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1. Introduction

In the past 30 years, the commonly accepted way to estimabedtical uncertainties associated to collider physics
observables has been based on the notion of QCD scale @agatiVe introduce the concept fHO(U), missing
higher order (uncertainty), which is linked to the trunoatierror in the perturbative expansion. At present, and for
some time to come, estimations of observables will be basedioite number of terms of a series, such that additional
information on the behavior of that series should be exgtbit

Regardless of their precision, truncated calculation®ahgas accurate as the higher orders that they lack. A more
accurate evaluation of the observable may be obtained byatgig the MHO. The issue of precision then becomes
more tightly bound to the estimation of the MHOU, taking imicount both the uncertainty on the MHO estimation
procedure as well as any uncertainties in the terms that&lesady been calculated.

In this Letter, the problem of MHO(U) in Higgs production ¢lugh gluon-gluon fusion is approached using se-
quence transformations to improve the rate of convergehtteecseries and directly estimate the MHO. In Section 2
we discuss foundational issues related to the MHO problairtamapplicability of sequence transformations. In Sec-
tion 3 we summarize existing calculations of Higgs produetihrough gluon-gluon fusion, mapping out the inputs
needed to estimate the MHO. Then, in Section 4, we introdiftereht types of sequence transformations and dis-
cuss in detail their performance in synthetic problems dbsageapplications to series involving physical observable
The main results are then presented in Section 5 where wg apglence transformations to the problem of Higgs
production through gluon-gluon fusion problem and propasesstimate of MHOU and its probability distribution
function (pdf). Finally, in Section 6 we summarize the maiguanents and results.

2. MHOU beyond scale uncertainties

Consider an observab}(Q, 1), whereQ is the typical scale of the process, ame: { g, Ur} are the renormal-
ization and factorization scales. The traditional proceda estimate MHOU through scale variations [1] defines

- R H _ H
X Quw=min{x(Q.§) x@&w} X @u-max(e.f) x@iw}  ®
or variations thereof, see Ref. [2]. Selecting a valueffdtypically & = 2) the prediction is that
Xs (Q 1) < X(QH) <X (QH). ()

There are several examples in the literature whereéthe?2 scale uncertainty of theth order underestimates the
n- 1th order calculation.

There is also an open and debatable question on how to asgigrbability distribution function (pdf) to the
MHOU thus obtained [3]. The procedure that is most commosbadus based on a Gaussian (or log-normal) distri-
bution centered gt = X = X (Q, Q). This choice of central value is afflicted by the accuracyéssfrom truncation
and there are cases in which the scale has been adapted to niesticnmation [4, 5]. What to use for the standard
deviation remains an open problem, though a common ans@tzses = max(X2+(Q, Q). %5 (Q, Q)). Alternatively,
it could be assumed that the pdf is a uniform distribution

N B .
P(X)={ TRI% QY % QQ <X<X(QQ),
0 otherwise

Recently, Cacciari and Houdeau made a proposal to derivedhleased on a flat (uninformative) Bayesian prior for
the MHOU from the scale-variation prescription [2].

More generally, the dependence on scales is only one pamegiroblem, as the MHO problem is based on how
to interpret the relation between an observafileand a perturbative series

O~ cgd 3)
n=0



The perturbative expansion of Eq.(3) is unlikely to coneef§] (see also Refs. [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]) and the
asymptotic behavior of the coefficients is expected tabe Kn? n!/S" whenn — o, and whereK, o andS are
constants [13]. An overview of the mathematical theory otdjent series and interpretation of perturbation seses i
given in Ref. [14].

The requirement of Eq.(3)) is not a formal one; it has the physical meaning of a smoathsition between
the system with interaction and the system without it [15QrtRermore, Borel and Carleman proved that there are
analytic functions corresponding to arbitrary asympt@iever series [16]. For a discussion on Borel summability
and renormalon effects, we refer to the work of Ref. [17]; dagriterion on Borel summability, we refer to the work
of Ref. [18].

We also would like to mention that a procedure allowing far glimination of the leading uncertainty of pertur-
bative expansions in QCD can be found in Ref. [19] and thgelarders in perturbation theory have been discussed
in Ref. [20].

We should stress that recoverability of a function by medrissasymptotic series is possible only if “enough”
analyticity is available [15] and any work on MHO(U) shoule based on this assumption. In other words, there are
in general infinitely many functions with the same asymjtetipansion. Therefore, one should assume that: a) there
is a sufficiently large analyticity domain and b) that thexeun upper bound on the remainder for each order above a
certain value. We will discuss the plausibility of theseuasptions in the context of the example of Higgs production
via gluon-gluon—fusion. It is worth nothing that the authof Ref. [2] only assume b); starting from Eq.(3), they
estimate the remaindé&, = & — 2‘;,:0 cng", to beRy ~ ¢, 1 g€t with ¢y = max{| co |, ...,| ¢ |}. This, in turn,
reflects into a width o€, 1 g¢"* for the flat part of the uncertainty pdf.

Therefore, the MHO problem and its associated uncertaiatybe summarized in one point: how can we make
predictions for higher order perturbative coefficientsos@ explicit calculation is cumbersome and time-consuming
while keeping a balance with analyticity? As discussed i R&], the problem is not that of divergence of the series,
but of whether the expansion uniquely determines the fanair not, and examples are given of functions which are
singular at the origin while their asymptotic expansion avergent series.

We will not be able to answer these general questions (natm@isove uniqueness) and will rather concentrate on
predicting higher orders using the well-known concept @friss acceleration” [21, 22, 23], i.e., one of a collection
of sequence transformations for improving the rate of cogeece of a series. If the original series is divergent, the
sequence transformation acts as an extrapolation methdlde kcase of infinite sums that formally diverge, the helpful
property of sequence transformations is that they may meduesult that can be interpreted as the evaluation of the
analytic extension of the series for the sum. The relatiamben Borel summation (the usual method applied for
summing divergent series) and these extrapolation metivadsnoted for the first time in Refs. [24, 25]. Note that
the definition of the sum of a factorially divergent serieg;luding those with non-alternating coefficients, is alway
equivalent to Borel's definition (see Section 7 of Ref. [14])

3. Existing calculations of Higgs production via gluon-gluon fusion

Let us consider what is presently known of Higgs producti@angluon-gluon—fusion, i.e., the process ggH.
There have been several attempts to compute approxintai® Norrections, see Refs. [26, 27, 28]. Here we follow
the work of Ref. [27] and define

2 =]
m =Hon (T M} o) =1+ 5 aD(ue) K (1. = M), (4)

n=1
wheret = M,ﬁ/s, agg is the LO cross section, and tKefactorKqyy was expanded in powers af(ur). In Eq.(4) itis
understood that when computing the partial si8gps= 1+ zﬁzl ad(URr) Kgg, 0s is computed at the highest level, i.e.,
NLO for S, NNLO for S, etc.

Introducingy, = Kg,, the known values ag = Ko (T, 4 = My) = 11.879 andy, = K3, (T, 4 = Myy) =72.254. In
their recent work, the authors of Ref. [27] computed an agipnation ofag (u) Kgg (u) aty/s=8TeVforu=My/2,

My, and My. Sincead (u) Kg3g (u) is only known within a given interval (see Tab. 1 and disoussfter Eq.(4.1)



Our notation Ref. [27]] p=My/2 U =My U =2My
Vi Klg 11.879
Y2 Kég 72.254
v§ £ Ayz Kgg 16898+30.87 37720+30.78 68172+29.93

Table 1: Numerical values as derived from Ref. [27] assumjfsg= 8 TeV. These values are the relevant inputs to an estimation
of MHO(U): while traditionally MHOU is estimated from theale variation ofy5, the proposed procedure only requires the values
in the middle columny = My).

of Ref. [27]) we report in Table 3 the numerical values/as a central valugg) and the corresponding uncertainty
range Qys).

In Table 3 one can immediately see that the approximate ledicn of Kg’g can be varied in two ways: 1) the
change in via scale variation, and 2) the intrinsic uncertaify due to the approximate nature of the result. While
the traditional approach to MHOU estimation considers ffecefrom scale variation, the procedure that we put forth
in later Sections combinesyz with the uncertainty on the estimation of the MHO based omieage transformations.

4. Sequence transformations

The theory of sequence transformations is a well-estaddisgitanch of numerical mathematics with many appli-
cations in science, as described in Refs. [29, 30, 31] and[B&f As an example in connection with the summation
of the divergent perturbation expansion of the hydrogematoan external magnetic field, the work of Refs. [33, 34]
introduces a new sequence transformation which uses asrinpanly the elements of a sequence of partial sums, but
also explicit estimates for the truncation errors.

Through sequence transformations, slowly convergent arsgent sequences and series can be transformed into
sequences and series with hopefully better numerical ptiege Thus they are useful for improving convergence. In
most situations, a sequence transform does not sum a segietfyehowever, in many cases, it correctly predicts some
of the unknown terms of the sequence.

4.1. ThelLevin t-transform

Let us recall the definition of the Levin-transform, see Refs. [35, 36, 37]. Given the partial s@&ns 5! v 2
we define ther -transform as

hoo KW (N KL B) Sha
B = =S Wk B)

=10 = 12(0) (5)

whereip = max{0,n — 1} andW'(n,k,i,8) = (—1)' (‘f)%,where(z}a =T (z+a)/l(z) is the Pochhammer
symbol, and\ is the usual forward-difference operatd&, = S,.1 — S

The algorithm for estimating the first unknown coefficientb&sed on the Taylor expansion®fif S, ..., Scare
known, one computeg — S = Vk+1zk+l+ ﬁ(z”z) andyy, , is the prediction fow,1. Of course, this prediction
is not expected to be very reliable for small valuekoNevertheless, applyinp — S = (y%/yl)z3 +0 (24) to the
series of Eq.(4), one predi6ﬁ§(u = MH) = 43948 which has the correct sign and the right order of magnitutaen

compared with the results from Ref. [27], 348 < y3 (u = MH) < 407.48.

Recursive estimation of unknown coefficierltst us outline our algorithm to improve the convergence oéres.
This algorithm can be used with any of the transforms intaedllater and to any of the series also discussed in the
examples later. We give it below in an explicit form for the/her-transformrf(ﬁ) and applied to the series of Eq.(4)
assuming that the inputs from Table 3 are known:

2
1. Use the first 3 terms in Eq.(4), chooge= y§(1 = My ), and derivey, = 3 12 [2 (5”‘;)212;;1;2””3 +y1y3—y22} .

YiY2
2. Construcs; assumingia = y,.




3. Deriveys = ;2% (120+ 723+ 1562+ B3) ' whered =4y3ys (6+ 118+ 62+ 33) —6y1y2 (24+ 260+

9B2+ B3) +4y1Y2Y, (60+ 4708+ 122+ B3) .
. Constructs assumings = ys.
. Repeat the previous steps umtl .. ., Tg are constructed.
. Compare th&;, ..., S with thers, ..., T5.
. Repeat steps 1-6 fos = y§ + Ayz andys = y§ — Ays, always taken gt = M.

~N O O b~

The whole strategy is based on the fact that one can prediadéfficients by constructing an approximant with
the known terms of the serieg(...,y,) and expanding the approximant in a Taylor series. Thefiitstrms of this
series will exactly agree with those of the original seri@hjle the subsequent terms may be treated as predicted
coefficients. Once the series is completed via an algorithch s the one above, the dependencg @smiremoved,
and the notion of scale variation with it. This implies tha tincertainty estimation is moved from scale variations to
the completion procedure, as discussed in Section 5.3.proéedure represents an extension of the work in Ref. [2].

-1
B-tuning. If y1,...,y3 are known, the values @i andy, can then be used to compyie= (1— %y;; :—é) — 2. This
2

value off3 is such thay; = y3. With B determined this way, one can then apply the recursive dlgarabove.

For a discussion off8 -tuning of the Levint-transform, with applications to predicting new coeffidein the
g— 2 of muon and electron, see Ref. [32]. Here, giaén=a (1/21L 0.7655a -+ 24.05a% + 1256a3), wherea= £
and tuning8 = —0.90935, one derivep, = 5133 with y; expected in the range 433y, < 713.

The B -tuned procedure is used to cross-check results witBetutning in Section 5.3.

4.2. The Weniger d-transform
A second transform that we have considered in detail in Bé¢etions is thé -transform introduced by Weniger [36]:

K oWO(ki.B) S

MBI ="k wWoipy X

&(1), (6)

; i (ky (Bt ; ; had i ; ;
wherew?d (k,i, ) = (—1)! () (B+k)kk,11 Fllzm.Followmg the same algorithm described in Section 4.1, tieelistedy,

values ford(1) arey, = 52— (4v1ys—v5) andys = g5i— (V3V3— 9y1v5 + 18v1v2Vs)

4.3. Other seriestransformations

There are other well-known transforms that we have testedyuke algorithm described above:
« Wynn's £ -algorithm [38], the nonlinear recursive scherig = 0, &) = Sy, g, = &1 + g
 Brezinski'sJ-algorithm [39], based on the recursive scheme

AR AT A2
AJFT2N200 — A NI

B=S, F.=xt- AR =30, - 7)

; ; i WHNKD) Shai . iy (N
° - 4N _ t —(_1)\! k=1
Generalized Levin-transform [35].t) = _"72:0 WK , whereW!(n,k,i) = (-1)' (}) A5y

SHip WY (nki)

, with WY (n,k,i) = (—12)' (¥) () o

* Generalized Levity-transform [40].yp = i) AS



4.4. Example applications of sequence transformations

To discuss our results, we introduce the following notat®&an = S§_o W2+ SR 1 V2, andiy n constructed
accordingly. For examplég 3 = Ng 3/Dg 3 With

720 10800 50400 100800 90720 30240
o2 = g g T 5 8 2 55 0 o5 0 S-80G-S, O
Deac 720 S+ 10800_ 5040083—!— 100800_ 90720 n 30240 (8)
BT TS9N 55 $-97 S-S S3-N3  Si-Sa3

The transformations listed in Section 4.3 have been appdiedsuite of test series. Note that for the calculations
one could have used readily-available software, e.g. teedescribed in Ref. [41], Maple [42], or GSL [43]. The suite
of test series considered includes:

» We first considered the series
So=(1+2"=1+3 w7, v=1262 9)
n=1

wherev was tuned such that its first 3 coefficients are similar to ¢hafsthe series in Eq.(4). The sum of the

Y1 Y2 Y3 Ya Y5 Y6
12.620 73322 2595662424 10762 13668

Y4 Y5 Y6
624.89 10818 13889

Table 2: Actual and predicted coefficients for the seriesq{®, which was designed so as to approximately reprochegdlues
in Table 3 wherz=0.1.

series forz= 0.1 is S, = 3.32947445. Using up to B-coefficients, shown in Table 2, we derive that the best
improvement for the rate of convergence is obtained withL#hnén T -transform of Eq.(5) withB3 = n=0:

So =3.32947445 S5 =3.32933563 T = 3.32947445 (10)

Table 2 also shows the partial results of using our recuspoximations algorithm. Eventually, we obtain
Te = 3.32962298, 0T/ S — 1 = 0.0045%.

» The goodness of the approximation has also been testedganding the hypergeometric functiof(n+
1/2,n+1;n+3/2;7) for large values o, with positive results: in all cases convergence is impdove

« Several other example$l+2)Y/2, In(1+2), &, Smeo(=1)"n! 2", ®(n,za), where® is the Learch Phi-
function, can be found in Ref. [32]. The same work provideanegles where higher-order coefficients are
estimated, e.gag, e (Muon or electrory — 2) and the hadronic ratiB.

» Consider now the case of an asymptotic series, e.g.

So= Y nl 2 =e Y7Ei(1/2) (11)
n=0
where the exponential integral is a single-valued fundciiathe plane cut along the negative real axis. However,
for z> 0, Ei(z) can be computed to great accuracy using several Chebyshangrns. Note that the r.h.s. of
Eq.(11) is the Borel sum of the series.

The approximation returned by tl§g is not of high quality. Nevertheless, the approximationkgareasonably
well andte 3 is not worse thags 3, as shown in Table 3. It has been shown in Ref. [40] that tiseadarge class

of series that have Borel sums that are analytic in the cangoand the numerical results of Ref. [44] suggest that
Levin-Weniger transforms produce approximations to thH&seel sums. Furthermore, in Ref. [30], numerical
evidence is shown suggesting that the Weniger transfornresum a function with singularities in the Borel
plane (but not on the positive axis).



Se S Ts 6.3 T6,3
1.09773772.09743700 1097 788641.097 05909 109705234
- 0.027% 0005% 0.062% 0062%

Table 3: Predictions for the series of Eq.(11).

» Otherrelevant examples are: the prediction for the fiftiofkn) coefficient of the8 -function of the Higgs boson
coupling, the derivative expansion of QED effective actiand the partition function for zero-dimensiorg
theory [30].

* We have also tested the method against some recent ca@aosldike the leptonic contributions to the effec-
tive electromagnetic coupling at four-loop order in QED eT¢vefficients ofar /mm and Aajep are [45]: y1 =
13.526318), y» = 14.385536), andy; = 84.82857). The predicted and known results fararey, = 70522
andy, = 77076, for a relative difference of;/ys — 1 = —8.5%.

» There are cases where the algorithm cannot make a reliadtiction, such as in predicting QCD corrections
to the QEDp -functions, see Refs. [46, 47]. Looking at Eqs4(4 4.6) of Ref. [46] we see series with sudden
jumps of sign in the coefficients; for instance, the serieSflavors is

a? (1.667+ 1.667as+ 2.813a — 5.971a3 — 32.336a) (12)

with as = as/ . Our results, based on 3 are shown in Table 4. Here, neglecting the t@(m‘é) or computing

ngl & 143
411.145469 1146096
5(1.138618 1140940

Table 4: Predictions for the series of Eq.(12).

14 with an approximated, gives a difference of the same size. In this case we are cenirsiph series represent-
ing a self-energy that will have a two-particle cut (with teresponding series of corrections), a three-particle
cut (with the corresponding series of corrections), eteeréfore, at each order in perturbation theory new con-
tributions (i.e. new series) will arise and it is unsafe tduma guess by using only the first 3 orders. However, in
this case, using, as an estimate of the uncertainty3ngives a reasonable result9B < |14 — S| /ysa < 1.14.

Further examples of the performance of different trans®on a number of test sequences can be found in
Refs. [48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54].

5. Application to gg-fusion

For all the examples considered in Section 4.4 we have fohatthe Levint-transform and the Wenigey-
transform provide the fastest convergence. The power cfethimnsformations is due to the fact that the explicit
estimates for the truncation error of the series are inc@feal into the convergence acceleration. The Lawn
transform has been shown to work with good accuracy for thdiption of higher order coefficients of alternating and
non-alternating factorially-divergent perturbationiesr see Ref. [30].

Arguments supporting the general applicability of Leviartsforms to the series of mathematical structures ex-
pected from quantum field theory can be found also in Ref..[30]

It should be noted that in thg! sequence transformation, the supersariptdicates the minimal index occurring
in the finite subset of input data, while the order of the transformation, is a measure of the conityléar the
transformation itself. It is worth noting thaf requires knowledge of the first+ k partial sums, that is why we limit
our considerations to, = 1.

The most important question concerns the reliability ofgh@cedure when applied to the series of Eq.(4).



Dn[y5—Ays v§ vy5+Ays
D, 27.02%

D3|14.93% 1608% 1721 %
D4 6.59% 799% 968%
Ds| 2.20% 308% 459%
De| 0.14% Q39% 138%

Table 5: Effect of QCD scale variation for predicted highedtey terms in the Higgs gluon-gluon fusion production crssstion.
Dh=1- o{’”/c{’” with the ogc’” are defined in Eqg.(14). In the extrapolation region3) the variation decreases as expected

from a reliable estimate of MHO.

A Levin—t1 Weniger-o

ys—AOyz  v§  V5+Ays|y§—Ays Vs y5 +Ays
Va| 14379 18066 22147|15122 18608 22443
Vs| 54124 81856 117330/ 62766 89123 121830
V6/189790 356770 611330[252430 419180 656050

Table 6: Predicted higher-order coefficients in gluon-gidfoision, computed gt = My.

5.1. Applicability
In motivating the applicability of the procedure, scaleiaion can be of use. Consider

3 n

g (T, 1) = 035 (T, 1) Sha (1), Sha(W) =1+ Y aS()w(k)+ 5 a&(p)vidp) (13)

k=1 k=4

wheret = M,?, /s, v/S=8TeV, and vary the QCD scales with= 2. Introducing

o " =min{o"(Q.u/&), 0" (Q.&m}, of "=max{o"(Q /&), 0N (QEw)} (14)

andDp=1— 02””/0;’” we obtain the values reported in Table 5. Comparing the t®fulD, andD3 it can be seen
that the variability due to scale variation is substantiediduced by the inclusion of the®NO term. We expect that a
reliable estimate of the missing higher orders should follbe trend of further reducing the effect as is the case. The
coefficients of the perturbative series, computed witlat 1 = My, are given in Table 6. The ratih = asy,1/Vn
becomes constant to a very good approximation, and is givéable 7, wher@, is defined in Eq.(6).

Note that this does not represent a formal proof that theae ispper bound on the remainder but makes plausible
the argument in favor of that.

5.2. Numerical results

Our strategy for estimating MHO and MHOU can be summarizefdkmys: we select a scalg; = My, for gg-
fusion, and estimate the uncertainty due to higher ordetaatcale. This implies that the (scale variation) undetya
at the chosen scale is part of the uncertainty due to higtdgrsrand should not be counted twice. Therefore, we
compare
03" = 0%y (M =Mu) Xaz (U =My),  with Xe{Srt,} (15)

Ry Ro Ry R> R3 R4 Rs
Levin—1 |1.3280 06800 058360.5354 05065 04873
Weniger-6|1.3280 06800 053600.4880 04640 04496

Table 7:Rn = ds¥p1/Vn(vn) for the T andd transforms (note that the denominator is not an extragoiatihen available). It can
be seen thaR, is constant to better than 10% in the extrapolation regior 8) for both transforms.
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S
Uggn [ ph
vs—Ays v Y§+Ays

agy' [ pb)
vs—Ays v Y§+Ays

o,n—1
C UQQ C
y3 —Ayz Y3

[ pb]
y§ + Ays

(2361 IF SN OV)

19.89889 2012922 2035954
2110181 2164063 2221236
21.60801 2240620 2330961

21.83017 2307444 2483209
21.92044 2310458 2479751
21.91988 2310473 2479661

21.80644 2277922 2394883

22.21881 2342508 2507780
22.21864 2342407 2507535

21.91988 2310473 2479659

22.21864 2342405 2507525

Table 8: Cross-sections obtained using Eq.(15), ugingMy. Foragg”, B = 1is used for the Wenige¥-transform. Note that in
the case of the Weniger transform the index is shifted sortives represent the same ordergjn

and report the result of the calculations in Table 8 wherectefficients needed to constrtm‘dsé" are based om-
transform. To understand the comparison one should beainid that sequence transforms can also be characterized
by the highest coefficient involvedr requiresy, but & requiresy,, ;. Therefore, we expeat and &1 to give
predictions with comparable quality. The results show tishg the Levinr -transform improves the convergence;
indeedn = 3 is already a good approximation widjéﬁ/oéés —1=0.13%. The use of other transforms is compatible
with g to within 2%: if we use the Wenige¥-transform of Eq.(6) (with3 = 1) we obtainagf/ogée —1=1.38%.

Additionally, we have investigated the usef®ftuning, using the Levirt -transform Eq.(5) with3 £ 0. To have
ys =5, we find 8 = —0.2482, and calculatedy’ (8) = 23542 pb. This is to be compared witlgy (8 = 0) =
23.105pb, the difference being within the uncertainty induceddyy. Our conclusion is thg8 -tuning is a procedure
to be adopted in those cases where there is a reasonableayutgsvalue of the next coefficient or on the interval
where it is expected. Furthermore, all cases where3thianed results are substantially different frgin= 0 should
be taken with the due caution. Finally, basing the whole @doice ond -transforms or estimating the coefficients with
(1) and accelerating the series with gives consistent results, namely.2341 pb (with Js) in the first case and
23.4253phin the second.

It is worth noting that if any of the transforms predicts adeone extra coefficient of the series, then in principle
the whole function is known, which is unlikely to be the caseny physical problem. We can only conclude that
a judicious use can make predictions at some relatively dewel of accuracy. We also know that all transforms
basically differ in the choice of the remainder estimates.g@®od choice should satisfy the following asymptotic
condition [31]: R, = S-S ¢, whenn — «, wherea, is the remainder. Levin selects, = AS, ; and, from
Table 7, we derive an approximate relatipni as ~ Ky, for n > ng, whereK is a constant withkkK < 1. In this case
Ry — 1/(1—K) for sufficiently largen.

5.3. Discussion of MHOU

Given that the sequence transform procedures outlinedeapmwvide an estimate for the sum of the full series,
when estimating the uncertainty on that quantity we will &lzkrately conservative.

Uncertainty due to MHO estimationGiven the different nature of the calculations represeh S(f andagf, itcan
be expected that, to a very good accura& < 0Ogg < ogf. Forys =3, this defines the intervé20.13, 23.42] pbthat
has a relative width of 18%. For comparison, theMO calculation fory = My andys = y5 yields ggg = 20.13 pb
and traditional QCD scale variations with= 2 leads to the intervd(l8.90, 21.93] pb that has a relative width of
16.1% (the authors of Ref. [27] quote7%). It is worth noting how in our approach the interval isfedd by~ +7%
with respect to the RLO result. This is to be compared to thel 7% of N°LO with respect to NNLO [27].

Uncertainty due td\ys. We can now discuss how to take into account the uncertaingyiodluced by théys (u = MH).
In line with a simple and conservative approach that cam lagerefined, we consider all valueswfin the interval

VS — Ays, ¥§ + Ays] as equally likely and take the lowest valuedg;’ and the highest value afy;".

Result. The previous choices lead to an interval with a relative Wwioft26.01%, shifted by at least5% with respect
to the NPLO result:

Ogg € |Ogy (V5 — Dys) , 0&,5(y§+Ay3)} =[o_, 0] =[19.89889 25.07525 pb. (16)
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To conclude, our prediction is that the “true” cross-setti@lue is bracketed by the estimations of Eq.(16) as all
other transforms fall in that interval. For instand from Eq.(7) gives 2918 pbandt} gives 23244 pb.

The advantages of our recipe for estimating MHOU are thatréselt does not depend on the choice of the
parameter expansion (it is based on partial sums) and istake account the nature of the coefficients, i.e., that
the known terms of the perturbative expansion in gg -fusienpmsitive. Starting from the proposal in Eq.(16), the
corresponding pdf can be derived following the work of R&f. [

6. Conclusions

The flat part of the MHOU pdf has been chosen observing d¥et is the last known term of the series, that
known and predicted coefficients are all positive, and thatansforms “predict” convergence towards a value inside
the interval of Eq.(16) and close >, Therefore, our best guess is the one in Eq.(16) since itavbelambitious
to claim thato™-® or g%° are the result, with a very small error. One should mentiothis regard that there is no
proof of the uniqueness of the result reconstructed frorastamptotic series. There is only evidence that all sequence
transforms produce a result within a given interval to whighassign an uninformative prior, in the Bayesian sense.

It should be mentioned that we have included only the gg-cblrAt higher orders we have new channels, new
color structures, etc. For instance, the gqg-channel dartidn is negative; at low orders its contribution is suleing
but nothing is known at higher orders. This is a general mwbthat will affect all procedures aimed at estimating
MHO(U). Finally, it should be stressed that all re-summapoocedures for non-alternating (divergent) series ugual
fail when the parameter expansion is on a (expected) cuticdmplex plane.

We support the strategy presented for deriving informatintMHO(U) with the following arguments:

* Given the (few) known coefficients in the perturbative exgian, we estimate the next (few) coefficients and the
corresponding partial sums by means of sequence transfiomsaThis is the first step towards “reconstructing”
the physical observable in Eq.(3).

» The use of sequence transformations was tried on a numhesb$equences, including several physical ob-
servables.

A function can be uniquely determined by its asymptoticangion if certain conditions are satisfied [18].

» The Borel procedure is a summation method which, under logeconditions, determines uniquely the sum
of the series. It should be taken into account that there asgelclass of series that have Borel sums (analytic
in the cut-plane) and there is evidence that Levin-Wenigerdforms produce approximations to these Borel
sums. This is one of the plausibility arguments supportimgresults.

» The QCD scale variation uncertainty decreases when wadeahew (estimated) partial sums.

 All known and predicted coefficients are positive and ahsforms predict convergence within a narrow inter-
val.

e Missing a formal proof of uniqueness, we assume an unirdtixm prior between the last known partial sum
and the (largest) predicted partial sum.

The arguments developed in this work support the opiniorpbeurbation theory up toHLO is essential to obtain
accurate definition of the theory (MHO) and shed some lighthow to formulate consistent procedures for accurate
computations (MHOU). We conclude by saying that “new” ifggyinto the properties of perturbative expansions
are always important, since computing higher-order cdizas is not only cumbersome and costly but also suffers
fundamentally from the divergence of the series.

The investigation of QCD-scale and renormalization-soldependence of a truncated series should not be con-
fused with the attempt to estimate its uncalculated rensindhich is the true source of MHOU.
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