arXiv:0906.0372v2 [hep-ph] 3 Aug 2009

PSI-PR-09-09, ZU-TH 08/09

Electroweak corrections to three-jet production in e^+e^− annihilation

Ansgar Denner^a, Stefan Dittmaier^{b,c}, Thomas Gehrmann^d, Christian Kurz^{a,d} a Paul Scherrer Institut, CH-5232 Villigen PSI, Switzerland b Physikalisches Institut, Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg, D-79104 Freiburg, Germany c Max-Planck-Institut für Physik (Werner-Heisenberg-Institut), D-80805 München, Germany d Institut für Theoretische Physik, Universität Zürich, CH-8057 Zürich, Switzerland (Dated: August 3, 2009)

We compute the electroweak O(α^3αs) corrections to three-jet production and related event-shape observables at electron–positron colliders. We properly account for the experimental photon isolation criteria and for the corrections to the total hadronic cross section. Corrections to the three-jet rate and to normalised event-shape distributions turn out to be at the few-per-cent level.

PACS numbers: 12.38.Bx, 13.66.Bc, 13.66.Jn, 13.87.-a

Precision QCD studies at electron–positron colliders rely on the measurement of the three-jet production cross section and related event-shape observables. The deviation from simple two-jet configurations is proportional to the strong coupling constant α_s, so that by comparing the measured three-jet rate and related event shapes (see, e.g., Ref. [1]) with the theoretical predictions, one can determine α_s. Including electroweak coupling factors, the leading-order (LO) contribution to this process is of order α^2α_s.

Owing to recent calculational progress, the QCD predictions for event shapes [2, 3] and three-jet production [4, 5] are accurate to next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO, α^2α^3_s ) in QCD perturbation theory. Depending on the observable under consideration, the numerical magnitude of the NNLO corrections varies between three and twenty per cent. Inclusion of these corrections results in an estimated residual uncertainty of the QCD prediction from missing higher orders at the level of below five per cent for the event-shape distributions, and below one per cent for the three-jet cross section. At this level of theoretical precision, higher-order electroweak effects could be of comparable magnitude. At present, only partial calculations of electroweak corrections to threejet production and event shapes are available [6], which can not be compared with experimental data directly. In this work, we present the first calculation of the NLO electroweak (α^3α_s) corrections to three-jet observables in e^+e^− collisions including the quark–antiquark–photon (qq̄γ) final states. Note that the QCD corrections to these final states are of the same perturbative order as the genuine electroweak corrections to quark–antiquark– gluon (qq̄g) final states. Since photons produced in association with hadrons can never be fully isolated, both types of corrections have to be taken into account.

Event-shape measurements at LEP usually rely on a standard set of six variables y, defined for example in Ref. [7]: thrust T , C-parameter, heavy jet mass ρ, wide and total jet broadenings B_W and B_T, and two-to-three-jet transition parameter in the Durham algorithm Y_3. The experimentally measured event-shape distribution 1 σ_{had} dσ dy is normalised to the total hadronic cross section. In the perturbative expansion, it turns out to be most appropriate to consider the expansion of this ratio, which reads to NNLO in QCD and NLO in the electroweak theory 1 σ_{had} dσ dy = ( α_s 2π ) dĀ dy + ( α_s 2π )_2 dB̄ dy + ( α_s 2π )_3 dC̄ dy + ( α 2π ) dδ_γ dy + ( α_s 2π ) ( α 2π ) dδ_{EW} dy , (1)

where the fact is used that the perturbative expansion of σ_{had} starts at order α^2. The calculation of the QCD coefficients Ā, B̄, and C̄ is described in Refs. [2, 3]. The LO purely electromagnetic contribution δ_γ arises from tree-level qq̄γ final states without a gluon. The NLO electroweak coefficient δ_{EW} receives contributions from the O(α) correction to the hadronic cross section,

σ_{had} = σ_0 [ 1 + ( α 2π ) δ_{σ,1} ] , (2)

and from the genuine O(α^3α_s) contribution to the eventshape distribution 1 σ_0 dσ dy = ( α_s 2π ) dĀ dy + ( α_s 2π ) ( α 2π ) dδ_Ā dy , such that

dδ_{EW} dy = dδ¯_A dy − δ_{σ,1} dĀ dy (3) yields the full NLO electroweak correction. Both terms are to be evaluated with the same event-selection cuts. As shown in the following, many of the numerically dominant contributions, especially from initial-state radiation, cancel in this difference.

In the experimental measurement of three-jet observables at electron–positron centre-of-mass energy √ s, several cuts are applied to reduce the contributions from photonic radiation. In our calculation, we apply the criteria used in the ALEPH analysis [7]. Very similar criteria were also applied by the other experiments [8]. Particles contribute to the final state only if they are within the detector acceptance, defined by the production angle relative to the beam direction, |cos θ| < 0.965. Events are accepted if the reconstructed invariant mass squared s^′ of the final-state particles is larger than s_{cut} = 0.81s. To reduce the contribution from hard photon radiation, the final-state particles are clustered into jets using the Durham algorithm with resolution parameter y_{cut} = 0.002. If one of the resulting jets contains a photon carrying a fraction z_γ > z_{γ,cut} = 0.9 of the jet energy, it is considered to be an isolated photon, and the event is discarded. The event-shape variables are then computed in the centre-of-mass frame of the final-state momenta, which can be boosted relative to the e^+e^− centre-of-mass frame, if particles are outside the detector acceptance.

In the computation of the O(α) corrections to the total hadronic cross section, we include the virtual electroweak corrections to qq̄ final states, and the real radiation corrections from qq̄γ final states, provided the above event-selection criteria are fulfilled. The corrections to the event-shape distributions receive contributions from the virtual electroweak corrections to the qq̄g final state, the virtual QCD corrections to the qq̄γ final state, and from the real radiation qq̄gγ final state. To separate the divergent real radiation contributions, we used both the dipole subtraction method [9, 10] and phase-space slicing [11], resulting in two independent implementations. Soft singularities are present in the virtual and real corrections. They are regularized dimensionally or with infinitesimal photon and gluon masses, and cancel in the sum. Collinear singularities from photon radiation off the incoming leptons (initial-state radiation, ISR) are only partially cancelled. The left-over collinear ISR singularity is regularized by the electron mass and absorbed into the initial-state radiator function, which we consider either at fixed order, or in a leading-logarithmic (LL) resummation [12]. Owing to the specific nature of the event selection, also photon radiation off the outgoing quarks (final-state radiation, FSR) is only partially cancelled. The left-over FSR singularity arises from the isolated photon definition, which vetoes on photon jets with z_γ > z_{γ,cut}. This singularity is absorbed into the photon fragmentation function, which we apply in the fixed-order approach of Ref. [13]. For the non-perturbative contribution to this function, we use the O(α) two-parameter fit of ALEPH [14]. The fragmentation contribution derived in Ref. [13] is based on phase space slicing and dimensional regularization. We recomputed this contribution using subtraction and mass regularization [10].

The Feynman diagrams for the virtual corrections are generated with FeynArts [15, 16]. Using two independent inhouse Mathematica routines, one of which builds upon FormCalc [17], each diagram is expressed in terms of standard matrix elements and coefficients of tensor integrals. The tensor integral coefficients are numerically reduced to standard scalar integrals using the methods described in Refs. [19, 20]. The scalar master integrals are evaluated using the methods and results of Refs. [21, 22, 23], where UV divergences are regularized dimensionally. For IR divergences two alternative regularizations are employed, one that is fully based on dimensional regularization with massless light fermions, gluons, and photons, and another that is based on infinitesimal photon and gluon masses and small fermion masses. The loop integrals are translated from one scheme to the other as described in Ref. [24].

The Z-boson resonance is described in the complexmass scheme [25, 26], and its mass is fixed from the complex pole. The electromagnetic couplings appearing in LO are parametrized in the G_μ scheme, i.e., they are fixed via

α = α_{Gμ} = √ 2G_μM^2_W ( 1 − M^2_W/M^2_Z ) /π. As the leading electromagnetic corrections are related to the emission of real photons, we fix the electromagnetic coupling appearing in the relative corrections by α = α(0), which is the appropriate choice for the leading photonic corrections. Accordingly the cross section for e^+e^− → qq̄g is proportional to α^2_{Gμ} α_s while the electroweak corrections to this process are proportional to α(0)α^2_{Gμ} α_s.

We performed two independent calculations of all ingredients resulting in two independent Fortran codes, one of them being an extension of Pole [18].

We use the following values of the electroweak and QCD parameters:

G_μ = 1.16637 × 10^{−5} GeV^{−2}, M_H = 120 GeV α(0) = 1/137.03599911, α_s(M_Z) = 0.1176, m_e = 0.51099892 MeV, m_t = 171.0 GeV. (4)

Because we employ a fixed width in the resonant W- and Z-boson propagators in contrast to the approach used at LEP to fit the W and Z resonances, where running widths are taken, we have to convert the “on-shell” values of M^{LEP}_V and Γ^{LEP}_V (V = W, Z), resulting from LEP, to the “pole values” denoted by M_V and Γ_V , leading to [27]:

M_W = 80.375 . . . GeV, Γ_W = 2.140 . . . GeV, M_Z = 91.1535 . . . GeV, Γ_Z = 2.4943 . . . GeV. (5)

In the final state we take all light quarks into account, including b quarks.

In Fig. 1, we display the total hadronic cross section σ_{had} for the above event-selection criteria including NLO electroweak corrections and the relative corrections separately. For the latter, “full” and “weak” refers to the electroweak NLO corrections with and without purely photonic corrections, respectively, and “h.o. LL” indicates the inclusion of the higher-order ISR effects. For most energies, the full O(α) corrections are sizable and negative, ranging between −30% at the Z peak and about −10% at energies above and below. The numerically largest contribution is always due to ISR. However, above the Z resonance up to about 110 GeV the corrections are positive and of the order of the Born cross section due to the well-known radiative return phenomenon [28] that

FIG. 1: Total hadronic cross section σ_{had} ( √ s).

FIG. 2: Differential thrust distribution at √ s = MZ.

occurs in this region because of our choice of s_{cut}. As it is not relevant experimentally, we did not fully resolve it in Fig. 1. Below 60 GeV and above 120 GeV the magnitude of the corrections is increased due to LL resummation of ISR, whereas it is decreased in the region in between. The virtual one-loop weak corrections (from fermionic and massive bosonic loops) yield only a moderate correction between −5 and +5%. The increase for energies above 1 TeV is due to electroweak Sudakov logarithms.

Using the same event-selection cuts, Fig. 2 displays the differential thrust distribution at √ s = M_Z, including NLO electroweak contributions. The distributions are weighted by (1 − T ), evaluated at each bin centre. The Born contribution is given by the A-term of (1), while the full O(α) corrections contain the tree-level qq̄γ contribution δ_γ and the NLO electroweak contribution δ_A. Again, we observe large negative corrections due to ISR, and moderate weak corrections. The corrections are largely constant for T < 0.95, where the isolated photon veto rejects all contributions from qq̄γ final states. For T > 0.95,

FIG. 3: Differential thrust distribution at √ s = MZ normalised to σ_{had}.

FIG. 4: Three-jet rate at √ s = MZ normalised to σ_{had}.

corresponding to the two-jet limit, we find a substantial contribution from qq̄γ final states already at LO (α^3). Moreover, it turns out that the electromagnetic corrections depend non-trivially on the event-selection cuts.

In expanding the corrections according to (1), and retaining only terms up to LO in α_s, we obtain the genuine electroweak corrections to normalised event-shape distributions, which we display for thrust at √ s = M_Z in Fig. 3. Again, the Born contribution is given by the A-term, while the O(α) corrections now consist of δ_γ and δ_{EW}. It can be seen very clearly that the large ISR corrections cancel between the event-shape distribution and the normalisation to the hadronic cross section, resulting in electroweak corrections of a few per cent. Moreover, effects from ISR resummation are largely reduced as well. The purely weak corrections are below 0.5 per mille.

As shown in Fig. 4, we observe a similar behaviour for the three-jet rate in the region y_{cut} ≳ 0.002. For y_{cut} ≲ 0.002, qq̄γ final states contribute and lead to a distortion of the shape. For y_{cut} ≲ 0.0005 the three-jet rate becomes larger than σ_{had}. In this region, fixed order perturbation theory becomes unreliable due to large logarithmic corrections at all orders. By improving the LO QCD prediction used here with NLO and NNLO QCD corrections, which are large and negative [3, 4] for small y_{cut}, it is possible to extend the range of validity of the fixed order predictions.

In Ref. [6], another calculation of electroweak corrections to three-jet observables was performed, which differs in two important aspects from the work presented here. It considered only the corrections to qq̄g final states, while qq̄γ final states at LO and NLO were not taken into account. To remove singularities associated with infrared gluons in qq̄γg final states, event-shape observables were calculated from the reconstructed jet momenta and not from the parton momenta, as used in experiment and in our work. Moreover, the NLO electroweak corrections to the hadronic cross section were not taken into account, such that only unnormalised distributions were considered. Owing to these substantial differences, a direct comparison with the results of Ref. [6] is not possible. Taking care of the different renormalizaion of α, we do observe, however, in the unnormalized distribution, Fig. 2, that the relative size of the O(α) weak and exact corrections, and of the LL-improved corrections to the thrust distribution agree at the per-cent level with the results of Ref. [6], except in the region (1 − T ) < 0.05, where qq̄γ final states contribute.

Data on event-shape distributions and jet cross sections have been corrected for photonic radiation effects modelled by standard LL parton-shower Monte Carlo programs. They can thus not be compared directly with the NLO electroweak corrections computed here. Incorporation of these corrections requires a more profound reanalysis of LEP data, in order to quantify the impact of the NLO electroweak corrections on precision QCD studies, such as the precise extraction of the strong coupling constant at NNLO in QCD [29].

Acknowledgement: This work was supported in part by the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNF) under contracts 200020-116756 and 200020-117602 and by the European Community’s Marie-Curie Research Training Network HEPTOOLS under contract MRTN-CT-2006- 035505.

[1] R.K. Ellis, W.J. Stirling and B.R. Webber, QCD and Collider Physics, Cambridge University Press (Cambridge, 1996); G. Dissertori, I.G. Knowles and M. Schmelling, Quantum Chromodynamics: High Energy Experiments and Theory, Oxford University Press (Oxford, 2003).

[2] A. Gehrmann-De Ridder, T. Gehrmann, E.W.N. Glover and G. Heinrich, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 132002 [0707.1285]; JHEP 0712 (2007) 094 [0711.4711]; JHEP 0905 (2009) 106 [0903.4658].

[3] S. Weinzierl, JHEP 0906 (2009) 041 [0904.1077]. [4] A. Gehrmann-De Ridder, T. Gehrmann, E.W.N. Glover and G. Heinrich, JHEP 0711 (2007) 058 [0710.0346]; Phys. Rev. Lett. 100 (2008) 172001 [0802.0813].

[5] S. Weinzierl, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101 (2008) 162001 [0807.3241]; JHEP 0907 (2009) 009 [0904.1145].

[6] C.M. Carloni-Calame, S. Moretti, F. Piccinini and D.A. Ross, JHEP 0903 (2009) 047 [0804.3771], Eur. Phys. J. C 62 (2009) 355 [0811.4758], 0903.0490.

[7] A. Heister et al. [ALEPH Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J.

C 35 (2004) 457.

[8] J. Abdallah et al. [DELPHI Collaboration], Eur. Phys.

J. C 29 (2003) 285 [hep-ex/0307048]; P. Achard et al. [L3 Collaboration], Phys. Rept. 399 (2004) 71 [hep-ex/0406049]; G. Abbiendi et al. [OPAL Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 40 (2005) 287 [hep-ex/0503051].

[9] S. Catani and M.H. Seymour, Nucl. Phys. B 485 (1997) 291 [hep-ph/9605323]; 510 (1997) 503(E).

[10] S. Dittmaier, Nucl. Phys. B 565 (2000) 69 [hep-ph/9904440]; S. Dittmaier, A. Kabelschacht and T. Kasprzik, Nucl. Phys. B 800 (2008) 146 [0802.1405].

[11] W.T. Giele and E.W.N. Glover, Phys. Rev. D 46 (1992) 1980; W.T. Giele, E.W.N. Glover and D.A. Kosower, Nucl. Phys. B 403 (1993) 633 [hep-ph/9302225].

[12] W. Beenakker et al., in Physics at LEP2, eds. G. Altarelli,

T. Sjöstrand and F. Zwirner (CERN 96-01, Geneva, 1996), Vol. 1, p. 79, hep-ph/9602351.

[13] E.W.N. Glover and A.G. Morgan, Z. Phys. C 62 (1994) 311.

[14] D. Buskulic et al. [ALEPH Collaboration], Z. Phys. C 69 (1996) 365.

[15] J. Küblbeck, M. Böhm and A. Denner, Comput. Phys.

Commun. 60 (1990) 165; H. Eck and J. Küblbeck, Guide to FeynArts 1.0 , University of Würzburg, 1992.

[16] T. Hahn, Comput. Phys. Commun. 140 (2001) 418 [hep-ph/0012260].

[17] T. Hahn and M. Pérez-Victoria, Comput. Phys. Commun. 118 (1999) 153 [hep-ph/9807565]; T. Hahn, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 89 (2000) 231 [hep-ph/0005029].

[18] E. Accomando, A. Denner and C. Meier, Eur. Phys. J. C 47, 125 (2006) [hep-ph/0509234].

[19] A. Denner and S. Dittmaier, Nucl. Phys. B 658 (2003) 175 [hep-ph/0212259].

[20] A. Denner and S. Dittmaier, Nucl. Phys. B 734 (2006) 62 [hep-ph/0509141].

[21] G. ’t Hooft and M. Veltman, Nucl. Phys. B 153 (1979) 365.

[22] W. Beenakker and A. Denner, Nucl. Phys. B 338 (1990) 349.

[23] A. Denner, U. Nierste and R. Scharf, Nucl. Phys. B 367 (1991) 637.

[24] S. Dittmaier, Nucl. Phys. B 675 (2003) 447 [hep-ph/0308246].

[25] A. Denner, S. Dittmaier, M. Roth and L. H. Wieders, Nucl. Phys. B 724 (2005) 247 [hep-ph/0505042].

[26] A. Denner, S. Dittmaier, M. Roth and D. Wackeroth, Nucl. Phys. B 560 (1999) 33 [hep-ph/9904472].

[27] D. Y. Bardin, A. Leike, T. Riemann and M. Sachwitz, Phys. Lett. B 206 (1988) 539.

[28] D. Y. Bardin et al., in Z Physics at LEP1, eds.

G. Altarelli, R. Kleiss and C. Verzegnassi (CERN 89-08, Geneva, 1989), Vol. 1, p. 89, [29] G. Dissertori, et al., JHEP 0802 (2008) 040 [0712.0327], 0906.3436 T. Becher and M. D. Schwartz, JHEP 0807

(2008) 034 [0803.0342]; R. A. Davison and B. R. Webber, Eur. Phys. J. C 59 (2009) 13 [0809.3326]; S. Bethke, S. Kluth, C. Pahl and J. Schieck [JADE Collaboration], 0810.1389.