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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 eagatVe introduce the concept lfHO(U), missing
higher order (uncertainty), which is linked to the trunoaterror in the perturbative expansion. At present, and for
some time to come, estimations of observables will be basedinite number of terms of a series, such that additional
information on the behavior of that series should be exgtbit

Regardless of their precision, truncated calculationsalgas accurate as the higher orders that they lack. A more
accurate evaluation of the observable may be obtained byasig 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 thatdleeady been calculated.

In this Letter, the problem of MHO(U) in Higgs production dlugh gluon-gluon fusion is approached using se-
gquence transformations to improve the rate of convergehtteeseries and directly estimate the MHO. In Section 2
we discuss foundational issues related to the MHO problaifamapplicability of sequence transformations. In Sec-
tion 3 we summarize existing calculations of Higgs produrttihrough 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 dbkaseapplications to series involving physical observable
The main results are then presented in Section 5 where wg applience transformations to the problem of Higgs
production through gluon-gluon fusion problem and propasestimate 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 observable(Q, 1), whereQ is the typical scale of the process, gue:= { ur, 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 valuefdtypically & = 2) the prediction is that
Xs (Q 1) < X(QH) <X (QH). ()

There are several examples in the literature wherefthe2 scale uncertainty of theth order underestimates the
n-+ 1th order calculation.

There is also an open and debatable question on how to assigybability distribution function (pdf) to the
MHOU thus obtained [3]. The procedure that is most commosbduis 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 n@sicnmation [4, 5]. What to use for the standard
deviation remains an open problem, though a common ansatnses = 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 paregiroblem, as the MHO problem is based on how
to interpret the relation between an observablend 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 tape Kn? n!/S" whenn — o, and whereK, a andS are
constants [13]. An overview of the mathematical theory e€djent series and interpretation of perturbation sesies i
given in Ref. [14].

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

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

We should stress that recoverability of a function by medrits@symptotic 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 asympteiipansion. Therefore, one should assume that: a) there
is a sufficiently large analyticity domain and b) that theram upper bound on the remainder for each order above a
certain value. We will discuss the plausibility of theseussptions 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 remaind&y = & — 2‘;,:0 cng", to beRy ~ ¢y 1 g€t with ¢ 1 = 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 uncertaatybe summarized in one point: how can we make
predictions for higher order perturbative coefficientspat explicit calculation is cumbersome and time-consuming
while keeping a balance with analyticity? As discussed ifi R&], the problem is not that of divergence of the series,
but of whether the expansion uniquely determines the fanar 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 (namm@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 cogemece of a series. If the original series is divergent, the
sequence transformation acts as an extrapolation methdlok tase of infinite sums that formally diverge, the helpful
property of sequence transformations is that they maymetwesult that can be interpreted as the evaluation of the
analytic extension of the series for the sum. The relatidwéen Borel summation (the usual method applied for
summing divergent series) and these extrapolation metivadsoted for the first time in Refs. [24, 25]. Note that
the definition of the sum of a factorially divergent seriesluding those with non-alternating coefficients, is alaay
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@ngluon-gluon—fusion, i.e., the process -ggH.
There have been several attempts to compute approxinta® Borrections, 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 tRefactorKqyy was expanded in powers af(ur). In Eq.(4) itis
understood that when computing the partial si8gas- 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 ang = Ko (T, 4 = My) = 11.879 andy, = K3, (T, 4 = Myy) =72.254. In
their recent work, the authors of Ref. [27] computed an axipration ofag (u) Kgg (u) aty/s=8TeVforu=My/2,

My, and My. Sincead (u) Kg3g (1) is only known within a given interval (see Tab. 1 and disoussifter 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 ofy§, the proposed procedure only requires the values
in the middle columny = My).

of Ref. [27]) we report in Table 3 the numerical valueghs 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 uncertaifty 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 combinésy/z with the uncertainty on the estimation of the MHO based omieage transformations.

4. Sequence transformations

The theory of sequence transformations is a well-estaddisttanch 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 argdgent sequences and series can be transformed into
sequences and series with hopefully better numerical ptiepe Thus they are useful for improving convergence. In
most situations, a sequence transform does not sum a segigtyyehowever, in many cases, it correctly predicts some
of the unknown terms of the sequence.

4.1. TheLevin 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 operatb&, = S, 1 — S

The algorithm for estimating the first unknown coefficienbé&sed on the Taylor expansion®fif S, ..., Scare
known, one computes — S = Vi1 140 (zk+2) andyy, , is the prediction fow,1. Of course, this prediction
is not expected to be very reliable for small valuekofNevertheless, applyinp — S = (y%/yl)z3 +0 (24) to the
series of Eq.(4), one predici;§(u = MH) = 43948 which has the correct sign and the right order of magnitutakn

compared with the results from Ref. [27], 34B< y3 (u = MH) < 407.48.

Recursive estimation of unknown coefficieritst us outline our algorithm to improve the convergence oéres.
This algorithm can be used with any of the transforms intoedilater and to any of the series also discussed in the
examples later. We give it below in an explicit form for thevirer -transformq?(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), chogse= y§(1 = My ), and derivey, = 3 12 [2 (5”‘;)212;;1;2””3 +y1y3—y22} .

YiY2
2. Construc; assumings = y,.




3. Deriveys = ;2% (120+ 723+ 1562+ B3) ' whered =4y3y; (6+ 118+ 62+ 33) —6y1y2 (24+ 260+

9B2+ B3) +4y1Y2Y, (60+ 4708+ 122+ B3) .
. Constructs assumings = ys.
. Repeat the previous steps umtll .. ., T 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 prediadeéfficients by constructing an approximant with
the known terms of the serieg(...,y,) and expanding the approximant in a Taylor series. Therfitetms of this
series will exactly agree with those of the original serighjle the subsequent terms may be treated as predicted
coefficients. Once the series is completed via an algorithch &s the one above, the dependencg @smremoved,
and the notion of scale variation with it. This implies tha uincertainty estimation is moved from scale variations to
the completion procedure, as discussed in Section 5.3.pFogedure 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 @lgorabove.

For a discussion o8 -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 y4 expected in the range 433y, < 713.

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

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

K oWO(ki.B) S

MBI ="k wWoipy X

&(1), (6)

; i (ky (Bt ; : had i ; ;
wherewd(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 tested)tise algorithm described above:
« Wynn's £ -algorithm [38], the nonlinear recursive scheeflg = 0,7 = 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
° - +N 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 Leviy-transform [40]:yp = i) AS



4.4. Example applications of sequence transformations

To discuss our results, we introduce the following notat®gn = S5_o 2+ SK_ 1 V2, andty , constructed
accordingly. For exampleg 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 appli@dsuite of test series. Note that for the calculations
one could have used readily-available software, e.g. teelescribed 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 togtafsthe 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 seriesgp{®, which was designed so as to approximately reprochegalues
in Table 3 wherz=0.1.

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

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

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

» The goodness of the approximation has also been testedgandig the hypergeometric functiofy(n+
1/2,n+1;n+ 3/2;7) for large values of, 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 electroy — 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 fundiiahe plane cut along the negative real axis. However,
for z> 0, Ei(z) can be computed to great accuracy using several Chebyspangrns. Note that the r.h.s. of
Eq.(11) is the Borel sum of the series.

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

of series that have Borel sums that are analytic in the @rgpand 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 transfornresumm 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).

» Other relevant examples are: the prediction for the fiftiofkn) coefficient of th¢8 -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 caasldike the leptonic contributions to the effec-
tive electromagnetic coupling at four-loop order in QED eTtoefficients ofa /mr 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 6f;/ys — 1 = —8.5%.

» There are cases where the algorithm cannot make a reliaddicfion, 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 seriesfflavors is

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

with as = as/ . Our results, based an 3 are shown in Table 4. Here, neglecting the te?r(ra‘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 canirsigh series represent-
ing a self-energy that will have a two-particle cut (with tweresponding series of corrections), a three-particle
cut (with the corresponding series of corrections), eteréfore, at each order in perturbation theory new con-
tributions (i.e. new series) will arise and it is unsafe tdkma guess by using only the first 3 orders. However, in
this case, using, as an estimate of the uncertainty@ngives a reasonable resulto8 < |14 — S| /ysag < 1.14.

Further examples of the performance of different transéoon 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 foadthe Levint -transform and the Wenige¥-
transform provide the fastest convergence. The power afethi@nsformations is due to the fact that the explicit
estimates for the truncation error of the series are ingatpd into the convergence acceleration. The Lawin
transform has been shown to work with good accuracy for tediption of higher order coefficients of alternating and
non-alternating factorially-divergent perturbationissy see Ref. [30].

Arguments supporting the general applicability of Leviansforms 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 contgléxr the
transformation itself. It is worth noting thaf requires knowledge of the first+ k partial sums, that is why we limit
our considerations tg, = 1.

The most important question concerns the reliability ofghecedure 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 highetey terms in the Higgs gluon-gluon fusion production cresstion.
Dh=1- 0{’”/0{’” with the agc’” are defined in Eqg.(14). In the extrapolation region>(3) 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-gkfasion, 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 thetefnD, andD3 it can be seen
that the variability due to scale variation is substantietiduced by the inclusion of the®NO term. We expect that a
reliable estimate of the missing higher orders should folloe trend of further reducing the effect as is the case. The
coefficients of the perturbative series, computed witht 1 = My, are given in Table 6. The rati®, = 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 theaa 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 summarizefdlsnys: we select a scalg; = My, for gg-
fusion, and estimate the uncertainty due to higher orddéhaatcale. This implies that the (scale variation) unaetyta
at the chosen scale is part of the uncertainty due to higldarsrand should not be counted twice. Therefore, we
compare

X.,n

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 = sV 1/Vn(vn) for the T andd transforms (note that the denominator is not an extragmiatihen available). It can
be seen thaR, is constant to better than 10% in the extrapolation region 8) for both transforms.
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gy’ [ pb)
—Ayz v§

5 +Ay3 | v§

agy' [ pb)
—Ays V5

5+ Ays | v§

o,n—1
Ogg .
—Ay3 Y3

[ pb]
y§ + Ays

(2361 I SN OV)

19.89889 2012922 2035954
2110181 2164063 2221236
21.60801 2240620 2330961

21.80644 2277922 2394883

21.83017 2307444 2483209
21.92044 2310458 2479751
21.91988 2310473 2479661

21.91988 2310473 2479659

2221881 2342508 2507780
2221864 2342407 2507535
22.21864 2342405 2507525

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

and report the result of the calculations in Table 8 wherecthefficients needed to constrmrgfg‘,n are based om-
transform. To understand the comparison one should beainid timat sequence transforms can also be characterized
by the highest coefficient involvedy requiresy, but & requiresy,, ;. Therefore, we expedf and &1 to give
predictions with comparable quality. The results show tisg the Levint -transform improves the convergence;
indeedn = 3 is already a good approximation WidjéG/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) (witl3 = 1) we obtalnagg /agg 1=1.38%.

Additionally, we have investigated the usef®ftuning, using the Levirt -transform Eq.(5) with3 # 0. To have
ys = y5, we find 8 = —0.2482, and calculatedy’ (8) = 23542 pb. This is to be compared witbgy (8 = 0) =
23.105pbh, 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 reasonableoguesvalue of the next coefficient or on the interval
where it is expected. Furthermore, all cases wherg3titened results are substantially different fr@in= 0 should
be taken with the due caution. Finally, basing the whole @doce ord -transforms or estimating the coefficients with
(1) and accelerating the series with gives consistent results, namely.2241 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 caseany physical problem. We can only conclude that
a judicious use can make predictions at some relatively dexs of accuracy. We also know that all transforms
basically differ in the choice of the remainder estimates.gd®d 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 relatigni s ~ Ky, for n > ng, whereK is a constant withkk < 1. In this case
Ry — 1/(1—K) for sufficiently largen.

5.3. Discussion of MHOU

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

Uncertainty due to MHO estimationGiven the d|fferent nature of the calculations represehyemﬁ‘g andogg itcan

be expected that, to a very good accura& < 0Ogg < agg . Foryz =5, this defines the intervg20.13, 23.42] pbthat
has a relative width of 18%. For comparison, thedO calculation foryu = My andys = y5 yields ggg = 20.13 pb
and traditional QCD scale variations with= 2 leads to the intervdll8.90, 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 isf&d 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 uncertaingyioduced by théys (u = MH).
In line with a simple and conservative approach that cam lagerefined, we consider all values\afin 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 vmft26.01%, shifted by at least5% with respect
to the NPLO result:
~Bys), 0525+ bya)| = [0, 0] = [19.89889 2507525 pb

Ogg € | gy (V5 (16)
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To conclude, our prediction is that the “true” cross-settialue is bracketed by the estimations of Eq.(16) as all
other transforms fall in that interval. For instandgfrom Eq.(7) gives 2918 pbandt} gives 23244 pb.

The advantages of our recipe for estimating MHOU are thatréiselt 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 di¥gt 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 itaMoelambitious
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 fromsysnptotic 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 -cllarAt higher orders we have new channels, new
color structures, etc. For instance, the qg-channel dartton is negative; at low orders its contribution is suldimg
but nothing is known at higher orders. This is a general mohthat will affect all procedures aimed at estimating
MHO(U). Finally, it should be stressed that all re-summapoocedures for non-alternating (divergent) series lgual
fail when the parameter expansion is on a (expected) cukicamplex plane.

We support the strategy presented for deriving informadiomMHO(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 numhesto$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, undertibgeaconditions, determines uniquely the sum
of the series. It should be taken into account that thereasgelclass of series that have Borel sums (analytic
in the cut-plane) and there is evidence that Levin-Wenigersforms produce approximations to these Borel
sums. This is one of the plausibility arguments supportimgresults.

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

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

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

The arguments developed in this work support the opiniorpieurbation theory up toMLO is essential to obtain
accurate definition of the theory (MHO) and shed some light@n 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 céiogs is not only cumbersome and costly but also suffers
fundamentally from the divergence of the series.

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