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ABSTRACT: In this paper, we compute the total and differential cross sections for et e™ —
J/1¢ 4+ ¢+ ¢ at the B factories up to next-to-leading order (NLO) corrections within the
framework of nonrelativistic QCD factorization theory. We then obtain an improved pQCD
prediction for this process by using the Principle of Maximum Conformality (PMC). We
show the first time that the PMC can be applied for any pQCD calculable observable at the
total or differential levels via a self-consistent way in perturbation theory. By the recursive
use of renormalization group equation, the resultant PMC series satisfies all the require-
ments of renormalization group, which is free of conventional renormalization scheme-and-
scale ambiguities at any fixed-order level. We thus obtain a more precise prompt total
cross section at the NLO level, e.g. 0|§Mgpt = 0.565f8:%§§ pb. Here the uncertainty is the
squared average of those from the «ay fixed-point uncertainty Aas(Myz), the uncertainty of
charm quark mass Am,., and an estimated contribution of the uncalculated NNLO-terms as
predicted by the Padé approximation approach. The differential cross sections do/dP T
do /d| cos 0|, and do/dz for ete™ — J/1) + ¢ + ¢ are further examined. Those results show
that by further considering the feed-down contributions, the PMC predictions show better
agreement with the Belle measurements.
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1 Introduction

Heavy quarkonium production serves as an ideal laboratory for investigating the inter-
play between the perturbative and nonperturbative effects in Quantum Chromodynamics
(QCD) theory. Since the discovery of J/v¢ in 1974, it has been a focal point of both
theoretical and experimental researches. To characterize quarkonium production, various
models have been introduced, including the colour-evaporation model (CEM) [1, 2|, the
color-singlet model (CSM) [3-5], the nonrelativistic QCD (NRQCD) effective theory [6],
and etc.. Among these, the NRQCD effective theory offers a systematic approach for
distinguishing between short-distance and long-distance effects in quarkonium production.
Notable successes have been achieved for interpreting the experimental data on quarkonium
production, particularly in the context of unpolarized cross sections for .J/v hadroproduc-
tion, c.f. the reviews [7-10] and references therein. However, there are still challenges to
NRQCD. For example, the hadroproduction cross section of 7. as observed in the LHCb
experiments [11] can be effectively explained by the color-singlet contribution alone, sug-
gesting that the color-octet contribution should be very small [12]. This observation ap-
pears to conflict with the heavy-quark spin symmetry (HQSS) relation that exists between
the long-distance matrix elements (LDMEs) of 7. and J/t [13-16]. Further exploration of
processes involving charmonium is essential to test the NRQCD factorization.

A high luminosity eTe™ collider has three general features such as cleanliness, democ-
racy, and holism [17], which are helpful and have some advantages in performing more



precise measurements. The inclusive J/1 production cross section via the ete™ annihila-
tion has been measured by the BaBar collaboration as 2.54 + 0.21 4 0.21 pb [18, 19] and
by the Belle collaboration as 1.45+0.10+0.13 pb [20, 21]. Many theoretical investigations
have been conducted on this production at leading-order (LO) within NRQCD, yielding re-
sults for inclusive J/1 production within the range of 0.6 ~ 1.7 pb depending on parameter
selections [22-31]. A subsequent analysis by the Belle collaboration reports [21]

oleTe™ = J/ib +c+ ¢ = 0.87T03 +0.17 ph, (1.1)

and suggests oleTe™ — J/1¢ + X (non cc)] ~ 0.6 pb. Reference [32] proposes that distinct
J /1 production mechanisms can be discerned through measurements of .J/1 polarization.
Furthermore, a study on the J/1 polarization in B — J/¢+ X employing the Belle detector
is presented in Ref. [33].

Regarding the c¢ component, the experimental data issued by the Belle collabora-
tion [21], 0.87J_r8:il) =+ 0.17 pb, is approximately 5 times greater than the LO NRQCD pre-
diction [28]. This substantial deviation has been partially reconciled by considering both
the next-to-leading-order (NLO) corrections and the feed-down contributions originating
from the higher excited states [34, 35]. Additionally, it has been highlighted in Ref. [36]
that the color transfer in associated heavy-quarkonium production may offer significant

contributions to this process. The updated Belle experimental measurement [15] provides
olete™ = J/+c+e = 0.7440.081393 pb, (1.2)

which is closer to theoretical predictions. It has been shown that the NLO corrections are
comparable with the LO corrections and are important to explain the data. Considering the
significance of those corrections, it is imperative to undertake the computation of higher-
order QCD corrections to yield more refined theoretical predictions. Nevertheless, the
calculation of NNLO and higher-order QCD corrections to this process are quite difficult
and are hard to be done in the near future. Thus, efforts directed towards offering a more
accurate theoretical prediction at the NLO level are of significant importance.

A valid perturbative prediction for any physical observable must be independent of any
choices of renormalization scale and renormalization scheme. This is the central property
of renormalization group invariance (RGI) [37-42]. There is renormalization scale ambi-
guity inherent in any initial fixed-order perturbative QCD (pQCD) series, resulting in a
substantial theoretical uncertainty in pQCD predictions; e.g. it has been found that the
initial NLO pQCD cross-sections for ete™ — J/1 + ¢ + ¢ at the B factories are highly
scale dependent. Therefore, it is crucial to eliminate the renormalization scale ambiguity
to achieve an accurate fixed-order prediction with maximum precision while satisfying the
principle of RGI. In the literature, the principle of maximum conformality (PMC) [43-47]
has been proposed to offer a systematic approach for determining the correct magnitude
of the strong coupling «s by using the renormalization group equation (RGE). The PMC
provides the underlying principle for the well-known BLM method [48] and extends its pro-
cedures unambiguously to all orders. In the limit of small number of colors N. — 0 [49], the
PMC reduces to the Gell-Mann Low method [50] for QED. The {f;}-terms of the pertur-
bative series determine its as running behavior by recursively using the RGE. It should be



pointed out that two steps need to be done to achieve a correct PMC prediction. The first
step is to get all the {3;}-terms of the process, and the second step is to deal with those
{Bi}-terms properly. That is, only the RGE-involved {f;}-terms should be used to fix the
correct magnitude of ay, and the {f;}-terms in connection with the quark-mass anoma-
lous dimension ,,-functions is used to fix the running quark mass [51, 52|, and etc.. It
has been demonstrated that after applying the PMC, the resulting improved perturbative
series becomes scale-invariant that is independent of any initial choice of renormalization
scale [53, 54]. And due to the elimination of the divergent renormalon terms, the conver-
gence of the resultant perturbative series can be naturally improved. Due to the elimi-
nation of all the scheme-dependent non-conformal {f;}-terms, the resulting perturbative
QCD series transforms into a scheme-independent conformal series; thus the conventional
renormalization scheme ambiguity is simultaneously eliminated [55-58]. In this paper, by
applying the PMC scale-setting approach, we will provide a comprehensive and more ac-
curate analysis of the NLO QCD correction to the production channel ete™ — J/1¢+c+¢
at the B factories with eTe™ collision energy /s = 10.6 GeV.

This remaining parts of the paper are organized as follows. In Sec.ll, we give the
LO cross section for the process. The calculation of NLO QCD corrections and the PMC
procedures are described in Sec.III. Numerical results and discussions are presented in
Sec.IV. Section V is reserved for a summary.

2 LO cross section

At the B factories, the ete™ will first annihilate into a virtual photon and then forms
the wanted final state. Apart from the fact that ¢ and ¢ quarks combine into .J/1 non-
perturbatively, the rest part is always “hard” and can be calculated perturbatively. Within
the framework of NRQCD factorization, the differential cross section for e™ (k1) +e™ (ko) —
v = J/(p1) + c(p2) + &(p3) can be expressed as

do’e‘Fe_%J/erché - Z da’e+e‘~>(cé)[n}+c+é<0‘1/w(n)>7 (21)

where dé represents the perturbatively calculable short-distance coefficients (SDCs) and
(0% (n)), in which n stands for the quantum numbers of the intermediate on-shell (cé)-
pair, are long-distance matrix elements (LDMESs) which are non-perturbative but can be
determined by fitting experimental data or estimated by using proper potential models.
The summation encompasses all the possible intermediate color-singlet and color-octet
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states of the (c¢)-pair, e.g. . In the lowest-order nonrelativistic approximation,

only the color-singlet contribution with n = 35[11] needs to be considered.
At the LO level, there are four Feynman diagrams for the process ete™ — (c¢)[n|+c+¢,
as illustrated in Fig. 1. Corresponding to these four Feynman diagrams, the LO amplitude

for this process can be expressed as My,o = My + My + Mg + My, where
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Figure 1. The LO Feynman diagrams for eTe™ — (c¢)[n] + ¢ + ¢ with n = 35’[11].
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where, II; is the projector for the spin-triplet S-wave state:

1

I = W(%/Z —me) ¢ (p1)(p,/2 + me), (2.6)

and A; is the color projector for the color-singlet state:

where 1 represents the unit matrix of the SU(3). group.
Using the above amplitudes, the LO differential cross section for eTe™ — (cc)[n]+c+¢c
can be computed by

11
=-—> |[Myo|*d® 2.
doro 4252! Lol d®s, (2.8)

where s = (k1 +k2)?, 1/4 comes from the spin average of the incident electron and positron,
1/(2s) is the flux factor, and >  denotes the summation over the spin and color states of



the final-state particles. d®3 represents the differential phase space for the three-body final
state, and

dD lp
D D f
j=1 f=1 =
where D represents the space-time dimension. With these formulas, the LO cross section
for ee™ — (cé)[n] + ¢ + ¢ can be calculated directly.

3 NLO corrections

At the NLO level, the virtual and real corrections need to be calculated. The virtual
correction exhibits ultraviolet (UV) and infrared (IR) divergences, while the real correction
presents an IR divergence. In this paper, the conventional dimensional regularization with
D = 4 — 2¢ is employed to regularize both UV and IR divergences. Then the UV and IR
divergences appear as pole terms in 1/e. In the subsequent subsections, we elaborate on
the key steps involved in calculating the virtual and real corrections.

3.1 Virtual NLO correction

(k)
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Figure 2. Four typical one-loop Feynman diagrams for eTe™ — (¢€)[n] + ¢ + ¢ with n = 3S[1]
The virtual correction at the NLO level arises from the interference between the one-
loop Feynman diagrams and the tree Feynman diagrams. There are totally 72 Feynman
diagrams for the virtual correction. Four representative one-loop Feynman diagrams are
depicted in Fig. 2.
The virtual correction to the cross section of the process e™e™ — (cé)[n] + ¢ + ¢ can
be calculated through

11 .
dovirmal = 7 5= > 2Re (Mo Myirua) d®s, (3.1)

where Myirtual represents the amplitude for the virtual correction.
Feynman diagrams with a virtual gluon line connected to the quark pair in a meson ex-
hibit Coulomb singularity, which manifests as power divergences in the IR limit of relative



momentum. Such singularity can be addressed through (c¢)[n| wave function renormaliza-
tion [59, 60]. As a result, no Coulomb divergence appears in the resultant pQCD series. In
dimensional regularization, there is a simpler way to extract the NRQCD short-distance
coefficients using the method of regions [61]. In this method, one can calculate the hard
region contributions directly by expanding the relative momentum of the (c¢)[n]-pair before
carrying out the loop integration. More explicitly, for the present case, one can directly
set the relative momentum ¢ to zero before performing loop integration. The Coulomb
divergence vanishes during the calculation with dimensional regularization. Moreover, the
IR divergences originating from the virtual correction will be cancelled by the IR diver-
gences stemming from the real correction. The UV divergences need to be removed via
the process of renormalization. The renormalization scheme is as follows: the on-shell
(OS) scheme is employed for the renormalization of the heavy quark field, the heavy quark
mass, and the gluon field; the modified minimal subtraction (MS) scheme is adopted for
the renormalization of the strong coupling constant. Using renormalization schemes, the
quantities §Z; = Z; — 1 can be derived, e.g.
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5ZQOS:—CF% |:—+——3’YE+31I1 7TMR—HL},

A |euy  €r m?
1 A, 4

6295 = 3 0p2S | — —yp+In—hR 4

m F47T €UV vE i mg * 3

1 1 4 %

’ 4 o 4) €UV €R 37  \eoy P i 2 '

EVis) 1
5Z;VIS = _oas [ L _ vE +In (47) |, (3.2)

2 41 | eyy

where pp is the renormalization scale, yg is the Euler constant. fy = 11C4/3 — 4Tpnys/3
is the one-loop coefficient of the QCD f function, in which n; is the number of active
quark flavors. ) = 11C4/3 —4Tpn;s/3 and njy = 3 is the number light-quark flavors. For
SU(3). group, Cy =3, Cp =4/3 and Tr = 1/2.

3.2 Real NLO correction

The real correction to the process eTe™ — (cc¢)[n] + ¢ + ¢ arises from the process et (k1) +
e (k2) — (co)[n](p1) + ¢(p2) + &(p3s) + g(ps). There are totally 30 Feynman diagrams for
the real correction. Four typical Feynman diagrams illustrating this process are depicted
in Fig. 3. With these Feynman diagrams, the amplitude (MRgea) for the real correction can
be directly formulated. Subsequently, the differential cross section for the real correction
can be calculated through

11
dUReal = ZQ_S Z |MReal|2dq)4a (33)
where d®4 is the differential four-body phase space,
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Figure 3. Four typical real-correction Feynman diagrams for the decay process, ete™ — (c¢)[n] +
¢+ cwithn = 35[11]

The real correction exhibits IR divergences, originating from the phase-space integra-
tion in the region where the momentum of the final gluon is close to zero. To address
these IR divergences in the real correction, we employ the two-cutoff phase-space slicing
method [62]. Due to the absence of collinear divergence in the current process, we introduce
a single cutoff parameter denoted as d;. Consequently, the phase space for the real correc-
tion is partitioned into two distinct regions: the soft region characterized by E4 < /sds/2
and the hard region where E; > 1/sds/2. Here, the gluon energy Ej is defined in the
center-of-mass (CM) frame of the initial state particles ete™. More explicitly, the real
correction can be divided into two parts

dJReal = dUPS{eal + dageal' (35)

By employing the soft approximation to both the amplitude and the phase space, we
derive the contribution originating from the soft region, expressed as

CrasT'(1+¢€) (4rph\* 1 Kp2 P
S — r R 2 3 2
doRea1 = doLoO [ - < S P In 63 1— (2 — D)ym2 Inrk

C

1 1+ B 1 1+ s 2kp2-p3 |1, 5 (1=
+%m<1—ﬁ2>+2—ﬁ31n<1—ﬁ3>+(ﬁ2—1)m3 [Zln <1+52>
) K Eo(1 + Ba) . K Ey(1 — f32) 1o (1-53

Ly (1 - M) L, (1 - M)} } , (3.6)

v v

where By = /1 —m2/E3, B3 = \/1—m2/E?, v = (k* — 1)m2/[2(k B3 — E3)], and k =
[p2 - p3 ++/(p2 - p3)2 — mi]/m2. By and Ej3 are also defined in the CM frame of the initial-
state particles eTe™.

Due to the constraint E4 > /sds/2 for the hard region, the contribution stemming
from this region is finite. Consequently, the contribution from the hard region can be
computed numerically in four-dimensions. The real correction can be easily obtained by
summing the contributions from the hard and soft regions. Both the contributions from



the soft and hard regions depend on the cutoff parameter J; individually, but the sum
of these two contributions should be independent of the choice of d,. Verifying this s
independence is a crucial test of the accuracy of the calculation. We have confirmed the 4,
independence by observing that the results remain consistent across a range of J; values
from 107° to 10~7. For definiteness, we will set the cutoff at 6, = 107° for the following
numerical calculations.

The NLO corrections are obtained by summing the virtual and real corrections. Upon
combining these corrections, the UV and IR divergences exactly cancelled, yielding finite
results. The cross section dog+c—_, j/p4cqe can be derived from dog+c- (cg)[n]+cte Dy mul-
tiplying it by a factor (O7/%(n)) /(OO (n)) ~ |R;/y(0)]?/(47), where R/, (0) represents
the J/v radial wave function at the origin, which can be extracted from the leptonic decay
widths T'(J/¢) — eTe™).

In the calculations, we employ the package FeynArts [63] to generate Feynman dia-
grams and amplitudes, and the package FeynCalc [64, 65] to perform color and Dirac traces.
The packages $Apart [66] and FIRE [67] are employed for partial fraction and integration-
by-parts (IBP) reduction. Following the IBP reduction, all one-loop integrals are reduced
to master integrals, which are numerically evaluated using the package LoopTools [68]. The
final phase-space integrations are computed with assistance from the package Vegas [69]
and its alteration that can be found in the B. meson generator BCVEGPY [70].

3.3 Renormalization scale setting for the NLO total cross section

Combing all the above mentioned contributions, the total cross section of et (k1)+e™ (k2) —
v = J/(p1) + c(p2) + é(p3) up to NLO QCD corrections can be expressed as

onLo = c1(ur)ai(pr) + ca(ur)ad(pr), (3.7)

where as(pur) = as(pr)/(4m). The coefficients ¢; and ¢y correspond to the LO-level and
NLO-level QCD corrections, respectively. The LO-level coefficient ¢; has no ur depen-
dence, and the NLO-level coefficient ¢z can be further decomposed into ns-dependent and
ns-independent parts, i.e.,

ca(pr) = c20(pr) + c2,1(ur)n g, (3.8)

where n s represents the number of active flavors, which is related to the QCD Bp-function
through By = 11 —2/3ny. The perturbative coefficients can be divided into conformal and

non-conformal terms [46, 47], and then the NLO total cross section (3.7) transforms to

oNLO = 71,002 (1R) + [r2.0 + 2r2.1P0)a (ur), (3.9)

where the conformal coefficients r19 = c1, 720 = c2,0 + 33¢2,1 /2 and the non-conformal
coefficient ro 1 = —3ca1/4.

The PMC provides a systematic and process-independent manner to fix conventional
scheme-and-scale ambiguities. It is a kind of resummation, e.g. it resums all the known
type of S-terms with the help of RGE and determines the correct magnitude of o, whose
precision is determined by the given order of the perturbative series. As for the present



case, after applying the PMC, the NLO-level non-conformal [y-terms will be resummed to
achieve an effective strong coupling as(Qx), in which @, is usually called as the PMC scale
and it can be determined at the leading-log (LL) accuracy

2.1
.= 2t 3.10
Q.+ = REXp [ 2741’0] (3.10)

The initial series (3.9) then transforms into the following series,

ONLO = 71,005 (Q) + 2,003 (Qs). (3.11)

Since the non-conformal terms have been removed, the improved series (3.11) becomes
scheme independent. Since the PMC scale Q. and the conformal coefficients r(; o) o are
independent of the choice of pg, such series (3.11) is also scale independent. Thus, the
present NLO total cross section (3.11) provides another good application of PMC.

The above PMC procedures for the total cross section are also applicable for differential
cross sections, such as the J/v distributions for the kinematic parameters P T/ | cos 0] and
the energy fraction z = 2(ky + k2) - p1/s. Here P;/, and 6 are J/¢ three-momentum and
J/v production angle in the laboratory frame, respectively. By applying the PMC for
the differential cross section, one may obtain a PMC scale for each variable such as P;,,,
| cos 0] or z, which after integrating over the corresponding variable may result as the overall
PMC scale in the sense of a mean value theorem. And by comparing the integration of
those differential cross sections with the total cross section (3.11), one may obtain a self-

consistency check of the PMC scale-setting approach.

4 Numerical results and discussions

To do the numerical calculation, we adopt
me =15+0.1GeV, v/s =10.6GeV,a = 1/137,|R;/,(0)]> = 0.918 GeV?,  (4.1)

where the electromagnetic coupling constant « is taken from Ref. [35]. The input value for
|RJ/¢(O)|2 is obtained by using |RJ/¢(O)|2 =I(J/¢ — e+e_)9m3/w/[16a2(1 —4Cpas/7)],
where m 5/, = 2m. and I'(J/¢p — ete™) = 5.53 KeV [71]. For other values of m., the value
of |R/4(0)|? should be multiplied by (m./1.5 GeV)?. We use the package RunDec3 [72] to
evaluate the running QCD coupling constant as(ur) at two-loop accuracy. According to
as(Mz) =0.1179 [71], we obtain as(2m,.) = 0.252.

4.1 Total cross section

In this subsection, we give the numerical result for the total cross section of ete™ —
J/¥ + ¢+ ¢ up to NLO QCD corrections.

In order to have a glance at the size of the NLO QCD corrections, we first present the
total cross section when the charm quark mass is taken as m, = 1.5 GeV. The initial NLO
series for the total cross section of ete™ — J/1¢ + ¢+ ¢ is

2
R

U
onLo = c1(ur)as(pr) + |c2(2me) + 2¢1 5 In 2 al(ur), (4.2)
C



where ¢; = 391.589 and c2(2m.) = 16231 — 580.686n¢. Starting from the scale-dependent
initial series (4.2), one conventionally sets ur = 2m. to achieve its central value and varies
iR € [me,4m.| to estimate its scale uncertainty. For convenience, we call the results
under this choice as conventional ones. After applying the PMC, following the above
procedures (3.7-3.10), we obtain the following scale invariant series:

ot MS = 391.58942(Q.) + 6649.681a3 (Q.), (4.3)

where the LL-accuracy PMC scale, Q. = 1.72 GeV.

0.6
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Figure 4. The dependence of the LO and NLO total cross sections on the renormalization scale
pr. The conventional (Conv.) and PMC LO total cross sections are highly scale dependent and
are the same. The conventional NLO total cross section is till scale dependent, but the PMC NLO
prediction becomes scale independent.

a’-terms a2-terms Total
Conv. 0.15779830  0.11270912  0.26970:0%
PMC 0.253 0.109 0.362

Table 1. Contributions of the a?-terms and the a3-terms to the NLO total cross sections (in
unit: pb) of ete™ — J/1 + ¢ + ¢ under conventional (Conv.) and PMC scale-setting approaches,
respectively. The PMC predictions are scale invariant. For conventional results, their central values
are for pup = 2m. and their errors are for ugr € [me, 4me|.

We show how the LO and NLO total cross sections change with the renormalization
scale up in Fig. 4 1. The LO terms of conventional series are highly scale dependent. By
including the NLO QCD corrections, the scale dependence of conventional series becomes
smaller due to the cancellation of scale dependence among different orders, which is how-
ever still sizable, e.g. the net scale error is still ~ 74% for ugr € [me,4m.]. As for the PMC

Here as a cross-check of our predictions for the initial NLO series, we have found that if taking the same
values for the input parameters, we will obtain exactly the same conventional predictions of Refs. [34, 35].

,10,



prediction, it becomes scale independent by using the {5y }-terms to set the correct mag-
nitude of a;. We also give separate contributions of the a-terms and the a3-terms to the
NLO total cross sections under conventional (Conv.) and PMC scale-setting approaches
in Table 1. Table 1 shows that the a-terms contribute significantly in both two cases,
emphasizing the importance of the NLO-terms. The relative importance of a2-terms and
ad-terms is 1 : 71% for ur = 2m, under conventional scale-setting approach, which changes
to 1:43% under PMC scale-setting approach. Thus the PMC series not only removes the
scale dependence but also has a better pQCD convergence, showing the importance of using
a proper scale-setting approach.

After eliminating the renormalization scale uncertainty via using the PMC approach,
there are still several uncertainty sources, such as the contributions from the uncertainty of
charm quark mass Am,, the oy fixed-point uncertainty Aag(My), the uncalculated higher-
order (UHO) terms, and etc.. For convenience, when discussing one of those uncertainties,
the other input parameters will be set as their central values.

The uncertainty caused different choice of charm quark mass is estimated by taking
m. = 1.5+ 0.1GeV. And we obtain

Conv. __ +0.073

A0|mc = Z5'060 Pb; (4.4)
PMC __ +0.091

Aa\mc = 0075 Pb-

The uncertainty caused by Aas(Mz) is obtained by using as(Mz) = 0.1179£0.0010 [71].
And we obtain

Ao|Xotar,) = 10015 pb, (4.6)
PMC 0.022
AU‘AQS(Mz) = to.ozo pb. (4.7)

Egs. (4.6, 4.7) show that the PMC prediction is more sensitive to the value of Aag(Mz).
This is reasonable since the PMC uses the RGE-involved terms of the process to set the
effective value of ay, thus its resultant pQCD series is more sensitive to the g running
behavior that is governed by the RGE and the preciseness of the reference value ag(My).

It is also helpful to have an estimation of the contributions from the UHO terms. For
the purpose, we adopt the Padé approximation approach (PAA) [73-75], which provides a
practical way for promoting a finite series to an analytic function, to do such an estimation.
Detailed procedures for such an estimation can be found in Ref.[76]. For the present case,
the estimated a%-terms (e.g. the NNLO-terms) of the conventional series and PMC series
are

Aa|g§’gg~order = +c2/crat(2m.) = £0.080 pb, (4.8)
Aa‘gll\g}? order — ir%,o/ﬁ,oaﬁ(Q*) = £0.047 pb.

If including all those error sources, our final predictions for the NLO total cross section
ete™ — J/1+ c+¢ are

o|RES = 026970153 pb, (4.10)
o|RMS = 0.36270:202 pb, (4.11)
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where the net uncertainties are squared averages of those from the choice of renormalization
scale pur € [me,4m.], the error of charm quark mass Am., the magnitude of Aag(My),
and the estimated NNLO contribution by the PAA. It shows that due to the improvement
of pQCD series, the net uncertainty from all those error sources changes down from 108%
of the conventional series to 54% of the PMC series.

To compare with the experimental data, we should also include the QED contribution
as well as the two-photon contribution via the process ete™ — 2v* — J/1 + ¢+ ¢. Since
the experimental measurements are for the prompt J/v + ¢+ ¢ production, we should also
consider the feed-down contributions from the higher excited charmonium states such as
ete” > (28 +c+c— J/p+c+e+ X andete = xegte+e— J/p+c+c+ X.
By using I'(1)(2S) — eTe™) = 5.53 KeV and the branching ratio for the ¥(25) — J/yX
transition fraction Br[y(2S) — J/¢X]| = 61.4% [71], we obtain the contribution from
ete™ = (2S)+c+¢ — J/Yp+c+c+ X is 0.371 onpo- The other contributions have
been discussed in Ref. [34], which lead to a shift of 0.069 pb to the total cross section. We
will give the comparison with experimental data in the following section.

4.2 Differential cross section

The differential distributions contain more information than the integrated cross sections.
Experimentally, the J/1 three-momentum and angular distributions for ete™ — J/1y+c+c
have been measured by the Belle collaboration [15]. It is interesting to see the differential
distributions of the process eTe™ — J/1 + ¢ + ¢.

0.4

—§—Exp.(Belle data)
0.35} [—PMC ]

- - Conv.

[
o
T

n

S

PMC scale (GeV)
- @&

e
o
T

5 0 1 2 3 4 5
Py (GeV) Py (GeV)

Figure 5. The Left diagram shows the NLO differential cross sections do/dP;,, for eTe™ —
J/®+ c+ ¢ under conventional and PMC scale-setting approaches, respectively. Contributions from
the feed-down of 1(2S5) has been added to those two curves by multiplying a factor of 1.371. All
the input parameters are set to be their central values and pr = 2m.. The PMC scale Q. at each
Pj;y is shown in the Right diagram.

We present the NLO differential cross sections do/dPj,y, for ete™ — J/1+c+c under
the conventional and PMC scale-setting approaches in the left diagram of Fig. 5, where
the experimental data has been also shown for comparison. It shows that the shape of the
J /1 three-momentum distribution under the PMC scale-setting approach agrees with the
experimental data better than the conventional one. At each kinematic point, the effective
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momentum flow, e.g. the PMC scale @), may be different. We present the PMC effective
scale Q. versus Py, in the right diagram of Fig. 5. In most Py, -range, the (. has close
values, but it becomes larger at high Pj/,, so we cannot set a unified @, for the whole

phase space for achieving precise prediction.

——Exp.(Belle data)
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Figure 6. The NLO differential cross sections do/d| cos 6] for ete™ — J/1+c+¢ under conventional
and PMC scale-setting approaches, respectively. Contributions from the feed-down of ¥ (2S5) has
been added to those two curves by multiplying a factor of 1.371. All the input parameters are set
to be their central values and pp = 2m.. The PMC scale Q. at each | cosf| is shown in the Right

diagram.
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Figure 7. The NLO differential cross section do/dz for eTe™ — J/1 + ¢ + ¢ under conventional
and PMC scale-setting approaches, respectively. Contributions from the feed-down of ¥ (2S5) has
been added to those two curves by multiplying a factor of 1.371. All the input parameters are set to
be their central values and ur = 2m.. The PMC scale Q. at each z is shown in the Right diagram.

Similarly, we present the NLO differential cross sections do/d|cosf| for ete™ —
J/¥ + ¢ + ¢ under conventional and PMC scale-setting approaches in Fig. 6, respectively.
The use of PMC raises the production rate, but will not change the arising trends of
do/d| cos | versus |cosf|, i.e. it is estimated that more events should be accumulated
when the produced J/v» moves forward or backward along with the e™e™ collision direc-
tion. But the data indicate that there may have more J/1) moves perpendicularly to the
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ete™ collision direction. So more precise data or the NNLO and higher-order corrections
may have some help for solving this discrepancy. We also present the NLO differential
cross sections do/dz for the process e e~ — J/1 + ¢+ ¢ in Fig. 7. Here z is the energy
fraction carrying by the produced J/v, which is defined as z = 2k - p1/s, where k is the
sum of the momenta of the initial electron and positron. Fig. 7 shows that the magnitude
of do/dz is increased at small z values and decreased at higher z values.

0.4 T T T T

—$-Exp.(Belle data)
0.35F | —_pnc
- - Conv.

o
w
T

do /APy, (pb/GeV)
o
N

0 1 2 3 4 5
Pyjy(GeV)

Figure 8. The NLO differential cross sections do/dPj,, for ete™ — J/¢ + ¢ + ¢ under the

conventional and PMC scale-setting approaches. The contribution from the feed-down of (25)

has been added to all curves by multiplying a factor of 1.371. The error bands are squared averages
of the errors caused by taking ur € [m.,4m.] and m. = 1.5+ 0.1GeV.

1.2

—4—Exp.(Belle data)
—PMC
- - Conv.
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| cos 8]

Figure 9. The NLO differential cross sections do/d|cosf| for ete™ — J/1 + ¢ + ¢ under the
conventional and PMC scale-setting approaches. The contribution from the feed-down of (25)
has been added to all curves by multiplying a factor of 1.371. The error bands are squared averages
of the errors caused by taking pur € [me,4m.] and m. = 1.5+ 0.1GeV.
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do/dz (pb)

Figure 10. The NLO differential cross sections do/dz for et e~ — J/1p+c+¢ under the conventional
and PMC scale-setting approaches. The contribution from the feed-down of ¢(25) has been added
to all curves by multiplying a factor of 1.371. The error bands are squared averages of the errors
caused by taking up € [me, 4m.] and m. = 1.5 £ 0.1GeV.

As a final remark, we show the uncertainties of the NLO differential cross sections
do/dPjy, do/d|cos 0|, and do/dz under conventional and PMC scale-setting approaches
in Figs. 8, 9, and 10, respectively. Here for definiteness, we have set ag(Myz) = 0.1179.
The error bands of those diagrams are squared averages of the errors caused by taking
UR € [me,4m.] and m. = 1.5 £ 0.1GeV.

4.3 Self-consistency of PMC to integrated and differential cross sections

In this subsection, we give a first self-consistency discussion on the application of PMC
scale-setting approach to either the total cross-section or the differential cross-section. Usu-
ally, the PMC is applied for dealing with total cross section, fixing the correct magnitude of
a via the RGE and then determining the overall effective momentum flow of the process.
For the purpose, we set all the input parameters to be their central values. Using the series
(3.9) for total cross section, we have obtained Q. = 1.72 GeV. As has been shown in the
Right diagrams of Figs. 5, 6 and 7, the PMC can also be applied for dealing with differen-
tial cross sections via the same way, which then sets the correct magnitude of 4 at each
point of Pj/y, |cos |, z, and etc.. The PMC scale at the level of differential cross section
represents the effective momentum flow at each point, which is derived by the resummation
of the RGE-involved {f;}-terms at this specific point. Thus it is generally different for dif-
ferent choice of variable and for different value of this particular variable. It is interesting
to know whether the weighted average of the PMC scales at each point will lead to the
same overall PMC scale. By using 100 points as a basis and using the differential value at
each point as its weight, we numerically obtain Q,|"//* = 1.73 GeV, Q.| = 1.72 GeV,
and Q.|* = 1.73 GeV, which are derived by using the P;,-distribution, | cos §|-distribution
and z-distribution, respectively.
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After integrating over the differential variable within its allowable range, one will
naturally obtain its total cross section. This is surely case for conventional pQCD series,
in which the renormalization scale is taken to be the same for either total cross section or
differential cross section. For the present case, we have JNLO\R’/ ¥ = 0.269 pb, aNLo“ cos 0] —
0.270 pb, and onxpo|* = 0.269 pb, which are derived by using the Pj/,-distribution, |cos 6|
distribution and z-distribution, respectively. All of them are in good agreement with the

above derived total cross section onN1,0|Cony. = 0.269 pb.

P 9
onLo| 7/ onrLol <Y onLol? ONLO

PMC 0.359 0.365 0.359 0.362

Table 2. The PMC predictions for total cross section of ete™ — J/1 + ¢+ ¢ (in unit: pb) by
starting from either differential cross section or total cross section up to NLO QCD corrections,
respectively. The upper indexes Pj,y, |cosf| and z denote the ones derived from integrating over
the differential cross sections do/dPjy, do/d|cosf| and do/dz, respectively. onpo is calculated
from the total cross section series (4.3).

We show the PMC NLO predictions of the total cross sections in Table 2, which are
derived either from the differential series (do/dPj,,, do/d|cos | and do/dz) or from the
series (4.3). The upper indexes Py, | cos 0] and z denote the ones derived from integrating
over the differential cross sections do/dP;,,, do/d|cos 0| and do/dz, respectively. Table 2
shows that all those PMC predictions are consistent with each other. This shows that the
PMC predictions can also get the self-consistent results for the differential and total cross
sections. But there are differences in the details of getting the same conclusion. There
are slight differences, which are less than +£1%, among the results obtained by integrating
over the differential distributions with the result obtained from the total series (4.3). Such
slight difference is reasonable, 1) the differences are due to the resummation of different
types of {3;}-terms, and are caused by the unknown {f; }-types from the unknown NNLO
and higher order terms; 2) The effects of the differences of the {f;}-terms will result in
the differences of the PMC scales, which generally suffer from both exponential and «s
suppressions. So the net value for such difference could be small. For the present case of
ete™ — J/1+c+c, we observe that the differences are about 4-0.003 pb, which are higher-
order effects and are under well control 2. And for the present case, their magnitudes are
much smaller than the predicted NNLO magnitude £0.047 pb. Thus we can conclude that
the PMC can be applied to any pQCD calculable observable via a self-consistent way of
perturbative theory, and it can achieve more precise fixed-order perturbative predictions
that are free of renormalization scheme-and-scale ambiguities.

2For some cases, certain large logarithmic terms may appear in boundary region of the phase space,
which may spoil the convergent behavior of the perturbative series for some specific phase-space points.
And special resummation, such as the threshold resummation [77], need to be done so as to achieve a more
reliable PMC prediction.
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5 Summary

In the present paper, we have studied the total and differential cross sections of ete™ —
J/¥ + ¢+ ¢ up to NLO QCD corrections. After including the NLO QCD corrections, the
perturbative series under conventional scale-setting approach is still highly scale dependent,
e.g. the net scale error is still ~ 74% for ug € [me,4m.|. While after applying the PMC, we
achieve a scale-invariant and more convergent prediction, and the NLO terms will enhance
the total cross section by ~ 43%. The higher excited states such as ¥(2S5) and y.; may
decay into J/1 with high probability, and by taking those contributions into consideration,
we obtain the prompt total cross sections for eTe™ — J/1 + ¢+ ¢, i.e.,

Conv. .
U’pr%n\;pt - 04381—8%38 pb7 (51)
0lpromps = 0-56575155 b, (5.2)

which are obtained by using oprompt = 1.371onr,0 + 0.069 pb. Here the uncertainties are
squared averages of those from the choice of renormalization scale ur € [m,4m.|, the
error of charm quark mass Am,, the magnitude of Aas(My), and the estimated NNLO
contribution by the PAA.

-------- Exp.
v Conv.
w PMC
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4

O’pr01npt[€+e_ - J/¢ +c+ E](pb)

Figure 11. The prompt total cross sections of ete™ — J/1¢ + ¢ + ¢ under conventional and PMC
scale-setting approaches, respectively. The Belle measured value [15] is given as a comparison.

In Fig. 11, we present a comparison of the prompt total cross section of eTe™ —
J/1 4 ¢ + ¢ with the Belle measured value, o™ (ete™ — J/op +c+¢) = 0.74"_F8:£g pb,
whose errors are squared averages of the systematic and statistical errors given in Eq.(1.2).
Fig. 11 shows that a better agreement with the data can be achieved by applying the PMC
scale-setting approach.

After applying the PMC scale-setting approach, one can determine the correct magni-
tude of the effective ag, resulting in a more convergent pQCD series that is free of divergent
renormalon terms. Thus, a reliable, self-consistent and precise pQCD prediction can be
achieved. We have also done a first consistency test of the PMC approach to deal with
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the total and differential observables. As a byproduct, the typical momentum flow of the
process may be small in specific phase space, the consistency property of the PMC pro-
duction makes its differential series be a useful platform for testing the correctness of the

low-energy «s models.
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