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Abstract

The leading and next-to-leading order QCD predictions for Higgs boson pair pro-
duction at hadron colliders suffer from a significant mass renormalisation scheme
uncertainty related to the choice of the top-quark mass. The functional dependence
of the result on the value of the intermediate quark mass can be understood in
the high-energy limit using the Method of Regions and the tools of Soft-Collinear
Effective Theory. In this work, we study the origin of the sizeable logarithmic mass
corrections in the gg → HH amplitudes at leading and next-to-leading power in
the limit s, |t|, |u| ≫ m2

t ≫ m2
H . We argue that the mass corrections follow a pre-

dictable factorised pattern that can be exploited to simplify their computation. We
present results for the leading power leading logarithmic corrections, our analysis
leads to a significant reduction in the theoretical uncertainty of the double Higgs
production amplitudes at high-energy due to the top-quark mass scheme.

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

00
58

7v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 3

1 
D

ec
 2

02
4



Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Structure of the amplitudes at fixed order 3
2.1 Structure of the scalar integrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

2.1.1 One-loop . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
2.1.2 Two-loop . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
2.1.3 Three-loop and beyond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

2.2 Structure of the one-loop amplitude . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
2.3 Structure of the two-loop amplitude . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

3 All-order factorisation in Effective Field Theory 18
3.1 Hard scale µ2 ∼ s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

3.1.1 Leading power matching . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
3.1.2 Next-to-leading power matching . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

3.2 Scale µ2 ∼ m2
t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

3.2.1 Leading power amplitude . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
3.2.2 Next-to-leading power amplitude . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

3.3 Resummation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

4 Controlling scheme uncertainties 33

5 Summary and outlook 40

A Renormalisation and decoupling constants 42

B Region expansion at two-loops 43

C Amplitudes: Full vs Leading Power 45

1 Introduction

Computing multi-loop scattering amplitudes that retain the complete mass dependence
for intermediate and initial/final state particles is exceptionally challenging. The cur-
rent state-of-the-art for high multiplicity massive processes includes 2 → 3 results for
Wbb [1–3], Hbb [4,5], Htt [6–8], Wjj [2], Wγj [9], Zγγ [10], and Wγγ [11] at two-loops.
The relevant master integrals are known for five-point one mass [12, 13] and two-mass
processes in the planar limit/leading-colour approximation [14,15] (partly relying on gen-
eralised series solutions [16,17]). In many cases, including Higgs boson pair production,
fully analytic results have not been obtained for all Feynman integrals appearing beyond
one-loop, and numerical [18, 19] or semi-numerical [16, 20, 21] methods are used either
exclusively or to supplement partial analytic results.
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For Higgs production processes in the limit of large intermediate quark mass (mq →
∞), a heavy top effective field theory has been constructed [22–24] in which massive quark
loops are integrated out of the theory and effective couplings are introduced between the
Higgs boson and gluons. The existence of such an effective theory means that higher-
order corrections can be computed much more straightforwardly, with the quark mass
dependence factorising from the loop integrals. This effective field theory approximation
has been used extensively in Higgs physics and played an essential role in many high-
order results in the literature, for example, the N3LO QCD corrections to Higgs boson
production [25, 26]. Fixed-order QCD corrections for Higgs boson pair production are
known at N3LO in the limit of large top-quark mass [27–29], which are not applicable
for production of a Higgs pair with large total invariant mass.

Results for the partial and full electroweak corrections to Higgs pair production have
also recently been obtained [30–33]. The corrections are also known in the limit of large
top-quark mass [34] and the high-energy limit for the Yukawa corrections [35]. Retaining
the complete top-quark mass dependence, the QCD corrections to Higgs boson pair
production are known only at NLO [36–43]. The light-fermion nf -contributions have
been calculated at NNLO for forward scattering kinematics neglecting the Higgs boson
mass [44]. Recently, the one-particle reducible contributions were also computed at
NNLO [44,45].

In Ref. [39], it was noted that the NLO result is sensitive to the precise value chosen
for the intermediate top-quark mass and that the reduction in this dependence going
from LO to NLO was mild. This behaviour means that small changes to the top-quark
mass can enormously impact the NLO correction. Furthermore, the choice of the renor-
malisation scheme for the top-quark mass can have a sizable effect on the value obtained
for the NLO result.

Taking the difference between results obtained using the on-shell (OS) and MS
schemes for the top-quark mass as a genuine theoretical uncertainty leads to the in-
troduction of a mass scheme uncertainty that is comparable in size to the usual renor-
malisation/factorisation scale uncertainties [41]. The renormalisation scale uncertainty
can be significantly reduced using higher-order computations in the heavy top effective
field theory described above; however, the mass scheme uncertainty can not be addressed
in this limit, so it becomes the dominant theoretical uncertainty on Higgs pair produc-
tion. The same fate is known to be suffered by several other amplitudes in the Higgs
sector, including off-shell Higgs boson production [46, 47], Z-Higgs production [48, 49]
and ZZ production via an intermediate Higgs boson.

Owing to the complexity of the NLO QCD corrections to Higgs pair production and
the fact that they are known only numerically, significant effort has been invested to
obtain results in various limits, namely,

1. High-energy limit1: s, |t|, |u| ≫ m2
t ≫ m2

H [50–53],

2. Small Higgs boson mass limit: s, |t|, |u| ≫ m2
H [54, 55],

1Note that the term “high-energy limit” is often synonymous with the forward scattering – or Regge
– limit where −t/s ≪ 1, in this work we do not impose a hierarchy between the kinematic invariants.
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3. Small-pT and/or small-t [53, 56],

4. Near to the top-quark threshold: s ∼ 4m2
t [57].

In this work, we focus on the first of these approximations and investigate to what extent
the behaviour of the mass corrections in this limit can be understood using the Method of
Regions (MoR) approach [58–61], Soft-Collinear Effective Field Theory (SCET) [62–66]
and related tools [67–74]. Similar analyses have been carried out for the single Higgs
boson production and decay amplitudes [75–87], Higgs boson plus jet [88] and power-
enhanced QED corrections for Bs → ℓℓ [89, 90].

In Section 2, we describe the general structure of the gg → HH amplitudes at fixed
order, first by analysing the regions present in the scalar integrals and then discussing
how the regions contribute at the amplitude level at one- and two- loop level. In Section 3,
we introduce a SCET-based analysis of mass corrections to gg → HH and describe how
the leading-power (LP) and next-to-leading power (NLP) mass effects can be resumed.
In Section 4, we discuss to what extent the leading and sub-leading mass effects capture
the mass dependence of the amplitude at high-energy and show how resuming the leading
mass corrections reduces the mass scheme uncertainty. Finally, Section 5 presents our
conclusions and outlook.

2 Structure of the amplitudes at fixed order

h(q4)g(q2)

g(q1) h(q3) g(q1)

g(q2)

h(q3)

h(q4)

1/s

Figure 1: The leading order QCD diagrams contributing to gg → HH. The left (box)
diagram is proportional to y2t , while the right (triangle) diagram is proportional to yt.

We consider the process g(q1)g(q2) → H(−q3)H(−q4), with all momenta defined to
be incoming. The amplitude can be parametrised in terms of the usual Mandelstam
invariants,

s = (q1 + q2)
2, t = (q1 + q3)

2, u = (q2 + q3)
2. (2.1)

The gg → HH amplitude can be decomposed in terms of two form factors, which can
be chosen to be the helicity amplitudes, A1 = −M++ = −M−−, and A2 = −M+− =
−M−+. Furthermore, the QCD corrections can be separated into box diagrams, Ai,y2t

, in
which both Higgs bosons couple to a massive quark line and triangle diagrams, Ai,ytλ3 ,
in which a single off-shell Higgs boson couples to the massive quark line and splits into
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two Higgs bosons via a trilinear self-coupling (here, for simplicity, we consider only the
top quark to be massive). Explicitly,

A1 = TF
GF√
2

αs

2π
s

[
3m2

H

s−m2
H

A1,ytλ3 + A1,y2t

]
, A2 = TF

GF√
2

αs

2π
s
[
A2,y2t

]
. (2.2)

The form factors can then be further expanded in powers of the strong coupling as

Ai,j =
∑
k=0

(αs

2π

)k
A

(k)
i,j , i = 1, 2, j = y2t , ytλ3. (2.3)

Representative leading-order diagrams are shown in Fig. 1.
We will focus on the behaviour of the amplitudes in the high-energy limit,

s, |t|, |u| ≫ m2
t ≫ m2

H . (2.4)

Since, from the perspective of QCD, the dependence on m2
H is only through the external

kinematical invariants and the s-channel propagator in the triangle-type contribution,
we will focus on the mt mass dependence and take m2

t ≫ m2
H , i.e. we first set mH =

0 and then perform expansion in the small top-mass, mt. Restoring the kinematical
dependence on mH is straightforward after factorisation of the amplitude at the scale
mt. We define our power counting parameter as λ = mt/Q, where Q is of the order of
large invariants s, |t|, |u|.

We expand the amplitude around a small Higgs boson mass, mH ∼ 0. To lead-
ing power in the mH expansion, this means that external momenta and Mandelstam
invariants obey,

q21 = q22 = q23 = q24 = 0, s+ t+ u = 0. (2.5)

The contribution of the triangle-type (ytλ3) diagrams is power-suppressed by m2
H/s rel-

ative to the box amplitude For this case, the all-order structure of the mass-logarithms
can be obtained from existing results for single Higgs production [78, 84–86, 91], and
therefore we do not discuss it further.

The starting point of this work is the observation that the result for one- and two-
loop box contributions to the gg → HH amplitude in the OS scheme can be written in
the high-energy limit as [39,40,51],

A
(0)

i,y2t
= y2t fi(s, t) +O(y2tm

2
t ) , (2.6)

A
(1)

i,y2t
= 3CF A

(0)
i log

[
m2

t

s

]
+ y2t gi(s, t) +O(y2tm

2
t ) , (2.7)

where gi does not depend on mt. The functions fi are the leading order leading power
(in mt) expressions for the form factors, explicitly they are given by [51],

f1 =
8

s
, f2 =

2

st(s+ t)

[
−l21ts(s+ t)2 − l2tst

2 − π2(s2 + 2st+ 2t2)
]
, (2.8)
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and

lts = log

(
− t

s

)
+ iπ, l1ts = log

(
1 +

t

s

)
+ iπ. (2.9)

The appearance of a leading CF term at two-loops can be understood as originating from
the mass renormalisation counter-term as can seen by converting the top-quark mass to
the MS scheme [40]. Since the leading mass-dependent logarithm comes only from the

mass counter-term, we can predict the leading behaviour of A
(1)

i,y2t
in the small mass limit

just from the leading order A
(0)

i,y2t
result and the mass renormalisation counter-term.

Having noted the above, the immediate questions are,

1. Why does the box amplitude have such a simple structure?

2. Can super-leading/power-enhanced mt terms appear in the integrals at higher
loops, and can they spoil this picture?

In other words, we wish to establish whether or not the simple structure observed at
one- and two-loop order persist to all orders in the QCD coupling.

To answer the above questions, we begin by analysing the process using the MoR and
write down the modes and regions that contribute at each order in the power expansion
in the quark mass. In the first step, we study individual scalar integrals, then we analyse
complete amplitudes. In Section 3, using the understanding gained from the MoR anal-
ysis, we use the tools of SCET to construct a field theory description of the physics and
build a framework that allows the small mass expansion to be studied systematically at
higher orders.

2.1 Structure of the scalar integrals

Our analysis of the process begins by applying the MoR to individual scalar Feynman
integrals. This procedure was carried out in detail in parameter space for one- and two-
loop integrals in Ref. [92] and used to calculate the integrals in an expansion around a
small quark mass. Here, we will repeat this procedure instead focusing on building an
interpretation of each region in terms of the scaling of the loop-momentum.

To obtain the regions, we first express the integrals using the Lee-Pomeransky rep-
resentation [93]. A scalar integral corresponding to a graph G in D = 4− 2ϵ space-time
dimensions may be written as,

I(G) = Γ(D/2)

Γ((L+ 1)D/2− ν)
∏

e∈G Γ(νe)

∫ ∞

0

(∏
e∈G

dxe
xe

)
I(x; s), (2.10)

I(x; s) =

(∏
e∈G

xνee

)
· (P(x; s))−D/2 , P(x; s) ≡ U(x) + F(x; s), (2.11)
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where νe is the exponent of the denominator associated to the propagator e, and ν ≡∑
e∈G νe. The polynomial P(x; s) is the Lee-Pomeransky polynomial, for an N propaga-

tor integral it depends on N Lee-Pomeransky parameters which we denote by x and a set
of Lorentz invariants (or Mandelstam variables) and masses which we denote collectively
by s. The polynomials U(x) and F(x; s) are the first and second Symanzik polynomials.

The particular limit we are interested in can be defined by introducing a small pa-
rameter λ and rescaling the kinematic invariants/masses according to:

mt → λmt, s→ s, t→ t, u→ u. (2.12)

In parameter space, each region is defined as a set of scalings (with respect to the small
parameter λ) of each Lee-Pomeransky parameter. For example, for an integral depending
on the parameters x1, . . . , xN , a region (R) may be given by the scaling

(R) : x1 → λu
R
1 x1, x2 → λu

R
2 x2, . . . , xN → λu

R
NxN , (2.13)

along with an overall rescaling of the expansion parameter λ→ λu
R
N+1 . The set of scalings

can be collected into a region vector uR = (uR1 , . . . , u
R
N+1). For Euclidean kinematics,

the regions that appear in parameter space can be obtained automatically using existing
tools [94,95]2. One advantage of using the Lee-Pomeransky representation for the MoR is
that the scaling of parameter xe is identical to the scaling of the corresponding propagator
up to an overall shift of the u vector [73,97].

In general, the expanded integrals are no longer regulated in dimensional regular-
isation. Instead, we find a new type of singularity that cancels between the different
regions. These rapidity divergences are due to the so-called factorisation (or collinear)
anomaly [98,99]. The physical reason for their appearance has been understood in SCET
as a breakdown of the EFT’s classical boost (or reparametrisation) symmetry by quan-
tum corrections. We can regulate this type of singularity by using an analytic regulator,
i.e. shifting the powers of the propagators away from 1 to 1 ± η. Once all regions are
added, the procedure involves taking the limit η → 0 before imposing the limit ϵ→ 0 to
obtain the correct answer.

2.1.1 One-loop

Let us consider the one-loop scalar box integral shown in Fig. 2, the integral is defined
in momentum space as,

I = eγEϵµ2ϵ

∫
dDℓ

iπD/2

1[
ℓ2 −m2

t

]α[
(ℓ+ q1)2 −m2

t

]β[
(ℓ+ q1 + q2)2 −m2

t

]γ[
(ℓ− q3)2 −m2

t

]δ .
(2.14)

Expanding around small mt using the MoR, we obtain five regions in parameter space,

u(1) = (−2,−2, 0, 0), u(2) = (0,−2,−2, 0), u(3) = (−2, 0, 0,−2),

2It is known that, away from Euclidean kinematics additional work has to be done to reveal hid-
den/Glauber regions, see for example Refs. [74, 94,96].
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q1

q4

q3

q2

ℓ

t

ℓ + q1

s

ℓ + q1 + q2

ℓ − q3

α

β

γ

δ

1

2
3

4

Figure 2: Kinematics of the one-loop scalar box integral. The internal lines are massive,
with mass mt, and the external lines are massless. The circled numbers refer to the order
in which the propagators appear in the region vectors in (2.15) and α, β, γ, δ refer to the
propagator powers.

u(4) = (0, 0,−2,−2), u(5) = (0, 0, 0, 0). (2.15)

These regions correspond to the various internal propagators having either a hard scal-
ing ∼ λ0 or a power suppressed scaling ∼ λ2. The regions are identical to those consid-
ered in Ref. [92] up to a rescaling required to convert the Lee-Pomeransky parameters
to Feynman parameters, see Eq.(2.8) of Ref. [73].

While it is possible to calculate the integrals directly for each region, we would first
like to interpret these regions in terms of the scaling of the loop-momentum ℓ. This will
help us in Section 3, where we connect our calculation to SCET and derive a factorisation
theorem.

Let us begin with the region u(1). Based on the region vector, we can infer that the
propagators ℓ2−m2

t and (ℓ+ q1)
2−m2

t must scale as λ2 and that (ℓ+ q1+ q2)
2−m2

t and
(ℓ − q3)

2 −m2
t scale as λ0. For energetic particles close to the mass shell, it is natural

to formulate the analysis in terms of components of the momenta decomposed using
light-cone vectors as follows

ℓµ = (n+ · ℓ)n
µ
−

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓµ−

+(n− · ℓ)n
µ
+

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓµ+

+ℓµ⊥ =
(
n+ · ℓ, n− · ℓ, ℓ⊥

)
. (2.16)

where nµ
− and nµ

+ are the two light-like vectors satisfying n2
− = n2

+ = 0, n− · n+ = 2,
and ⊥ indicates the directions perpendicular to both of these vectors. If we take the
qµ1 momentum to be in the nµ

− direction, such that n+ · q1 ∼ λ0, and consider our loop
momentum to be collinear to q1, i.e.

ℓµ = (n+ · ℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
O(λ0)

nµ
−

2
+ (n− · ℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

O(λ2)

nµ
+

2
+ ℓµ⊥︸︷︷︸

O(λ)

, (2.17)

we obtain the following scalings for the scalar products

ℓ2 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ · q1 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ · q2 ∼ λ0Q2, ℓ · q3 ∼ λ0Q2, (2.18)
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uR order interpretation routing

(-2, -2, 0, 0) 4− 2(ϵ+ α + β) c1 ℓ

(0, -2, -2, 0) 4− 2(ϵ+ β + γ) c2 ℓ− q1

(-2, 0, 0, -2) 4− 2(ϵ+ α + δ) c3 ℓ+ q3

(0, 0, -2, -2) 4− 2(ϵ+ γ + δ) c4 ℓ− q1 − q2

(0, 0, 0, 0) 0 h n/a

Table 1: The regions of the one-loop diagram and their interpretation in terms of hard
and collinear modes. The routing is identified by specifying the momentum flowing
through the propagator labelled α in Fig. 2. Note that for the scalar “corner” integral
α = β = γ = δ = 1 and all regions enter at leading power.

since by construction there is a wide separation between the directions of the four ex-
ternal particles. Inputting these scalings into the propagators, we see that the region
described by the region vector u(1) is consistently identified as the one with loop mo-
mentum collinear to q1. We denote this region as c1.

To reveal the nature of the second region u(2), we need to perform a shift in the
loop momentum because, according to the region vector, the third propagator, namely
(ℓ+ q1 + q2)

2 −m2
t in the original routing, should scale as λ2. However, despite the fact

that ℓ · q2 ∼ λ2, the propagator scales as λ0 since q1 · q2 ∼ λ0. As such, we note a well-
known fact: the diagram’s momentum routing can obscure a region’s physical nature.
In the region where the loop momentum ℓ is collinear to q2, the scalar products scale as

ℓ2 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ · q1 ∼ λ0Q2, ℓ · q2 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ · q3 ∼ λ0Q2, (2.19)

and we find that the correct scaling for the propagators is obtained after shifting ℓ→ ℓ−q1
in Fig. 2. With the correct routing, we can now identify the region described by region
vector u(2) as collinear to q2, i.e. c2.

Finally, to reveal u(3) and u(4) we must consider the frame spanned by q3 and q4.
It should not be surprising that our ability to identify regions depends on which of the
four-momenta we eliminate or, in other words, which frame we choose. One can easily
show that using the shifts ℓ→ ℓ+ q3 and ℓ→ ℓ− q1− q2 we can identify the momentum-
space representation for regions defined by vectors u(3) and u(4) respectively. The fifth
region, u(5), is easily identified as the hard region, which always manifests as uRi = 0.
As all components of the loop momentum are large, it does not matter which frame or
routing we consider.

We summarise our findings in Table 1. The order in λ at which each region begins
contributing is shown in the second column. At the level of the scalar integral, in the
limit ϵ → 0 and α, β, γ, δ → 1, all regions enter and contribute at leading power ∼ λ0.
In Fig. 3, we depict each region and their physical interpretation, propagators shown in
orange are collinear to external momentum, while black propagators are hard modes.

Our choice of rapidity regulator makes the soft region scaleless at one-loop, but this is
not true for a different choice of regulator. For example, by setting the analytic regulators

8



(−2,−2, 0, 0) (0,−2,−2, 0) (0, 0,−2,−2) (−2, 0, 0,−2)

Figure 3: Regions for the one-loop diagram in Fig. 1. The orange propagators are
collinear to one of the external momenta (also coloured), while the black propagators
have a hard scaling. Purely hard region with all propagators black is not depicted.

α = β = γ = δ = 1 and instead introducing an additional propagator 1/(2ℓ · (q2 − q1))
η

to regulate the integral, we obtain two additional regions,

u(6) = (−2,−1, 0,−1,−1), u(7) = (0,−1,−2,−1,−1). (2.20)

The new regions enter at leading power in λ for the scalar integrals and can be interpreted
as soft regions. The loop momentum has the following scaling in the newly revealed soft
regions,

ℓµ = (n+ · ℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
O(λ)

nµ
−

2
+ (n− · ℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

O(λ)

nµ
+

2
+ ℓµ⊥︸︷︷︸

O(λ)

, (2.21)

yielding the following scaling for the scalar products

ℓ2 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ · q1 ∼ λQ2, ℓ · q2 ∼ λQ2. (2.22)

The particular choice of the regulator adopted here is consistent with Ref. [81] for on-shell
kinematics and preserves the analytic properties of the integral.

Once the regions and routings which reveal their nature in momentum space have
been identified, we can perform calculation of the integrals directly in momentum space.
The integral required in the hard region corresponds to the integral in (2.14) withmt = 0.
It well-defined without analytic regulators, so α = β = γ = δ = 1, and it is known in
literature. However, the collinear regions require a new integral to be considered, which
we perform with arbitrary powers α, β, γ, and δ. As an example, we will discuss the c1
region, which, in momentum space, takes the form

I = eγEϵµ2ϵ

∫
dDℓ

iπD/2

1[
ℓ2 −m2

t

]α[
(ℓ+ q1−)2 −m2

t

]β[
2(ℓ+ q1−) · q2+

]γ[− 2ℓ · q3+
]δ .
(2.23)

From this we can infer that I ∝ (n− · q3)−δ(n− · q2)−γ. Since qµ1− is the only external
vector in the nµ

− direction, we can deduce

I =
(
− (n+ · q1)(n− · q3)︸ ︷︷ ︸

t

)−δ(
− (n+ · q1)(n− · q2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

s

)−γ(
m2

t

)D/2−α−β

I0(α, β, γ, δ;D) ,

(2.24)
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where we have found the dependence on mt from dimensional analysis. The remaining
integral I0 is now a function of the powers of propagators and the space-time dimension.
Explicit calculation shows that

I0 =
(
eγEϵµ2ϵ

)
(−1)α+β+γ+δΓ[−2 + ϵ+ α + β]

Γ[β]Γ[α]

Γ[α− γ]Γ[β − δ]

Γ[α + β − δ − γ]
. (2.25)

This result concludes our discussion of the one-loop box, all other box integrals appearing
in the amplitude can be obtained from crossing the diagram in Fig. 2.

2.1.2 Two-loop

ℓ1 ℓ2

q1

q2

q3

q4

P1

ℓ1

ℓ2q1

q2

q4

q3

NP1

ℓ1 ℓ2

q1

q2

q3

q4

P2

ℓ1

ℓ2q1

q2

q4

q3

NP2

Figure 4: The four top-level two-loop topologies. Massless particles (Higgs bosons and
gluons) are depicted with dashed lines, massive top quarks are shown as solid lines. We
indicate the lines that carry the loop momenta for our default routing.

At the two-loop order, there are four top-level (7-propagator) topologies to consider,
they are shown in Fig. 4: a planar box and a non-planar box that each contain either
predominantly top quarks or gluon propagators. As the number of possible routings,
frame choices, and regions proliferates beyond one-loop, we have automated the routing-
finding algorithm. Our code considers the scaling of each scalar product for each possible
region and frame and then applies it to all possible shifts. To limit the number of shifts,
we only consider those that result in two propagators being directly identical to the
two-loop momenta. We observe that this procedure is sufficient for the problem of
identifying soft and collinear regions at hand, but it is possible to construct regions
that cannot be straightforwardly revealed this way, for example Glauber, threshold and
potential regions. This code is currently being integrated as part of pySecDec [100].

We begin by considering the diagram P1, shown in Fig. 4. We first use standard
techniques to obtain the region vectors of expansion around smallmt in parameter space.
In total, we obtain 13 regions for this diagram. In the limit ϵ → 0 we find that, for
this planar scalar integral, all regions enter at leading power. Next, using the routing
algorithm, we find a suitable routing that enables us to interpret the regions in terms of
the scaling of the loop momenta. In Fig. 5 we display each region vector, using colours to
represent the physical interpretation of each region, with orange for the first collinear
mode, blue for the second collinear mode and black for hard modes. We note that
all regions can be described purely in terms of the loop momenta becoming collinear to
some external momenta. The soft mode is absent from the expansion of this diagram.
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Figure 5: Regions for the two-loop diagram P1 in Fig. 4. Propagators and external lines
are coloured orange for the first collinear mode, blue for the second collinear mode,
and black for the hard modes. Purely hard region is not depicted.

Next, we focus on the non-planar two-loop diagram NP1. Repeating the above
procedure, we obtain 14 regions for this diagram. Here, we observe a new feature that
was not present in the one-loop or two-loop planar diagrams: there is a mode that causes
the propagators to scale as ∼ λ1. This new mode can be understood by allowing the
loop momentum to have a soft scaling.

The interpretation of each region is again shown graphically in Fig. 6 with orange for
the first collinear mode, blue for the second collinear mode, green for soft modes and
black for hard modes. However, the presence of the soft region constrains the possible
valid momentum routing further as it fixes the routing completely (up to permutations
of ℓ1 and ℓ2). We also present the interpretations, along with shifts in routing needed to
reveal the regions, in Table 2 for the convenience of the reader.

The region analysis of diagram P2 and NP2 proceeds similarly to P1 and NP1, re-
spectively. In all four topologies, all regions obtained can be interpreted as loop momenta
becoming soft or collinear to an external momentum, see Appendix B for a depiction of
each region and their interpretation in momentum space according to the colour coding
described above.

In summary, we find that at the one- and two-loop level the following loop momenta
modes are sufficient to interpret all regions appearing in the small-mass expansion,

hard : ℓµH ∼ Q (1, 1, 1), (2.26)

collinear− qi : ℓµCi
∼ Q (1, λ2, λ), (2.27)

soft : ℓµS ∼ Q (λ, λ, λ). (2.28)

For the collinear-qi mode we use light-cone vectors nµ
+ and nµ

− defined above generalised
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Figure 6: Regions for the two-loop diagram NP1 in Fig. 4. Propagators and external
lines are coloured orange for the first collinear mode, blue for the second collinear
mode, green for the soft modes, and black for the hard modes. Purely hard region is
not depicted.
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uR order interpretation routing

(-2, -2, -2, 0, 0, 0, -2) −4ϵ c1c1 ℓ1, ℓ2

(-2, -2, 0, 0, -2, -2, 0) −4ϵ c1c1 ℓ1, ℓ2 − q3 − q4

(-2, -1, 0, -1, -2, -2, -1) −1− 4ϵ ss ℓ1, ℓ2 − q3 − q4

(-2, 0, 0, -2, -2, -2, 0) −4ϵ c3c3 ℓ1, ℓ2 − q4

(-2, 0, 0, 0, -2, -2, -2) −4ϵ c2c2 ℓ1, ℓ2 − q3 − q4

(-1, -2, -2, -1, 0, -1, -2) −1− 4ϵ ss ℓ1 − q1, ℓ2

(0, -2, -2, -2, 0, 0, -2) −4ϵ c4c4 ℓ1 − q1, ℓ2

(0, -2, -2, 0, 0, -2, -2) −4ϵ c2c2 ℓ1 − q1, ℓ2

(0, 0, -2, -2, 0, -2, -2) −4ϵ c4c̄2 ℓ1 − ℓ2 + q3 + q4, ℓ1

(0, 0, -2, -2, 0, 0, 0) −2ϵ c4h ℓ1 − ℓ2 + q3 + q4, ℓ1

(0, 0, 0, -2, -2, -2, -2) −4ϵ c3c̄2 ℓ1 − ℓ2 + q3, ℓ1 − q4

(0, 0, 0, -2, -2, 0, 0) −2ϵ c3h ℓ1 − ℓ2 + q3, ℓ1 − q4

(0, 0, 0, 0, 0, -2, -2) −2ϵ hc2 ℓ1, ℓ1 + ℓ2 − q3 − q4

(0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0) 0 hh n/a

Table 2: The regions of the two-loop diagram NP1 and their interpretation in terms of
hard, collinear, and soft modes. The routing shifts are relative to one given for the NP1
diagram in Fig. 4. The order given is valid when all propagators are raised to power 1
and the dependence on additional analytic regulators is suppressed.
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for each of the collinear directions. See beginning of Section 3 for explicit construction.

2.1.3 Three-loop and beyond

In the previous sections, we have categorised the loop momenta scaling relevant for
understanding the region expansion up to two-loops. The complete knowledge of these
regions allows us to compute the one-loop and two-loop amplitudes not only at leading
power but also at any order in the power expansion.

q1

q2 q4

q3
ℓ1

ℓ2

ℓ3

q1

q2 q4

q3

ℓ1 ℓ2ℓ3

Figure 7: Example three-loop diagrams containing modes beyond soft, collinear, and
hard. (left) A region with a hard-collinear-q2 loop momentum, shown in blue. (right)
A region containing a soft-collinear-q1 loop momentum, shown in pink. Both diagrams
also contain soft in green and collinear in orange loop momenta.

If we wish to understand the all-order structure of the QCD corrections to HH
production at any order in the power expansion, we must ask if additional loop momenta
scalings appear in the region expansion beyond two-loops. We generate all diagrams
relevant to Higgs pair production at three-loops and obtain a list of all regions appearing
in the MoR analysis for each diagram. Using the tool described in the previous section,
we find that considering only the collinear and soft loop momenta modes is insufficient
to capture the regions appearing at three-loops, see Figure 7 for example diagrams
that contain additional loop momenta modes. However, adding the following three-loop
momenta modes allows us to describe the regions appearing in diagrams containing up
to three-loops,

hard− collinear− qi : ℓµHCi
∼ Q (1, λ, λ1/2), (2.29)

soft− collinear− qi : ℓµSCi
∼ Q (λ, λ2, λ3/2), (2.30)

ultra− soft : ℓµUS ∼ Q (λ2, λ2, λ2). (2.31)

The appearance of new loop momentum scalings at each loop order in the small mass
expansion is consistent with other results in the literature, see for example Ref. [70],
which discusses the modes appearing in the small mass expansion of heavy-to-light de-
cays. In the present analysis, we expect further modes to enter at four-loop and for each
additional loop order.

Suppose we instead only wish to understand the all-order structure at leading power.
In that case, it is important to consider not only the regions relevant to the expansion of
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the scalar integrals but also the order in which they are relevant to the power expansion
of the complete amplitude. In particular, regions can be power-suppressed (or enhanced)
by the non-trivial numerator structure of gauge amplitudes. In Sections 2.2 and 2.3 we
will analyse the power suppression due to the numerator of the amplitude at one- and
two-loops, respectively. In Section 3, we will discuss the general all-order structure of
the amplitude.

2.2 Structure of the one-loop amplitude

The hard region can be computed by rescaling parameters according to Eq. (2.13) with
region vector u(h) and then expanding about small λ. This procedure is equivalent to
directly expanding the original integrand in mt. Expanding to next-to-leading power,
the hard region result for the first form factor is given by,

A
(h)

1,y2t
=
4y2t
s

{
2− 2m2

t

[
− 2

ϵ2s
− 1

ϵ

(
s2 + 2tu

stu
ls +

lt
u
+
lu
t

)
+
−l2s + 2l2t + 2l2u

s
+
ls lt
t

+
ls lu
u

+
(t− u)2 lt lu

stu

−
(
2

s
+

1

t
+

1

u

)
ls −

t lt
su

− u lu
st

+
60 + 13π2

6s

]
+O(m4

t )

}
, (2.32)

where lx = ln(−µ2/x). The hard region can be evaluated without an additional analytic
regulator and does not generate logarithms involving the top-quark mass. The leading
power term in the mt expansion is finite in the ϵ → 0 limit and corresponds to the
massless, mt = 0, amplitude. The terms at next-to-leading power and beyond contain
poles in ϵ that must be cancelled by the poles appearing in the collinear regions.

The collinear regions can be computed similarly after rescaling parameters according
to the region vectors u(c1), . . . ,u(c4). The singularities in the collinear regions are not fully
regulated by ϵ alone. We introduce an additional analytic regulator η with α = β = 1+η
and γ = δ = 1 − η. The singular dependence on the additional regulator will cancel
among the collinear regions, and we can ultimately take the limit η → 0 after summing
the results for the collinear regions. Computing each region of the first form factor to
next-to-leading power we obtain:

A
(c1)

1,y2t
=

−4y2tm
2
t µ

2ϵeγEϵΓ(2η)2Γ(ϵ+ 2η)

s(stu)(1− 2η − ϵ)Γ(4η)Γ(1 + η)2

(
1

m2
t

)2η+ϵ

×
{
(−t)η(−u)η
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s2
(
1 + 2ϵ2 − (2 + η)ϵ

)
− 2η tu

]
+(−s)η(−t)η

[
su
(
1 + 2ϵ2 − (2 + η)ϵ

)
− tu(1− 3η − (2− 5η)ϵ)

]
+(−s)η(−u)η

[
st
(
1 + 2ϵ2 − (2 + η)ϵ

)
− tu(1− 3η − (2− 5η)ϵ)

]}
, (2.33)
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A
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t e
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Two features are immediately apparent: firstly, the leading power y2tm
0
t term is not

present for the collinear regions, and so their contribution to the amplitude starts only
at the next-to-leading power, secondly, the collinear regions can generate logarithms of
mt from (1/m2

t )
2η+ϵ hitting poles in either η or ϵ. The second feature means that the

logarithmic dependence on mt beyond leading power is significantly more complicated
and necessitates the study of the collinear regions at next-to-leading power.

Here, we have presented results only for the first form factor. The second form
factor can be computed straightforwardly using the same techniques; the expressions are
significantly longer, but, the collinear regions are again suppressed relative to the hard
region.

As will become apparent in what follows, the collinear regions are suppressed relative
to the hard region at the level of the amplitude due to helicity conservation. We note that,
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as discussed in Section 2.1.1, all regions contribute at leading power in the limit ϵ, η → 0
for the scalar integrals. However, when considering a collinear region, at amplitude level
we can see that we obtain an extra power of m2

t from the Dirac algebra. We will discuss
the reason behind this power suppression of soft/collinear regions in Section 3.

2.3 Structure of the two-loop amplitude

In Section 2.2, it was shown by explicit calculation that at one-loop, the collinear regions
are suppressed by two powers ofmt relative to the hard region and thus do not contribute
at leading power. We stated that the origin of this suppression at the amplitude level
is helicity conservation. We now examine to what extent the collinear and soft regions
are suppressed relative to the hard region beyond one-loop. As a starting point, let
us consider the top-level two-loop topologies shown in Fig. 4. In principle, we could
compute each region’s amplitude at the two-loop level. However, it is possible to show
that the contributions must be suppressed by considering the behaviour of the numerator
of the amplitude without computing the scalar integrals.

The analysis of the non-planar topologies is more involved than the planar topologies
due to the presence of the soft regions. Here, we will present the analysis of the regions
of diagram NP1 in detail; the procedure for the remaining diagrams follows identically.
Considering the first region given in Table 2, both loop momenta, ℓ1, ℓ2, are collinear to
the external momentum p1. Taking just the numerator of the diagram, we can shift the
loop momenta according to the “routing” column of Table 2. Next, we can insert the
following scalings of the loop momenta,

ℓ21 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ22 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ1 · ℓ2 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ1 · q1 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ2 · q1 ∼ λ2Q2, (2.37)

which follows from the fact that the loop momenta are both collinear to q1. Furthermore,
to leading power, if the loop momenta are collinear to an external momentum, then we
can additionally use that

ℓ1 ∝ q1, ℓ2 ∝ q1. (2.38)

Inserting these relations, we find that the numerator of the amplitude, after applying
projectors and computing traces, scales as λ2 and is suppressed by two powers of mt

relative to the hard region. Since the scalar integral contributes at m0
t for this region,

we can conclude that the region is suppressed by at least two powers of mt.
Let us now consider the third region of NP1 given in Table 2. In this region both

loop momenta are instead soft and therefore scale as,

ℓ21 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ22 ∼ λ2Q2, ℓ1 · ℓ2 ∼ λ2Q2,

ℓ1 · q2 ∼ λQ2, ℓ1 · q3 ∼ λQ2, ℓ1 · q4 ∼ λQ2, (2.39)

ℓ2 · q2 ∼ λQ2, ℓ2 · q3 ∼ λQ2, ℓ2 · q4 ∼ λQ2.
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Inserting these relations into the numerator of the amplitude, we again find that it scales
as λ2. However, unlike the collinear and hard regions, the underlying scalar integral itself
is enhanced by a power of m−1

t as can be seen in the 3rd and 6th rows of the “order”
column of Table 2. Therefore, from this analysis, we conclude that, at the level of
individual diagram topologies, the soft-soft region is suppressed by at least one power of
mt relative to the hard region.

This exercise may be repeated for each diagram and region entering the two-loop
amplitude. We have performed this procedure for each of the top-level two-loop diagrams
and observe that the soft and collinear regions are indeed suppressed by at least one power
of mt relative to the hard. This is consistent with the result of Ref. [51] in which the
leading term of the two-loop amplitude appears to originate solely from the hard region.
The discussion above was focussed only on topologies that include one closed fermion
loop. We have verified that the outcome does not change when considering the full set
of diagrams. This is also true beyond the two-loop level.

We remark that the above analysis can also be carried out at one-loop, which makes it
possible to establish that the collinear regions are suppressed without having to compute
any integrals as we did in Section 2.2.

Finally, we note that the hard, collinear, and soft regions can be computed separately
at two-loops. We have argued that only the hard region is required to describe the am-
plitude at leading power, but all modes will eventually contribute beyond leading power.
In principle, the amplitude computation in a given region is simpler than computing
the entire amplitude and then expanding. This is because the amplitude will depend
non-trivially on fewer scales after applying the method of regions, which simplifies the
evaluation of the master integrals and, naively, results in a simpler IBP reduction. How-
ever, the presence of the analytic regulator complicates matters. Some IBP codes, such
as Kira [101], support analytic regulators, but the regulator still increases the complex-
ity, acting like an additional scale or dimensional regulator. Luckily, one may use the
factorising properties of the amplitude (see Section 3) and only calculate the regions that
are required to obtain the two-loop contribution to a jet function. Crucially, this implies
that we can ignore the mixed hard and collinear regions that arise from a one-loop times
one-loop contribution, which usually have a more complicated kinematic dependence.
For integrals where, as in Eq. (2.24), the scaling factorises, the IBP can be carried out
without any scales, greatly simplifying the calculation. Finally, by first expanding we
also avoid having to calculate integrals to a higher power in mt than required.

3 All-order factorisation in Effective Field Theory

The high-energy structure of the amplitude can be captured using subleading power
SCET formalism suitable for processes with multiple collinear directions. Building on
the fixed-order MoR investigations in the preceding sections, we construct an effective
field theory description, which formalises and elucidates our findings to all orders in
perturbation theory. We explore the structure of factorisation to next-to-leading power
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Figure 8: The light-cone directions for gg → HH. In the partonic center-of-mass frame,
the gluons and Higgs bosons are back-to-back; hence n2± can be eliminated in favour of
nµ
1∓, n

µ
2± = nµ

1∓ and similarly for nµ
4± = nµ

3∓.

in the high-energy expansion where hard, collinear, and soft regions all contribute to
the amplitude, and discuss the underlying reasons for the straightforward leading power
result where only the hard region is present. In this section, we follow conventions
introduced in [102–104], see also [105,106].

To set up the framework, we generalise the notation introduced in the previous section
and introduce a set of light-cone reference vectors nµ

i− and nν
i+ for each collinear direction

i, j, . . ., such that ni− · nj− ∼ ni+ · nj+ ∼ O(1) for all i ̸= j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, and n2
i+ =

n2
i− = 0, ni− · ni+ = 2. In a generic reference frame, the on-shell external momenta for

massless scattering can then be written as

qµi = (ni+ · qi)
nµ
i−

2
. (3.1)

The metric tensor is decomposed as

gµν = nµ
i+

nν
i−

2
+ nµ

i−
nν
i+

2
+ gµν⊥i

, (3.2)

which implicitly defines gµν⊥i
, and for an arbitrary momentum k the decomposition along

the i−th light-cone direction is given by

kµ = (ni+ · k)n
µ
i−

2
+ (ni− · k)n

µ
i+

2
+ kµ⊥i

. (3.3)

The label ⊥i denotes directions perpendicular to nµ
i− and nµ

i+ such that ni− · k⊥i
=

ni+ · k⊥i
= 0, but not necessarily with respect to another direction j: ni± · k⊥j

̸= 0. For
the 2-to-2 kinematics in the problem at hand, it is often convenient to use the partonic
centre-of-mass frame, where nµ

1± = nµ
2∓ and nµ

3± = nµ
4∓.
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3.1 Hard scale µ2 ∼ s

The large kinematic invariants s, t, u for the wide-angle scattering amplitude set the hard
scale for the process, at which the Standard Model has to be matched onto the effective
field theory. The power-counting arguments given below are valid to all orders in the
strong coupling constant αs, and we work only to the leading order in the electroweak
couplings. Nonetheless, we provide the relevant expression for the collinear Higgs La-
grangian below that can be used to extend this work to all orders in the electroweak
expansion.

First, let us briefly review the SCET formalism for multi-jet processes. The SCET
operators are constructed from collinear-gauge invariant building blocks given by [107],

ψci(x) ∈

χci(x) = W †
ci
(x)ξci(x) i-collinear quark,

Aµ
ci⊥i

(x) = W †
ci
(x)
[
iDµ

ci⊥i
Wci(x)

]
i-collinear gluon,

(3.4)

where ξci(x) is the i−collinear quark field and the corresponding collinear covariant
derivative is iDµ

ci
(x) = i∂µ + gsA

µ
ci
(x). The i-collinear Wilson line is defined as,

Wci(x) = P exp

[
igs

∫ 0

−∞
ds ni+ · Aci(x+ sni+)

]
, (3.5)

where P denotes the path ordering operator. A generic N -jet operator, up to relative
O(λ2) power-corrections, has the following structure [102],

J =

∫ [∏
ik

dtik

]
C({tik})

N∏
i=1

Jci(ti1 , ti2 ...) , (3.6)

where C({tik}) is a generalised Wilson coefficient, depending on the complete set {tik} =
{tik : i ∈ {1, . . . , N} ∧ k ∈ {1, . . . , Ni}} of light-cone positions, that captures the hard
modes and Jci is a product of Ni collinear building blocks associated with a specific
collinear direction nµ

i+,

Jci(ti1 , ti2 ...) =

Ni≤3∏
k=1

ψcik(tikni+). (3.7)

Since the collinear particles have large momenta components of the order of the hard
scale, the operators are non-local along the light-cone directions as indicated by the
position variable tik .

In SCET, every field has a unique scaling in the expansion parameter λ. Thus,
analysing operators and their λ suppression is straightforward. A single building block
is present at leading power in each collinear direction. There are three ways to extend the
basis of operators to subleading powers [90,102]. First, we can introduce ∂µ⊥ derivatives,
which act on the building blocks present already in the leading power configuration,
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= CLP
[i] (s, t)

(h)

(h)

(h) (h) LP+ . . .
[i]

Figure 9: Graphical representation of the leading order matching to SCET at leading
power. The label (h) denotes the hard scaling of the propagator. The ellipses indicate
the remaining five box diagrams, namely the t- and u-type topologies, in addition to the
depicted s-type topology, as well as the corresponding diagrams with reversed fermion
flow of the top quark loop.

bringing an O(λ) suppression. Second, more building blocks can be added within each
collinear direction. Each additional insertion of ψci induces an O(λ) suppression. Third,
power suppression is induced by direct insertions of factors of mt, which is treated as a
building block to maintain homogeneous power-counting; see also [90]. The basis of sub-
leading power currents includes time-ordered products of subleading power Lagrangian
terms with lower power currents.

3.1.1 Leading power matching

In the case under consideration, the number of collinear directions is set to N = 4 and up
to the two possible helicity projections3, there exists a unique field structure of leading
power operators constructed from collinear gluon and Higgs fields,

J
[i]
LP(t1, t2, t3, t4) = y2tPµν

[i] Ac1⊥1 µ(t1n1+)Ac2⊥2 ν(t2n2+)hc3(t3n3+)hc4(t4n4+) , (3.8)

with i = 1, 2 and the tensors Pµν
[i] are,

Pµν
[1] = gµν − nν

1−n
µ
2−

n1− · n2−
, (3.9)

Pµν
[2] = gµν +

n1− · n2− n
ν
3−n

µ
3−

n1− · n3− n2− · n3−
− nν

1−n
µ
3−

n1− · n3−
− nν

3−n
µ
2−

n3− · n2−
. (3.10)

To perform the matching as depicted in Fig. 9, we calculate in six-flavour QCD the
following matrix element of the operators defined above,

⟨H(q3)H(q4)|
∫
dt

1

g2s
CLP

[i] (t1, t2, t3, t4)J
[i]
LP(t1, t2, t3, t4) |g(q1)g(q2)⟩ ≡ Ai,y2t

(s, t)

∣∣∣∣
hard

(3.11)

where dt = dt1dt2dt3dt4. The form factor Ai,y2t
was defined in (2.2). Here all particles

are massless, i.e. only the hard region contributes to this matching as discussed in

3We could construct the alternative version of the basis using helicity building blocks as in [105,106].
These two methods are equivalent except for the definition of evanescent operators.
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Section 2.1. We could, in principle, perform this matching step in the unbroken phase
of the Standard Model, but it does not offer any advantage when focusing only on the
QCD corrections.

It is customary to define the Fourier-transformed Wilson coefficients,

CLP
[i] (n1+ · q1, n2+ · q2, n3+ · q3, n4+ · q4) =

∫
dt1dt2dt3dt4C

LP
[i] (t1, t2, t3, t4) (3.12)

×e−i (n1+·q1) t1e−i (n2+·q2) t2e−i (n3+·q3) t3e−i (n4+·q4) t4 ,

which depend on the large momentum components of all the collinear fields. Their respec-
tive arguments represent quantities in coordinate space and their Fourier-transformed
counterparts. To shorten the notation, using reparametrisation invariance, we can trade
the large momentum components for Mandelstam variables in the massless kinematics

CLP
[i] (n1+ · q1, n2+ · q2, n3+ · q3, n4+ · q4) ≡ CLP

[i] (s, t) , (3.13)

with s = 2q1 · q2 = n1−·n2−
2

(n1+ · q1)(n2+ · q2), and t = 2q1 · q3 = n1−·n3−
2

(n1+ · q1)(n3+ · q3).
In addition to the leading power current given in (3.8), we will also require LP type

currents with a single (anti)quark field building block in one or two of the collinear
directions, χci(x) in (3.4). These currents can enter the description of the gg → HH
amplitude through time-ordered products with subleading power Lagrangian terms, see
the construction in [102]. In particular, through interactions with the Lξq Lagrangian
an incoming collinear gluon can be turned into a collinear-quark soft-antiquark pair, the
first of which can then participate in the hard scattering described by a current of the
form:

JLP(t1, t2, t3, t4) = y2t χ̄c1(t1n1+)χc2(t2n2+)hc3(t3n3+)hc4(t4n4+) . (3.14)

We discuss the role of these types of currents further in Section 3.2.

3.1.2 Next-to-leading power matching

We are now ready to discuss the leading power mt dependence of the amplitude. Still,
before we proceed, it is instructive to sketch the factorisation at next-to-leading power in
mt expansion to explain the origin of power suppression at NLO and NNLO for collinear
regions observed in Section 2 and generalise it to all orders in αs.

At next-to-leading power, several power-suppressed operators contribute. As outlined
below Eq. (3.7), the basis is constructed from the basic building blocks considered in [102]
and explicit insertions of mt, in analogy with [90]. This section gives examples of two
operators that appear already at leading order in αs and are relevant for the leading
logarithmic resummation at NLP.

The matching of the gg → HH amplitude to a subleading power SCET operator
is presented graphically in Fig. 10. Besides trivial operators with explicit mass sup-
pression, which are directly related to the leading power operator J

[i]
NLP(t1, t2, t3, t4) =
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= CNLP
[i] (s, t; r)

(h)

(h) NLP

(c1)

(c2)

(c3)

(c4)

r

r̄

[i]
+ . . .

Figure 10: Matching to SCET at next-to-leading power. The (h), (ci) labels depict the
scaling of each line. The fraction of collinear momentum carried by the (anti)quark in
the (c1) sector is denoted by r(r̄), where r̄ = (1− r). The ellipses contain the remaining
five permutations of the possible attachments.

m2
tJ

[i]
LP(t1, t2, t3, t4), we need to consider operators with two collinear quark fields in a

single collinear direction.
We begin the analysis with the expression for the tree-level QCD process t(q)+ t̄(q′)+

g(q2) → h(q3) + h(q4), with q + q′ = q1, depicted on the left-hand side. The full QCD
expression for the drawn diagram reads,

MQCD
Fig10 = v̄(q′)

[−iyt√
2

]2 i(−/q′ − /q3 +mt)

(q′ + q3)2 −m2
t

i(/q + /q2 +mt)

(q + q2)2 −m2
t

igsT
Bγνu(q)ε

ν(q2) . (3.15)

The matching is performed on-shell, i.e. the external gluon is chosen to be transverse,
and spinors obey the Dirac equation /qu(q) = mtu(q), v̄(q

′)/q′ = −v̄(q′)mt. Next, we
expand the amplitude in mt. The QCD spinor can be expanded according to (A.5), and
all the momenta respect their collinear scaling. We also introduce momentum fraction
r, such that n1+ · q = rn1+ · q1 and n1+ · q′ = r̄n1+ · q1, where r̄ = (1 − r). The leading
term in mt is

MQCD
Fig10−LP = −igsT

B y2t
2

εν⊥2
(q2)v̄c1(r̄q1)/n3−

r̄(n1+ · q1)n1− · n3−

[
2r(n1+ · q1)n1−ν + (n2+ · q2)/n2−γν

]
r(n1+ · q1)(n2+ · q2)n1− · n2−

uc1(rq1) .

(3.16)

For the matching calculation, it is convenient to choose a frame where q1 and q2 are
back-to-back, such that nµ

1± = nµ
2∓ and ⊥1=⊥2 is perpendicular to the directions nµ

1±.
With this choice, /n3− → n3− · γ⊥1 since the contributions proportional to /n1± vanish
when acting on the collinear spinors. Thus, the results read

MQCD
Fig10−LP = −igsTB y

2
t

2

v̄c1(r̄q1)n3− · γ⊥1

r̄(n1+ · q1)n1− · n3−

/n1+γ⊥1νuc1(rq1)

2r(n1+ · q1)
εν⊥1

(q2) . (3.17)

We can further use the identity

γµ⊥γ
ν
⊥/n± = (gµν⊥ ∓ iϵµν⊥ γ5) /n±, where ϵµν⊥ =

1

2
ϵµναβn+αn−β, (3.18)
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with the convention ϵ0123 = +1. Eq. (3.17) then reduces to,

MQCD
Fig10−LP =

igsT
B

n1− · n3−

y2t
2(n1+ · q1)2

1

rr̄

(
v̄c1(r̄q1)

/n1+

2
uc1(rq1)n3−νε

ν
⊥1
(q2)

+v̄c1(r̄q1)
/n1+

2
γ5uc1(rq1)n

µ
3−iϵ

⊥1
µν ε

ν
⊥1
(q2)

)
, (3.19)

where the result transforms as a scalar and pseudoscalar under rotations in the transverse
plane in the first and second lines, respectively.

The most general basis for an operator built of two collinear fermions consists of scalar
/ni+

2
, pseudoscalar

/ni+

2
γ5, and vector

/ni+

2
γµ⊥i

Dirac structures4. Concretely, the relevant
operators are given by

JSi
(ti1 , ti2) = χ̄ci(ti2ni+)

/ni+

2
χci(ti1ni+), (3.20)

JPi
(ti1 , ti2) = χ̄ci(ti2ni+)

/ni+

2
γ5 χci(ti1ni+), (3.21)

Jν A
Vi

(ti1 , ti2) = χ̄ci(ti2ni+)
/ni+

2
γν⊥i

TA χci(ti1ni+) . (3.22)

Here, we write only colour singlet operators for scalar and pseudoscalars and colour
octet for vector operators since only these operators contribute to the matrix element
we consider. The Fourier transformation with respect to the positions tik is defined by

JXi
(ni+ · qi, r, r̄) = (ni+ · qi)2

∫
dti1dti2e

i(ti1r+ti2 r̄ )ni+·qiJXi
(ti1 , ti2) (3.23)

for X = S, P, V . Only the vector operator has a non-zero overlap with the gluon matrix
element, while the scalar and pseudo-scalar operators do not contribute

⟨0| JS,P (r) |g(q1)⟩ = 0 . (3.24)

Since only scalar and pseudoscalar structures are present in the result in Eq. (3.19), the
leading term in mt expansion does not contribute to vector operators. Therefore, it does
not mix with the gluon; see Fig. 11. This result holds to all orders in αs, since helicity is
conserved in the limit mt → 0. Moreover, summing all leading order diagrams, denoted
by ellipses in Fig. 10, yields a vanishing result.

To get a non-zero contribution, we consider the subleading term in mt in Eq. (3.15).
The result reads

MQCD
Fig10NLP = igsT

B y2t
2(n1+ · q1)2

1

r̄2r2
v̄c1(q

′)
(2mt)

n1+ · q1
nµ
4−

n1− · n4−

nη
3−

n1− · n3−

/n1+

2

4Scalar, pseudoscalar, and vector refer to transformation properties under rotations in the transverse
plane.
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NLP
[i]

NLP
[i]

Figure 11: Mixing of the subleading power collinear quark-antiquark operators with a
collinear gluon (left) and Higgs (right). The mixing is forbidden for leading power scalar
and pseudoscalar operators in the gluon case and vector operators in the Higgs case, to
all orders in perturbation theory due to helicity conservation in the massless limit.

×
[
g⊥1µνγ⊥1η − g⊥1µηγ⊥1ν + g⊥1νηγ⊥1µ

]
uc1(q)ε

ν
⊥1
(q2) (3.25)

This time, we obtain non-zero matching onto the vector operator. Consequently, this
structure can contribute to the amplitude at all orders starting from subleading power
in the λ expansion, as explicitly demonstrated in Section 2.

On the effective field theory side, the structure encountered in the above calculation
is naturally reproduced by the next-to-leading power operator of the following form

J
[1]
NLP(t11 , t12 , t2, t3, t4) = y2tmt J

ν A
V1

(t11 , t12)Ac2⊥2 A
ν (t2n2+)hc3(t3n3+)hc4(t4n4+) , (3.26)

where an additional collinear field generates power suppression in one collinear direction
and the mt insertion. To avoid cumbersome notation in the example, we have dropped
the projection operators introduced in Eq. (3.9). However, these can be reinstated to
obtain the two scalar amplitude structures defined in (2.2). The matching coefficient
CNLP

[i] (s, t ; r) is extracted by considering a matrix element of the operator similarly to

the leading power case in Eq. (3.11), now with an incoming collinear quark-antiquark
pair instead of one of the gluons, and comparing with results in Eq. (3.25). For the first
projection operator, which ultimately corresponds to the gµν⊥ structure, we find

CNLP
[1] (s, t; r) = − 1

2(n1+ · q1)2
1

r̄2r2
2g⊥1µν

n1+ · q1
nµ
4−

n1− · n4−

nν
3−

n1− · n3−
. (3.27)

We point out that the endpoint divergences present in the matching coefficient as r̄, r → 0
must be dealt with before consistent NLP resummation can be achieved. Single power
endpoint divergences have previously been observed in [81,108–110]. Here, the additional
momentum fractions arise from the power-suppressed parts of the collinear spinors and
hence are constrained by reparametrisation invariance [104].

Identical considerations follow for the calculation of the matching coefficient of the
next-to-leading power operator contributing in the sector collinear to the second gluon,
which is given by

J
[2]
NLP(t1, t21 , t22 , t3, t4) = y2tmtAc1⊥1 A

ν (t1n1+)J
ν A
V2

(t21 , t22)hc3(t3n3+)hc4(t4n4+) . (3.28)
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= CNLP
[i] (s, t; r)

(h)

(h) NLP

(c1)

(c2)

(c3)

(c4)

r

r̄

[i]
+ . . .

Figure 12: Matching to SCET at next-to-leading power. The (h), (ci) labels depict the
scaling of each line. The fraction of collinear momentum carried by the (anti)quark in
the (c3) sector is denoted by r(r̄), where r̄ = (1− r). The ellipses contain the remaining
five permutations of the possible attachments.

However, as our second concrete example, we focus on the structure of contributions
in the collinear direction defined by one of the final state Higgs bosons. The graphical
matching equation analogous to one appearing in Fig. 10 is depicted in Fig. 12. Starting
from the full QCD amplitude for the diagram present on the left-hand side, we perform
the expansion in mt and find the following leading power result

MQCD
Fig12−LP = ig2sT

B TA yt√
2
v̄c3(q

′)
1

r̄(n3+q3)

[
2n3−µ

(n1+q1)n3− · n1−

/n3+

2
γν⊥3uc3(q)

+
1

r(n3+q3)n3− · n1−

(
n1− · n3−n3+ν

/n3+

2
γµ⊥3uc3(q)− n3+νn3−µ

/n3+

2
n1− · γ⊥3uc3(q)

+n1− · n3+n3−µ

/n3+

2
γν⊥3uc3(q) +

/n3+

2
γν⊥3n1− · γ⊥3γµ⊥3uc3(q)

)]
εν⊥2

(q2) ε
µ
⊥1
(q1) (3.29)

We note that the leading power result here exhibits the vector structure in contrast to
the leading power result found in the c1 sector in Eq. (3.19). Nonetheless, this structure
cannot contribute to the amplitude since here, the mixing has to occur with the Higgs
boson, which has a vanishing overlap

⟨h(q3)| Jµ
V (r) |0⟩ = 0 . (3.30)

To arrive at a non-vanishing contribution, we consider the subleading term in mt to
the QCD diagram in Fig. 12. The resulting expression is a few lines long and it is not
enlightening to express here. It suffices to note that the structure in the transverse spin
plane is scalar and pseudoscalar, as expected. Therefore, the operator which takes part
in this matching is given by

J
[3]
NLP(t1, t2, t31 , t32 , t4) = ytmt Ac1⊥1 A

ν (t1n1+)Aν A
c2⊥2

(t2n2+)JS3
(t31 , t32)hc4(t4n4+) , (3.31)

where the mt power suppression is generated by the two collinear quark fields in the c3
direction. It is also noteworthy that this operator contains one less explicit power of yt
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than the leading power operator since there is one less Higgs field present. This factor is
compensated at the level of the NLP matrix element by the collinear quark-antiquark-
Higgs interaction vertex since it is required to have an external Higgs present, see the
explicit result in Eq. (3.43). The analogous operator is needed for the case where power
suppression is generated by the collinear quark and antiquark fields in the c4 sector

J
[4]
NLP(t1, t2, t3, t41 , t42) = ytmt Ac1⊥1 A

ν (t1n1+)Aν A
c2⊥2

(t2n2+)hc3(t3n3+)JS4
(t41 , t42) . (3.32)

3.2 Scale µ2 ∼ m2
t

At the scale parametrically of the order of mt, we evaluate matrix elements of the op-
erators in equations (3.8), (3.26), (3.28), (3.31), and (3.32) in SCETII. Here, the top-
quark mass is considered heavy, and we must consistently perform matching on a theory
with the relevant low-energy degrees of freedom, which is carried out in Section 3.2.1
and Section 3.2.2. First, we recall the leading power collinear Lagrangian for massive
fermions [66,111]

L(0)
ci

= ξ̄ci

[
ini− ·Dci +

(
i /Dci⊥i

−mq

) 1

ini+ ·Dci

(
i /Dci⊥i

+mq

)] /ni+

2
ξci , (3.33)

where, unlike in the SCETI Lagrangian, the covariant derivative does not contain a soft
gauge field

iDµ
ci
(x) = i∂µ + gsA

µ
ci
(x) . (3.34)

In addition, we need the collinear Higgs Lagrangian. Since we work to the leading order
in the electroweak parameters, only a single insertion of this Lagrangian is required for
the NLP matrix elements. The collinear Higgs fields scale as hci ∼ λ, i = 3, 4, and the
Lagrangian reads

L(0)
h =

∑
i=3,4

[
1

2

(
ni+ · ∂hcini− · ∂hci + ∂⊥i

µ hci∂
µ
⊥i
hci −m2

hh
2
ci

)
− g

2mW

m2
h

2
h3ci

−
(

g

2mW

)2
m2

h

8
h4ci −

(
nf∑
q

yq√
2
qci
i /Dci⊥i

−mq

ni+ ·Dci

/ni+

2
qcihci + h.c.

)]
. (3.35)

The parameter renormalisation and decoupling constants, which are required in the
following section, are listed in Appendix A.

3.2.1 Leading power amplitude

We integrate out the collinear scale with the virtuality of the order of m2
t and match the

collinear fields onto the PDF-collinear fields [112–115] at leading power in the Λ2
QCD/s
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expansion, i.e. at leading twist. The relevant operator consists of two PDF-collinear
gluon fields

J [i]
LP(t1, t2) = y2t Pµν

[i] APDF−c1⊥1
µ (t1n1+)APDF−c2⊥2

ν (t2n2+), (3.36)

where the projectors Pµν
[i] are defined above in (3.9). We now work with nf = 5 since

the top quark is no longer an active degree of freedom below the scale m2
t and here y2t is

fixed at that scale. The matching at leading power reads

⟨H(q3)H(q4)| J [i]
LP(0, 0, 0, 0) |g(q1)g(q2)⟩ = C ⟨0| J [i]

LP(0, 0) |g(q1)g(q2)⟩ , (3.37)

where, as will be shown, the non-zero contribution to C due to radiative corrections
starts at the two-loop order, and consequently, for our loop induced process gg → HH,
it enters at the three-loop level. This term compensates precisely for the change in the
cusp anomalous dimension when matching the theory with nf = 6 on nf = 5 at µ2 ∼ m2

t .
The non-trivial structure of this term contradicts the claim in [86] that the matching
is exact to all orders of perturbation theory. In fact, it is an interesting case of the
IR matching (massification) procedure [76, 116–121]: at scales µ2 ∼ s the quarks are
massless, but below m2

t the heavy top quarks can enter through soft loops, even though
there are no external-state top quarks.

We obtain the form of C at O(α2
s) starting from the bare matrix element of the

operator for the theory on the left-hand side of our matching equation in (3.37) with
one heavy and five light quarks provided in [117,120]. The IR divergences of this matrix
element correspond as usual to the UV renormalisation factors in the EFT below the
scale mt. We remove these divergences from the amplitudes on both sides of (3.37)

and rearrange for the matching coefficient. In our conventions, the operator J
[i]
LP is

renormalised multiplicatively with Z(nf=6) and the bare C with Z−1
(nf=5). We find that the

renormalised C is therefore given by

C = Z−1
(nf=5)Z(nf=6)Z(m|0)

g (mt)S({p},mt)

= 1 +
(αs

2π

)2 CA

4
TF

(
112

27
ln

(
−m

2
t

s

)
− 28

9
ζ3 −

5

27
π2 +

262

27

)
+O(α3

s), (3.38)

where the anomalous dimensions required to construct renormalisation factors Z(nf=6)

and Z(nf=5) are listed in Appendix A of [122] to sufficient accuracy. The cusp anoma-
lous dimensions are known to four-loop order [123]. The S({p},mt) term is taken

from Eq. (2.3) of [120]. Similarly, Z(m|0)
g (mt) is constructed from terms in (2.6), (2.7),

and (2.8), according to Eq. (2.2) of [120]. Moreover, to arrive at the result in (3.38), we

have used the decoupling of the strong coupling constant given in (A.4) to write α
(nf=6)
s

appearing in the last three terms of (3.38) in terms of α
(nf=5)
s for consistency with the

strong coupling constant appearing in Z−1
(nf=5). We note that this matching involves de-

coupling of the heavy top quark also from the αs, which is explicitly present in operators
given in (3.8) and (3.36).

28



We note that large logarithm ln(−m2
t/s) appearing in (3.38) does not have its origin

due to top-quark mass renormalisation but rather stems from the collinear anomaly.
This tower of logarithms is universal and not specific to the gg → HH amplitude and
can be obtained using rapidity renormalisation group techniques [124]. To perform the
resummation of these logarithms, we note that our matching coefficient C is, in fact, a
composite object obeying rapidity type factorisation into jet and soft functions,

C = Jn1−

(
m2

t ;µ
2, ν2/s

)
Jn2−

(
m2

t ;µ
2, ν2/s

)
S
(
m2

t , µ
2, ν2/m2

t

)
, (3.39)

where the soft and jet functions are given by the matrix element of Wilson lines and
collinear fields

S
(
m2

t , µ
2, ν2/m2

t

)
= ⟨0|S†S|0⟩

Jn1−

(
m2

t ;µ
2, ν2/s

)
= ⟨0|Ac1⊥1|gc1⟩

Jn2−

(
m2

t ;µ
2, ν2/s

)
= ⟨0|Ac2⊥2|gc2⟩ , (3.40)

where S is the adjoint soft Wilson line Yi+ defined as

YAB
i+ (x) = P exp

{
gs

∫ 0

−∞
ds fABC ni−A

C
s (x+ sn∓)

}
, (3.41)

and the collinear building blocks are given in Eq. (3.4).

3.2.2 Next-to-leading power amplitude

Matching of subleading power operators at the scale µ2 ∼ m2
t proceeds analogously to

the analysis performed for the leading power operators in the section above. As before,
the relevant operators below m2

t are constructed from PDF-collinear fields.
We recall that the next-to-leading power contributions are generated in each collinear

sector, either through suppressed vector-type currents in the sectors collinear to the
incoming gluons, or scalar type for the Higgses. To avoid repetition, we focus on the
sector collinear to one of the initial state gluons, and the rest follows analogously. We
first need the matrix element of the relevant subleading power operator with an external
collinear gluon. Using the SCET Feynman rule for collinear gluon interaction with
massive collinear quarks and a physical polarisation for the gluon, we find

⟨0| JνA
V (r)

∣∣gB(q1)〉 = −gsδABmt
1

4ϵ
Γ[1 + ϵ]eϵγE

(
µ2

m2
t

)ϵ

εν⊥1
(q1) , (3.42)

where JνA
V (r) is the Fourier transform, see (3.23), of the vector-type subleading power

operator given in (3.22) with momentum fraction r carried by the collinear quark in the
NLP operator. Similarly, for the subleading power operator relevant in the Higgs sector,
see (3.20), the matrix element calculation yields

⟨0| JS(r) |H(q3)⟩ = −ytmtr̄

2
√
2

1

ϵ
Γ[1 + ϵ]eϵγE

(
µ2

m2
t

)ϵ

. (3.43)
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Since at next-to-leading power the whole power suppression is generated in one of the
collinear sectors, we now combine the NLP operator from above with leading power
operators in the remaining three sectors. Analogously to (3.37), the complete NLP
operator, which includes power suppression generated in each of the collinear sectors,
has to be matched to leading-power (or leading twist) PDF-collinear operator. This can
be obtained in a straightforward way using Eq. (3.40) for the leading power components
of the operators and (3.42) as well as (3.43) for the power-suppressed sectors. We note
that colour conservation and multipole-expansion of the soft-fields guarantees that the
soft function appearing with NLP hard operator is identical to the one accompanying
the leading power hard operator.

As remarked at the end of Section 3.1.1, there also exist contributions to the ampli-
tude due to double insertions of Lξq Lagrangian terms through time-ordered products
with lower-power currents [102]. An example where this type of contribution appears is
the two-loop diagram considered in the MoR analysis in Section 2.1 where both of the
loop momenta are soft. On the left-hand side of Fig. 13 we have drawn a correspond-
ing EFT diagram to depict how this contribution is reproduced in SCET. Since each
component of the soft momentum is scaling as λ, the interaction with a collinear mode
results in a hard-collinear momentum scaling. Therefore, in the basis of operators we
must also include leading power type operators with one hard-collinear field present in
each direction. As noted above, with the regulator used in [81] these contributions start
at one-loop order. Moreover, as the MoR analysis in the preceding section uncovered,
at higher loop orders we see a cascade of modes in accordance with our expectations
following the analysis of contributing modes with massive particles present [70]. Ex-
pressing the corresponding diagrams in the SCET set up, it becomes evident from the
power counting that these contributions can only start to enter at NLP, and in fact, due
to decoupling, we expect these contributions are further power suppressed. For example,
the SCET representation of the three-loop graph with an ultra-collinear mode is shown
on the right-hand side of Fig. 13. Using power counting for the objects entering the
diagram, at first sight, it appears that this type of contribution can contribute at NLP.
Indeed, diagram by diagram these diagrams can produce non-vanishing contributions
at this order. However, focusing on the attachment of the soft-collinear gluon to the
collinear loop, we notice a similarity with the case of leading power soft interaction cou-
pling to a collinear loop, which has been studied in [113]. In that work, it has been shown
that indeed the decoupling of soft and collinear effects in the leading power SCET La-
grangian is ultimately responsible for the explicit cancellation of such type of diagrams,
since effectively, due to the decoupling, there is no external scale that can be associated
with the collinear loop. For this reason, we expect that this type of contribution can
only enter the power expansion of the Higgs pair production amplitude starting from
NNLP. However, this can only be verified via an explicit calculation. In case there exists
a mechanism which prevents the cancellation of such diagrams, it would be interesting
to study in its own right. However, the lowest possible contribution is nonetheless an
NLP effect and does not threaten our leading power analysis of the structure of the
amplitude, which is the central focus of this work. This mechanism could have more
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Figure 13: Effective field theory diagrams with scaling of internal lines indicated by
labels (ci), (hci), (s), and (sci) corresponding to a collinear−qi, hard− collinear − qi,
soft, and soft− collinear− qi scaling, respectively. (left) Power suppressed contributions
to the amplitude with time-ordered product insertions of subleading power Lagrangian
terms and hard-collinear fields in the operator. This type of contribution reproduces the
(ℓ1, ℓ2) = (s, s) diagrams in Fig. 6. (right) Sample three-loop diagram (corresponding to
one on the right-hand side of Fig. 7) power suppressed diagram with a new dynamical
soft-collinear mode appearing at three-loop order, see cascading modes in [70]. In this
process we expect that this contribution enters only at NNLP due to decoupling of
leading power soft-collinear interactions.

interesting consequences in the case of gg → H amplitude studied in [86] since this pro-
cess begins at NLP. Therefore, in case of non-cancellation of this type contributions from
cascading modes appearing at higher orders, the process would receive corrections at the
first order in the power counting. In general, for the derivation of the NLP factorisation
formula for our process under consideration, all possible operators and structures need
to be included. The explicit derivation of the NLP factorisation for gg → HH amplitude
and resummation of the NLP corrections in mt is left for future work.

3.3 Resummation

Having understood the structure of the amplitude, we are now ready to discuss the
leading power resummation of the large logarithms of mt contributing to the gg → HH
amplitude in the high-energy limit. We discuss their numerical impact in Section 4.
Resummation of the large logarithms is performed using renormalisation group equations
(RGEs). At leading power, the RGE structure is remarkably simple due to the fact that
the full leading power amplitude is equivalent to the hard-matching Wilson coefficient
CLP

[i] (s, t, µ). From the anomalous dimension of the leading power SCET operator given

in (3.8) it follows that CLP
[i] (s, t, µ) obeys the RGE

d

d lnµ
CLP

[i] (s, t, µ) =

(
Γcusp ln

s

µ2
+ γ

)
CLP

[i] (s, t, µ) . (3.44)

The relevant anomalous dimensions are given by

Γcusp =
αs

2π
2CA +O(α2

s), γ = 0 + 2γm +O(α2
s) , (3.45)
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where αs is the MS QCD coupling at the scale µ, the 0 in γ is the O(αs) contribution
to the gluon collinear anomalous dimension, and γm = 3αs

2π
CF +O(α2

s) is the anomalous
dimension governing the running of the top-quark mass. Higher orders for γm can be
found in [125]. The general solution to (3.44) reads

CLP
[i] (s, t, µ) = exp

[
2S(µh, µ)− aγ(µh, µ)

]( s

µ2
h

)−aΓ(µh,µ)

CLP
[i] (s, t, µh) , (3.46)

where the auxiliary functions are given by [126]

S(ν, µ) = −
αs(µ)∫

αs(ν)

dα
Γcusp(α)

β(α)

α∫
αs(ν)

dα′

β(α′)
, (3.47)

aΓ(ν, µ) = −
αs(µ)∫

αs(ν)

dα
Γcusp(α)

β(α)
, aγ(ν, µ) = −

αs(µ)∫
αs(ν)

dα
γ(α)

β(α)
. (3.48)

At this point it is worthwhile to discuss the fate of the different types of logarithmic
corrections captured by our solution. Firstly, the function S(µh, µ) contains logarithms
of the type ln2

(
µ/µh

)
with a CA colour prefactor. This type of logarithms does not

appear in the O(α2
s) amplitude results of [51] due to the fact that they are of IR origin

and are cancelled in the process of removing IR poles using Catani’s scheme [127]. This
is a scheme choice for defining finite reminder of the amplitude. The SCET approach
enables more natural implementation in the MS scheme which generalises easily to all
orders. Indeed, as described above, we perform matching at the scale µ2 ∼ m2

t to the
relevant operator with PDF-collinear fields given in (3.36). Therefore, the structure of
these logarithms is reflected in the running also below the scale µ2 ∼ m2

t and ultimately
these corrections reside in the long-distance scales appearing in the observables, and
PDFs at the scale ΛQCD. Concretely, we can again write down a formal solution of the
RGE for the matching coefficient below mt which follows from the anomalous dimension
of the operator in (3.36), this time the natural reference scale is a low-energy scale
µs ∼ ΛIR

CLP
[i] (s, t, µ) = exp

[
2S(µs, µ)− aγ(µs, µ)

](Λ2
IR

µ2
s

)−aΓ(µs,µ)

CLP
[i] (s, t, µs) , (3.49)

and the strong coupling constant present in these anomalous dimensions of the functions
defined in (3.47) and (3.48) is evaluated in the five-flavour scheme. This solution can
be used to run from the low scale to mt where it must be matched to the high-energy
theory. In the matching procedure we must also take care of the massification logarithms
∝ CA ln (−m2

t/s) starting at O(α3
s) in the amplitude which arise due to soft massive top

quarks appearing in loop corrections at this scale. These corrections are universal and
have already been provided in Eq. (3.38). They can be resummed to all orders using

32



rapidity RGE. Last, and most pertinent to the problem at hand, are the logarithms
originating in the top-quark mass renormalisation procedure arriving with a CF colour
prefactor. Since there are no other sources of logarithms involving the top-quark mass at
leading power, as we have shown in this article, these are now be predicted to all orders
in αs using (3.46).

4 Controlling scheme uncertainties

In this section we discuss the impact of our MoR and EFT analysis on the uncertainty
budget of double Higgs production via gluon-fusion. To summarise, the structure of the
leading power amplitude is remarkably simple: as observed previously at NLO in [39], it
turns out that the leading logarithms to all orders arise only from the renormalisation of
the top-quark mass, which itself is well known in the literature. At next-to-leading log-
arithmic accuracy, there are additional contributions from universal IR matching (mas-
sification), which start contributing to the amplitude at NNLO. Our analysis provides a
systematic understanding of the leading power leading logarithmic structure.

To quantify the numerical effect of the leading power leading mass logarithms, we
study their impact on the one-loop amplitude and the finite remainder of the two-loop
virtual amplitude. The finite remainder of the two-loop amplitude is obtained after
UV renormalisation and IR subtraction. We begin by defining the two-loop remainder
and briefly recapping how it is affected by changes in the top-quark mass scheme. As
described in Section 2, we expand each of the bare form factors Ai as a perturbative
series in the bare strong coupling αs,0,

Ai =
(αs,0

2π

)
A

(0)
i (m2

t,0) +
(αs,0

2π

)2
A

(1)
i (m2

t,0) +O(α3
s,0), (4.1)

where mt,0 is the bare top-quark mass. The UV renormalisation is then performed by
re-expressing the bare quantities in terms of their renormalised counterparts according
to the formulae,

αs,0 ≡ αs ZαsS
−1
ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)ϵ

, m2
t,0 ≡ m2

t Zm, (4.2)

with Sϵ = (4π)ϵe−γEϵ, and multiplying the amplitude with Z
1/2
G for each external gluon

as dictated by the LSZ formula. The renormalisation constants can be expanded in αs

as, ZX = 1 +
(
αs

2π

)
δZX +O(α2

s), with X = αs, G,m. Using the above prescription, the
renormalised amplitude can then be written as,

Aren
i =S−1

ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)ϵ (αs

2π

)
A

(0)
i (m2

t )

+ S−1
ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)ϵ (αs

2π

)2 [
(δZG + δZαs)A

(0)
i (m2

t ) + δZmm
2
t

∂A
(0)
i (m2

t )

∂m2
t

]
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+ S−2
ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)2ϵ (αs

2π

)2
A

(1)
i (m2

t ) +O(α3
s). (4.3)

where we have expanded in αs and neglected terms of order α3
s. The mass counterterm

amplitude is defined as,

A
(0),mct
i (m2

t ) ≡ m2
t

∂A
(0)
i (m2

t )

∂m2
t

. (4.4)

It is often convenient to compute the derivative of the one-loop amplitude with respect
to the top-quark mass using mass counterterm insertions.

Explicit expressions for the strong coupling and gluon wave-function renormalisation
constants are given in Appendix A. The most relevant renormalisation constant for the
present work is that of the top-quark mass. In the existing literature on Higgs pair
production the top-quark mass has been renormalised in either the OS or MS renormal-
isation schemes, the corresponding renormalisation constants are given by [128,129],

δZOS
m = CF

(
−3

ϵ
− 4

)(
µ2
R

m2
t

)ϵ

, δZMS
m = CF

(
−3

ϵ

)(
µ2
R

µ2
t

)ϵ

, (4.5)

with the colour factor CF = (N2
c − 1)/(2Nc).

Collecting the terms of Eq. (4.3) according to the order in αs, we can write

Aren
i =

(αs

2π

)
A

(0),ren
i (m2

t ) +
(αs

2π

)2
A

(1),ren
i (m2

t ) +O(α3
s), (4.6)

A
(0),ren
i (m2

t ) =S
−1
ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)ϵ

A
(0)
i (m2

t ), (4.7)

A
(1),ren
i (m2

t ) =S
−2
ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)2ϵ

A
(1)
i (m2

t )

+ S−1
ϵ

(
µ2
R

µ2
0

)ϵ [
(δZG + δZαs)A

(0)
i (m2

t ) + δZmA
(0),mct
i (m2

t )
]
, (4.8)

The IR subtraction can be performed using the I1(ϵ) operator of a given IR subtraction
scheme (e.g. qT , Catani, Catani-Seymour, SCET, . . .). We write,

Afin
i (m2

t ) =
(αs

2π

)
A

(0),fin
i (m2

t ) +
(αs

2π

)2
A

(1),fin
i (m2

t ) +O(α3
s), (4.9)

A
(0),fin
i (m2

t ) =A
(0),ren
i (m2

t ), (4.10)

A
(1),fin
i (m2

t ) =A
(1),ren
i (m2

t )− I1(ϵ)A
(0),ren
i (m2

t ). (4.11)

Our “full” results are obtained using all available terms of the analytic high-energy/small-
mass expansion of Ref. [51], which was computed using the Catani IR subtraction
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scheme [127] after subtracting a scale dependent logarithm (see Eq. (13) and (14) of
Ref. [51]). For an expansion in αs/(2π), their IR subtraction operator can be written to
finite order in ϵ as,

ICatani′

1 (ϵ) = −CA

ϵ2
− 1

ϵ

[
β0 + CA ln

(
µ2
R

−s− iδ

)]
+ CA

(
π2

12
− 1

2
ln2

(
µ2
R

−s− iδ

))
+O(ϵ).

(4.12)

with δ → 0+ and β0 = 11CA/6 − 2/3TFnf . The conversion to the SCET subtraction
scheme of Ref. [122] involves dropping the finite terms of Eq. (4.12), explicitly,

A
(1),SCET
i = A

(1),Catani′

i +∆ISCETA
(0),ren
i , (4.13)

∆ISCET = ICatani′

1 − ISCET
1 = CA

(
π2

12
− 1

2
ln2

(
µ2
R

−s− iδ

))
+O(ϵ), (4.14)

where A
(1),Catani′

i is the finite amplitude with I1(ϵ) given by (4.12), and A
(1),SCET
i is the

finite amplitude obtained with I1(ϵ) that contains only the pole parts of (4.12). For the
results presented here, we use the SCET scheme with µ2

R = s. We also set the top-quark
mass renormalisation scale µ2

t = s.
We now turn our attention to the all-order structure of the small top-quark mass

power-expanded y2t box contribution to the pp → HH amplitude, which in the MS
scheme can be written as follows,

LO : αsy
2
t (c0 +mt n0), (4.15)

NLO : α2
sy

2
t (a1lµ + c1 +mt n1), (4.16)

NNLO : α3
sy

2
t (a2l

2
µ + b2lm + c2 +mt n2), (4.17)

N3LO : α4
sy

2
t (a3l

3
µ + b3l

2
m + d3lm + c3 +mt n3), (4.18)

NiLO : αi−1
s y2t (ail

i
µ + b4l

i−1
m + dil

i−2
m + . . .+ ci +mtni). (4.19)

with lµ = ln(µ2
t/s) and lm contains both ln(µ2

t/s) and ln(m2
t/s) logarithms. In our ex-

pressions, we have suppressed the dependence on the Higgs boson mass and consider only
the leading (hard) term in the expansion around small Higgs boson mass. The green
terms, ail

i
µ, are the small-mass leading power leading logarithms, they are known from

the renormalisation group running of the top-quark mass. The orange terms, bil
i−1
m ,

are the leading power next-to-leading logarithms, they receive a contribution from the
running of the top-quark mass and from massification. The leading power constant coef-
ficients c0 and c1, highlighted in blue, are known from the one- and two-loop fixed order
calculation in the small mass limit. The three-loop leading power constant coefficient,
c2, is currently unknown, but it can be obtained from a purely massless three-loop com-
putation since the leading power amplitude receives contributions only from the hard
region (i.e. a simple Taylor expansion around mt = 0), the relevant master integrals are
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Figure 14: Plot demonstrating the validity of leading power expansion. Solid lines
represent the full contribution to the LO and NLO squared amplitudes. The dark- and
light-blue lines contain leading order one-loop amplitudes with top-quark mass in the OS
and MS scheme, respectively. The dark- and light-red lines show the same at two-loop
order. The dashed lines contain the corresponding contributions at leading power in
m2

t/s. In the bottom panel we plot the ratio of the leading power to the corresponding
unexpanded line. It is apparent that at high-energies the leading power version of each
of the lines captures the behaviour of the corresponding full contribution.

known [130,131]. The four-loop next-to-next-to-leading power logarithm coefficient, d3,
is currently unknown but can be obtained from knowledge of the three-loop constant
c2, once it has been computed. The terms n0 and n1 contain the one-loop and two-loop
beyond leading power (i.e. next-to-leading power, next-to-next-to-leading power, ...) re-
sults, the n0 term can be obtained at any power by expanding the analytic one-loop
result, the first 118 terms in the mt expansion of n1 are known [51, 53]. The next-
to-leading power and beyond coefficients starting from three-loops (i.e. n3, n4, . . .) are
currently unknown, understanding their structure would require the extension of the
SCET factorisation theorem to NLP for 2 → 2 scattering of gluon and Higgs particles
along the lines of the considerations presented in Section 3.

As a first step in our phenomenological analysis, we test the validity of the leading
power expansion of the amplitudes at high-energies. In Fig. 14, we demonstrate that
in the very high-energy regime the leading power (y2tm

0
t ) amplitude provides a good

approximation of the full result. In this figure, we plot the sum of the squared amplitude
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for different cases. Namely, contributions to A1,y2t
and A2,y2t

at one- and two-loops, both

for the top-quark mass in the OS and MS schemes. For the conversion of the top-quark
mass from the OS to the MS scheme and the running of αs, we use the codes RunDec
and CRunDec [132, 133]. Note that when squaring the two-loop amplitude, we actually

compute the interference between the one- and two-loop amplitudes, 2Re[A
(0)

i,y2t
(A

(1)

i,y2t
)∗].

Solid lines are obtained using the expansion up to O(m16
t ), including finite mH effects

up to O(m2
H), as provided in Ref. [51]. This expansion is known to reproduce the full

NLO result with very high accuracy for the
√
s ≳ 1 TeV region considered here. The

dashed lines contain the corresponding terms expanded to leading power in m2
t/s. We

see that at high-energies the leading power terms are responsible for the behaviour of
the full amplitudes, i.e. the subleading power terms are negligible above the energy
scale of around 4 TeV. At the lower end of the energy spectrum the leading power
approximation breaks down and the subleading power terms become more important,
as expected. We also note that the results plotted for the amplitudes at same order,
but with top-quark mass in different schemes, give rise to lines which do not overlap.
The difference between these lines is taken as the top-quark mass scheme uncertainty, as
advocated in Ref. [40]. In Appendix C, we additionally display the comparison between
the full and leading power results for the real and imaginary of each form factor. We
remark that the uncertainty presented in [40] is for the NLO pp → HH cross section,
includes the virtual and real corrections. In our analysis we consider solely the virtual
corrections.

We plot the uncertainty bands due to the choice of the top-quark mass scheme at one-
and two-loops in Fig. 15a. We see that at leading order the uncertainty on the virtual
amplitude is 60−70% (blue band) across the spectrum at high-energies, where the small-
m2

t expansion is valid. With inclusion of the higher order corrections the uncertainty is
reduced to around 40% (red band).

At this point we consider again the structure of the amplitude at higher orders which,
is laid out between Eqs. (4.15) and (4.19). In the MS scheme, the logarithms ail

i
µ depend

on the scale µt which can be set to the order of s, rendering these explict logarithms
small. The dependence on the large ratio of scales, m2

t/s, is captured to all orders in αs

implicitly through the running of top-quark mass. Since the bare top-quark mass can
be renormalised in either scheme as in (4.2), the conversion factor between OS and MS
schemes is defied through the ratio of the corresponding Z-factors

m(µ)

M
=
ZOS

m

ZMS
m

≡ zm(µ) . (4.20)

The quantity zm(µ) has the following perturbative expansion

zm(µ) =
∑
n≥0

(
αs(µ)

2π

)n (
znm(M) + zn,logm (µ)

)
. (4.21)

In the above equation, zn,logm (µ) contains only the µ-dependent terms which vanish for
µ = M . The constant parts, znm(M), have been computed up to four-loop order in
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Ref. [134], in our conventions they have an additional factor of 2 per loop order. Since
the gg → HH amplitude is known at NLO, the conversion is typically truncated at the
first order, as done in the plot in Fig. 14, where we make use of,

zm(µ) = 1 +
αs(µ)

2π

(
− 2CF − 3

2
CF ln

µ2

M2

)
+O(α2

s), (4.22)

which leads to a wide discrepancy between the two schemes. Importantly, we can now
also identify precisely why this is the case. Namely, the large logarithms which are
captured implicitly for the MS scheme, have only partially been restored in the cor-
responding OS result through the truncated conversion factor. Indeed, only the first
leading power leading logarithm is captured correctly using Eq. (4.22). We argue that
the discrepancy between the two schemes obtained in this manner should not form part
of the uncertainty budget for the amplitude, since the leading logarithms (and beyond)
in the conversion factor are in fact known to all orders in perturbation theory and can
be reinstated using the renormalisation group equations for m(µ) and αs(µ). In the
previous sections we have found that this is the only source of leading power leading
logarithms, such that we can supplement the OS result with a complete and consistent
tower of these logarithms. In order to do this, we first resum the leading logarithms
appearing in Eq. (4.22) to all orders, this gives the scheme conversion formula,

mLL(µ) =M exp
[
aLLγm(µ)

]
zm(M), aLLγm(µ) =

3CF

2β0
ln

(
1− αs(µ)

2π
β0 ln

(
µ2

M2

))
.

(4.23)

As a check, expanding the exponential in powers of αs gives the logarithms quoted in
Appendix C of [134] up to the fourth loop order. Once these logarithms are included to
all orders, either explicitly in the amplitude or implicitly in the definition of the running
quark mass, the remaining mass scheme uncertainty is due only to subleading logarithms
at leading power and subleading power terms. In our numerical results, in addition to
the leading logarithms generated by aLLγm , we take only the leading constant term in zm,
i.e. z0m.

We now define resummed amplitudes in the OS scheme supplemented by the complete
tower of leading power leading mass logarithms, they are given by,

A
(j,LL)

i,y2t
(mOS

t ) =

(
mLL(µt)

mOS
t

)2

A
(j)

i,y2t
(mOS

t ). (4.24)

Note that since the power expansion of the amplitudes starts at order y2tm
0
t ∼ m2

t

the ratio (mLL(µt)/m
OS
t )2 effectively restores the (green) tower of leading logarithms in

Eqs. (4.15)–(4.19), leaving all other contributions in the original OS scheme.

We plot the comparison of the A
(j,LL)

i,y2t
(mOS

t ) amplitudes to those in the MS scheme

in Fig. 15b. We observe a very significant reduction in the size of the uncertainty bands.
The behaviour is expected, since as we argued the discrepancy between the results for the
amplitudes obtained in different schemes is due to large logarithms taken into account

38



LO NLO

s [GeV] OS [fb] OSLL [fb] OS [fb] OSLL [fb]

3000.0 (3.52× 10−3)+0%
−60.8% (1.80× 10−3)+0%

−23.6% (4.14× 10−3)+0%
−37.9% (2.68× 10−3)+0%

−4.2%

4000.0 (1.17× 10−3)+0%
−63.7% (5.70× 10−4)+0%

−25.1% (1.32× 10−3)+0%
−39.9% (8.23× 10−4)+0%

−3.9%

5000.0 (4.96× 10−4)+0%
−65.7% (2.30× 10−4)+0%

−26.0% (5.34× 10−4)+0%
−41.2% (3.25× 10−4)+0%

−3.5%

6000.0 (2.44× 10−4)+0%
−67.1% (1.09× 10−4)+0%

−26.7% (2.54× 10−4)+0%
−42.1% (1.52× 10−4)+0%

−3.2%

7000.0 (1.33× 10−4)+0%
−68.3% (5.80× 10−5)+0%

−27.2% (1.35× 10−4)+0%
−42.8% (7.92× 10−5)+0%

−2.8%

8000.0 (7.86× 10−5)+0%
−69.2% (3.34× 10−5)+0%

−27.6% (7.76× 10−5)+0%
−43.3% (4.51× 10−5)+0%

−2.4%

Table 3: Comparison of the OS and OSLL scheme (see text) results and the remaining
mass scheme uncertainty for the squared/interfered virtual amplitudes at one- and two-
loop order as a function of s at fixed θ = π

2
. Note that these numbers do not include the

real radiation and subtraction term contributions.
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Figure 15: Comparison of results for the sum of the squared form factors at one- and
two-loop order where the top-quark mass is renormalised in the MS and OS (panel (a))
and the same quantities with the OS result supplemented by the resummed tower of
leading power leading logarithms (panel (b)). Significant reduction in the size of the
uncertainty due to the choice of the top-quark mass renormalisation scheme is observed.

implicitly in the MS scheme but not in OS, which we have now explicitly reinstated via
Eq. (4.24). The size of the mass scheme uncertainty, defined as the difference between
the OS or OSLL result and the MS result, is given for several different energies in Table 3.

The uncertainty in the double Higgs production amplitudes due to the choice of the
top-quark mass scheme can be further reduced through inclusion of terms constituting
higher logarithmic running of the top-quark mass in the conversion factor, i.e. the z(µ)
factor in Eq. (4.21). This improvement amounts to extension of Eq. (4.23) to subleading
logarithmic accuracy. However, in order to formally keep control over next-to-leading
logarithms we are also required to perform resummation of the logarithms arising due
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to universal IR matching (massification) as discussed in Section 3.2. This series starts
at the three-loop order and we provide the first logarithm in Eq. (3.38).

The predictions can also be improved through resummation of large top-quark mass
logarithms at subleading powers, where their origin is more involved than at leading
power as explored in our MoR analysis. Control over subleading power terms would
supplement the predictions at lower values of the invariant mass of the double Higgs
system where the leading power approximation in seen to break down in Fig. 14. We
leave both the resummation of universal IR matching logarithms and subleading power
terms for future studies.

5 Summary and outlook

One of the key objectives for the HL-LHC is to perform a measurement of the trilinear
Higgs self-coupling [135]. Precise theoretical predictions for the relevant cross sections
are of critical importance in this endeavour. However, as has been noted in the literature,
theoretical predictions are currently dominated by the large uncertainty present due to
the dependence of the corresponding amplitudes on the choice of the top-quark mass
scheme and scale [40]. This uncertainty can be reduced by higher order perturbative
calculations. However, retaining the full mass dependence in higher order calculations
is extremely challenging. Curiously, it has also been observed that in the case of double
Higgs production in gluon-gluon scattering, at high-energies, the logarithmic dependence
of the leading power contribution at NLO is fully determined by the choice of the top-
quark mass renormalisation scheme [40]. In the language of the MoR, this corresponds
to the fact that only the hard region contributes to the leading power amplitude at this
order.

In this work, we have systematically studied the contribution of different regions to
the amplitudes. Utilising an automated tool, we found that at the level of scalar integrals ,
it is possible that many regions give rise to leading, and in certain cases, power-enhanced
contributions. We also observed that at higher orders new modes appear, as is expected
for amplitudes with massive internal lines [70]. However, it remains true that at the level
of the amplitude the hard region captures the leading power behaviour of the gg → HH
process. This behaviour can be understood to all orders in perturbation theory once we
cast the problem in the effective field theory language and consider how power suppressed
contributions arise. We use the SCET framework to build operators that capture the
structure of the amplitude and find that regions other than the hard region can indeed
give contributions to the amplitude, but, these can only arise at subleading powers due to
helicity suppression. We explicitly demonstrate that there is no mixing of external gluons
(or Higgs bosons) with leading power structures other than the hard region, and since
helicity is conserved in the massless limit, this holds to all orders in perturbation theory.
While we leave the derivation of an explicit factorisation formula at subleading power
for future work, the upshot of our analysis is a proof that the logarithmic behaviour
of the leading power amplitude can be predicted from the hard region and universal
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contributions, i.e. the choice of renormalisation scheme for the top-quark mass and IR
matching (massification).

Leveraging our newfound understanding of the origin of the large logarithms appear-
ing in the leading power amplitudes, we analyse the implications for the top-quark mass
scheme choice uncertainty. First, we see that indeed the leading power approximation
captures the behaviour of the full amplitude well at sufficiently high-energies in both
the OS and MS renormalisation schemes. Ref. [40] advocates that the mass scheme
uncertainty for the amplitude can be estimated by taking the envelope of the results
obtained in the OS and MS schemes. However, since the complete tower of leading mass
logarithms is known at leading power, we argue that these logarithms should always be
accounted for in the theoretical prediction and should not form part of the uncertainty
budget. Following this reasoning, we include the complete set of leading logarithms into
the OS result and find that for the squared/interfered virtual amplitude, the top-mass
scheme uncertainty can be reduced from 65% to 25% at LO and from 40% to 4% at
NLO.

Our handle on the mass scheme uncertainties can be further improved by including
higher logarithmic evolution of the top-quark mass in the scheme conversion. Namely,
retaining more of the known logarithms in the conversion factor between the OS and MS
schemes which originate in the running of the top-quark mass. Moreover, the logarithms
due to universal IR matching need to be resummed and included in the predictions
before formal NLL accuracy for the result can be claimed at leading power. In our
phenomenological study we also observe that the leading power approximation starts to
break down at lower values for the invariant mass of the system where power corrections
become important. Subleading power contributions have a much richer factorisation
structure as we have uncovered in our MoR analysis and it will be interesting from the
theoretical development point of view to extend the framework to next-to-leading power.
To reduce the mass scheme uncertainty at and below the top-quark threshold, it may
also prove useful to consider the all-order structure of mass corrections in a different
expansion, for example, the heavy-top limit, the threshold expansion at s ∼ 4m2

t , or the
small-pT expansion.

Studies of the small mass expansion can be performed for related processes such
as Higgs production in association with a Z boson, and Z boson pair production. In
these cases, the structure of the mass dependent logarithms is more complicated already
at leading power, which hints at a richer factorisation structure in the Therefore, a
more involved EFT description and resummation is already needed at leading power.
Nonetheless, the results for these processes are important from the phenomenological
perspective of the HL-LHC theory precision targets.
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A Renormalisation and decoupling constants

In this appendix, we reproduce parameter renormalisation and decoupling constants as
required in the main text. The MS renormalisation constant for the strong coupling up
to the two-loop order is given by

Zαs = 1−
(
α
(nf )
s

2π

)
β0
ϵ
+

(
α
(nf )
s

2π

)2(
β2
0

ϵ2
− β1

4ϵ

)
, (A.1)

where

β0 =
11

6
CA − 4

6
TFnf , β1 =

17

3
C2

A − 10

3
CATFnf − 2CFTFnf . (A.2)

The on-shell gluon wave-function renormalisation is given by,

Zg = 1 +
α
(nf )
s

2π
TFnh

(
− 2

3ϵ
− 2

3
ln

(
µ2

m2
t

)
− 1

3
ϵ ln2

(
µ2

m2
t

)
− π2ϵ

18
+O(ϵ2)

)
+O(α2

s),

(A.3)
where nf is the number of light quarks and nh is the number of heavy quarks.

We also need the decoupling of the strong coupling constant, up to the first loop
order it is given by [137],

ζαs = 1 +
αs

2π
TF

(
2

3
ln

(
µ2

m2
t

)
+

1

3
ϵ ln2

(
µ2

m2
t

)
+
π2

18
ϵ+

1

9
ϵ2 ln3

(
µ2

m2
t

)
+
π2

18
ϵ2 ln

(
µ2

m2
t

)
− 2ζ3

9
ϵ2
)
+O(α2

s). (A.4)

for the case where we have only one heavy quark, the two-loop correction can be found
in Eq. (A.4) of [138]. Additionally, we provide the collinear spinor expansion needed in
matching calculations performed in Section 3.1.2

u(q) =

1 +

(
/q⊥1

+mt

)
n1+q

/n1+

2

uc1(q) ,
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v(q) =

1 +

(
/q⊥1

−mt

)
n1+q

/n1+

2

 vc1(q) . (A.5)

B Region expansion at two-loops

In this appendix, we provide the regions for the remaining two top-level topologies at
two-loops drawn in Fig. 4. The regions for P2 are given in Fig. 16 and regions for NP2
are given in Fig. 17. The purely hard regions are omitted.
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Figure 16: Regions for the two-loop diagram P2 in Fig. 4. Propagators and external
lines are coloured orange for the first collinear mode, blue for the second collinear
mode, green for the soft modes, and black for the hard modes. Purely hard region is
not depicted.

43



q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

(−2,−2,−2, 0, 0, 0,−2) (−2,−2, 0, 0,−2,−2, 0) (−2,−2, 0, 0, 0,−2,−2) (−2,−2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

(−2,−1, 0,−1,−2,−2,−1) (−2, 0, 0,−2,−2,−2, 0) (−2, 0, 0, 0,−2,−2,−2) (−1,−2,−2,−1, 0,−1,−2)

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

q1

q2

q4

q3

(0,−2,−2,−2, 0, 0,−2) (0,−2,−2, 0, 0,−2,−2) (0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2,−2)

Figure 17: Regions for the two-loop diagram NP2 in Fig. 4. Propagators and external
lines are coloured orange for the first collinear mode, blue for the second collinear
mode, green for the soft modes, and black for the hard modes. Purely hard region is
not depicted.
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C Amplitudes: Full vs Leading Power

Here, we present a breakdown of the contributions of each individual form factor, A1,y2t
and A2,y2t

, to the total amplitude. In Fig. 18, we plot the full contributions to the real
and imaginary parts of A1,y2t

and A2,y2t
, and their leading power counterparts. For the

case of the real parts, we see that the leading power terms for A1,y2t
exhibit a better

agreement over wide range of the invariant mass of the system, mHH, than the A2,y2t
amplitudes. For the real parts of A2,y2t

, including higher order effects extends the range
of validity of the leading power approximation down approximately 2.5TeV, here the
power suppressed effects will have a larger impact than in the case of A1,y2t

. In Fig. 19,
we show the individual contributions from A1,y2t

and A2,y2t
at the amplitude-squared level,

both show good agreement between full and leading power contributions.
In Fig. 20, we present the reduction in uncertainty due to the choice of the top-quark

mass scheme, as described in the main text, for the individual form factors. This plot
presents the breakdown of Fig. 15 into the separate form factors, A1,y2t

and A2,y2t
.
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Figure 18: Plots analogous to Fig. 14, testing the validity of the leading power expansion
at one- and two-loop. Solid lines represent the full contributions and dotted lines are
only the leading power terms. Here we show a breakdown of the different parts: In
panels (a) and (b) we have the real and imaginary contributions to A1,y2t

, respectively.
In panels (c) and (d) we show the same information for the A2,y2t

form factor.
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Figure 19: Comparison of full versus the leading-power result at one- and two-loop for
square of each form factor. Solid lines represent the full result and dotted lines the
leading power contributions.
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Figure 20: Plots showing the uncertainty bands due to the choice of the top-quark mass
renormalisation scheme after supplementing the OS result with leading large logarithms
according to the prescription described in the main text. Plot is analogous to Fig. 15b,
but instead of the sum of the square of the form factors, here we show the A1,y2t

and
A2,y2t

squared form factors individually in panels (a) and (b), respectively.
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[42] E. Bagnaschi, G. Degrassi and R. Gröber, Higgs boson pair production at NLO in
the POWHEG approach and the top quark mass uncertainties, Eur. Phys. J. C
83 (2023) 1054, [2309.10525].

[43] J. M. Campbell, G. De Laurentis and R. K. Ellis, Analytic amplitudes for a pair
of Higgs bosons in association with three partons, JHEP 10 (2024) 230,
[2408.12686].

[44] J. Davies, K. Schönwald and M. Steinhauser, Towards gg → HH at
next-to-next-to-leading order: Light-fermionic three-loop corrections, Phys. Lett.
B 845 (2023) 138146, [2307.04796].

[45] J. Davies, K. Schönwald, M. Steinhauser and M. Vitti, Three-loop corrections to
Higgs boson pair production: reducible contribution, JHEP 08 (2024) 096,
[2405.20372].

[46] J. Mazzitelli, NNLO study of top-quark mass renormalization scheme
uncertainties in Higgs boson production, JHEP 09 (2022) 065, [2206.14667].

[47] S. Amoroso et al., Les Houches 2019: Physics at TeV Colliders: Standard Model
Working Group Report, in 11th Les Houches Workshop on Physics at TeV
Colliders: PhysTeV Les Houches, 3, 2020, 2003.01700.

[48] G. Wang, X. Xu, Y. Xu and L. L. Yang, Next-to-leading order corrections for
gg→ ZH with top quark mass dependence, Phys. Lett. B 829 (2022) 137087,
[2107.08206].

[49] L. Chen, J. Davies, G. Heinrich, S. P. Jones, M. Kerner, G. Mishima et al., ZH
production in gluon fusion at NLO in QCD, JHEP 08 (2022) 056, [2204.05225].

[50] J. Davies, G. Mishima, M. Steinhauser and D. Wellmann, Double-Higgs boson
production in the high-energy limit: planar master integrals, JHEP 03 (2018)
048, [1801.09696].

51

https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6973-3
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6973-3
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.05692
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2020)181
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.03227
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.056002
https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.11626
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-12238-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-12238-8
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.10525
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2024)230
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.12686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138146
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138146
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.04796
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2024)096
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.20372
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)065
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.14667
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.01700
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137087
https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.08206
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)056
https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05225
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2018)048
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2018)048
https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.09696


[51] J. Davies, G. Mishima, M. Steinhauser and D. Wellmann, Double Higgs boson
production at NLO in the high-energy limit: complete analytic results, JHEP 01
(2019) 176, [1811.05489].

[52] J. Davies, G. Heinrich, S. P. Jones, M. Kerner, G. Mishima, M. Steinhauser
et al., Double Higgs boson production at NLO: combining the exact numerical
result and high-energy expansion, JHEP 11 (2019) 024, [1907.06408].

[53] J. Davies, G. Mishima, K. Schönwald and M. Steinhauser, Analytic
approximations of 2 → 2 processes with massive internal particles, JHEP 06
(2023) 063, [2302.01356].

[54] X. Xu and L. L. Yang, Towards a new approximation for pair-production and
associated-production of the Higgs boson, JHEP 01 (2019) 211, [1810.12002].

[55] G. Wang, Y. Wang, X. Xu, Y. Xu and L. L. Yang, Efficient computation of
two-loop amplitudes for Higgs boson pair production, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021)
L051901, [2010.15649].

[56] R. Bonciani, G. Degrassi, P. P. Giardino and R. Gröber, Analytical Method for
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