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LHC as a top factory

Figure 2. NLO inclusive cross sections for single and top quark pair production with and without an accom-

panying Z boson. The NLO tt̄Z cross section is estimated from the lowest order result using a K-factor of

1.39 and renormalization and factorization scales µ = mt +mZ/2 [4].

consider the full process (and similarly for the charge conjugate process),

u+ b → t+ Z + d
|
|

|→ µ− + µ+

|→ ν + e+ + b

(1.3)

where the leptonic decay of the top quark is included and we have specified the charged leptons that
are associated with the Z decay. The top quark decay is included using the techniques described in
Refs. [9–11] and retains all spin correlations at the expense of requiring the top quark to be treated
exactly on-shell. Since this calculation involves an incoming b-quark it is necessarily a five-flavor
calculation.

We have also considered the closely-related single top + H process which is of smaller phenomeno-
logical interest in the Standard Model. A brief description of the next-to-leading order result is given
in Appendix B.
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[Campbell, Ellis, Rontsch (2013)]

Largest yield.
Probe QCD

Sizable yield
Probe EW (Vtb…)

Single-top@LHC: PRECISION PHYSICS

•Complementary w.r.t. top pair
•Associated production within reach



Classical picture: 3 production mechanism

T-CHANNEL

LHC8: ~ 82%

ASSOCIATED PRODUCTION

LHC8: ~ 15%

S-CHANNEL

LHC8: ~ 5%

With stable tops and at tree-level:
 clear separation / hierarchy among different channels

The price of precision



Mixing at the quantum level

T-CHANNEL

LHC8: ~ 82%

ASSOCIATED PRODUCTION

S-CHANNEL

LHC8: ~ 5%

Rigid separation: good for the old ‘pioneering’ days, 
must be taken with care for precision physics

The price of precision

INTERFERENCE

SAME FINAL STATE OF TOP-PAIR



t- vs s- channels: it still makes sense

IN PRINCIPLE: 
• beyond LO t- and s- channels same initial/final states -> 

interferences, no well defined distinction

vs

HOWEVER IN PRACTICE:
• thanks to color, interference starts at NNLO (in the 5FNS)
• suppressed (color / kinematics)

CAN STILL TALK MEANINGFULLY ABOUT T (AND S) CHANNEL

•Talking about FIDUCIAL CROSS SECTION is much better
• Ideally for REALISTIC FINAL STATES



The quest for precision:
t-channel @ NNLO

[Brucherseifer, FC, Melnikov (2013)]



t-channel single top: do we need NNLO?
LOOK AT THE NLO PREDICTION

�LO = 53.77 + 3.03� 4.33 pb

The total cross section at the 8 TeV LHC:

�NLO = 55.13 + 1.63� 0.90 pb

“Small ~ 2% corrections, no need to go further”

HOWEVER…

NAIVELY:

If ‘genuine’ NLO corrections are at the percent level:
• NNLO in the per-mill range
• Irrelevant w.r.t. other sources of uncertainties (PDFs, mb, mt…)



T-channel single top: do we need NNLO?

�LO = 53.77 + 3.03� 4.33 pb

The total cross section at the 8 TeV LHC:  A CLOSER LOOK

�NLO = 55.13 + 1.63� 0.90 pb
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FIG. 3: Scale dependence of the 2 → 2 and 2 → 3 calculations,
at LO (dashed) and NLO (solid) order. Factorization and
renormalization scales in the heavy and light quark lines are
equal to µ. For the LHC only top production is considered,
the behaviour of the anti-top being very similar.

jet distributions at the Tevatron [34] and the LHC. On
the other hand, the distributions of the spectator b’s are
significantly affected.

In Fig. 3 we show the cross sections for top produc-
tion at the Tevatron and the LHC in the two schemes
as a function of µ/mt, where µ is a common renormal-
ization and factorization scale. The 4F calculation has a
stronger dependence on the scale than the 5F one, par-
ticularly at the Tevatron, which simply reflects the fact
that the 2 → 3 Born calculation already contains a fac-
tor of αs. However, we observe that both calculations are
much more stable under scale variations at NLO than at
LO. To establish an optimal central value for the scales,
we have studied separately the scale dependence associ-
ated with the light and heavy quark lines. As expected,
most of the overall scale dependence is inherited from
the heavy quark line. In the 4F scheme it is minimal
for scales around mt/2 and mt/4 for the light and heavy
quark lines respectively, which therefore sets our central
scale choice. In the 5F scheme the scale dependence is
very mild and we simply choose mt for both lines.

Table I shows the predictions for the total cross sec-
tions in the two schemes, together with their uncertain-
ties. The scale uncertainties are evaluated by varying the
renormalization and factorization scales independently
between µL,H

0 /2 < µF,R < 2µL,H
0 with 1/2 < µF /µR < 2

and µL/µH constant. We see that the uncertainty in
the 4F scheme is larger than (similar to) that in the 5F
scheme at the Tevatron (LHC). The difference between
the NLO predictions in the two schemes is rather small,
with uncertainties typically less than 5% in both cases.

The exception is the 4F calculation at the Tevatron with
an uncertainty of around 10%, which is however still of
the same order as the absolute difference with the 5F
calculation. The small scale uncertainties together with
quite modest increases of the cross sections from LO to
NLO provide a clear indication that the perturbative ex-
pansions are very well behaved.

In Fig. 4 we compare NLO predictions for the top
quark and light jet pseudo rapidity η and transverse mo-
mentum pT . To define the light jet we used the kT al-
gorithm and imposed pT > 15 GeV, ∆R > 0.7. Results
are presented as a bin-by-bin ratio of the normalized (4F
and 5F) distributions. For the LHC only top production
is shown, with the behaviour of the anti-top very similar.
Although the predictions differ somewhat, the differences
are typically at the 10% level and always less than 20%.
Finally, we study the NLO distributions in η and pT for
the spectator b. We find that the fraction of events at
the Tevatron (LHC) where the b is central and at high-pT

(|η| < 2.5, pT > 20 GeV) is 28% (36%) with a very small
scale dependence. From Fig. 5 we see that the largest ef-
fects in the shapes are present at the Tevatron, where the
spectator b tends to be more forward and softer at high
pT than in the 5F calculation (where these observables
are effectively only at LO).

We have reported on the computation of the NLO
corrections to the EW production of top and bottom
quarks through the t-channel exchange of a W boson,
keeping the mass of the heavy quarks finite. This allows
a systematic study of the approximations and improve-
ments associated with the different schemes for treating
heavy flavors in QCD. We find that the 4F calculation
is well behaved: it displays a 10% (4%) scale uncer-
tainty and a modest (very small) increase of the cross
section from LO to NLO at the Tevatron (LHC). It gives
rates that are slightly smaller than the 5F predictions
(by about 6%). The two calculations are consistent at
the Tevatron, where the uncertainty of the 4F calcula-
tion is similar to their difference and marginally consis-
tent at the LHC, where the estimated uncertainties are
much smaller. Such a difference could be interpreted as

Born
TeV t (= t̄) LHC t LHC t̄

(LO) NLO (LO) NLO (LO) NLO

2 → 2 (0.92) 1.00+0.03+0.10
−0.02−0.08 (153) 156+4+3

−4−4 (89) 93+3+2
−2−2

2 → 3 (0.68) 0.94+0.07+0.08
−0.11−0.07 (143) 146+4+3

−7−3 (81) 86+4+2
−3−2

TABLE I: Inclusive cross sections (in pb) for t-channel single
top production at the Tevatron and LHC using (CTEQ6L1)
CTEQ6.6 PDF’s for the (LO) NLO predictions and µL

0 = mt

(µH
0 = mt) and µL

0 = mt/2 (µH
0 = mt/4) as central values

for the factorization and renormalization scales for the light
(heavy) line in the 5F and 4F schemes, respectively. The first
uncertainty comes from scale variations, the second from PDF
errors.

[Campbell et al (2009)]

•Scale variation (-> h.o. est.) 
similar to corrections

•~ percent difference 
between 4FNS/5FNS 
calculations

Residual perturbative 
uncertainty at the percent-level



t-channel single top: do we need NNLO?

�LO = 53.77 + 3.03� 4.33 pb

‘Typical’ NLO corrections are much more ~10%

�NLO = 55.13 + 1.63� 0.90 pb

+12% -14%

Large cancellations among channels
(beware of approximations only considering one channel)



t-channel single top: do we need NNLO?
THE NLO K-FACTOR IS ACCIDENTALLY SMALL

The pattern of cancellation is (very) 
phase-space dependent:
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p⊥ σLO, pb σNLO, pb δNLO σNNLO, pb δNNLO

0 GeV 53.8+3.0
−4.3 55.1+1.6

−0.9 +2.4% 54.2+0.5
−0.2 −1.6%

20 GeV 46.6+2.5
−3.7 48.9+1.2

−0.5 +4.9% 48.3+0.3
−0.02 −1.2%

40 GeV 33.4+1.7
−2.5 36.5+0.6

−0.03 +9.3% 36.5+0.1
+0.1 −0.1%

60 GeV 22.0+1.0
−1.5 25.0+0.2

+0.3 +13.6% 25.4−0.1
+0.2 +1.6%

TABLE I: QCD corrections to t-channel single top quark production cross sections at 8 TeV LHC with a cut on the transverse
momentum of the top quark p⊥. Cross sections are shown at leading, next-to-leading and next-to-next-to-leading order in
dependence of the factorization and renormalization scale µ = mt (central value), µ = 2mt (upper value) and µ = mt/2 (lower
value). Corrections at NLO and at NNLO (relative to the NLO) are shown in percent for µ = mt.

las for the phase-space parametrization relevant for the
ub → dt, ub → dtg and ub → dtgg sub-processes, as well
as a discussion of an appropriate choices of variables rel-
evant for the extraction of singularities can be found in
that reference. Using the language of that paper, we only
need to consider “initial-state” sectors since there are no
collinear singularities associated with final state particles
due to the fact that top quarks are massive. All calcula-
tions required for initial-state sectors are documented in
Ref. [61] except that here we need soft and collinear lim-
its for incoming quarks, rather than gluons, and the soft
current for a massive particle. This, however, is a minor
difference that does not affect the principal features of
the computational method.

The above discussion of the NNLO QCD corrections
to the heavy quark line can be applied almost verba-
tim to corrections to the light quark line. The two-loop
corrections for the 0 → qq̄′W ∗ vertex are known since
long ago [62–64]. One-loop corrections to 0 → qq̄′gW ∗

scattering are also well-known; we implemented the re-
sult presented in [65] and again checked the implemen-
tation against an independent computation based on the
Passarino-Veltman reduction. Apart from different am-
plitudes, the only minor difference with respect to cor-
rections to the heavy quark line is that in this case there
are collinear singularities associated with both, the in-
coming and the outgoing quark lines. We deal with this
problem splitting the real-emission contribution into sec-
tors, see Ref. [61]. In the language of that paper, we
have to consider “initial-initial”, “final-final” and mixed
“initial-final” sectors. Finally, we briefly comment on the
contribution shown in Fig.1c. We note that, although
formally NNLO, it is effectively the product of NLO cor-
rections to the heavy and the light quark lines, so that
it can be dealt with using techniques familiar from NLO
computations.

We will now comment on our treatment of γ5. For
perturbative calculations at higher orders the presence of
the Dirac matrix γ5 is a nuisance since it can not be con-
tinued to d-dimensions in a straightforward way. While
computationally-efficient ways to deal with γ5 in com-
putations, that employ dimensional regularization, exist
(see e.g. Ref. [66]), they are typically complex and un-
transparent. Fortunately, there is a simple way to solve
the γ5 problem in our case. Indeed, in the calculation of
virtual corrections to the tWb weak vertex, γ5 is taken

to be anti-commuting [40–43]. This enforces the left-
handed polarization of the b-quark and removes the issue
of γ5 altogether. Indeed, if we imagine that the weak
b → t transition is facilitated by the vector current but
we select the b-quark with left-handed polarization only,
we will obtain the same result as when the calculation is
performed with the anti-commuting γ5. Since the can-
cellation of infra-red and collinear divergences occurs for
each polarization of the incoming b-quark separately, this
approach completely eliminates the need to specify the
scheme for dealing with γ5 and automatically enforces
simultaneous conservation of vector and axial currents –
a must-have feature if quantum anomalies are neglected.
Of course, this requires that we deal with the γ5 appear-
ing in real emission diagrams in the same way as in the
virtual correction and this is, indeed, what we do by us-
ing helicity amplitudes, as described in [39].

We have performed several checks to ensure that our
calculation of NNLO QCD corrections to single top quark
production is correct. For example, we have compared all
the tree-level matrix elements that are used in this com-
putation, e.g. ub → dt+ng, with 0 ≤ n ≤ 2, ub → dt+qq̄,
ug → db̄t+mg, 0 ≤ m ≤ 1, against MadGraph [67] and
found complete agreement. We have extracted one-loop
amplitudes for 0 → Wtb̄g from MCFM [45] and checked
them against our own implementation of the Passarino-
Veltman reduction, for both the W ∗b → tg and the
W ∗g → tb̄ processes. We have cross-checked one-loop
amplitudes for W ∗u → dg and related channels against
MadLoop [68]. In the intermediate stages of the compu-
tation, we also require reduced tree and one-loop ampli-
tudes computed to higher orders in ϵ, as explained e.g. in
Ref. [61]. We checked that their contributions drop out
from the final results, in accord with the general conclu-
sion of Ref. [69].

One of the most important checks is provided by the
cancellation of infra-red and collinear divergences. In-
deed, the technique for NNLO QCD computations de-
scribed in Refs. [47–49] leads to a Laurent expansion
of different contributions to differential cross sections in
the dimensional regularization parameter ϵ; coefficients
of this expansion are computed by numerical integra-
tion. Independence of physical cross sections on the reg-
ularization parameter is therefore achieved numerically,
when different contributions to such cross sections (two-
loop virtual corrections, one-loop corrections to single

�(p?,t > p?,cut)

Corrections to more exclusive observables ~ 10%



T-channel single top: do we need NNLO?

�LO = 53.77 + 3.03� 4.33 pb

The total cross section at the 8 TeV LHC:  A CLOSER LOOK

�NLO = 55.13 + 1.63� 0.90 pb

•Large (accidental?) cancellations between channels
•Scale variation (~ NNLO!) as large as corrections
•Larger corrections for more exclusive observables

To control single-top production at the percent level:
NNLO CORRECTION TO T-CHANNEL PRODUCTION



Anatomy of a NNLO computation

• For a long time, the problem of NNLO computations 
was how to consistently extract IR singularity from 
double-real emission/real-virtual emission

• This problem has now been solved both in theory 
(antenna subtraction, sector decomposition+FKS, 
semi-analytic subtraction) and in practice. Colorful  
2->2 has been achieved (top-pair, dijet, H+jet,…)

• Now the problematic part is computing two-loop 
amplitudes. State of the art:

• Numerically: 2->2 with 1 extra mass-scale (tt)

• Analytically: 2->2 with two external mass scales (VV*)



t-channel single-top @ NNLO

Recent developments in NNLO techniques, allowed us to 
compute (almost) t-channel single-top corrections.

In particular, for our computation:

•5FNS@NNLO (2->2) (although almost all nice features of 
4FNS@NLO naturally inherited)

•Fully differential (arbitrary cuts on the final state are not 
a problem -> fiducial region)

•For now, top is stable but in principle possible to 
implement top decay in the NWA with full spin 
correlation (polarization studies…)



Single-top in the ‘factorized’ approximation
Two-loop amplitudes:

Trivial (~NLO2)

Simple

~OK

(very) hard

Must be interfered with tree-level -> COLOR SINGLET

The ‘hard’ amplitude contribution is suppressed by 1/Nc2

NEGLECTED IN OUR COMPUTATION

[same for s/t interference]

Preliminary investigations: 
[Uwer et al (2014)]



Single-top @ NNLO: total cross section

8 TeV LHC,  MSTW2008,  mt = 173.2 GeV

�LO = 53.8+3.0
�4.3 pb �NLO = 55.1+1.6

�0.9 pb

�NNLO = 54.2+0.5
�0.2 pb

•Still delicate interplay/cancellations between different 
channels -> important to consistently compute 
corrections to all of them

•Result very close to the NLO (-1.6%), reduced μ 
dependence -> good theoretical control

•μ dependence dominated by factorization scale (larger 
scale -> more b)

(μR=μF= {mt/2, mt, 2 mt})



Single-top @ NNLO: more differential observables

pT,cut

σ(
p T

>
 p

T,
cu

t) mt/2 < μ < 2 mt 

 20

 25

 30

 35

 40

 45
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 55

 60

 0  10  20  30  40  50  60  70  80

LO
NLO

NNLO
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p⊥ σLO, pb σNLO, pb δNLO σNNLO, pb δNNLO

0 GeV 53.8+3.0
−4.3 55.1+1.6

−0.9 +2.4% 54.2+0.5
−0.2 −1.6%

20 GeV 46.6+2.5
−3.7 48.9+1.2

−0.5 +4.9% 48.3+0.3
−0.02 −1.2%

40 GeV 33.4+1.7
−2.5 36.5+0.6

−0.03 +9.3% 36.5+0.1
+0.1 −0.1%

60 GeV 22.0+1.0
−1.5 25.0+0.2

+0.3 +13.6% 25.4−0.1
+0.2 +1.6%

TABLE I: QCD corrections to t-channel single top quark production cross sections at 8 TeV LHC with a cut on the transverse
momentum of the top quark p⊥. Cross sections are shown at leading, next-to-leading and next-to-next-to-leading order in
dependence of the factorization and renormalization scale µ = mt (central value), µ = 2mt (upper value) and µ = mt/2 (lower
value). Corrections at NLO and at NNLO (relative to the NLO) are shown in percent for µ = mt.

las for the phase-space parametrization relevant for the
ub → dt, ub → dtg and ub → dtgg sub-processes, as well
as a discussion of an appropriate choices of variables rel-
evant for the extraction of singularities can be found in
that reference. Using the language of that paper, we only
need to consider “initial-state” sectors since there are no
collinear singularities associated with final state particles
due to the fact that top quarks are massive. All calcula-
tions required for initial-state sectors are documented in
Ref. [61] except that here we need soft and collinear lim-
its for incoming quarks, rather than gluons, and the soft
current for a massive particle. This, however, is a minor
difference that does not affect the principal features of
the computational method.

The above discussion of the NNLO QCD corrections
to the heavy quark line can be applied almost verba-
tim to corrections to the light quark line. The two-loop
corrections for the 0 → qq̄′W ∗ vertex are known since
long ago [62–64]. One-loop corrections to 0 → qq̄′gW ∗

scattering are also well-known; we implemented the re-
sult presented in [65] and again checked the implemen-
tation against an independent computation based on the
Passarino-Veltman reduction. Apart from different am-
plitudes, the only minor difference with respect to cor-
rections to the heavy quark line is that in this case there
are collinear singularities associated with both, the in-
coming and the outgoing quark lines. We deal with this
problem splitting the real-emission contribution into sec-
tors, see Ref. [61]. In the language of that paper, we
have to consider “initial-initial”, “final-final” and mixed
“initial-final” sectors. Finally, we briefly comment on the
contribution shown in Fig.1c. We note that, although
formally NNLO, it is effectively the product of NLO cor-
rections to the heavy and the light quark lines, so that
it can be dealt with using techniques familiar from NLO
computations.

We will now comment on our treatment of γ5. For
perturbative calculations at higher orders the presence of
the Dirac matrix γ5 is a nuisance since it can not be con-
tinued to d-dimensions in a straightforward way. While
computationally-efficient ways to deal with γ5 in com-
putations, that employ dimensional regularization, exist
(see e.g. Ref. [66]), they are typically complex and un-
transparent. Fortunately, there is a simple way to solve
the γ5 problem in our case. Indeed, in the calculation of
virtual corrections to the tWb weak vertex, γ5 is taken

to be anti-commuting [40–43]. This enforces the left-
handed polarization of the b-quark and removes the issue
of γ5 altogether. Indeed, if we imagine that the weak
b → t transition is facilitated by the vector current but
we select the b-quark with left-handed polarization only,
we will obtain the same result as when the calculation is
performed with the anti-commuting γ5. Since the can-
cellation of infra-red and collinear divergences occurs for
each polarization of the incoming b-quark separately, this
approach completely eliminates the need to specify the
scheme for dealing with γ5 and automatically enforces
simultaneous conservation of vector and axial currents –
a must-have feature if quantum anomalies are neglected.
Of course, this requires that we deal with the γ5 appear-
ing in real emission diagrams in the same way as in the
virtual correction and this is, indeed, what we do by us-
ing helicity amplitudes, as described in [39].

We have performed several checks to ensure that our
calculation of NNLO QCD corrections to single top quark
production is correct. For example, we have compared all
the tree-level matrix elements that are used in this com-
putation, e.g. ub → dt+ng, with 0 ≤ n ≤ 2, ub → dt+qq̄,
ug → db̄t+mg, 0 ≤ m ≤ 1, against MadGraph [67] and
found complete agreement. We have extracted one-loop
amplitudes for 0 → Wtb̄g from MCFM [45] and checked
them against our own implementation of the Passarino-
Veltman reduction, for both the W ∗b → tg and the
W ∗g → tb̄ processes. We have cross-checked one-loop
amplitudes for W ∗u → dg and related channels against
MadLoop [68]. In the intermediate stages of the compu-
tation, we also require reduced tree and one-loop ampli-
tudes computed to higher orders in ϵ, as explained e.g. in
Ref. [61]. We checked that their contributions drop out
from the final results, in accord with the general conclu-
sion of Ref. [69].

One of the most important checks is provided by the
cancellation of infra-red and collinear divergences. In-
deed, the technique for NNLO QCD computations de-
scribed in Refs. [47–49] leads to a Laurent expansion
of different contributions to differential cross sections in
the dimensional regularization parameter ϵ; coefficients
of this expansion are computed by numerical integra-
tion. Independence of physical cross sections on the reg-
ularization parameter is therefore achieved numerically,
when different contributions to such cross sections (two-
loop virtual corrections, one-loop corrections to single

•Contrary to NLO, 
results stable in the full 
spectrum

•Scale dependence 
typically improved

•K-factor is small but 
not constant



Very similar results for anti-top

•NLO corrections slightly larger, NNLO very similar

•For some cuts, slightly larger scale variation w.r.t top, 
NLO scale variation can be accidentally small            
(fake result from channel cancellations)

5

p⊥ σLO, pb σNLO, pb δNLO σNNLO, pb δNNLO

0 GeV 29.1+1.7
−2.4 30.1+0.9

−0.5 +3.4% 29.7+0.3
−0.1 −1.3%

20 GeV 24.8+1.4
−2.0 26.3+0.7

−0.3 +6.0% 26.2−0.01
−0.1 −0.4%

40 GeV 17.1+0.9
−1.3 19.1+0.3

+0.1 +11.7% 19.3−0.2
+0.1 +1.0%

60 GeV 10.8+0.5
−0.7 12.7+0.03

+0.2 +17.6% 12.9−0.2
+0.2 +1.6%

TABLE II: QCD corrections to the t-channel single anti-top production cross sections at 8 TeV LHC with a cut on the transverse
momentum of the anti-top quark p⊥. Cross sections are shown at leading, next-to-leading and next-to-next-to-leading order in
dependence of the factorization and renormalization scale µ = mt (central value), µ = 2mt (upper value) and µ = mt/2 (lower
value). Corrections at NLO and at NNLO (relative to the NLO) are shown in percent for µ = mt.

real emission contributions, double real emission contri-
butions, renormalization, collinear subtractions of parton
distribution functions, etc.) are combined. The numeri-
cal cancellation of the O(ϵi) contributions, −4 ≤ i ≤ −1
is an important check of the calculation. We computed
partonic cross sections for the t-channel single-top pro-
duction at three different center of mass energies and
observed cancellation of 1/ϵ4, 1/ϵ3, 1/ϵ2 and 1/ϵ singu-
larities. For the 1/ϵ contributions to the cross section,
we find that the cancellation is at the per mill level,
independent of the center-of-mass collision energy. For
higher poles, cancellations improve by, roughly, an order
of magnitude per power of 1/ϵ. We have also checked that
similar degree of cancellations is achieved for hadronic
cross sections, which are computed by integrating par-
tonic cross sections with parton distribution functions.

III. RESULTS

We are now in position to present the results of our
calculation. We have chosen to consider the 8 TeV LHC.
We use the MSTW2008 set for parton distribution func-
tions and αs; when results for NkLO cross sections are
reported, the relevant PDF set and αs value are used.
We also set the CKM matrix to the identity matrix, the
top quark mass to mt = 173.2 GeV, the Fermi constant
to GF = 1.16639× 10−5 GeV−2 and the mass of the W
boson to 80.398 GeV. The factorization and renormaliza-
tion scales are by default set to the value of the top quark
mass mt and varied by a factor two to probe sensitivity
of the results to these unphysical scales.2 We account for
all partonic channels. At LO, this means that the light
quark transition is initiated either by an up-type quark or
by a down-type anti-quark, while the heavy quark tran-
sition can only be initiated by a b-quark. At NLO, the
gluon channel opens up, both for the light and the heavy
quark transitions. At NNLO, in addition to that, we

2 We note that by comparing NLO QCD corrections to single-top
production in four- and five-flavor schemes, it was suggested [25]
that choosing mt/2 as a central value is more appropriate. Given
reduced dependence on the renormalization/factorization scales
at NNLO, this issue is less relevant for our computation.

also have to take into account pure singlet contributions,
for example W ∗b → būd for the light quark line and
W ∗u → ub̄t for the heavy quark line. Although we in-
clude all partonic channels in our calculation, it turns
out that their contributions to single-top production dif-
fer significantly. Indeed, we find that it is important to
include bu → dt, gu → dtb̄, qu → dqtb̄ and gb → qq̄′t
in the computation of NLO and NNLO QCD corrections
while other channels can, in principle, be neglected.

The simplest observable to discuss is the total cross
section. Using the input parameters given in the previ-
ous paragraph, we find the leading order cross section for
single-top production at 8 TeV LHC to be σLO

t = 53.8 pb,
if we set the renormalization and factorization scales to
µ = mt. The next-to-leading order QCD cross section at
µ = mt is σNLO

t = 55.1 pb, corresponding to an increase
of the leading order cross section by 2.5 percent. It is
important to realize that this small increase is the re-
sult of significant cancellations between various sources
of QCD corrections. For example, NLO QCD correc-
tions in the bq partonic channel increase the leading or-
der cross section by 10%, which is more in line with the
expected size of NLO QCD corrections. However, this
positive correction is largely canceled by the quark-gluon
channel that appears at next-to-leading order for the first
time. The gluon-initiated channels have large and nega-
tive cross sections. Indeed, the qg → tb̄q′ and gb → qq̄′t
partonic processes change the leading order cross section
by −14%. When the leading order cross section is com-
puted with NLO PDFs, it increases by 8%. Finally, when
all the different contributions are combined, a small pos-
itive change in the single-top production cross section at
NLO is observed. The scale dependence of leading and
next-to-leading order cross sections is shown in Table I.
For the total single-top production cross section, we ob-
serve that the residual scale dependence at NLO is at a
few percent level. For µ = mt, the NNLO QCD cross
section is σNNLO

t = 54.2 pb, corresponding to a decrease
of the NLO cross section by −1.5%. The magnitude of
NNLO corrections is similar to the NLO corrections, il-
lustrating the accidental smallness of the latter. As can
be seen from Table I, the residual scale dependence of the
NNLO result is very small, of the order of one percent.

The simplest observable, beyond the total cross sec-
tion that one can study, is the cross section with a cut on
the transverse momentum of the top quark. The corre-

�NNLO,t̄ = 29.7+0.3
�0.1 pb



top/anti-top ratio 
very stable

Charge ratio 
!  7 TeV (ATLAS):  
◦  σt(t) = 53.2 ± 10.8 pb,  σt(t¯) = 29.5 +7.4

-7.5 pb 
◦  Rt = σt(t)/σt(t¯) = 1.81+0.23

-0.22 
◦  Main systematics on Rt: background normalization (multijet from data, other from MC), JES 

!  8 TeV (CMS):  
◦  σt(t) = 53.8 ± 1.5(stat) ± 4.4(syst) pb,  σt(t¯) = 27.6 ± 1.3(stat) ± 3.7(syst) pb 
◦  Rt = σt(t)/σt(t¯) = 1.95 ± 0.10(stat) ± 0.19(syst) 
◦  Main systematics on Rt: PDF uncert., signal modeling 

!  Rt potentially sensitive to PDF 
!  Approaching the precision necessary to discriminate between different PDF models 
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7 TeV:  ATLAS-CONF-2012-056 
8 TeV : CMS-PAS-TOP-12-038 

 
 to be sub. to JHEP 

�t,NNLO/�t̄,NNLO = 1.83

�t,NLO/�t̄,NLO = 1.83

�t,LO/�t̄,LO = 1.85

8 TeV LHC,  MSTW2008,  mt = 173.2 GeV

No substantial modification w.r.t. NLO -> handle on PDF?

Single-top total cross section, NNLO QCD

�NLO
t+t̄ = 85.2+2.5

�1.4 pb, �NNLO
t+t̄ = 83.9+0.8

�0.3 pb (scale only)

�ATLAS
t+t̄ = 82.6± 1.2 (stat.)± 11.4 (syst.)± 3.1 (PDF)± 2.3 (lumi)

�CMS
t+t̄ = 83.6± 2.3 (stat.)± 7.4 (syst.)pb



t-channel@NNLO: what’s next

NNLO is ready for serious phenomenology

Easy to do (=almost only computer time):
• complete error estimates (PDF, μR/μF)
•mb effects from PDF evolution 
•7/8/13 TeV ratios
• run with fiducial cuts on the reconstructed top system
•differential distributions at the reconstructed level?

Known in principle (but some work involved):
• interface with top decay in the NWA
•decay@NNLO is known [Gao, Li, Zhu (2012); BCM (2013)]

• realistic final state description@NNLO



A step towards reality: 
top decay



Predictions including decay: pro
• To reduce reconstruction biases, it is important to properly 
include top decay in the theory prediction

• Top characterization (helicity fraction, polarization…)
• From tt studies, we know consistent treatment of QCD 
corrections for production and decay is important

Predictions including decay: contra
• COMPUTING pp->WbX MUCH HARDER THAN pp -> tX

Top quark decay in single-top predictions

Top: narrow resonance-> decay before hadronization
Study parton without worrying about hadronization

Great playground for perturbative QCD



Advantages of the NWA
• Production/decay separated -> computations much easier
• Still, full spin information is retained
• For inclusive enough observables, error of the NWA 
parametrically suppressed by Γt/mt [Fadin, Khoze, Martin (1994)]

Top quark decay in single-top predictions

Physics intuition: Γt/mt <<1, so 
QCD corrections to production / decay do not talk

Factorized approach, NWA

A compromise: decay in the Narrow Width Approximation

For benchmark process (t-channel single top), we 
now have the tools for validating the NWA at NLO

[First pioneering studies: s-channel, Pittau (1996)]



Validating the NWA

Three increasingly accurate predictions for single top @ NLO

•NWA, NLO in production and decay, pt2 = mt2 

[Campbell, Ellis (2012)]

•EFT for top decay: pt2 ~ mt2 

[Falgari, Mellor, Signer (2010)]

• Full off-shell effects, ~Wbj final state, pt2 generic
[Papanastasiou, Frederix, Frixione, Hirschi, Maltoni (2013)]

q q0

W

b
t

b

W+

q q0

�, Z

b b

W+

q q0

W

�, Z

b b

W+

(a) (b) (c)

1

Figure 1: Selection of LO t-channel diagrams for EW W+bj production in the 5F scheme:
resonant (a) and non-resonant (b) & (c).

q q0

W

b
t

b

W+

q q0

�, Z

b b

W+

q q0

W

�, Z

b b

W+

(a) (b) (c)

1

Figure 2: Selection of NLO virtual t-channel diagrams for EW W+bj production in the 5F
scheme: resonant (a) and non-resonant (b) & (c).

where µ2
t = m2

t � imt�t. As is shown explicitly in [35], the quantity �µt can be
fixed in terms of the renormalized top-quark self-energy evaluated at the complex
argument, p2t = µ2

t , such that µ2
t corresponds to the complex pole of the top quark

propagator. The precise value of the top width can be freely chosen as an input in
this scheme; but in order to ensure NLO accuracy, the width correct to (at least)
O(↵s) should be used.

The CMS has recently been implemented [36] in the framework of aMC@NLO,
and the results presented in this paper illustrate the first hadron-collider applica-
tion of this new feature. The automation of such an approach to unstable particle
production and decay is highly beneficial due to the non-trivial book-keeping in-
volved in these calculations. The NLO corrections have thus been obtained in
an automated fashion, with the one-loop and real contributions computed using
MadLoop [37] and MadFKS [38] respectively.

2.1. Process definition

Given that our aim is that of comparing the predictions of the NWA and ET
approaches to single-top production with those we obtain by retaining all �t and

4



How well does the NWA work?
In general, the NWA works extremely well, as expected 

LO NLO

CMS [pb] 4.184(1)+8.5%
�12.3% 4.115(5)+0.5%

+4.6%

NWA [pb] 4.223(1)+8.8%
�12.2% 4.138(1)+0.9%

+2.6%

%di↵ +0.9 +0.6

ET [pb] 4.154(1)+8.8%
�12.2% 4.074(1)+0.3%

+4.0%

%di↵ -0.7 -1.0

Table 3: LHC (8 TeV) cross sections for the process defined via the analysis of Table 1, at LO
and NLO for the o↵-shell (CMS), NWA and ET computations. Numbers in brackets are Monte
Carlo integration uncertainties whilst the percentages indicate scale uncertainties. ‘%di↵’ is the
% di↵erence to the CMS results.
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Figure 4: Transverse momentum of light jet, pT (Jlight).

highlight here is the small di↵erence, O(1-2%), between the three approaches,
consistent with our expectation that it be parametrically suppressed in the NWA
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Figure 6: Transverse momentum of b-jet relative to flight of top quark, in reconstructed top
quark rest frame, pT (Jb)rel.t.

4. Conclusions

In this letter we have performed the computation of NLO QCD corrections
to EW t-channel W+bj production. The calculation, carried out within the
aMC@NLO framework, was done making use of the complex-mass scheme, and
retains the full o↵-shell and interference e↵ects at NLO. In addition we have
compared our results with those obtained with the NWA and ET approaches.
We conclude that, at least in the case of the top quark, it is incorrect to claim
that the NWA is an excellent approximation universally. While the NWA gives a
good description of many observables, it fails dramatically for others, in partic-
ular those sensitive to the invariant mass of the (W+, Jb)-system. On the other
hand, we find that the predictions of the ET approach are much closer to those
of the full NLO QCD results. These two facts combined imply that for certain
observables o↵-shell e↵ects are much more relevant for a correct description of the
final-state kinematics, than NLO corrections to the top-quark decay alone (which
include hard radiation o↵ the b quark). We feel that this is a general conclusion

11

[Papanastasiou, Frederix, Frixione, Hirschi, Maltoni (2013)]



However, be careful
By definition, NWA is not supposed to work:
• for observables sensitive to MWb

•beyond kinematics edges
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Figure 6: Transverse momentum of b-jet relative to flight of top quark, in reconstructed top
quark rest frame, pT (Jb)rel.t.

4. Conclusions

In this letter we have performed the computation of NLO QCD corrections
to EW t-channel W+bj production. The calculation, carried out within the
aMC@NLO framework, was done making use of the complex-mass scheme, and
retains the full o↵-shell and interference e↵ects at NLO. In addition we have
compared our results with those obtained with the NWA and ET approaches.
We conclude that, at least in the case of the top quark, it is incorrect to claim
that the NWA is an excellent approximation universally. While the NWA gives a
good description of many observables, it fails dramatically for others, in partic-
ular those sensitive to the invariant mass of the (W+, Jb)-system. On the other
hand, we find that the predictions of the ET approach are much closer to those
of the full NLO QCD results. These two facts combined imply that for certain
observables o↵-shell e↵ects are much more relevant for a correct description of the
final-state kinematics, than NLO corrections to the top-quark decay alone (which
include hard radiation o↵ the b quark). We feel that this is a general conclusion

11

by terms of O(�t/mt) for inclusive observables. Indeed, similar small-sized di↵er-
ences are observed for di↵erential observables either inclusive in, or insensitive to,
the invariant mass of the (W+, Jb)-system. As an illustrative example we present
in Figure 4 the transverse momentum distribution of the light jet, pT (Jlight). The
lower panel reveals that the NWA and ET NLO results di↵er by 1-2% in all bins
from the o↵-shell NLO results. In the upper panel it can be seen that both the
NWA and ET results are actually contained within the scale variation band of the
NLO o↵-shell result, indicating that for this observable the size of o↵-shell e↵ects
is smaller than the scale uncertainty.
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Figure 5: Invariant mass distribution for the reconstructed top quark, M(W+, Jb).

The picture changes for observables which are less inclusive in the invariant
mass of the reconstructed top quark (i.e., the (W+, Jb)-system), with the prime
example being of course the invariant mass itself, displayed in Figure 5. The first
feature one observes is that the NLO corrections are large, in particular below the
peak position. The origin of these is to a large extent the real corrections to the
top decay, confirmed by the fact that the NWA result mimics the shape of the
o↵-shell curve for M(W+, Jb) < mt. However, it is clear that the shapes of the

9

And indeed it does not



Top decay, recap:

Thanks to advances in NLO tools, one can validate the 
NWA approximation on benchmark processes -> 

WORKS EXACTLY AS EXPECTED

(OK apart from mWb-sensitive // past kinematic thresholds)

Can CONFIDENTLY USE NWA to compute predictions with 
REALISTIC FINAL STATES for complicated processes
•NNLO
•single-top + X (see e.g. arXiv1302.3856)

If NWA is not supposed to work for your observable:
•EFT seems to work pretty well
•NLO tools could provide full predictions in the near future



Wt vs WWbb



The problem with Wt: Wt vs WWbb
Already at NLO, Wt, ttbar and ‘background’ share 

the same initial/final states -> interferences, cannot be separated

If you want to consider massive b (good reasons to do it) 
and work in the 4FNS -> LO problem

In the past, full computation was out of question -> must 
cook up some add-hoc recipe to deal with it (DR,DS,PR…)

NONE OF THEM IS THEORETICALLY FULLY SOUND



The problem with Wt: Wt vs WWbb

In practice, this means:

•Wt perfectly defined at LO -> O(20%) accuracy

•Traditional (DR, PR, DS…) ways of ‘fixing’ the problem 
suffer from conceptual issues (gauge invariance, RGE, 
arbitrariness…), i.e. they are AFFECTED BY A SYSTEMATIC 
THEORETICAL ERROR WHICH CANNOT GO DOWN, 
INTRINSICALLY



Wt and tt: unified description
Thanks to modern tools the full (very hard)

NLO computation with massive b is now doable

•There is no need (nor reason) to use old strategies any more
•Wt: single resonant contribution of the full process -> 
enhanced/suppressed with specific cuts

• (Some caveats: PS however is not yet there…)

[Frederix (2013), Cascioli, Maierhoefer, Kallweit, Pozzorini (2013)]



Example: Wt/tt as background for H->WW
[Frederix (2013), MadGraph5/aMC@NLO]

Top background to H ! WW in 1-jet bin [Frederix ’13]

Simulation with Madgraph5/aMC@NLO

pp ! `+⌫`�⌫bb̄ at NLO QCD for 8TeV

4F scheme (mb = 4.7 GeV)

factor-2 variations around µ0 = HT/2

tt̄+Wt backg. to H ! WW

exclusive 1-jet bin with ATLAS cuts

large top backg. with O(20%) Wt

NLO e↵ects (depend on scale choice)

moderate correction around �20% but important
shape distortion in m`` (less in mWW

T )

large scale uncertainty (25%) attributed to veto
against 2nd jet

Interference at LO

moderate positive tt̄/Wt interference

S. Pozzorini (Zurich University) Top Physics QCD@LHC 2014 20 / 40

•H->WW, 1-jet bin, ATLAS cuts
• ‘Large tt background, ~20% Wt’ -> same process

mll: shape distortion @ NLO

Top background to H ! WW in 1-jet bin [Frederix ’13]

Simulation with Madgraph5/aMC@NLO

pp ! `+⌫`�⌫bb̄ at NLO QCD for 8TeV

4F scheme (mb = 4.7 GeV)

factor-2 variations around µ0 = HT/2

tt̄+Wt backg. to H ! WW

exclusive 1-jet bin with ATLAS cuts

large top backg. with O(20%) Wt

NLO e↵ects (depend on scale choice)

moderate correction around �20% but important
shape distortion in m`` (less in mWW

T )

large scale uncertainty (25%) attributed to veto
against 2nd jet

Interference at LO

moderate positive tt̄/Wt interference

S. Pozzorini (Zurich University) Top Physics QCD@LHC 2014 20 / 40Interferences smaller than NLO,
but non-trivial shape



Example: separating tt
[Cascioli, Maierhoefer, Kallweit, Pozzorini (2013), OpenLoops]

Theoretically sound procedure to remove NWA tt 
contribution from Wt/off-shell effectsUnified tt̄+ tW NLO description [Cascioli, Maierhöfer,Kallweit, S.P. ’13]II

W+W�bb̄ cross section in jet bins

relevant for suppression of tt̄ backg.

most interesting application of mb > 0

NLO and FtW e↵ects in jet nins

40% inclusive NLO correction driven by
2-jet bin, with very stable 0/1-jet bins

only ⇠10% NLO uncertainty in all bins
(25% in [Frederix ’13])

FtW contribution bin-dependent (2% to
30%) and strongly enhanced in 0/1-jet
bins!

also FtW part perturbatively stable (not
shown here)

1
�

�
tt̄

�
W

W
b
b̄
[%

]

njet

2+10

30

20

10

01
�

�
tt̄

�
W

W
b
b̄
[%

]

njet

2+10

30

20

10

0

N
L
O

L
O

1.8

1.4

1

N
L
O

L
O

1.8

1.4

1

�
(n

je
t)
[f
b
]

pp ! ⌫ee
+µ�⌫̄µbb̄+X @ 8TeV

103

102

NLO

LON

�
(n

je
t)
[f
b
]

pp ! ⌫ee
+µ�⌫̄µbb̄+X @ 8TeV

103

102

NLO(LO) 4F NNPDFSs, pT,j = 30GeV

nontrivial interplay of NLO and o↵-shell/single-top e↵ects

S. Pozzorini (Zurich University) Top Physics QCD@LHC 2014 22 / 40

Devise cuts to enhance single-
resonant region
• Non tt effects very jet-bin 
dependent, concentrated in the 
0/1 jet bins

• Large in phase space regions with 
unresolved b-quarks

d�WWbb̄ ⇠
1

�2
t

d�tt̄ +
1

�t
d�t + d�bkg

Put physical intuition on a 
precise quantitative level



Conclusions
Advances in theory and phenomenology bring predictions 

closer and closer to experimental reality

•Precision -> fully differential NNLO
• Corrections as large as NLO on the total rate
• Small (non-constant) K-factor, (differential) NLO stable
• Will be interesting to let the top decay

•Realistic final states -> top decay
• NWA validated by dedicated benchmark computations
• For simple processes, can go beyond NWA if needed

•Artificial distinctions no longer needed -> Wt vs WWbb
• Unified description for top as background
• Theoretically correct separation of tt/t/non-resonant

•Relatively recent progress, conceptual novelties
• Be patient for PS implementations…



Thank you for  
your attention!



single-top @ NNLO: 5FNS vs 4FNS@NLO

NLO

NNLO

Inside NNLO 5FNS: ~ NLO 4FNS
• collinear regulator: MSbar vs mb (log resummed, p.s.t. neglected)
• SLC light/heavy interference neglected in our computation
• ‘Nice’ features of 4FNS NLO (B-JET MODELING) inherited


