Determination of the top-quark on-shell mass Mt via the scale-invariant perturbative
relation to its MS mass
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In the paper, we firstly improve the scale-setting procedures of the principle of maximum conformality (PMC) such that the correct magnitudes of the αs and the MS running mass m of the
perturbative QCD series are determined simultaneously with the help of the renormalization group
equation. By using the derived formulas, we determine the top-quark on-shell mass via the four
loop MS-on-shell quark mass relation. Its prediction avoids the conventional renormalization scale
ambiguity, and a more precise pQCD prediction can be achieved. By taking the top-quark MS mass
+2.21
fixed-point mt (mt ) = 162.5+2.1
−1.5 GeV as an input, we obtain, Mt ≃ 172.41−1.57 GeV, in which the
error is the squared average of those from ∆αs (MZ ), ∆mt (mt ), and the approximate error from the
uncalculated five-loop terms predicted by using the Padé approximation approach.
PACS numbers: 12.38.-t, 12.38.Bx, 11.10.Gh

I.

INTRODUCTION

The top quark is the heaviest elementary particle in
the Standard Model (SM), and its mass is one of the
most important input parameters of the SM. The largest
mass amongst the quarks, or equivalently the strongest
Yukawa coupling, implies that the top quark plays an important role in governing the stability of the electroweak
vacuum. Determining the top-quark mass accurately is
helpful not only for precision test of the SM, but also for
the search of new physics beyond the SM. Direct measurements of the top quark mass reach a highly precision in proton-proton (pp) collisions at the LHC [1–8],
which rely on the reconstruction of the top quark decay products and the multipurpose Monte Carlo (MC)
event generators. Some other measurements have also
been performed in Refs.[9–17]. In the theoretical side,
there are many attempts to relate it to the on-shell (OS)
scheme mass, c.f. Refs.[18–25]. It has a 0.5 ∼ 1 GeV uncertainty between the top-quark MC mass (MtMC ) and
the top-quark OS mass (MtOS ) [26–32].
The top-quark OS mass has been investigated in detail in Refs.[33–50]. The OS mass can also be related to
the modified minimal subtraction (MS) scheme mass by
using the perturbative relation between the bare mass
(m0 ) and renormalized mass in the OS or MS scheme,
OS
MS
OS
e.g. m0 = Zm
MtOS and m0 = Zm
mt (µ). The Zm
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MS are the quark mass renormalization constants
and Zm
in the OS or MS scheme, respectively. In perturbative
Quantum Chromodynamics (pQCD) theory, the relation
between the OS mass and MS mass has been calculated
up to four-loop level [51–63]. Using this relation, one can
determine the OS mass by using the experimental result
of MS mass. During the determination, the key issue is
to determine the exact values of the strong coupling constant (αs ) and the MS running mass (m). The scale running behavior of αs and m(µ) are governed by a general
renormalization group equation (RGE) involving both
the β function [64–68] and the quark mass anomalous
dimension γm [69, 70]. Using the reference points, such
as αs (MZ ) = 0.1179 ± 0.0009 and mt (mt ) = 162.5+2.1
−1.5
GeV issued in Particle Data Group [71], one can obtain
their numerical values at any scale. The remaining task
for determining the precise value of top-quark OS mass
is then to fix the correct αs and mt values for the perturbative series of a pQCD approximant.

In general, people take the guessed renormalization
scale as the momentum flow of the process, whose purpose is to eliminate large logarithms, or to minimize the
higher-order contributions, or to achieve theoretical predictions consistent with the experimental data, and etc.
Such naive treatment will violate the renormalization
group invariance (RGI) [72–74], which indicates that the
predictions for physical observables should be independent of the choice of the renormalization scale. In order
to eliminate the artificially introduced renormalization
scale ambiguity, the principle of maximum conformality (PMC) has been suggested [75–78]. The PMC provides a rigorous scale-setting approach for obtaining unambiguous fixed-order pQCD predictions consistent with
the principles of renormalization group. And it also satis-
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fies all of the requirements of RGI. The complete discussions about the PMC can be found in these review articles [79, 80]. The PMC method has been successfully applied to several high-energy processes [81–87], which aim
to determine the correct magnitude of the strong running
coupling αs of the perturbative series by using the procedures performed in Refs.[88, 89]. However, there are also
many other progresses associated with both the running
coupling αs and the MS running mass m. Due to the
appearance of nf -terms from the quark mass m-running,
the formulas listed in Refs.[88, 89] are not applicable in
these perturbative series 1 . In this paper, we will improve the PMC scale-setting procedures to determine the
top-quark OS mass by simultaneously fixing the correct
magnitudes of the αs and the MS running mass m of the
perturbative series with the help of RGE.
The remaining parts of this paper are organized as follows. In Sec. II, we will show the special degeneracy
relations of the nonconformal terms in the perturbative
coefficients by using the Rδ -scheme 2 . Then we will give
the improved procedures of the PMC scale-setting approach under the running mass scheme. We will apply
them to determine the top-quark OS mass Mt via its perturbative relation to the MS mass in Sec. III. Section IV
is reserved for a summary.
II.

CALCULATION TECHNOLOGY
A.

Observables in Rδ

As the extension of Ref.[88], we consider the pQCD
prediction ρ0 (Q2 ) including the MS running mass. In

the reference scheme R0 , it can be written as:
"
#
∞
X
n
2
2 k
2
rk (µr /Q )as (µr ) , (1)
ρ0 (Q ) = C0 m (µr ) 1 +
k=1

where as = αs /(4π), µr stands for the renormalization
scale, and Q represents a physical scale of the measured
observable, m is the quark running mass, n is the power
of m associated with the tree-level term, and the C0 is
a global factor. The pQCD series will be independent
of the choice of renormalization scale µr , if it can be
possible to calculated up to all orders. However, it is
not feasible to achieve this goal due to the difficulty of
the high-order calculation. Generally, the pQCD series
becomes renormalization scale and scheme dependent at
any finite order, whose dependencies can be exposed by
using the Rδ -scheme. One can derive the general expression for ρ in Rδ by using the scale displacements in any
Rδ -scheme:
as (µr ) = as (µδ ) +

∞
X
1 dn as (µ)
n! (d ln µ2 )n
n=1

∞
X
1 dn m(µ)
m(µr ) = m(µδ ) +
n! (d ln µ2 )n
n=1

(−δ)n , (2)
µ=µδ

(−δ)n , (3)
µ=µδ

µ2

where δ = − ln µr2 . It is useful to derive the general
δ
displacement relations as expansions up to fixed order,
which is shown in the Appendix.
Inserting these expressions into Eq. (1), one can obtain
the expression of ρ for an arbitrary δ up to a4s -order in
any Rδ -scheme:

n
h
n
n2 2 2 i 2
ρδ (Q2 ) = C0 mn (µδ ) 1 + (r1 + nγ0 δ)as (µδ ) + r2 + β0 r1 δ + n(γ1 + γ0 r1 )δ + β0 γ0 δ 2 +
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2 0
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+ 0
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2
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4
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During the preparation of this paper, we have observed that a
study on the relation between the OS mass and the MS running mass by using PMC has been issued in Ref.[90]. It should
be pointed out that the authors there do not distinguish the
functions of various nf -terms in the perturbative series, which
is important to achieve a precise prediction [91]. Thus their
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treatments can only be treated as an effective but not an strict
application of the PMC.
The Rδ -scheme represents the MS-type renormalization scheme
with a subtraction term ln(4π) − γE − δ, where the δ is an arbitrary finite number. Especially, Rδ=0 = MS. Detailed description about the Rδ -scheme can be found in Sec. II of Ref.[88].
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where µ2δ = µ2r eδ .
The renormalization equations acquires that the allorders expression for a physical observable is renormalization scale invariant; i.e.,
∂ρδ
∂ρδ
∂ρδ
dρδ
+ mγm (as )
=
+ β(as )
.
dδ
∂δ
∂as
∂m
= 0.

(5)

Thus, we can obtain
∂ρδ
∂ρδ
∂ρδ
− mγm (as )
= −β(as )
.
∂δ
∂as
∂m

(6)

Therefore, by absorbing all {βi } and {γi } dependence
into the running coupling and running mass, one can obtain a scale-invariant prediction due to the δ-dependence

C1 (µr ) = r̂1,0 + nγ0 ln

is to be vanished in Eq. (4). The coefficients of the resultant series will thus be equal to those of the conformal
theory, e.g. ∂ρδ /∂δ = 0. The expression in Eq. (4) also
exposes the pattern of {βi }-terms and {γi }-terms in the
coefficients at each order. It is possible to find that there
are some degenerated relations between some of the coefficients of the {βi }-terms and the {γi }-terms; e.g., the coefficient of β0 a2s , nγ0 a2s and β1 a3s can be set equal. Thus,
one can rewrite the expression of ρ as the following form:
n
ρ(Q2 ) = C0 mn (µr ) 1 + C1 (µr )as (µr ) + C2 (µr )a2s (µr )
o
+ C3 (µr )a3s (µr ) + C4 (µr )a4s (µr ) + O[a5s (µr )] ,(7)
where

µ2r
,
Q2

(8)
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C2 (µr ) = r̂2,0 + β0 r̂2,1 + nγ0 r̂2,1 + (β0 r̂1,0 + nγ1 + nγ0 r̂1,0 ) ln

where the r̂i,j are independent of µr , the r̂i,0 are conformal coefficients, and the {βi }-terms and {γi }-terms are
the nonconformal terms. In the case n = 0, one can obtain scale independent conformal series by applying the

PMC procedures shown in Ref.[88, 89], which indicates
that only the {βi }-terms appear in the pQCD series. In
the next section, we will firstly show the formulas in the
case n 6= 0.

4
B.

PMC single-scale approach under the running
mass scheme

can be expand as a power series over as (Q∗ ); i.e.,
n

ln
Adopting the idea of PMC single-scale approach [89],
the effective running coupling as (Q∗ ) and running mass
m(Q∗ ) can be formed by absorbing all the nonconformal
terms. Eq. (7) will change to the following conformal
series,

Q2∗ X
Si ais (Q∗ ),
=
Q2
i=0

(13)

where Si are perturbative coefficients that can be derived
by using the known pQCD series. For n 6= 0, the first
four coefficients are
S0 = 0,

(14)
(β0 + nγ0 )r̂2,1
S1 = −
,
(15)
nγ0
nγ0 r̂3,2
β1 r̂2,1
S2 = r̂1,0 r̂2,1 − r̂3,1 −
−
2
nγ0


γ1 r̂2,1
2r̂1,0 r̂2,1 − 2r̂3,1
3r̂3,2
+β0
+
−
nγ02
nγ0
2


r̂3,2
r̂1,0 r̂2,1
,
(16)
−
+β02
n2 γ02
nγ0

n
ρ(Q) = C0 mn (Q∗ ) 1 + r̂1,0 as (Q∗ ) + r̂2,0 a2s (Q∗ )
o
+r̂3,0 a3s (Q∗ ) + r̂4,0 a4s (Q∗ ) + O[a5s (Q∗ )] ,(12)
where Q∗ is the PMC scale. More explicitly, by using
scale displacement relations to shift the scale µr to Q∗ in
the Eq. (7), the PMC scale Q∗ is determined by requiring
all the nonconformal terms vanish.
Due to its perturbative nature, the solution of ln

Q2∗
Q2

and
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It can be found that the PMC scale Q∗ is explicitly independent of the choice of the renormalization scale µr at
any fixed order. The magnitudes of the running mass m
and running coupling constant as are determined simultaneously. Matching with the µr -independent conformal
coefficients ri,0 , the conventional renormalization scale
ambiguity is eliminated. In the following section, we will
apply these formulas to determine the top-quark OS mass
Mt via its perturbative relation to the MS mass.

A.

Properties of the top-quark on-shell mass Mt

The top-quark OS mass can be expressed as following
perturbative series by using the relation between the OS
mass and the MS mass; i.e.,
n
Mt = mt (µr ) 1 + C1 (µr )as (µr ) + C2 (µr )a2s (µr )

o
+C3 (µr )a3s (µr ) + C4 (µr )a4s (µr ) + O[a5s (µr )] (18)
,

III.

NUMERICAL RESULTS

To do the numerical calculation, we adopt αs (MZ ) =
0.1179 ± 0.0009 and mt (mt ) = 162.5+2.1
−1.5 GeV [71]. And
the running of the strong coupling αs (µr ) is evaluated by
using the RunDec [92].

where the perturbative coefficients Ci (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) have
been known in Refs.[59, 60] and Cn (µr ) are functions
of ln(µ2r /m2t (µr )). The µr dependence of the top-quark
MS running mass mt (µr ) is governed by the quark mass
anomalous dimension γm , which has been calculated up
to O(α5s ) [93, 94]. Then the top-quark MS running mass

5
mt (µr ) can be fixed by the following equation [94]:
mt (µr ) = mt (mt )

ct [αs (µr )/π]
ct [αs (mt )/π]

180

(19)

where ct (x) = x4/7 (1 + 1.19796x + 1.79348x2 −
0.683433x3 − 3.53562x4).
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FIG. 2. The top-quark OS mass Mt versus the renormalization scale (µr ) under PMC single-scale approach up to different perturbative orders.
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FIG. 1. The top-quark OS mass Mt versus the renormalization scale (µr ) under conventional scale-setting approach up
to different perturbative orders.

By taking all input parameters to be their central values, we show the top-quark OS mass Mt under conventional scale-setting approach in FIG. 1. FIG. 1 indicates that the conventional renormalization scale dependence becomes small when more loop terms have been included. Numerically, we have Mt |Conv. = [172.23, 172.88]
for µr ∈ [mt (mt )/2, 2mt (mt )]; e.g., the net scale error
is ∼ 0.4%. It should be point out that such small net
scale dependence for the prediction up to a4s -order is due
to the well convergent behavior of the perturbative series. The relative magnitudes of the leading-order-terms
(LO): next-to-leading-order-terms (NLO): next-to-nextto-leading-order-terms (N2 LO): next-to-next-to-nextto-leading-order-terms (N3 LO): next-to-next-to-next-tonext-to-leading-order-terms (N4 LO) ≃ 1: 4.60%: 0.98%:
0.30%: 0.12% for the case of µr = mt (mt ), and also due
to the cancellation of scale dependence among different
orders. However, the renormalization scale uncertainty
at each perturbative order is still large and unchangeable. For example, the Mt up to N4 LO-level has the
following perturbative behavior:
+6.36
+1.80
Mt |Conv. = 162.5−8.15
−0.83 + 7.48+0.62 + 1.60+0.14
+0.14
+0.49+0.47
+0.03 + 0.19+0.01

= 172.26+0.62
−0.03 (GeV)

(20)

where the central values are for µr = mt (mt )
GeV, and the errors are obtained by varying µr ∈
[mt (mt )/2, 2mt (mt )]. It shows that the absolute scale
errors are about 5%, 86%, 115%, 98%, and 74% for the
LO: NLO: N2 LO: N3 LO: N4 LO, respectively.

Similarly, we present Mt under PMC scale-setting approach in FIG. 2. After applying the PMC scale-setting
procedures shown in Section II, the perturbative nature
of the top-quark OS mass Mt pQCD series is greatly
improved. For example, the convergence of Mt pQCD
series is improved because of the elimination of divergent renormalon terms n!βin ans , and the relative magnitudes of the LO: NLO: N2 LO: N3 LO: N4 LO of the pQCD
series changes to 1: 4.79%: −1.15%: −0.15%: 0.07%.
This leads to the results of Mt up to different orders are
nearly consistent with each other. Furthermore, there is
no renormalization scale ambiguity for the PMC prediction; e.g., FIG. 2 also shows that Mt is independent to
any choice of µr . Numerically, we have
n
Mt |PMC = mt (Q∗ ) 1 + r̂1,0 as (Q∗ ) + r̂2,0 a2s (Q∗ )
o
+r̂3,0 a3s (Q∗ ) + r̂4,0 a4s (Q∗ ) + O[a5s (Q∗ )]
= 166.49 + 7.97 − 1.92 − 0.25 + 0.12
= 172.41(GeV),

(21)

where the PMC scale Q∗ can be fixed up to N2 LL accuracy by using Eqs.(13-17); i.e.,
ln

Q2∗
= −68.73as(Q∗ ) + 247.483a2s (Q∗ )
m2t (Q∗ )
−6447.27a3s (Q∗ ),

(22)

which leads to Q∗ = 123.3 GeV. Q∗ is independent of
the choice of µr . Due to its perturbative nature, we take
the magnitude of the last known term as the unknown
N3 LL term. As a conservative estimation of the unknown
perturbative
terms, we obtain a scale shift of ∆Q∗ =

+0.2
−0.3 GeV and then
∆Mt |PMC = (+0.04
−0.03 )(GeV).

(23)

This error is called as the first kind of residual scale dependence due to unknown higher-order terms [95].

6
B.

Theoretical uncertainties

In the pQCD calculation, the magnitude of unknown
perturbative terms is also a major source of errors. It
is helpful to find a reliable prediction of the unknown
higher-order terms. The Padé approximation approach
(PAA) [96, 97] is a well known method to estimate the
(n + 1)th -order coefficient for a given nth -order perturbative series, which has been tested on various known QCD
results [98]. More explicitly, for the pQCD approximant
ρ(Q) = c1 as + c2 a2s + c3 a3s + c4 a4s , the preferable [n/n+1]type PAA predictions [99] of the a5s -terms of Mt under
the conventional scale-setting approach is
5

LO
ρN
[1/2] =

2c2 c3 c4 − c33 − c1 c24 5
as ,
c22 − c1 c3

(24)

This indicates that the top-quark OS mass could depend
almost linearly on its MS mass, since the error is at the
same order of O(∆mt (mt )) 3 .

IV.

In the present paper, we improve the PMC scalesetting procedures for eliminating the conventional renormalization scale ambiguity of the predictions under the
MS running mass scheme, which simultaneously determine correct magnitudes of the αs and the MS running
mass m of the perturbative series with the help of the
RGE. By applying such formulas, we have obtained a
precise top-quark OS mass,

and the preferable [0/n-1]-type PAA predictions the a5s terms of Mt under the PMC scale-setting approach [81]
is
5

LO
ρN
[0/3] =

c42 − 3c1 c22 c3 + 2c21 c2 c4 + c21 c23 5
as .
c31

(25)

This error could be called as the second kind of residual scale dependence due to unknown higher-order terms.
Then, our prediction of the magnitude of the N5 LO-terms
of top-quark OS mass Mt is
5

LO
∆Mt |N
Conv. = ±0.08(GeV),

(26)

5
LO
∆Mt |N
PMC

(27)

= ±0.02(GeV).

Note that, the conventional result is obtained by taking
µr = mt (mt ), whose numerical result will vary with the
renormalization scale. However, the PAA prediction of
the PMC series is independent of the choice of µr , since
the PMC coefficients are scale-invariant.
The squared average of the above two residual scale dependence leads to a net perturbative error due to uncalculated higher-order terms under conventional and PMC
scale-setting approaches; i.e.,
order
∆Mt |High
= (+0.63
−0.09 )(GeV),
Conv.

(28)

order
∆Mt |High
PMC

(29)

= ±0.04(GeV).

This shows that the PMC scale-invariant series provides a more accurate basis than the conventional scaledependent one for estimating the errors caused by uncalculated higher-order terms.
There is theoretical error due to ∆αs (MZ ). As an estimation, using αs (MZ ) = 0.1179 ± 0.0009 [71], we obtain
∆α (MZ )

s
∆Mt |Conv.

∆αs (MZ )
∆Mt |PMC

= ±0.09(GeV),
=

(+0.10
−0.08 )(GeV).

(34)

172.41+2.21
−1.57(GeV),

(35)

where the errors are mean square of those from
∆mt (mt )
∆Mt |High order , ∆Mt |∆αs (MZ ) , and ∆Mt |Conv.
.
Among the errors, the one caused by ∆mt (mt ) is
dominant 4 , and we need more accurate data to suppress
this uncertainty. The conventional predictions have
still the renormalization scale uncertainty by varying
µr ∈ [mt (mt )/2, 2mt (mt )], even though its magnitude
is small due to the cancellation of scale errors among
different orders. Up to the present known N4 LO level,
the predictions under the PMC and conventional scalesetting approaches are both consistent with the newest
experimental measurement [9].
The accuracy of the pQCD prediction under the MS
running mass scheme depends strongly on the exact value
of αs and m. After applying the PMC, the correct values
of the effective αs and m can be determined, its resultant more convergent pQCD series also leads to a much
smaller residual scale dependence, thus a reliable and precise pQCD prediction can be achieved. It is also a very
useful method to determine the bottom-quark OS mass
and the charm-quark OS mass in the future.
Acknowledgments: We thank Sheng-Quan Wang,
Jian-Ming Shen, Jun Zeng and Qing Yu for helpful discussions. This work was supported in part by the Natural Science Foundation of China under Grant Grant
No.12175025 and No.12147102, and by the graduate research and innovation foundation of Chongqing, China
under Grant No.ydstd1912.

(30)
(31)
3

∆m (mt )

= (+2.20
−1.57 )(GeV),

(32)

∆m (mt )

= (+2.21
−1.57 )(GeV).

(33)

∆Mt |PMCt

Mt |Conv. = 172.26+2.29
−1.58(GeV),
Mt |PMC =

As for the error from the choice of the top-quark MS
mass ∆mt (mt ) = (+2.1
−1.5 ) GeV, we obtain
t
∆Mt |Conv.

SUMMARY

4

Due to the experimentally measured value of top-quark OS mass
is more precise than that of the top-quark MS mass, one can extract the MS mass mt (mt ) by using the Eq.(18) or the resultant
PMC series. Such discussion has been shown in the Appendix.
If the value of mt (mt ) can be measured very accurately
to avoid the ∆mt (mt ) error, we will obtain Mt |Conv. =
+0.11
172.26+0.64
−0.13 (GeV), and Mt |PMC = 172.41−0.09 (GeV).
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1
+2n2 γ0 γ1 )δ 2 +
2nβ02 γ0 + 3n2 β0 γ02
3!


 
1
3nβ0 γ2
+n3 γ03 δ 3 a3s + nγ3 δ +
2

+2nβ1 γ1 + nβ2 γ0 + 2n2 γ0 γ2 + n2 γ12 δ 2

1
+
6nβ02 γ1 + 5nβ0 β1 γ0 + 9n2 β0 γ0 γ1
3!


1
+3n2 β1 γ02 + 3n3 γ02 γ1 δ 3 +
6nβ03 γ0
4!
 
+11n2 β02 γ02 + 6n3 β0 γ03 + n4 γ04 δ 4 a4s

5
+O(as ) .

APPENDIX

1.

Scale Displacement Relation

The general scale displacement relations of the strong
coupling constant as and the quark running mass m up
to fourth-order are

aks (µ0 ) = aks (µδ ) + kβ0 δak+1
(µδ )
s



k + 1 2 2 k+2
+k β1 δ +
β0 δ as (µδ )δ + k β2
2

(k + 1)(k + 2) 3 3 k+3
2k + 3
β0 β1 δ 2 +
β0 δ as (µδ )
+
2
3!

+O[ak+4
(µδ )].
(36)
s



1
mn (µ0 ) = mn (µδ ) 1 + nγ0 δas +
nβ0 γ0 + n2 γ02 δ 2
2


1
+nγ1 δ a2s + nγ2 δ + (2nβ0 γ1 + nβ1 γ0
2

2.

Degeneracy Relation

Due to the special degeneracy found in Eq. (4), the
expression for ρ at µr = Q can be rewritten as

n
ρ(Q2 ) = C0 mn (Q) 1 + r̂1,0 as (Q) + (r̂2,0 + β0 r̂2,1 + nγ0 r̂2,1 ) a2s (Q)
i
h
n2 2
3n
β0 γ0 r̂3,2 +
γ0 r̂3,2 a3s (Q)
+ r̂3,0 + β1 r̂2,1 + 2β0 r̂3,1 + β02 r̂3,2 + n(γ0 r̂3,1 + γ1 r̂2,1 ) +
2
2


h
5
5
+ r̂4,0 + β2 r̂2,1 + 2β1 r̂3,1 + 3β0 r̂4,1 + β0 β1 r̂3,2 + 3β02 r̂4,2 + β03 r̂4,3 + nβ0 2γ1 r̂3,2 + γ0 r̂4,2
2
2
 11n

 γ 2 r̂
3
4,2
β 2 γ0 r̂4,3 + n2 0
+ γ1 γ0 r̂3,2 + n2 β0 γ02 r̂4,3
+n β1 γ0 r̂3,2 + γ2 r̂2,1 + γ1 r̂3,1 + γ0 r̂4,1 +
2
6 0
2
i
o
n3
+ γ03 r̂4,3 a4s (Q) + O[a5s (Q)] .
6

On the other hand, a pQCD calculation prediction for
a physical observable at µr = Q is




∞
i−1
X
X

ρ(Q2 ) = C0 mn (Q) 1 +
ci,j nj  ais (Q) (. 39)
f

i=1

j=0

Comparing the Eq. (38) with Eq. (39) in each order,
the coefficients of nf series can be matched to the ri,j
coefficients in a unique way5 . More explicitly, one can
derive the relations between cn,j and ri,j by using the βi
and γi coefficients given in [68, 94]; e.g., it is easy to find
that r̂1,0 = c1,0 . Substituting β0 = 11 − 32 nf and γ0 = 4
into the a2s -order coefficient of Eq. (38), we can find r2,0

5

In principle, one must treat the nf terms unrelated to renormalization of the running coupling and running mass as part of the

(37)

(38)

and r2,1 :


2
c2,0 + c2,1 nf = r̂2,0 + 11 − nf r̂2,1 + 4nr̂2,1 ,(40)
3
which leads to
r̂1,0 = c1,0 ,
r̂2,0



33
3
= c2,0 + 6n +
c2,1 , r̂2,1 = − c2,1 .
2
2

(41)
(42)

Following the same procedures, one can derive these relations up to any order. In present work, we will use the
relations up to fourth order; i.e.,

conformal coefficient; e.g., the nf terms coming from light-bylight diagrams in QCD belongs to the conformal series.

8






1089
321
33
c3,1 9n2 + 99n +
c3,2 − 10n2 + 11n +
c2,1 ,
r̂3,0 = c3,0 + 3n +
2
4
2
27n + 99
10n + 57
9
3
c3,2 +
c2,1 , r̂3,2 = c3,2 ,
r̂3,1 = − c3,1 −
4 
4 
4
4




33
1089
3267n 35937
r̂4,0 = c4,0 + 2n +
c4,1 + 4n2 + 66n +
c4,2 + 8n3 + 198n2 +
c4,3
+
2
4
2
8




 20n3
10n2
50n3
2595n 10593
321
c3,2 −
c3,1 +
−
+ 185n2 +
+
+ 15n +
− 160ζ3 n2
3
2
2
3
2
27
2411n2 860n
11675 
−
c2,1 ,
−
− 1320ζ3 n +
9
3
16




85n2 401n 4113
1
495n 3267
1
19n2
c4,3 +
c3,2
+
+
+
+
r̂4,1 = − c4,1 − (5n + 33) c4,2 −
2
2
2
4
8
6
4
8




5n 19
100n2
2467n 479
+
c3,1 +
c2,1 ,
+
+ 40ζ3 n +
−
6
2
27
72
4






3
285
27
325 35n
33n 297
r̂4,2 = c4,2 +
c4,3 − 5n +
c3,2 +
c2,1 , r̂4,3 = − c4,3 .
+
−
4
4
8
8
48
18
8

3.

It is also a useful way to extract the MS mass mt (mt )
from the experimental result of OS mass. The PDG [71]
shows the world average result of top-quark OS mass is
Mt = 172.5 ± 0.7 GeV, which is more precise than that
of the top-quark MS mass mt (mt ) = 162.5+2.1
−1.5 GeV.
In the conventional scale-setting approach, one can extract the MS mass mt (mt ) by using the Eq.(18) and setting the renormalization scale µr = mt (mt ); i.e.,
(47)

where the center value is obtained by adopting Mt =
172.5 GeV and the error is cause by the ∆Mt = ±0.7
GeV.
If considering the uncertainty of the renormalization
scale µr ∈ [ 21 mt (mt ), 2mt (mt )], we obtain
162.73+0.00
−1.16 (GeV),

(48)

mt (mt )|Conv. = 162.73+0.67
−1.34 (GeV),

(49)

mt (mt )|Conv. =

(44)

(45)
(46)

renormalization scale uncertainty; i.e.,

Extracting the MS mass mt (mt )

mt (mt )|Conv. = 162.73+0.67
−0.67 (GeV),

(43)

Thus, we obtain

where the errors are mean square of ∆Mt = ±0.7 GeV
and the renormalization scale µr ∈ [ 21 mt (mt ), 2mt (mt )].
In the PMC scale-setting approach, one can extract
the MS mass mt (mt ) by using the PMC series without
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mass and field anomalous dimensions to O(α5s ), J. High
Energy Phys. 10 (2014) 076.
X. C. Zheng, X. G. Wu, S. Q. Wang, J. M. Shen,
and Q. L. Zhang, Reanalysis of the BFKL Pomeron at
the next-to-leading logarithmic accuracy, J. High Energy
Phys. 10, 117 (2013).
J. L. Basdevant, The Pade approximation and its physical applications, Fortsch. Phys. 20, 283 (1972).
M. A. Samuel, G. Li, and E. Steinfelds, Estimating perturbative coefficients in quantum field theory using Pade
approximants. 2., Phys. Lett. B 323, 188 (1994).
M. A. Samuel, J. R. Ellis, and M. Karliner, Comparison
of the Pade Approximation Method to Perturbative QCD
Calculations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 4380 (1995).
E. Gardi, Why Pade approximants reduce the renormalization scale dependence in QFT?, Phys. Rev. D 56, 68
(1997).

