arXiv:1606.01741v1 [hep-ph] 6 Jun 2016

Mass of the bottom quark from Upsilon(1S) at NNNLO: an update^1

César Ayala^1, Gorazd Cvetič^2, Antonio Pineda^3

1Department of Theoretical Physics, IFIC, University of Valencia - CSIC, Valencia, Spain 2Physics Department, Universidad Técnica Federico Santa María, Valparaíso, Chile 3Physics Department and IFAE, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Barcelona, Spain

Abstract. We update our perturbative determination of MS mass m_b(m_b), by including the recently obtained four-loop coefficient in the relation between the pole and MS mass. First the renormalon subtracted (RS or RS’) mass is determined from the known mass of the Υ(1S) meson, where we use the renormalon residue Nm obtained from the asymptotic behavior of the coefficient of the 3-loop static singlet potential. MS mass is then obtained using the 4-loop renormalon-free relation between the RS (RS’) and MS mass. We argue that the effects of the charm quark mass are accounted for by effectively using N_f = 3 in the mass relations. The extracted value is m_b(m_b) = 4222(40) MeV, where the uncertainty is dominated by the renormalization scale dependence.

1. Introduction The (MS) mass of the bottom (b) quark, m_b ≡ m_b(m_b), is an important quantity in particle physics, free of renormalon ambiguities, and appears in many physical observables. Since it is relatively high, ∼ 4 GeV, perturbative QCD methods are suitable for its extraction. The mass of the ground state of the bb̄ quarkonium, Υ(1S), is one of the best quantities for such an extraction, M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} = 2m_b +E_{Υ(1S)} = 9.460 GeV, where m_b is the pole mass of the bottom quark, and E_{Υ(1S)} is the binding energy. We use the available perturbative expansions of 2m_b/m_b and of E_{Υ(1S)}/m_b in powers of QCD coupling a(μ) ≡ α_s(μ)/π and thus extract the value of m_b. In the extraction, we use the fact that the leading infrared (IR) renormalon ambiguity of 2m_b cancels out with that of E_{Υ(1S)} [1, 2, 3].

These proceedings are a brief review of our previous work [4], which we update by including in the analysis the recently calculated [5] four-loop coefficient of the relation between the pole mass and the MS mass. Here we outline: (1) The correct treatment of charm quark mass effects in the perturbation expansion of m_b/m_b; (2) Asymptotic expressions for the coefficients in the perturbation expansion of the ratio m_b/m_b and of the static singlet potential V (r), and the extraction of the renormalon residue N_m; (3) The construction of the (modified) renormalonsubtracted mass m_{b,RS}(′) (using N_m), and the renormalon-free relation between m_{b,RS}(′) and m_b; (4) Renormalon-free perturbation expansion for M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} in terms of m_{b,RS(}′_) , and extraction,

from M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} = 9.460 GeV, of the values of m_{b,RS}(′) (⇒ m_b).

1 preprint USM-TH-343; presented at ACAT 2016, 18-22 Jan. 2016, UTFSM, Valparaíso, Chile

2. Charm mass effects in the bottom pole mass The pole mass m_b and the MS mass m_b are related:

m_b = m_b (1 + S(N_f )) + δm^{(+)}_c , (1)

where S(N_f ) = 4 3 a_+(μ) [ 1 + r^{(+)}_1 (μ)a_+(μ) + r^{(+)}_2 (μ)a^2_+(μ) + r^{(+)}_3 (μ)a^3_+(μ) + O(a^4_+) ] (2) and the evaluation is usually performed in QCD with N_f = N_l + 1 = 4 active flavors: r^{(+)}_j (μ) ≡ r_j (μ; N_f ), a_+(μ) = a(μ; N_f ). The coefficients R_0 = 4/3 and r_j (j = 1, 2) were obtained in Refs. [6], [7], [8, 9], respectively. Recently, numerical values of the 4-loop coefficient r_3 were obtained [5], and we incorporate them here in the form given in [10].

These coefficients have a specific dependence on the renormalization scale μ, dictated by μ-independence of S(N_f )

r_1(μ; N_f ) = r_1(N_f ) + β_0L_m(μ) , etc. (3)

where L_m(μ) = ln(μ^2/m^2_b ), and we maintain, for simplicity, the notation r_j ≡ r_j(m_b). We will use the notations β_0 = (1/4)(11 − 2N_f /3) and β_1 = c_1β_0 = (102 − 38N_f /3)/16 for the first two coefficients of the RGE of a(μ) da(Q) d ln Q^2

= −β_0a^2(Q) ( 1 + c_1a(Q) + c_2a^2(Q) + c_3a^3(Q) + · · · ) . (4)

Finite-mass charm quark effects are incorporated in

δm^{(+)}_c = δm^{(1)}_{(c,+)}a^2_+(m_b) + δm^{(2)}_{(c,+)}a^3_+(m_b) + O(a^4_+) , (5)

which vanishes in the m_c → 0 limit. We have

δm^{(1)}_{(c,+)} = 4 3 m_bΔ[m_c/m_b] = 1.9058 MeV [7], δm^{(2)}_{(c,+)} = 48.6793 MeV [11], (6)

⇒ δm^{(1)}_{(c,+)}a^2_+(m_b) = 9.3 MeV, δm^{(2)}_{(c,+)}a^3_+(m_b) = 18.1 MeV, (7)

so δm^{(+)}_c is badly divergent. Why? At loop order n, the natural scale of the loop integral for m_b is m_be^{−n} [12], which for n large enough is: m_be^{−n} < m_c. Therefore, for large n (> 2) charm quark appears as very heavy (decoupled), leading to the effective number of flavors being N_l = 3 and not N_f = N_l + 1 = 4. Therefore, it is convenient to rewrite the relation between the pole and the MS mass in terms of a_−(μ) = a(μ; N_l) and r^{(−)}_j (μ) ≡ r_j (μ; N_l) [N_l = 3]

m_b = m_b (1 + S(N_l)) + δm_c , (8)

where S(N_l) = 4 3 a_−(μ) [ 1 + r^{(−)}_1 (μ)a_−(μ) + r^{(−)}_2 (μ)a^2_−(μ) + r^{(−)}_3 (μ)a^3_−(μ) + O(a^4_−) ] , (9)

and r^{(−)}_j (m_b) = 7.74, 87.2, 1265.3 ± 16.1, for j = 1, 2, 3. The effects of the decoupling of S (N_f → N_l = 3) are absorbed in the new δm_c δm_c = [ δm^{(1)}_{(c,+)} + δm^{(1)}_{(c,dec.)} ] a^2_−(m_b) + [ δm^{(2)}_{(c,+)} + δm^{(2)}_{(c,dec.)} ] a^3_−(m_b) + O(a^4_−) , (10) where δm^{(j)}_{(c,dec.)} are generated by this decoupling and read

δm^{(1)}_{(c,dec.)} = 2 9 m_b ( ln ( m^2_b m^2_c ) − 71 32 − π^2 4 ) (11)

and δm^{(2)}_{(c,dec.)} can be found in Ref. [4].

Numerical evaluation gives for [ δm^{(1)}_{(c,+)} + δm^{(1)}_{(c,dec.)} ] a^2_−(m_b) = −1.6 MeV and [ δm^{(2)}_{(c,+)} + δm^{(2)}_{(c,dec.)} ] a^3_−(m_b) = −0.3 MeV. This means that the previous divergent series (in QCD_{Nf =4}) δm^{(+)}_c = (9.3 + 18.1 + . . .) MeV [Eq. (7)] now tranforms (in QCD_{Nl=3}) to

δm_c = (−1.6 − 0.3 + . . .) MeV. (12)

The series for δm_c in QCD_{Nl=3} formulation is convergent, strong cancellation takes place between δm^{(j)}_{(c,+)} and δm^{(j)}_{(c,dec.)}, as expected.

3. Leading renormalon of the pole mass The asymptotic behaviour of r_N is determined by the leading IR renormalon: 4 3 r^{asym}_N (μ) ≃ πN_m μ m_b (2β_0)^N

Γ(ν + N + 1) Γ(ν + 1) [ 1 + 3∑ s=1 ν · · · (ν − s + 1) (N + ν) · · · (N + ν − s + 1) ~c_s + O ( N^{−4} ) ] . (13) 4 3 r_N (μ) = πN_m μ m_b (2β_0)^N

Γ(ν + N + 1) Γ(ν + 1) 1 + ∑ s≥0 ν · · · (ν − s + 1) (N + ν) · · · (N + ν − s + 1) ~c_s +h_N (μ), (14)

where h_N is dominated by subleading renormalons, and the coefficients ~c_s (s = 1, 2, 3) are given in [13, 14, 15, 4] (~c_0 = 1 by convention).

Determining the pole mass from Υ(1S) mass has large uncertainties due to the pole mass renormalon ambiguity δm_b ∼ Λ_{QCD} [13]. In order to avoid this problem, we work with the renormalon-subtracted (RS) bottom mass m_{b,RS} instead [14]. Then, m_b is obtained from its stable (renormalon-free) relation with the m_{RS} mass.

The use of m_{RS} in the theoretical evaluation of the Υ(1S) mass is convenient because it has no leading IR renormalon ambiguity, and the renormalon cancellation in the quarkonium mass M_{Υ(1S)} = 2m_b + E_{Υ(1S)} is implemented automatically and explicitly.

4. Determination of the renormalon residue N_m and N_V The asymptotic behavior of the coefficients v_N (μ) of the static singlet potential, V (r) = − 4π 3 1 r a_−(μ) [ 1+v_1(μ)a_−(μ)+v_2a_−(μ)^2 +v_3a_−(μ)^3 +. . . ] , (15)

can be determined in complete analogy with those of r_N − 4 3 v_N (μ) = N_V μr(2β_0)^N ∑ s≥0 ~c_s Γ(ν + N + 1 − s) Γ(ν + 1 − s)

+ d_N (μ) ⇒ (16)

− 4 3 v^{asym}_N (μ) ≈ N_V μr(2β_0)^N

Γ(ν + N + 1)

Γ(ν + 1) [ 1 + 3∑ s=1 ν · · · (ν − s + 1) (N + ν) · · · (N + ν − s + 1) ~c_s ] , (17) where in Eq. (17) d_N = 0 was taken. We can determine the “strength”, N_V , of the leading IR renormalon by approximating the asymptotic v^{asym}_N (μ) with the exact v_N (μ) (N = 0, 1, 2, 3): v^{asym}_N (μ) ≈ v_N (μ) ⇒

N_V ≈ − 4 3 v_N (μ) /{ μr(2β_0)^N

Γ(ν + N + 1)

Γ(ν + 1) [ 1 + 3∑ s=1 ν · · · (ν − s + 1) (N + ν) · · · (N + ν − s + 1) ~c_s ] } . (18)

The result for N_V should be the best for the highest available N (N = 3) and should also have reduced spurious μ-dependence. At present, the v_j are known up to N^3LO (v_3) [16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25].

In the sum 2m_b + V (r) the leading IR renormalon gets cancelled. N_V is then related with N_m by the renormalon cancellation of the sum 2m_b + V (r): 2N_m + N_V = 0. Determining N_m via N_V gives us the value that we use [4]

N_m = −N_V /2 = 0.56255(260) (N_l = 3). (19)

5. Renormalon-subtracted (RS, RS’) mass of bottom The RS mass is defined by subtracting the leading IR renormalon singularity from the pole mass [14]:

m_{b,RS}(ν_f ) = m_b − N_mπν_f ∞∑ N=0 a^{N+1}_− (ν_f )(2β_0)^N ∑ s≥0 ~c_s Γ(ν + N + 1 − s) Γ(ν + 1 − s)

(20)

Equation (20) is still formal. In practice, one rewrites m in terms of m using Eqs. (8)-(9)

m_b = m_b(1 + (4/3)a_−(ν_f ) + . . .), (21)

and reexpands the perturbation series in Eq. (20) around the same coupling a_−(μ), at fixed but otherwise arbitrary scale μ:

m_{b,RS}(ν_f ) = m_b [ 1 + ∞∑ N=0 h_N (ν_f )a^{N+1}_− (ν_f ) ] ⇒ m_{b,RS}(ν_f ) = m_b [ 1 + ∞∑ N=0 ~h_N (ν_f ; μ)a^{N+1}_− (μ) ] , (22) where h_N (ν_f ) is determined from Eq. (14) (with μ = ν_f and with the sum truncated at ~c_3) for N = 0, 1, 2, 3. For N ≥ 4 we take h_N (m_b) = 0. The coefficients ~h_N (ν_f ; μ) in Eq. (22) are obtained by expanding a_−(ν_f ) in the expansion in powers of a_−(μ). Note that m_{b,RS}(ν_f ) will only marginally depend on μ when we truncate the infinite sum in Eq. (22). On the other hand, the coefficients h_N are functions of ν_f , μ, and m_b, and are much smaller than r_N (μ).

A variant of the RS mass is the modified renormalon-subtracted (RS’) mass m_{b,RS}′ , where subtractions start at ∼ a^2 [14]. Specifically in this case, Eqs. (20) and (22) are repeated, with the replacements m_{b,RS}(ν_f ) → m_{b,RS}′ (ν_f ) and ∑_∞ N=0 → ∑_∞ N=1.

6. Bottom mass from heavy quarkonium The perturbation expansion of M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} is presently known up to O(m_ba^5) [19, 20, 21, 22]:

M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} = 2m_b −

4π^2 9 m_ba^2_−(μ) { 1 + a_−(μ) [K_{1,0} + K_{1,1}L_p(μ)] + a^2_−(μ) 2∑ j=0 K_{2,j}L_p(μ)^j

+a^3_−(μ) [ K_{3,0,0} + K_{3,0,1} ln a_−(μ) + 3∑ j=1 K_{3,j} L_p(μ)^j ] + O(a^4_−) } , (23) μ is the renormalization scale, L_p(μ) = ln(μ/μ_b) where μ_b = (4π/3)m_ba_−(μ). K_{i,j}(N_f ) and K_{3,0,j} are given, e.g., in [4]. We then rewrite m_b in terms of m_{b,RS} to implement the leading IR renormalon cancellation. This gives

M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} m_{b,RS}(ν_f )

= 2 + [ 2πN_mbaK_0 − 4π^2 9 a^2 ] + [ 2πN_mba^2 (K_1 + z_1K_0) −

4π^2 9 a^3 (K_{1,0} + K_{1,1}L_{RS}) ]

+ 2πN_mba^3 (K_2 +2z_1K_1 +z_2K_0)− 4π^2 9 a^4 2∑ j=0 K_{2,j} L^j_{RS} +ba^3πN_mK_0

+ O(ba^4,a^5).(24)

The terms O(ba^4, a^5) have a similar structure and were written in [4]. The notations are

a ≡ a_−(μ) = a(μ, N_f = 3) ; b ≡ b(ν_f ) = ν_f /m_{b,RS}(ν_f ) , N_m = N_m(N_l = 3) , (25a)

L_{RS} ≡ L_{RS}(μ) = ln ( μ (4π/3)m_{b,RS}(ν_f )a_−(μ) ) , K_N = (2β_0)^N 3∑ s=0 ~c_s Γ(ν + N + 1 − s) Γ(ν + 1 − s)

. (25b)

In the expression (24) for M_{Υ(1S)}, the terms of the same order (ν_f /m_{b,RS})a^n and a^{n+1} were combined in common brackets [. . .], in order to account for the renormalon cancellation.

If using the RS’ mass in our approach instead, the above expressions are valid without changes, except that m_{b,RS} → m_{b,RS}′ and K_0 → 0 (and: h_0(μ) → 4/3).

We note that we take N_l = 3 active flavours, as the charm quark mass effects in the binding energy E_{Υ(1S)} are negligible [26].

We extract the bottom masses from the condition M^{(th)}_{Υ(1S)} = M^{(exp)}_{Υ(1S)}(= 9.460 GeV). The error estimates are made assuming μ = 2.5^{+1.5}_{−1.0} GeV [we varied μ in Eq. (24) but not in Eq. (22)], ν_f = 2 ± 1 GeV, α_s(M_z) = 0.1184(7) (and decoupling at m_b = 4.2 GeV and at m_c = 1.27 GeV), N_m = 0.56255(260), and (4/3)r_3(m_b; N_l) = 1687.1 ± 21.5 [10].

In RS and RS’ approaches we extract, in MeV, respectively

m_{b,RS}(2GeV) = 4 437^{−11}_{+43}(μ)^{−3}_{+5}(ν_f )^{−2}_{+2}(α_s)^{−41}_{+41}(N_m)^{−0}_{+0}(r_3); (26a) ⇒ m_b = 4 217^{−10}_{+39}(μ)^{−3}_{+5}(ν_f )^{−5}_{+5}(α_s)^{−1}_{+1}(N_m)^{−4}_{+4}(r_3). (26b) m_{b,RS}′ (2 GeV) = 4 761^{−16}_{+41}(μ)^{−3}_{+5}(ν_f )^{+4}_{−3}(α_s)^{−26}_{+26}(N_m)^{−0}_{+0}(r_3); (26c) ⇒ m_b = 4 223^{−14}_{+36}(μ)^{−2}_{+4}(ν_f )^{−4}_{+4}(α_s)^{−1}_{+1}(N_m)^{−4}_{+4}(r_3). (26d)

The uncertainties in m_b are dominated by the variation of the renormalization scale μ.

The renormalon cancellations are reflected numerically in Eq. (24) [we take μ = 2.5 GeV]:

RS : M_{Υ(1S)} = (8874 + 431 + 167 + 18 − 30) MeV , (27a) RS^′ : M_{Υ(1S)} = (9521 − 150 + 112 + 8 − 31) MeV , (27b)

The convergence is good; except for the last (NNNLO) term O(a^5, ba^4), where the factorization scale dependence becomes stronger, which may signal the importance of ultrasoft effects.

The relations between RS (RS’) mass and MS mass are reasonably convergent:

m_{b,RS}(2 GeV) = (4217 + 191 + 36 + 12 − 19) MeV , (28a) m_{b,RS}′ (2 GeV) = (4223 + 478 + 60 + 18 − 17) MeV , (28b)

where the expansion parameter is taken to be a(2.5 GeV). A bigger value for the renormalization scale, closer to the bottom quark mass, makes the last term smaller.

Until now we have approximated δm_c = 0 in Eq. (20). However, δm_c ≈ −2 MeV, Eq.(12). Hence, we have to add 2 MeV to the values of m̄_b obtained in Eqs. (26b) and (26b) (in Ref. [4] it was incorrectly subtracted), leading to the final average of the RS and RS’ extractions

m_b = 4222(40) MeV . (29)

where we have rounded the ± variation of each parameter to the maximum and added them in quadrature.

7. Conclusions (i) We presented strong numerical indications that the charm quark decouples in the relation between m_b and m_b (⇒ N_l = 3).

(ii) An improved determination of the residue of the leading renormalon for the bottom pole mass (and static potential with N_l = 3) was performed: N_m = 0.56255(260).

(iii) Use of the 3-loop (∼ a^5m_b) corection to the Υ(1S) binding energy, and 4-loop relation between m_b and m_b, allowed us to perform extraction of m_{b,RS(}′_) and m_b to NNNLO, with the resulting values Eq. (29). The uncertainties are dominated by the variation of the renormalization scale.

Acknowledgments This work was supported in part by FONDECYT (Chile) Grant No. 1130599 (GC); Spanish Government and ERDF funds (EU Commission) FPA2014-53631-C2-1-P and by CONICYT “Becas Chile” Grant No. 74150052 (CA); and Spanish Government FPA2014-55613-P, FPA2013- 43425-P (AP).

References

[1] Pineda A 1998 “Heavy quarkonium and nonrelativistic effective field theories”. PhD. thesis [2] Hoang A H, Smith M C, Stelzer T and Willenbrock S 1999 Phys. Rev. D 59 114014 (arXiv:hep-ph/9804227) [3] Beneke M 1998 Phys. Lett. B 434 115 (arXiv:hep-ph/9804241) [4] Ayala C, Cvetič G and and Pineda A 2014 JHEP 1409 045 (arXiv:1407.2128 [hep-ph]) [5] Marquard P, Smirnov A V, Smirnov V A and Steinhauser M 2015 Phys. Rev. Lett. 114 142002 (arXiv:1502.01030 [hep-ph]) [6] Tarrach R 1981 Nucl. Phys. B 183 384 [7] Gray N, Broadhurst D J, Grafe W and Schilcher K 1990 Z. Phys. C 48 673 [8] K. G. Chetyrkin K G and M. Steinhauser M 1999 Phys. Rev. Lett. 83 4001 (arXiv:hep-ph/9907509) [9] Melnikov K and van Ritbergen T 2000 Phys. Lett. B 482 99 (arXiv:hep-ph/9912391) [10] Kiyo Y, Mishima G and Sumino Y 2015 JHEP 1511 084 (arXiv:1506.06542 [hep-ph]) [11] Bekavac S, Grozin A, Seidel D and Steinhauser M 2007 JHEP 0710 006 (arXiv:0708.1729 [hep-ph]) [12] Ball P, Beneke M and Braun V M 1995 Nucl. Phys. B 452 563 (arXiv:hep-ph/9502300) [13] Beneke M 1995 Phys. Lett. B 344 341 (arXiv:hep-ph/9408380) [14] Pineda A 2001 JHEP 0106 022 (arXiv:hep-ph/0105008) [15] Contreras C, Cvetič G and Gaete P 2004 Phys. Rev. D 70 034008 (arXiv:hep-ph/0311202) [16] Fischler W 1977 Nucl. Phys. B 129 157 [17] Billoire A 1980 Phys. Lett. B 92 343 [18] Schröder Y 1999 Phys. Lett. B 447 321 (arXiv:hep-ph/9812205) [19] Pineda A and Yndurain F J 1998 Phys. Rev. D 58 094022 (arXiv:hep-ph/9711287) [20] Brambilla N, Pineda A, Soto J and Vairo A 1999 Phys. Lett. B 470 215 (arXiv:hep-ph/9910238) [21] Kniehl B A, Penin A A, Smirnov V A and Steinhauser M 2002 Nucl. Phys. B 635 357 (arXiv:hep-ph/0203166) [22] Penin A A and Steinhauser M 2002 Phys. Lett. B 538 335 (arXiv:hep-ph/0204290) [23] Smirnov A V, Smirnov V A and Steinhauser M 2008 Phys. Lett. B 668 293 (arXiv:0809.1927 [hep-ph]) [24] Anzai C, Kiyo Y and Sumino Y 2010 Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 112003 (arXiv:0911.4335 [hep-ph]) [25] Smirnov A V, Smirnov V A and Steinhauser M 2010 Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 112002 (arXiv:0911.4742 [hep-ph]) [26] Brambilla N, Sumino Y and Vairo A 2002 Phys. Rev. D 65 034001 (arXiv:hep-ph/0108084)