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Abstract: We study the production of a Higgs boson in association with a bottom-
quark pair (bb̄H) at hadron colliders. Our calculation is performed in the four-flavour
scheme with massive bottom quarks. This work presents the first computation of next-
to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) QCD corrections to this process, and we combine them
with all-order radiative corrections from a parton shower simulation (NNLO+PS). The
calculation is exact, except for the two-loop amplitude, which is evaluated in the small
quark mass expansion, which is an excellent approximation for bottom quarks at LHC
energies. For the NNLO+PS matching, we employ the MiNNLOPS method for heavy-quark
plus colour-singlet production within the Powheg framework. We present an extensive
phenomenological analysis both at the inclusive level and considering bottom jets using
flavour-tagging algorithms. By comparing four-flavour and five-flavour scheme predictions
at NNLO+PS, we find that the NNLO corrections in the four-flavour scheme resolve the
long-standing tension between the two schemes. Finally, we show that our NNLO+PS
predictions also have important implications on modelling the bb̄H background in Higgs-
pair measurements.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012 by the ATLAS [1] and CMS [2] collaborations
marked a significant milestone in our understanding of the Standard Model (SM) of particle
physics [3–5]. Over the past decade, extensive efforts have been dedicated to investigating
the properties of this particle [6, 7]. Measurements of its couplings to top (t) and bottom
(b) quarks, W and Z bosons, and tau (τ) leptons are consistent with SM predictions so
far [8, 9]. However, since the experiments at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) continue to
collect data at increasing rates, the higher precision of future measurements improves the
sensitivity to potential deviations from the SM. Furthermore, other Higgs couplings, such as
the self-interaction of the Higgs boson, are expected to become accessible when statistical
(and potentially systematic) uncertainties decrease in future analyses.

The accurate simulation of all relevant Higgs-boson production and decay modes at
the LHC is essential for extracting Higgs properties in high-precision measurements and
for identifying any deviation from SM predictions. Higgs-boson production at the LHC
proceeds through several mechanisms in the SM [10]. The most prominent ones, ranked
by their cross section size, are gluon-gluon fusion (ggF ), vector-boson fusion (VBF), Hig-
gsstrahlung (V H), and the associated production with top quarks (tt̄H) and with bottom
quarks (bb̄H). Except for the bb̄H, all these production mechanisms have been experimen-
tally observed [6, 7].

Among these processes, bb̄H production is particularly interesting despite its experi-
mental challenges. With a predicted cross section of 0.48+0.10

−0.11 pb at 13 TeV in proton–proton
collisions [10], it occurs at a rate comparable to tt̄H production. However, the experimen-
tal signature of bb̄H is less distinct due to the absence of clear decay products, such as
those from top quarks, which facilitated the observation of tt̄H production by ATLAS and
CMS in 2018 [11, 12]. Furthermore, bb̄H production is complicated by its overlap and
interference with the ggF process [13], making it challenging to use bb̄H to constrain the
bottom-Yukawa coupling directly. Instead, measurements of Higgs decays to bottom quarks
offer more precise constraints to the Yukawa coupling. At the same time, bb̄H production
yields a contribution (of about 1%) to the total inclusive Higgs-boson rate that is relevant
for the precision goal of LHC measurements, and it remains valuable for exploring the in-
terplay between the Higgs-boson couplings to bottom and top quarks. A precise simulation
of the bb̄H production also plays an important role in constraining the light-quark Yukawa
couplings, such as the charm quark, through the Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum
[14].

Apart from that, bb̄H production holds significant importance in two key contexts. One
notable aspect arises in beyond-the-Standard-Model (BSM) scenarios, where an enhanced
bottom-Yukawa coupling renders the bb̄H process the dominant mechanism for producing
(typically heavy) Higgs bosons. This is especially evident in models like the Two-Higgs-
Doublet Model (2HDM) or its supersymmetric extension, the MSSM, when tanβ is large.
Another critical role of bb̄H production is as the primary irreducible background in SM
searches for Higgs-pair (HH) production [15, 16] in decay channels involving bottom quarks.
Accurate modelling of this background is essential for improving the sensitivity of HH
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Figure 1: Sample Feynman diagrams for Higgs production in association with bottom
quarks.

studies, especially at the High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC). In this phase, the HH cross
section in the SM is projected to be measured with a significance of 3.4σ, potentially rising to
4.9σ assuming minimal systematic uncertainties [17]. Consequently, the precise simulation
of bb̄H production will be indispensable for achieving the level of precision required for LHC
measurements, especially in the HL-LHC phase.

In addition to its experimental relevance, bb̄H production is theoretically very interest-
ing and challenging, as discussed in the following. The dominant contributions to the bb̄H

process arise from two production mechanisms. The first one involves terms proportional to
the bottom-Yukawa coupling (yb), where the Higgs boson directly couples to a bottom-quark
line, as illustrated in figure 1 (a) and (b). The second one stems from terms proportional to
the top Yukawa coupling (yt), where the Higgs couples to a closed top-quark loop, as shown
in figure 1 (c). Interestingly, the latter mechanism, which corresponds to ggF process with
a bb̄ pair produced through a QCD splitting, yields a slightly larger cross section. Its rela-
tive contribution becomes even larger when tagging one or more bottom-quark jets. Both
mechanisms are relevant within the SM, and their accurate description requires higher-order
QCD calculations due to the significant size of perturbative corrections. Subleading con-
tributions to bb̄H production include associated V H production, where the vector boson
decays to bottom quarks, and bottom-associated vector-boson fusion. While these chan-
nels contribute only a few percent to the total cross section, or even less depending on the
selection criteria, dedicated simulations for these processes are available [13].

Theoretical predictions for bb̄H production at the LHC rely on two main approaches for
treating the bottom-quark mass: the five-flavor scheme (5FS) and the four-flavor scheme
(4FS). In the 5FS, the bottom quark is treated as a massless parton, with logarithmic
contributions of collinear origin resummed into the parton distribution functions (PDFs).
This assumption simplifies calculations in the 5FS, c.f. the leading-order (LO) diagram in
figure 1 (a), allowing higher-order corrections in the strong coupling constant to be more
readily computed. Substantial progress has been made in recent years on contributions
to the cross section proportional to y2b in the 5FS [18–40]. Notably, the computation of
the third-order QCD cross section [31] represents a significant milestone. Pure QED and
mixed QCD-QED corrections in this framework are minimal, typically below 0.03% of the
LO cross section [41], while mixed QCD-electroweak corrections contribute around 1% [13].
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More recently, the matching of NNLO QCD with parton showers (NNLO+PS) has been
performed in the 5FS in ref. [42] by some of us.

By contrast, the 4FS treats the bottom quark as a massive particle, which increases
the complexity of the calculations, c.f. the LO diagram in figure 1 (b), but provides a more
accurate description of observables involving bottom quarks. In this scheme, the bb̄H cross
section is known up to next-to-leading order (NLO) in QCD [33, 43–45]. Combined studies
of contributions from y2b , y

2
t , and their interference (ybyt) at NLO and NLO+PS have been

performed exclusively in the 4FS, see ref. [45] and ref. [16], respectively. It has been a long-
standing issue that predictions in the 4FS and the 5FS are not compatible. Therefore,
many studies have examined these differences and for the total inclusive cross section a
consistent combination of the two schemes has been achieved. For works on these topics
see for instance refs. [46–56]. However, without their combination differences between 4FS
and the 5FS remain beyond their theoretical uncertainties and at the differential level no
combined 4FS and 5FS predictions are available.

In this paper, we focus on the y2b contribution to the bb̄H process and present the first
NNLO QCD calculation in the 4FS. Additionally, we match our NNLO results to a parton
shower simulation to obtain a fully exclusive event generation at NNLO+PS accuracy.
This is achieved using the MiNNLOPS method for the production of a heavy-quark pair in
association with colour-singlet particles (QQ̄F), as presented in ref. [57]. We have adapted
this approach to account for a scale-dependent Yukawa coupling renormalised in the MS

scheme. We keep the bottom-mass dependence exact throughout the calculation, except
for the two-loop contribution, where we apply a small-mass expansion [58, 59], which is
expected to be an excellent approximation for bottom quarks at the LHC. Indeed, assessing
the uncertainties associated with this approximation at NLO QCD, we find them negligible
compared to the scale uncertainties. We provide an extensive phenomenological study of
our novel 4FS predictions and compare them to the 5FS results from ref. [42]. Additionally,
we examine the bb̄H process as a background for HH searches.

2 Outline of the calculation

We consider the process of Higgs-boson production associated with bottom quarks

pp → bb̄H +X , (2.1)

where the final state is inclusive over the radiation of additional particles X. Contributions
from the loop-induced ggF process proportional to yt, as illustrated in figure 1 (c), are
excluded throughout this paper. Instead, our focus is on the terms proportional to y2b ,
which form a gauge-invariant subset of the cross section, which we shall refer to as bb̄H

production for the remainder of this manuscript. For convenience, we leave the inclusion
of the yt-dependent contributions to future work, as these terms can be treated separately
in perturbation theory. However, the leading-order y2t contributions are already accounted
for in NNLO calculations of the ggF process. In our calculation of the bb̄H process we
consider the bottom quarks to be massive, i.e. we employ the 4FS, see figure 1 (b) for a
representative LO diagram.
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The corresponding calculation in the 5FS with massless bottom quarks, namely Higgs-
boson production in bottom-quark annihilation (bb̄ → H), see figure 1 (a) for the LO dia-
gram, has already been completed in ref. [42] by some of us. That calculation was based
on the MiNNLOPS method for the colour-singlet production [60, 61]. We will make use of
these results in section 6 to compare 4FS and 5FS predictions.

We implement a fully differential computation of Higgs-boson production associated
with a bottom-quark pair in the 4FS up to NNLO in QCD perturbation theory and consis-
tently match it to a parton shower. To this end, we have adapted the MiNNLOPS method
for heavy-quarks plus colour-singlet production (QQ̄F) presented in refs. [57, 62–64] to ac-
count for an overall scale-dependent Yukawa coupling, which is renormalised in the MS

scheme. The MiNNLOPS method, its extension to QQ̄F processes and its adaptations for
bb̄H production are described in detail in section 3. The computation is exact, except for
the double-virtual corrections that are approximated through the massification procedure of
the bottom quarks outlined in section 4.1. This allows us to exploit the two-loop amplitude
for massless bottom quarks [38] instead of the full massive two-loop calculation, which is
out of reach with current technology, rendering the calculation of NNLO QCD corrections
feasible.

Our MiNNLOPS bb̄H generator has been implemented within the Powheg-Box-Res
framework [65]. First, we have implemented a NLO+PS generator for bb̄H plus one jet
(bb̄HJ) production using the Powheg method [66–68]. For the evaluation of the tree-level
and one-loop bb̄HJ amplitudes and tree-level bb̄H plus two jets (bb̄HJJ) amplitudes we
employ OpenLoops [69–71], using its interface within the Powheg-Box-Res framework
developed in ref. [72]. In a second step, we have adapted the bb̄HJ NLO+PS implemen-
tation to reach NNLO QCD accuracy for bb̄H production through (an extension of) the
MiNNLOPS approach described in the next section.

3 NNLO+PS methodology

3.1 Original MiNNLOPS method

In the following, we summarise the MiNNLOPS method for colour-singlet production, which
was initially introduced in refs. [60, 61] and has been applied to several processes by now
[42, 73–80]. In the following, we briefly review the method, and we refer to refs. [60, 61, 81]
for further details.

Starting from a Powheg [66–68] NLO+PS calculation for colour-singlet (F) production
with an additional jet (FJ), the MiNNLOPS master formula can be written as

dσMiNNLOPS
F = dΦFJ B̄

MiNNLOPS ×
{
∆pwg(Λpwg) + dΦrad∆pwg(pT,rad)

RFJ

BFJ

}
, (3.1)

where BFJ and RFJ are derived from the squared tree-level matrix elements for FJ and FJJ
production, respectively. Here, ΦFJ represents the FJ phase space, ∆pwg is the Powheg
Sudakov form factor, and Φrad and pT,rad denote the phase space and transverse momentum
of the second radiation. The Powheg B̄ function is modified to achieve NNLO QCD
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accuracy for the Higgs production when QCD radiation is unresolved,

B̄MiNNLOPS = e−S̃(pT )

{
αs(pT)

2π

dσ
(1)
FJ (pT)

dΦFJ

(
1 +

αs(pT)

2π
S̃(1)

)
+

(
αs(pT)

2π

)2dσ
(2)
FJ (pT)

dΦFJ

+

[
D(pT)−

αs(pT)

2π
D(1)(pT)−

(
αs(pT)

2π

)2

D(2)(pT)

]
× F corr

}
. (3.2)

In the above equation, dσ(1,2)
FJ denote the first- and second-order differential FJ cross sec-

tions. The remaining terms stem from the transverse-momentum (pT) resummation for-
mula,

dσ

dΦF dpT
=

d

dpT

{
e−S̃(pT)L(pT)

}
(3.3)

= e−S̃(pT)

{
−L(pT)

d

dpT
S̃(pT) +

d

dpT
L(pT)

}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:D(pT)

,

where e−S̃(pT) is the Sudakov form factor, S̃(1) in eq. (3.2) is the corresponding O(αs) term in
the expansion of the Sudakov exponent, and the function D(pT) is defined in eq. (3.3). The
luminosity factor L(pT) in the above equation includes the squared virtual matrix elements
for the colour-singlet process under consideration and the convolution of the parton densities
with the collinear coefficient functions. In the MiNNLOPS approach, renormalisation and
factorisation scales are set to pT, except for potential overall couplings at the Born level,
whose scale can be chosen freely.

The last term in B̄ in eq. (3.2), which starts at order α3
s(pT), adds the necessary (singu-

lar) terms to achieve NNLO accuracy [60]. Rather than truncating singular contributions
from D(pT) at α3

s, i.e.,
(
D −D(1) −D(2)

)
= D(3) +O(α4

s), as in the original MiNNLOPS

formulation of ref. [60], we follow the extension introduced in ref. [61] by retaining the total
derivative in eq. (3.3) to keep subleading logarithmic contributions, which improves agree-
ment with fixed-order NNLO predictions. The factor F corr in eq. (3.2) spreads the Born-like(
D −D(1) −D(2)

)
contribution over the full FJ phase space to obtain a fully exclusive event

generator at NNLO+PS accuracy [60].

3.2 Extension to QQ̄F processes

The MiNNLOPS approach is currently the only NNLO+PS method that also extends to
processes involving colour charges in initial and final state, including heavy-quark pair (QQ̄)
production [62–64] and, very recently, the production of a heavy quark pair in association
with colour-singlet particles (QQ̄F) [57].1 In the following, we briefly recall these extensions
of the MiNNLOPS method, which exploits the knowledge of the singular structure of the
cross section at small transverse momentum of the final-state system. The structure of large
logarithmic contributions for the QQ̄F final state [82] is very similar to the one valid for QQ̄

production at small pT [83–86]. However, the QQ̄F case involves more general kinematic
configurations compared to the QQ̄ case, where the heavy quarks are constrained to be

1First steps towards the extension to processes with light jets in the final state has been made in ref. [81].

– 6 –



back-to-back to each other in the Born configuration. In either case, the starting point is
the following factorisation theorem, which is expressed in the Fourier-conjugate space to pT

(so-called impact-parameter or b-space) [83–86]:

dσ

d2p⃗T dΦQQ̄F

=
∑

c=q,q̄,g

|M (0)
cc̄ |2

2m2
QQ̄F

∫
d2⃗b

(2π)2
ei⃗b·p⃗Te

−Scc̄

(
b0
b

)∑
i,j

Tr(Hcc̄∆) (Cci ⊗ fi) (Cc̄j ⊗ fj) .

(3.4)

Here, mQQ̄F, pT and ΦQQ̄F denote the invariant mass, transverse momentum and phase
space of the QQ̄F system, respectively. The sum runs over all possible flavour configurations
of the incoming partons, where the first particle has flavour c and the second one has flavour
c̄.2 The Sudakov form factor e−Scc̄ in eq. (3.4) resums logarithmic contributions from soft
and collinear initial-state radiation and, hence, it has the exact same form as the one for
colour-singlet production. Its exponent is defined as

Scc̄

(
b0
b

)
≡
∫ m2

QQ̄F

b20
b2

dq2

q2

[
Acc̄(αs(q)) ln

m2
QQ̄F

q2
+Bcc̄(αs(q))

]
, (3.5)

with b0 = 2e−γE . Also the collinear coefficient functions Cij ≡ Cij(z, p1, p2, b⃗, αs) cor-
respond to those of the colour-singlet case as they encode initial-state collinear radiation,
which are universal ingredients convoluted with the parton distribution functions fi(z). The
colour-space operator Hcc̄ can be expressed as Hcc̄ = |Mcc̄⟩⟨Mcc̄|/|M (0)

cc̄ |2, where |M (0)
cc̄ |2 is

the corresponding Born squared matrix element and Mcc̄ is the finite amplitude for QQ̄F
production obtained in the following way. We start by defining the finite remainder Rcc̄

as the minimal subtraction of infrared divergences in the dimensional regulator ϵ, which is
achieved through

|Rcc̄⟩ = Z−1
cc̄ (ΦQQ̄F, µ, ϵ)|MIR-div

cc̄ ⟩ (3.6)

using the operator Z introduced in refs. [87, 88]. Here, |MIR-div
cc̄ ⟩ is the ultraviolet renor-

malised amplitude, and µ denotes the scale at which the infrared poles are subtracted. The
finite remainder admits a perturbative expansion,

|Rcc̄⟩ =
∑
i

(
αs(mQQ̄F)

2π

)i

|R(i)
cc̄ ⟩. (3.7)

The connection to Mcc̄ can be symbolically expressed as

|Mcc̄⟩ = h̄ |Rcc̄⟩ , (3.8)

where the explicit expression of the operator h̄ has been derived in ref. [89] and extended
to general QQ̄F kinematics in ref. [90]. We note that the main difference between Mcc̄ and
Rcc̄ is that, while Rcc̄ is minimally subtracted, the subtraction of Mcc̄ contains additional
finite terms arising from soft-parton contributions.

2To simplify the notation, we consider only the case in which the incoming partons have opposite flavours
c and c̄ at LO, which is indeed the case for bb̄H production.
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Returning to eq. (3.4), the crucial difference compared to the colour-singlet case is the
presence of contributions originating from the operator ∆, which captures the resummation
of single-logarithmic contributions that emerge from soft radiation connecting a heavy-quark
line either with an initial-state parton or with the other final-state heavy quark. It can be
written as ∆ = V†DV. The azimuthal operator D ≡ D(ΦQQ̄F, b⃗, αs) captures azimuthal
correlations of the QQ̄F system in the small pT limit. Its average over the azimuthal angle ϕ
is given by [D]ϕ = 1 . The operator V, on the other hand, is obtained by the path-integral
ordered exponentiation of the soft anomalous dimension Γt for the QQ̄F production,

V = P exp

{
−
∫ m2

QQ̄F

b20/b
2

dq2

q2
Γt(ΦQQ̄F;αs(q))

}
. (3.9)

The matrix Γt can be expanded in powers of αs(q)/(2π), with Γ
(1)
t and Γ

(2)
t representing

the first- and second-order coefficients, respectively. For QQ̄F production up to NNLO, we
can expand and isolate the Γ

(2)
t term, moving it outside the path-ordering symbol. The

isolated contribution can be absorbed into a redefinition of B(2)
cc̄ . In general, Γ(2)

t includes
non-trivial terms proportional to three-parton correlations. These terms have a vanishing
expectation value with the LO matrix elements in the bb̄H case, but must be retained for
general QQ̄F processes [91]. We remain with the NLL accurate operator,

VNLL = P

[
exp

{
−
∫ m2

QQ̄F

b20/b
2

dq2

q2
αs(q)

2π
Γ
(1)
t

}]
. (3.10)

Thus, the trace in colour space in eq. (3.4) is reduced to Tr(Hcc̄∆) = ⟨Mcc̄|V†
NLLVNLL|Mcc̄⟩.

Following ref. [62], the all-order matrix elements in this expectation value can be simpli-
fied to the tree-level matrix elements by absorbing the difference at NNLO into a further
redefinition of B(2)

cc̄ . The final replacement B
(2)
cc̄ → B̂

(2)
cc̄ is then given by,

B̂
(2)
cc̄ = B

(2)
cc̄ +

⟨M (0)
cc̄ |Γ(2) †

t + Γ
(2)
t |M (0)

cc̄ ⟩
|M (0)

cc̄ |2

+ 2Re

[
⟨M (1)

cc̄ |Γ(1) †
t + Γ

(1)
t |M (0)

cc̄ ⟩
|M (0)

cc̄ |2

]
− 2Re

[
⟨M (1)

cc̄ |M (0)
cc̄ ⟩

|M (0)
cc̄ |2

]
⟨M (0)

cc̄ |Γ(1) †
t + Γ

(1)
t |M (0)

cc̄ ⟩
|M (0)

cc̄ |2
,

(3.11)

where the two terms in the second line account for the simplification in the matrix elements
we just discussed, and the added term in the first line accounts for the Γ

(2)
t contribution

mentioned earlier.
After performing the Fourier and angular integrations, the factorisation formula in

eq. (3.4) can be cast into a form similar to that of eq. (3.3),

dσ

dpT dΦQQ̄F

=
d

dpT

{∑
c

[
nc∑
i=1

C[γi]
cc̄ (ΦQQ̄F)e

−S̃
[γi]
cc̄ (pT)

]
Lcc̄(ΦQQ̄F, pT)

}
+O(α5

s) . (3.12)

Here, γi are the nc eigenvalues of Γ(1). Eq. (3.12) has been derived by using the colour basis
where Γ(1) is diagonal, which thus leads to the following simplification of the expectation
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value:

e−S̃cc̄(pT)⟨M (0)
cc̄ | (VNLL)

†VNLL|M (0)
cc̄ ⟩ = |M (0)

cc̄ |2
nc∑
i=1

C[γi]
cc̄ (ΦQQ̄F)e

−S̃
[γi]
cc̄ (pT) , (3.13)

where the eigenvalues γi of Γ(1) have been absorbed into the B(1) coefficient of the Sudakov

B
(1)
cc̄ → B

(1)
cc̄ + γi(ΦQQ̄F), (3.14)

while the complex coefficients C[γi]
cc̄ are constructed numerically via the colour-decomposed

scattering amplitudes from OpenLoops. We note that γi and C[γi]
cc̄ have the same structure

as in the QQ̄ case after adapting the process-dependent tree-level matrix element. We refer
to the appendix of ref. [63] for their explicit expressions.

The luminosity Lcc̄ in eq. (3.12) reads as

Lcc̄(ΦQQ̄F, pT) ≡
|M (0)

cc̄ |2

2m2
QQ̄F

∑
i,j

[
Tr(H̃cc̄D) (C̃ci ⊗ fi) (C̃c̄j ⊗ fj)

]
ϕ
. (3.15)

The product of Tr(H̃cc̄D) and (C̃ci ⊗ fi)(C̃c̄j ⊗ fj), when averaged over the azimuthal
angle, involves an implicit tensor contraction. This leads to a richer structure of azimuthal
correlations, encoded in the G functions, as discussed in ref. [92]. For QQ̄ production, the
contributions proportional to ⟨M (0)

gg |D(1)|M (0)
gg ⟩×G(1) are analytically known. For the more

general QQ̄F case, we extract them through a numerical integration over the azimuthal
angle in b-space.

We recall that the definition of the coefficients in the Sudakov radiator S̃, the collinear
coefficient functions C̃ci, and the hard-virtual function

H̃cc̄ ≡ Tr(H̃cc̄) = 1 +
αs

2π
H

(1)
cc̄ +

α2
s

(2π)2
H̃

(2)
cc̄ +O(α3

s), (3.16)

as used in the previous equations, receive additional shifts within the MiNNLOPS method,
indicated by the tilde above the symbols, which has been originally derived in ref. [60]. For
completeness, we provide these shifts here as well:

B
(2)
cc̄ → B̃

(2)
cc̄ = B̂

(2)
cc̄ + 2ζ3(A

(1)
cc̄ )

2 + 2πβ0H
(1)
cc̄ , (3.17)

C
(2)
ci (z) → C̃

(2)
ci (z) = C

(2)
ci (z)− 2ζ3A

(1)
cc̄ P̂

(0)
ci (z) , (3.18)

H
(2)
cc̄ → H̃

(2)
cc̄ = H

(2)
cc̄ − 2ζ3A

(1)
cc̄ B

(1)
cc̄ . (3.19)

The derivation of the modified Powheg B̄ function is now straightforward, thanks to
the structure of the cross section in eq. (3.12) that corresponds to a sum of terms each of
which resembling the structure of the colour-singlet case, albeit with modified resumma-
tion coefficients. Therefore, the remaining steps in the derivation simply follow the same
approach that was discussed in section 3.1.

As a final remark, we note that obtaining the correct result for the IR-regulated ampli-
tudes H(n)

cc̄ is a non-trivial task even with the knowledge of the corresponding IR-divergent
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counterparts. This is due to the fact that the subtraction operator, and in particular its
finite piece, needs to be adequately defined in order to obtain the correct NnLO normali-
sation. In the case of (associated) heavy-quark production, this operator receives contribu-
tions from soft emissions connecting the four hard partons. These soft-parton contributions
have been computed for the case of heavy-quark production in ref. [89], and more recently
have been extended to the general kinematics needed for QQ̄F processes [90].

3.3 Adaptation for Yukawa-induced processes

We now examine the scale dependence of the MiNNLOPS formulae and coefficients when
incorporating an overall MS-renormalised Yukawa coupling. In appendix D of ref. [60], the
scale dependence in the original MiNNLOPS framework was derived for cases where the
Born-level process already involves the strong coupling constant to some power. However,
for Higgs production in association with a bottom-quark pair in the 4FS, the cross section at
Born level includes two overall powers of αs and, in addition, the bottom-Yukawa coupling.
To address this more general case, we have provided in ref. [42] all necessary formulae for a
process with the following leading-order (LO) coupling structure:

σLO ∼ αnB
s ymB

b , (3.20)

where both the strong coupling αs and the bottom-Yukawa coupling yb appear with general
powers, denoted as nB and mB, respectively. Thus, in the case of Higgs production in
association with bottom quarks it is nB = mB = 2.

The bottom-quark Yukawa coupling is defined as

yb =
mb

v
, (3.21)

where mb is the bottom quark mass, and v is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs
field. Given that the natural scale of the Yukawa coupling is much larger than the bottom-
quark mass (typically around the Higgs mass) it is important to use the MS scheme. This
scheme introduces a renormalisation scale µ

(0),y
R for the mass of the Yukawa coupling, which

can be set appropriately. In the following, we review the relevant MiNNLOPS formulae to
implement the dependence on the strong coupling and the Yukawa coupling independently.
For a detailed derivation, we refer to ref. [42].

In the MiNNLOPS framework, the scale-compensating terms arising from the variation
of the overall Born couplings are implemented at the level of the hard-virtual coefficient
function. By explicitly introducing the scales µ

(0),α
R and µ

(0),y
R , the squared hard-virtual

matrix element introduced in eq. (3.16) can be written as

H̃cc̄ ≡ |⟨Rcc̄|Rcc̄⟩|2 = |M (0)
cc̄ (mQQ̄F,mQQ̄F)|2

(
1 +

αs(pT)

2π
H

(1)
cc̄ +

α2
s(pT)

(2π)2
H̃

(2)
cc̄

)
= |M (0)

cc̄ (µ
(0),α
R , µ

(0),y
R )|2

(
1 +

αs(µR)

2π
H

(1)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
)

+
α2
s(µR)

(2π)2
H̃

(2)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
)

)
+O(α3

s) .

(3.22)
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Here, M (0)
cc̄ (µ

(0),α
R , µ

(0),y
R ) represents the tree-level amplitude with the strong and the Yukawa

coupling evaluated at µ
(0),α
R and µ

(0),y
R , respectively, and note that M

(0)
cc̄ ≡ Rcc̄. Addition-

ally, we introduce a generic symbol µR in the second and third line of eq. (3.22) for the
renormalisation scale of the extra powers of the strong coupling in the expansion of the
hard function, which is set to µR = KR pT according to the MiNNLOPS prescription.

Using the identity

|M (0)
cc̄ (mQQ̄F,mQQ̄F)|2 = |M (0)

cc̄ (µ
(0),α
R , µ

(0),y
R )|2

αnB
s (mQQ̄F)y

mB
b (mQQ̄F)

αnB
s (µ

(0),α
R )ymB (µ

(0),y
R )

, (3.23)

when incorporating the renormalisation group flow of the strong and the Yukawa coupling,
the logarithmic scale-compensating terms can be absorbed into the hard-virtual coefficient
function. It yields

H
(1)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
) = H

(1)
cc̄ + nB2πβ0 log

(µ
(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+mBγ1 log
(µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

, (3.24)

H̃
(2)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
) = H̃

(2)
cc̄ +

(
2πβ0 lnK

2
R + nB2πβ0 log

(µ
(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+mBγ1 log
(µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

)
H

(1)
cc̄ + nB4π

2β1 log
(µ

(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+
1

2
nB(nB − 1)4π2β2

0 log
2 (µ

(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+ nB4π
2β2

0 log
(µ

(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

logK2
R

+mBγ2 log
(µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+ nB2πβ0mBγ1 log
(µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

log
(µ

(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

−mBπβ0γ1 log
2 (µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+
1

2
m2

Bγ
2
1 log

2 (µ
(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+mB2πβ0γ1 log
(µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

logK2
R.

(3.25)

Here, we have used β0,1 and γ1,2 as first- and second-order coefficients of the QCD β function
and the anomalous dimension that governs the mass evolution, respectively. They admit
the following perturbative expansion in αs(µ),

β(αs(µ)) = −
∞∑
r=0

βr (αs(µ))
r+2 , with β0 =

33− 2nf

12π
and β1 =

153− 19nf

24π2
,

(3.26)

γ(αs(µ)) =
∞∑
r=1

γr

(
αs(µ)

2π

)r

, with γ1 = 2 and γ2 =
101

6
− 5

9
nf . (3.27)

In our calculation, we set the number of light quark flavours nf = 4.
As a result of the modification of H(1), the B(2) coefficient in the Sudakov factor also

receives a µ
(0),α
R and µ

(0),y
R dependence. For completeness, we also provide the standard µR

dependence of the coefficients in the Sudakov factor

A
(2)
cc̄ (KR) = A

(2)
cc̄ + (2πβ0)A

(1)
cc̄ logK2

R , (3.28)
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B̃
(2)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
) = B̃

(2)
cc̄ + (2πβ0)B

(1)
cc̄ logK2

R + nB(2πβ0)
2 log

(µ
(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+mB2πβ0γ1 log
(µ

(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

. (3.29)

In ref. [63], a resummation scale Q = KQmQQ̄F was introduced in the modified logarithm,
which controls the transition from the small to the large transverse-momentum region by
gradually turning off resummation effects at large transverse momenta. Since there is
an interplay with the Yukawa coupling scale µ

(0),y
R , we present the full scale dependence

of the hard-virtual coefficient function with respect to KQ, µR, µ
(0),α
R , and µ

(0),y
R below.

The resummation-scale dependence is derived by splitting the integral in the Sudakov into
two parts (one from pT to Q and one from Q to mQQ̄F), expanding the second part in
αs(KR/KQ pT), absorbing logarithmic terms into B̃(2) and non-logarithmic terms into H

[63]. In this case, the scale of the strong coupling in the expansion of the hard-virtual
function is adjusted as

µR = KRpT → µR =
KR

KQ
pT . (3.30)

The full-scale dependence of the expansion coefficients of H is given by

H
(1)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
,KQ) = H

(1)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
)

+

(
− A

(1)
cc̄

2
logKQ

2 +B
(1)
cc̄

)
logKQ

2, (3.31)

H̃
(2)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
,KQ) = H̃

(2)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
) +

(A
(1)
cc̄ )

2

8
log4KQ

2

−
(
A

(1)
cc̄ B

(1)
cc̄

2
+ πβ0

A
(1)
cc̄

3

)
log3KQ

2 +

(
− A

(2)
cc̄ (KR)

2
+

(B
(1)
cc̄ )2

2
+ πβ0B

(1)
cc̄

− nBπβ0A
(1)
cc̄ log

(µ
(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

− 1

2
mBγ1A

(1)
cc̄ log

(µ
(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

)
log2KQ

2

+

(
B̃

(2)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
) + 2nBπβ0B

(1)
cc̄ log

(µ
(0),α
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

+mBγ1B
(1)
cc̄ log

(µ
(0),y
R )2

m2
QQ̄F

)
logKQ

2

+

(
B

(1)
cc̄ logKQ

2 − A
(1)
cc̄

2
log2KQ

2 − 2πβ0 logKQ
2

)
H

(1)
cc̄ (KR,

µ
(0),α
R

mQQ̄F
,
µ
(0),y
R

mQQ̄F
). (3.32)

We refrain from discussing the factorisation-scale (µF = KFpT) dependence, which is ab-
sorbed into the collinear coefficient functions and has no direct connection with µ

(0),y
R . For

the detailed formulae see ref. [63].
The invariant mass mQQ̄F refers to the invariant mass of the bb̄H system, denoted as

mbb̄H for this process. To evaluate the theoretical uncertainty of our MiNNLOPS predic-
tions, we can vary µR, µ(0),α

R , and µ
(0),y
R around their central values, either simultaneously

by a common factor or independently. Our default choice and its impact on the bb̄H process
in the 4FS will be discussed in detail in section 5.
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4 Approximation of the two-loop amplitude

4.1 Massification procedure

The process-dependent component contributing to the hard-virtual coefficient function is
the finite remainder up to two loops. The one-loop amplitude, which enters H

(1)
cc̄ , and

the squared one-loop amplitude, which enters H̃(2)
cc̄ , are obtained from OpenLoops. While

tree-level and one-loop contributions are computed exactly, only the two-loop finite remain-
der, which enters H̃

(2)
cc̄ , is calculated using an approximation, since the calculation of the

exact two-loop amplitude with massive bottom quarks is well beyond the current technol-
ogy for five-point two-loop amplitudes. Instead, we employ the small bottom-mass limit,
which captures all logarithmically enhanced and constant terms, while neglecting power
corrections in mb, as follows:

2Re⟨R(0)
cc̄ |R

(2)
cc̄ ⟩

⟨R(0)
cc̄ |R

(0)
cc̄ ⟩

=
4∑

i=0

κcc̄,i log
i

(
mb

µR

)
+

2Re⟨R(0)
0,cc̄|R

(2)
0,cc̄⟩

⟨R(0)
0,cc̄|R

(0)
0,cc̄⟩

+O
(
mb

µQ

)
. (4.1)

Given that the bottom mass is generally much smaller than the typical scale of the bb̄H

process, this should serve as an excellent approximation. Here R(i)
0,cc̄ is the i-th order

coefficient in an expansion in αs/(2π) of the finite remainder of the cc̄ → bb̄H amplitude
with massless bottom quarks, µR is the renormalisation scale and µQ is a characteristic hard
scale of the process. The process-dependent coefficients κcc̄,i are derived via a massification
procedure. This approach connects the IR collinear poles in the massless amplitudes to
logarithmic mb-dependent terms in the massive amplitudes.

The first massification of a massless amplitude was performed in the context of QED
corrections for the Bhabha scattering in ref. [93]. The procedure was extended for non-
abelian gauge theories in ref. [58]. The derivation of the massification technique relies
on the factorisation properties of QCD amplitudes. The un-renormalised amplitude with
massless bottom quarks can be decomposed in colour space as,

|MIR-div
0,cc̄ ⟩ = J0,cc̄

(
µ2
Q

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
S0,cc̄

(
{p̃i} ,

µ2
Q

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
|H0,cc̄⟩. (4.2)

MIR-div
0 denotes the amplitude before removing the IR divergences through the operator

Z0 in the minimal way with massless heavy-flavour quarks [87, 88],

|R0,cc̄⟩ = Z−1
0,cc̄({p̃i}, µ, ϵ)|M

IR-div
0,cc̄ ⟩ , (4.3)

where we introduce a set of massless momenta {p̃i}. The phase-space point {p} generated
in the code with massive bottom quarks must be mapped into a set of momenta with bot-
tom quarks in the massless shell. This mapping is arbitrary, and its choice is beyond the
accuracy in the small-mass limit. However, care must be taken with the mapping to avoid
infrared divergent regions of phase space with massless bottom quarks that could compro-
mise the accuracy of the approximation. The mappings adopted in this work are discussed
in appendix A.1. In eq. (4.2) J0 is the massless jet functions that capture the collinear
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divergences, S0 is the soft function that encodes the soft singularities and depends on the
momenta of the external partons {p̃i}, H0 encodes the short-distance process-dependent
dynamics. Here, µ2

Q represents the hard scale of the process, which is of the order of the
invariant mass of the partonic event, and ϵ denotes the dimensional regulator.

The key idea of the massification procedure is to consider the massive amplitude in
the small-mass limit, m2

b ≪ µ2
Q, and connect the logarithmic terms in mb to the collinear

poles of the massless amplitude. This matching can be understood as a change in the
renormalisation scheme. In the small-mass limit, the massive amplitude obeys a similar
decomposition,

|MIR-div
cc̄ ⟩ = Jcc̄

(
µ2
Q

µ2
,
m2

b

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
Scc̄

(
{pi} ,

µ2
Q

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
|Hcc̄⟩+O

(
mb

µQ

)
, (4.4)

where J , S, and H are, respectively, the jet, soft and hard functions for massive bottom
quarks. We stress that MIR-div

cc̄ is the amplitude before the subtraction of the IR diver-
gences in the small-mass limit, performed in the minimal way via the operator Zmb≪µQ,cc̄

in order to obtain the finite remainder |Rcc̄⟩ = Z−1
mb≪µQ,cc̄|Mcc̄⟩. There is a freedom in

organising subleading soft terms into the jet and soft functions. The following requirement
can completely fix this ambiguity,

Jcc̄

(
µ2
Q

µ2
,
m2

b

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
=

∏
i=c,c̄,b,b̄

Ji

(
µ2
Q

µ2
,
m2

b

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
(4.5)

=
∏

i=c,c̄,b,b̄

[
Fmb,i

(
µ2
Q

µ2
,
m2

b

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)] 1
2

. (4.6)

Here, i runs over the entire set of coloured ingoing and outgoing asymptotic states: we have
introduced the jet function Ji related to a specific leg. Fi denotes the space-like form factor
for a state i, which spans over all possible states — such as a gluon, a light quark, or a heavy-
flavor state — depending on the specific partonic interaction. A similar decomposition as
in eq. (4.6) can be done for the massless jet function in terms of massless form factors for
the bottom-quark legs. The soft singularities are the same as in eqs. (4.2) and (4.4), while
the jet function encodes all the mass dependence from quasi-collinear singularities. For this
reason, the hard function Hcc̄ differs from the massless counterpart H0,cc̄ only for power
corrections in mb that are neglected in this approach. The previous observations naturally
lead to a simple connection between the two amplitudes,

|MIR-div
cc̄ ⟩ =

[
Zb

(
m2

b

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)]nb/2

|MIR-div
0,cc̄ ⟩+O

(
mb

µQ

)
, (4.7)

where nb = 2 is the number of quark legs that must be promoted from massless to massive
lines. In the above equation, we have introduced the massification factor Zb which is the
ratio of the bottom-quark form factors in massive and massless cases,

Zb

(
m2

b

µ2
, αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
=

Fmb,b

(
µ2
Q

µ2 ,
m2

b
µ2 , αs(µ

2), ϵ

)
F0,b

(
µ2
Q

µ2 , αs(µ2), ϵ

) . (4.8)
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At its current level of development, the approximation technique enables the massification
of internal bottom-quark loops within the two-loop amplitudes. The master formula was
firstly derived for QED corrections in Bhabha scattering [94], and recently, the needed
ingredients for QCD amplitudes are computed [59]. The massive form factors in eq. (4.8)
must be computed by including internal massive quark loops. However, a non-trivial soft
function appears once vacuum polarisation diagrams with massive particles are considered
at NNLO. An extension of the factorised formula in eq. (4.7) is required, as pointed out in
[94],

|MIR-div
cc̄ ⟩ =

∏
i=c,c̄,b,b̄

[
Zi

(
m2

b

µ2
, α

(nf )
s (µ2), ϵ

)]1/2

S

(
m2

b

µ2
, {p̃i} , α

(nf )
s (µ2), ϵ

)
|MIR-div

0,cc̄ ⟩+O
(
mb

µQ

)
. (4.9)

We stress the presence of a massification factor for each external parton due to the internal
massive bottom-quark loops that affect all the form factors. The strong coupling is renor-
malised according to the total number of flavours, including the bottom one. As the most
recent applications of this procedure, we want to apply the approximation by connecting
the finite remainder in the small-mass limit with the massless IR-finite counterpart. It
yields

|Rcc̄⟩ =Zmb≪µq ,cc̄({pi}, µ, ϵ)
∏
i

[
Zi

(
m2

b

µ2
, α

(nf )
s (µ2), ϵ

)]1/2
S

(
m2

b

µ2
, {p̃i} , α

(nf )
s (µ2), ϵ

)
× Z−1

0,cc̄({p̃i}, µ, ϵ)|R0,cc̄⟩+O
(
mb

µQ

)
(4.10)

= F̄cc̄

(
m2

b

µ2
, α

(nf )
s (µ2)

)
S̄

(
m2

b

µ2
, {p̃i} , α

(nf )
s (µ2)

)
|R0,cc̄⟩+O

(
mb

µQ

)
. (4.11)

Here we have introduced the function F̄cc̄ and the matrix S̄ which are free from ϵ poles,
and they admit a perturbative expansion in the strong coupling constant α

(nf )
s ,

F̄cc̄

(
m2

b

µ2
, α

(nf )
s (µ2)

)
= 1 +

(
α
(nf )
s

2π

)
F̄ (1)
cc̄ +

(
α
(nf )
s

2π

)2

F̄ (2)
cc̄ +O(α3

s). (4.12)

We stress that the soft function,

S

(
m2

µ2
, {p̃i} , α

(nf )
s (µ2), ϵ

)
= 1 +

(
α
(nf )
s

2π

)2

CdS(2) +O(α3
s) , (4.13)

acts as an operator in the colour space and depends on the standard dipole,

Cd = −
∑
(i,j)

Ti ·Tj

2
log

(
−(p̃i + p̃j)

2

µ2

)
. (4.14)

Here, the sum runs over all the pairs of external partons. The coefficient S(2) is reported
in appendix A.2 together with massification coefficient factors F̄ (i)

cc̄ .
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The starting point of this procedure constitutes amplitudes with massless bottom
quarks in the loops. Therefore, we must match the massless results into a massive 4FS
calculation. For this reason, it is required to apply a finite renormalisation shift for the
strong coupling to match the decoupling scheme,

α
(nf )
s = α(nl)

s

1 +

(
α
(nl)
s

2π

)
2

3
ℓb +

(
α
(nl)
s

2π

)2 [
4

9
ℓ2b +

19

3
ℓb +

7

6

]
+O(α3

s)

 (4.15)

with ℓb = log(mb/µR) and nl = nf − 1 is the number of light fermions in 4FS. In addition,
we need to apply a similar decoupling relation to the Yukawa coupling,

y
(nf )
b = y

(nl)
b

1−

(
α
(nl)
s

2π

)2 [
4

3
ℓ2b +

10

9
ℓb +

89

108

]
+O(α3

s)

 . (4.16)

The first non-trivial shift of the Yukawa vertex starts at O(α2
s) as it is the first order in

αs where the internal quark loops start to affect the renormalisation of this coupling. By
applying the decoupling shift and expanding eq. (4.11), we obtain the coefficients κcc̄,i of
eq. (4.1) in terms of the massless finite remainders at tree and one-loop level. The non-
logarithmic contribution includes the two-loop finite remainder, as explicitly indicated in
eq. (4.1). In the next section, we discuss the computational aspects of this process-dependent
two-loop contribution.

The massification procedure outlined here has already been employed in other processes
involving heavy quarks at the Born level. The approximation based on eq. (4.7) was used in
ref. [95]. The first application of the approximation, directly applied to the finite remainder
and based on eq. (4.11), is described in ref. [57]. More recently, this refined approach has
been used to estimate the double-virtual contribution in associated tt̄H production in the
small top-mass limit [96].

4.2 Numerical implementation of the massless two-loop amplitude

We have implemented a C++ library for a fast numerical evaluation of two-loop virtual
corrections in the leading-colour approximation with massless bottom quarks. 3 We have
used the analytic results of ref. [38], where the authors provided the finite remainder F (2),

|F (2)
cc̄ ⟩ = (1 − I0,LC)|M

IR-div,(2)
0,cc̄,LC ⟩, (4.17)

after the subtraction of the poles in terms of the Catani operator [98] in the leading-colour
approximation, I0,LC. The colour structure is trivial in this approximation, therefore the
operator is proportional to the identity in the colour space. The library computes the finite
remainder in the minimal subtraction scheme [87, 88] as follows,

2Re⟨R(0)
cc̄ |R

(2)
0,cc̄⟩ = 2Re⟨R(0)

cc̄ |Z−1
0 |MIR-div,(2)

0,cc̄ ⟩
3In the very final stages of this work, the full-colour amplitude with massless bottom quarks was presented

in ref. [97]. The implementation of subleading contributions in our generator is disccused in Appendix B.
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= 2Re⟨R(0)
cc̄ |Z−1

0,LC|M
IR-div,(2)
0,cc̄,LC ⟩+O

(
1

NC

)
= 2Re⟨R(0)

cc̄ |Z−1
0,LC(1 − I0,LC)

−1|F (2)
cc̄ ⟩+O

(
1

NC

)
. (4.18)

|MIR-div,(2)
0,cc̄,LC ⟩ is the leading-colour IR-unrenormalised amplitude, while the operators Z0,LC

extract the poles in the minimal way. We stress the importance of expanding the Catani
operator up to O(ϵ2) in order to compute its inverse at O(ϵ0).

We perform a change of basis for the Master Integrals (MIs) to express the ampli-
tudes in terms of Pentagon Functions [99]. The phase-space point in Powheg is passed
to the two-loop library via a Fortran-C++ interface. We evaluate the Mandelstam and
momentum-twistor variables in the library. A crucial feature of our two-loop library for a
stable numerical performance is the ability to evaluate amplitudes in a normalised phase-
space point, where invariants are of order one. Instead of computing two-loop finite re-
mainders for LHC-like phase-space points produced from Powheg , we compute them with
rescaled momenta and then normalise the result with the Born amplitudes,

|F (2)({p̃i}, µR)⟩ =
⟨M (0)({p̃i})|M (0)({p̃i})⟩
⟨M (0)({p̄i})|M (0)({p̄i})⟩

|F (2)({p̄i}, 1)⟩, p̄i =
p̃i
µR

. (4.19)

Since the renormalisation scale µR is the invariant mass of the colour-singlet system, mbb̄H ,
we call the library for the calculation of amplitudes with momenta of O(1) instead of
the typical LHC energy. Using rescaled momenta, all the kinematic variables, specifically
momentum twistors, are of the same order of magnitude for generic phase space points in the
library. We verified that both approaches give the same result for stable PS points, while we
saw improvements for unstable points in the gluon channel. This shows a clear improvement
in the numerical stability for the evaluation of amplitudes when using rescaled momenta.
Other precautions are taken into account. For instance, we evaluate the coefficients in
quadruple precision as default, using the qd library. On the other hand, the MIs are
computed in double precision as the default setting. However, the library switches to
quadruple precision for MIs when the gram determinant defined in eq. (2.6) of ref. [99] is
positive for double Mandelstam variables or not in agreement with a direct evaluation in
terms of momenta via the pseudo-scalar invariant defined in eq. (2.6) of ref. [38].

We have conducted cross-checks with an independent implementation described in
ref. [96], using the Yukawa coupling renormalised in the on-shell scheme. After pointwise
validation of the massless amplitudes in eq. (4.18) at selected random phase-space points
for LHC energies in both the gluon and quark channels, we have successfully compared the
two-loop finite remainder in the small-mass limit with the generalised approach outlined in
eq. (4.11). Additional cross-checks have been performed using the public library described
in ref. [97], where we compared the numerical results of the full-colour amplitude in the
large NC limit with those obtained from our leading-colour implementation.
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5 Results in the four-flavour scheme

5.1 Setup

We provide numerical predictions for Higgs boson production in association with a massive
bottom-quark pair at 13 TeV centre-of-mass energy at the LHC. The Higgs boson is kept
stable, except for section 7 where we include Higgs decays to photons in the narrow-width
approximation. We set the mass of the Higgs boson to mH = 125GeV and use a Higgs width
of ΓH = 0GeV when considering its decay. Since the calculation is carried out in the 4FS,
we set the number of light quark flavours nf = 4 and renormalise the bottom quark mass in
the on-shell scheme with mOS

b = 4.92GeV. By contrast, the bottom-Yukawa coupling yb is
computed in the MS scheme, which is derived from an input value m̂b ≡ mb(mb) = 4.18GeV
and evolved to its respective central hard scale, µ(0),y

R , via four-loop running, based on the
solution of the Renormalisation Group Equation (RGE) [21, 100]. We note that the bottom-
Yukawa coupling strongly depends on the value of αs(m̂b) used in the RGE evolution. We
evaluate it using methods aligned with those adopted in modern PDF fits with nf = 4.
We start from the 5FS value αs(mZ) = 0.118 and evolve it down to the bottom mass via
nf = 5 running. At this scale, we apply the decoupling relation [101] in order to obtain
αs(m̂b) in the 4FS. This value also corresponds to the boundary condition for evaluating
the strong coupling in the 4FS at any other scale via a running with nf = 4. The scale
variation of the bottom-Yukawa coupling is performed via a three-loop running. In our
phenomenological analysis, the hard scale µ

(0),y
R is either fixed to the Higgs mass or to the

following dynamically:

µ
(0),y
R =

HT

4
=

1

4

∑
i=H,b,b̄

√
m2(i) + p2T(i), (5.1)

where m(i) and pT(i) denote the invariant mass and transverse momentum of particle i,
respectively. The strong-coupling factors at the Born level are always evaluated at µ(0),α

R =

HT /4, which is an appropriate dynamical scale throughout the phase space, both at small
and large transverse momenta. We recall that contributions proportional to the top-Yukawa
coupling are switched off in our calculation, since we focus on the gauge-invariant set of
contributions proportional to y2b in this paper.

For the parton densities, we use the NNLO set of NNPDF4.0 [102] with four active
flavours via the LHAPDF interface [103] (LHAID=334300). The central factorisation and
renormalisation scales are set according to the MiNNLOPS method. Scale uncertainties are
estimated using the envelope of the conventional 7-point variations, which involves varying
the factors KR and KF independently by a factor of 2 with the constraint 1/2 ≤ KR/KF ≤ 2.
The scale variation of the Born couplings is synchronised with the variation of KR. More-
over, we choose KQ = 0.5 for the resummation scale factor, while we have checked that
KQ = 0.25 leads to similar results.

We use Pythia8 [104] with the A14 tune for all parton-shower predictions. Unless
stated otherwise, the Higgs boson is treated as a stable particle and the effects of hadroni-
sation, multi-parton interactions (MPI) and QED radiation are kept off.
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We define jets by clustering all partons (i.e. including bottom quarks) using the anti-
kt algorithm [105] as implemented in FastJet [106] using R = 0.4. Jets are classified as
bottom-flavoured jets (b-jets) if they contain at least one bottom-flavored quark/hadron
and meet the following criteria for the transverse momentum and the pseudo-rapidity of
the b-jet:

pT,b-jet > 30GeV, |ηb-jet| < 2.4 . (5.2)

In the 1 bjEXP and 2 bjEXP categories of our analyses, a Higgs boson and at least one or
two b-jets are required in the fiducial phase space, respectively. The definition of the b-jets
used here is close to the experimental criteria and can be implemented theoretically as the
bottom quarks are treated as massive particles. For massless bottom quarks, care must
be taken to ensure the IR safety of the theoretical predictions, either by reshuffling the
bottom momenta into massive ones or by applying an appropriate algorithm to define the
jet flavour. A discussion on different flavour algorithms will follow in section 6.1.

5.2 Inclusive cross section

Generator (µ(0),y
R ) σtotal [pb] ratio to NLO+PS

4FS NLO+PS (mH) 0.354(6)+20%
−16% 1.000

4FS MiNLO′ (mH) 0.271(1)+45%
−27% 0.765

4FS MiNNLOPS (mH) 0.466(0)+16%
−14% 1.314

4FS NLO+PS (HT /4) 0.385(3)+16%
−14% 1.000

4FS MiNLO′ (HT /4) 0.299(3)+42%
−27% 0.777

4FS MiNNLOPS (HT /4) 0.494(6)+16%
−14% 1.284

5FS NLO+PS (mH) 0.645(5)+11%
−10% 1.000

5FS MiNLO′ (mH) 0.571(1)+17%
−23% 0.885

5FS MiNNLOPS (mH) 0.509(1)+2.9%
−5.3% 0.790

Table 1: Total bb̄H cross section in the 4FS and 5FS at NLO+PS, and for MiNLO′

and MiNNLOPS. The scale in brackets indicates the choice for the central value of the
renormalisation scale for the Yukawa coupling. The strong couplings at Born level in 4FS
are always evaluated at the dynamical scale HT /4. The quoted errors represent scale
uncertainties, while the numbers in brackets are numerical uncertainties on the last digit.

We begin the phenomenological analysis of the bb̄H process by studying the total
inclusive cross section in table 1 at NLO+PS (Powheg) and NNLO+PS (MiNNLOPS) in
the 4FS and the 5FS, where we consider two scale choices for the bottom-Yukawa coupling,
µ
(0),y
R = mH and µ

(0),y
R = HT /4 in the 4FS. To facilitate this analysis, we have developed a
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private NLO+PS generator in Powheg-Box-Res for the y2b contribution in the 4FS.4 The
NLO+PS predictions are obtained using the same setup of the MiNNLOPS as discussed
earlier, except for the scale variation of the Yukawa coupling, which is performed using
the two-loop running. The factorisation and renormalisation central scales are set to HT /4

in the NLO+PS generator. Using the setup of MiNNLOPS, we also provide MiNLO′

predictions, which are formally NLO accurate for this observable, by turning off the term
(D −D1 −D2) in eq. (3.2).

Looking at table 1, we first notice that the MiNLO′ result is significantly smaller than
the NLO+PS cross section for both Yukawa scales and fails to provide an accurate pre-
diction, as already noticed for bb̄ℓ+ℓ− production in ref. [57]. This behaviour is due to a
mis-cancellation of large logarithmic corrections in mb. Indeed, MiNLO′ results contain
some NNLO corrections from real (double-real and real-virtual) radiation, but not the ones
encoded in the (D−D1−D2) term, including the double-virtual contributions. The quasi-
collinear logarithmic terms arise from the presence of the bottom quark mass, which acts
as a regulator for both the real phase-space integration and the loop integration. These
contributions are expected to largely cancel between the real and virtual amplitudes. This
cancellation can be understood by examining the 5FS, where these logarithms manifest as
1/ϵ poles, which are eliminated by the KLN theorem [108, 109]. In the MiNLO′ approach,
the relative O(α2

s) contribution is incomplete because it includes only the real amplitudes.
The associated logarithmic terms introduce a numerically significant negative effect, as
seen from table 1. We have checked that incorporating the logarithmic corrections in the
double-virtual amplitudes — calculated using the massification procedure detailed in 4.1 —
restores the expected cancellation and yields a positive O(α2

s) correction. However, due to
this unphysical effect, we have opted not to include the MiNLO′ results in the remainder
of this article.

Based on the MiNNLOPS predictions in table 1, the NNLO corrections increase the
NLO cross section by 30% for both Yukawa scales, making them essential for achieving
precise predictions in the 4FS. Furthermore, the MiNNLOPS prediction has a relatively
small sensitivity to the considered scales of the bottom-Yukawa coupling, especially con-
sidering that its square is an overall factor to the cross section, highlighting a reduced
dependence on scale choice at NNLO. For comparison, we also show 5FS predictions (i.e.
the process bb̄ → H + X) in table 1.5. The cross section in 5FS at NNLO+PS exhibits a
smaller theoretical uncertainty from scale variation compared to the 4FS prediction, which
provides a more conservative estimate. Different sources contribute to the distinct scale
uncertainties of the two predictions, such as the presence of Born-level strong couplings
and the sizable NNLO corrections in the massive calculation. The MiNNLOPS results
clearly demonstrate agreement between the two schemes within scale uncertainties. This

4To ensure consistency, the NLO+PS implementation has been cross-checked against the public version
in Powheg-Box-V2 [107].

5The NLO+PS 5FS results presented in table 1 are obtained using the same setup as detailed in ref. [42],
incorporating four-loop running to obtain the central bottom-Yukawa coupling and two-loop running for
scale variations. Similarly, the MiNNLOPS predictions in the 5FS are generated using the identical setup
as described in ref. [42]
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highlights that the long-standing discrepancy between 4FS and 5FS predictions is resolved
by the newly-computed NNLO corrections in the 4FS. A detailed comparison between the
massive and massless schemes at differential level is presented in section 6.

5.3 Differential distributions

We now focus on differential distributions and discuss different aspects of the results.

5.3.1 Shower effects

We start by comparing predictions obtained after including only the Powheg radiation,
namely at Les-Houches-Event (LHE) level, with those obtained after showering with Pythia8
(PY8). Since we have found that observables inclusive over radiation show practically no
effects from the shower, we refrain from showing them here. Nevertheless, we would like
to point out that this is in contrast to the 5FS predictions presented in ref. [42], where, in
particular the Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum receives significant corrections from
the parton shower, which are absent in the 4FS predictions presented here, when employing
the local dipole recoil in the parton shower [110]. This stability in the 4FS can be explained
by the higher multiplicity present already at the Born level, which ensures that observables
related to the bb̄H final state, like the Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum, are genuinely
NNLO accurate, which is not the case in the 5FS, where at large transverse momenta of
the Higgs boson the predictions are effectively only NLO accurate.

The plots in figure 2 show MiNNLOPS predictions before and after parton shower,
requiring at least one b-jet. The parton shower increases the cross section for Higgs ob-
servables when at least one b-jet (1 bjEXP) is required. The corrections are essentially flat
in angular observables, like the Higgs rapidity (yH) shown in the left plot of figure 2. In
the Higgs transverse-momentum (pT,H) spectrum in the right plot, on the other hand, the
shower effects the spectrum only towards small pT,H . When the Higgs is produced with high
transverse momentum, the recoiling bottom quarks are typically hard enough so that one
hard b-jet is always present. In what fallows, all MiNNLOPS predictions will be presented
after matching with the parton shower.

5.3.2 Impact of the scale choice for the bottom Yukawa

We continue our phenomenological analysis by studying the impact of different scale choices
for the bottom-Yukawa coupling at the differential level. To begin, we discuss the differential
Higgs observables shown in figure 3. The first plot, shows the Higgs transverse-momentum
spectrum, where the two MiNNLOPS predictions are relatively close, especially in the high
pT,H region. At low pT,H they differ up to 10%. The other plots in figure 3 show angular
observables, including the Higgs rapidity (yH) and pseudo-rapidity (ηH) distributions.6

Notice that these two distributions exhibit completely different shapes due to the Higgs
boson being a massive particle. For massless particles, these observables coincide. However,
the introduction of a mass creates a difference between the two distributions arising from

6Note that the Higgs pseudo-rapidity is not defined at zero transverse momentum of the Higgs boson,
but these events have zero phase-space measure in a 4FS calculation.
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Figure 2: Comparison of MiNNLOPS predictions in the 4FS at LHE (black, dashed) and
including Pythia8 parton shower (red, solid) for the Higgs rapidity (left plot) and Higgs
transverse momentum (right plot) with at least one b-jet.

the Jacobian factor

dσ

dηH
=

pT,H cosh ηH√
mH

2 + pT,H
2 cosh2 ηH

dσ

dyH
. (5.3)

Therefore, while a Higgs boson with zero pseudo-rapidity also has zero rapidity, the Ja-
cobian factor alters the distribution near the peak, resulting in a maximum at a non-zero
pseudo-rapidities. In both cases, the choice of the bottom-Yukawa coupling scale has a
relatively small impact, inducing an effect of about 5%–10%, which is completely flat in
these observables. The rapidity difference between the Higgs and the leading jet in the last
plot of figure 3 shows exactly the same relative behaviour between the two scale choices.

Figure 4 shows differential cross sections with the 1 bjEXP requirement. The upper
panel shows again the Higgs transverse momentum and rapidity distributions. The relative
difference between the two scale choices is even smaller than in the fully inclusive case.
However, the scale uncertainties are slightly reduced in the Higgs rapidity distribution
when using the dynamical scale choice. In the first plot of the lower panel in figure 4, we
show the absolute pseudo-rapidity spectrum of the leading b-jet (|η|bj1). Also here the two
scale choices lead to fully consistent MiNNLOPS predictions. Nevertheless, there is a very
small difference in shape towards larger |η|bj1 , although the effect remains below about 5%.
In the last plot of figure 4, we show the distance between the Higgs boson and the leading
b-jet in the η-ϕ-plane (∆RH,bj1), where ϕ is the azimuthal angle and η is the pseudo-rapidity
in the laboratory frame. As expected, the distributions peaks around π. For ∆RH,bj1 more
pronounced shape differences between the two scale choices can be observed, especially

– 22 –



dσ/dpT,H [fb/GeV] bbH̅@LHC 13 TeV

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=HT/4)

 0

 2

 4

 6

 8

 10

 12

 14

 16

 18

 20

dσ/dσMiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

 0.8

 1

 1.2

 1.4

 0  20  40  60  80  100
pT,H [GeV]

dσ/dyH [fb] bb̅H@LHC 13 TeV

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=HT/4)

 0

 50

 100

 150

 200

dσ/dσMiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

 0.8

 1

 1.2

 1.4

-3 -2 -1  0  1  2  3
yH 

dσ/dηH [fb] bb̅H@LHC 13 TeV

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=HT/4)

 0

 10

 20

 30

 40

 50

 60

 70

 80

 90

dσ/dσMiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

 0.8

 1

 1.2

 1.4

-4 -3 -2 -1  0  1  2  3  4
ηH 

dσ/dΔyH,j1 [fb] bb̅H@LHC 13 TeV

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

MiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=HT/4)

101

102

dσ/dσMiNNLOPS (4FS, µR
(0),y=mH)

 0.8

 1

 1.2

 1.4

-4 -3 -2 -1  0  1  2  3  4
ΔyH,j1 

Figure 3: Comparison of two different scale choices µ
(0),y
R = mH (red, solid) and µ

(0),y
R =

HT /4 (violet, dashed) of the bottom-Yukawa coupling in MiNNLOPS predictions for Higgs
observables.

below the peak, with effects up to 10%. Still, the predictions remain consistent within scale
uncertainties.

While it has become customary to use the dynamical scale choice for the Yukawa
coupling µ

(0),y
R = HT /4 in NLO(+PS) calculations in the 4FS, mostly because this results

in a larger cross sections, as already noted in table 1, which are closer to the 5FS results,
we adopt a fixed scale µ

(0),y
R = mH as our default setting in the remainder of the paper.

Not only does a setting of the scale of the Yukawa coupling of the order of the Higgs mass
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Figure 4: Comparison of two different scale choices µ
(0),y
R = mH (red, solid) and µ

(0),y
R =

HT /4 (violet, dashed) of the bottom-Yukawa coupling in MiNNLOPS predictions b-jet
observables.

appear to be more appropriate, it also ensures consistency with the scale setting used for
the bottom-Yukawa coupling in our 5FS predictions, enabling a more direct comparison at
NNLO+PS level. Moreover, after having achieved NNLO QCD accuracy in both the 4FS
and the 5FS, it is less relevant to tune the scales of these calculations in order for them to
be in better agreement. Since the residual effects of changing the scale reduces significantly
at higher orders, either scale choice is sufficient to achieve agreement between 4FS and 5FS
predictions when NNLO QCD corrections are included.
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5.3.3 Comparison with the NLO predictions
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Figure 5: Comparison of NLO+PS (purple, dashed) and MiNNLOPS (red, solid) predic-
tions in the 4FS for Higgs observables.
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Figure 6: Comparison of NLO+PS (purple, dashed) and MiNNLOPS (red, solid) predic-
tions in the 4FS for the Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum with the requirement of at
least one (left) or at least two b-jets (right).
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Figure 7: Comparison of NLO+PS (purple, dashed) and MiNNLOPS (red, solid) predic-
tions in the 4FS for the b-jet observables with the requirement of at least one (upper plots)
or at least two b-jets (lower plots).

We now compare our MiNNLOPS predictions with NLO+PS results to assess the rel-
evance of NNLO QCD corrections in the 4FS. We can observe from figure 5 that NNLO
corrections increase the NLO distributions in the Higgs transverse momentum and rapid-
ity by about 30%, which shows a slight dependence at small transverse momenta, but is
completely flat in the rapidity distribution. Indeed, we noticed the substantial effect of the
NNLO corrections already at the level of the total inclusive cross section in table 1. The
scale variations at NLO+PS do not cover the central MiNNLOPS result and their bands
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barely touch. Due to the large corrections the scale uncertainties only reduce mildly, which
can be considered as a good sign, as it makes the MiNNLOPS scale uncertainties more
robust.

Next, we stay with the transverse-momentum spectrum of the Higgs boson, but include
a requirement on the minimal number of b-jets, shown in figure 6. We see that pT,H spectrum
becomes broader with its peak shifting towards large values as more b-jets are required.
Moreover, the relative correction at NNLO slightly increases to about +40% in both b-jet
categories and still with a very mild dependence on the exact pT,H value. We also notice
that the scale uncertainties are reduced in the MiNNLOPS predictions compared to the
NLO+PS ones, especially in the case where at least two identified b-jets are required. In that
case, also the scale bands do not overlap any longer in several bins. This shows that NLO
QCD accuracy in the 4FS is insufficient to provide reliable predictions for bb̄H production.

Finally, we consider b-jet observables in figure 7, where the effects become significantly
more drastic for observables with at least two b-jets required. Looking at the upper plots
in figure 7, which show the pseudo-rapidity and transverse-momentum distribution of the
leading b-jet in the ≥1-b-jet category, we find similar results to before: NNLO corrections
increase the NLO+PS cross section by 30%–40%, the dependence of these corrections on the
observables is rather mild, and scale uncertainties decrease slightly, with largely overlapping
bands, except at high transverse momenta of the leading b-jet. By, contrast in the leading
and subleading b-jet transverse-momentum spectra with the requirement of at least two
b-jets, there is a substantial increase in the NNLO corrections towards large transverse
momenta, reaching up to a factor of two. As for the Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum
in the ≥2-b-jet category, the MiNNLOPS scale uncertainties are much smaller than the
NLO+PS ones. Moreover, NLO+PS predictions completely fail in describing the cross
section at large transverse momentum.

6 Comparison against the five-flavour scheme

This section aims at providing a thorough comparison of the MiNNLOPS generators in the
4FS and 5FS at the differential level. In table 1, we have already compared the fully inclusive
cross sections in both schemes. Besides distributions in the inclusive phase-space, we will
study observables requiring at least one or two identified b-jets in the final state. In the 4FS,
the experimental definition of b-jets, as described in section 5.1, can be directly applied,
with infrared safety ensured by the finite bottom mass. However, in the 5FS, using an
experimental definition of b-jets leads to IR-unsafe observables for massless bottom quarks.
In principle, this can be adjusted in a parton-shower matched simulation by reshuffling the
massless momenta to massive ones. Alternatively, an IR-safe definition of the jet flavour
can be employed. Therefore, before comparing 4FS and 5FS results involving b-jets, we first
explore different b-jet definitions within the MiNNLOPS 5FS predictions in the following
subsection.
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6.1 Definition of b-jets in the massless case

In recent years, several attempts have been made to extend the anti-kt jet clustering al-
gorithm to provide an infrared-and-collinear (IRC)-safe definition of heavy-flavour jets,
when the respective quark is treated as massless. Various proposals have been recently for-
mulated, including flavoured anti-kt [111], Flavour Dressing [112] and Interleaved Flavour
Neutralisation [113]. See also refs. [114–116] for alternative approaches to defining the jet
flavour.

These algorithms address issues in flavour tagging, specifically the mismatch between
virtual and real contributions when a flavour algorithm is applied to a theory prediction at
fixed order in a massless scheme. This alignment is essential for ensuring an infrared-safe
definition of observables involving flavoured jets. The potentially dangerous configurations
involve either the splitting of a gluon into a bottom-quark pair within the same jet or soft
wide-angle emissions of bottom quarks that are clustered with another hard parton. Both
of these (potentially divergent) mechanisms alter the jet flavour if the algorithm is not
properly defined.

These issues arise in the experimental approach for b-jet tagging, referred to as EXP in
the following, as used in the previous section for our massive predictions.7 The challenge
posed by a gluon splitting into a collinear bottom-quark pair that both end up in the same
jet can be addressed with a straightforward solution: applying a modulo-2 condition on
the number of bottom-flavoured quarks/hadrons within the same jet. This naive approach,
labelled NAI in the following, classifies a jet as a b-jet if it contains only an odd number of
bottom-flavoured quarks/hadrons. This solution does not solve the potential divergences
from soft wide-angle emissions, but it captures the potentially more problematic and more
frequent configurations. In addition, we consider in our analysis one of the more sophis-
ticated IRC-safe approaches, precisely the Interleaved Flavour Neutralisation (IFN) [113].
The choices of the parameters in the definition of the neutralisation distance in IFN are
the suggested ones: α = 2 and ω = 1. We developed a Fortran-C++ interface to enable the
use of the Fastjet plugin within our Powheg analyses. This general-purpose interface is
applicable to all processes implemented in Powheg.

The MiNNLOPS 5FS calculation is divided into several stages (corresponding to the
ones in Powheg). Firstly, a fixed-order type prediction is obtained at the so-called stage-2
of Powheg. At this stage, the bottom quarks are massless, and we have verified that the
EXP prediction depends on the technical cut-off present in the generation of the final-state
radiation. The effect is small and visible only when the channel induced by bottom and
anti-bottom quarks is selected. Although the effect is minor, IRC-unsafety is numerically
evident due to the cut-off dependence. We, therefore, proceed with including the Powheg
radiation at stage-4 according to the master formula in eq. (3.1) to produce LHE events,
where the massless bottom quarks are mapped into massive states. Finally, we attach the

7It shall be noted that, in principle, even in a scheme where the quark is treated as being massive,
logarithms in the quark mass appear in the EXP jet-flavour definition that can be potentially large and
deteriorate the perturbative convergence. For bottom quarks, and in particular the bb̄H process, this can
be neglected though, as it may happen only in rather extreme (physically not relevant) regions of phase
space.
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Figure 8: Comparison of different jet-flavour algorithms for b-jet predictions obtained with
MiNNLOPS in the 5FS for the EXP (green, dashed), NAI (pink, dotted) and IFN (blue, solid)
b-jet definitions.

shower radiation (that includes massive bottom quarks) to the LHE events for a physical
description.

The massless-to-massive mapping introduces only power corrections in the quark mass,
as long as the observable is infrared-safe and no collinear effects are screened by the mass.
In addition, the Powheg matching is formally derived only for IRC-safe observables. In
fact, in the formulation of the B̄ function in Powheg in every event, the virtual and
real contributions are combined into the same event weight. This combination cannot be
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split a posteriori by an IRC-unsafe b-tagging algorithm. As a result, the EXP or NAI b-jet
tagging yield finite results in the MiNNLOPS 5FS calculation (the same being true for
any parton-shower matched prediction, e.g. any NLO+PS one). However, this poses the
question whether such predictions can be trusted in providing a physical description of b-jet
observables that are formally not IRC-safe in the 5FS or whether the finite results are an
artificial remnant of the matching method. Although from a theoretical viewpoint it appears
to us that only IRC-safe definitions, such as IFN, yield sensible results even in a matched
parton-shower calculation for massless bottom quarks, 5FS predictions have been employed
with the standard experimental definition for years in comparison to data, without being
obviously flawed. Moreover, we have not found a way to unambiguously show numerically
that matched parton-shower calculations fail to provide physical results in practice. On the
contrary, we have not found any sensitivity to technical cut-offs so far that are present in
the generation of LHE events at stage-4, unlike our findings for stage-2 discussed above.
Therefore, we consider it beyond the scope of this paper to provide a final answer to this
question, which we leave to future considerations.

Figure 8 shows a comparison of the three jet-flavour definitions for b-jet observables
obtained with the MiNNLOPS generator in the 5FS and including shower radiation. We
note that we have selected the observables that show the largest differences. The first plot
shows the transverse-momentum spectrum of the leading b-jet. Here, a difference between
EXP and the other two definitions is evident in the large transverse-momentum region, while
no differences between IFN and NAI are visible. This indicates that the differences of the
EXP results are due to gluon splittings into collinear bottom quarks. A similar trend is
observed for the rapidity separation between the Higgs and the dijet system formed by the
two leading b-jets in the second plot in figure 8.

In the second row of figure 8 the Higgs rapidity spectrum is shown. In the left plot,
we require the presence of at least two b-jets, while in the right plot, the event is accepted
if it contains at least one jet that is not a b-jet, with the same requirements on the jet
transverse momentum and rapidity. As expected, the IFN and NAI definitions lead to a
smaller cross section compared to EXP in the two-b-jet region, as the flavour of some of the
EXP b-jets is neutralised to ensure IRC safety. In contrast, due to number conservation,
the EXP result, when at least one light jet is present, is smaller than the predictions by the
other two definitions.

In general, the discrepancy between the experimental jet-flavour definition and IRC-
safe algorithms like IFN is quite small in this process and well within scale uncertainties,
as pathological configurations in the short-distance physics are suppressed by the bottom-
quark PDFs. A small adjustment to the experimental approach, using the NAI definition,
leads to predictions that are essentially identical to the theoretically robust IFN approach,
with differences indistinguishable compared to the numerical uncertainties. Furthermore,
we observe similar effects in the 4FS implementation using the different definitions of b-jets
discussed here. We refer to ref. [117] for more in-depth studies of different jet algorithms in
the context of bottom-quark production. We continue with the flavour scheme comparison
using the IFN tagging, noting that the NAI definition leads to indistinguishable results and
even the EXP definition to very similar results.
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6.2 Integrated results

Fiducial region Generator σintegrated [fb] Ratio to
NLO+PS

Ratio to
5FS results

pp → H + 0 b jets

5FS NLO+PS 557.(2)+11%
−10% 1.000 1.000

5FS MiNNLOPS 404.(2)+5.9%
−9.0% 0.692 1.000

4FS NLO+PS 285.(2)+29%
−25% 1.000 0.488

4FS MiNNLOPS 373.(9)+22%
−20% 1.311 0.925

pp → H+ ≥ 1 b jets

5FS NLO+PS 88.(1)+11%
−10% 1.000 1.000

5FS MiNNLOPS 104.(9)+8.8%
−8.7% 1.182 1.000

4FS NLO+PS 69.(4)+21%
−16% 1.000 0.784

4FS MiNNLOPS 92.(1)+9.8%
−12% 1.327 0.878

pp → H+ ≥ 2 b jets

5FS NLO+PS 4.7(8)+11%
−11% 1.000 1.000

5FS MiNNLOPS 7.6(4)+11%
−10% 1.617 1.000

4FS NLO+PS 4.4(9)+25%
−18% 1.000 0.936

4FS MiNNLOPS 6.4(4)+1.5%
−9.1% 1.434 0.843

pp → H+ ≥ 1 ℓ jets

5FS NLO+PS 31.(1)+12%
−9.7% 1.000 1.000

5FS MiNNLOPS 53.(0)+6.9%
−7.6% 1.710 1.000

4FS NLO+PS 31.(4)+26%
−18% 1.000 1.000

4FS MiNNLOPS 38.(3)+2.0%
−12% 1.220 0.722

Table 2: Cross section rates for bb̄H production without any b-jets in the events (pp → H+

0 b jets) and with tagging of at least one b-jet (pp → H+ ≥ 1 b jets), 2 b-jets (pp → H+ ≥ 2 b

jets), and at least one light jet (pp → H+ ≥ 1 ℓ jets) using the IFN jet-flavour algorithm.

We compare 4FS and 5FS predictions both at NLO+PS and NNLO+PS levels to assess
the improvements in the consistency of the two schemes for the bb̄H process when higher-
order corrections are included. The bottom-Yukawa coupling is evaluated at the scale of the
Higgs mass throughout. We note that LO results are completely off and their uncertainties
vastly underestimate the actual size of higher-order correction, which is why we refrain from
including them in this comparison.

We start by studying fiducial rates with different requirements on b-jets and flavour-less
jets, which are defined via the IFN jet-flavour algorithm, reported in table 2. Requiring at
least one b-jet reduces the cross section by roughly a factor of 4–5, while requiring a second
b-jet reduces the cross section by another factor of roughly 10. Compared to the cross
section with at least one light flavour-less jet (ℓ-jet), the cross section with at least one b-jet

– 31 –



dσ/dpT,H [fb/GeV] bbH̅@LHC 13 TeV

NNLO+NNLL (5FS)
MiNNLOPS (5FS)
MiNNLOPS (4FS)

-5

 0

 5

 10

 15

 20

 25

dσ/dσNNLO+NNLL (5FS)

 0.6

 0.8

 1

 1.2

 1.4

 0  10  20  30  40  50
pT,H 

dσ/dyH [fb] bb̅H@LHC 13 TeV

NNLO (5FS)
MiNNLOPS (5FS)
MiNNLOPS (4FS)

 0
 20
 40
 60
 80

 100
 120
 140
 160
 180

dσ/dσNNLO (5FS)

CT14nnlo

 0.6

 0.8

 1

 1.2

-3 -2 -1  0  1  2  3
yH 

Figure 9: Comparison of the two MiNNLOPS generators in the 5FS and 4FS with analytic
results in the 5FS. The Higgs pT spectrum (left) is compared to the NNLO+NNLL predic-
tions of ref. [28] using NNLO NNPDF 4.0 sets, while the Higgs rapidity spectrum (right) is
compared with the NNLO fixed-order result of ref. [32] based on NNLO CT14 sets. For the
right plot, we used NNLO CT14 sets in our MiNNLOPS generators, both in the 5FS and
4FS.

is three times larger. This is easy to understand, as the LO process contains two bottom
quarks, while the light quarks are generated only through radiation at higher orders.

Looking at the column with the ratio to the NLO+PS predictions in table 2, one notices
that NNLO corrections in either scheme are significant in all fiducial categories, ranging
from 13% to 60%. Comparing the predictions in the two flavour schemes, we find that for
the 0-b-jet and ≥1-b-jet cases, the cross sections at NLO+PS are not compatible with each
other, whereas the MiNNLOPS predictions improve the comparison substantially. The 0-b-
jet rates agree within 8% and the ≥1-b-jet rates agree within 13%, fully compatible within
the respective scale uncertainties at NNLO+PS.

Interestingly, we notice that for the ≥2-b-jet and ≥1-ℓ-jet the NLO+PS results in 4FS
and 5FS are very close, even closer than for the MiNNLOPS predictions. These observables
become successively less accurate in the 5FS, which at Born level does not feature bottom
quarks in the hard matrix elements. Therefore, we conclude that the agreement at NLO+PS
for these observables that are less accurate in the 5FS is completely accidental. Indeed, we
will see when considering differential distributions in the next subsection that the shapes
in 4FS and 5FS are vastly different at NLO+PS, which confirms the accidental agreement
at the integrated cross section level.
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Figure 10: Comparison of 5FS and 4FS predictions at NLO+PS (left) and MiNNLOPS

(right) for Higgs observables with µ
(0)
y = mH as fixed-scale of the Yukawa coupling.

6.3 Differential results

We begin the flavour-scheme comparison at the differential level by examining the dis-
tributions in Higgs transverse momentum and rapidity. Building upon the results pre-
sented in ref. [42], which included comparisons with analytic predictions, we now incorpo-
rate our new 4FS NNLO+PS predictions in that comparison. In the left plot of figure 9,
the MiNNLOPS predictions for the Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum are compared
with the NNLO+NNLL predictions from ref. [28], obtained using the standard setup and
the NNPDF 4.0 sets consistent with the respective flavour scheme. By and large, we ob-
serve that the three predictions are consistent within their respective uncertainties, although
they exhibit some differences in their central values, especially at small transverse momenta.
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Figure 11: Comparison of 5FS and 4FS results at NLO+PS (left) and MiNNLOPS (right)
for observables with at least one b-jet defined using the IFN definition.
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However, we expect that this region is now well described with the newly developed 4FS
MiNNLOPS calculation, which can be considered to be superior to the 5FS ones at small
transverse momentum. This is because it includes power corrections in the bottom mass
that become crucial around pT,H ∼ mb. Also, the uncertainties of the 4FS MiNNLOPS

predictions appear to be more robust, since the 5FS MiNNLOPS scale bands are smaller
than the more accurate NNLO+NNLL prediction at small transverse momenta.

In the right plot of figure 9, the Higgs rapidity distribution from the two MiNNLOPS

generators are in full agreement with the NNLO fixed-order results from ref. [32], which
employs the NNLO set of the CT14 PDFs [118] 8. Note that for this particular comparison,
we used the CT14 PDF sets in our MiNNLOPS generators, both in the 5FS and 4FS. The
agreement is particularly good in the central rapidity region. From this point onward, we
revert to the default setting, using the NNPDF4.0 set for all subsequent simulations.

We continue with the flavor-scheme comparison at NLO+PS and NNLO+PS. The first
row of figure 10 shows the Higgs transverse-momentum distribution at NLO+PS (left) and
NNLO+PS (right). At NLO+PS, a significant discrepancy is observed in the small pT,H

region between the 4FS and 5FS predictions, while the MiNNLOPS generators substan-
tially improve the agreement between the two schemes in that region and achieve excellent
consistency for pT,H > 75 GeV. In this range, the NNLO corrections in the 4FS are flat and
well-contained within the scale uncertainties.

The second row of figure 10 presents the Higgs rapidity spectrum, where the NLO+PS
comparison (left panel) shows a substantial discrepancy between the two schemes, which
differ by a factor of two or more, well outside the respective uncertainty bands. By con-
trast, the NNLO+PS predictions of the two MiNNLOPS generators (right panel) are fully
consistent within the uncertainty bands. These findings strongly indicate that the long-
standing tension between the two schemes is fully resolved by the newly computed NNLO
QCD corrections in the 4FS.

Figure 11 depicts observables for events tagged with one b-jet using the IFN definition.
The separation in the (η − ϕ) plane between the Higgs and the leading b-jet reveals a
substantial shape discrepancy between the NLO+PS generators (left panel). With the
inclusion of NNLO corrections in the right panel, the agreement improves significantly.
The shapes become much more similar and the uncertainty bands start overlapping. In the
second row of figure 11, the pseudo-rapidity spectrum of the leading b-jet is in reasonable
agreement within uncertainties both at NLO+PS and at NNLO+PS. However, in the latter
case, the differences between the two schemes are reduced from about 25% to 10% and they
show very similar shapes. The last two plots in figure 11 show the transverse-momentum
spectrum of the hardest b-jet. Again the predictions in 4FS and 5FS, especially in terms
of shape, are much closer for the MiNNLOPS generators, with reduced uncertainty bands
throughout.

We conclude this section by analysing observables based on events with at least two
b-jets. The first row of figure 12 presents the invariant-mass distribution of the two leading
b-jets. While the shapes at NLO+PS are vastly different for the two schemes, the agreement

8We thank the authors of ref. [32] for providing us with the relevant results.
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Figure 12: Comparison of 5FS and 4FS predictions at NLO+PS (left) and MiNNLOPS

(right) for the observables with at least 2 IFN b-jets.

is clearly improved upon the inclusion of NNLO corrections, particularly in the high-mass
region. However, notable discrepancies up to 30% persist below 150 GeV. Despite the
clear improvement at NNLO+PS the difference between the two schemes is not covered by
the respective scale uncertainties in that region. We emphasise that for these observables
the 5FS prediction achieves effectively only LO+PS accuracy, while the 4FS provides an
NNLO+PS description. This can be seen from the larger uncertainty bands in the 5FS. The
plots in the lower panel of the same figure display the transverse-momentum spectrum of the
subleading b-jet, where we observe a very similar behaviour as for the previous observable.
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Regarding the scale variation, we observe that the 4FS NNLO+PS results yield a
significantly more conservative uncertainty than the 5FS ones for inclusive predictions.
This behaviour, shown in figure 10, is consistent with the trend seen in other processes
where bottom quarks appear in the final state of the hard scattering. When requiring at
least one b-jet, the two MiNNLOPS predictions exhibit similar scale-variation bands, as can
be seen in figure 11. In contrast, figure 12 displays a narrower uncertainty band for the 4FS
prediction compared to the 5FS one, reflecting the higher accuracy of the massive scheme,
while the massless scheme is only LO+PS accurate.

7 Background for HH searches in the 2b2γ channel

In this section, we examine a potential application of our novel MiNNLOPS generator
in the 4FS to model the bb̄H background to the di-Higgs (HH) signal. For an illustra-
tive HH search, we consider the 2b2γ decay mode, in which one Higgs boson decays into
b-quarks and the other into photons. Ref. [16] investigates the impact of the bb̄H back-
ground on HH searches, considering both y2b and y2t contributions at NLO+PS within the
MG5_aMC@NLO framework [119]. Specifically, they analysed bb̄H production with the
decay H → γγ and compared both the total and various fiducial rates at NLO against the
HH signal [120]. The findings of ref. [16] reveal that NLO QCD corrections are substantial
and essential for obtaining an accurate prediction of the bb̄H background. Corrections are
notably larger for the y2t contributions, enhancing the leading-order (LO) prediction by
approximately +150%, while the impact on the y2b terms is around +50%. The residual
uncertainties, arising from variations in renormalisation and factorisation scale, are about
+50% and −30% for the combined y2b and y2t contributions to the bb̄H cross section. The
study in ref. [16] also suggests that current limits on σHH

SM will improve by a few percent in
the 2b2γ final state when modelling the bb̄H background at NLO+PS, and that HL-LHC
constraints on σHH

SM and the HH discovery significance could improve by 5%. We note that
the estimated improvements are even larger in the 2b2τ channel [16].

By the end of HL-LHC, Higgs pair production is anticipated to be observed at nearly five
standard deviations. As a result, accurate modelling of the bb̄H background in appropriate
fiducial phase space regions is critical for improving sensitivity to the HH signal. Given
the importance of precise bb̄H background modelling for HH searches, we aim to improve
the accuracy of this background in the y2b channel. Specifically, we provide novel NNLO
predictions for bb̄H production proportional to y2b , including the decay H → γγ, using
our new MiNNLOPS generator in the 4FS. We employ Pythia8 [104] to model the Higgs
boson decay to two photons in the narrow-width approximation. The branching fraction is
taken to be BR(H → γγ) = 0.227% [10].

We use the same setup as described in section 5.1, except for the phase-space cuts
on jets, where we follow the approach given in ref. [121]. Specifically, we consider anti-kT
jets [105] with a radius parameter R = 0.4 as implemented in FastJet [106]. Bottom-
flavored jets (b-jets) are defined according to the EXP definition used previously. In this
theoretical study, the criteria for selecting jets are as follows:

pT (j) > 25,GeV and |η(j)| < 2.5 . (7.1)
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We define the HH signal region by selecting events that contain exactly two b-jets and two
photons, with QED showering turned off in the simulations. We also impose a cut on the
invariant mass of the b-jet pair:

80GeV < m(b1, b2) < 140GeV . (7.2)

The photon pair is required to meet the following conditions:9

105GeV < m(γ1, γ2) < 160GeV, |η(γi)| < 2.37,
pT (γ1)

m(γ1, γ2)
> 0.35,

pT (γ2)

m(γ1, γ2)
> 0.25 .

(7.3)
Since the Higgs boson is produced on-shell in our generator and Pythia8 handles the decay
without including QED shower effects, the narrow-width approximation trivially satisfies
the condition m(γ1, γ2)−mH = O(ΓH).

In addition to the aforementioned cuts, hereafter referred to as fiducial cuts, we
introduce the following quantities for the invariant mass of the diphoton plus b-tagged jets
system:

m2b2γ = m(b1, b2, γ1, γ2) , (7.4)

and
m⋆

2b2γ = m2b2γ −m(b1, b2)−m(γ1, γ2) + 2mH . (7.5)

We then consider three different event categories by imposing the following cuts on m⋆
2b2γ :

m⋆
2b2γ < ∞, m⋆

2b2γ < 500GeV, m⋆
2b2γ < 350GeV . (7.6)

The first condition represents the fiducial cuts, while the other two impose progressively
stricter requirements on m⋆

2b2γ .

7.1 Inclusive predictions

Fiducial region 4FS NLO+PS 4FS MiNNLOPS Ratio to NLO+PS

No cut 805+20%
−16% 1056+16%

−14% 1.312

Fid. cuts 3.56+24%
−18% 5.10+2.1%

−9.5% 1.432

Fid. cuts

+ m⋆
2b2γ < 500GeV

3.50+24%
−18% 5.04+2.4%

−9.6% 1.440

Fid. cuts

+ m⋆
2b2γ < 350GeV

3.01+25%
−18% 4.38+2.8%

−9.7% 1.455

Table 3: Cross sections in ab for the y2b contribution to pp → bb̄H with H → γγ decay.

We present the total and fiducial rates for bb̄H production in the 4FS, including the
decay H → γγ, at NLO+PS and for MiNNLOPS in table 3. The fiducial cuts, which

9These selection criteria are similar to those used in the ATLAS HH search presented in ref. [121]
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correspond to the HH signal region, are defined according to the definitions in eqs. (7.1)–
(7.3), and with the additional constraints on m⋆

2b2γ given in eq. (7.6). For the total inclusive
cross section, the NNLO corrections yield a +30% increase with respect to the NLO result,
with scale uncertainties of about +16% and −14%, which is in line with the inclusive
results presented in table 1. In the fiducial categories, the NNLO corrections contribute
about +40% with respect to the NLO prediction, while scale uncertainties are significantly
reduced to +2% and −9%. The fiducial cuts significantly reduce the bb̄H background,
lowering the cross section by roughly a factor of 100 compared to the total inclusive cross
section. Imposing additional constraints on m⋆

2b2γ further lowers the cross section, with
a reduction of approximately 1% for m⋆

2b2γ < 500GeV and 14% for m⋆
2b2γ < 350 GeV,

respectively. However, in all categories the y2b contribution to the bb̄H cross section remains
at the same order as the HH signal cross section, making its accurate modelling so crucial.
Given the large corrections in the y2b contribution to the bb̄H background, our analysis
clearly shows the relevance of including NNLO terms in this context.

7.2 Differential distributions

dσ/dm*2b2γ [fb/GeV] pp→bbH̅, H→γγ@LHC 13 TeV

NLOPS (4FS)
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Figure 13: Comparison of the m⋆
2b2γ distribution at NLO+PS and MiNNLOPS including

fiducial cuts.

Finally, we study differential distributions, which provide deeper insights into the kine-
matics of the bb̄H process in the HH signal region. These results could be valuable for
understanding which phase-space regions might help reduce the bb̄H background in HH

measurements or, more broadly, for assessing how different cuts affect the bb̄H process. We
start with the m⋆

2b2γ distribution in figure 13 within the phase space defined by the fiducial
cuts. Both the NLO+PS and MiNNLOPS spectra show a suppression as we go to higher
values of m⋆

2b2γ . Comparing the NLO and NNLO predictions, we observe that the NNLO
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Figure 14: Comparison of the transverse-momentum spectrum of the Higgs boson re-
constructed from the two photons (left) and of the leading b-jet (right) at NLO+PS and
MiNNLOPS including fiducial cuts.

corrections are positive and substantial, with an enhancement of about 40%–50% over the
considered m⋆

2b2γ range. There is only a slight shift in the distribution shape at low m⋆
2b2γ .

Scale uncertainties are significantly at NNLO+PS, with no overlap between the NLO and
MiNNLOPS uncertainty bands, highlighting the importance of the newly calculated NNLO
corrections for this process.

Next, we analyse the transverse-momentum distributions for the Higgs boson, recon-
structed from the two photons, shown in the left plot of figure 14, and for the leading b-jet
in the right plot of figure 14, with fiducial baseline selection cuts applied. The NNLO cor-
rections show an enhancement of 40%–50% across the spectrum except for large pT,bj1 . Ad-
ditionally, there is minimal overlap between the NLO and MiNNLOPS uncertainty bands,
emphasizing the critical role of including NNLO corrections. The scale uncertainties are sig-
nificantly reduced for both observables at NNLO+PS, especially for the pT,bj1 distribution,
where the reduction in scale uncertainty is most pronounced.

8 Conclusions

In this work, we have presented a novel NNLO+PS event generator for the production
of a Higgs boson in association with a bottom-quark pair induced by the bottom-Yukawa
coupling. The calculation has been performed in the flavour scheme with four massless quark
flavours and massive bottom and top quarks. Our results represent the first computation of
NNLO QCD corrections to this process. Moreover, this is only the second process of such
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complexity, namely with a heavy-quark pair and an extra colour singlet particle in the final
state, for which NNLO QCD corrections are matched with parton showers.

The present computation has been rendered feasible by two major developments. Firstly,
we incorporated in the MiNNLOPS method all the essential components for computing pro-
cesses that involve a heavy-quark pair in association with a colour singlet in the final state
as well as an overall scale-dependent Yukawa coupling. Secondly, the major bottleneck on
the amplitude side is posed by the complexity of the double-virtual contribution, which we
resolved by taking the limit of a small bottom mass, i.e. neglecting only power-suppressed
terms in the bottom-quark mass while keeping all other contributions in the NNLO+PS
calculation exact. We stress that this is an excellent approximation for bb̄H production
at LHC energies, since power-suppressed terms in the bottom-quark mass are expected to
be sufficiently small. Indeed, we have confirmed the high quality of this approximation
explicitly at NLO+PS.

We have employed our new bb̄H generator in an extensive phenomenological analy-
sis, highlighting the importance of NNLO corrections and parton-shower matching for this
process. The NNLO corrections in the four-flavour scheme are quite sizeable and consis-
tently enhance the bb̄H cross section by about 30%, which are not fully captured by the
scale variations of the NLO+PS predictions. Differentially these effects can be significantly
enhanced, reaching NNLO corrections up to 100% in some distributions.

We have compared our NNLO+PS predictions in the four-flavour scheme with mas-
sive bottom quarks against the previous NNLO+PS calculation in the five-flavour scheme
from ref. [42]. Fixed-order results in the five-flavour scheme require an IR-safe algorithm
for the identification of the bottom-flavoured jets, and a certain sensitivity could also be
present in calculations matched to parton showers. To study this, we have considered both
the standard experimental approach to tag bottom-quark jets and the Interleaved Flavour
Neutralisation definition of bottom-quark jets [113]. However, we found (both for the five-
and the four-flavour scheme calculations) that the impact of such an IR-safe algorithm is
minor in practice. Only the removal of g → bb̄ splittings, i.e. identifying a jet including a bb̄

pair not as a bottom-quark jet, has a noticeable impact on the predictions, simply because
these respective topologies are removed.

A major result of our work is that the NNLO corrections in the four-flavour scheme,
computed here for the first time, solve the long-standing discrepancy between lower-order
predictions in the two schemes. Both MiNNLOPS generators describe Higgs observables
and predictions with at least one identified bottom-flavour jet consistently within their
respective uncertainties. Notably, the four-flavour scheme calculation delivers more precise
predictions for events with identified bottom-quark jets, especially in configurations with
at least one of them, where the 5FS NNLO+PS prediction is less accurate.

We have also presented an application of our NNLO+PS generator to estimate the
bb̄H background in di-Higgs searches for the signature where one Higgs boson decays into
bottom quarks and the other into photons. For typical event categories of the HH signal
in the bb̄γγ final state we have found that the bb̄H background proportional to the bottom-
quark Yukawa coupling increases by 30%–50% upon inclusion of NNLO QCD corrections.
This provides an important example of the phenomenological impact of the developed bb̄H
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generator on future HH measurements.
We reckon that our new bb̄H MiNNLOPS generator will have important implications on

various aspects of LHC phenomenology and that it will be a very useful tool for the exper-
imental collaborations at the LHC. We plan to make the associated code publicly available
within the Powheg-Box-Res framework shortly, and the numerical results, events and
code are available upon request.

With the completion of the two NNLO+PS generators in the four- and five-flavour
schemes, it will be interesting to consider their consistent combination, since each scheme
describes different contributions in bottom-quark mass more accurately. The 5FS and 4FS
MiNNLOPS generators presented in this work can indeed be used to obtain combined 4FS-
5FS results. In order to perform the combination, we need to address the overlapping
contributions between these two schemes, which requires modifying the current codes to
ensure a consistent matching of the 4FS and 5FS. Thus, developing a unified approach,
along the lines of refs. [122, 123] for instance, that combines the two schemes at NNLO+PS
level, which has never been done before, could achieve unprecedented precision in the de-
scription of associated bb̄H production and also provide a pathway to apply such approach
to similar processes in the future. Additionally, our calculation provides the basis to de-
velop MiNNLOPS generators for processes with lighter quark flavours in the final state,
such as Higgs production in association with charm quarks in the final state. Not least, the
gluon-fusion component to bb̄H production proportional to the top-Yukawa coupling could
be considered with similar techniques. All these developments are left for future work.
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Note added. In the last stages of our work, the subleading-colour contributions to the
double virtual correction for the bb̄H process in the massless scheme were released in ref. [97].
These contributions have now been incorporated into the MiNNLOPS 4FS generator, and
the results are presented in Appendix B.

A Ingredients for the two-loop approximation

In this appendix, we provide the momentum mapping and the massification factors that are
used for the massification procedure of the two-loop contribution described in section 4.1.

A.1 Momentum mapping

The phase-space points {pi} in Powheg assumes massive bottom quarks,

c(p1)c̄(p2) → b(p3)b̄(p4)H(p5) , (A.1)
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with p23 = p24 = m2
b and c = q, q̄, g. However, the approximation requires the evaluation of

the amplitudes with massless bottom quarks by using a suitable set of momenta,

c(p̃1)c̄(p̃2) → b(p̃3)b̄(p̃4)H(p̃5) (A.2)

where p̃23 = p̃24 = 0. We define a mapping {pi} → {p̃i} that introduces only power-
corrections O(mb/µh) in the redefinition of the momenta and preserve the kinematics of
the Higgs state, i.e. p̃5 = p5. In the quark-induced channel, we can easily preserve also the
momenta of the incoming partons. These conditions imply that p3+p4 = p̃3+ p̃4. Therefore
also the invariant mass of the bottom-quark pair is preserved,

mbb̄ = (p3 + p4)
2 = (p̃3 + p̃4)

2 , (A.3)

as an invariant of the mapping. Therefore, by introducing the light-cone factors,

ρ± =
1± ρ

2ρ
, ρ =

√
1−

4m2
b

m2
bb̄

, (A.4)

we define the massless momenta

p̃3 = ρ+p3 − ρ−p4 , (A.5)

p̃4 = ρ+p4 − ρ−p3 , (A.6)

which tend to p3 and p4, respectively, in the limit mb → 0. If we were to apply the previous
mapping to subprocesses with initial state gluons, an initial-final collinear divergence could
appear, as also observed in [57, 96]. Therefore, in the gluon channel, we have adopted a
different modification of the bottom-quark momenta,

p̃j = pj +

(√
1−

m2
bn

2
j

(pj · nj)
2 − 1

)
pj · nj

n2
j

nj with j ∈ {3, 4} , (A.7)

where we have introduced two vectors, transverse to both the initial-state momenta,

nj = pj − p1
p2 · pj
p1 · p2

− p2
p1 · pj
p1 · p2

. (A.8)

In order to restore the momentum conservation, we have used an initial-state recoil, such
that

p̃1 + p̃2 = p1 + p2 − (p̃3 + p̃4 − p3 − p4) . (A.9)

We stress that the Higgs kinematics is also preserved in the gluon channel with the previous
choices.

A.2 Massification factors

The coefficients of the factor F̄ up to O(α2
s) in eq. (4.12) are presented in ref. [57] with

the needed corrections from heavy-quark loops. For completeness, we report the first-order
coefficient as follows,

F̄ (1)
cc̄ = 2CF ℓ2b + CF ℓb + CF

(
2 +

π2

12

)
+ nhF̄

(1)
nh,cc̄ , (A.10)
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with

F̄ (1)
nh,qq̄ = 0 , F̄ (1)

nh,gg
= −2

3
ℓb , (A.11)

while the second-order term reads as

F̄ (2)
cc̄ = 2C2

F ℓ4b + ℓ3b

(
22

9
CACF + 2C2

F − 4

9
CFnl

)
+

ℓ2b

(
CACF

(
167

18
− π2

3

)
+ C2

F

(
9

2
+

π2

6

)
− 13

9
CFnl

)
+

ℓb

(
CACF

(
1165

108
+

14

9
π2 − 15ζ3

)
+ C2

F

(
11

4
− 11

12
π2 + 12ζ3

)
− CFnl

(
77

54
+

2

9
π2

))
+

C2
F

(
241

32
− 163

1440
π4 + π2

(
13

12
− 2 log(2)

)
− 3

2
ζ3

)
+

CACF

(
12877

2592
− 47

720
π4 + π2

(
323

432
+ log(2)

)
+

89

36
ζ3

)
−

CF nl

(
1541

1296
+

37

216
π2 +

13

18
ζ3

)
+ nh F̄

(2)
nh,cc̄ , (A.12)

with

F̄ (2)
nh,qq̄ = −20

9
ℓ3bCF +

32

9
ℓ2bCF + ℓbCF

(
−157

27
− 7

18
π2

)
+ CF

(
1933

324
− 13

108
π2 − 7

9
ζ3

)
,

(A.13)

F̄ (2)
nh,gg

= ℓ3b

(
−4

9
CA − 28

9
CF

)
+ ℓ2b

(
10

9
CA +

7

9
CF

)
+

ℓb

(
CF

(
−319

54
− 5

18
π2

)
+ CA

(
−92

27
+

π2

18

))
+

CA

(
179

108
− 5

216
π2 − 7

18
ζ3

)
+ CF

(
2677

1296
− 41

216
π2 − ζ3

18

)
+

4

9
nh ℓ2b . (A.14)

Here, the number nl = 4 represents the light flavours in the 4FS calculation, while nh = 1 is
the number of quarks running in the loops that we want to promote to a massive state. The
nh part is the novel contribution from the massification factors of the generalised massifica-
tion approach in eq. (4.9) compared to the procedure encoded in eq. (4.7). The logarithmic
contributions are expressed as ℓb = − log (mb/µR) for compactness.

The non-trivial coefficient of the soft function in eq. (4.13) is

S(2) = nh

(
−2

3
ℓ2b +

10

9
ℓb −

14

27

)
. (A.15)

B Inclusion of subleading-colour terms in the double virtual contribution

The MiNNLOPS generator in the massive scheme has been interfaced with the library
described in ref. [97] to compute subleading-color contributions in the two-loop amplitude
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with massless bottom quarks, which is used to determine the non-logarithmic part of the
massive double-virtual contribution. With the inclusion of the missing subleading terms, the
scale dependence of the two-loop massified amplitude in the minimal subtraction scheme has
been verified and found to be consistent with the prediction from the Renormalisation Group
Flow in the small bottom-mass limit. This agreement serves as a nontrivial check, as both
the massless two-loop amplitude and several contribution in the massification procedure
depend on the infrared-subtraction scale. To mitigate numerical instabilities, a rescue
system similar to that employed for the leading-colour library has been implemented in the
Powheg interface. On average, evaluating the full-colour amplitude takes approximately
20 times longer than computing the planar component. In order to verify the stability of
the full-colour result, we have evaluated the amplitude with both the momenta and the
rescaled variables as described in (4.19). The novel simulations are performed using the
setup described in section 5.1 with the default choice of the Higgs mass as the central
renormalisation scale for the Yukawa coupling. The cross section results, with and without
the subleading-color contributions, are compared in table 4.

Fiducial region Precision σintegrated [fb] Ratio to
MiNNLOPS wo/SLC

pp → H
MiNNLOPS wo/SLC 466.(0)+16%

−14% 1.000

MiNNLOPS w/SLC 451.(3)+15%
−14% 0.968

pp → H+ ≤ 1 b jets
MiNNLOPS wo/SLC 92.(8)+9.8%

−12% 1.000

MiNNLOPS w/SLC 88.(6)+8.2%
−11% 0.955

pp → H+ ≤ 2 b jets
MiNNLOPS wo/SLC 6.5(4)+1.8%

−9.2% 1.000

MiNNLOPS w/SLC 6.5(1)+3.5%
−9.8% 0.995

pp → H + 0 b jets
MiNNLOPS wo/SLC 373.(2)+22%

−20% 1.000

MiNNLOPS w/SLC 362.(7)+21%
−19% 0.972

Table 4: Cross section rates for bb̄H production in the 4FS with and without the
subleading-colour (SLC) terms in the estimation of the two-loop contribution. The fiducial
region is defined according to the EXP definition of b-jets.

Although the inclusion of subleading effects is numerically challenging, we have ob-
tained some differential predictions, shown in figure 15. The first row describes the transverse-
momentum and the rapidity spectra of the Higgs boson. In the second row of figure 15, we
present the rapidity difference between the Higgs and the hardest jet as a representative
example of a jet-related observable. The last plot shows the Higgs transverse-momentum
spectrum when at least a b-jet is required. The phenomenological impact of the subleading-
colour contributions is approximately ≲ 5%, primarily acting as a negative and flat correc-
tion. The inclusion of the full-colour two-loop amplitude leads to a slight reduction in the
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Figure 15: Comparison of NNLO+PS prediction with (violet, dashed) and without (red,
solid) the inclusion of the subleading-colour contributions from the two-loop amplitude with
massless bottom quarks.

theoretical uncertainty estimated through the 7-point scale variation. Due to the numerical
efficiency of the planar component, we continue to use the leading-colour approximation in
the MiNNLOPS predictions for differential studies in more exclusive regions.
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