arXiv:1212.4319v2 [hep-ph] 5 Apr 2013

DESY 12-244 HU-EP-12/54 December 2012

On the difference between the pole and the MS masses of the top quark at the electroweak scale

Fred Jegerlehner,

Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Institut für Physik, Newtonstraße 15, 12489 Berlin, Germany Deutsches Elektronen-Synchrotron (DESY), Platanenallee 6, 15738 Zeuthen, Germany

Mikhail Yu. Kalmykov^∗, Bernd A. Kniehl

II. Institut für Theoretische Physik, Universität Hamburg, Luruper Chaussee 149, 22761 Hamburg, Germany

Abstract

We argue that for a Higgs boson mass M_H ∼ 125 GeV, as suggested by recent Higgs searches at the LHC, the inclusion of electroweak radiative corrections in the relationship between the pole and MS masses of the top quark reduces the difference to about 1 GeV. This is relevant for the scheme dependence of electroweak observables, such as the ρ parameter, as well as for the extraction of the top quark mass from experimental data. In fact, the value currently extracted by reconstructing the invariant mass of the top quark decay products is expected to be close to the pole mass, while the analysis of the total cross section of top quark pair production yields a clean determination of the MS mass.

PACS numbers: 14.65.Ha, 11.10.Hi, 12.15.Lk, 12.15.Ff Keywords: Top quark; Pole mass; Renormalization group equation; Electroweak radiative corrections

∗On leave of absence from Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, 141980 Dubna (Moscow Region), Russia.

1 Introduction

For the precise understanding of the relationship between running and pole masses of particles, within the framework of the Standard Model (SM) of electroweak (EW) and strong interactions, it is mandatory to use the full SM renormalization group (RG) equations. In this paper, we focus in particular on the top quark mass. In published results, commonly only the QCD corrections are applied, but also the corresponding EW corrections are important. Here we discuss the EW contributions to the SM RG equations and the related matching conditions and their numerical significance for the pole mass. The relevant corrections have been derived for the top quark in Refs. [1, 2, 3]. Assuming the particle recently discovered at the CERN LHC [4] to be the SM Higgs boson, it is possible to specify the corrections numerically. As we know the top quark, like no other quark, is accessible to perturbative predictions by virtue of its very large mass and small width, which let the top quark decay before it can form hadrons.

Since free quarks are not observable in nature, their masses primarily are Lagrangian parameters which parametrize the chiral symmetry breaking in terms of masses as required by observation, mainly by the observed mass spectrum of the hadronic states, which consist of permanently confined quarks and gluons. In any case, quark masses are needed as input parameters for calculations of SM predictions [5] and must be tuned to account for corresponding mass effects in hadronic reactions. The most frequently used definitions of mass are the pole and MS ones, which for quarks both are formal definitions. They both are popular because of their simple access in perturbation theory. One should note that the MS scheme is intrinsically only defined in the perturbative approach.

Applying dimensional regularization [6] and the ε = (4 − d)/2 expansion, the RG functions are uniquely defined, order by order in perturbation theory, by the ultraviolet (UV) properties of the model, represented by the 1/ε counterterms [7]. In order to determine the value of a running mass at some scale, the matching condition between the running mass and some observable has to be evaluated (see e.g. Ref. [8]). Since the SM includes both EW and QCD type UV singularities, the corresponding RG equations have to take into account both, too.

The pole mass is a well defined quantity within perturbation theory. It is related to the pole of the renormalized propagator in the complex energy plane. The position of the pole is a gauge invariant and infrared finite quantity [9, 10]. A shortcoming is the fact that the pole mass suffers from renormalon contributions, which worsen the convergence properties of the perturbative expansion. The corresponding uncertainty is of the order of Λ_{QCD} ∼ 200 MeV [11, 12], which is not too large for a particle as heavy as the top quark, but leads to an intrinsic limitation of the possible precision. The top quark being a colored object, the pole of its propagator is not an observable per se, although it seems that the color singlet recombination via gluonic strong-interaction effects does not affect the location of the top quark propagator pole very much. These problems and deficiencies have triggered many discussions about the accuracy of the top quark mass and its extraction from experimental data, and actually other mass definitions which look to be closer to observable quantities have been worked out [13, 14]. Usually, alternative masses are nevertheless converted into pole and/or MS masses, which thus both remain useful concepts, and their relationship remains of primary interest. However, up to now, mostly QCD corrections have been included in the conversion between pole and MS masses of the top quark. In this note, we shall discuss how to account for the EW contributions and evaluate their size. We shall denote a pole mass by capital M and a MS mass by lowercase m in the following.

2 Running masses in the SM

The first systematic inclusion of the EW corrections in the definition of the running mass of a fermion has been achieved in Ref. [1]. By including all self-energy diagrams (including tadpoles), one obtains a gauge invariant relation between pole and bare masses [15]. By applying minimal subtraction to the UV counterterms of this relation, the one-loop relation between a MS mass m_f and the corresponding pole mass M_f , as well as the threshold relation δ_{f,α} between the corresponding Yukawa coupling y_f (μ^2) and M_f , have been derived. In this approach, care has to be exercised, especially at the multiloop level, to include all the contributing diagrams including tadpoles, while it is not sufficient to select gauge invariant subsets. As an illustrative example, we mention the O(αα_s) mixing contributions to the pole masses of quarks. The definition, via a “gauge invariant set of diagrams including tadpole contributions”, was complemented in Ref. [16] by a theorem about the interrelation between the RG functions for the massive parameters (masses of particles, as well as the Fermi constant) calculated in the broken phase of the SM with RG functions of parameters of the unbroken phase of the SM, in accord with the expectation that spontaneous symmetry breaking does not affect the UV structure of the SM. In other words, the EW UV counterterms in the broken phase of the SM can be obtained in terms of the UV counterterms in the unbroken phase.^1 The above-mentioned theorem has been verified explicitly by a twoloop analysis of the UV counterterms evaluated in the broken phase of SM [2, 3, 16]. This approach gives rise to the same set of quark self-energy Feynman diagrams [20] as well as to an equivalent definition [21] of the threshold relations [1, 22].

Before we proceed, let us remind the reader of some basic definitions needed for the following discussion. Applying dimensional regularization [6] in the broken phase, the SM UV counterterms for the quark masses in the MS scheme have the following form:

m_{q,bare} = m_q(μ^2) [ 1 + α_s ∑ i=0 α^i_s i+1∑ k=1 δZ^{(i,k)}_{αs} ε^k + α ∑ i,j=0 α^iα^j_s i+j+1∑

k=1 δZ^{(i,j,k)} α ε^k ] . (1)

The first series in this relation corresponds to the QCD corrections, the second one to the EW contribution mixed in higher orders with QCD. In accordance with ’t Hooft’s

1A different theorem states that tadpole terms, which are absent in the symmetric phase, drop out from observable quantities. However, if one omits tadpole terms in relations between bare and renormalized quantities, as frequently done in SM calculations [8, 17, 18, 19], one not only looses a manifestly gauge invariant relationship between the bare and the renormalized theory, also the UV structure is not preserved and one does not get the same RG equations. In fact, tadpoles are related to quadratic divergences which show up in the renormalization of the mass parameter m^2 of the Higgs potential in the symmetric phase.

prescription [7], the quark mass anomalous dimension, defined by

μ^2 d dμ^2 ln m^2_q = γ_q(α_s, α) = [ α_s ∂ ∂α_s + α ∂ ∂α ] [ α_s ∑ i=0 α^i_sδZ^{(i,1)}_{αs} +α ∑ i,j=0 α^iα^j_sδZ^{(i,j,1)}_α ] , (2)

can be split into two parts: the QCD and EW contributions γ_q(α_s, α) = γ^{QCD}_q + γ^{EW}_q , where γ^{QCD}_q includes all terms which are proportional to powers of α_s only and γ^{EW}_q includes all other terms proportional to at least one power of α, and beyond one loop multiplied by further powers of α and/or α_s. We call γ^{QCD}_t the QCD anomalous dimension and γ^{EW}_t the EW one. As has been shown in Ref. [16], the EW contribution to the fermion anomalous dimension γ^{EW}_t in the MS scheme may be written in terms of RG functions of parameters in the unbroken phase of the SM as

γ^{EW}_t = γ_{yt} + 1 2 γ_m2 − 1 2 β_λ λ , (3)

where γ_m2 = μ^{2 d}_{dμ2} ln m^2, β_λ = μ^{2 d}_{dμ2} λ, γ_{yq} = μ^{2 d}_{dμ2} ln y_q, y_q is the Yukawa coupling of quark q, and m^2 and λ are the parameters of the scalar potential V =^{m2}_2 ϕ^2 +^λ_{24} ϕ^4.

It has also been shown [23] that the coefficients of the higher poles in ε in the mass counterterms (1) in the broken phase are uniquely determined by the lower-order coefficients and the RG functions defined by Eq. (3).

The RG equation for the square of the Higgs vacuum expectation value (VEV) v(μ^2) follows from the RG equations for masses and massless coupling constants and reads

μ^2 d dμ^2 v^2(μ^2) = 4 μ^2 d dμ^2 [ m^2_W (μ^2) g^2(μ^2) ] = 4 μ^2 d dμ^2 [ m^2_Z (μ^2) − m^2_W (μ^2) g^{′2}(μ^2) ]

= 3 μ^2 d dμ^2 [ m^2_H (μ^2) λ(μ^2) ] = 2 μ^2 d dμ^2 [ m^2_f (μ^2) y^2_f (μ^2) ] = v^2(μ^2) [ γ_m2 − β_λ λ ] ,(4)

where g^′ and g are the U(1)_Y and SU(2)_L gauge couplings, respectively, and we assume the running of g and g^′ as well as of y_t and λ to be the same in the broken and the unbroken phases [21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]. Since the relation^2 G_F =^{1√}_{2 v2} is valid for bare as well as for on-shell parameters, the RG equation for the MS version of the running Fermi constant follows from G^{MS}_F (μ^2) =^{1√}_{2 v2(μ2 )} . The corresponding anomalous dimension γ_{GF} of G^{MS}_F in then given by

γ_{GF} = μ^2 d dμ^2 ln G^{MS}_F (μ^2) = −μ^2 d dμ^2 ln v^2(μ^2) = − [ γ_m2 − β_λ λ ] , (5)

i.e., by minus the anomalous dimension of v^2.

We note that the anomalous dimension of v^2(μ^2) defined by Eq. (4) via diagrammatic calculations differs from the anomalous dimension of the scalar field as obtained in the effective-potential approach [31].

2By G_F we denote a generic Fermi constant, by G_μ the physical on-shell one, and by G^{MS}_F the MS variant.

The RG equations (2) have to be complemented by matching conditions between pole and running masses, which we may write in the form

M_t − m_t(μ^2) = m_t(μ^2) ∑ j=1 ( α_s(μ^2) π )_j ρ_j + m_t(μ^2) ∑ i=1;j=0 ( α(μ^2) π )_i ( α_s(μ^2) π )_j r_{ij} . (6)

The QCD corrections ρ_j were calculated in Refs. [32, 33, 34] up to j = 3, while the O(α) and O(αα_s) corrections r_{10} and r_{11}, respectively, are available in analytic form from Refs. [1, 2, 3]. The O(αα_s) result for r_{11} with tadpoles dropped was also evaluated using asymptotic expansions in Ref. [35] and numerical agreement with Refs. [2, 3] was found after subtraction of the tadpoles. The leading part of the O(G_μM^2_t α_s) contribution to r_{11} was confirmed in Ref. [36] after including the tadpole contribution in the result of Ref. [17]. The correction r_{12} has been evaluated in Ref. [19] in the gaugeless-limit approximation of the SM.

3 Behavior of the RG equations at low and high energies

Let us analyze the behavior of the full SM RG equation for a quark mass in the MS scheme μ^2 d dμ^2 ln m_f (μ^2) = γ^{QCD}_q + γ_{yf} − 1 2 γ_{GF} , (7)

in which the EW part follows from Eqs. (3) and (4). Let us consider the low-energy limit first. In the weak sector of the SM, there is no decoupling because masses and couplings are interrelated by the Higgs mechanism. So “decoupling by hand” as usually applied in QCD by considering an effective ‘n_f active flavors’ QCD to be matched at successive flavor thresholds, and which can be applied to QED as well, does not make sense in the weak sector. Note that there is no decoupling for the W and Z bosons: the limit M_W → ∞ can be achieved by letting g → ∞ or v → ∞ or both. In nature, only the limit g → ∞ leads to the observed low-energy limit of the effective four-fermion theory with √ 2 G_μ = 1/v^2 fixed, by nuclear β decay etc. This obviously is a non-decoupling effect. In contrast to QED or QCD, the low-energy effective theory (obtained after elimination of the heavy state) is a non-renormalizable one exhibiting a completely wrong high-energy behavior. So, in general, “decoupling by hand,” as it is commonly utilized in MS -parametrized QCD, is not very sensible when the Appelquist-Carazzone theorem [37] does not apply.

Nevertheless, in calculations of EW radiative corrections for LEP processes, covering scales up to 200 GeV, the standard on-shell parametrization in terms of the most precise parameters α, G_μ, and M_Z (besides the fermion and Higgs-boson masses) reveals that, while α is running strongly, keeping G_μ as scale independent^3 provides an

3This assertion has been checked experimentally by comparing the standard low-energy quantity G_μ determined via the muon lifetime τ_μ = 1/Γ_μ(μ → eν̄_eν_μ) versus the corresponding effective coupling extracted from the leptonic W -boson decay rate Ĝ_μ = 12πΓ_{W ℓν} /( √ 2M^3_W ), which involves W -boson mass scale observables only. The fact that Ĝ_μ ≈ G_μ with good accuracy is not surprising because the tadpole corrections, excellent parametrization in terms of α(M^2_Z ), G_μ and M_Z for LEP observables. The latter parametrization incorporates the leading-logarithmic resummation as effectuated by the RG. Usually the scale insensitivity of an effective G_F is “explained” by a “decoupling by hand” argument via inspection of the one-loop RG equation

μ^2 dG^{MS}_F dμ^2 = G^{MS}_F 8π^2 √ 2 {∑ f ( m^2_f − 4 m^4_f m^2_H ) −3 M^2_W +6

M^4_W m^2_H − 3 2 M^2_Z +3

M^4_Z m^2_H + 3 2 m^2_H } , (8)

which follows from the counterterm given first in Ref. [15]. If we only sum terms with m_f < μ, there is effectively no running (because of the smallness of the light-fermion masses) before M_W , M_Z , M_H , and M_t come into play.

As mentioned earlier, ambiguities enter if we are to represent predictions in terms of the not-so-physical MS parameters.^4 On phenomenological grounds, as G_F has been measured to agree at the M_Z scale with its low-energy version G_μ and because Yukawa couplings run as they do in the symmetric phase, below of the EW scale, one may define effective light-fermion masses to run via their Yukawa couplings only:

m̂_f (μ^2) = 2^{−3/4}G^{−1/2}_μ y_f (μ^2) . (9)

As the Yukawa couplings y_f (μ^2) are not affected by the Higgs mechanism, the EW corrections to the Yukawa couplings are free of tadpoles [1, 20] and/or quadratic divergences. Since real physical observables are also free of tadpole contributions, this property is an additional argument why Eq. (9) is a good candidate for the evaluation of the EW contributions to the ratio between pole and MS masses of lighter quarks, such as the bottom and charm quarks (see also the discussion in Ref. [38]). In short, fermion masses and Yukawa couplings have equivalent RG evolutions as long as G_F or, equivalently, v can be taken not to be running, so that one may identify GMS_F (μ^2) = G_μ. Alternatively, and more consequently concerning the decoupling issue, the proper MS definition of a running fermion mass is

m_f (μ^2) = 2^{−3/4} ( G^{MS}_F (μ^2) )_{−1/2} y_f (μ^2) , (10)

where G^{MS}_F (μ^2) and m_f (μ^2) are solutions of Eq. (5) and (7), respectively. For the MS top quark mass, we consequently advocate to utilize Eq. (10), which among others includes the tadpole contributions. Note that the difference between Eqs. (9) and (10) is particularly significant for the top quark. As both versions are gauge invariant by definition, the difference is not just dropping the tadpole terms or not.

The running of G^{MS}_F definitely starts at about μ ∼ 2M_W ,^5 when the scale of a process exceeds the masses of the weak gauge bosons. Since the top quark is the

which potentially lead to substantial corrections, are absent in relations between observable quantities as we know._4

The MS parameters other than v(μ^2) (i.e. MS gauge, Yukawa, and Higgs self couplings) are likely the most natural parameters in the unbroken phase of the SM, where an S matrix does not exist due to infrared problems. Other renormalization schemes that can be applied in this case include the MOM-type schemes, which are, however, gauge dependent.

5As the on-shell version of G_F at the Z-boson mass scale can be identified with G_μ, it is justified to match G^{MS}_F with G_μ at the scale M_Z .

heaviest particle in the SM, at least here the “decoupling by hand” prescription becomes obsolete, and we have to take full SM parameter relations as they are.

One of the most well-known non-decoupling effects related to the top quark is the EW ρ parameter ρ_{eff} (0) = G_{NC}/G_{CC}(0), where G_{CC}(0) is the Fermi coupling G_F = G_μ and G_{NC} the low-energy effective axial-vector Z-boson coupling to fermions. As is well known, in the SM we have

ρ = 1 + N_cG_μ 8π^2 √ 2 ( m^2_t + m^2_b −

2m^2_t m^2_b m^2_t − m^2_b ln m^2_t m^2_b ) ≈ 1 +

N_cy^2_t 32π^2

, (11)

which measures the weak-isospin breaking by the Yukawa couplings of the heavy fermions at zero momentum. Within the SM, this quantity is strongly constrained by LEP data, and, in spite of the fact that the top quark was by far too heavy to be produced at LEP, the top quark contribution and indirectly the top quark mass have been constrained by LEP data. Actually, a first strong indication of a heavy top quark had been found earlier by the ARGUS experiment, which discovered, unexpectedly, a substantial BB oscillation (in the SM enhanced by a contribution ∝ y^2_t ), which turned out to be much larger than anticipated before. So recipes like “decoupling by hand” make no sense to be applied to the weak sector of the SM, as heavy-particle effects definitely cannot be renormalized away.

For large values of μ^2, the behavior of the running Fermi constant G_F (μ^2) is defined by the Higgs self-coupling and the sign of its beta-function β_λ:

μ^2 d dμ^2 ln G_F (μ^2) ∼ β_λ(μ^2) λ(μ^2)

. (12)

The detailed perturbative analysis of the r.h.s. of this equation was performed recently (see Refs. [21, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29]) and reveals that the beta function β_λ is negative up to a scale of about 10^{17} GeV, where it changes sign. Above the zero of β_λ, the effective coupling starts to increase again, and the key question is whether at the zero of the beta function the effective coupling is still positive. In the latter case, it will remain positive although small up to the Planck scale. In any case, at moderately high scales where β_λ < 0, and provided that λ is still positive, the following behavior is valid for the Fermi constant:

G_F (μ^2) | | μ^2→∞ ∼ ( μ^2

)^βλ^{(μ2)}

λ(μ2) → 0 , (13)

being decreasing, which means that v^2(μ^2) is increasing at these scales (where β_λ < 0 and λ > 0). The analysis of Ref. [24] finds that λ turns negative (unstable or metastable Higgs potential) before the beta function reaches its zero. This may happen at rather low scales, at around 10^{10} GeV. In this case, we would get an infinite Higgs vacuum expectation value far below the Planck scale as an essential singularity. Given the present uncertainty in the value of M_t, there is a good chance that λ remains positive up to the zero of the beta function and as a consequence up to the Planck scale [21, 25]. Then G_F (μ^2) would start to increase again, and v(μ^2) would start to decrease but remain finite (about 685 GeV) at the Plank scale, implying that all effective masses stay bounded. The effectively massless symmetric phase of the SM would then be obtained at high energies by the fact that mass effects are suppressed for dimensional reasons: according to the RG, for a vertex function under a dilatation of all momenta, {p_i} → {κp_i}, up to the overall dynamical dimension and wave-function renormalizations, the result is given by replacing g_i → g_i(κ) and m_i → m_i(κ)/κ at fixed {p_i} and renormalization scale μ. I.e. provided that m(κ)/κ → 0 as κ → ∞, the high-energy asymptotic effective theory is effectively massless as expected in the symmetric phase.

4 Numerical result for m_t − M_t

In the previous section, we have presented the arguments, why decoupling does not apply in the EW sector, in particular not to the top quark mass effects. In this section, we will check how significant the EW contribution to matching and running of the top quark mass is. For that purpose, the inverse of the relation (6), m_t(μ^2) as a function of the pole mass M_t, is required (see Eq. (5.54) in Ref. [2]). For the numerical analysis, we adopt the following values for the input parameters [39]:

M_Z = 91.1876(21) GeV, M_W = 80.385(15) GeV, M_t = 173.5(1.0) GeV,^6 G_F = 1.16637 × 10^{−5} GeV^{−2}, α^{−1} = 137.035999, α^{(5)}_s (M^2_Z ) = 0.1184(7). (14)

Furthermore, we take the effective fine-structure constant at the Z boson mass scale to be α^{−1}(M^2_Z ) = 127.944. All light-fermion masses M_f (f ≠ t) give negligible effects and do not play any role in our consideration. Up to the three-loop order, the QCD relation between the running and pole masses is given by (see Eq. (12) in Ref. [34]) { m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t } QCD = M_t [ − 4 3 α^{(6)}_s (M^2_t ) π − 9.125 ( α^{(6)}_s (M^2_t ) π )_2

− 80.405 ( α^{(6)}_s (M^2_t ) π )_3]

. (15)

Using α^{(6)}s (M^2_t ) = 0.1079(6) [41], which follows from the value of α^{(5)}s (M^2_Z ) in Eq. (14) via four-loop evolution and three-loop matching [42], we obtain the numerical result { m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t } QCD = −7.95 GeV − 1.87 GeV − 0.57 GeV = −10.38 GeV . (16)

A numerical estimation of the O(α^4_s) term, given in Ref. [43], is ∼ −0.02 GeV, which is not included in Eq. (16). The analytic result for the EW corrections at the one-loop order has a more complicated form and may be found in Refs. [1, 15]. The two-loop corrections of order O(α^2) are not yet known. Exploring the results of Ref. [19], we estimate it to be of order O(1 GeV). Another way to estimate the two-loop contribution

6The values of the top quark mass quoted by the experimental collaborations correspond to parameters in Monte Carlo event generators in which, apart from parton showering, the partonic subprocesses are calculated at the tree level, so that a rigorous theoretical definition of the top quark mass is lacking [39, 40]. For definiteness, we take the value from Ref. [39] to be the pole mass M_t.

Figure 1: Numerical results for the difference m_t(M^2_t )−M_t. The red line represents the O(α) correction, the blue line the O(α) + O(αα_s) correction, the green line the O(α_s) correction, the magenta line the O(α_s) + O(α^2_s) correction, the black line the O(α_s) + O(α^2_s) + O(α^3_s) correction, and the dark blue line the sum of all these corrections. The input parameters are specified in Eq. (14).

follows from results of Ref. [16] and the observation that the largest contribution is coming from tadpole diagrams: { m_t(μ^2) M_t } ∼ { m_t(μ^2) M_t } tadpole ∼ √ m^2_W (μ^2) M^2_W

= 1 + 1 2 δ_{W,α} + 1 2 δ_{W,ααs} + 1 2 δ_{W,α}2 − 1 8 δ^2_{W,α} ,(17)

where δ_{W,α}, δ_{W,α}2 , and δ_{W,αsα} are the corrections in the relation^{m2W (μ2 )}_{M 2W} = 1 + δ_{W,α} + δ_{W,αsα} + δ_{W,α}2 and may be found in Ref. [16]. This also allows us to estimate the error due to the unknown higher-order corrections, which is about 1 GeV.

A detailed comparison of the individual contributions is presented in Fig. 1. For a set of experimentally most probable values of M_H [4], M_H = {124, 125, 126} GeV, the numerical values of the EW and QCD contributions to the difference m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t and their sum are collected in Table 1. As a result, we observe a large EW correction, which for the assumed M_H range almost perfectly cancels the QCD correction. The relationship between m_t(M^2_t ) and M_t can be parametrized in the range displayed in

Table 1: The various contributions to m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t in GeV. M_H [GeV] O(α) O(αα_s) O(α) + O(αα_s) O(α_s) + O(α^2_s) + O(α^3_s) total 124 12.11 −0.39 11.72 −10.38 1.34 125 11.91 −0.39 11.52 −10.38 1.14 126 11.71 −0.38 11.32 −10.38 0.94

Fig. 1 as { m_t(M^2_t )−M_t } SM = { m_t(M^2_t )−M_t } QCD + [ 0.0664−0.00115 × ( M_H 1 GeV

−125 )] M_t . (18)

The almost perfect cancellation between the QCD and EW effects for the given Higgs boson mass is certainly accidental, but must be taken into account in comparisons with experimental data. Our calculation shows that the large leading correction, of O(α), to the shift m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t is not substantially modified by the next-to-leadingterm, of O(αα_s). Radiative corrections beyond the presently known ones are likely to be small and not to change the observed quenching qualitatively.

5 Conclusions

We calculated the shift m_t(M^2_t )−M_t of the top-quark mass in the SM by strictly taking into account all diagrams generated by the Feynman rules, including the tadpole ones, as is required to manifestly respect the Slavnov-Taylor and Ward-Takahashi identities.

SM transition matrix elements of physical processes renormalized according to the EW on-shell scheme are manifestly devoid of tadpoles to all orders of perturbation theory [44]. This has lead to the quite common practice to set tadpole contibutions to zero. On the other hand, the tadpoles are gauge dependent, and the mass counterterms are only gauge independent if the tadpole contributions are included, as may be observed already at one loop [1, 15]. Also, if tadpoles drop out from physical quantities, or relations between them, it does not mean that carrying them along in a calculation would not lead to a correct result. In contrast, tadpole cancellation may serve as a useful check of a calculation.

Upon on-shell renormalization, the SM transition matrix elements of physical processes are gauge-independent functions of the pole masses and the other renormalized parameters, i.e. the couplings and mixing angles. By finite reparametrizations, these transition matrix elements may be converted to any other renormalization scheme, in our case to the MS scheme. The relationships between the on-shell paramaters and the MS parameters are gauge independent only if tadpole contributions are retained. Tadpoles are artifacts of spontaneous symmetry breaking, where they show up in the Higgs vacuum expectation value, which induces the masses. Correspondingly, tadpoles affect all mass counterterms, and only these. The dimensionless gauge and Yukawa couplings as well as the Higgs self-coupling and their counterterms are not affected.

We advocate to keep the relationships between the on-shell and bare parameters in the dimensionally regularized theory and their relationships to the closely related MS parameters gauge invariant. Otherwise, the expressions of the transition matrix elements in terms of the renormalized parameters acquire artificial gauge dependence, and the choice of gauge must always be specified, too, whenever the value of a renormalized parameter extracted from experimental data is communicated.

This leads us to include the tadpole contribution in the relationship between the pole mass M_t and the MS mass m_t(μ^2) of the top quark, on which we focus our attention in this paper. Assuming the recently-discovered Higgs-like boson to be the missing link of the SM, then the smallness of its mass M_H renders the positive tadpole contribution to the difference m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t so sizable that it almost perfectly cancels the familiar −10 GeV shift induced by pure QCD corrections, and it is one of the major purposes of this work to publicize this intriguing coincidence. As a welcome consequence of this near-quenching, the theoretical uncertainty due to scheme dependence in any physical observable that depends on the top quark mass at leading order is greatly reduced. In fact, this uncertainty is proportional to the shift |m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t| itself, and is thus reduced by an order of magnitude if |m_t(M^2_t )−M_t| is. This may easily be understood as follows. Let O = f(M)(1 + δ) be an M-dependent observable with radiative correction δ in the on-shell scheme. In the MS scheme, this observable is then given by O = f(m)(1 + δ) with δ = δ + (M − m)∂ ln f(m)/∂m, and the leading scheme dependence corresponds to the magnitude of O/O − 1 = δ(M − m)∂ ln f(m)/∂m.

The shift m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t is of paramount phenomenological importance for the combination of different determinations of the top quark mass in ongoing experiments. In fact, the value currently extracted by reconstructing the invariant mass of the top quark decay products is expected to be close to M_t [13, 39, 40], while the analysis of the total cross section of top quark pair production yields a clean determination of m_t(M^2_t ) [25, 39, 40, 45]. The EW O(α) correction to the tt production cross section is available in the on-shell scheme [18, 46]. In order to consistently incorporate it in the QCD analysis of Refs. [25, 45], it needs to be converted to the MS scheme as described above. This will generate an explicit tadpole contribution in the radiative corrections to the cross section. In turn, the scheme dependence will be substantially reduced because m_t(M^2_t ) and M_t almost coincide.

We have analyzed the EW contributions to the running and scheme dependence of the top quark mass above the W boson threshold, when G_F can not be treated any longer as a low-energy constant in one-to-one correspondence with the muon lifetime, but turns into a running effective parameter. This effect is similar to the running electromagnetic coupling α(μ^2), which, however, is strongly scale dependent right from zero momentum and is sensitive to non-perturbative hadronic vacuum polarization effects there. Like the running couplings g, g^′, y_f , and λ, also the running of G_F is scheme dependent. In the MS scheme, the scale at which G_F effectively starts to run, is not uniquely defined. SM non-decoupling effects have to be taken into account. In any case, light-fermion contributions including the one of the bottom quark are tiny. The quantitative analysis shows that the main contribution comes from the matching relation (6), which supplements the RG equation (7). At low energies, the running of the quark mass is equivalent to the running of the Yukawa coupling via Eq. (10) and by standard QCD corrections.

As the MS scheme is a renormalization scheme with mass-independent anomalous dimensions, mass effects drop out at high energies on account of their positive canonical mass dimension. This is in contrast to the on-shell renormalization scheme, where masses are utilized as renormalization scales, which leads to residual mass effects in the high-energy asymptotic regime via renormalization effects, with the Callan-Symanzik equation replacing the MS RG equations.

As our focus is on physics at the EW scale, a precise treatment of mass effects of the heavier SM states (t, H, Z, W ) is mandatory for a precise interpretation of related experimental data. In particular, for the top quark, which as we know decays before it can form hadrons, it is not sufficient to take into account QCD corrections only, as our analysis shows.

In conclusion, for the current value of the Higgs mass, 122 < M_H < 128 GeV [4], the one-loop EW corrections to m_t(M^2_t ) − M_t are large and have opposite sign relative to the QCD contributions, so that the total correction is actually small and approximately equal to [1 ± O(1)] GeV (see Table 1). As a result, taking into account EW radiative corrections, besides the QCD ones, reduces the scheme dependence for EW observables that depend on the top quark mass.

Acknowledgments:

We are grateful to Leo Avdeev, Dmitri Kazakov, Elisabeth Kraus, Sergei Mikhailov, Sven Moch, and Oleg Veretin for useful discussions. This work was supported in part by the German Federal Ministry for Education and Research BMBF through Grant No. 05 H12GUE, by the German Research Foundation DFG through the Collaborative Research Center No. 676 Particles, Strings and the Early Universe—The Structure of Matter and Space-Time and by the Helmholtz Association HGF through the Helmholtz Alliance Ha 101 Physics at the Terascale. F.J. thanks for support by the EC Program Transnational Access to Research Infrastructure (TARI) INFN - LNF, HadronPhysics3 - Integrating Activity, Contract No. 283286.

References

[1] R. Hempfling, B.A. Kniehl, Phys. Rev. D 51 (1995) 1386, hep-ph/9408313. [2] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, Nucl. Phys. B 676 (2004) 365, hep-ph/0308216. [3] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, Acta Phys. Polon. B 34 (2003) 5335, hep-ph/0310361.

[4] G. Aad, et al., ATLAS Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 1, arXiv:1207.7214 [hep-ex];

S. Chatrchyan, et al., CMS Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 30, arXiv:1207.7235 [hep-ex].

[5] F. Jegerlehner, Z. Phys. C 32 (1986) 425;

F. Jegerlehner, Z. Phys. C 38 (1988) 519, Erratum;

A.I. Bochkarev, R.S. Willey, Phys. Rev. D 51 (1995) 2049, hep-ph/9407261; J. Fleischer, O.V. Tarasov, F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Rev. D 51 (1995) 3820; B.A. Kniehl, A. Sirlin, Nucl. Phys. B 458 (1996) 35; B.A. Kniehl, Z. Phys. C 72 (1996) 437, hep-ph/9403386.

[6] G. ’t Hooft, M. Veltman, Nucl. Phys. B 44 (1972) 189. [7] G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B 61 (1973) 455.

[8] S. Actis, G. Passarino, Nucl. Phys. B 777 (2007) 100, hep-ph/0612124. [9] R. Tarrach, Nucl. Phys. B 183 (1981) 384;

A.S. Kronfeld, Phys. Rev. D 58 (1998) 051501, hep-ph/9805215. [10] P. Gambino, P.A. Grassi, Phys. Rev. D 62 (2000) 076002, hep-ph/9907254. [11] I.I. Bigi, M.A. Shifman, N.G. Uraltsev, A.I. Vainshtein, Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 2234, hep-ph/9402360;

M. Beneke, V.M. Braun, Nucl. Phys. B 426 (1994) 301, hep-ph/9402364. [12] M.C. Smith, S.S. Willenbrock, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79 (1997) 3825, hep-ph/9612329. [13] S. Fleming, A.H. Hoang, S. Mantry, I.W. Stewart, Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 074010, hep-ph/0703207;

A.H. Hoang, I.W. Stewart, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 185 (2008) 220, arXiv:0808.0222 [hep-ph].

[14] S. Alioli, J. Fuster, A. Irles, S. Moch, P. Uwer, M. Vos, Pramana 79 (2012) 809. [15] J. Fleischer, F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Rev. D 23 (1981) 2001.

[16] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 641 (2002) 285, hep-ph/0105304;

F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 116 (2003) 382, hep-ph/0212003;

F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 658 (2003) 49, hep-ph/0212319.

[17] M. Faisst, J.H. Kühn, T. Seidensticker, O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 665 (2003) 649, hep-ph/0302275.

[18] J.H. Kühn, A. Scharf, P. Uwer, Eur. Phys. J. C 51 (2007) 37, hep-ph/0610335. [19] S.P. Martin, Phys. Rev. D 72 (2005) 096008, hep-ph/0509115. [20] B.A. Kniehl, J.H. Piclum, M. Steinhauser, Nucl. Phys. B 695 (2004) 199, hep-ph/0406254.

[21] F. Bezrukov, M.Yu. Kalmykov, B.A. Kniehl, M. Shaposhnikov, J. High Energy Phys. 1210 (2012) 140, arXiv:1205.2893 [hep-ph].

[22] A. Sirlin, Phys. Rev. D 22 (1980) 971;

A. Sirlin, R. Zucchini, Nucl. Phys. B 266 (1986) 389.

[23] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 534 (2004) 299, hep-ph/0404213.

[24] G. Degrassi, S. Di Vita, J. Elias-Miró, J.R. Espinosa, G.F. Giudice, G. Isidori, A. Strumia, J. High Energy Phys. 1208 (2012) 098, arXiv:1205.6497 [hep-ph].

[25] S. Alekhin, A. Djouadi, S. Moch, Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 214, arXiv:1207.0980 [hep-ph].

[26] L. N. Mihaila, J. Salomon, M. Steinhauser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108 (2012) 151602, arXiv:1201.5868 [hep-ph].

[27] A.V. Bednyakov, A.F. Pikelner, V.N. Velizhanin, J. High Energy Phys. 1301 (2013) 017, arXiv:1210.6873 [hep-ph].

[28] K.G. Chetyrkin, M.F. Zoller, J. High Energy Phys. 1206 (2012) 033, arXiv:1205.2892 [hep-ph].

[29] I. Masina, arXiv:1209.0393 [hep-ph].

[30] Y. Hamada, H. Kawai, K.-y. Oda, arXiv:1210.2538 [hep-ph].

[31] H. Arason, D.J. Castano, B. Keszthelyi, S. Mikaelian, E.J. Piard, P. Ramond, B.D. Wright, Phys. Rev. D 46 (1992) 3945;

Yu.F. Pirogov, O.V. Zenin, Eur. Phys. J. C 10 (1999) 629, hep-ph/9808396; C.R. Das, M.K. Parida, Eur. Phys. J. C 20 (2001) 121, hep-ph/0010004; Z.-z. Xing, H. Zhang, S. Zhou, Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 113016, arXiv:0712.1419 [hep-ph].

[32] N. Gray, D.J. Broadhurst, W. Grafe, K. Schilcher, Z. Phys. C 48 (1990) 673;

J. Fleischer, F. Jegerlehner, O.V. Tarasov, O.L. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 539 (1999) 671, hep-ph/9803493;

J. Fleischer, F. Jegerlehner, O.V. Tarasov, O.L. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 571 (2000) 511, Erratum.

[33] K.G. Chetyrkin, M. Steinhauser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83 (1999) 4001, hep-ph/9907509;

K.G. Chetyrkin, M. Steinhauser, Nucl. Phys. B 573 (2000) 617, hep-ph/9911434.

[34] K. Melnikov, T. v. Ritbergen, Phys. Lett. B 482 (2000) 99, hep-ph/9912391.

[35] D. Eiras, M. Steinhauser, J. High Energy Phys. 0602 (2006) 010, hep-ph/0512099.

[36] M. Faisst, J.H. Kühn, O. Veretin, Phys. Lett. B 589 (2004) 35, hep-ph/0403026.

[37] T. Appelquist, J. Carazzone, Phys. Rev. D 11 (1975) 2856.

[38] R.S. Willey, Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 034014, hep-ph/0101291.

[39] J. Beringer, et al., Particle Data Group, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 010001.

[40] V.M. Abazov, et al., D0 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 703 (2011) 422, arXiv:1104.2887 [hep-ex].

[41] B.A. Kniehl, O.L. Veretin, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 053007, arXiv:1206.7110 [hepph].

[42] K.G. Chetyrkin, B.A. Kniehl, M. Steinhauser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79 (1997) 2184, hep-ph/9706430;

K.G. Chetyrkin, B.A. Kniehl, M. Steinhauser, Nucl. Phys. B 510 (1998) 61, hep-ph/9708255;

Y. Schröder, M. Steinhauser, J. High Energy Phys. 0601 (2006) 051, hep-ph/0512058;

K.G. Chetyrkin, J.H. Kühn, C. Sturm, Nucl. Phys. B 744 (2006) 121, hep-ph/0512060;

B.A. Kniehl, A.V. Kotikov, A.I. Onishchenko, O.L. Veretin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97 (2006) 042001, hep-ph/0607202.

[43] A.L. Kataev, V.T. Kim, Phys. Part. Nucl. 41 (2010) 946, arXiv:1001.4207 [hepph].

[44] J.C. Taylor, Gauge Theories of Weak Interactions, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics, 1976, pp. 124–127;

E. Kraus, Annals Phys. 262 (1998) 155, hep-th/9709154.

[45] U. Langenfeld, S. Moch, P. Uwer, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 054009, arXiv:0906.5273 [hep-ph].

[46] W. Beenakker, A. Denner, W. Hollik, R. Mertig, T. Sack, D. Wackeroth, Nucl.

Phys. B 411 (1994) 343.