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Abstract: We compute for the first time the so-called complete NLO corrections to top-quark pair
production with one and two isolated photons in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel. The Narrow
Width Approximation is used for the modeling of unstable top quarks and W bosons. Higher-order
QCD and EW effects as well as photon bremsstrahlung are consistently included at all stages: in
production and top-quark decays. We present results at the integrated and differential fiducial cross-
section level for both processes for the LHC Run II center-of-mass energy of

√
s = 13 TeV. In addition,

we investigate the scale choice in photonic observables. Finally, the individual size of each subleading
contribution is discussed in detail and the origin of the main subleading corrections is scrutinised. For
the latter case, alternative calculations are performed in which the subleading NLO corrections are
included only in the production of tt̄γ and tt̄γγ.
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1 Introduction

Of all the associated production of a top-quark pair with one electroweak gauge boson (pp → tt̄V, V =

Z,W±, γ) at the LHC, the pp → tt̄γ process has the largest cross section [1, 2] and is the most
interesting to model. First of all, already at the lowest order in the perturbative expansion, the
pp → tt̄γ process requires various cuts to keep the prompt photon well isolated and render the whole
process infrared (IR) finite, even in the presence of stable top quarks. Secondly, due to its massless
nature, the photon can be emitted from all stages of the process, i.e. in the production of tt̄ and top-
quark decays. In the latter case, prompt photons can originate not only from top quarks, but also from
their decay products, including the bottom quarks, W± gauge bosons and charged leptons. In addition,
they can be radiated from incoming partons. It is a well-known fact that a large fraction of isolated
photons comes from radiative decays of top quarks [3, 4]. With fairly inclusive cuts applied on the
finale states, that are currently used in measurements of inclusive and differential cross sections of tt̄γ
production, the contribution of photons at the decay stage reaches almost 50%. Consequently, proper
modeling of pp → tt̄γ is very challenging. The pp → tt̄γ process probes the t− γ electroweak coupling
and provides a direct way to measure the top-quark electric charge [5]. The latter is known to be
consistent with the Standard Model (SM), although it was measured only indirectly in the production
of tt̄ [6, 7]. Precise measurements of the t − γ coupling at the LHC serve as an additional test of the
SM. However, any deviations from the SM prediction, for example in the pT spectrum of the photon,
could point to new physics through anomalous dipole moments of the top quark [8–12]. In addition,
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the pp → tt̄γ process plays an important role in studies of the top-quark charge asymmetry (At
C) [13–

16]. Indeed, it provides complementary information to the measured asymmetries in tt̄ production,
where At

C appears for the first time at next-to-leading order (NLO) only. Contrary, for the pp → tt̄γ

process this asymmetry is present already at LO in quark-induced subprocesses due to the interference
effects between Feynman diagrams in which the photon is emitted from quarks in the initial state and
diagrams in which it is emitted from quarks in the final state. The overall asymmetry in the pp → tt̄γ

process at the LHC with
√
s = 13 TeV has a negative value and is of the order of 1%−2% depending on

the fiducial phase-space regions that are scrutinised [15, 16]. However, At
C can be modified by beyond

the SM (BSM) physics. Indeed, substantial deviations from the SM prediction can be expected in the
case of BSM models with a light colour octet [17–20] or an additional Z ′ [21]. In both BSM cases, the
absolute value of At

C is predicted to be much smaller [13].

In the case of the pp → tt̄γγ process, the situation is only somewhat similar to the case of tt̄γ.
Among all the associated production of a top-quark pair with two gauge vector bosons, i.e. tt̄W+W−,
tt̄ZZ, tt̄γγ, tt̄W±γ, tt̄W±Z and tt̄Zγ, the pp → tt̄γγ process is the second largest [1]. The importance
of pp → tt̄γγ stems from the fact that it is the main (irreducible) background process in SM Higgs-
boson studies for the pp → tt̄H signal process in the H → γγ decay channel. However, the similarities
to the production of tt̄γ are due to the distribution of photons in the pp → tt̄γγ process and the
importance of the contribution, which is not entirely related to the production stage of the process.
The effect of photon bremsstrahlung in the pp → tt̄γγ process has recently been studied in detail [22].
It has been shown that the so-called mixed contribution, in which two photons occur simultaneously in
the production and decay of the tt̄ pair, is the dominant contribution at the integrated and differential
fiducial cross-section level.

Evidence for the production of a top-quark pair in association with an isolated photon has already
been reported in pp̄ collisions at the Tevatron collider at

√
s = 1.96 TeV by the CDF Collaboration [23].

The production of tt̄γ final states has been observed for the first time at the LHC at
√
s = 7 TeV by the

ATLAS Collaboration [24]. To date, both ATLAS and CMS have observed the production of tt̄γ at the
LHC at

√
s = 8 TeV and

√
s = 13 TeV [25–30], respectively. So far, no significant deviations from the

SM predictions have been found, even though the measured cross sections are larger than theoretical
predictions. In addition, within the current and still rather large uncertainties, the analysed differential
cross-section distributions have also been fairly well described by the NLO theory predictions. The
measurements in the pp → tt̄γ process have also been interpreted in the framework of the standard
model effective field theory, where rather stringent limits on the two relevant Wilson coefficients have
been found. Furthermore, the measurement of the top-quark charge asymmetry in pp → tt̄γ has
recently been performed by the ATLAS collaboration [31]. Also in this case the measurement is
compatible with the SM predictions within the present uncertainties. However, in all these cases,
current precision is still limited, mainly due to statistical and various systematic uncertainties, leaving
room for potential future improvements. Finally, the pp → tt̄γγ process has not yet been experimentally
observed at the LHC.

On the theory side, NLO QCD corrections to the pp → tt̄γ production process with stable top
quarks have been calculated over ten years ago [32, 33] and calculated afresh in Ref. [1]. The results
with NLO electroweak (EW) corrections have also been delivered later [34]. The results presented there
have shown that for differential cross-section distributions the NLO EW corrections are significant in
the high energy region due to the EW Sudakov effect. Recently, the so-called complete NLO predictions
for pp → tt̄γ have been calculated [16], again for stable top quarks only. In addition to the NLO QCD
and EW corrections at O(α3

sα) and O(α2
sα

2) respectively, various subleading contributions, along
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with their higher-order effects, have been taken into account to form the complete NLO result. In
detail, the set of all the possible contributions at O(α2

sα), O(αsα
2) and O(α0

sα
3) at LO, where the

middle one results from the interference of the other two results at the amplitude level and from the
photon initiated partonic process gγ → tt̄γ, as well as at O(α3

sα), O(α2
sα

2), O(αsα
3) and O(α0

sα
4) at

NLO is what is denoted as the complete NLO result. Finally, the approximate NNLO cross section,
with second-order soft-gluon corrections added to the NLO result including QCD and EW corrections,
has been calculated in Ref. [35]. On top of the stable top-quark approximation, various predictions
that take into account top-quark decays are available in the literature. First, NLO QCD theoretical
predictions for tt̄γ have been matched with the Pythia parton shower program [36]. In this approach
top-quark decays have been treated in the parton-shower approximation omitting tt̄ spin correlations
and photon emission in the parton-shower evolution. More realistic predictions at NLO in QCD have
been presented in Ref. [3]. In this case, top-quark decays in the Narrow Width Approximation (NWA)
have been included, maintaining tt̄ spin correlations in the top-quark decay products. In addition,
photon radiation off charged top-quark decay products has been incorporated. A complete description
of the pp → tt̄γ process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel at NLO in QCD has also been finally
provided [37]. This calculation is based on matrix elements for the e+νeµ−ν̄µbb̄γ final state including all
resonant and non-resonant Feynman diagrams, interferences and off-shell effects of the top quarks and
W gauge bosons. Finally, a dedicated comparison between the full off-shell calculation and the results
in the NWA has also been carried out [4]. For the pp → tt̄γγ process the situation is much simpler.
NLO QCD predictions for the process with stable top quarks have already been known for some time
and have been further matched to parton shower programs [1, 38–40]. In addition to higher-order QCD
effects, NLO EW corrections for tt̄γγ have recently been reported [16], but again only for stable top
quarks. Finally, very recently NLO QCD corrections in the NWA for the di-lepton and lepton + jet
top-quark decay channels have been calculated for the pp → tt̄γγ process [22].

From the above description, we can quite clearly see a rather diverse picture for pp → tt̄γ and
pp → tt̄γγ. On the one hand, we already have the complete NLO result for tt̄γ, albeit only for stable
top quarks. On the other hand, no such predictions exist for tt̄γγ. In both cases, the complete NLO
result with more realistic final states is still missing. With this article, we want to mitigate the current
situation and to calculate for the first time the complete NLO predictions for both pp → tt̄γ and
pp → tt̄γγ in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel.

The aim of our work is, therefore, manifold. Firstly, we perform a detailed study of the predictions
with complete NLO corrections included for pp → tt̄γ and pp → tt̄γγ in the di-lepton top-quark decay
channel. Secondly, as we calculate these higher-order effects within the same framework, while using
the same input parameters, we want to examine whether there are common features or significant
differences between the theoretical predictions for pp → tt̄γ and pp → tt̄γγ. Thirdly, we plan to
analyse the impact of subleading NLO corrections on integrated and differential fiducial cross sections
and systematically study the theoretical uncertainties due to missing higher orders. Finally, we are
going to scrutinise the individual size of each subleading contribution and investigate the origin of the
main subleading corrections. For this purpose, we perform alternative calculations for both processes
in which the subleading NLO corrections are included only in the production of tt̄γ(γ).

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. All leading and subleading contributions at LO and
NLO are carefully defined in Section 2. In Section 3 we describe the framework of the calculations and
discuss various changes as well as cross-checks that have been performed. All input parameters and
fiducial cuts that have been used to simulate detector response are outlined in Section 4. Numerical
results for the integrated and differential cross sections for the pp → tt̄γ process at the LHC are
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Figure 1. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to LO1. All Feynman diagrams in this paper
were produced with the help of the FeynGame program [48].

presented in detail in Section 5. Our results for the pp → tt̄γγ process, on the other hand, are
discussed in Section 6. We summarise our findings in Section 7.

2 Definition of the leading and subleading contributions

We calculate the full set of leading and subleading LO contributions and NLO corrections to top-
quark pair production with one and two isolated photons at the LHC. We consistently include photon
bremsstrahlung as well as QCD and EW corrections in both the production and decay of the top-
quark pair. Decays of unstable top quarks and W gauge bosons are treated in the NWA preserving
spin correlations, i.e. in the limit when Γt/mt → 0 (ΓW /mW → 0). In this approximation all
contributions without two resonant top quarks (and W gauge bosons) are neglected and the Breit-
Wigner propagators lead to delta-functions which force the unstable particles to be on-shell, see e.g.
Ref. [4, 41–47] for more details. We consider the di-lepton top-quark decay channel leading to the
following decay chains

pp → tt̄(γ) → W+W− bb̄(γ) → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ +X,

pp → tt̄(γγ) → W+W− bb̄(γγ) → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ +X,

(2.1)

with ℓ± = µ±, e± and where the brackets indicate that photon bremsstrahlung is allowed at each stage
of the process. For brevity, we refer to these processes as pp → tt̄γ and pp → tt̄γγ in the di-lepton top-
quark decay channel, respectively. At LO there are in total 5 (15) possibilities or resonance histories
from which the photons can be radiated off in the decay chain of tt̄γ(γ). At NLO, the number of
resonance histories increases to 15 (35) for real radiation with an additional photon and to 15 (45) for
additional QCD radiation.

2.1 LO contributions

At LO, both processes get contributions from three different orders of αs and α. The dominant
contribution is at the order O(α2

sα
4+nγ ), where nγ is the number of photons appearing in the Born-

level process, and we call it LO1, following the notation in Ref. [49, 50]. At this order, we encounter
the typical QCD production of a top-quark pair, which leads to the following partonic subprocesses

gg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) ,

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) ,
(2.2)

with q = u, d, c, s. Example Feynman diagrams for the LO1 contribution are shown in Figure 1. We
work in the five-flavour scheme and consistently include in the initial state all PDF suppressed channels
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Figure 2. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to LO2.

Figure 3. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to LO3.

from bottom quarks as well as photons in all subleading contributions. The LO1 contribution can be
obtained from the square of matrix elements at the order O(g2sg

4+nγ ). The qq̄ and bb̄ subprocesses
provide additional contributions to the amplitudes at the order O(g6+nγ ). The interference of both
types of matrix elements gives rise to the first subleading LO contribution at O(α1

sα
5+nγ ) which we

refer to as LO2. This interference is exactly zero for the qq̄ initial state due to color algebra, but does
not vanish for the bb̄ subprocess due to additional t-channel Feynman diagrams with an intermediate
W boson, as shown on the right in Figure 2. Similar Feynman diagrams do not exist for qq̄ because
we keep the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) mixing matrix diagonal. In addition, at this order
we encounter for the first time photon-induced channels with the gγ initial state, as illustrated on the
left in Figure 2. Thus, the partonic subprocesses of LO2 can be summarised as

gγ/γg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) . (2.3)

The third and last subleading LO contribution, LO3, is the purely EW induced production of a top-
quark pair at the order O(α6+nγ ). Example diagrams are depicted in Figure 3. Again, only the qq̄ and
bb̄ channels are present, as well as the highly suppressed γγ channel. Therefore, the following reactions
must be taken into account for LO3

γγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) ,

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) .
(2.4)

With respect to LO1, this contribution is not only suppressed by the power coupling, but also the
gluon PDF does not enter this contribution at all. Finally, we denote as LO the sum of all three LO
contributions

LO = LO1 + LO2 + LO3 . (2.5)
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Figure 4. LO and NLO contributions for pp → tt̄γ(γ) with nγ = 1(2).

Figure 5. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to NLO1.

2.2 NLO contributions

At NLO, we obtain corrections of QCD and/or EW nature to all LO contributions, as demonstrated
in Figure 4. The dominant higher-order corrections at NLO, denoted as NLO1, arise from the QCD
corrections to LO1 at the order O(α3

sα
4+nγ ). We call the sum of the two NLOQCD with

NLOQCD = LO1 +NLO1 , (2.6)

and use it as a starting point to quantify the size of all subleading LO and NLO contributions. While
the partonic subprocesses for the virtual corrections in NLO1 are identical to those of LO1, for the
real emission part additional reactions due to extra QCD radiation have to be taken into account. In
particular, all partonic subprocesses can be obtained by adding an additional gluon and all possible
crossings of partons, leading to

gg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g ,

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g ,

gq/qg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q , gq̄/q̄g → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q̄ ,

gb/bg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b , gb̄/b̄g → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b̄ .

(2.7)

Example Feynman diagrams for the real emission part of NLO1 are shown in Figure 5. The real
corrections also consistently include additional photon and gluon radiation in all stages, i.e. in the tt̄

production and the decays of top quarks and W gauge bosons.
The next contribution, NLO2, at the order O(α2

sα
5+nγ ), cannot be completely separated into

parts with only QCD or EW corrections. When calculating the corresponding virtual corrections we
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have on the one hand, the interference of tree-level diagrams at O(g6+nγ ) with one-loop diagrams at
O(g4sg

4+nγ ) and on the other hand, the interference between tree-level diagrams at O(g2sg
4+nγ ) and

one-loop diagrams at O(g2sg
6+nγ ). The first contribution can be seen as a part of the NLO QCD

corrections to LO2. For the second contribution, no clear distinction is possible, since it can be seen
as either the NLO QCD corrections to LO2 or the NLO EW corrections to LO1. Finally, for the
gγ channel, we have the interference of tree-level diagrams at O(g1sg

5+nγ ) with one-loop diagrams at
O(g3sg

5+nγ ). Compared to NLO1, the real corrections in NLO2 include more partonic subprocesses,
involving QCD and QED-like singularities. The first set of real corrections is obtained by additional
QCD radiation to LO2, which leads to

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g ,

gq/qg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q , gq̄/q̄g → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q̄ ,

gb/bg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b , gb̄/b̄g → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b̄ .

(2.8)

In this case, we have the interference of tree-level diagrams at the order O(g3sg
4+nγ ) and O(g1sg

6+nγ ).
Although the qq̄ channel is exactly zero in LO2, its NLO QCD corrections no longer vanish, and the
corresponding virtual and real corrections must be taken properly into account. In particular, the
interference of initial- and final-state gluon radiation gives rise to the non-vanishing contribution, as
explained in Refs. [51, 52]. The latter contribution induces singularities that are of soft nature only.
Consequently, there are no collinear singularities in the qq̄ channel and gluon radiation still vanishes
in top-quark decays. It also follows that the gq and gq̄ channels contain no collinear singularities
and turn out to be IR finite. Therefore, no dipole subtraction is required for these channels and the
naive usage of it can even affect the efficiency of the phase-space integration. In the Nagy-Soper [53]
subtraction scheme, which is used in our calculation, the corresponding collinear subtraction terms
vanish by construction if the underlying Born-level matrix element is exactly zero, since they are
directly proportional to it. This is, however, not a general feature of dipole subtraction schemes. For
example, in the Catani-Seymour subtraction scheme [54, 55], the corresponding subtraction term is a
sum of the dipole terms Dai

k involving color-correlated matrix elements. These dipole terms and the
momentum mapping to the underlying Born-level process depend on the spectator parton k. Therefore,
the sum of the dipole terms vanishes only in the exact collinear limit, where the dependence on the
spectator parton k vanishes and the sum becomes proportional to the Born-level matrix element. In
principle, it is possible for such initial-state singularities to choose exactly one spectator parton and
to substitute the color correlator Tk ·Tai → −T2

ai in Dai
k . In this way the corresponding subtraction

term is always proportional to the Born-level matrix element and would vanish as in the Nagy-Soper
case. On the other hand, collinear singularities are present in the bottom-quark induced channels. In
this case, gluon radiation in top-quark decays must be consistently included. Furthermore, additional
partonic subprocesses, which originate from LO1 with additional photon radiation, have to be included,
leading to

gg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) ,

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) .
(2.9)

Similar to the calculation of NLO QCD corrections to the pp → tt̄j(j) process in the NWA [44, 56],
photons can appear simultaneously in the production and decays, as illustrated in Figure 6. Therefore,
the relevant dipoles must be consistently included at each stage of the decay chain. Finally, we have new
photon-induced partonic subprocesses which are constructed by gluon radiation from the gγ channel
in LO2 and by crossing from the processes listed in Eq. (2.9), resulting in
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Figure 6. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to NLO2.

gγ/γg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g ,

γq/qγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q , γq̄/q̄γ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q̄ ,

γb/bγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b , γb̄/b̄γ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b̄ .

(2.10)

While the gγ channel clearly contains only QCD singularities due to gluon radiation, for the remaining
partonic processes we simultaneously encounter QCD and QED initial-state singularities arising from
the γ → qq̄ and q → gq splittings, as shown in Figure 6. This clearly illustrates that even real
corrections cannot be divided into those of QCD or EW origin, as we have already seen in the calculation
of virtual corrections.

The next subleading NLO contribution at the order O(α1
sα

6+nγ ), NLO3, features a similarly wide
range of virtual and real corrections with respect to NLO2. This contribution is obtained from EW
corrections to LO2 and QCD corrections to LO3. Thus, EW corrections to the qq̄ channel in LO2

vanish again, since with respect to the Born level the color structure remains unchanged by these
corrections. The virtual corrections consist of the interference of tree-level diagrams at O(g2sg

4+nγ )

with the one-loop amplitude at O(g8+nγ ) and the tree-level matrix element at O(g6+nγ ) with one-loop
diagrams at O(g2sg

6+nγ ). The first contribution can be seen as part of the NLO EW corrections to
LO2, and thus it vanishes for qq̄ as explained before, and only has to be included for the bb̄ initial
state. In the second term again no distinction between QCD and EW corrections is possible for the qq̄

and bb̄ channels, while for the γγ channel this contribution consists of pure QCD corrections to LO3.
Finally, for gγ we have the interference of tree-level diagrams at O(g1sg

5+nγ ) with one-loop diagrams
at O(g1sg

7+nγ ). The real corrections can be summarised as follows. First, we have the NLO QCD
corrections to LO3, which can be obtained by additional gluon radiation, bringing about the following
contributions

γγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ)g ,

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ)g , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) g .
(2.11)

The crossing of initial- and final-state partons leads to the additional set of partonic subprocesses

gq/qg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q , gq̄/q̄g → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q̄ ,

gb/bg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b , gb̄/b̄g → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b̄ ,
(2.12)

which again contain simultaneously QCD and QED initial-state singularities, as illustrated in Figure
7. Next, we obtain additional contributions from photon radiation off the partonic subprocesses in
LO2, as exemplified in Figure 7. Together with all possible crossings of partons and photons we obtain
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Figure 7. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to NLO3.

gγ/γg → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) ,

γb/bγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b γb̄/b̄γ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b̄ .
(2.13)

In addition, qq̄ and γq/γq̄ subprocesses vanish due to color, as additional photon radiation does not
change the color structure already present in LO2.

Since in NLO3 we find for the first time EW 1-loop corrections in photon-initiated subprocesses, in
particular in the gγ channel, we briefly mention here the choice of the renormalisation scheme for the
electromagnetic coupling α, which will be explained in detail later in the article. As we are interested in
the experimental signature with at least one (two) isolated photon(s), we do not consider the γ → ff̄

splitting for final state photons. Therefore, the electromagnetic coupling constant connected with
final state photons has to be renormalised in the on-shell scheme to obtain IR finite results, see e.g.
Refs. [16, 57]. However, the electromagnetic coupling associated with initial state photons must be
renormalised in a MS-like scheme, because γ → ff̄ splittings are included in the evolution of the
proton PDF. Thus, we use the Gµ scheme in this case and the remaining IR ϵ poles from the sum of
real and virtual corrections are absorbed into a redefinition of PDFs, as for all other QCD and QED
collinear initial state singularities. This leads to a collinear factorisation counterterm of the form

α

2π

1

Γ(1− ϵ)

1

ϵ

(
4πµ2

R

µ2
F

)ϵ

Pγγ(x), (2.14)

which has to be convoluted with the corresponding Born-level cross section. The one-loop Altarelli-
Parisi QED kernel Pγγ(x), see e.g. Ref. [50] for more details, is given by

Pγγ(x) = −2

3
δ(1− x)

∑
f

Nc,f Q
2
f , (2.15)

where the summation runs over all massless, charged fermions, Nc,f is a color factor, which is 3 for
quarks and 1 for leptons, and Qf is the charge of the fermion f . Unlike all other QCD and QED
splitting functions, Pγγ(x) contains only a virtual contribution given by the delta distribution.

Finally, we have the NLO EW corrections to LO3, called NLO4, and all new partonic subprocesses
can simply be obtained from additional photon radiation and crossing, leading to

γγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) ,

qq̄/q̄q → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) , bb̄/b̄b → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γγ(γ) ,

γq/qγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q , γq̄/q̄γ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) q̄ ,

γb/bγ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ
−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b , γb̄/b̄γ → ℓ+νℓ ℓ

−ν̄ℓ bb̄ γ(γ) b̄ ,

(2.16)
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Figure 8. Example Feynman diagrams for pp → tt̄γ contributing to NLO4.

where example Feynman diagrams are shown in Figure 8.
We denote the complete result at NLO, including all subleading contributions, as NLO. The latter

result is given by the following sum

NLO = LO1 + LO2 + LO3 +NLO1 +NLO2 +NLO3 +NLO4. (2.17)

We refrain from dividing our complete NLO calculation into different resonant contributions based on
the origin of photon emission, as already done at NLO QCD for the pp → tt̄γ process in Refs. [3, 4] and
for pp → tt̄γγ in Ref. [22]. It is because additional photon radiation introduces further complications
due to mixing of Born-level processes with different photon radiation patterns at LO. This issue has
already been examined in detail in the case of the calculation of NLO QCD corrections to pp → tt̄jj

[56]. Instead, we perform an alternative calculation, labelled as NLOprd, which we define according to

NLOprd = LO1 + LO2 + LO3 +NLO1 +NLO2,prd +NLO3,prd +NLO4,prd, (2.18)

where the subscript prd indicates that photon bremsstrahlung and subleading NLO corrections are
only included in the production stage of the pp → tt̄γ(γ) process. In detail, in NLOprd, all LO (LO1,
LO2, LO3) contributions as well as NLO1 are fully included in both the tt̄γ(γ) production and decays
of the top-quark pair. On the other hand, the subleading NLO corrections (NLO2, NLO3, NLO4) are
only included in the production stage of the tt̄γ(γ) process when the photon (the two photons) are
also present there. In this way, we investigate the origin of the main subleading corrections. This
approximation is motivated by the fact that, on the one hand, it leads to an enormous simplification of
the calculations, especially for the real emission part, and ultimately in the matching to parton shower
programs. On the other hand, the largest subleading NLO contributions are expected to originate
from EW Sudakov logarithms in the tails of dimensionful observables. However, it is known that high
pT phase-space regions are dominated by the case where all photons are produced in the tt̄ production
[3, 4, 22], which should directly reduce the relevance of including subleading NLO corrections in other
radiation patterns. With the calculation of NLOprd we would like to confirm that this is the case for the
pp → tt̄γ(γ) process for various differential cross-section distributions. For the sake of completeness,
we will also show the NLOprd result for the tt̄γ(γ) integrated fiducial cross section.

3 Computational framework

As we have already alluded to in Section 2 the calculation of real corrections is performed with the
Nagy-Soper subtraction scheme [53], which has recently been extended to NLO QCD calculations in
the NWA involving internal on-shell resonances [56]. To check the validity of the results, we also use
the Catani-Seymour subtraction scheme [54, 55]. Furthermore, for additional cross-checks in both
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cases we utilize the phases-space restriction on the subtraction terms [58–61]. For the purposes of this
study, both subtraction schemes, that are implemented in the Helac-Dipoles MC program [62], have
been extended to deal with soft and collinear singularities of QED origin that plague the real radiation
contributions of NLO EW calculations. In the following we describe both extensions in detail and
discuss how the calculation of virtual corrections is organised for the purposes of our study.

3.1 Real corrections

At NLO QCD, we have to deal with contributions of different origin, on the one hand with virtual
corrections due to the interference of one-loop and tree-level amplitudes, and on the other hand with
real corrections arising from the emission of additional QCD partons. However, both contributions
themselves are divergent, and only the sum of them is finite for IR safe observables. A standard
approach nowadays is the use of a subtraction scheme, where an auxiliary cross section is introduced,
which is designed to locally mimic the singular limits of the real-correction cross section. Moreover, this
auxiliary cross section has to be simple enough so that the integration over the one-parton subspaces,
which cause the soft and collinear divergences, is possible either analytically or numerically, leading to
the so-called integrated subtration terms and/or dipoles. These can then be combined with the virtual
corrections to cancel all IR divergences. In general, the subtraction term in QCD can be written as

AD =
n+1∑

i,j,k=1

AB({p̃}ijkn )⊗D(ijk)({p̃}(ijk)n , {p}n+1) (Tij ·Tk) , (3.1)

where AB is the tree-level matrix element of the underlying Born-level process which results from the
recombination of the two partons i and j. The terms D(ijk) are the so-called dipoles and {p̃}(ijk)n is
the new set of momenta for the underlying Born-level process, which is obtained by a momentum
mapping from the initial momenta {p}n+1. Spin correlations between the squared Born-level matrix
element and the dipoles are indicated by the symbol ⊗. Finally, Tk are color operators according to
the definitions given in Ref. [54]. The indices i, j, k indicate that in general the dipoles as well as the
momentum mapping depend on the two splitting partons i, j and potentially also on the spectator
parton k. The QED subtraction scheme can be obtained from the QCD one by simple substitutions.
In particular, the color operators have to be replaced by charge operators according to

Tij ·Tk → QijQk, (3.2)

where Qk is the charge of the particle with a relative minus sign between final- and initial-state
particles, and possible further simple replacements of color factors. However, this cannot be applied
to the case where the splitting pair is recombined into a photon (Qij = 0). Instead, in this case we
perform the following substitution

Tij ·Tk → −wkQ
2
i with

∑
k

wk = 1. (3.3)

The particular choice of these weights wk is completely arbitrary and, in our case we simply set it to
δk,k0 , which implies that we choose exactly one spectator particle. In general, this spectator particle
must be the same in the actual subtraction and in the calculation of the integrated dipoles, since the
momentum mapping and dipole terms depend on k. We note that in the Nagy-Soper subtraction
scheme, both the momentum mapping and the collinear dipole terms are independent of the spectator
particle, so that the choice of k0 plays no role in the calculation. Finally, the structure of Helac-
Dipoles has been modified to simultaneously keep track of different orders in αs and α and to allow
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the reweighting to different renormalisation and factorisation scale settings on the fly. To verify the
new modifications, we have reproduced the results of Ref. [51] at the integrated and differential cross
section level. In detail, we have calculated afresh NLO EW corrections to the pp → tt̄+X process in
the di-lepton top-quark decay channel for the LHC Run II center-of-mass energy of

√
s = 13 TeV. In

this calculation all finite-width effects, resonant and non-resonant contributions of the top quark and
W±/Z gauge bosons as well as interference effects have been included.

Next, we discuss the changes in the Nagy-Soper subtraction scheme for calculations involving
resonant particles. These modifications are to a large extent independent of QCD or QED-like singu-
larities. To this end, we first briefly recall the notation and main aspects of the Nagy-Soper subtraction
scheme which were presented in detail in Ref. [53]. We focus on the case of final-state splittings since
initial-state splittings remain unaffected. We first introduce the following definitions

Q = p1 + p2 =
n+1∑
l=3

pl, (3.4)

Pij = pi + pj and K = Q− Pij , (3.5)

where Q is the total momentum of the process, Pij is the momentum sum of the splitting partons and
K is the so-called collective spectator. The momentum mapping from {p}n+1 to {p̃}(ij)n is then defined
by the condition that the momentum of the splitting parton p̃i should lie in the Q-Pij plane according
to

Pij = βp̃i + γQ, (3.6)

where β and γ are uniquely fixed by the following two conditions

Q̃ = Q , (3.7)

K̃2 = K2 . (3.8)

From Eq. (3.7) it is clear that the momentum mapping from K to K̃ is given by a Lorentz transfor-
mation (kµi = Λ(K, K̃)µν k̃νi ), which is defined as [53, 63]

Λ(K, K̃)µν = gµν − 2(K + K̃)µ(K + K̃)ν

(K + K̃)2
+

2KµK̃ν

K2
. (3.9)

Next, the dipole terms D(ijk) in Eq. (3.1) are decomposed into diagonal terms W (ii,j) containing soft
and collinear singularities and interference terms W (ik,j) including only soft singularities according to

D(ijk)
s̃1s̃2

= W
(ii,j)
s̃1s̃2

δik +W
(ik,j)
s̃1s̃2

(1− δik) , (3.10)

where s̃1 and s̃2 are the helicity values of the splitting parton. The diagonal and interference terms
are further split into a sum of so-called splitting functions v(ij) as specified by

W
(ii,j)
s̃1s̃2

=
∑
si,sj

v
(ij)
s̃1sisj

(
v
(ij)
s̃2sisj

)∗
, (3.11)

W
(ik,j)
s̃1s̃2

=
∑
si,sj

v
(ij),eik
s̃1sisj

(
v
(kj),eik
s̃2sisj

)∗
, (3.12)

where v(ij),eik is the eikonal approximation of these splitting functions. In QCD the v(ij),eik function
reduces to a much simpler expression given by

v
(ij),eik
s̃isisj

=
√
4παs δs̃isi

ϵ(pj , sj)
∗ · pi

pi · pj
. (3.13)
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The splitting functions are obtained by factorising the splitting p̃i → pi+pj from the divergent matrix
element in the following way Mdiv

n+1 = Mn ⊗ v(ij). The exact form for the different QCD splittings for
final- and initial-state splittings can be found in Ref. [63].

The original Nagy-Soper subtraction scheme can directly be used in the case of unresolved partons
in the production process. However, if an unstable particle is part of the emitter pair, then we use
the spin-averaged versions of the dipole terms D(ijk) in Eq. (3.1). In addition, we use the eikonal
approximation for the splitting functions in the diagonal term W (ii,j) given in Eq. (3.11) when a W

gauge boson is part of the emitter pair. These modifications are also applied to unstable particles in
nested decay chains, such as W gauge bosons in radiative top-quark decays. Further modifications
are required for the dipole subtraction in decay processes. The first change concerns the momentum
mapping which is required to preserve the total momentum of the decay process, i.e. the momentum
of the decaying mother particle. This is achieved by replacing the total momentum Q in the original
momentum mapping with the momentum of the mother particle, which is called Qdec in analogy. By
definition Qdec is then preserved under the momentum mapping according to the condition defined
in Eq. (3.7). The dipole terms D(ijk) also have an explicit and an additional implicit dependence
on Q by the axial gauge with Q as reference vector used for the polarisation vectors of gluons and
photons. Thus, to reuse all the results of the original subtraction scheme, we have to perform the
replacement Q → Qdec also in all the dipole terms D(ijk) and apply a gauge transformation to the
external polarisation vectors entering the splitting functions v(ij). The mother particle is excluded from
the list of possible emitters in the dipole subtraction, but it is still included as a possible spectator
particle. To properly account for all soft singularities associated with the mother particle, we replace
W (ik,j), defined in Eq. (3.11), in the case where the mother particle is the spectator k, by W

(ik,j)
dec ,

which we define as

W
(ik,j)
dec = W (ik,j) +W (ki,j) −W (kk,j),eik. (3.14)

For the calculation of the corresponding integrated dipoles we closely follow the semi-numerical ap-
proach of Ref. [53]. In this case, the spin-averaged diagonal and interference terms are cast in the
following form

W
(ii,j) −W

(ik,j)
dec =

(
W

(ii,j) −W
(ii,j),eik

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Dii

+
(
W

(ii,j),eik −W
(ik,j)
dec

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Iik,dec

, (3.15)

where Dii can only have collinear singularities by construction and are already known from the original
formulation. The second term can have soft and collinear singularities and can be further simplified to

Iik,dec = 4παs
−((pj · pk)pi − (pi · pj)pk)2

(pi · pj)2(pj · pk)2
. (3.16)

We have calculated and implemented this new dipole in the case of massless and massive splitting
partons p̃i. The latter case is required for the calculation of EW corrections to top-quark decays,
i.e. for W± → W±γ splittings. In addition, it can also be used for e.g. NLO QCD corrections
with massive bottom quarks inside top-quark decays. In summary, our implementation of the Nagy-
Soper subtraction scheme allows us to calculate QCD and EW radiative corrections for any number of
coloured, charged, massive and massless particles in nested decay chains.

We have carried out several tests to confirm the correctness of the modifications we have made.
First of all, we have already used this new extension for the calculation of the NLO QCD corrections to
the pp → tt̄jj process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel in the NWA [56]. These results, were
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cross-checked with an alternative calculation using the Catani-Seymour subtraction scheme and its
extension to the NWA case [4, 44, 64]. In addition, we have recalculated the NLO QCD corrections of
the top-quark width with massive bottom quarks [65, 66] as well as the corresponding real corrections,
which are presented in the appendix of Ref. [45]. Finally, we have reproduced the calculation of the
NLO electroweak corrections to the top-quark decay width while treating the internal W boson in the
NWA [67].

In our current calculation of the pp → tt̄γ(γ) process in the NWA, we have computed the real
correction part of the NLO calulations with the Nagy-Soper subtraction scheme. We have utilised two
different values of the phase-space restriction on the subtraction terms and found excellent agreement
for the obtained results within the corresponding MC errors. Finally, we have reproduced the results of
NLOi,prd with i = 1, 2, 3, 4 using the Catani-Seymour subtraction scheme. A full comparison with the
Catani-Seymour subtraction is not yet possible as our implementation is currently limited to massless
emitters in decay processes.

3.2 Virtual corrections

The calculation of the virtual corrections is organized using reweighting techniques [60, 68]. In practice,
partially unweighted events [69] that are generated at the Born level, are then used to calculate the one-
loop corrections. The phase-space integration is performed using the programs Parni [70] and Kaleu
[71]. The combined tree-level and one-loop results are then stored in modified Les Houches Event
Files (LHEFs) [72, 73], which have been extended to save, for each event, the necessary information
for all contributions at different orders of αs and α. This allows us, among other things, to reweight
our results to different renormalisation and factorisation scale settings. Tree-level and one-loop matrix
elements are obtained with the help of the Recola matrix element generator [74, 75]. We have
modified the calculation of the matrix elements in Recola to incorporate the random polarisation
method [53, 76, 77] which leads to significant performance improvements in the phase-space integration.
Following the notation of Ref. [74], every one-loop amplitude can be written as a linear combination
of tensor integrals

A1−loop =
∑
t

c(t)µ1...µrt
T
µ1...µrt

(t) +ACT , (3.17)

where ACT include the counterterms, c
(t)
µ1...µrt

are the tensor coefficients that do not depend on the
loop momentum q, t classifies the different tensor integrals needed for the process and rt labels the
rank of the tensor integral. Furthermore, the tensor integrals are given by

T
µ1...µrt

(t) =
(2πµ)4−D

iπ2

∫
dDq

qµ1 . . . qµrt

D
(t)
0 . . . D

(t)
kt

, D
(t)
i = (q + p

(t)
i )2 − (m

(t)
i )2 , (3.18)

where kt is the number of propagators. The tensor coefficients are calculated by Recola similarly
to the tree-level amplitudes by recursive construction of loop off-shell currents [75, 78]. The relevant
tensor integrals are computed with the Collier library [79] which implements the reduction techniques
of [80, 81] and the scalar integrals of [82]. Alternatively, we have implemented the reduction to scalar
integrals with CutTools [83]. The resulting scalar integrals are computed with OneLOop [84]. The
CutTools program implements the OPP reduction method [85], which is based on double, triple and
quadruple cuts. A similar approach has already been employed in the OpenLoops program [86]. In
our case, the OPP reduction and the evaluation of the scalar integrals are performed with quadruple
precision, while the tensor coefficients are calculated with double precision. Not only do we use this
second reduction scheme for additional cross-checks of our framework, but also for phase-space points
containing tensor integrals that have been flagged by Collier as possibly unstable.
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As explained in Ref. [74] the Recola program offers the possibility to select the resonant parts of
the amplitude, and can therefore be employed to calculate matrix elements in the pole approximation.
In this approximation, only the resonant parts of the amplitude are kept, thus, the complex squared
mass of the resonant particle (µ2 = m2− iΓm) is replaced by its real part (ℜ(µ2) = m2) everywhere in
the amplitude except for the denominators of resonant propagators where the width Γ of the unstable
particle is still present. The NWA matrix element is then obtained by performing the usual limit
Γ/m → 0 in the Breit-Wigner propagators. Finally, we correct the symmetry factor calculated in
Recola for processes involving identical particles in the final state but originating from different
subprocesses in the decay chain, as explained in Ref. [87].

As an alternative, we have implemented a second fully automatic method for the construction of
one-loop matrix elements in the NWA, which is based on the calculation of the on-shell amplitudes for
the individual contributions needed in e.g. the pp → tt̄(γγ) process in the di-lepton top-quark decay
channel. To this end, we compute separately the subamplitudes for pp → tt̄(γγ), t → W+b(γγ), t̄ →
W−b̄(γγ), W+ → ℓ+νℓ(γγ) and W− → ℓ−ν̄ℓ(γγ) with Recola and then combine them appropriately
in color and helicity space to obtain the full one-loop amplitude. This alternative implementation is
particularly useful for cross-checking because in this case we can switch on and off one-loop corrections
for specific contributions. We note here, that we have already used both approaches in Ref. [56] where
NLO QCD calculations for the pp → tt̄jj process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel have been
carried out.

We have performed various cross-checks between Recola and Recola2 [88] for all partonic
subprocesses. Specifically, for each subprocess and for several phase-space points we checked the finite
remainders as well as the coefficients of the poles in ϵ of the virtual amplitudes. For testing purposes
we utilised the Background-Field-Method (BFM) as implemented in Recola2 [57, 89, 90]. The BFM,
which is an alternative formulation for the quantisation of gauge fields that can be seen as a different
gauge, can be used as a complementary method in the calculation of one-loop matrix elements besides
the usual formulation.

The proper description of unstable particles like W± gauge bosons and top quarks in perturbation
theory requires the introduction of the complex-mass scheme (CMS), which was first proposed for
lowest-order calculations in Ref. [41] and then generalised to higher orders in Refs. [42, 91]. In this
scheme, complex masses are introduced at the level of the Lagrangian by splitting the bare masses
into complex renormalised masses and complex counterterms. This corresponds to a rearrangement of
the perturbative expansion without changing the underlying theory and preserving gauge invariance.
Unitarity is respected up to higher orders as long as unstable particles are excluded from the final
states. Renormalisation must nevertheless be treated carefully as not to spoil these properties of the
bare theory. To this end, the standard on-shell scheme has been generalised in Ref. [42] to the complex-
mass case by requiring unit residues of propagators at complex poles and by taking into account the
imaginary parts of the self-energies in the renormalisation constants. This necessitates, however, the
calculation of the self-energies for complex squared momenta. This complication can be avoided by
expanding the self-energies present in the renormalisation constants about real arguments such that
one-loop accuracy is preserved. In case of the W± gauge boson and top-quark, extra constants must
be added to the expanded self-energies in order not to spoil the one-loop accuracy of the results due to
the presence of branch cuts introduced by infrared divergences. The simplified version of the complex
renormalisation is described in detail in Refs. [42, 57], where all renormalisation constants are provided
as well. These renormalisation constants are implemented in Recola and employed in our calculation
of NLO QCD and EW corrections to the pp → tt̄γ(γ) process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel
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without any modifications.
As already mentioned in Section 2.1, the presence of final-state photons in the Born-level process

requires special care in the renormalisation of the electromagnetic coupling constant α. In particular,
we split the total power of αn into α

n−nγ

Gµ
α(0)nγ where nγ = 1 (nγ = 2) for the underlying Born-level

process pp → tt̄γ(γ). The powers of the electromagnetic coupling constant associated with final-state
photons are renormalised in the on-shell scheme (the α(0) scheme) [16, 42, 57]. The remaining powers
of α are renormalised in the Gµ scheme, where the renormalized electromagnetic coupling α is derived
from the Fermi constant GF , measured in muon decays, and the masses of the W and Z bosons. The
renormalisation in this mixed scheme is realised by first performing the complete renormalisation of all
powers of α in the Gµ scheme. The renormalisation scheme is then changed for α(0)nγ by introducing
a new counterterm which is given by

2nγ Re
(
δZe

∣∣
α(0)

− δZe

∣∣
Gµ

)
dσLO = nγ Re

(
∆r(1)

)
dσLO, (3.19)

where ∆r(1) are the NLO EW corrections to the muon decay [92–95] and δZe

∣∣
α(0)

as well as δZe

∣∣
Gµ

are the renormalisation constants of the electric charge e in the on-shell and Gµ scheme, respectively.
We note that in Eq. (3.19) and in general in the whole calculation, the electromagnetic coupling is
always set to α = αGµ and the final result is then rescaled by (α(0)/αGµ)

nγ . This also implies that the
relative EW corrections are always calculated with α = αGµ . In order to test the consistency of the
calculation in this mixed approach we have explicitly checked the cancellation of all IR singularities
in the sum of virtual corrections and integrated dipoles for a few phase-space points for all partonic
subprocesses.

4 LHC Setup for numerical predictions

The calculations of complete NLO corrections for pp → tt̄γ and pp → tt̄γγ in the di-lepton top-
quark decay channel are performed for proton-proton collisions at the LHC with a center of mass
energy of

√
s = 13 TeV. When both higher-order QCD and EW corrections as well as photon-initiated

subprocesses are considered, the PDFs with QED effects and the photon content of the proton are
essential. To this end, we use the NLO NNPDF3.1luxQED PDF set [96–99] with αs(mZ) = 0.118,
where photons are properly taken into account in the PDF evolution, at LO and NLO. The PDF set
as well as the running of the strong coupling constant with two-loop accuracy is obtained using the
LHAPDF interface [100]. As already explained in the last section, for α a mixed scheme is considered.
In particular, α is first calculated in the Gµ-scheme according to

αGµ =

√
2

π
Gµm

2
W

(
1− m2

W

m2
Z

)
, Gµ = 1.1663787 · 10−5 GeV−2 , (4.1)

with mW = 80.379 GeV and mZ = 91.1876 GeV. However, α associated with Born-level final-state
photons is treated in the on-shell scheme, where we use α−1 = α−1(0) = 137.035999084 [101] as the
input parameter. Additional photon radiation from the real emission part of the NLO calculation is
evaluated with αGµ . We use the following input values for the masses and widths of the unstable
particles

mt = 172.5 GeV , ΓW = 2.0972 GeV ,

mH = 125 GeV , ΓH = 4.07 · 10−3 GeV .
(4.2)

The width of the Z boson is set to zero to avoid artificial higher-order terms that would otherwise
appear due to the complex-mass scheme, since the width of the W boson is assumed to be zero
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everywhere except in the propagators, as explained in Ref. [51]. All other particles are assumed to be
massless. We use the same top-quark width at LO and NLO. Taking into account NLO QCD and EW
corrections, the latter width is given by

ΓNLO
t = 1.3735727 GeV, (4.3)

where we adapt the conventions given in Ref. [102], while the NLO QCD corrections are obtained from
Ref. [65] for µR = mt. We note here that, contrary to what is usually done when calculating NLO
QCD corrections, in this study we use the same PDF set as well as top-quark width for both LO and
NLO predictions. This should help us to directly examine the relative magnitude of the subleading
contributions, while simultaneously separating out the effects coming from the use of different settings
at LO and NLO. The NLO EW corrections are computed numerically with the help of Helac-Dipoles
and Recola. As already indicated in Eq. (2.17), in this scheme, the LO and NLO contributions can
simply be added to give the complete result.

The event selection and scale choice are based on our previous work on NLO QCD corrections to
the pp → tt̄γγ process [22]. All final-state partons with pseudo-rapidity |η| < 5 are clustered into jets
with separation R = 0.4 in the rapidity azimuthal-angle plane via the IR-safe anti-kT jet algorithm
[103]. We require two oppositely charged leptons, at least two b-jets and at least one (two) photon(s)
for tt̄γ(γ), respectively. The IR safety of the tt̄γ(γ) cross section involving jets and prompt photon(s)
is ensured by using the smooth photon isolation prescription as described in Ref. [104]. Therefore, the
event is rejected unless the following condition is fulfilled before the jet algorithm is applied

∑
i

ET iΘ(R−Rγi) ≤ ϵγ ET γ

(
1− cos(R)

1− cos(Rγj)

)n

, (4.4)

for all R ≤ Rγj with Rγj = 0.4 and ϵγ = n = 1. The transverse energy of the parton i/photon is
denoted by ET i/ET γ and Rγi is given by

Rγi =
√

(yγ − yi)2 + (ϕγ − ϕi)2 . (4.5)

In subleading NLO corrections we also encounter partonic processes with an additional photon in
the final state with respect to the Born-level subprocesses. In this case, the smooth photon isolation
prescription can be extended to additionally require the isolation of photons with charged leptons and
photons, as suggested in Ref. [16]. In this approach, after the smooth photon isolation, charged leptons
and partons are recombined with only non-isolated photons based on a jet clustering algorithm. In
general, the use of the smooth photon isolation prescription is not required in this case. Alternatively,
it is sufficient to perform the photon recombination directly with charged leptons and partons, where
additionally the following recombination rule γ + γ → γ is allowed. Similar schemes have already
been applied in associated photon production processes, see e.g. Refs. [105, 106]. We have used both
approaches for the calculation of higher-order corrections to the pp → tt̄γ process, where the photon
recombination has also been performed with the anti-kT jet algorithm with the radius parameter
R = 0.4. We have found no phenomenologically relevant differences even at the differential cross-section
level. Therefore, we remain with the second approach, not using the smooth isolation prescription in
these contributions. After the jet algorithm/photon recombination, the prompt photons are defined
with the following conditions

pT, γ > 25 GeV , |yγ | < 2.5 , ∆Rγγ > 0.4 . (4.6)
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In order to ensure well-observable isolated b-jets and charged leptons in the central-rapidity region, we
require

pT, b > 25 GeV , |yb| < 2.5 , ∆Rbb > 0.4 ,

pT, ℓ > 25 GeV , |yℓ| < 2.5 , ∆Rℓℓ > 0.4 .
(4.7)

In addition, charged leptons and photons need to be well separated from any b-jet in the rapidity-
azimuthal angle plane as well as from each other

∆Rlγ > 0.4 , ∆Rlb > 0.4 , ∆Rbγ > 0.4 . (4.8)

Finally, there are no restrictions on the kinematics of the extra light jet/photon (if resolved by the jet
algorithm) and the missing transverse momentum, pmiss

T = |p⃗T, νℓ + p⃗T, ν̄ℓ |. Based on the findings in
Ref. [22] we set the factorisation and renormalisation scale to a common dynamical scale setting, µ0,
given by

µR = µF = µ0 =
ET

4
, (4.9)

with

ET =
√

m2
t + p2T, t +

√
m2

t + p2
T, t̄

+

nγ∑
i=1

pT, γi , (4.10)

where pT, t and pT, t̄ are the transverse momenta of the on-shell top quarks. In addition, for dimensionful
cross-section distributions constructed from the photon kinematics, we present results for the fixed scale
setting, µ0 = mt. Theoretical uncertainties due to missing higher orders are estimated by a 7-point
scale variation, where the factorisation and renormalisation scales are independently varied in the range

1

2
µ0 ≤ µR , µF ≤ 2µ0 ,

1

2
≤ µR

µF
≤ 2 , (4.11)

which leads to the following pairs(
µR

µ0
,
µF

µ0

)
=

{
(2, 1) , (0.5, 1) , (1, 2) , (1, 1), (1, 0.5), (2, 2), (0.5, 0.5)

}
. (4.12)

By searching for the minimum and maximum of the resulting cross sections we obtain the displayed
uncertainty bands. We use the 7-point scale variation both at the integrated and differential cross-
section level.

5 Top-quark pair production with one isolated photon

5.1 Integrated fiducial cross sections

Now we turn to the discussion of the numerical results. We begin with our findings for the pp → tt̄γ

process at the integrated fiducial cross-section level. In particular, in Table 1 we present the results
for LO, NLO, NLOQCD and NLOprd, as defined in the last section, with the corresponding theoretical
uncertainties obtained by scale variation. In addition, we display the decomposition of the LO and
NLO results into the individual LOi and NLOi contributions calculated at the different orders in αs and
α. Finally, the relative size of all results with respect to the dominant LO contribution, LO1, is given
in the last column. We find that both subleading LO contributions, LO2 and LO3, are below 0.5% of
LO1. In addition, LO3 is slightly larger than LO2 due to cancellations in LO2 between the gγ and bb̄

subprocesses. It turns out that the latter channel gives a negative result that can be attributed to the
interference between the different orders in αs and α. Although, the bb̄ initial state is PDF suppressed
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σi [fb] Ratio to LO1

LO1 O(α2
sα

5) 55.604(8)+31.4%
−22.3% 1.00

LO2 O(α1
sα

6) 0.18775(5)+20.1%
−15.4% +0.34%

LO3 O(α0
sα

7) 0.26970(4)+14.3%
−16.9% +0.49%

NLO1 O(α3
sα

5) +3.44(5) +6.19%

NLO2 O(α2
sα

6) −0.1553(9) −0.28%

NLO3 O(α1
sα

7) +0.2339(3) +0.42%

NLO4 O(α0
sα

8) +0.001595(8) +0.003%

LO 56.061(8)+31.2%
−22.1% 1.0082

NLOQCD 59.05(5)+1.6%
−5.9% 1.0620

NLOprd 59.08(5)+1.5%
−5.9% 1.0626

NLO 59.59(5)+1.6%
−5.9% 1.0717

Table 1. Integrated fiducial cross section for the pp → tt̄γ + X process in the di-lepton top-quark decay
channel at the LHC with

√
s = 13 TeV. Results are shown for LO, NLO, NLOQCD and NLOprd with the

corresponding scale uncertainties. Additionally, all LOi and NLOi contributions and the ratio with respect to
LO1 are displayed. MC integration errors are given in parentheses. Results are provided for µ0 = ET /4 and the
NLO NNPDF3.1luxQED PDF set.

with respect to the qq̄ one, it provides the dominant contribution to LO3, and is more than three times
larger than the qq̄ channel, due to the presence of additional t-channel Feynman diagrams that do not
appear in the qq̄ subprocess. The γγ initiated contribution is smaller than the MC integration error
of the LO result and thus completely negligible. Consequently, at the integrated fiducial cross-section
level, the subleading LO contributions are phenomenologically insignificant, especially when compared
to the scale uncertainties of the complete LO result (or the dominant LO1 contribution for that matter).
The theoretical errors of both LO and LO1 are of similar size and amount to 31%.

As expected, the dominant NLO corrections originate from the NLO QCD corrections (NLO1) to
LO1 and lead to an increase of the integrated fiducial cross section by about 6.2%. All subleading NLO
contributions are again found to be less than 0.5% of LO1. In more detail, NLO2 and NLO3 are of the
same order of magnitude and NLO4 is completely negligible compared to the NLO scale uncertainties
and even MC integration errors. We note that in all the contributions we used the same top-quark width
(ΓNLO,QCD+EW

t = 1.3735727 GeV). In particular, if the LO top-quark width (ΓLO
t = 1.4806842 GeV)

has been used instead for LO1 and the NLO QCD one (ΓNLO,QCD
t = 1.3535983 GeV) for NLOQCD, as it

is often done in higher-order QCD calculations, we would obtain NLO QCD corrections of about 27%.
Furthermore, we note that the sum of all subleading LO and NLO contributions increases the NLOQCD

result by about 1% and therefore plays only a minor role at the integrated fiducial cross-section level
compared to the NLOQCD scale uncertainties that are of the order of 6%. The scale uncertainties
themselves remain unchanged by the inclusion of the subleading higher-order contributions, and are
thus completely driven by the NLOQCD part. Finally, we can observe that NLOprd and NLOQCD agree
within the MC errors, which results from the cancellation of subleading LO contributions (0.8%) and
the subleading NLO corrections to the production of pp → tt̄γ (−0.7%). In addition, the difference
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between NLO and NLOprd, and thus the subleading NLO corrections involving radiative top-quark
decays (including photon radiation and/or QCD/EW corrections), is of similar (absolute) size as the
other two effects (0.9%).

5.2 Differential fiducial cross sections

While at the integrated fiducial cross-section level the effects of the subleading LO and NLO contribu-
tions are small, it is expected that these effects might be enhanced for particular observables in certain
phase-space regions. To this end, in Figure 9 we present the differential cross-section distributions for
the transverse momentum of the hardest photon, pT,γ1 , the invariant mass of the two hardest b-jets,
Mb1b2 , as well as their transverse momenta, denoted as pT,b1 and pT,b2 , respectively. In the upper panels
we provide the absolute predictions for LO, NLO, NLOQCD and NLOprd together with the NLOQCD

uncertainty bands resulting from scale variations. The middle panels show the ratio of the NLOQCD

results to LO along with their relative scale uncertainties as well as the ratio of the NLO and NLOprd

results to NLOQCD. In the latter case the NLOQCD theoretical uncertainties are also displayed. Finally,
the lower panels present the relative size of all subleading LOi and NLOi contributions with respect
to LO1.

For pT,γ1 we find that the largest NLO corrections arise from NLO1 and lead in the tail of the
distribution to an increase of the LO1 cross section by about 30%. In these phase-space regions the
NLOQCD scale uncertainties increase to about 12%. The inclusion of all subleading LO and NLO
contributions reduces the NLOQCD prediction by up to 4% due to EW Sudakov logarithms induced
by NLO2. All other subleading contributions remain below 1%. The NLOprd contribution, where
the subleading NLO corrections are only included in the production stage of tt̄γ, underestimates the
full calculation by about 2%. The overall picture remains the same for the Mb1b2 observable. In
particular, we again find that NLO2 is the dominant subleading contribution, leading to a reduction in
the NLOQCD prediction of about 5%. This reduction is about half the size of the corresponding scale
uncertainties. On the other hand, NLOprd recovers the full calculation correctly in the tails and only
small differences up to 1.5% are found at the beginning of the spectrum. In the case of the transverse
momenta of the hardest and second hardest b-jet, pT,b1 and pT,b2 , the relative size of NLO2 with respect
to LO1 is increased to 10%. On the contrary, the impact of all subleading contributions on the final
NLO result seems to be very different. Indeed, we find for pT,b1 that NLO3 is enhanced in the tail
and amounts to 3% − 4%, thus partially cancelling the EW Sudakov logarithms in NLO2. Moreover,
we find large NLO QCD corrections to LO1 of up to 95%, which further suppress the importance of
the subleading contributions. However, both effects, the enhancement of NLO3 and the large NLO1

contribution, have the same origin and arise from large NLO QCD real corrections to LO1 and LO3,
induced by hard jet recoil against the tt̄ system. This can be seen by inspecting the size of the NLOQCD

scale uncertainties, which increase continuously towards the tail of the distribution and become closer
in size to those at LO. Thus, the relative size of the subleading corrections is highly dependent on the
fiducial phase space and might be enhanced if a more exclusive event selection and/or jet vetos are
applied. On the other hand, for pT,b2 the subleading contributions have a more significant impact on
its spectrum, reducing the NLOQCD prediction by up to 10%. The scale uncertainties of NLOQCD are
about 15% and therefore comparable in size. Moreover, we find that the larger size of the subleading
contributions can also affect the scale uncertainties, which in this case increase to about 20% for the
complete NLO case. Finally, we can observe that, for both b-jet transverse momentum spectra the
NLOprd predictions fully recover the complete NLO result.

Following the findings of our previous work on the calculation of the NLO QCD corrections to
the pp → tt̄γγ process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel [22], where a traditional fixed scale
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Figure 9. Differential cross-section distributions for the observables pT,γ1 , Mb1b2 , pT,b1 and pT,b2 for the
pp → tt̄γ+X process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel at the LHC with

√
s = 13 TeV. The upper panels

present absolute predictions for LO, NLO, NLOQCD and NLOprd together with the NLOQCD uncertainty bands
resulting from scale variations. The middle panels show the ratio of the NLOQCD results to LO along with their
relative scale uncertainties as well as the ratio of the NLO and NLOprd results with respect to NLOQCD. In the
later case also given are the NLOQCD uncertainty bands. Finally, the lower panels display the relative size of
all subleading LOi and NLOi contributions compared to LO1. Results are provided for µF = µR = µ0 = ET /4

and the NLO NNPDF3.1luxQED PDF set.
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Figure 10. Same as Figure 9 but for the observable pT,γ1 with µR = µF = µ0 = mt.

setting, µR = µF = µ0 = mt, led to a reduction of NLO QCD corrections and scale uncertainties
for most photonic observables, in the following we reexamine the pT,γ1 observable also for this scale
choice. To this end, in Figure 10 we present pT,γ1 afresh for µ0 = mt. We find that for this fixed
scale choice the NLO1 contribution is reduced from 25% to 13%. Moreover, while for the default scale
setting, µ0 = ET /4, the largest NLO QCD corrections are present in the tail, for µ0 = mt the LO

and NLOQCD predictions coincide in this phase-space region. Furthermore, the differences of up to
13% are found at the beginning of the spectrum. The relative size of the subleading LO and NLO
contributions is basically unchanged and leads to a reduction of the complete calculation of about 5%
compared to 4% for µ0 = ET /4. In addition, the scale uncertainties are slightly reduced to 7% − 9%

compared to 10% − 11%. Thus, for the scale setting µ0 = mt, the subleading contributions become
more important, since the subleading effects and the scale uncertainties are of similar size.

We continue the discussion and present in Figure 11 other differential cross-section distributions.
In detail, we display the transverse momentum of the b1b2 and ℓ+ℓ− systems, denoted as pT,b1b2 and
pT,ℓ+ℓ− , respectively. Furthermore, we show the angular separation between γ1 and ℓ+ as well as γ1 and
b1, denoted as ∆Rℓ+γ1 and ∆Rb1γ1 , respectively. The two dimensionful observables, pT,b1b2 and pT,ℓ+ℓ− ,
are affected by huge NLO QCD corrections to LO1 of about 450% and 200%. These corrections arise
from a kinematical suppression at LO [47, 102, 107–109]. Indeed, at the LO level the two top quarks
are predominantly produced in the back-to-back configuration, so that the transverse momentum of
both b-jets or leptons may separately be large, but they largely cancel each other out in the combined
system. At NLO, however, this suppression is weakened due to hard jet recoil against the tt̄ system.
This leads, on the one hand, to huge NLO QCD corrections to LO1, and on the other hand, also to
an enhancement of the NLO QCD corrections with respect to LO3 as part of NLO3. In particular, for
pT,b1b2 we find that NLO3 is about 10% of LO1. The NLO2 contribution is of similar magnitude but
has the opposite sign. Consequently, NLO3 and NLO2 cancel each other out, and the NLOQCD and
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Figure 11. Same as Figure 9 but for the observables pT,b1b2 , pT,ℓ+ℓ− , ∆Rℓ+γ1
and ∆Rb1γ1

.

NLO predictions coincide. Since the two NLO subleading contributions are of different origins, this
cancellation is to a large extend accidental and highly dependent on the event selection and for example
jet vetos. Especially, vetoing undesired additional jets would drastically reduce the size of NLO1 and
NLO3. Also for pT,ℓ+ℓ− we find a similar but less pronounced cancellation of NLO2 (−5%) and NLO3

(2%). The NLOprd approximation is again able to fully recover the complete NLO calculation.

For angular distributions such as regular rapidity distributions, ∆R separations or (azimuthal)
opening angles between two final states, we find no significant effects from any of the subleading LO
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σi [fb] Ratio to LO1

LO1 O(α2
sα

6) 0.15928(3)+31.3%
−22.1% 1.00

LO2 O(α1
sα

7) 0.0003798(2)+25.8%
−19.2% +0.24%

LO3 O(α0
sα

8) 0.0010991(2)+10.6%
−13.1% +0.69%

NLO1 O(α3
sα

6) +0.0110(2) +6.89%

NLO2 O(α2
sα

7) −0.00233(2) −1.46%

NLO3 O(α1
sα

8) +0.000619(1) +0.39%

NLO4 O(α0
sα

9) −0.0000166(2) −0.01%

LO 0.16076(3)+30.9%
−21.9% 1.0093

NLOQCD 0.1703(2)+1.9%
−6.2% 1.0690

NLOprd 0.1694(2)+1.7%
−5.9% 1.0637

NLO 0.1700(2)+1.8%
−6.0% 1.0674

Table 2. Same as Table 1 but for the pp → tt̄γγ +X process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel.

or NLO contributions. Indeed, they are individually in the range of 0.5% − 1.0% when compared to
LO1. Only for the ∆R separation between a photon and a b-jet or charged lepton, such as ∆Rℓ+γ1

and ∆Rb1γ1 , we find a small enhancement for the NLO3 contribution when comparing to LO1. This
enhancement, of about 2%, is visible for large values of the ∆R separation. However, these phase-
space regions are generally not only less populated but also characterized by substantial NLO scale
uncertainties up to 15%. Such theoretical uncertainties are induced by large NLO QCD corrections to
LO1. Thus, this small enhancement of NLO3 is still negligible.

In summary, subleading LO and NLO contributions are generally only important in the tails of
dimensionful observables. In particular, the presence of EW Sudakov logarithms in NLO2 can reduce
differential predictions by up to 10%. In addition, we have found that for observables affected by
large NLO QCD corrections due to real radiation, the NLO3 contribution can be enhanced. This can
lead to an accidental cancellation with NLO2 since the origin of both contributions is vastly different.
Furthermore, the cancellation might be heavily influenced by the event selection and a possible jet
veto. Finally, the NLOprd prediction is able to mimic the complete NLO calculation for hadronic
observables, while it underestimates the complete prediction by up to 1%− 2% for non-hadronic ones.
Nevertheless, such small effects are well within the theoretical uncertainties due to scale dependence.
Thus, the NLOprd theoretical prediction can be safely used to model various differential cross-section
distributions in phenomenological studies at the LHC for the pp → tt̄γ + X process in the di-lepton
top-quark decay channel taking into account the current theoretical precision for this process.

6 Top-quark pair production with two isolated photons

6.1 Integrated fiducial cross sections

Next we continue with the pp → tt̄γγ process and start with the discussion of the integrated fiducial
cross section, again focusing our attention on the di-lepton top-quark decay channel. In particular,
we are interested in any differences between this process and pp → tt̄γ. In Table 2 we present the
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integrated fiducial cross section for LO, NLO, NLOQCD and NLOprd as well as the corresponding scale
uncertainties. We also present the numerical results for all individual LOi and NLOi contributions.
We find again that all subleading LO contributions amount to less than 1% of LO1 and are therefore
negligible when comparing to the LO scale uncertainties. The NLO1 contribution is similar in size with
6.9% compared to 6.2% for pp → tt̄γ. As expected, this contribution yields the largest higher-order
corrections at the NLO level. The biggest difference between the two processes is found for NLO2.
Indeed, the NLO2 contribution increases from −0.3% to −1.5%, which is consistent with the findings
in the literature for the process at hand but with stable top quarks [16]. The NLO3 contribution
remains at the level of 0.4%. Finally, NLO4 contributes at the level of 0.01% only. This contribution
is therefore smaller than the MC integration error and phenomenologically completely irrelevant. Due
to the increase in size of NLO2, there are larger cancellations between the individual contributions, so
that the difference between the NLOQCD and NLO predictions decreases and both results agree within
their coresponding MC errors. As for the pp → tt̄γ process, also in this case the scale uncertainties at
the integrated fiducial cross-section level are barely affected by the subleading contributions. Including
all subleading LO contributions and subleading NLO corrections to the production of pp → tt̄γγ in
NLOprd leads to a decrease of the NLOQCD result by about −0.5%. Similar to the previous process,
we again have cancellations between the subleading LO contributions (0.9%) and the subleading NLO
corrections (−1.4%). The differences between NLO and NLOprd are reduced to 0.4% compared to
0.9% for the pp → tt̄γ process, implying that subleading NLO corrections involving radiative top-
quark decays are less important, at least at the integrated fiducial cross-section level.

6.2 Differential fiducial cross sections

Similarly to tt̄γ production, also for the pp → tt̄γγ +X process we are investigating the impact of all
subleading contributions and subleading higher-order corrections on various differential cross-section
distributions. In Figure 12 we show the observables pT,γ1γ2 , Mγ1γ2 , pT,γ1 and pT,b1 . As in the case of
pp → tt̄γ+X, here we again present in the upper panels the absolute predictions for LO, NLO, NLOQCD

and NLOprd together with the NLOQCD uncertainty bands resulting from scale variations. The middle
panels show the ratio of the NLOQCD results to LO along with their relative scale uncertainties as well
as the ratio of the NLO and NLOprd results to NLOQCD including the NLOQCD scale uncertainties.
Lastly, the lower panels show the size of all subleading contributions compared to the LO1 result.

First, we focus on pT,γ1γ2 and Mγ1γ2 . Their importance stems from the fact that both differential
cross-section distributions can be seen as the direct and irreducible background to the kinematics of
the Higgs boson in pp → tt̄H production with the H → γγ decay. For both observables we find that
NLO1 is the dominant source of NLO corrections, leading to an increase of LO1 of up to 30% − 40%

in the tails. The subleading LO and NLO contributions are dominated by NLO2, due to EW Sudakov
logarithms, which amounts to −8% for pT,γ1γ2 and −5% for Mγ1γ2 with respect to LO1. This results
in a decrease of the full calculation by about 5% and 3%, respectively. At the same time, in these
phase-space regions, the NLO scale uncertainties are larger by a factor of 2 for pT,γ1γ2 and 4 for Mγ1γ2 .
The NLOprd prediction fully recovers the complete calculation for pT,γ1γ2 and differences of only about
1% can be found for Mγ1γ2 . Thus, NLOprd is more than sufficient to properly describe the shape of
the two observables in the presence of subleading LO contributions and subleading NLO corrections.

We then turn to the pT,γ1 differential cross-section distribution, where NLO QCD corrections up to
25%−30% can be found. The subleading contributions reduce the NLO calculation by about 5%−6%

and are therefore slightly larger than those found for the pp → tt̄γ process. Indeed, in the latter case
the difference is about 4%. This small rise is due to the increase in the NLO2 contribution that we
have already observed at the integrated cross-section level. In the case of pT,b1 the difference between
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Figure 12. Same as Figure 9 but for the pp → tt̄γγ +X process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel and
for the observables pT,γ1γ2

, Mγ1γ2
, pT,γ1

and pT,b1 .

NLOQCD and NLO is somewhat enlarged in the tails from 4% for pp → tt̄γ to 6% for the pp → tt̄γγ

process. This can again be attributed to the increase of the NLO2 corrections from −10% to −13%,
while the size of NLO3 is slight reduced to 2% − 3% from to 3% − 4% for pp → tt̄γ. In general, the
presence of a second photon already at LO affects the kinematics of the tt̄ system in such a way that
the large NLO QCD corrections in NLO1 are reduced for several observables such as pT,b1 or pT,b1b2
compared to the pp → tt̄γ process. In particular, for pT,b1 we find a reduction from 95% to 55%. It
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Figure 13. Same as Figure 9 but for the pp → tt̄γγ +X process in the di-lepton top-quark decay channel and
for the observables pT,γ1γ2

, Mγ1γ2
and pT,γ1

. Results are shown for µR = µF = µ0 = mt.

follows directly that the enhancement of NLO3 in such observables is also reduced. Therefore, the
accidental cancellations between NLO2 and NLO3, which occurred in the pp → tt̄γ case, although still
present, are substantially reduced.

For comparison purposes and similar to what we have done for photonic observables in case of the
pp → tt̄γ process, also here we show differential cross-section distributions with the alternative scale
choice. In detail, in Figure 13 we display pT,γ1γ2 , Mγ1γ2 and pT,γ1 for µR = µF = mt. For pT,γ1γ2
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and Mγ1γ2 , we again find that this scale choice leads to a reduction in the size of the NLO QCD
corrections in NLO1 from about 30% to 10%− 12%. In addition, the scale uncertainties are changed
from 12%−13% to 8%−10%. Thus, the fixed scale setting not only decreases higher-order corrections
in NLO1, but also provides improved scale uncertainties. The reduction of higher-order effects in NLO1

has also a direct impact on the significance of the subleading NLO corrections. In particular, because
the relative size of the subleading NLO2 corrections with respect to LO1 does not change for µ0 = mt,
the overall NLO2 contribution becomes larger with respect to the complete NLO result. Indeed, we
observe the rise of NLO2 from 5% to 8% as well as from 3% to 4% for pT,γ1γ2 and Mγ1γ2 , respectively.
Furthermore, for pT,γ1γ2 the subleading NLO corrections become as large as the corresponding scale
uncertainties of NLOQCD, which are also equal in size to those of the complete NLO result. The same
can be observed for the third differential cross-section distribution, namely for pT,γ1 . In this case the
NLO1 contribution is reduced in the tails from 20% for µ0 = ET /4 to 5% for µ0 = mt. This increases
the importance of the NLO2 contribution again and leads to a reduction of NLOQCD by about 8%

compared to 5%−6% for µ0 = ET /4. Consequently, the subleading contributions are of similar size as
the scale uncertainties of the NLOQCD result, and are at the level of 10%. Lastly, for all three photonic
observables, the complete NLO predictions for the two scale settings differ by at most 4% in the tails
and are therefore within the respective scale uncertainties.

7 Summary

We have presented the first calculation of the complete set of NLO corrections to pp → tt̄γ +X and
pp → tt̄γγ + X including top-quark decays at the LHC with

√
s = 13 TeV. In order to study the

di-lepton top-quark decay channel we have employed the Narrow Width Approximation that works in
the Γ/m → 0 limit and preserves spin correlations. In this approximation all contributions without two
resonant top quarks and W gauge bosons are simply neglected. In our calculations we have included
the dominant LO contribution at O(α2

sα
5) for pp → tt̄γ + X and O(α2

sα
6) for pp → tt̄γγ + X as

well as the corresponding NLO QCD corrections. Furthermore, all subleading LO contributions and
all remaining NLO corrections are also taken into account. In addition, NLO corrections, as well as
photon radiation are consistently included in the production phase as well as in all decay stages of
the process. Even if we have considerd the di-lepton decay channel of the top quark, the extension to
hadronic decays of the W boson can be straightforwardly incorporated into our framework.

On the technical side, to perform these calculations, we have extended the Nagy-Soper subtraction
scheme as implemented in the Helac-Dipoles Monte Carlo program for calculations with QED-like
singularities and modified the structure of the program to allow the simultaneous calculation of all
contributions at different orders in αs and α.

The main findings of this paper apply to both processes and can be summarised as follows. At
the integrated fiducial cross-section level, as well as for all the angular distributions we examined, the
subleading LO contributions and subleading NLO corrections are negligibly small with respect to the
NLO scale uncertainties of the complete result. On the other hand, the dominant NLO1 contribution
is essential for precise predictions, as it leads to a reduction in scale uncertainties from about 30% to
6%. Furthermore, it also introduces a change in the normalisation as well as in the shape of various
differential cross-section distributions. In general, the inclusion of the subleading contributions has
been found to be essential only in the tails of dimensionful observables due to one-loop EW Sudakov
logarithms. Indeed, the presence of the EW Sudakov logarithms in NLO2 leads to a reduction in
the tails of up to 10% compared to the NLOQCD result. Moreover, the NLO2 contribution can be
as large as the NLOQCD scale uncertainties, potentially affecting the comparison between theoretical
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predictions and experimental measurements. In addition, for certain observables affected by large
higher-order real-emission QCD corrections, e.g. for pT,b1b2 , the NLO3 contribution can be enhanced
from a few percent up to 10% with respect to LO1. As the origins of the subleading NLO2 and NLO3

contributions are very different and there are random cancellations between them, they should always
be considered together. We note here, that both the accidental cancellations between NLO2 and NLO3

as well as the size of real-emission QCD corrections depend on the exact event selection and can be
substantially affected, for example, by applying a veto on an additional jet. Finally, the subleading LO
contributions and the NLO4 contribution are negligibly small at the integrated and differential fiducial
cross-section level with respect to the NLO scale uncertainties.

An important finding of the paper is that the NLOprd approximation models the complete NLO

result very well. Indeed, differences of up to 2% only are found for some leptonic and/or photonic
observables, but these are negligible compared to the NLO scale uncertainties of the complete result.
We remind the readers that in NLOprd, all LO contributions as well as NLO1 are fully included in both
the tt̄γ(γ) production and decays of the top-quark pair. However, the subleading NLO corrections
(NLO2, NLO3, NLO4) are only included in the production stage of the tt̄γ(γ) process. The same
applies to photon radiation for these three NLO contributions. The NLOprd approximation not only
provides a great simplification of higher-order calculations, especially when it comes to the real emission
corrections, but will ultimately also be of great benefit when matching NLOprd predictions to parton
shower programs. Indeed, radiation from unstable paricles and their decay products can lead to severe
unphysical distortions of the intermediate resonances, if not properly treated. This problem was first
pointed out in the context of NLO QCD plus parton shower simulations for top-quark pair production
and decay [110, 111], and was solved in the context of the Powheg Box framework by means of
the so-called resonance-aware matching [112, 113]. However, a method for consistently combining the
radiation emitted at the complete-NLO level with a QCD+QED parton shower in the presence of
non-trivial resonances is not yet available in the literature. Therefore, the simplification in NLOprd

of not including subleading corrections in the decays, which would allow the matching of subleading
contributions with standard procedures like Powheg [114–116] and/or MC@NLO [117, 118] (once
they are available for the complete NLO case), is highly desirable and of great importance.
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