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A bstract

W e present updated predictions for the total production cross section of top-quark pairs at
the Tevatron and at the LHC , and, at the LHC , of heavy-quark pﬁgs w ith m ass in the range
05 2TeV .Forttproduction atthe LHC wealso presentresultsat S = 10 TeV ,in view ofthe
expected accelerator conditions during the forthcom ing 2008 run. O ur results are accurate at the
level of nextto-Jleading order n  ,, and of next-toJleading threshold logarithm s (NLO + NLL).
W e adopt the m ost recent param etrizations of parton distrbution functions, and com pute the
corresponding uncertainties. W e study the dependence of the results on the top m ass, and we
assess the in pact of m issing higher-order corrections by independent variations of factorisation
and renomm alisation scales.
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1 Top production

O ne of the rst tasks of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC ) experin ents when, Jater in 2008, they
w ill start taking data, w illbe to re-discover the Standard M odel. T hisw ill serve the double purpose
ofm aking sure that the detectors are well understood and work properly, as well as of in proving
the precision of previous m easurem ents. W ith a predicted cross section for top quark pairs about
a hundred tin es larger than at the Ferm ilab Tevatron, and a m uch higher design lum nosity, the
LHC is poised to becom e a real \top factory” [l]. This will allow for better m easurem ents of the
m ass and the cross section. T he form er is expected to be m easured w ith an ultin ate uncertainty
below 1 Ge&V [1,l12] (to be com pared w ith the m ost recent determ ination from the Tevatron,m + =

1726 08 11 GeV [3]). The cross section is expected to bem easured w ithin a year w ith a 15%

accuracy, and eventually with an accuracy probably lin ited only by the know ledge of the LHC

um inosity, expected to reach a precision of a few per cent [4].

E xperin entalm easurem ents of the totalcross section at the Tevatron [9,l6]are usually com pared to
predictions [8,9]com piled a few years achI . These predictionsm ade use of the next-to-Jeading order
(NLO ) calculations of [11]], and of the softglion nextto-Jleading-log (NLL ) threshold resum m ation
results obtained in [12,[13]and [14]] regpectively. Som e logarithm ic contributions of order higher
than NLL have been included In the results of ref. [9,/159]and subsequent papers. In thisway, while
a com plete NNLO calculation is still unavailable (the rst ingredients, two loop virtual corrections
In the ulrarelativistic lim it [16,17], fully m assive results for the two-Jloop contrbution in the
quark-quark channel [18,/19] and for the oneoop-squared contributions 20),121l], real em ission at
one loop [22], have been recently obtained), some NNLO contributions of order 3, of soft origin,
can be obtained through an expansion and truncation of the Sudakov exponent. M ore recently,
w hile this paper was being com pleted, the nal ingredients required for a com plete resum m ation
of soft-gluon nextto-nextto-leading logarithm s (NN LL ) have been calculated 23], and the relative
In pact on the total cross sections was explored.

A key feature of our m ost recent study in [8] was an extensive exploration of the theoretical un—
certainties a ecting the prediction. T he e ect of the Independent variations of renom alisation and
of factorisation scales, which is the custom ary way to assess the in pact of unknow n higher-order
contributions, was explored in detail. Parton distribution function sets (PD F's) providing am ean to
estin ate the associated uncertainty 24 ]were also used. It was determ ined in [8] that a signi cant
fraction of the overall 10 13% uncertainty in pp production at the Tevatron was orighating
from the PD F's, though higher orders w ere also contributing a fair share. T his result should now be
revisited on a num ber of counts. First, new PDF sets w ith errors, CTEQ 6.5 [25],M R ST 2006nnlo
26]J]and CTEQ 66 [27]have appeared in the past few years. It is legitin ate to wonder if they m ight
com e w ith a reduced uncertainty. Second, a sin ilarly careful pb of estim ating the theoretical un—
certainties for the best available prediction should bem ade for the LHC too. T hird, since them ost
recent Tevatron m easuram ents point to a lower m ass than the centralvaluem + = 175 G &V used In
18], it is usefiil to produce num erical predictions for an updated valie of the top m ass. N ote that an
analysis of the tt cross section has recently been perform ed in [27]. T his study, carried out at the

xed-order, NLO level, focuses on the correlations of the top cross section w ith other observables,
analyzed as a function of the PDF sets.

'The precision of the cross section experin entalm easurem ents has recently becom e su clently good that extrac—
tions of the top m ass by com paring the m easured cross section w ith the calculated value have becom e possble, and
have been perform ed [L0]].



W e shall present our results in the fom

_ + + t PDF+

= (central) R (1)
where (central) is our best prediction, and and spp quantify the uncertainties due to
higher perturbative orders and PD F choices, as speci ed In what follow s.

In order to stream line the calculation of the overall uncertainty (unknow n higher ordersand PD F's)
wem odify slightly them ethod em ployed in ref. [8]] and proceed as follow s.

O ur best prediction (central) is com puted by setting the renom alisation and factorisation
scales equal to m +, and w ith the central PDF set (within a given PDF error fam ily). The
cross section is calculated to NLO + NLL accuracy, exactly as in ref. [8].

T he uncertainty on higher orders is estin ated by varying the factorisation and the renom al-
isation scales  and ; independently around a central scale set by the top massm¢. W e
de ne the ratios

F= r gy R = grAlty (2)
and we allow them to vary in the regions 0:5 F iR 2, with the condition that 05

F= R 2. Thism eans that none of the ratios =m, =mand ;= ; can be larger than
two or an aller than one-half, in order not to have in the perturbative expansion logarithm s
of argum ents larger than a chosen (adm ittedly arbitrary) am ount. W ithin this region the
NLO+ NLL cross section is eva]uatﬁcﬁ, and used to com pu

h i
+ = maXx (r7 =) (1;1) ; (3)
frirg .
h i
= min (rix) 1;1) - (4)
frirg

A 1l cross sections in these form ulae are evaluated with the central PDF set (thus, (1;1)
(central) here). W e also Introduce the sym bols

Scales+

Scales

(central) + + (5)
(central) (6)

which we shalluse in the follow ing.

By doing so we have established a variation intervalof the cross section that can be considered
as a reasonable estin ate of the uncertainty due to unknow n higher orders. It should be noted,
how ever, that such an uncertainty should by nom eans be considered as distrbbuted according
to som e probability law (for instance, w ith a G aussian distrdbution ) around the central value.
In fact, it ism ore sin ilar to a systam atic than to a statistical uncertainty. Thism eans that
further arbitrary choices w ill have to be m ade In order to assign a ‘con dence level’ to this
Interval.

M odem PDF sets com e with a procedure to evaluate the propagation of their uncertainty
onto a given physical observable. T his is done by exploring the e ect of using, along w ith a

A NLL resum m ation function w ith independent renom alisation and factorisation scales is given explicitly in [28]].
’The quantities + and are positive for all choices of top m ass and scales we have considered.



‘central’ PDF set, a num ber of other sets (usually 40 for the CTEQ fam ily PDF's, 30 for the
M RST fam ily ones) and properly com bining their di erences. A ccording to the CTEQ and
M RST Collaborations, the resulting uncertainty should roughly represent a 90% con dence
level. W e have chosen to follow the prescription by Nadolsky and Sullivan [29], and determ ine
asym m etric uncertainties in the fom

s

X g} T 2
PpEs = max (set ;) (setp); (set ;) (sety);0 ; (7)
X n i,
ppr = max (sefy) (setii); (sely) (set 1);0 : (8)

i

S

w here all cross sections are evaluated w ith
- =1 g = 1: (9)

In &gs. (@) and (8), sety represents the central set, and the sum s run over all pairs of PDF's
In the given PDF error set. For each pair, we denote by set, ; and set ; the positive and
negative displacaem ent m em ber of the pair. W e also introduce the sym bols

PDF st

(central) +  spes (10)

PDFs (central) - (11)

which we shalluse in the follow ing.

To facilitate the determ ination of theoretical cross section corresponding to m ass values di erent
than the currentbest t,weprovide our results in the form of the coe cients of the param etrization

Mi)=A+Bm: 171)+ Cm: 171>+ D @m. 171)° : (12)

T he param eterswere tted to the exact results in the range 150 m + 190 G €V ,w ith a precision
of the order of 12 perm ille. The A coe cient has been xed egqual to the cross section atm =
171 GeV . The t param eters are given In tabk [ and tabl [3, for the Tevatron and the LHC
respectjyehﬂ.

For each PDF set we have listed separately the ‘central’ value (scales= m ¢, central PDF set) and
them axin um and them inin um found by varying the scales according to the above procedure and
evaluating the asym m etric PD F's uncertainties. Them ain e ects of the di erent PD Fs and of the
uncertainties can of course be read o directly from the A coe cient, which corresponds to the t t
cross section evaluated atm ¢ = 171 G &V . The display of results obtained w ith m any di erent PDF

sets, both very recent and oder, ism eant to allow for an easy estim ate of the variation (or lack
thereof) of the cross section predictions as a consequence of evolving parton distribution functions
sets.

W e sum m arise here whatm ight be considered our \best" predictions for tt production at the LHC ,
atme= 171 G&V:

+82(9:0%
85(9:3%

NLO*NLL(LHC m .= 171 GeV ;CTEQ6:5) = 908 ) (scales) "300000 ) (PDFs) pb  (13)

“Since the LHC is scheduled to run in 2008 at a centre ofm ass energy of 10 TeV ,we have also provided predictions
for this energy in table[Z], in the case a m easuram ent of the total cross section of top production should prove possible.



Tevatron, pp atp§= 1960 GeV | A (pb) | B (pb/GeV) | C (pb/Gev?) | D (pb/Gev?)
Central 759 0237 439 10 3 632 10 °

Scalest 7.89 0247 460 10 3 666 10 °

CTEQ &M Scales 7.07 0221 411 10 ° 592 10 °
PDF s+ 826 -0.260 486 10 ° 702 10 °

PDFs 712 0222 408 10 3 582 10 °

Central 7.7 0244 453 10 3 651 10 °

Scalest 8.08 -0.254 474 10 3 686 10 °

CTEQ6.1 Scales 723 0227 423 10 3 %6.09 10 °
PDFst 8.53 0269 504 10 3 727 10 °

PDFs 720 0224 412 10 3 587 10 °

Central 761 0237 438 10 3 628 10 °

Scalest 7.90 0247 458 10 3 661 10 °

CTEQ65 Scales 7.08 0221 410 10 3 589 10 °
PDFst 8.14 -0.256 478 10 3 691 10 °

PDFs 724 0224 411 10 3 585 10 °

Central 7.48 0233 432 10 3 620 10 °

Scales + 7.7 0243 452 10 3 4653 10 °

CTEQ66 Scales 6.96 0218 404 10 3 580 10 °
PDFs+ 7.99 0251 470 10 3 %679 10 °

PDFs 7.09 0220 402 10 3 572 10 °

Central 766 -0.242 453 10 3 660 10 °

Scalest 797 0252 475 10 3 698 10 °

M RST2001E | Scals 713 0225 424 10 3 %17 10 °
PDFst 7.94 0252 475 10 3 695 10 °

PDFs 7 44 0233 435 10 3 631 10 °

MR ST 2004nb | Central 7.99 -0.253 477 10 3 695 10 °
Central 793 -0.253 4776 10 3 692 10 °

Scalest 827 0264 500 10 3 733 10 °

M R ST 2006nnlb | Scals 737 0235 444 10 3 645 10 °
PDFst 8.17 0261 493 10 3 719 10 °

PDFs 7.3 0245 461 10 3 668 10 °

Table 1: Coe cientsoftheparam etrization (Mm ¢)= A+ B (M 171)+C m¢ 171)°+D m 171)°
for the NLO + NLL tt cross section (picobam) at the Tevatron, for various PDF sets. The tmust
notbeusad outside therange 150 m ¢ 190G eV .Thequantities Scales and PDFs arede ned
in egs. (@), @), @0), and @I).



LHC ,pp st s= 10Tev | A Pb) | B (pb/GeV) | C (pb/Gev?) | D (pb/Gev?)
Central 425 121 0211 289 10 3

Scalest 462 132 0232 320 10 3

CTEQ &M Scales 386 109 0.189 258 10 3
PDFst 445 125 0216 294 10 3

PDFs 406 117 0.205 282 10 3

Central 428 121 0211 287 10 °

Scalest 465 132 0232 319 10 3

CTEQ6.1 Scales 389 109 0.189 257 10 3
PDFst 450 125 0216 293 10 3

PDFs 406 116 0.205 281 10 3

Central 414 1.7 0205 279 10 °

Scalest 450 129 0226 3.09 10 3

CTEQ6.S5 Scales 376 106 0.184 250 10 3
PDFst 434 1422 0211 285 10 3

PDFs 396 113 0.199 272 10 3

Central 414 118 0.206 281 10 °

Scales + 451 129 0227 312 10 3

CTEQ66 Scales 376 106 0.185 251 10 3
PDFs+ 433 1422 0211 286 10 3

PDFs 396 114 0.200 275 10 3

Central 446 126 0217 294 10 °

Scalest 486 138 0.240 327 10 3

M RST2001E | Scals 405 113 0.195 263 10 3
PDFst 457 128 0220 297 10 3

PDFs 439 124 0216 292 10 3

M R ST 2004nl | Central 455 128 0221 299 10 3
Central 446 125 0216 292 10 3

Scalest 486 13.7 0238 324 10 3

M R ST 2006nnkb | Scales 404 113 0.194 260 10 3
PDFst 454 2.7 0218 293 10 3

PDFs 438 123 0214 289 10 3

Table 2: Coe cients of the param etrization

for the NLO + NLL tt cross section (picobam) at the LHC with

Mm¢)=A+Bme 171)+Cm¢ 171)°+D m¢ 171)°

sets. The tmustnot be used outside the range 150
are de ned In egs. (@), (@), @d), and @I).

PDF's

m ¢

s = 10 TeV, for various PDF
190 G eV . The quantities Scales

and



LHC,ppat s= 14TV |2 (pb) | B (pb/Gev) | C (pb/Gev?) | D (pb/Gev?)
Central 933 253 0.423 560 10 3

Scalest 1018 27.7 0.468 622 10 3

CTEQ &M Scales 846 228 0.379 499 10 3
PDFst 962 258 0.432 573 10 3

PDFs 903 246 0413 544 10 3

Central 934 252 0.421 556 10 3

Scalest 1019 27.7 0.466 %519 10 3

CTEQ6.1 Scales 847 22.7 0377 495 10 3
PDFst 965 258 0.430 570 10 3

PDFs 902 245 0411 540 10 3

Central 908 245 0411 546 10 3

Scalest 990 269 0.455 .08 10 3

CTEQ6.S5 Scales 823 221 0.368 487 10 3
PDFst 938 252 0.420 557 10 3

PDFs 879 239 0.401 529 10 3

Central 911 24.7 0413 547 10 °

Scales + 993 271 0.457 %.09 10 3

CTEQ66 Scales 826 222 0.370 487 10 3
PDFs+ 939 252 0.422 558 10 3

PDFs 881 240 0.404 536 10 3

Central 965 259 0.429 563 10 3

Scalest 1054 284 0475 %27 10 3

M RST2001E | Scals 874 233 0.384 500 10 3
PDFst 981 262 0.434 568 10 3

PDFs 954 256 0.426 557 10 3

M R ST 2004nl | Central 982 2623 0.436 572 10 3
Central 961 25.7 0.426 558 10 °

Scalest 1050 2823 0472 %21 10 3

M R ST 2006nnkb | Scales 870 231 0.381 496 10 3
PDFst 972 259 0.428 562 10 3

PDFs 949 254 0.422 553 10 3

Table 3: Coe clentsofthe param etrization (M ¢)= A+ B (m¢ 171)+C m¢ 171)°+D m 171)°
for the NLO + NLL tt cross section (picobam) at the LHC , for various PDF sets. The tmustnot
beused outside the range 150 m ¢ 190 Ge&V .Thequantities Scales and PDFs arede ned in
egs. (@), @), @d), and @ID).



+89(9:2% )

( +11(1:1%)
91(94% )

W TP (LHC m = 171 GeV ;M RST 2006nnlb) = 961 2025 )

t scales)

(PDFs) pb
(14)

Note that we quote separately the results for M RST and CTEQ , since they are not fully consis-

tent. For reference, we also give here the pure xed-order results (ie., w thout including threshold

resumm ation) at the NLO and the LO

+102(11:6% ) 30(34% )

G0 (LHC m o= 171 GeV ;CTEQ6:5)= 875 | 111, | (scales) ;0% | (PDFs) pb  (15)

L (LHCm .= 171 GeV ;CTEQ65) = 583 500020 ) (scales) 5007 ) (PDFs) pb  (16)
109(11:7% ) 11(1:22%

NEO (LHC jm ¢ = 171 G &V ;M RST 2006nnDb) = 927 * 107178 ) (scakes) " 12028 (PDFs) pb (17)

12 (LHCm = 171 GeV ;M RST 2006nnb) = 616 " |20 27 ) (scales) ' /202" | (PDFs) pb  (18)

W e have decided not to com bine the scales and PD F's uncertainties into a single error. T he reason
for refraining from doing so is that the scales uncertainty (and, to som e extent, probably also the
PDFsone) is not fully characterised in statistical term s. A s a consequence, additional hypotheses
w illbe needed in order to com bine the two uncertainties into a single probability density function for
the resulting cross section, w ith wellde ned con dence levels. Further discussions on the interplay
betw een scales and PD F's uncertainties can be found in A ppendix [R&].

W e nally present our \best" predictions for tt production at the Tevatron,atm = 171 G&V :

0:30(3:9% ) 0:53(7% )
SO (Tevim ¢ = 171 GeV ;CTEQ6:5) = 761 +0:53(6:9%) (scales) +0:36(4:8%) (PDF's) pb (19)
0:34(4:3% ) 0:24(3:1% )
StLOJrNLL (Tev;m= 171 G&V ;M RST 2006nnlo) = 7:93 +O:56(7:l% ) (scales) +0:20(2:5% ) (PDFs) pb:
(20)
A sdone for the LHC in egs. (I9){(18)), we also report the NLO and LO results:
NLO . _ . . _ . +0:38(5:1% ) +0:49(6:6% )
g (Tev;me= 171 GeV ;CTEQ 6:5)= 735 0£0(10:9% ) (scales) 034(465 ) (PDFs) pb (21)
+ 2:34(39:5% ) +0:32(5:5% )
£ (Tevim = 171G eV ;CTEQ6:5) = 592 7 [, ° 00| (scakes) (L uqs, PDES) pb  (22)
NLO o ) oo +0:45(59%) +0:23(3% )
g (Tev;me= 171GeV ;MRST 2006nnlo) = 762 0881163 ) (scales) 018(2:4% ) (PDFs) pb (23)
LO . _ . B +2:47(408% ) +0:16(2:6% ) .
« (Tev;me= 171 GeV ;M RST 2006nnlo) = 6:05 1612665 ) (scales) 013(2:1% ) (PDFs) pb: (24)

2 D iscussion of the tt cross section results at the LH C

For allparam eter choices w e have considered , the scales uncertaintiesa ecting the ttcross section at
the LHC aremuch larger than those due to PDF's. In this section, we therefore focus on exploring
the e ect of the NLL resumm ation on the cross section. W e can do so by com paring the NLO

prediction atm + = 171 G &V , and its uncertainty due to scales variations as described above, In the



NLO and NLO + NLL approxin ations respectively. W e nd that the ‘central’ prediction is increased
by less than 4% , and the scales uncertainty isonly very m idly a ected, going from  11:5% in the
NLO caseto 9% In the NLO+ NLL one. This points to a relatively m inor In pact of threshold
resum m ation on the LHC cross section, as expected as a consequence of the relatively large distance
of the tt production threshold from the LHC centre ofm ass energy (for com parison, the uncertainty
at the Tevatron is alm ost halved when going from NLO to NLO +NLL).O ne should also note that,
again contrary to the Tevatron case, exploring independent scale variations has a non-negligble
e ect: keeping ; = ; (asdoneeg. in ref. 27]) would result in an uncertainty estin ate for the
NLO+NLL case of only +g% . W e ram ind the reader that the fact PDF ts are perform ed w ith
x = r doesnot orceustouse =  In the cross section. In fact an independent variation
of the two scales In our m atched calculation leads to variations in the result that are beyond the
NLO+NLL approxin ation. It is thus legitin ate to add this Independent variation to the sources
of uncertainties. It then tums out that the ; 6 . approach leads to a much larger variation.
W e thus conclude that there m ay be accidental cancellation in the scale variation when one keeps
r = r,Jleading to an unreliably sm all estim ate of the error.

A nother in portant elem ent in the assesan ent of the systam atics related to the resum m ation is the
estin ate of the In pact of beyond-N LL corrections. To param etrize these corrections, a constant A
was introduced in [13] (where m ore details about its role are given):

A

Ci ! Cua -
= - N +A 1

7 1= aqigg : (25)
C 15 here represents the N -independent term of the M ellin transform of the NLO partonic cross
section. T he replacam ent In the previous equation gives vanishing rstm om ents, is rrelevant for
large N , and does not introduce poles on the realN axis. D 1 erent choices of A give rise to di erent
resum m ed cross sections, all consistent w ith each other at the NLL level and NNLL JeveE. T hey
therefore param etrize the possible exponentiation of nite, non-logarithm ic term s appearing at
orders higher than NLO . Tt was noticed already in [13]] that the choice A = 0 was leading to a scale
dependence typically a factor of two sm aller than was obtained with A = 2. For the sake of belng
conservative, we therefore selected A = 2 in our subsequent phenom enological analysis [8], as well
as in the results presented in the previous section. W e would like to reiterate here this observation,
by show ing the results that we would have obtained at the LHC ifwe had chosen A = 0. In the
case of the CTEQ 65 PDF,and m = 171 G €V, the scale dependence obtained by varying ; and
: Independently is:

NLO+NLL(@A=0)
tt

+95(10% )

S . Sy = (
(LHCm¢= 171 Ge&V ;,CTEQ6®5)= 945 85(9:0% )

(scales) pb (-6 =1 (20)
which is approxin ately 5% larger than the value obtained with A = 2, a variation consistent w ith
the estim ated uncertainty. Iffwe had chosen to set ; = ;, the result would have been:

NLO+NLL(@A=0)
tT

+19(2%

(LHC;m+= 171 Ge&V ;CTEQ6:5)= 945 7075

) (scales) pb [ = o1: (27)

N otice that the com bination of A = 0 and ; = ; ladsto a dram atic reduction of the uncertainty.
In particular, the reduction is signi cant also w ith respect to the A = 2, ; =  case, discussed
above. The choice A = 0 and ; = ; iswhatwas used in the recent analysis of the resum m ed

°c hanging A corresponds to vary tem s suppressed by powers of N , which cannot be determ ined w ithin the soft
glion approxin ation.



NNLL cross section of 23], leading to a sin ilar uncertainty, at the 2% level. W e conclude that it is
not as yet clear w hether the In provem ent found in [23] is a genuine reduction of the uncertainty,
that would survive the independent variation of ; and ; and w ith the Introduction ofa param eter
sim ilar to our A .

W e also note that the resumm ed NLO + NLL results quoted in ref. [23]di er from ours to the extent
of a few percent. W e have checked that this is not due to the choice m ade In [23] of lin iting the
contribution of NLL resum m ation to a ttm ass range near the production threshold, and using only
the NLO result above such range (contrary to what stated in 23], we do not perform them atching
In this way, but follow instead the procedure detailed in [13]]). Rather, the an all discrepancy is
due to the m iskading way in which eq. (29) is presented in [13], and in which it was accordingly
Interpreted and used in 23]. There is In fact a m ign atch in the M ellin N argum ent appearing in
the expression of coe cilent C i5 used In egs. (54) and (58) of [13], with N + 1 being the correct
argum ent of the resum m ation function, rather than N . The num erical in plem entation of these
relations, In [L3]]Jand In this paper, are nevertheless consistent, and equivalent to a shiftN ! N + 1
in (29). An erratum to clarify this issue has been subm itted for [13].

Another issue we wish to comm ent on is the relative size of the scale and the PD F's uncertainty.
Tt was observed In [8] that the latter was in portant, and alm ost dom inant, at the Tevatron. T his
appears not to be the case anym ore at the LH C : again according to the procedure described above,
atmy = 171 GeV we nd uncertainties of the order of 3% with CTEQ6.5 and 1:5% with
M R ST 2006nnlo and M R ST 2001E . The m ain reason for this in provem ent is that at the LHC the
range of x values for the partons relevant to top production ismuch an aller than at the Tevatron,
and falls in a region where the experm ental know ledge of both quark and glion PDF's is much
better constrained by data. It is w orth noting that the central results given by these two PD F' sets,
di ering by about 6% , are not fiully com patible, degpite (or because of) the apparently very sm all
estin ated uncertainty. W e also point out the M RST and CTEQ use di erent conventions for the
Tolerance param eter; the consequence of this is that, had the two collaborations followed exactly
the sam e tting prooedu%,_the PDF uncertainty resulting from using an M RST fam ily set would
stillbe a factor of about 2 an aller than that obtained with a CTEQ set.

W hile the PDF s uncertainty is probably still som ew hat underestim ated, as shown by the partially
con icting centralvaluesof CTEQ 6.5 and M R ST 2006nnlo, it is probably safe to conclude that, the
very interesting progressw ith the NN LL resum m ation 23]notw ithstanding, a de nitive assesan ent
of our understanding of the tt cross section at the LHC w illhave to wait for the full,m assive NN LO

calculation.

3 Very heavy ferm ion production

W enow presentproduction rates for a pair of ferm ions (belonging to the fiindam ental representation
of SU (3)co10ur ) heavier than top, using the sam e com putations described for the tt cross sections.
W e shall generically denote such ferm ion pair by TT . These particles arise naturally in BSM

theories w ith strongly-coupled dynam ics; they can be of di erent species, which can for exam ple be
classi ed according to their transform ation properties under SU (2);, SU (2)x U (1). Asfar aspair
production is concemed , how ever, these details are largely irrelevant, since this process is expected
to be dom lnated by QCD e ects, and this is the reason why we can apply our NLO+NLL,NLO,
and LO results to the com putations of T T rates. In doing so,we shallneglect possible contributions
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EXN

NLO+NLL NLO LO
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07 | 5775 ozt “mstom) | 550 sanom's smomosy) | 39 saupma) ows
08 | 2560 cyiery ounias) | 2410 senoss) zowzs, | 1778 siogoney iesuos)
09 | 1217 e ) “reamian) | 114 saauoy 1ssmion) | 8T agyin) oo
L0 | B2 ey rssuza) | 72 shouoey painpn) | 257 oopis sssuis
1L | 3205 5o ) amsass | 2994 Sounose) 3ssaosey | 2251 sospvny sesuis)
12 | 1741 oot ) “2osussey | 1629 15euose) aasusasy | 1220 saspsss) 1souzus )
13 | 9737 possian) sssure) || 90 gsnen 1z | 6745 cionnn) oasiazen
14 | 5578 ooorzn ) ostonass | 5369 seodi) omssusas) | 3848 oamnaias) osiases)
15 | 3260 g50s51 ), owsoasas ) | 3912 ossains) ousouss ) | 2238 ooeveems ) ososasas)
16 | 1938 oooiss ) osoasin s | 1785 ooo0dies) ozmuses) | 1323 oaasees ) ossoqess )
17 | 169" oheoin ) ossiaess | 1973 oizpaias ) oamusas) | 0793 oissieass ) onisast)
18 | 0714 pseeryoazsarony | 0553 ogranisey ouosqess ) | 0489 oaispans ) osrsaso )
19 | 0440 o5y “omearin s | 0401 Domains ) owrowrss) | 0294 vonsaess ) oomasas )
20 | 0274 g1sevy " " osnusss ) | 0248 domaniars oossasss ) | 0181 oomesas ) osaars )

Table 4: C ross sections (in £b) for the production of T T pairsatthe LHC ,com puted with CTEQ 6.5
PDFs. Them ass of the heavy ferm ion T is expressed In TeV . For each entry of the table, we give
the central value of the cross section, w ith the scale and PD F uncertainties.

of non-SM intem ediate states resulting from eg. a gqg annihilation. O ur aim is therefore not that
of providing a com plete phenom enological study of TT cross sections at the LHC , but rather that
of assessing the scale and PDF uncertainties a ecting the Q CD contridbution to the production of
2 TeV for

heavy ferm ion pairs. In what follow , we shall consider the m ass range 0.5 TeV

the heavy ferm ion.

O ur results are presented in tables[4 and [H. A few comm ents are in order.

mr

The scale dependence of the NLO + NLL cross section is snall for all values of mr , and

decreases m onotonically with increasing m r .

ferm ion, the closer the kinem atics is to the threshod.

T he scale dependence of the NLO cross section starts by decreasing, but then tends to Increase
T his is the signal of the necessity of including threshold corrections. O n

w ith increasingm 7 .

This is to be expected, since the heavier the

the other hand, the scale dependence of the LO cross section is always extrem ely large. T his
fact m ust be taken Into proper account if an estim ate of the K factor is needed . In particular,
one must precisely understand which hard scale is used In a LO com putation (eg. in a
standard parton-shower M onte C arlo).

Therelative PD F uncertainty isextrem ely large iIn thecaseof CTEQ 6.5. W henM R ST 2006nnlo
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[mq | NLO+NLL NLO LO

05 | 44625150, imsiss) | 4236 somuiony sevun) | 3017 Goeeose) ississ
06 | 3999 10700001 "moaaae) | 1% amoursns ersuns) | 1989 s “sesat
07 | 6988 pgoan) wpus) | 12 srogion) sams) | 4449 Jasgose) asass )
08 | 2882 \oieon) raseany | 29 soopion) wssear) | 1989 scopain) asram)
09 | 13712 o osasan) | 1285 asgion) essemy | %454 k0ve ) anaen)
10 | 6897 Jpeany aomesey | 6488 ooy saese | 4743 ivapn swssan)
11| 3620 posin ) amaeeny | 375 Sspaion) raeessy | 247 coogim) 1aies )
12 | 1969 iogeey aaonon) | 2830 dnnie) adasie) | 1350 Soapis ) omacas)
13 | 1103 Gousse ) osezsar) | 1022 1iaise) Tosssesn, | 7533 aspasey ouses)
14 | 6324 5iticus) osmisny | 9843 0Gnunise osmer) | 4993 osamy osssser )
15 | 3702 035753, omereary | 3499 ossnisr) oowoias) | 259 ogpagess ) oasseet
16 | 22035650y oumesn) | 2922 osearer) oasnieas) | 1483 odouss) oosriest)
17| 1330 yossinan ) “oomstems) | 1217 oassmon) osssisms | 9890 omugsar) osmertss)
18 0815 oupison ) “oassissny | 074 omesioar) omsansy | 0540 busisin) omsiss
19 | 0502 gpeisis ) omseras) | 0%55 oossiags s ooserss | 0330 oosagsse ) osscosry
20 | 0812 gncsas ) osmmany | 0282 ossians) osspasny | 0204 oossosan ) ooirian )

Table 5: Cross sections (in fb) for the production of TT pairs at the LHC, com puted w ith
M R ST 2006nnlo PDFs. The mass of the heavy farm ion T is expressed In TeV . For each entry
of the tabl, we give the central value of the cross section, w ith the scale and PDF uncertainties.
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sets are used, that uncertainty is an aller by a factor of about 2{3, consistently w ith what
already observed in the case of top production. By and large, the PDF uncertainty a ects
equally theNLO +NLL,theNLO ,and the LO cross sections. At the Jargestm ¢ values consid—
ered here, it prevents one from giving a precise prediction even in the case of the NLO+NLL
com putation. It will therefore be highly desirable to m easure the PDFs at the LHC for
Interm ediate-and largex regions, using eg. low -m ass nal states produced at large rapidity.

4 Conclusions

In this paper we have produced and tabulated updated predictions for the next-to-Jleading order
plus nexttoJleading log resumm ed (NLO + NLL) cross sections for tt production at the Tevatron
and at the LHC .Q CD cross sections for heavy fermm ion production at the LHC are also given.

T he theoretical uncertainties due to unknow n higher orders and to the in perfect know ledge of the
parton distribution function sets are explored In detail and also tabulated. NLO and LO results
are also given, for reference and com parison.

p_
Them ain results for tt production at the LHC ( S = 14 T€V ) are the follow ing:

82(9:0% ) 30(3:3% )
O MM LHC m = 171 G eV ;CTEQ6:5) = 908 " 2 7. | (scales) " 55, ) (PDFs) pb  (28)
89(9:2% ) 11(1:1% )
NFOTNEM(LHC jm = 171 G eV jM RST 2006nnkb) = 961 '/ ;7 (scales) ', 5, ) (PDFs) pb
(29)

C ross sections obtained w ith two of the m ost recent PDF sets are given, since they appear to be
only partially com patible w ithin their respective uncertainties.

Finally, we note that ref. [23] recently produced an approxin ated NN LO cross section by truncating
a softglion NNLL resumm ed calculation to order ‘Sl . Their phenom enological analysis produces
cross sections for the LHC w ith extrem ely sm all scales uncertainty, of order 2-3% , sensibly an aller
than ours. W e have argued in section.[Z that such a sn alluncertainty also arises at the NLO + NLL
level by requiring the factorization and renom alization scales to be equal. It will therefore be
Interesting to verify whether such reduced scale dependence found in 23] survives a test with
Independent scales, thus show Ing a genuine in provem ent due to the added NN LO term s, orw hether

it is an Intrinsic consequence of keeping the scales equal.

N ote added

A fter this work was com pleted, a new study of the tt cross section at the Tevatron and LHC
appeared in ref. [30/].
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A On scale and PD F uncertainties

The de nitions we have adopted in egs. (3) and {4) for scale of uncertainty, and in egs. (1) and (8)
for PDF uncertainty, are by no m eans unigue. In this section, we shall brie y illustrate other
choices.

T he possibility of m aking di erent choices stam s from the observation that scale and PDF uncer—
tainties have to be com bined in order to obtain an estim ate of the overall uncertainty a ecting the
cross section. Theway in which this com bination is to be perform ed is at present unclear, given the
fact that neither the scale uncertainty nor the PDF uncertainty (the latter ow ing to the fact that
PDF error sets are derived in violation of the 2= 1 rule) follow the law s of statistical errors.

Scale uncertainty can in generalbe w ritten as

(m ax) (m ax)

+ = F 7R (1;1); (30)
- @;1) Sy (31)
w here di erent prescriptions can be devised for the determ ination of ( F(m aX); R(m alx)) and of
( F(mm); R(mm)). AsfarasPDF uncertainty is concemed, one always m akes use of
S X e} T 2
eops (p7r )= max (set ;) (sety); (set ;) (sety);0 5 (32)
i
S X h i
eor (ria)= max (setp) (set.i); (sety) (set 1);0 5 (33)
i
and then de nes
( ). )
PDF+ — PDF+ Fmax ’ Rmax ’ (34)
(min), (min)
PDF PDF me ;Rmm 7 (35)
w here again the values of ( F(m aX); R(m ax))anol of ( F(mjn); rfmjn))atwhjch therh s. of these equations

are evaluated are a m atter of choice.

W e Iim it ourselves to give four exam ples.

A) Ourdefault choice, illustrated in sect.[dl and which gives rise to the results presented in this
paper, is equivalent to solving

h i
max  (p;.)  (1;1) = fmax), fmax) (1;1); (36)
frirg ,
h i . .
min (e .)  (1;1) = frand, ) (1;1) ; (37)
frirg
for ( F(max); R(max)) and ( F(mjn); R(mjn)),whjch are then used in egs. (30) and (ZIl). The PDF
uncertainty is de ned by setting
(max)  (max) (min)  (min)
T = @, s e = @ (38)
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B) Thescal uncertainty isde ned in the sam eway asdone In item A ).For the PDF uncertainty,
we set

max) @max) _ (max) _ (max) (min), (min) (min) = (min) . (39)

/7 R F I R 4 F I R F /7 R

ol

(max)  (max) (min), (min)

with ( P yand ( , P ) com puted again as in egs. (38) and (37).

C) We rstsolve

h i
maX (F;R)+ PDF+(F;R) (lll) -
frirg
Jraxl, M 4 e, o0, e (1;1) ; (40)
h i
mjrl (FIR) PDF (F;R) (111) -
frirg
(min) (min) (min) (min)
me ;Rmm PDF me ;lel’l (1;1); (41)
for ( F(max); R(maX)) and (F(mjn); R(mjn)). T hese values are then used to detemm ine the scale

uncertainty according to egs. (3) and {@), and the PDF uncertainty by setting

(m ax) (m ax) (m ax) (m ax) (m in) (m in) (m in) (m in)
F 7R = F 7R 7 F /R F 7R 7 (42)

which are then used in egs (34) and (39).

D) The scale uncertainty is de ned in the sam e way asdone in item A ).For PDF uncertainty,

we solve
h 1 ( ). )
m ax m ax
max eors (ri &) = PDF+ F /IR ’ (43)
frirg .
h * (min) = ( )
m in m in
max eor (riw) = PDF F /R 7 (44)
frirg

(min), (min)

ﬂDJT(F(maX);R(max))and(F P ), which are then used in egs (34) and (39).

Ttem sB )-D ) follow the sam e logic, nam ely nding the absolutem axim um and m inin um of the cross
section, by various com binations of scale and PD F uncertainties. In this sense, it isnot fully jasti ed
to quote these two uncertainties separately, although it is still convenient for bookkeeping. T hese
approaches stem from the observation that, in a hadroproduction Q CD com putation, unknown
higher orders also enter the determm nation of the PDFs, and one is therefore entitled to use the
full inform ation on the PDF uncertainty in the determm ination of the scale dependence. In fact, the
three m ethods give very sim ilar results, w ith D ) being the m ost conservative, ie. resulting in the
largest overall cross section uncertainty.

On the other hand, by follow ing the procedure outlined in item A ), one is able to better assess
the separate dependence upon scales and PD F's. It should be observed that, while the quantities
sor (r7z)depend on ; and ; roughly in the sam e way as the cross sections (:; z ), the

ratios .
eor (eiw)  (riw) (45)
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are extrem ely stable w ith respect to vardations of ; and ;. This Inplies that the relative PDF
uncertainty on the central value of the cross section, that is

PDF . (1;1) (40)

is basically dentical to any of those in eq. (49), if one follow s item A ). This is not the case for
item s B ){D ); the relative uncertainty due to pprs ( ppr ) tends to be larger (sm aller) than
that com puted according to item A ).

The consideration above led us to prefer the procedure of item A ) for the com putation of the
results presented in this paper. This has also the advantage that it renders the calculation less
dem anding from the point of view of CPU tin e. W e conclude by stressing that for top production
the procedures of item s B ){D ) would have given sim ilar results as that of item A ).
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