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Abstract. We study the operator product expansion of the plaquetteigtondensate) and the self-energy of an infinitely
heavy quark. We first compute their perturbative expansiomsdera3® anda 20, respectively, in the lattice scheme. In both
cases we reach the asymptotic regime where the renormak@vibe sets in. Subtracting the perturbative series, waiobt
the leading non-perturbative corrections of their redpecaiperator product expansions. In the first case we oht@gluon
condensate and in the second the binding energy of the hemi i the infinite mass limit. The results are fully consigt
with the expectations from renormalons and the operatafymoexpansion.
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INTRODUCTION

The operator product expansion (OPE) [1] is a fundamentdfoo theoretical analyses in quantum field theories. Its
validity is only proven rigorously within perturbation they, to arbitrary finite orders [2]. The use of the OPE in a
non-perturbative framework was initiated by the ITEP grf@iasee also the discussion in Ref. [4]), who postulated
that the OPE of a correlator could be approximated by thevotig series:

correlatofQ) ~ Z_ écd(axod% (1)

where the expectation values of local operatdgsare suppressed by inverse powers of a large external momentu
Q > Aqcp, according to their dimensionality. The Wilson coefficient€y(a) encode the physics at momentum
scales larger thaQ. These are well approximated by perturbative expansiotieistrong coupling parameter

Cy(a) ~ Z)cna”“. 2)

The large-distance physics is described by the matrix edsn@y) that usually have to be determined non-
perturbatively(Og) ~ Adcp.

It can hardly be overemphasized that (except for directiptietis of non-perturbative lattice simulations, e.g., on
light hadron masses) all QCD predictions are based on faat@ns that are generalizations of the above generic
OPE.

There exist some major questions related to the OPE thatthaesaddresset:

- Are the perturbative expansions of Wilson coefficients gstytic series?

1 There are also some important points that we do not addressiheluding:

We do not consider ambiguities associated to short-distano-perturbative effects, which would give rise to siagities further away from the
origin of the Borel plane than those we study here.

We take the validity of the OPE in pure perturbation theonydmanted. This assumption is solid in cases with a singlgelaicale Q?, and in
Euclidean spacetime.

We will not discuss the validity of the (non-perturbativePP for timelike distances that can occur in Minkowski spacef an issue related to
possible violations of quark-hadron duality.
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- If so: are the associated ambiguities of the asymptoticvieheonsistent with the OPE, i.e. with the positions of
the expected renormalons [5] in the Borel plane?

- Is the OPE valid beyond perturbation theory?
« What is the real size of the first non-perturbative correctiithin a given OPE expansion?
- Is this value strongly affected by ambiguities associate@hormalons?

In this paper we summarize and discuss our recent resultO[6which address these questions for the case of
the plaquette and the energy of an infinitely heavy quark expghre gluodynamics approximation to QCD. Both
analyses utilize lattice regularization. Contrary to, edimensional regulation, lattice regularization can keérced
non-perturbatively. Using a lattice scheme rather thanMiS scheme, we can, not only expand observables in
perturbation theory, but also evaluate them non-pertiudlsit Another advantage of this choice is that it enableous
use numerical stochastic perturbation theory [11-13] taiolperturbative expansion coefficients. This allows us to
realize much higher orders than would have been possibfedidagrammatic techniques. A disadvantage of the lattice
scheme is that, at least in our discretization, latticeysbgtive expansions converge slower than expansions M&e
coupling. This means that we have to go to comparativelydrighders to become sensitive to the asymptotic behavior.
Many of the results obtained in a lattice scheme either threpply to theMS scheme too or can subsequently easily
(and in some cases exactly) be converted into this scheme.

In our studies we used the Wilson gauge action [14]. We deffie@acuum expectation value of a generic operator
B of engineering dimension zero as

®=(080) = 5 [uule BY) )

with the partition functiorz = [[dUy ,]e SV and measurgdUy ] = Mxeng,u AUy u. |Q) denotes the vacuum state,
Ae is a Euclidean spacetime lattice with lattice spacremdUy , =~ €4 (+3/2) ¢ SU(3) is a gauge link.

THE PLAQUETTE: OPE IN PERTURBATION THEORY

For the case of the plaquette we h&/e> P, where

<P>:$ > (R, R=1- Z (Uxv +Ud ) 4

XeNE u>v

andUy ,, denotes the oriented product of gauge links enclosing aneglary square (plaquette) in thev plane of
the lattice. For details on the notation and simulationgesee Ref. [9].

(P) will depend on the lattice exteMta, the spacing anda = g?/(4m) = a(a™?) (note thata is the bare lattice
coupling and its natural scale is of order!). We first compute this expectation value in strict perttidvatheory.
In other words, we Taylor expand in powersgbeforeaveraging over the gauge configurations (which we do using
NSPT [11-13]). The outcome is a power seriesin

U] = %pn(N)a”“.
NSPT  nz

The dimensionless coefficienps(N) are functions of the linear lattice sidé We emphasize that they do not depend
on the lattice spacing or on the physical lattice exteRta alone but only on the ratiN = (Na)/a.
We are interested in the lardeé{i.e. infinite volume) limit. In this situation

1s )

(P)pert(N) = % /[de,u]efs{U]p

and it makes sense to factorize the contributions of thewfft scales within the OPE framework. The hard modes,
of scale~ 1/a, determine the Wilson coefficients, whereas the soft marfesale~ 1/(Na), can be described by ex-
pectation values of local gauge invariant operators. TAe®o such operators of dimension two. The renormalization
group invariant definition of the gluon condensate

(G?) =— < ‘B G5y Gy

Q> - <Q ‘[1+ o(a) = waeﬁv

Q) (6)



is the only local gauge invariant expectation value of arrajoe of dimensiom* in pure gluodynamics. In the purely
perturbative case discussed here, this only depends ooftrecale ¥(Na), i.e. on the lattice extent. On dimensional
grounds, the perturbative gluon condeng&@#) <o is proportional to ¥(Na)#, and the logarithmi¢Na)-dependence
is encoded irr[1/(Na)]. Therefore,

ga4<62>soft= —$n; fnan+1[1/(Na)]a @)

and the perturbative expansion of the plaquette on a finitewe of N* sites can be written as
(P)pert(N) = Pper(a){(1) + 3—n(23CG(a)a4<Gz>son+ 2 <$) , (8)
where .
Poert(0) = nz% Pna 9

andpy, are the infinite volume coefficients that we are interestedlire constant pre-factar®/36 is chosen such that
the Wilson coefficient, which only depends anis normalized to unity foor = 0. It can be expanded im:

Co(a) =1+ ca* ™. (10)
o

Since our action is proportional to the plaquétt€s is fixed by the conformal trace anomaly [15, 16]:

2 3
oo 2B 1 B B () B 2 o) w»

The B-function coefficient$ §; are known in the lattice scheme fpK 3 (see Eq. (25) of Ref. [9]).
Combining Egs. (7), (8) and (10) gives

(P)per(N) = nZo [Dn NG

= %pna"”—% <1+ Z ckak“(al)) « Z fna”“((Na)l)—i—ﬁ(%) ’

an+1 (12)

k>0 n>0

where f,(N) is a polynomial in powers of [iN). Fitting this equation to the perturbative lattice resutlte first 35
coefficientsp, were determined in Ref. [9]. The results were confrontedt Wit expectations from renormalons:

n

2md) T(1+db) ntdb | (ntdbntdb—1  “\m
P Bo [, db dbl—ds)  db[1-3ds +d?b(ss+25)] 1
npnl_md{n — 4+ — = +0( =) (14)
whereb = B1/(2B2), s1 = (BZ — BoBe)/ (4bBs) ands, = (B3 — 2BoB1B2 + BEBs)/ (1607BF) are defined so that
b ol ot o2 with t= P
a_Alanexp[ . bIn2+51bt bt + with t_2na. (15)

In Fig. 1 we compare the infinite volume ratips/(np,_1) to the expectation Eq. (14): the asymptotic behavior of the
perturbative series due to renormalons is reached arow®sisor~ 27 — 30, proving, for the first time, the existence
of the renormalon in the plaquette. Note that incorporatinige volume effects is compulsory to see this behavior,
since there are no infrared renormalons on a finite lattiogparameterize finite size effects we made use of the purely
perturbative OPE Eg. (8). The behavior seen in Fig. 1, ajhazomputed from perturbative expansion coefficients,
goes beyond the purely perturbative OPE since it predietpdisition of a non-perturbative object in the Borel plane.

2 We define thg8-function as(a) = da/dInu = —fo/(2ma? — By /(8)a —---,i.e. fo = 11.
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FIGURE 1. The ratiospn/(nps—1) compared with the leading order (LO), next-to-leading or@.0O), NNLO and NNNLO
predictions of the An-expansion Eq. (14). Only theN‘= " extrapolation includes the systematic uncertainties.ade show
finite volume data folN = 28, and the result from the alternatii— c extrapolation including some/N® corrections. The
symbols have been shifted slightly horizontally.

THE PLAQUETTE: OPE BEYOND PERTURBATION THEORY

Since in NSPT we Taylor expand in powersgdfefore averaging over the gauge variables, no mass gapesajed.
In non-perturbative Monte-Carlo (MC) lattice simulatioms additional scale)gcp ~ 1/ae 2 (F%)  is generated
dynamically (see also Eq. (15)). However, we can always Niaeda such that

1 1
=> — > NAocp- 16
2> Na > Neco (16)
In this small-volume situation we encounter a double exjpanis powers ofa/(Na) andaAqcp [or, equivalently,

(Na)Aqcp x a/(Na)]. The construction of the OPE is completely analogous to dfizhe previous section and we

obtair?
1

(P)mc = > / [dUy e SVIPU]| = Ppen(a)(1) + 3fsce(or)a4<c32>Mc + 0(&°). (17)

MC

In the last equality we have factored out the hard scatefiom the scales A(Na) andAgcp, Which are encoded in
(G?)mc. Exploiting the right-most inequality of Eq. (16), we carpaxd(G?)yc as follows:

(GHmc = <Gz>soﬁ{1+ ﬁ[/\(zg(:D(N a)z]} . (18)

3 In the last equality, we approximate the Wilson coefficiebystheir perturbative expansions, neglecting the posisibilf non-perturbative
contributions associated to the hard scale. These would be suppressed by facterexp(—27/a) and therefore would be sub-leading, relative
to the gluon condensate.



Hence, a non-perturbative small-volume simulation woudddythe same expression as NSPT, up to non-perturbative
corrections that can be made arbitrarily small by redu@rand thereforéNa, keepingN fixed. In other words,
pNSPT(N) = pMC(N) up to non-perturbative corrections.

We can also consider the limit 1
il 19

Na (19)

This is the standard situation realized in non-perturledtittice simulations. Again the OPE can be constructed as in
the previous section, Eq. (17) holds, and fheandcy-values are still the same. The difference is that now

1
1+ﬁ<w>] s (20)

where(G?)np ~ /\‘(5CD is the so-called non-perturbative gluon condensate intred in Ref. [3]. From now on we will
call this quantity simply the “gluon condensat?). We are now in the position

1
a > /\QCD >

(GHmec = (GH)np

- to determine the gluon condensate and
- to check the validity of the OPE (at low orders in tifescale expansion) for the case of the plaquette.

In order to do so we proceed as follows. The perturbativesésidivergent due to renormalons and other, sub-leading,
instabilities* This makes any determination %) ambiguous, unless we define precisely how to truncate or iow t
approximate the perturbative series. A reasonable defnikiat is consistent withG?) ~ /\4QCD can only be given if
the asymptotic behavior of the perturbative series is undetrol. This has only been achieved recently [9], where the
perturbative expansion of the plaguette was computed 6§ 45°), see the previous section. The observed asymptotic
behavior was in full compliance with renormalon expectadiowith successive contributions starting to diverge for
orders aroundr®’—a° within the range of couplings typically employed in present-day lattice simulations.

Extracting the gluon condensate from the average plaguettepioneered in Refs. [17-20] and many attempts
followed during the next decades, see, e.g., Refs. [21¥3@se suffered from insufficiently high perturbative osder
and, in some cases, also finite volume effects. The failunggtike contact to the asymptotic regime prevented a reliable
lattice determination ofG?). This problem was solved in Ref. [10], which we now summarize

Truncating the infinite sum at the order of the minimal cdnittion provides one definition of the perturbative series.
Varying the truncation order will result in changes of % where the dimensiod = 4 is fixed by that of the
gluon condensate. We approximate the asymptotic seri ncated sum

S(a) =Sy (a), where S(a)= i)pjaj“. (21)
i=

No = no(a) is the order for whichpn,a™*1 is minimal. We then obtain the gluon condensate from theicgia

36CH(a)
2\ _ G 272
(G = WKPNC(G)—SP(G)]‘Fﬁ(a Nacp) - (22)

Cgl(a) is proportional to theg8-function, and the first few terms are known, see Eq. (11).Clneections t&Cg = 1
are small. However, the(a?) and&(a?) terms are of similar sizes. We will account for this uncentain our error
budget.

Following Eq. (22), we subtract the truncated sBsa ) calculated from the coefficients, of Ref. [9] from the MC
data on(P)yic(a) of Ref. [31] in the rang¢8 € [5.8,6.65] (B = 6/g°), wherea(B) is given by the phenomenological
parametrization of Ref. [32k(= 8 — 6)

a=roexp(—1.6804— 1.7331x+0.7849¢ — 0.4428¢) , (23)

whererg~ 0.5fm. This corresponds {@/ro)* € [3.1 x 10~°,5.5 x 10~ %], covering more than two orders of magnitude.

4 The leading renormalon is located it d/2 = 2 in the Borel plane, while the first instanton-anti-instamtcontribution occurs ai = By =
1IN, /3=11>> 2.
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FIGURE 2. Left panel: Eq. (22) evaluated using the= 16 andN = 32 MC data of Ref. [31]. Thé&l = 32 outer error bars
include the error o8p(a). The error band is our prediction f¢©g), EQ. (24).
Right panel: Eq. (22) timea* vs.a*(a)/rg from Eq. (23). The linear fit with slope Eq. (24) is to tié< 0.0013r§ points only.

Multiplying this difference by 363/ (m?Cga®) givesr3(Og) plus higher order non-perturbative terms. We show this
combination in the left panel of Fig. 2. The smaller errordx@present the errors of the MC data, the outer error bars
(not plotted folN = 16) the total uncertainty, including that 86. This part of the error is correlated between different
B-values (see the discussion in Ref [10]). The MC data werained on volumedl* = 16* andN* = 32*. Towards
large-values the physical volumésa(3)]* will become small, resulting in transitions into the decoal phase. For
B < 6.3 we find no significant differences between Me- 16 andN = 32 results. In the analysis we restrict ourselves
to the more precisdl = 32 data and, to keep finite size effects under controff t6 6.65. We also limit ourselves
to B > 5.8 to avoid larger’(a?) corrections. At very larg@-values not only does the parametrization Eq. (23) break
down but obtaining meaningful results becomes challengingerically: the individual errors both ¢P)uc (o) and
of Sp(a) somewhat decrease with increasfiigHowever, there are strong cancellations between thesgéetwt, in
particular at largg8-values, since this difference decreases \aith ~ /\fgttexp(16n23/33) on dimensional grounds
while (P)mc depends only logarithmically ca

The data in the left panel of Fig. 2 show an approximately tanrtsbehavio?. This indicates that, after subtracting
S (a) from the corresponding MC valuéB)yc(a), the remainder scales like. This can be seen more explicitly
in the right panel of Fig. 2, where we plot this difference attice units againsa®. The result is consistent with a
linear behavior but a small curvature seems to be presentahee parametrized as afrcorrection. The right-most
point (B = 5.8) corresponds ta—! ~ 1.45 GeV whileB = 6.65 corresponds ta ! ~ 5.3 GeV. Note that?-terms are
clearly ruled out.

We now determine the gluon condensate. We obtain the cesatia and its statistical errdG?) = 3.177(36)r,*
from averaging thé&\ = 32 data for 80 < 3 < 6.65. We now estimate the systematic uncertainties. Diftardimite
volume extrapolations of thg,(N) data [9] result in changes of the prediction of about 6%. ABD6% error is due to
including ana®-term or not and varying the fit range. Next there is a scaler@frabout 2.5%, translatiraf into units
of ro. The uncertainty of the perturbatively determined WilsoeficientCg is of a similar size. This is estimated
as the difference between evaluating Eq. (11yta?) and to¢'(a®). Adding all these sources of uncertainty in
quadrature and using the pure gluodynamics value A3 = 0.602(48)r5l yields

(G%) =3.18(29)r,* = 24.2(8.0) A s (24)

The gluon condensate Eq. (6) is independent of the renaratialh scale. Howeve(G?) was obtained employing
one particular prescription in terms of the observable andhoice of how to truncate the perturbative series within a
given renormalization scheme. Different (reasonable3qriptions can in principle give different results. One rfay

5 Note thatng increases from 26 to 27 & = 5.85, from 27 to 28 af = 6.1 and from 28 to 29 a8 = 6.55. This quantization ofiy explains the
visible jump at = 6.1.
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FIGURE 3. Differences(P)mc(a) — Si(a) between MC data and sums truncated at ordérs! (S_; = 0) vs.a(a)/rp. The
linesO al are drawn to guide the eye.

instance choose to truncate the sum at ordgis) + /no(a) and the result would still scale IiW@“QCD. We estimated
this intrinsic ambiguity of the definition of the gluon comate in Ref. [9] a®(G?) = 36/(m?Cga?) ,/Mopn,a™* L,
i.e. as\/ng(a) times the contribution of the minimal term:

5(G?) = 27(11) s (25)

Up to 1/np-corrections this definition is scheme- and scale-indepetahd corresponds to the (ambiguous) imaginary
part of the Borel integral timeg/2/ .

In QCD with sea quarks the OPE of the average plaquette oedAtter function will receive additional contribu-
tions from the chiral condensate. For instaf@8) needs to be redefined, adding terthéym(a)myy) [34, 35]. Due
to this and the problem of setting a physical scale in puredynamics, it is difficult to assess the precise numerical
impact of including sea quarks onto our estimates

(G?) ~0.077GeV}, 5(G?) ~0.087GeVt, (26)

which we obtain usinggy ~ 0.5 fm [36]. While the systematics of applying Egs. (24)—(25jull QCD are unknown,
our main observations should still extend to this case. Weark that our prediction of the gluon condensate Eq. (26)
is significantly bigger than values obtained in one- and lwap sum rule analyses, ranging from 0.01 Gd¥, 37]

up to 0.02 GeV [38, 39]. However, these numbers were not extracted in thmpotic regime, which for @ = 4
renormalon in thé/IS scheme we expectto set in at ordess 7. Moreover, we remark that in schemes without a hard
ultraviolet cut-off, like dimensional regularization gifextraction off G?) can become obscured by the possibility of
ultraviolet renormalons. Independent of these consiaeratall these values are smaller than the intrinsic pigtson
dependence Eq. (25).

Our analysis confirms the validity of the OPE beyond perttiobatheory for the case of the plaquette. Gdr
scaling clearly disfavors suggestions about the existeficimension two condensates beyond the standard OPE
framework [25, 40-43]. In fact we can also explain whyagrcontribution to the plaquette was found in Ref. [25].
In the log-log plot of Fig. 3 we subtract surSs, truncated at different fixed ordeeg™?, from (P)yc. The scaling
continuously moves from a° at &(a®) to ~ a* around¢ (a3°). Note that truncating at am-independent fixed order



is inconsistent, explaining why in the figure we never exaaititain are®-slope. Fon ~ 9 we reproduce tha?-scaling
reported in Ref. [25] for a fixed order truncationrat 7. In view of Fig. 3, we conclude that the observation of this
scaling power was accidental.

THE BINDING ENERGY OF HQET: OPE IN PERTURBATION THEORY

The OPE of the plaquette is analogous to the OPE of the vaculanization (or the Adler function) in position
space. As we already mentioned, the OPE concept of the ization of scales can also be applied to more general
kinematical settings (in particular to cases where somiesae defined in Minkowski spacetime). A prominent
example is heavy quark effective theory (HQET). In this dhsgerm(O;) of Eq. (1) is replaced by a non-perturbative
quantity, the so-called heavy quark binding enefgythat cannot be represented as an expectation value of la loca
gauge invariant operator. We consider the self-energy @aayhquark in the infinite mass limit (in other words, the
self-energy of a static source in the triplet represemntafior other color representations see Ref. [7]), that isellp
related toA. We compute this quantity in close analogy to the case of khguette in lattice regularization.

First we compute the self-energy of the static quark in pbettion theory (again using NSPT). We obtain this from
the Polyakov loop in an asymmetric vqurNéNTa“ of spatial and temporal exteritga andNy a, respectively:

1 1 | Nt
L(NSaNT):N_gngr X4|/;|:OUX,4 ’ (27)

or, more specifically, from its logarithm

_n <|-(Ns,

P(Ns,Nr) = Jlpert _ Zbcn Ns,Np)a™t. (28)

Again, Uy , denotes a gauge link and= (x,x4) € Ag are Euclidean lattice points. We define the energy of a static
source and its perturbative expansion in a finite spatialmel,

om(Ns) = N!|!r1>]oo P(Ng,Nr) = ;%1 Zocn(Ns)a”“(l/a), where ¢,(Ns) = NETmcn(Ns, Nt), (29)
n=

and its infinite volume limit

[

_ _ = -+l ; — i
om= Slllrrrrng Ns,Nr) = 2 ZOC na"t5(1/a) with c;, NISITmC”(NS)' (30)
We now construct the purely perturbative OPE in a finite vaduFor largeNs, we can write &1 > (Nsa) 1]:
12 fn(NS) 1 1
dm(Ns) = (cn— —= ) a"H1/a)+ 0| = (31)
an; Ns Ng
_1 cna™(1/a) — 1 faa™1/(Nsa)] + ﬁ(i) .
an; Nsa n;) N2

Note the similarity between this equation and Eq. (12)Ns) = ZT:O frﬁj) Inj(NS) is again a polynomial in powers

of In(Ns), and thef\!) are known combinations ¢@-function coefficients and lower order infinite volume exgian
coefficientsy, k < n. The main difference with respect to the gluon condensateithe power correction scales like
1/Ns, instead of ¥NZ, and that now the Wilson coefficient is trivial. ThigNs scaling also means that the renormalon
behavior will show up at lower ordersof the perturbative expansion. Fitting thgNs) data to this equation, the first
20 ¢, coefficients were determined in Refs. [6-8] and confrontgh thie renormalon expectatiofis:

nﬁwNm(ﬁo)“r(n+1+b> bs | B ($/2-%)

2n) Ta+b) |TTneb) T o) (neb-1)

+ooe (32)

6 Here we deviate from Refs. [6-8] in the definition of the canst,, see Eq. (15).
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comparison to the theoretical prediction Eq. (33), truedadt different orders in/h. In the inset we magnify the asymptotic
region.

In the lattice scheme the numerical values of the above ciifs reads; = 1.3609538111) andb?(s?/2— ;) =
5.34(51). As expected, the above expansion converges much fastemithan Eq. (13). Calculating the ratio of
subsequent perturbative coefficients gives

o 1_PBo {1+9—$]—§1+n—13 [zb2s2+b(b—1>sl]+ﬁ<$>}- (33)

ChiN 27 n

We remark that Eq. (14) includes the effect of the non-tliWéson coefficientCg. Therefore, just settind = 1 in
that equation does not resultin Eq. (33) above.

In Fig. 4 we compare the data to Eqg. (33) for two differenidattiscretizations of the covariant temporal derivative,
which amounts to “smearing” or not smearing temporal gairde| This should not affect the infrared behavior and,
indeed, beyond the first few orders the difference beconvésilite. The asymptotic behavior of the perturbative serie
due to the renormalon is confirmed in full glory foe> 8, proving the existence of the renormalon behavior in QCD
beyond any reasonable doubt. Again the incorporation defwslume effects was decisive to obtain this result.

THE BINDING ENERGY OF HQET: OPE BEYOND PERTURBATION THEORY

The methods used for the gluon condensate can also be applEtier observables. We now consider the non-
perturbative evaluation of the energy of a static-light amesn the lattice and its OPE:

Emc(a) = Eper(a) + A+ O(algcp) - (34)

A is the non-perturbative binding energy agh(a) = dm(a) is the self-energy of the static source in perturbation
theory, i.e. Eq. (30). In HQET the mass of tBeneson is given aBg = n107pert+ﬂ+ 0(1/my), wheremy pert is the
b-quark pole maseng’s, which suffers from the same renormalon ambiguitpas[44—46].
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FIGURES5. aA = aBEyc —aSsy, VS.a/rg. The sumaSsy, Eg. (36) was also converted into tNES scheme at two\S;) and three
(MS3) loops and truncated at the respective minimal orders. Thees are fits td\a+ ca?/ r%.

The perturbative expansion adm(a) = ¥ ,cha™ ! was obtained in Refs. [6, 7] up ©6(a?%), see the previous
section. Its intrinsic ambiguity

SA = /Mgty @™+t = 0.748(42) \yys = 0.450(44)r* (35)

was computed in Refs. [7, 8]. MC data for the ground stateggryc of a static-light meson with the Wilson action
can be found in Refs. [47-49].

Truncating the infinite sum idm at the order of the minimal contribution provides one deifimibf the perturbative
series. As we did for the plaquette, we approximate the asytioseries by the truncated sum

no(ar)

Sm(@) =73 3 cia’™, (36)
=

whereng = ng(a) is the order for which:noorno+1 is minimal. While for the gluon condensate we expectedan

scaling (see the right panel of Fig. 2), fah = aEyc — aSsm(a) we expect a scaling linear ea Comforting enough
this is what we find, up to the expectaﬁ(aAéCD) discretization corrections, see Fig. 5. Subtracting thgdaum

truncated at ordensy(a) = 6 from the < [5.9,6.4] data, we obtair = 1.55(8)r, * from such a linear plus quadratic
fit, where we only give the statistical uncertainty. The esrof the perturbative coefficients are all tiny, which alfow
us to transform the expansi@dm(a) into MS-like schemes and to computeaccordingly. We define the schemes
MS, andMS; by truncatingays(@ ) = a(1+dia +dxa2 +...) exactly ato'(a®) and 0(a*), respectively. The

d; are known forj < 3 [7, 8]. We typically findn¥"> (ams,) = 2,3 and obtaim\ ~ 2.17(8)ry " andA ~ 1.89(8)r, %,
respectively, see Fig. 5. We conclude that the changes dhese resummations are indeed of the Size~ O.Srgl,
adding confidence that our definition of the ambiguity Eq) {8%either a gross overestimate nor an underestimate.
For the plaquette, where we exp(ag'ts ~ 7, we cannot carry out a similar analysis, due to the extrgimgh precision
that is required to resolve the differences betw8gw ) and(P)mc(a), which largely cancel in Eq. (22).



CONCLUSIONS

For the first time ever, perturbative expansions at ordeergthe asymptotic regime is reached have been obtained
and subtracted from non-perturbative Monte Carlo data efsthatic-light meson mass and of the plaquette, thereby
validating the OPE for these cases beyond perturbatiorryh&he scaling of the latter difference with the lattice
spacing confirms the dimensian= 4. Dimensiond < 4 slopes appear only when subtracting the perturbativeseri
truncated at fixed pre-asymptotic orders. Therefore, werjmet the lower dimensional “condensates” discussed in
Ref. [40] as approximate parametrizations of unaccountztupbative effects, i.e. of the short-distance behavior.
These will be observable-dependent, unlike the non-geative gluon condensate. Such simplified parametrizations
introduce unquantifiable errors and, therefore, are otéichphenomenological use. As we have demonstrated above
(see Fig. 3), even the effective dimension of such a “coratefis/aries when truncating a perturbative series at
different orders. In Refs. [41-43] various analyses, basedodels such as string/gauge duality or Regge models,
have been made claiming the existence of non-perturbaitiverdsion two condensates. Our results strongly suggest
that there may be flaws in these derivations.

We observe thah and(G?) do not depend on the lattice spacing (i.e. on the renormializacale). In other words,
they are renormalization group invariant quantities, gseeted. This is coherent with the interpretation of these
guantities to be of ordefgcp and/\4QCD, respectively. However, the valuesdfand (G?) will depend on the details
of how the divergent perturbative series is truncated ameded (and therefore implicitly also on the scheme used in
the perturbative expansion), as well as on the observabléasan input in the determination.

We have obtained an accurate value of the gluon condens&€(@®) gluodynamics, Eq. (24). It is of a similar
size as the intrinsic difference, Eq. (25), between (realkl®) subtraction prescriptions. This result contradicts
implicit assumption of sum rule analyses that the renormatabiguity is much smaller than leading non-perturbative
corrections. The value of the gluon condensate obtained suitn rules can vary significantly due to this intrinsic
ambiguity if determined using different prescriptions micating at different orders in perturbation theory. @iga
the impact of this, e.g., on determinations @f from 7-decays or from lattice simulations needs to be assessed
carefully.

As already mentioned in the previous paragraph, due to thecoavergent nature of the perturbative series, the
binding energyA and the gluon condensat&?) are in principle ill-defined quantities. The intrinsic ambity of
their definition can, however, be estimated. The ambigdithe HQET binding energpA = 0.75(4)\y;5 as well as
the ambiguityd (G?) = 27(11)/\4M_S of the non-perturbative gluon condensate are scale- amnmeiization-scheme
independent, at least up tg'rl-corrections, wherey is the order of the minimal term of the perturbative series.
In the first case this ambiguity is significantly smaller than- 2.6Ays. In the second case the ambiguity is larger
than values typically quoted foiG?), including our resul{G?) ~ 24A% . The size of5(G?) Z (G?) means that,
at least in pure gluodynamiés(G?) should not be used to estimate the magnitude of unknown ecupative
corrections. Instead, the ambiguidyG?) should be used for this purpose. An exception to this rulesitations
where the renormalon ambiguities cancel exactly or arelskal instance, the perturbative expansion of a difference
between two observablgB,) — (By) that receive contributions Cg; (G?)/Q* with a relative normalization such that
Cg, =Cg, + 0'(a) will be partially blind to the associatedi= 4 infrared renormalon if théB;) are expanded at the
same scale, in the same renormalization scheme and the setinechis used to truncate both perturbative series.
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