the backward jet, ie., y; >0 and
yj, < 0. We show this distribution in Fig. 4. It follows from
this figure that, at LO, while the differences between the
SM and scenario A is just covered by scale variation
uncertainties, scenario B is clearly distinguishable from the
SM as well as from scenario A. The situation improves at
NLO. Indeed, in this case the scale uncertainty is signifi-
cantly reduced and the three scenarios become clearly
distinguishable. The situation remains the same at NNLO.
We note that similar to the situation with the fiducial cross
section, there is no significant reduction in NNLO scale
variation uncertainties with respect to NLO. It can also be
seen in Fig. 4 that the NLO shapes are quite stable under
radiative corrections. This is a welcome feature, as it
implies that the perturbative expansion for this observable
is under very good control and NLO results are reliable. To
quantify this statement, in Fig. 5 we plot the ratio of LO
and NNLO to NLO predictions, for both the Standard
Model (left), scenario A (middle), and scenario B (right).
We see that in all the three cases there is no overlap

between the scale uncertainty bands, but the corrections
are rather flat and can be captured by a global K-factor.
Interestingly, both the very mild shape distortion and the
K-factor seem independent on the value of the anomalous
couplings, at least for the reference values chosen here.
These results imply that NLO predictions, possibly aug-
mented by a global K-factor rescaling, seem to provide a
robust enough framework for performing anomalous
coupling studies with this observable.

Differences between scenario A, scenario B and the SM
in the distributions shown in Fig. 4 are primarily of an
antisymmetric nature since they are dominated by the
interference of CP-odd and CP-even couplings, which
are absent in azimuthally-averaged observables. Hence, in
the presence of nonvanishing CP-odd EFT operators, this
observable may not be optimal to study effects of CP-even
couplings. To this end, it is useful to consider the absolute
value of the azimuthal separation, in which the interference
between CP-odd and CP-even operators drops out [6—8].
We show this distribution in Fig. 6.

As expected, the deviations of scenarios A and B from
the SM for [A¢; ; | in Fig. 6 are much smaller than those
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observed in Fig. 4. In fact, at LO, the differences between
the various scenarios are entirely swamped by scale
variation uncertainties. However, despite being less sensi-
tive to non-SM couplings, already at NLO scale uncer-
tainties are sufficiently reduced and the three scenarios
become distinguishable. Different shapes of scenarios A
and B, due to different CP-even contributions, can now be
clearly observed. Ratios in Fig. 7 imply that these shapes
are also relatively stable under radiative corrections and
might, therefore, be captured by global K-factors (as was
the case for the Ag; ;, observable).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the combined impact of anomalous
Higgs interactions and NNLO QCD corrections on Higgs
production in weak boson fusion. For simplicity, we have
only considered modifications to the HVV vertex and have
performed phenomenological analyses assuming that the
modification of the HWW and HZZ couplings are corre-
lated. We have found that the patterns of radiative correc-
tions for the WBF cross section in a typical experimental
fiducial region are similar in the Standard Model and when
anomalous couplings are present. Namely, in all cases scale
variation uncertainties underestimate the size of the cor-
rection at the next perturbative order, but predictions seem
to be reasonably stable when moving from NLO to NNLO.
Keeping in mind that for inclusive SM cross sections the
NNLO scale uncertainty band does overlap with N3LO
QCD predictions, we have investigated the effect of a
reduced theoretical uncertainty on extractions of anoma-
lous couplings. We have studied the constraining power of
the fiducial cross section, and found that NLO and NNLO
results lead to a similar discriminating power, which is
significantly better than the LO one. The relative stability of
this picture, when going from NLO to NNLO, gives us
confidence that for the analysis of the anomalous couplings
in Higgs production through WBEF, QCD radiative correc-
tions are sufficiently well understood.

We have also investigated the constraining power of
differential distributions, focusing on scenarios where
different choices of anomalous couplings led to the same
fiducial cross section. It is known that angular distributions
have a strong constraining power. However, including NLO
QCD corrections is mandatory for differences in shapes
induced by small anomalous couplings not to be swamped
by theoretical uncertainties. We have shown that theoretical
predictions for differential distributions are reasonably
stable when moving from NLO to NNLO. In particular,
we have found that shape distortions are quite small, and
the bulk of the effect of NNLO QCD corrections seems to
be captured by a global K-factor. We have found that this
holds irrespective of the presence or absence of anomalous
couplings, at least for the scenarios studied in this paper.

There are several ways in which the analysis presented in
this paper can be improved. First, one could study more
general scenarios where modifications of the HZZ and
HWW couplings are different. Also, one may study the
impact of dimension-eight operators in HVV couplings on
Higgs signal in WBF. Implementing both of these exten-
sions in our framework is conceptually straightforward.
A more involved improvement would be to consider a
wider class of higher-dimensional operators, especially
those that are affected by higher-order QCD corrections.
Also, one may consider more realistic setups, where e.g.,
the decay of the Higgs boson is also taken into account. We
look forward to investigating these and other issues relevant
for EFT studies in weak boson fusion in the future.
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APPENDIX: CONNECTION
TO WILSON COEFFICIENTS

In this appendix we show relations between the effective
coupling constants ¢y, CI-%VV’ and Cphyy as defined in
Eq. (3) and SMEFT Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw
basis [4]. Upon comparing vertex Eq. (4) with correspond-
ing expressions in Ref. [32] we find

(1) Cow
b W Al
W26 M3, (A1)
1 [C.o 2¢%—C, 4C —C

e a4 pl U "0 ™ 9D (A2)
HWW \/in M%V Zm%{ 4m%{ ’

2C
~ 214
C = - 5 A3
Y (6m)V2G M, (A3)

in case of the coupling to charged weak bosons W+ and

(1) !
CHZZ = 5~ A4
V2G M3,

+ CywMiy + CowsMy\/ M7 — M%v}

[Con(M3 = M3)
(A4)
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Vv 3
C(z) _ 1 |:C¢B(M% _M%}V) C(PWM%V+ C(pWBMW M% _M%V+2C((pl) - C” _4C(p|:| —|— ClﬂD (AS)
w2z 26, M, M, M3 2m?, am?, |
2
Chzz = ———=—— |Co3(M7 — M3,) + CyM3, + C,i5M \/M2—M2}, A6
HZZ (67[)\/§GfM4Z[ (/)B( V4 W) oW Mtw eWBMW V4 w ( )

in case of neutral weak bosons Z°. We further expressed the Higgs vacuum expectation value v and weak couplings g and g’
in SMEFT through physical observables my, Mz, My, and Fermi constant G .
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