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Abstract: We present a next-to-leading-order (NLO) study of the process pp (→ {h1,
h2}) → tt̄ +X in the 1-Higgs-singlet extension of the Standard Model with an additional
heavy Higgs boson h2 that mixes with the light Higgs boson h1. This process is subject to
large interference effects between loop-induced Higgs-mediated amplitudes and the QCD
continuum background which tend to overcompensate any resonance contributions. A re-
liable modelling of the resulting top-pair invariant mass shapes requires the inclusion of
higher-order QCD corrections, which are presented here. The computation of these NLO
corrections is exact in all contributions but in the class of non-factorisable two-loop di-
agrams which are included in an approximate way such that all infrared singular limits
are preserved. We present numerical results for several benchmark points with heavy Higgs
masses in the range 700–3000 GeV considering the production of stable top quarks. We find
that the interference effects dominate the BSM signal yielding sharp dip structures instead
of resonance peaks. The significance and excludability of the BSM effect is explored for the
LHC Run 2, Run 3 and HL-LHC.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of a new scalar boson with a mass of 125 GeV by the ATLAS and CMS
experiments at the LHC at CERN in 2012 [1, 2] was a milestone in particle physics. This
boson is consistent with the Higgs boson predicted by the Standard Model (SM) Higgs
mechanism [3–7], which provides a gauge-invariant explanation for the origin of mass for
the electroweak gauge bosons by breaking the electroweak symmetry spontaneously.

There is a multitude of well-motivated scenarios for models of physics beyond the
Standard Model (BSM). The majority of these models assume that a complex SU(2) doublet
gets a vacuum expectation value and gives rise to a physical Higgs boson. New physics
scenarios, such as supersymmetry, dark matter, axions and others, feature additional Higgs-
like scalar particles. Adding only an extra singlet scalar, one obtains the 1-Higgs-singlet
model (1HSM). It introduces a real scalar field that is neutral under the SM gauge groups.
In a next-to-minimal model an additional Higgs doublet is added to the SM particle content
resulting in the class of Two Higgs Doublet Models (2HDM). In this paper we consider the
1HSM as a proof-of-concept model for extensions of the SM with additional heavy scalars.
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In the 1HSM, the doublet and singlet fields mix with each other, resulting in two
physical scalar states that are linear combinations of the original fields. This mixing af-
fects the properties and interactions of the scalar bosons, and can be constrained by the
experimental data from the LHC and other experiments. One of the key motivations for
the 1HSM is that it can accommodate a first-order electroweak phase transition, which is
necessary for electroweak baryogenesis [8–11]. The 1HSM has been extensively investigated
[8, 12–42], and the remaining parameter space following LHC constraints has been explored
in refs. [43–47] including constraints from dedicated direct searches for a heavy scalar as
presented for instance in refs. [48, 49].

Finding a heavy scalar at the LHC can be very challenging, especially if its couplings
to electroweak gauge bosons are suppressed, and its couplings to third generation fermions
are enhanced, as is the case in many SM extensions. In such a scenario, the dominant
signature arises from the heavier scalar decaying into tt̄ final states. The production of a tt̄

pair via the decay of a heavy scalar features a well-known interesting complication: there
are large interference effects between the Higgs signal process and pp → tt̄ continuum QCD
production [50–56]. These large interference effects induce significant distortions to the res-
onance line-shape yielding different forms: a pure resonance peak, a peak-dip structure, a
dip-peak structure, or even a pure dip structure, depending on the parameters of the theory.
Therefore, good control of the signal-background interference including higher-order cor-
rections in perturbative QCD is mandatory for a reliable interpretation of a possible future
signal, but also for setting accurate exclusion limits [57–67]. Computing next-to-leading
order (NLO) corrections to the interference is non-trivial, as the interference in question
at leading order (LO) involves a loop amplitude for the signal and a tree-level amplitude
for the continuum. Such a structure is not supported by general purpose NLO frameworks,
and at NLO order multi-scale two-loop amplitudes contribute, whose computation is be-
yond current technology. In refs. [58–61, 65] different approximations have been employed
and investigated for the computation of approximate NLO corrections to the interference
contribution. In ref. [59], an NLO K-factor has been constructed as the average of the
K-factors for the signal and the continuum. The computations in ref. [58, 60, 61] are based
on the large top-quark limit, which is clearly violated for the process at hand. Ref. [65] only
includes a subset of all NLO contributions. Here we present a new NLO computation for
Higgs-mediated tt̄ production. For the computation of the interference we include the ex-
act amplitude contributions everywhere but for the non-factorisable corrections. Complete
NLO corrections are included for the heavy scalar signal and the continuum.

This paper is organised as follows: In section 2 we discuss the 1HSM and specify the
used benchmark points. In section 3 we review the details of the structure of our NLO
QCD calculation. In section 4 we present the numerical setup of the computation including
the Higgs decay widths, the used one-loop amplitudes and their numerical stability and
describe the used one- and two-loop form factors for gluon-fusion Higgs production. In
section 5, we present cross sections and differential distributions for the Higgs signal and its
interference in the 1HSM for the process pp (→ {h1, h2}) → tt̄+X at NLO QCD including
a discussion of theoretical uncertainties. We conclude in section 6.
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2 The 1-Higgs-singlet model

In this section we introduce the 1HSM, which for us serves as a minimal theoretically
consistent BSM model with two physical scalar bosons. In the 1HSM, the SM Higgs sector
is extended by an additional real scalar field, which is a singlet under all gauge groups of
the SM, and which, like the SM Higgs, acquires a vacuum expectation value (VEV) under
electroweak symmetry breaking. A detailed description of the model can for example be
found in refs. [32, 68].

The most general gauge-invariant potential for the 1HSM can be written as [13, 15]

V = λ

(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)2

+
1

2
M2s2+λ1s

4+λ2s
2

(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)
+µ1s

3+µ2s

(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)
, (2.1)

where s is the additional real singlet scalar with explicit mass M , which mixes with the
SM SU(2) Higgs doublet ϕ. In order to avoid vacuum instability, and that the potential is
unbounded from below, the quartic couplings λ, λ1, λ2 must satisfy

λ > 0 , λ1 > 0 , λ2 > −2
√

λλ1 , (2.2)

whereas the trilinear couplings µ1, µ2 can be either positive or negative.
In the unitary gauge, after EW symmetry breaking, the SM Higgs doublet ϕ can be

written as

ϕ =
1√
2

(
0

H + v

)
, (2.3)

with the VEV v ≃ 246 GeV.1 In this gauge, the potential in eq. (2.1) can be rewritten in
terms of the SM Higgs scalar H and the new singlet scalar s,

V =
λ

4
H4+λv2H2+λvH3+

1

2
M2s2+λ1s

4+
λ2

2
H2s2+λ2vHs2+µ1s

3+
µ2

2
H2s+µ2vHs .

(2.4)
The resulting mass eigenstates can be parameterised in terms of a mixing angle θ,

h1 = H cos θ − s sin θ ,

h2 = H sin θ + s cos θ ,
(2.5)

where h1, h2 constitute the physical Higgs bosons of the 1HSM extension, and

tan(2θ) =
−µ2v

λv2 − 1
2M

2
, (2.6)

with
−π

4
< θ <

π

4
, (2.7)

1Note that the freedom to shift the value of s, so that it does not acquire a VEV, has been used ([68],
Sec. 13.3.2).
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Mh2 [GeV] 700 1000 1500 3000

θ = θ1
π/15 π/15 π/22 π/45

≈ 0.21 ≈ 0.21 ≈ 0.14 ≈ 0.07

θ = θ2
π/8 π/8 π/12 π/24

≈ 0.39 ≈ 0.39 ≈ 0.26 ≈ 0.13

Table 1: Higgs mixing angles θ = {θ1, θ2} in the 1HSM for different masses of the heavy
Higgs h2, all with Mh1 = 125 GeV and µ1 = λ1 = λ2 = 0. These constitute the eight
different model benchmark points.

under the condition M2 > 2λv2. The model has six independent parameters, which here
are chosen to be Mh1 , Mh2 , θ, µ1, λ1, and λ2. In terms of these independent parameters,
the Lagrangian parameters are given by

λ =
cos(2θ)

(
M2

h1
−M2

h2

)
+M2

h1
+M2

h2

4v2
, (2.8)

M2 =
M2

h2
−M2

h1
+ sec(2θ)

(
M2

h1
+M2

h2

)
2 sec(2θ)

, (2.9)

µ2 = − tan(2θ)
λv2 − 1

2M
2

v
. (2.10)

The physical h1 state is assumed to be the light SM-like Higgs boson with a mass of
Mh1 = 125GeV.

The Yukawa couplings of the light and heavy Higgs bosons to the top quark are modi-
fied, and become functions of the mixing angle,

yh1
t = cos(θ)

√
2
mt

v
, yh2

t = − sin(θ)
√
2
mt

v
. (2.11)

In our study we consider four different benchmark masses for the heavy Higgs, Mh2 =

{700, 1000, 1500, 3000}GeV. For each heavy Higgs mass, two different values of the mixing
angle, θ = {θ1, θ2}, are considered. These benchmark scenarios are summarised in table 1.
The lower values of θ are consistent with theoretical and current experimental constraints
[45, 46]. The largest mixing angle, θ2 = π/8, is no longer compatible with experimental
constraints, but is included to illustrate the dependence on the mixing angle. The pertur-
bativity constraint |λ| < 4π along with eq. (2.8) imposes the condition |θ| < θ0 which is
satisfied for all eight benchmark points, as θ0 ≥ 0.42 for 200 GeV ≲ Mh2 ≤ 3 TeV. No
renormalisation group running of the couplings has been taken into account.

All benchmark points listed in table 1 are considered with vanishing coupling param-
eters µ1, λ1, and λ2, with λ1 > 0 in eq. (2.2) treated as approximately zero. Nonetheless,
the decay widths for h2 → h1h1 and h2 → h1h1h1 are non-zero, due to the H–s mixing.
The partial decay widths Γ(h2 → n×h1) for n = {2, 3, 4} are given in appendix A, table 5.
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3 Structure of the NLO QCD computation

In this paper we consider one of the key production modes of the heavy Higgs in the 1HSM
extension of the SM, which is

gg → {h1, h2} → tt̄ . (3.1)

In the SM this process is loop-induced and mediated by heavy quarks (top- and bottom-
quarks). In ref. [50–55] it was pointed out that besides the squared loop-induced mode, the
interference between the loop-induced signal and the gg → tt̄ background should also be
taken into account for a reliable estimate of the heavy Higgs signature in the tt̄ final state.
In fact, due to this interference contribution instead of a resonance peak one generically
expects a peak-dip structure in the invariant mass distribution of the tt̄ pair. To be precise,
the amplitude for the process in eq. (3.1) consists of the sum of QCD tt̄ production, which
we label MQCD, and additional contributions where the tt̄ pair arises from the decay of the
Higgs bosons h1, h2. We denote the corresponding amplitudes by Mh1 and Mh2 . At the
level of the amplitude squared, we can distinguish the following contributions,

QCD background: |MQCD|2 ,

Higgs signal: |Mh1 |2 + |Mh2 |2 + 2Re
(
M∗

h1
Mh2

)
,

Higgs–QCD interference: 2Re
((
M∗

h1
+M∗

h2

)
MQCD

)
.

(3.2)

Since there can be some ambiguity in the term “signal”, the terms used for the different
contributions will be explained here. In essence, “Higgs signal” refers to the 1HSM con-
tribution from h1 and h2 without their interference to the continuum QCD background.
Corresponding example diagrams at the amplitude-squared level for the Higgs signal, the
Higgs–QCD interference and the continuum background are shown in figure 1. We want to
note that at LO, the interference effects only arise when the two incoming gluons produce
the tt̄ pair in a colour singlet configuration.

At the NLO level, corrections to the continuum background have been known for many
years [69–72] and also corrections up to NNLO are available in the literature [73–80], yielding
perturbative uncertainties of around 10(5)% at NLO(NNLO), and slightly increasing in the
tail of the tt̄ invariant mass distribution. Corresponding corrections to the interference
are only known in approximations, where the heavy-quark loop is integrated out [58, 60,
61].2 However, as Mh2 > 2mt, where mt is the top-quark mass, this approximation is not
expected to be valid for the process at hand. Thus, here we would like to go beyond the
heavy-quark approximation providing (almost) exact NLO predictions for the signal process
and the interference between the heavy Higgs signal and the continuum. The rest of this
section presents the details of this NLO computation, where we focus the discussion on the
interference. In our numerical results presented in section 5 we include NLO corrections
consistently for the signal, the continuum background and the interference.

At NLO we have to consider virtual and real contributions. At the virtual level contribu-
tions can be categorised into corrections to Higgs production, corrections to the h1/h2 → tt̄

2In ref. [59] a corresponding NLO K-factor was constructed averaging the K-factors for the signal and
the background.
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decay, corrections to the background, and non-factorisable corrections. Representative di-
agrams for all four categories contributing to the NLO virtual corrections are shown in
figure 2. Corrections to the continuum background as shown in figure 2(c) are of loop-
squared type and are readily available in OpenLoops (see section 4.3). Corrections to the
production as shown in figure 2(a) are incorporated via form-factors interfaced to Open-
Loops tree-level amplitudes. These two-loop form-factors have been extracted from the
results in ref. [81]. Details are given in section 4.4. Similarly, corrections to the decay as
shown in figure 2(b) are evaluated via the same form-factor approach for the heavy-quark
loop in the production stage at one-loop and an explicit loop computation in OpenLoops
for the decay. Finally, the non-factorisable corrections as shown in figure 2(d) are beyond
current loop technology and we compute these in the Higgs Effective Field Theory (HEFT)
reweighted with LO mass effects, however considering only those contributions that yield
IR divergent limits. Before discussing this latter approach in more detail below, we first
have a look at the NLO real corrections.

For the computation of the NLO real corrections we have to evaluate all contributing
amplitudes with an additional gluon, and the ones with an additional qq̄ replacing a gluon
at LO. In regard of real corrections to the Higgs–continuum interference, the amplitudes
are given by born–loop interferences. Such amplitudes are readily available from auto-
mated one-loop amplitude providers like OpenLoops. However, these amplitudes have to
be evaluated in infrared (IR) divergent limits, where the additional radiated parton can be
soft or collinear to one of the LO initial-state gluons. Such phase-space regions pose se-

<latexit sha1_base64="/y65TcyXMMg8WjqbYbzgNbH6fAM="></latexit>
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Figure 1: Leading order Feynman diagram contributions to gg → tt̄ at the amplitude-
squared level: a) Higgs-squared contribution, b) Higgs-QCD interference, c) and QCD
continuum-squared contribution. The vertical dashed lines correspond to a phase-space cut
on final-state particles.
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Figure 2: Example Feynman diagrams at the amplitude-squared level contributing to the
virtual corrections to the interference at NLO. From top to bottom the diagrams represent
corrections to Higgs production a), to the Higgs decay b), to the continuum c), and non-
factorisable corrections d).

vere challenges for the numerical stability of the one-loop amplitudes similar to real-virtual
contributions in standard NNLO applications. We will discuss these issues in more detail
in section 4.3. Furthermore, these real radiation contributions to the interference gener-
ate non-factorisable corrections such as the one displayed in figure 3. Such contributions
are non-zero for a (heavy) Higgs of finite width, and do contain an infrared divergence.
Correspondingly this infrared divergence needs to be cancelled by a corresponding virtual
contribution. In fact, the infrared divergence of the real correction of the type displayed
in figure 3 is cancelled by non-factorisable virtual corrections such as the one displayed in
figure 4. However, the computation of such non-factorisable two-loop virtual corrections is
beyond today’s loop technology, due to the presence of three different masses in internal
propagators. Here we note that, in the soft limit, these virtual contributions factorise into a
singular term times the interference between Higgs production at LO, with full quark mass
dependence in the loops, and the continuum production of tt̄ in an octet state. Therefore,
the infrared divergent part of the non-factorisable corrections can be reliably obtained by
computing all non-factorisable virtual corrections in the infinite top-mass limit, dividing
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t
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Figure 3: Example Feynman diagrams at the amplitude-squared level contributing to the
real corrections to the interference at NLO. Shown is an infrared divergent non-factorisable
contribution.
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h1, h2

g

g

t̄

t

t̄

t

g

g

Figure 4: Example Feynman diagrams at the amplitude-squared level contributing to
the virtual corrections to the interference at NLO. Shown is an infrared divergent non-
factorisable contribution (top) together with the corresponding contribution in the HEFT
(bottom).

them by the LO contribution in the infinite top-mass limit, and multiplying the result by
the corresponding LO contribution with full quark-mass dependence in the loops. This is
the strategy we employ in this paper. We note that such rescaling cannot account for non-
factorisable corrections of the type displayed in figure 5, due to the absence of a closed top
quark loop. To summarise, after the rescaling procedure and the cancellation of infrared
divergences, the infrared-finite part of the non-factorisable corrections arising from virtual
diagrams will be approximated, whereas all real corrections and integrated subtraction
counterterms will always be exact.

We observe that the so-computed virtual non-factorisable corrections are small, and
correspond to 1% of the total cross-section for all benchmark points. In order to have an
estimate of the non-factorisable corrections that are not included in our approximation, we
consider diagrams such as the one in figure 6 that give rise to an effective three-gluon-Higgs
vertex in the HEFT limit. We can then compute such contributions in the HEFT limit, and
rescale them by the same factor as we did for the other non-factorisable corrections. The
effect of these diagrams to the total cross section is less that 1% for all benchmark points.
Due to this, and the fact that these diagrams do not factorise from the Born amplitude in
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h1, h2
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t

t̄

t
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g

Figure 5: Example Feynman diagrams at the amplitude-squared level contributing to the
virtual corrections to the interference at NLO. Shown is a finite non-factorisable contribution
that cannot be treated in the approximation employed in our computation.

any limit, we decided not to include them in our nominal predictions.
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t

g

g

Figure 6: Example Feynman diagrams at the amplitude-squared level that is infrared finite
and admits a HEFT counterpart. Shown is the contribution with the top quark loop (top)
together with the corresponding contribution in the HEFT (bottom).

Several of the ingredients discussed above are not readily available in public Monte
Carlo tools. Therefore, we have compiled a new Monte Carlo framework, using Kaleu [82]
for phase space generation, and where the dipole subtraction [83, 84] has been derived
from the corresponding implementation in Helac-Dipoles [85]. All tree and loop matrix
elements have been obtained with a modified version of OpenLoops 2 [86], where a dedi-
cated interface to extract colour-correlated helicity amplitudes has been implemented. The
two-loop virtual amplitudes have been incorporated via tree-level form-factors inserted into
OpenLoops amplitudes, employing CHAPLIN [87] for the required harmonic polyloga-
rithms [88]. We have validated a resulting calculation of NLO QCD pp → tt̄ production
against MCFM [89–92], and that of Higgs production at NLO with SusHi [93, 94], finding
perfect agreement in both cases. In the following, we refer to this computational setup as
Helac+OpenLoops. Further details of this setup are given in section 4.
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Mh2 [GeV] 700 1000 1500 3000

θ1

Γh1 [GeV] 3.910(5)× 10−3 3.910(5)× 10−3 4.004(5)× 10−3 4.067(5)× 10−3

Γh1/Mh1 3.1283(4)× 10−5 3.1283(4)× 10−5 3.2034(4)× 10−5 3.2537(4)× 10−5

Γh2 [GeV] 10.780(3) 34.295(3) 79.52(2) 86.70(3)

Γh2/Mh2 0.015400(4) 0.034295(3) 0.053013(7) 0.028902(9)

θ2

Γh1 [GeV] 3.488(5)× 10−3 3.488(5)× 10−3 3.813(5)× 10−3 4.017(5)× 10−3

Γh1/Mh1 2.7908(4)× 10−5 2.7908(4)× 10−5 3.0506(4)× 10−5 3.2139(4)× 10−5

Γh2 [GeV] 33.903(8) 116.37(4) 273.6(2) 322.5(2)

Γh2/Mh2 0.04843(2) 0.11637(4) 0.18240(8) 0.10751(5)

Table 2: Decay widths and Γ/M ratios for the light and heavy Higgs bosons, h1 and h2,
in the 1HSM extension for the considered benchmark points. The error is due to rounding
and the numerical integration.

4 Numerical setup

4.1 Input parameters

For the numerical input parameters in our calculation we follow the recommendations from
the LHC Higgs Working Group (LHCHWG) [95]. The electroweak coupling α is determined
in the Gµ scheme with,

α =

√
2

π
Gµm

2
W sin2 θW , and sin2 θW = 1− m2

W

m2
Z

, (4.1)

where Gµ and the particle masses are given by

Gµ = 1.1663787× 10−5 GeV−2 ,

mW = 80.35797 GeV , mZ = 91.15348 GeV

mt = 173.2 GeV , mb = 4.92 GeV ,

mH = 125 GeV . (4.2)

We use the NLO PDF set PDF4LHC15_nlo_mc [96], with αs(MZ) = 0.118, as well as three-
loop αs running, for all cross sections, both LO and NLO. Factorisation and renormalisation
scales µR, µF are set to

µ = µR = µF =
Mtt̄

2
, (4.3)

where Mtt̄ is the invariant mass of the top-antitop pair. The hadronic pp collision energy
is taken as

√
s = 13 TeV.

4.2 Higgs decay widths

We determine the widths of the light and heavy Higgs bosons in the 1HSM as

Γh1 = ΓH(Mh1) cos
2 θ , (4.4)

Γh2 = ΓH(Mh2) sin
2 θ + Γ(h2 → n× h1) , (4.5)
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where ΓH(M) refers to the decay width of a SM Higgs with mass M . We compute the
SM Higgs decay width at NLO QCD and electroweak using Prophecy4f [97–99] for the
WW and ZZ decay channels, and HDECAY [100, 101] for the remaining decay channels. The
calculated width is ΓH(125GeV) = 4.087(5) × 10−3 GeV which agrees with the current
LHCHWG recommendation of 4.088 × 10−3 GeV [95]. Due to numerical issues in HDECAY
for large values of M together with small values of mb for decay modes into b quarks, we
approximate ΓH ≈ Γ(H → WW ) + Γ(H → ZZ) for the benchmark points with Mh2 =

3 TeV. Besides the SM contribution ΓH the decay width of the heavy Higgs Γh2 also
receives contributions from Γ (h2 → n× h1). We consider these explicitly for 2 ≤ n ≤ 4, as
detailed in appendix A. The resulting numerical values for the decay widths Γh1/2

in the
eight considered 1HSM benchmark scenarios as defined in section 2 are listed in table 2
together with their respective Γ/M ratios. The latter are crucial to gauge the size of non-
factorisable corrections. As expected, they are very small for the SM Higgs, but get above
10% for Mh2 = 1000, 1500, 3000GeV and θ = θ2.

4.3 One-loop amplitudes and numerical stability

The LO and one-loop amplitudes implemented in OpenLoops have been compared at the
amplitude level for several phase space points to the implementation used in ref. [65], and
were found to be in agreement. The implementation of the continuum QCD background
for pp → tt̄ at NLO in Helac+OpenLoops has been validated against the result from
MCFM [89–92], and was also found to be in agreement. The implementation of the dipole
integrated subtraction terms in Helac-Dipoles was validated against the corresponding
implementation in OpenLoops for the continuum QCD background.

For numerical stability, a small cut on the transverse momentum of the real radiated
jet is applied, pT,j > pT,min. This is in particularly necessary for the evaluation of the loop-
induced real emission amplitudes in the gg-channel, gg → Hg, which can suffer from nu-
merical instabilities in the penta-box diagrams. To produce all results in this paper we have
set pT,min = 0.1GeV. Additional stability treatment is included in Helac+OpenLoops,
which discards events based on the relative accuracy estimate provided by OpenLoops,
which will be above some threshold for events causing numerical instability in the loop
calculations. A cut on the relative ratio of the invariant mass of the emitter, sij/sijk < ϵ,
has been applied. Theresults in this paper correspond to ϵ = 10−6. Furthermore, events
that are in the soft and collinear region, i.e. low pT or low sij/sijk have been flagged for
a further stability check of the relative error of the real-subtracted cross section. We have
checked that the effect of varying the cutoffs pT,min and ϵ around the values given above is
within Monte Carlo error.

4.4 One- and two-loop form factors for gluon-fusion Higgs production

The one- and two-loop form factors for gg → H production [81, 102] have been implemented
in OpenLoops with finite top and bottom mass corrections. Exact mass dependence of the
form factors are especially important for a BSM model with a light Higgs mass, Mh1 < 2mt,
and a heavy Higgs mass, Mh2 > 2mt. The code for the form factors was adapted partly
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from JetVHeto [103] and partly from the gg_H_quark-mass-effects process [104] in
POWHEG BOX V2 [105–107].

The form factor representation for the coupling of a Higgs doublet to two on-shell
gluons of momenta q1 and q2, colour indexes a and b, and polarisations εµ±(q1) and εν±(q2)

respectively [108] is given by

Vµν,ab(q1, q2) =
αs

4πv
F δab ((q1 · q2) gµν − qν1 q

µ
2 ) , (4.6)

where the form factor F can be represented as a series expansion in powers of αs,

F = F1 +
αs

2π
F2 +O(α2

s) . (4.7)

The one-loop form factor F1 is given by [81]

F1 = −
∑
q

2

τ2q

[
τq +

1

4
(1− τq) ln

2 xq

]
, (4.8)

where

τq ≡
q1 · q2
2m2

q

, xq ≡

√
1− τ−1

q − 1√
1− τ−1

q + 1
. (4.9)

The index q = b, t refers to the heavy-quark flavours in the loop, with quark mass mq. The
correct analytic continuation for all functions of xq can be obtained via the replacement
τq → τq + i0.

The two-loop form factor F2, UV renormalised in the MS scheme for the strong coupling
and the on-shell scheme for the quark masses mq, and in 4− 2ϵ dimensions, is given by

F2 =

(
4πµ2

R

−2(q1 · q2)− i0

)ϵ
1

Γ(1− ϵ)

{
−
(
CA

ϵ2
+

β0
ϵ

+ β0 ln

(
2(q1 · q2)

µ2
R

))
F1

+2
∑
q

[
CF

(
F2l,a
1/2 (xq) +

4

3
F2l,b
1/2 (xq)

)
+ CAG2l

1/2(xq)

]}
, (4.10)

where µR is the renormalisation scale and β0 = (11CA − 2nf )/6. The definitions of the
functions F2l,a

1/2 (x),F
2l,b
1/2 (x) and G2l

1/2(x) can be found in ref. [109].
The implementation of the one- and two-loop form factors for gluon-fusion Higgs

production in OpenLoops has been validated by considering the process pp → H at
NLO in Helac+OpenLoops and comparing the total cross section to the result from
SusHi [93, 94]. The pp → H NLO cross section has been validated against SusHi for
varying Higgs mass mH and scales, µR and µF , to ensure the correct behaviour of the form
factors. All cross sections were found to be in agreement with SusHi within their respective
Monte Carlo error estimates. The pT distribution for pp → H from Helac+OpenLoops
has been validated against H1jet [110].
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5 Results

In this section we present NLO predictions for the process pp (→ {h1, h2}) → tt̄ + X in
the SM and the 1HSM at the inclusive level, i.e. with stable tops, and no fiducial cuts
applied. Presented results are for the LHC with a centre-of-mass energy

√
s = 13TeV. In

this discussion we separate out various contributions to the tt̄ cross-section, as defined in
eq. (3.2).

5.1 Inclusive cross sections

We first consider the pp → tt̄ process in the SM, i.e. with Mh2 = 0. The various contri-
butions to the inclusive NLO cross-section and associated K-factors, K = σNLO/σLO, for
the QCD background, the Higgs signal, and for the Higgs–QCD interference are shown in
table 3 (upper part). First, we note that at the fully inclusive level the Higgs signal is very

pp (→ {h1}) → tt̄+X in the SM

QCD background Higgs signal Higgs-QCD Interference

σQCD
NLO [pb] KQCD σHiggs

NLO [pb] KHiggs σinterf
NLO [pb] K interf

675.23(4) 1.5965(1) 0.030971(3) 1.6512(2) −1.56498(6) 2.1509(2)

pp (→ {h1, h2}) → tt̄+X in the 1HSM

Higgs signal Higgs–QCD interference

Mh2 [GeV] σHiggs
NLO [pb] KHiggs σinterf

NLO [pb] K interf

θ1

700 0.029108(2) 1.6234(2) −1.474(3) 2.112(4)

1000 0.027334(2) 1.6459(2) −1.49140(8) 2.1584(2)

1500 0.029932(3) 1.6745(2) −1.53751(8) 2.1609(2)

3000 0.030933(3) 1.6661(2) −1.5800(2) 2.1822(2)

θ2

700 0.027231(2) 1.5689(2) −1.289(3) 2.043(5)

1000 0.020114(2) 1.6442(2) −1.30284(6) 2.1382(2)

1500 0.026519(2) 1.6617(2) −1.44509(3) 2.13868(8)

3000 0.029772(2) 1.6452(2) −1.53725(7) 2.1507(2)

Table 3: Integrated NLO cross-sections and corresponding K-factors for the LHC process
pp (→ {h1, h2}) → tt̄+X with

√
s = 13 TeV in the SM (upper part) and the 1HSM (lower

part) for each of the considered eight benchmark points. For the 1HSM results “Higgs signal”
and “Higgs-QCD interference” refer to the respective sums of the h1 and h2 contributions
as defined in (3.2). MC integration errors are shown in brackets.

small compared to the QCD background. This is expected due to the far off-shell SM Higgs
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propagator. The interference between the Higgs and the QCD background yields a nega-
tive subpercent contribution compared to the background. In magnitude the interference
is about 1.5 orders of magnitude larger than the Higgs signal. The NLO computation of
this interference term in the SM and in the 1HSM with full mass dependence (apart from
in the non-factorisable corrections, as discussed in section 3) represents the main result of
the paper at hand. It is useful at this stage to compare our results to that of ref. [59]. In
their ansatz, the NLO interference is obtained by rescaling the LO interference with the
geometric average of the K-factors for the Higgs signal and the QCD background,

σinterf
NLO =

√
KHiggs ·KQCD σinterf

LO (5.1)

This ansatz yields K interf
estimate =

√
KHiggs ·KQCD = 1.62 in contrast to K interf = 2.01 we

obtain via the explicit computation, i.e. the ansatz of ref. [59] predicts an interference at
NLO of −1.18 pb, while the explicit computation yields −1.46 pb.

In table 3 (lower part), we show the contributions of the Higgs signal and of the Higgs–
QCD interference to the NLO total cross section in the 1HSM for the benchmark points of
table 1. At the inclusive level we observe no appreciable modifications of the NLO K-factors
for any of the 1HSM cross-sections compared to the SM. In the next Section 5.2 we move
on to discuss corresponding NLO predictions at the differential level.

5.2 Differential distributions

We consider distributions in the invariant mass of the tt̄ system, Mtt̄, for the SM and the
BSM benchmark scenarios of table 1. In figure 7, we plot the corresponding NLO differen-
tial distributions for θ = θ1 (upper plot) and θ = θ2 (lower plot) over a large mass range.
In each figure we separate the relevant contributions according to eq. (3.2), namely the
QCD background (|MQCD|2), the SM Higgs contributions (|Mh1 |2 + 2Re(M∗

h1
MQCD))

and the SM+BSM Higgs contributions (|Mh1 |2 + |Mh2 |2 +2Re
((
M∗

h1
+M∗

h2

)
MQCD

)
+

2Re(M∗
h1
M∗

h2
)). The latter are labelled according to the value of the mass of the heavy

Higgs. The Higgs contributions are suppressed by about two orders of magnitude with
respect to the QCD background. The BSM contributions largely follow the SM continuum
apart from the peak/dip structure around the mass of the heavy Higgs. A precise modelling
of these structures is crucial in order to separate the overwhelming QCD background. The
SM Higgs and the BSM Higgs predictions are largely dominated by the interference contri-
butions yielding negative cross-sections up to Mtt̄ ≈ 1300 GeV. The SM Higgs contribution
turns positive at around Mtt̄ ≈ 1300 GeV yielding a spurious enhanced shape in the chosen
linearised log plot for all SM Higgs and BSM Higgs predictions. We note that for θ = θ2
the deviations around the mass of the heavy Higgs are smeared out compared to those for
θ = θ1. This is expected as the width of the resonances for θ = θ2 are larger than for θ = θ1,
as listed in table 2. The peak/dip structure for the BSM scenario with Mh2 = 3000 GeV is
marginally visible in these plots and we will neglect it in the further discussion. Such high
masses of the heavy Higgs will be out-of-reach even at the HL-LHC.

In order to highlight the peak/dip structure in the BSM scenarios in more detail, which
is the key objective of the paper at hand, in figure 8 we consider again the NLO differential
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Figure 7: NLO differential distribution in Mtt̄ for the QCD continuum pp → tt̄ +X, the
SM Higgs mediated process pp (→ h) → tt̄+X and the BSM process pp (→ h1, h2) → tt̄+X

at NLO in the 1HSM for several benchmark scenarios with θ = θ1 (upper plot) and θ = θ1
(lower plot). The dσ/dMtt̄ axis is plotted in log-scale with a linearised section between
−10−8 and 10−8.
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invariant mass, Mtt̄, for each 1HSM benchmark point and in the SM. The chosen invariant
mass windows are represented by a grey band.
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distribution in Mtt̄ showing the relative difference between the (B)SM Higgs predictions in
the 1HSM/SM and the QCD continuum, labelled Higgs/QCD − 1. A corresponding plot
differential in the average transverse momentum of the top and anti-top quark is shown in
appendix B. For all benchmark points the BSM effects manifest as a rather sharp dip around
the heavy Higgs mass on top of the SM Higgs continuum. This dip is significantly wider in
the case of θ = θ2 due to the increased heavy Higgs widths. Additionally, for θ = θ2 there
are significant h1-h2 and off-shell h2-QCD interference effects which alter the shape of the
Higgs continuum even away from the resonance region. At the negative maximum of the
relative contribution of the Higgs continuum at around Mtt̄ ≈ 450 GeV these interference
effects yield a relative reduction of around 30%. Based on the shapes of the dip structures
around the resonance regions we select suitable invariant mass windows for each benchmark
point around the resonance structures. These invariant mass windows are highlighted as
grey bands in figure 8 and listed in table 4. Within these invariant windows in figure 9 we
zoom into the respective differential distributions in the top-pair invariant mass and show
absolute NLO and LO predictions for the SM and BSM processes pp (→ h1, h2) → tt̄+X for
all considered benchmark points. NLO corrections are large reaching more than 100% and
typically broaden the resonance dip towards larger invariant masses. The shown uncertainty
bands at NLO are obtained from renormalisation and factorisation scale variations based on
the envelope of a seven-point variation around the central scale choice in eq. (4.3), i.e. con-
sidering the combinations (µR, µF ) = (2µ, 2µ), (µ/2, µ/2), (2µ, µ), (µ/2, µ), (µ, 2µ), (µ, µ/2).
Scale uncertainties are at the level of 20− 30% in the resonance regions. We checked that
these NLO uncertainty bands do not overlap with corresponding bands at LO (not shown).
Due to the large higher-order corrections affecting the processes at hand NLO is the first
perturbative order where a reliable estimate of theoretical uncertainties can be inferred
from scale variation. In all invariant mass windows NLO corrections and uncertainties at
NLO increase towards smaller invariant masses. This can be understood from a shift of
events from the resonance region to invariant masses above and below the resonance, and
the steepness of the corresponding differential distribution.

Last, we comment on the effect of non-factorisable corrections in the chosen mass
windows. Virtual non-factorisable corrections included in our nominal predictions gives
a contribution of order 5% for all benchmark points in the total cross sections in the
corresponding mass windows. Further non-factorisable virtual corrections such as the one
in figure 6, and that are not included in our nominal predictions, are evaluated according
to the rescaling described in section 3, and give an additional contribution of order 1%.

5.3 Sensitivity estimates to BSM effects

Based on the obtained NLO cross sections for the 1HSM benchmarks we can estimate the
sensitivity of current and future LHC runs in excluding these BSM scenarios. Within each
invariant mass window as defined in table 4 we consider |S|/

√
B =

√
L |σS |/

√
σB as a naive

estimate for the significance from Poisson statistics [112], where σS and σB are the cross
sections integrated over the appropriate Mtt̄ window, and L is the integrated luminosity of
the considered LHC scenario. In particular, we consider the full LHC Run 2 data sample
corresponding to an integrated luminosity of L = 139 fb−1 [113], the projected integrated
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Figure 9: Differential distributions in Mtt̄ for the combined Higgs contribution (signal
and interference) in the 1HSM and in the SM to the process pp (→ {h1, h2}) → tt̄ +

X comparing NLO (solid) and LO (dashed) predictions for each benchmark point in the
respective invariant mass window as defined in table 4.
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∆Bexp/B

|S|/
√
B

invariant (|S|/
√
B)

√
BR2ℓ2ℓ′

Mh2 [GeV] mass window |S|/B Run 2 Run 3 HL-LHC

θ1

700 600–790 GeV 0.00012(3)

0.047 0.047 0.023

0.46(9) 0.7(2) 2.1(5)

0.10(2) 0.15(3) 0.47(9)

1000 900–1115 GeV 0.000476(6)

0.069 0.069 0.029

0.691(7) 1.02(1) 3.21(4)

0.154(2) 0.226(3) 0.713(7)

1500 1200–1600 GeV 6.3(2)× 10−5

0.072 0.072 0.03

0.051(2) 0.076(3) 0.239(8)

0.0114(4) 0.0168(6) 0.053(2)

θ2 1500 1050–1800 GeV 0.000108(2)

0.059 0.059 0.025

0.129(2) 0.190(3) 0.601(9)

0.0287(5) 0.0422(7) 0.133(2)

Table 4: S/B ratios and significance estimates for the 1HSM benchmark points for LHC
Run 2, LHC Run 3 and HL-LHC. Results using statistical Poisson uncertainties are shown
for the total cross section and the 4e+4µ+2e2µ final state. In addition to S/B, the rela-
tive total experimental uncertainty of the background, ∆Bexp/B, is given, as estimated in
ref. [111]. We note that θ2 for the Mh2 values of 700 and 1000 GeV is already excluded
experimentally.

luminosity for LHC Run 3 of L ≈ 300 fb−1, and of L ≈ 3000 fb−1 for the future high
luminosity (HL-LHC) upgrade [114]. As signal cross section σS we consider the deviation
of the 1HSM cross section from the SM cross section. The 1HSM contributes the entire
Higgs contribution including h1 and h2 (and their interference) and the Higgs-continuum
interference. The subtracted SM contribution includes the SM Higgs and its continuum
interference. We note that the continuum tt̄ contribution cancels in the signal cross section.
In this context, we point out that neglecting the SM subtraction when computing the signal
cross section would result in a significant overestimation of the considered significances,
as suggested by figure 8. For Mh2 = 700 GeV, the amplification exceeds a factor 10.
As background σB we consider the full SM cross section including the SM Higgs cross
section, the QCD continuum cross section and the SM Higgs-continuum interference. The
fiducial cross sections for the Higgs signals are mostly negative due to sizable Higgs-QCD
interferences. Therefore we pragmatically consider the absolute value in the significance
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estimate. The results are shown in table 4.3

Our first significance estimates are based on the assumption that all top decay modes
can be captured experimentally and the true Mtt̄ distribution extracted. A more practicable
assumption is to measure the tt̄ cross section using the e−e+, µ−µ+ and e∓µ± decay
modes [115]. We then need to include the corresponding branching ratio BR2ℓ2ℓ′ , where
ℓ, ℓ′ ∈ {e, µ}. We use the theoretical Born result of BR2ℓ2ℓ′ = 4/92 ≈ 4.9%. These second
significance estimates, calculated as

|S|√
B

√
BR2ℓ2ℓ′ , (5.2)

are also displayed in table 4.
We consider a benchmark point to be excludable if the significance is larger than 2.

Using the full tt̄ data set, we find that purely based on statistical uncertainties all benchmark
points with Mh2 = 700 GeV and 1000 GeV could only barely be excluded at the HL-LHC.
However, this can only be seen as a simplified, very preliminary estimate, since we do not
take into account the top decays, phase space cuts, or experimental systematics. Even this
simplified significance estimate cannot exclude benchmark points with Mh2 = 1500 GeV in
any of the three scenarios. When the data set is limited to the 4e+4µ+2e2µ final state, no
benchmark point is projected to be excludable.

We note that experimental efficiencies ε < 1 may further reduce the measured tt̄ cross
sections, and theoretical uncertainties also need to be taken into account. In table 4, in
addition to S/B the relative total experimental uncertainty of the background is given,
as estimated in table 5 of ref. [111]. This comparison highlights the need for a significant
reduction of the background uncertainties, before a realistic chance to exclude the 1HSM
in this channel at the HL-LHC will materialise.

In a comprehensive, realistic analysis, the prospects of exclusion at the LHC hence
appear slim. On the other hand, when top decays are included applying more sophisticated,
differential methods (see figure 8) to enhance the signal over background ratio and possibly
increasing the data set by including additional W boson decay modes in the analysis may
result in sizeable improvements. We are encouraged by the fact that the semi-leptonic decay
modes are now also being exploited in experimental tt̄ analyses [116]. The situation will
evidently improve at planned future colliders like the FCC-hh.

6 Conclusion

In this work we considered the 1-Higgs-singlet extension of the SM including an additional
heavy Higgs that can decay into a tt̄ pair. The production of such a particle interferes with
QCD tt̄ production, and it is possible that the interference pattern leads to appreciable
modifications of physical cross sections, for instance in the differential distribution in Mtt̄,
the invariant mass of the tt̄ pair. Extending the analysis of ref. [65], we have computed the
full set of NLO corrections to the production of a scalar decaying into a tt̄ pair, for the case

3Due to a log-based bin partitioning, the precise windows are given by [601.9, 791.8], [908.1, 1115.5],
[1194.6, 1607.8] and [1065.6, 1802.3] GeV, respectively.
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of stable top quarks. The corrections entail at the virtual level two-loop amplitudes contain-
ing Higgs bosons in interference with the QCD background at tree-level and one-loop Higgs
boson amplitudes in interference with the one-loop QCD background, and corresponding
loop-squared amplitudes at the real radiation level. The two-loop amplitudes containing
Higgs bosons can be separated into “factorisable” and “non-factorisable”. Factorisable two-
loop diagrams are computed exactly. Some non-factorisable two-loop contributions are
beyond today’s loop technology. We hence include the non-factorisable two-loop contri-
butions in an approximation which preserves all singular limits. The ingredients of our
calculation are not available in current automated tools. Therefore, we built a custom
Monte Carlo framework by acquiring amplitudes from a modified OpenLoops 2, using the
dipole subtraction implementation from Helac-Dipoles, and Kaleu for phase-space in-
tegration. In this framework factorisable two-loop corrections are included via appropriate
form-factors inserted into OpenLoops tree amplitudes.

In our numerical analysis we found that the presence of an additional Higgs boson
induces distinct features in the Mtt̄ distribution, located around the mass of the heavy Higgs.
These features are affected by large NLO corrections, which broaden the Mtt̄ distribution
relative to the LO one. Performing a scan in Mtt̄, we found that excluding the considered
BSM model with the HL-LHC or a future collider like the FCC-hh will require differential
discriminants, enlarged data sets and significant improvements in reducing the background
uncertainties. An important step will be to upgrade our calculation by including the top
decays, so that realistic experimental cuts can be applied and differential observables can
be analysed. It would then be desirable to identify alternative observables to Mtt̄ that show
the same degree of sensitivity to BSM effects, but are less affected by real QCD radiation.
We leave both tasks to future work. In summary, this study provides the key ingredients to
assess the impact of interference effects in BSM searches at NLO accuracy. The developed
Helac+OpenLoop Monte Carlo program for the computation of pp (→ {h1, h2}) → tt̄+X

in the SM and the 1HSM is available upon request.
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θ = θ1
Mh2 [GeV] Γ (h2 → 2× h1) [GeV] Γ (h2 → 3× h1) [GeV] Γ (h2 → 4× h1) [GeV]

700 2.1556(1) 0.00468(2) 6.24(4)× 10−7

1000 6.0953(1) 0.1692(7) 0.001718(9)

1500 9.8911(1) 0.218(2) 0.001632(8)

3000 20.658(1) 0.306(2) 0.001060(7)

θ = θ2
Mh2 [GeV] Γ (h2 → 2× h1) [GeV] Γ (h2 → 3× h1) [GeV] Γ (h2 → 4× h1) [GeV]
700 4.1798(1) 0.507(2) 0.01451(8)

1000 11.604(1) 7.34(4) 2.46(2)

1500 27.26(1) 12.9(2) 3.91(2)

3000 66.8(1) 21.4(2) 4.17(2)

Table 5: Partial decay widths for h2 → n × h1 for n = 2, 3, and 4 in the 1HSM for the
eight different benchmark points.

A Decays of the heavy Higgs in the 1HSM

As detailed in section 4.2 we determine the widths of the light and heavy Higgs bosons in
the 1HSM as

Γh1 = ΓH(Mh1) cos
2 θ , (A.1)

Γh2 = ΓH(Mh2) sin
2 θ + Γ(h2 → n× h1) , (A.2)

where ΓH(M) refers to the decay width of a SM Higgs with mass M , and Γ (h2 → n× h1) to
the partial decay widths for the heavy scalar h2 decaying into n light scalars. We compute
and include this latter partial decay width for 2 ≤ n ≤ 4. A custom implementation of the
1HSM in FeynRules [117, 118] was used to produce a UFO [119] implementation that
was subsequently used in MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [120] to calculate the partial decay
widths Γ (h2 → n× h1), the results of which are shown in table 5. It is clear that partial
decay widths for decays to higher multiplicities, n > 4, of h1 are suppressed. The partial
decay widths for n > 2 is due to cascaded emissions of h2 → h2h1 and decays h2 → h1h1,
as illustrated in figure 10.

<latexit sha1_base64="u3J9x+IVU4wfnpPtpWV97kCYIVA="></latexit>

h2

h2
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Figure 10: The cascaded partial decay of h2 → 3× h1.
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The computation of the decay width Γh2 implies a circular dependence due to the
regularisation of the h2 propagator via Γh2 itself. This is not problematic if Γh2/Mh2 ≪ 1,
but as can be seen in table 2 one of the benchmark points reaches Γh2/Mh2 ∼ 0.18. A simple
solution would be to recursively calculate the decay width. However, in the case of Γ/M ∼ 1

the Breit-Wigner approximation does not hold, and one should use a better estimate of the
self energy Σ(p2) in the exact propagator expression. It is important, however, to do this
in a gauge-invariant way. This would likely produce a tiny correction in this case, and has
therefore not been done in this study. But it may be necessary for certain new physics
models that introduces resonances with large decay widths.

B Additional differential distributions

In this appendix we include additional differential distributions for the process pp (→
h1, h2) → tt̄+X in the 1HSM. In figure 11 we show differential distributions in the average
pT of the t and t̄, pT,average = (pT,t + pT,t̄)/2, for each 1HSM benchmark point normalised
to the QCD continuum.

– 23 –



−0.004

−0.003

−0.002

−0.001

0.000

H
ig

gs
/Q

C
D

θ1,Mh2 = 700 GeV

1HSM

SM Higgs

θ2,Mh2 = 700 GeV

1HSM

SM Higgs

−0.0025

−0.0020

−0.0015

−0.0010

−0.0005

0.0000

H
ig

gs
/Q

C
D

θ1,Mh2 = 1000 GeV

1HSM

SM Higgs

θ2,Mh2 = 1000 GeV

1HSM

SM Higgs

200 400 600 800

pT,average [GeV]

−0.0025

−0.0020

−0.0015

−0.0010

−0.0005

0.0000

H
ig

gs
/Q

C
D

θ1,Mh2 = 1500 GeV

1HSM

SM Higgs

200 400 600 800

pT,average [GeV]

θ2,Mh2 = 1500 GeV

1HSM

SM Higgs

Figure 11: Ratio of the Higgs contribution (signal and interference) for the process pp (→
{h1, h2}) → tt̄+X to the continuum QCD background at NLO differential in pT,average, for
each 1HSM benchmark point and in the SM.
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