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The first implementation of fragmentation in a numerical code for the
computation of cross sections at next-to-next-to-leading order in QCD has
recently been completed. I will present some results of the first application
of this new framework to the production of top-quark pairs at the LHC in
association with a bottom-flavoured hadron. Additionally, I will present
an extended version of this calculation, which includes the decay of the
B-hadron to a J/1 meson or a muon.
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1 Introduction

Over the years, many different methods of measuring the top-quark mass have been
proposed. Many of these methods rely on observables involving b-quarks from top-
quark decays, but one particularly promising class of measurements substitutes b-
quarks for B-hadrons. This substitution can significantly reduce the systematic un-
certainty of the measurement. Consequently, this type of final state has been studied
in the context of top-quark-mass measurements many times in the past [I}, 2] 3] [4].

However, many of these studies were performed using parton showers, an approach
which was found in ref. [2] to limit the precision of the extracted top-quark mass to
a few GeV. The alternative is to use fixed-order calculations, where the theoretical
uncertainties can be systematically controlled. Past studies were limited to next-to-
leading order (NLO) calculations, such as the one presented in ref. [2]. That study
concluded that using NLO fixed-order calculations improves the theoretical limit on
the precision of the top-quark mass determination to roughly 1 GeV. While this
was a significant improvement over what could be achieved using parton showers, it
is nevertheless not precise enough to compete with modern sub-GeV-precision top-
quark-mass measurements.

To improve on this situation, a next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) calculation
is needed. Ref. [5] presented the first implementation of fragmentation in a general
code for NNLO computations [0l [7, [8 @]. While the implementation is fully general
and can be used to study any process involving any final-state hadron, its first appli-
cation was to top-quark-pair production at the LHC in association with a B-hadron
[5]. These results were later improved upon in ref. [10] by fitting a new set of B-
hadron fragmentation functions and by incorporating the decay of the B-hadron to
a J/1¢ meson or a muon. I will now present some of the results of refs. [5], [10].

2 Results

One of the observables studied in ref. [5] is of particular relevance to future fits of
B-hadron fragmentation functions: the ratio of the transverse momentum of the B-
hadron to the transverse momentum of the jet that contains it, i.e. pr(B)/pr(js).
This observable is a very close proxy for the fragmentation function. It is expected to
be highly sensitive to the shape of the fragmentation function, while being insensitive
to the shape of the parton distribution functions (PDFs). Sensitivity to the PDF's has
always been a concern when fitting fragmentation functions to hadron-collider data,
and is one of the reasons why B-hadron fragmentation function fits typically rely on
ete-collider data only [T, 12 13, 14, 15, 16]. The new fit presented in ref. [10]
follows this trend, being based on data from the ALEPH [17], DELPHI [18], OPAL
[19] and SLD [20] collaborations.
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Figure 1: Left: the distribution of pr(B)/pr(Jg), the ratio of the transverse momenta
of the B-hadron and the jet that contains it, at leading order (green), NLO (blue)
and NNLO (red). Right: a comparison of the sizes of different uncertainties.

Fig. 1| shows the distribution of pr(B)/pr(js) obtained in ref. [5]. Looking at
the left panel, increasing the perturbative order from leading order (LO) to NLO
significantly reduces the scale uncertainties. Including the NNLO corrections reduces
the scale uncertainties by another factor of two around the peak. This highlights the
importance of the NNLO corrections to high-precision fragmentation function fits.
The right panel compares different sources of theory uncertainties. The fragmentation
function uncertainty band (grey) was found to be much wider for this observable
than for the others studied in ref. [5], proving that pr(B)/pr(jp) is indeed unusually
sensitive to the fragmentation function. Additionally, the PDF uncertainty band
(dark red) is tiny and almost completely flat, showing that this observable is indeed
PDF-insensitive. Combined, these two properties imply that, in the future, B-hadron
fragmentation functions could be fitted to LHC data using a similar observable.

In the context of top-quark-mass measurements, one of the most commonly stud-
ied observables is the invariant mass of the B-hadron or one of its decay products
with the charged lepton from the top-quark decay. Refs. [5], [10] studied top-pair pro-
duction in the dileptonic channel, i.e. there are two charged leptons in the final state.
Since determining the charge of the B-hadron can be difficult experimentally, the ob-
servable should be blind to the B-hadron charge. This leads to two possible choices
of the invariant mass for each event. Ideally, the B-hadron and the lepton would
always belong to the same top-quark decay. While this is impossible to achieve, a
good approximation is to always pick the smaller of the two possible invariant masses.
This observable is called m(BY¢)yin-

Ref. [10] studied this observable, also substituting the B-hadron for a .J/¢) meson
or a muon to obtain analogous observables. The results are shown in fig. [2| Unlike
fig. |1 these results use the new fragmentation functions fitted in ref. [I0]. Again,
including the NLO corrections significantly reduces the scale uncertainties. This time,
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Figure 2: The invariant mass m(F?)yuin at LO (green), NLO (blue) and NNLO (red).
Shown are the results for F' = B (left), F' = J/v¢ (centre) and F' = p (right). The
green, blue and red bands correspond to the scale uncertainty bands, while the yellow
bands indicate the fragmentation function uncertainty.

however, including the NNLO corrections leads to a much more dramatic reduction
of the uncertainties, which reach the level of a few percent. Also shown in yellow is
the fragmentation function uncertainty. However, this uncertainty is much smaller
than the scale uncertainties and is only barely visible in fig. [2]

3 Conclusion

I have presented some of the first results of a new framework for the computation
of NNLO cross sections involving final-state hadrons. The results show massively
reduced uncertainties compared to NLO, potentially improving the precision of fu-
ture top-quark-mass measurements. Additionally, I have demonstrated that LHC
data could be included in future B-hadron fragmentation function fits, potentially
significantly improving their precision.
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