arXiv:hep-ph/0404213v1 23 Apr 2004

Steps towards full two-loop calculations for 2 fermion to 2 fermion processes: running versus pole masses schemes

F. Jegerlehner^{a ∗} and M.Yu Kalmykov^{a † ‡}

aDESY, Platanenallee 6, D-15738, Zeuthen, Germany

Recent progress in the calculation of the two-loop on-shell mass counterterms within the electroweak Standard Model (SM) for the massive particles are discussed. We are in progress of developing a package for full twoloop SM calculations of 2 → 2 fermion processes, with emphasis on the analytical approach where feasible. The complete two-loop on-shell renormalization is implemented. Substantial progress has been made in calculating the master integrals. We are able to compute in an efficient and stable manner up to a few thousands of diagrams of very complex mass structure.

1. Introduction

Even for the simplest physical processes like e^+e^− → ff̄ complete two-loop electroweak SM calculations still are not available, maninly because of the enourmous complexity of such calculations. An exception is the μ–decay rate [1], which is simpler due to the fact that it is a static quantity. Besides the large number of diagrams encountered, the difficulties start at the level of individual Feymnan integrals and increase substantially when going from propagators to vertices or box contributions. One key problem at the beginning is the renormalization and the calculation of the necessary counterterms. In the QED like on-shell renormalization scheme the basic input parameters for electroweak higher order calculations are the fine structure constant α =^{e2}_{4π} and all the physical particle masses. In this scheme the whole renormalization program only requires the calculation of selfenergy diagrams and tadpoles. While the calculation of the counterterm for the fine structure constant is relatively easy (at zero momentum) [2], the on-shell mass counterterms are much more involved. In this note we therefore focus on aspects of calculating the latter, which yields the relation between bare, MS and on-shell (pole)

∗ E-mail: fred.jegerlehner@desy.de †Supported by DFG under Contract SFB/TR 9-03. ‡On leave from BLTP, JINR, 141980 Dubna, Russia

masses (two-loop renormalization constant in onshell scheme). Many details on this program may be found in the original publications [3,4] and will not be repeated here. We rather concentrate on some controversal points concerning the definition of MS masses in electroweak theory (Sec. 2). We also give some more specific information concerning our numerical approach to the calculation of huge sets of diagrams (Sec. 3).

2. MS-masses of particles in SM and renormalization group equations

The two-loop calculation of pole masses of the gauge bosons in the SM has been discussed in [3,4]. In terms of the transversal self-energy function Π(p^2, m^2, · · ·), by expansion about p^2 = −m^2, will get the two loop solution

s_P = m^2 − Π^{(1)} − Π^{(2)} − Π^{(1)}Π^{(1)′} , (1)

for the location of the pole s_P . Π^{(L)} is the bare or MS-renormalized L-loop contribution to Π, the prime denotes the derivative with respect to p^2. One of the remarkable properties of (1) is that the complex pole is represented by the self-energy and its derivative at momentum equal to the bare or MS mass which, by definition, are real parameters. The standard parametrization of the pole is s_{P,a} = M^2_a − iM_aΓ_a, where M_a is the pole mass and Γ_a is the width of particle a.

For calculations of electroweak corrections in 1 the SM two renormalization schemes are commonly accepted: the on-shell and the MS scheme. It is well understood, that in the on-shell scheme all momentum independent diagrams, in particular the tadpoles, can be omitted (the on-shell scheme is a particular case of a momentum subtraction scheme: finite parts are fixed by subtraction of the propagators at p^2 = −s_P ). The set of diagrams contributing to the MS mass are not unambiguously defined. Let us first express the pole (1) in terms of the bare amplitude in a manifestly gauge invariant manner. This requires to include the Higgs tadpole contribution [5]. Only this complete gauge invariant bare amplitude should be utilized as a starting point to set up MS renormalization. At the two-loop level MS renormalization can be written as

s_P = m^2_0 −Π^{(1)}_0 −Π^{(2)}_0 −Π^{(1)}_0 Π^{(1)}_0^′ − [ ∑ j (δm^2_{j,0})^{(1)} ∂ ∂m^2_{j,0} + ∑ j (δg_{j,0})^{(1)} ∂ ∂g_{j,0} ] Π^{(1)}_0

= m^2_a − { Π^{(1)}_a } MS − { Π^{(2)}_a +Π^{(1)}_a Π^{(1)}_a^′ } MS (2) where the sum runs over all species of particles, g_j = α, g_s, (δg_{j,0})^{(1)} and (δm^2_{j,0})^{(1)} are the oneloop counterterms for the charges and physical masses in the MS -scheme and after differentiation we put all parameters equal to their on-shell values. The derivatives in Eq. (2) correspond to the subtraction of sub-divergencies. The genuine two-loop mass counterterm comes from the shift of the m^2_0 term. The relation between bare- and MS -masses has the form

m^2_{a,0} = m^2_a(μ) (1 + ∑ k=1 Z^{(k)}_a ε^{−k}) . (3)

To renormalize the pole mass at the two-loop level requires to calculate the one-loop renormalization constants for all physical parameters (charge and masses), and the two-loop renormalization constant only for the mass itself. Not needed are the wave-function renormalization or ghost (unphysical) sector renormalizations. After UV-renormalization the pole is represented in terms of finite amplitudes. Now, expression (2) connects the pole s_P with the MS parameters: masses and charges. This expression can be inverted and solved iteratively. The solution to two-loop reads

m^2_a =M^2_a +Re { Π^{(1)}_a } MS +Re { Π^{(2)}_a +Π^{(1)}_a Π^{(1)}_a^′ } MS + (Δe)^{(1)} ∂ ∂e + ∑ j (Δm^2_j )^{(1)} ∂ ∂m^2_j Re { Π^{(1)}_a } MS (4) where the sum runs over all species of particles j = Z, W, H, t, (Δm^2_j )^{(1)} = Re {Π_j }_{MS} , and the transition from the MS to the on-shell scheme for the electric charge [6] is also included. The mass on the l.h.s. of this expression we call the MS-mass of particle. It should be noted, that in this definition the tadpole contribution does not cancel, so that higher powers of the Higgs and the top-quark mass show up at higher orders. In particular, at two-loops, the purely bosonic diagrams generate m^4_H /m^4_V terms and the third fermion family gives rise to the appearance of m^6_t /(m^2_H m^4_V ) power corrections. For the MSmasses, defined in this way, the following properties are valid:

1. The UV counter-terms satisfy relations connecting the higher order poles with the lower order ones: ( γ_a + ∑ j β_{gj} ∂ ∂g_j + ∑ i γ_im^2_i ∂ ∂m^2_i ) Z^{(n)}_a = 1 2 ∑ j g_j ∂ ∂g_j Z^{(n+1)} a , (5)

where we adopt the following definitions for the RG functions: for all dimensionless coupling constants, like g, g^′, g_s, e, λ, y_t, the β-function is given by μ^{2 ∂}_{∂μ2} g = β_g and for all mass parameters (a mass or the Higgs v.e.v. v) the anomalous dimension γ_m2 is given by μ^{2 ∂}_{∂μ2} ln m^2 = γ_m2 . 2. Using the fact that s_P is RG-invariant: μ^{2 d}_{dμ2} s_P ≡0, we are able to calculate the anomalous dimension of the masses from our finite results (4) or from the UV counterterms (3)

γ_a = ∑ j 1 2 g_j ∂ ∂g_j Z^{(1)}_a , (j = g, g_s).

3. All tree level relations between masses of any particles and parameters of the unbroken Lagrangian are RG invariant. This means, in particular, that the RG equation for the vacuum expectation value v is given by γ_v2 ≡ γ_m2 − β_λ/λ, where m^2 and λ are the parameters of the symmetric scalar potential. This fact allow to get anomalous dimension of the masses via the relations [7] γ_W = γ_m2 − β_λ λ + 2 β_g g , γ_Z = γ_m2 − β_λ λ +2 ( c_W β_g g +s_W β_g′ g^′ ) ,

γ_t = γ_m2 − β_λ λ + β_{yt} y_t , γ_H = γ_m2 , (6)

where s_W (c_W ) are the sin (cos) of the weak mixing angle and the 2-loop RG functions β_g, β_g′ , β_λ, γ_m2 , β_{yt} are calculated in the unbroken phase [8].

The RG invariance of the pole positions s_P allow us to factorize explicitely the RG logarithms

M^2_a = m^2_a − ∑ j g^2_j ( m^2_aγ^{(a)}_j L_b −X^{(a)}_j )

+ ∑ i,j g^2_i g^2_j [ m^2_a ( C^{(2,2)}_{i,j;a} L^2_b +C^{(2,1)}_{i,j;a} L_b ) +X^{(a)}_{i,j} ] ,

where L_b = ln μ^2/m^2_b , C^{(m,n)}_{i,j;a} = C^{(m,n)}_{j,i;a} and

μ^2 ∂ ∂μ^2 ln m^2_k =γ^{(k)} = ∑ j g^2_j γ^{(k)}_j + ∑ i,j g^2_i g^2_j γ^{(k)}_{i,j}

μ^2 ∂ ∂μ^2 g_k = ∑ j g^3_j β_j + ∑ i,j g^2_i g^2_j β_{i,j} ,

C^{(2,1)}_{i,j;a} =γ^{(a)}_{i,j} + 1 2 ( γ^{(a)}_i γ^{(b)}_j +γ^{(b)}_i γ^{(a)}_j ) +2β_jδ_{i,j} X^{(a)}_j m^2_a + 1 2 ∑ k m^2_k m^2_a ( γ^{(k)}_i ∂ ∂m^2_k X^{(a)}_j +γ^{(k)}_j ∂ ∂m^2_k X^{(a)}_i ) , 2C^{(2,2)}_{i,j;a} =2β_j γ^{(a)}_j δ_{i,j} +γ^{(a)}_i γ^{(a)}_j + 1 2 ∑ k ( γ^{(k)}_i m^2_k ∂ ∂m^2_k γ^{(a)}_j +γ^{(k)}_j m^2_k ∂ ∂m^2_k γ^{(a)}_i ) , where X^{(a)}_j and their derivatives can be extracted from Appendixes of [5,3,4].

Crucial point of our definition of the MS -mass (4) is the gauge invariant construction (1) for the pole in terms of the unrenormalized, bare diagrams. It can be done only after inclusion of the

Higgs tadpole contribution. Another important ingredient are the Ward identities.

A. The inclusion of the tadpoles is necessary to ensure, that the physical Higgs field has zero vacuum expectation value in each order of the loop expansion.

B. It is well know, that in order to preserve the Ward identities for the longitudinal part of the gauge boson propagator it is necessary to add the tadpole contribution, which is equal to the propagator of the would-be-Goldstone bosons at zero momentum transfer. In particular, at the twoloop level, the photon would aquire a mass if the tadpole contribution would be omitted. Our RG equations (6) for the v.e.v. v and the particle masses m are different from the ones obtained in the effective potential approach [9]. A comparison of predictions based on these two approaches have been recently performed in [10].

These structural considerations were important to check our calculations of the various counterterms.

For the calculation of the O(αα_s) and the O(α^2_s ) corrections to the top-quark propagator we refer to [4] and [11], respectively.

3. Numerical results

According to (1) we need to calculate propagator-type diagrams up to two loops on– shell. To keep control of gauge invariance we adopt the R_ξ gauge with three different gauge parameters ξ_W , ξ_Z and ξ_γ . For our calculation all diagrams have been generated with the help of QGRAF [12]. The C-program DIANA [13] then was used together with the set of Feynman rules extracted from the package TLAMM [14] to produce the FORM input which is suitable for the package ONSHELL2 [15] and/or for another package based on Tarasov’s recurrence relations [16]. The set of master-integrals, in the limit of massless lepton and light quarks (see details in [7]) includes diagrams with three different massive scales. In most cases exact analytic results in terms of known functions are not available. Thus, instead of working with the exact formulae (which only can be evaluated numerically, at present) we resort to some approximations, namely, we perform appropriate series expansions in (small) mass ratios. For diagrams with several different masses it is possible that several small parameters are available. In this case we apply different asymptotic expansions (see [17]) one after the other. Specifically, we expand in the gauge parameters about ξ_i = 1, in sin^2 θ_W and, for diagrams with Higgs or/and top-quark lines, in m^2_V /m^2_H or/and m^2_V /m^2_t . Numerical results are obtained using the packages ON-SHELL2 [15] and TLAMM [14]. Since the quality of the convergence of a series is not known a priori we have to calculate several coefficients of each expansion (six in sin^2 θ_W and five in mass ratios, m^2_V /(m^2_H , m^2_t ) ) to keep control on the convergence. For the one-loop diagrams and their derivatives we used the exact analytical results, as given in [18,3]. The expansion of diagrams with a top-quark and/or a Higgs boson leads to two-loop bubble diagrams with three massive lines (with two of the masses equal). For these master integrals we utilized a special form of representation [18,3]. The diagrams with massless fermion lines also demand special consideration. These diagrams develop threshold singularities which behave like powers of ln sin^2 θ_W . To control these terms we had to use the exact analytical results, which have been worked out in [3] using a technique developed in [3,18]. We found that after collecting the contributions from all diagrams the threshold singularities canceled. This is a manifestation of the infrared stability of the pole mass of the gauge bosons. The series expansion in sin^2 θ_W converges very well, and can be restricted to the first two coefficients. The expansion in the remaining mass ratios require three coefficients in order to get sufficient precision for light Higgs mass values. The numerics has been performed in MAPLE. To get control of the numerical stability, we run the MAPLE program with an accuracy of 100 decimals (a posteriori, as an experimental fact, we find that the minimal accuracy is 40 decimals).

Acknowledgments. M. K.’s research was supported in part by Heisenberg-Landau grant No. 2004 and by RFBR grant No. 04-02-17149.

REFERENCES

1. M. Awramik, M. Czakon, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89 (2002) 241801. A. Onishchenko, O. Veretin, Phys. Lett. B 551 (2003) 111. M. Awramik, M. Czakon, A. Onishchenko, O. Veretin, Phys. Rev. D 68 (2003) 053004. M. Awramik, M. Czakon, Phys. Lett. B 568 (2003) 48. M. Awramik, M. Czakon, A. Freitas, G. Weiglein, hep-ph/0311148.

2. G. Degrassi, A. Vicini, hep-ph/0307122. 3. F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B641 (2002) 285; Nucl. Phys. B658 (2003) 49.

4. F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, Nucl. Phys.

B 676 (2004) 365; Acta Phys. Polon. B 34 (2003) 5335.

5. J. Fleischer, F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Rev. D23 (1981) 2001.

6. F. Jegerlehner, hep-ph/0308117.

7. F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov, O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 116 (2003) 382; Nucl. Instr. Meth. A502 (2003) 618.

8. M. X. Luo, Y. Xiao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 011601.

9. H. Arason et al., Phys. Rev. D 46 (1992) 3945.

10. P. Kielanowski, S. R. Juarez W., hep-ph/0310122.

11. J. Fleischer et al., Nucl. Phys. B 539 (1999) 671 [Erratum-ibid. B 571 (2000) 511].

12. P. Nogueira, J. Comput. Phys. 105, 279 (1993).

13. J. Fleischer, M.N. Tentyukov, Comp. Phys.

Commun. 132, 124 (2000).

14. L.V. Avdeev et al., Nucl. Ins. Meth. A 389, 343 (1997); Comp. Phys. Commun. 107, 155 (1997).

15. J. Fleischer, M. Yu. Kalmykov, A. V. Kotikov, hep-ph/9905379; Phys. Lett. B 462, 169 (1999); J. Fleischer, M. Yu. Kalmykov, Comp. Phys. Commun. 128, 531 (2000).

16. O.V. Tarasov, Nucl. Phys. B 502, 455 (1997). 17. J. Fleischer, M. Yu. Kalmykov, O. L. Veretin, Phys. Lett. B427 (1998) 141.

18. A.I. Davydychev, M.Yu. Kalmykov, Nucl.

Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 89, 283 (2000); Nucl. Phys. B 605, 266 (2001); hep-th/0303162.