arXiv:1906.05379v3 [hep-ph] 3 Dec 2019

Theoretical uncertainties for electroweak and Higgs-boson precision measurements at FCC-ee

A. Freitas^{∗1}, S. Heinemeyer^{∗2}, M. Beneke^3, A. Blondel^4, S. Dittmaier^5, J. Gluza^{6,7}, A. Hoang^8, S. Jadach^9, P. Janot^{10}, J. Reuter^{11}, T. Riemann^{6,12}, C. Schwinn^{13}, M. Skrzypek^8, and S. Weinzierl^{14}

1University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15260, USA

2Instituto de Física Teórica, UAM Cantoblanco, E–28049 Madrid, Spain; Campus of International Excellence UAM+CSIC, Cantoblanco, E–28049, Madrid, Spain; Instituto de Física de Cantabria (CSIC-UC), E–39005, Santander, Spain 3Physik Department T31, TU München, D–85748 Garching, Germany 4University of Geneva, Geneva, Switzerland 5Freiburg University, D–79104 Freiburg, Germany 6Institute of Physics, University of Silesia, Katowice, Poland 7Faculty of Science, University of Hradec Králové, Czech Republic 8University of Vienna, A–1090 Wien, Austria 9Institute of Nuclear Physics, PAN, 31-342 Krakow, Poland 10CERN, PH Department, Geneva, Switzerland 11DESY Theory Group, D–22607 Hamburg, Germany 12DESY Theory Group Zeuthen, D–15738 Zeuthen, Germany 13RWTH Aachen, D–52056 Aachen, Germany 14PRISMA Cluster of Excellence, University of Mainz, D–55099 Mainz, Germany

Abstract Due to the high anticipated experimental precision at the Future Circular Collider FCC-ee (or other proposed e^+e^− colliders, such as ILC, CLIC, or CEPC) for electroweak and Higgs-boson precision measurements, theoretical uncertainties may have, if unattended, an important impact on the interpretation of these measurements within the Standard Model (SM), and thus on constraints on new physics. Current theory uncertainties, which would dominate the total uncertainty, need to be strongly reduced through future advances in the calculation of multi-loop radiative corrections together with improved experimental and theoretical control of the precision of SM input parameters. This document aims to provide an estimate of the required improvement in calculational accuracy in view of the anticipated high precision at the FCC-ee. For the most relevant electroweak and Higgs-boson precision observables we evaluate the corresponding quantitative impact.

IFT-UAM/CSIC-18-021, TUM-HEP-1185/19, KW 19-001, TTK-19-20, UWThPh 2019-16,
IFJPAN-IV-2019-8, FR-PHENO-2019-010, DESY 19-105, arXiv:1906.05379

∗Conveners of Pheno WG2 (“Precision electroweak calculations”) of the FCC-ee design study

1 Introduction

With the discovery of the Higgs boson, all elements of the Standard Model have been experimentally confirmed and tested in great depth. On the other hand, observational evidence for neutrino masses, dark matter and the matter-antimatter asymmetry require physics beyond the Standard Model. One promising way to probe such new physics is through precision measurements of the properties of the electroweak gauge bosons and the Higgs boson. This is the avenue pursued by several proposals for a future e^+e^− collider. In particular, the FCC-ee concept is designed to run at the Z pole, the W W threshold, as a Higgs factory, and at the tt̄ threshold, and thus it is can improve indirect probes for new physics from all of these by several orders of magnitude compared to existing bounds [1, 2].

The anticipated experimental accuracy of an observable has to be matched with a theory prediction of at least the same level of accuracy to make maximum use of the experimental data. Both types of uncertainties (theoretical and experimental) must be taken into account when deriving constraints on new physics from the data.

Several sources of theory uncertainties have to be distinguished. The intrinsic uncertainties are due to missing higher-orders in the perturbative expansion of the SM (or BSM) prediction for an observable. The parametric uncertainties are due to the imperfect experimental knowledge of the SM input parameters as well as theory uncertainties induced in their extraction from data^1. The extraction of a quantity from a cross section or an asymmetry requires the theory prediction of this cross section or asymmetry to at least the same order of precision^2. Finally, it is worth mentioning that the achievable precision for the prediction of a given observable is not only limited by the theory uncertainty to this observable. In many cases, the determination of the “observable” itself from experimental data requires theory input for the subtraction of background and/or the evaluation of the impact of experimental acceptances. Thus the typical electroweak precision observables and Higgs precision observables are technically “pseudo-observables”.

In this paper the current status and future implications of all three types of theory uncertainties will be summarized. While they have been obtained for the FCC-ee, they are valid for all future high precision e^+e^− colliders running on the Z pole or above the HZ threshold, such as ILC, CLIC, or CEPC. We will use anticipated FCC-ee precisions to illustrate the impact of theory uncertainties. This compilation may serve as a reference for other FCC-ee (or similar) studies.

1The distinction between observables and input parameters is somewhat arbitrary in global electroweak fits. However, if an observable is affected by a large uncertainty from an input parameter, the precision of the global fit will typically be impacted to a similar degree. For this reason we will refrain from discussing global fits separately in this document.

2It is worth noting that in some cases the impact of theory uncertainties can be reduced by analyzing certain ratios or difference of measured quantities.

2 Methods for estimation of theory errors

Some of the commonly used techniques for the determination of theory errors are (for a review see Ref. [3])

• Determine relevant prefactors pertaining to a class of higher-order corrections, such as couplings, group factors, particle multiplicities, mass ratios, etc. It is assumed that the remainder of the loop amplitude is O(1).

• If several orders of radiative corrections to some quantity have already been computed, one can extrapolate to higher orders based on the observation that the perturbation series approximately follows a geometric series.^3

• When using MS renormalization, one can use the scale dependence of a given fixedorder result to estimate the size of the missing higher orders. This method is commonly used in the context of QCD corrections, but is less useful for electroweak calculations.

• Compare the results in different renormalization schemes, such as the on-shell and MS schemes, where the differences are of the next order in the perturbative expansion.

There is no formal argument concerning the validity of any of these methods and their usefulness is mostly supported based on experience. The estimates in the following subsections are mostly derived using the prefactor and geometric series methods. The reader should take the numbers presented below with a grain of salt and be aware that they are educated guesses rather than robust quantitative predictions.

3 SM parameter determination

The prediction of precision (pseudo-)observables depends on the input quantities G_F, α(M_Z ) ≡ α/(1 − Δα), α_s(M_Z ), M_Z , M_H , m_t and m_b (and m_c). These need to be determined with sufficient precision from independent measurements. G_F is currently known with a very small uncertainty of 0.5 ppm, such that it will be a subdominant uncertainty source for future FCC-ee precision tests. All of the remaining parameters can, in principle, be measured at FCC-ee with improved precision compared to current world averages. However, each of these measurements is also subject to theory uncertainties itself. Here we list the future expectations for the most relevant SM input parameters, as derived for the FCC-ee. For other e^+e^− collider experiments different uncertainties are expected, and the relevant numbers given below could be rescaled.

M_H : The Higgs mass can be measured from e^+e^− → HZ at √ s = 240 GeV with a precision of the order of 10 MeV [4, 5]. At this level of precision, theory uncertainties (mainly due to final-state radiation effects) are subdominant.

3It should be kept in mind that the series coefficients receive combinatorial enhancement factors at higher orders. The method described here is a heuristic ansatz that empirically works for extrapolations to two- or three-loop order.

M_Z : The Z mass can be determined from the line-shape of the process e^+e^− → ff̄ at several center-of-mass energies above and below √ s = M_Z . The experimental precision at FCC-ee is estimated to be below 0.1 MeV. On the theory side, this measurement is primarily affected by QED initial-state radiation and interference between initial and finalstate. Smaller modification arise from non-resonant photon exchange and electroweak box diagrams. In Ref. [6] it was estimated that the uncertainty for the current best calculations of these effects amounts to less than 0.1 MeV.

α_s(M_Z ): Given the overconstrained system of electroweak precision pseudo-observables, the value of α_s(M_Z ) can be extracted from a global fit to these quantities. The experimental uncertainty from such a fit to FCC-ee data is projected to be about 10^{−4} [7]. One advantage of this approach is that the strong coupling is obtained directly at the scale μ = M_Z , where nonperturbative uncertainties are suppressed by powers of M^2_Z , in contrast to α_s determinations from hadronic τ decays or jet event shapes. However, perturbative uncertainties will be important. To evaluate their impact, one can look at R_ℓ, which is one of the most sensitive pseudo-observables for α_s. With δ_{th}R_ℓ = 1.5 × 10^{−3}, see Tab. 1 below, one obtains a theory uncertainty of 0.00015 for α_s(M_Z ) in addition to the experimental uncertainty.

m_t (defined as the MS mass, m_t(m_t)): The top-quark mass can be determined from a threshold scan near the pair production threshold at √ s ≈ 350 GeV, using a threshold mass definition (1S or PS). The projected experimental uncertainty for this measurment is δm_t ≈ 17 MeV [2]. On the theory side, there are several uncertainty sources [9]: (i) The perturbative uncertainty for the calculation of the threshold shape. The currently most precise result includes NNNLO QCD [10] and NNLO EW and non-resonant corrections (counting orders in non-relativistic, resummed perturbation theory for the top threshold) [11], resulting in an error of m_t of somewhat less than 50 MeV. It is expected that this can be further improved by matching the fixed-order calculation with resummed calculations based on effective field theories, currently available at the NNLL level [13], but it may be difficult to reduce the error by a factor of two or more. (ii) The threshold shape calculations are performed by using a threshold mass definition (1S or PS), which must be translated into the MS scheme. This translation is currently known to the four-loop level [14], resulting in an uncertainty of about 10 MeV. (iii) The threshold shape prediction and mass scheme translation depend on the value of α_s. Assuming an uncertainty δα_s ∼ 0.001 leads to a top-quark mass error of δm_t ∼ 15 MeV for the measurement of a top threshold mass definition [11], but to an uncertainty in the conversion to the MS mass of roughly 70 MeV [12]. With a future improved measurement of α_s at FCC-ee (see above), the latter error contribution can also be reduced to the level of 15 MeV. Combining these three error sources, a theory uncertainty of less than 50 MeV for m_t appears feasible.

Besides the issues discussed above, the achievement of this goal will require a very accurate determination of the efficiencies of experimental acceptances and selection cuts. This task is facilitated by the inclusion of higher-order corrections and resummation results in a Monte-Carlo event generator. Work in this direction is underway, with recent evaluations the NNLL resummed threshold-shape in the presence of phase-space cuts [13], NLO QCD corrections for off-shell tt̄ production [15], and matching between these contributions [16], complementing the semi-analytic approach [17,18] implemented in the most recent NNNLO

QCD + NNLO EW/non-resonant calculation [11].

m_b and m_c (defined as MS masses, m_b(m_b) and m_c(m_c)): We use estimated future values of δm_b(m_b) ∼ 13 MeV and δm_c(m_c) ∼ 7 MeV [19]. These are based on projected improvements in lattice calculations, for which we take the moderately conservative LS scenario in Ref. [19]. Note that some analysis based on QCD sum rules already claim an uncertainty of δm_b ∼ 10 MeV [20], but these error estimates are not confirmed in other analyses of the same quantities [21,22]. It would be very welcome to have the two independent results from lattice and QCD sum rules for cross-checking and for putting uncertainty estimates to a more solid basis.

Δα: The potentially most difficult parameter to measure is the shift in the electromagnetic fine structure constant, Δα ≡ 1 − α(0)/α(M_Z). It is traditionally determined from data on e^+e^− → hadrons and tau decays to hadrons [23], with a current uncertainty of δ(Δα) = O(10^{−4}). More accurate data for these inputs is expected to become available from BES III [24], VEPP-2000 [25] and Belle II [26]. It was estimated that an uncertainty of 4×10^{−5} to 5×10^{−5} could be reached, depending on improvements in QCD theory input [27]. At FCC-ee, independent measurements of e^+e^− → hadrons could be obtained through the radiative return method [28]. The ultimate precision on Δα that could be reached by this method is not yet clear, but in view of the importance of the quantity Δα for EW processes it would be highly desirable to have independent results on Δα for a firm uncertainty assessment.

In addition, the expected high luminosity may, for the first time, enable the possibility to measure α(M_Z ) directly from e^+e^− → ff̄ at √ s_± = M_Z ± 3 GeV [29]. In Ref. [29] it was evaluated that from an analysis of the FB asymmetry of e^+e^− → μ^+μ^− one can determine α(M_Z ) with an experimental uncertainty of 3 × 10^{−5}. However, this also requires theory input for the subtraction of other electroweak corrections from the pure s-channel photon exchange contribution, which is the part that directly depends on α(M_Z ). In particular, one needs to subtract contributions from s-channel Z exchange, box diagrams, and corrections to the γff vertex. All of these contributions are currently at the one-loop level (see for example Ref. [30]) and have an impact of O(10^{−3}) on the extracted value of α(M_Z ). This value is relatively small due to partial cancellations between A_{FB} at s_+ and s_−, but still large compared to the experimental target. With existing loop calculation methods, it is possible to compute complete fermionic two-loop corrections, as well as O(αα^2_s) corrections. After inclusion of these contribution, the remaining theory uncertainty is estimated to amount to O(10^{−4}). If additionally the full O(α^2), O(α^2α_s) and double-fermionic O(α^3) corrections become available, this uncertainty may be reduced to the level of a few times 10^{−5}. These calculations (which include two- and three-loop box diagrams) would require new developments for loop integration techniques, but may be achievable in the future.

There are also important QED effects in A_{FB}(s_+) − A_{FB}(s_−) due to initial-final state interference, examined in the recent study of Ref. [31]. They are numerically much bigger than non-QED EW corrections – amounting to about 0.5%, in spite of the partial cancellation in the difference. It was shown in Ref. [31], that thanks to an advanced technique for soft photon resummation, it can be controlled theoretically with a precision of O(0.01%). Another factor ∼ 10 improvement is needed in order to match FCC-ee experimental precision of the direct measurement of α(M_Z ).

For illustration, two scenarios for Δα will be considered below, one with total anticipated uncertainty of 5 × 10^{−5} (assuming a combination of the experimental and possible future theory uncertainties of similar magnitude) and an optimistic one with total uncertainty of 3 × 10^{−5} (corresponding to subdominant theory uncertainties). For the optimistic scenario, we also consider a reduced uncertainty of α_s, which may be achievable by combining several observables [32].

Taking into account the experimental and theoretical uncertainties discussed above, one arrives at the following estimates for the achievable precision (from direct determination) for the most important SM parameters at the FCC-ee:

δm_t = 50 MeV, δm_b = 13 MeV, δM_Z = 0.1 MeV, δα_s = 0.0002 (0.0001), δ(Δα) = 5 × 10^{−5} (3 × 10^{−5}). (1)

For m_t and α_s, another factor two improvement could be envisioned with a more ambitious theory advancement.

4 Electroweak precision observables

4.1 EWPO definitions

The most important electroweak precision observables (EWPO) are related to properties of the Z and W bosons. Z-boson properties are determined from measurements of e^+e^− → ff̄ on the Z-pole. To isolate the physics of the Z-boson, the typical set of pseudo-observables is defined in the terms of the de-convoluted cross-section σ_f (s), where the effect of initial- and final-state photon radiation and from s-channel photon and double-boson (box) exchange has been removed. The impact of these corrections will be discussed below. The customary set of pseudo-observables are

σ^0_{had} = ∑ q σ_q(M^2_Z ), (2)

Γ_Z = ∑ f Γ[Z → ff̄], (from a fit to σ_f (s) at various values of s) (3)

R_ℓ = [∑ q σ_q(M^2_Z ) ] /σ_ℓ(M^2_Z ), (ℓ = e, μ, τ) (4)

R_q = σ_q(M^2_Z )/ [∑ q σ_q(M^2_Z ) ] , (q = b, c) (5)

A^f_{FB} = σ_f (θ <^π_2 ) − σ_f (θ >^π_2 ) σ_f (θ <^π_2 ) + σ_f (θ >^π_2 )

≡^3_4 A_eA_f , (6)

A^f_{LR} = σ_f (P_e < 0) − σ_f (P_e > 0) σ_f (P_e < 0) + σ_f (P_e > 0) ≡ A_e|P_e|. (7)

Quantity FCC-ee Current intrinsic error Projected intrinsic error M_W [MeV] 0.5–1^‡ 4 (α^3, α^2α_s) 1 sin^2 θ^ℓ_{eff} [10^{−5}] 0.6 4.5 (α^3, α^2α_s) 1.5 Γ_Z [MeV] 0.1 0.4 (α^3, α^2α_s, αα^2_s) 0.15 R_b [10^{−5}] 6 11 (α^3, α^2α_s) 5 R_l [10^{−3}] 1 6 (α^3, α^2α_s) 1.5 ‡The pure experimental precision on M_W is ∼ 0.5 MeV [1, 2], see Sec. 4.2.2 for more details.

Table 1: Estimated precision for the direct determination of several important electroweak precision observables at FCC-ee [1,2,33] (column two, including systematic and observablespecific) uncertainties; as well as current intrinsic theory errors for the prediction of these quantities within the SM (column three). The main sources of theory errors are also indicated. Column four shows the estimated projected intrinsic theory errors when leading 3-loop corrections become available. See text for more details.

Here θ is the scattering angle and P_e is the polarization of the incoming electron beam.^4 The asymmetry parameters are commonly written as

A_f =

1 − 4|Q_f | sin^2 θ^f_{eff} 1 − 4|Q_f | sin^2 θ^f_{eff} + 8(Q_f sin^2 θ^f_{eff} )^2

. (8)

Here Q_f denotes the charge of the fermion, and sin^2 θ^f_{eff} is the effective weak (fermionic) mixing angle. Another important precision observable is the W -boson mass. It is currently measured most precisely from the lepton p_⊥ distribution in pp → ℓν at hadron colliders, and it can be calculated within the SM from the Fermi constant, G_F, of muon decay.

The expected precision for the experimental determination of some of these quantities at FCC-ee is given in the second column of Tab. 1 [1, 2, 33]. The Z-boson quantities can be determined from a run at √ s = M_Z with several ab^{−1}, and smaller statistics runs at centerof-mass energies above and below the Z peak for the purpose of M_Z and Γ_Z measurements. The W mass can be determined from a run at several values of √ s near the threshold 2M_W with a combined luminosity of O(ab^{−1}). Note that the number for M_W in the table includes an estimate of the theory error as described in section 4.2.2, since the measurement of M_W requires a full SM prediction (not only QED) for the W W cross-section near threshold as input.

4.2 Theory uncertainties for EWPO

4.2.1 Intrinsic uncertainties

The quantities listed in Tab. 1 can be predicted within the SM by using G_F, α(M_Z ), α_s(M_Z ), M_Z , M_H and m_t as inputs. The radiative corrections in these predictions are currently

4Formulas for electron and positron polarization can be found, e.g., in Ref. [8].

known including complete two-loop corrections In addition, approximate three- and fourloop corrections of O(α^3_t ), O(α^2_t α_s), O(α_tα^2_s) and O(α_tα^3_s) are available, where α_t = y^2_t /(4π) and y_t is the top Yukawa coupling. For a review, see Ref. [3]. The theory uncertainties from missing higher-order corrections are given in the third column of Tab. 1 [34]. Also indicated are the main sources for the respective uncertainties.

As evident from the table, to match the anticipated FCC-ee precision, substantial improvements in the SM theory prediction are necessary. In Ref. [35,36], it was estimated how the intrinsic uncertainty will likely be reduced if the following calculations become available: complete O(αα^2_s) corrections, fermionic O(α^2α_s) corrections, double-fermionic O(α^3) corrections, and leading four-loop corrections enhanced by the top Yukawa coupling.

With the inclusion of these corrections, the estimated future intrinsic uncertainties will become comparable to the anticipated experimental FCC-ee precision, as shown in the fourth column of Tab. 1. However, for some quantities the calculation of additional terms will be necessary to match the anticipated experimental accuracies, in particular for sin^2 θ^ℓ_{eff} . These extra terms include subdominant three-loop and leading four-loop contributions^5.

To carry out these calculations, qualitatively new developments of existing loop integration techniques will be required, but no conceptual paradigm shift. An extensive overview of recent progress in loop calculation techniques and prospects for future developments can be found in Ref. [36, 37]. For the calculation of full SM corrections, numerical integration techniques are often advantageous due to the large number of independent mass and momentum scales involved. Some techniques, such as sector decomposition and Mellin-Barnes representations can in principle be applied to problems with arbitary number of legs and loops. Several public computer codes based on these methods are available. Nevertheless, substantial improvements will be needed to ensure reliable numerical precision of at least 2–3 digits for future 3-loop and 4-loop applications. In some cases where higher precision is needed, more specialized semi-numerical methods can be applied. On the other hand, for QED and QCD corrections on external legs (see below), analytical techniques are typically more efficient if the radition is treated inclusively, or Monte-Carlo techniques if experimental cuts are applied to the phase-space. See Ref. [36, 37] for more details.

On the other hand, it should be kept in mind that the determination of the pseudoobservables in Tab. 1 from experimental data also requires theory input for the removal of initial-state and final-state photon radiation and s-channel photon exchange and box contributions.

For the total cross-section for e^+e^− → ff̄, the contributions from QED radiation are currently known with complete O(α) and O(α^2) corrections and log-enhanced O(α^3L^3) corrections. For the asymmetries, O(α) and O(α^2L^2) corrections are available (with L ≡ log s/m^2_e). More details can be found, for example, in Ref. [38], see also the discussion in Ref. [39].

The theory uncertainty from missing higher QED orders is estimated to amount to a few times 0.01% [38, 40] for the Z-peak cross-section and total width measurements. In order not to be dominated by this uncertainty, it will need to be reduced by about a factor 10 for the FCC-ee. This will require the calculation of non-leading log contributions to

5This future scenario is called TH2 in Ref. [36].

O(α^3) corrections, O(α^3L^2) and O(α^4L^4) contributions, as well as an improved treatment of fermion pair production from off-shell photons.

Generally, the concept of pseudo-observables to describe the Z line shape and asymmetries should be validated (and modified if necessary) at the aimed target precision. On the one hand, a full calculation of the resonance process at O(α^2), including all off-shell contributions and weak corrections, seems necessary. Technically, this is a challenging twoloop calculation with massive particles; conceptually, a method to treat resonance processes (including off-shell tails) is required at the two-loop level. On the other hand, the fieldtheoretical definition of the pseudo-observable should be consistently based on the complex Z pole, and the parametrization of the relevant cross sections via pseudo-observables should be carefully compared to the best achievable prediction. Though very challenging, we are confident that both steps can be made in theory.

The role of theory uncertainties in the determination of M_W from a threshold scan will be discussed in the next subsection.

4.2.2 Parametric uncertainties

As discussed above, the prediction of electroweak precision pseudo-observables depends on the input quantities G_F, α(M_Z ) ≡ α/(1 − Δα), α_s(M_Z ), M_Z , M_H and m_t. Their anticipated precisions, including future FCC-ee measurements are summarized in Eq. 1. In the following we discuss the impact of each of these parameters on the EWPO.

M_H : The Higgs mass can be measured with a precision of the order of 10 MeV. The dependence of other electroweak precision pseudo-observables on M_H is proportional to α log M_H /M_W and thus relatively mild, so that an accuracy below 0.05 GeV will lead to a negligible error contribution for electroweak precision tests.

M_Z : The Z mass is expected to be determined to better than 0.1 MeV. This very small error will not be a limiting factor for electroweak precision fits.

α_s(M_Z ): With a theory uncertainty of 0.00015 for α_s(M_Z ) in addition to the experimental uncertainty, one arrives at the parametric uncertainties as given in Tab. 2.

m_t: With a top quark mass uncertainty of 50 MeV one arrives at the parametric uncertainties as given in Tab. 2.

m_b: The impact of the bottom-quark mass cannot be entirely neglected, but its uncertainty contribution is negligibly small.

Δα: For illustration, we use two scenarios for Δα in our evaluations, one with total anticipated uncertainty of 5×10^{−5} (assuming a combination of the experimental and possible future theory uncertainties of similar magnitude) and an optimistic one with total uncertainty of 3 × 10^{−5} (corresponding to subdominant theory uncertainties). The corresponding results can be found in Tab. 2.

M_W : Here we also discuss the W -boson mass, which will (most likely) not serve as an input parameter. Similarly to the top quark mass, M_W can be determined from a threshold scan near the W -pair threshold, √ s ≈ 161 GeV. It is forseen that the experimental uncertainty at FCC-ee for this measurement is about 0.5 MeV [1, 2]. At the point of highest sensitivity, an uncertainty of the cross-section measurement of 0.1% translates to an uncertainty of ∼ 1.5 MeV on M_W [41]. Therefore a theoretical prediction for the process e^+e^− → 4f with an accuracy of Δσ ∼ 0.01% is desirable, including effects of off-shell W bosons, which become important near threshold.

The currently best calculations are based on complete one-loop results for e^+e^− → 4f [42] and partial higher-order effects for the total cross section from an effective field theory framework [43,44]. The resulting theory uncertainty on M_W is estimated to be about 3 MeV [44]. Building on the effective field theory framework of Ref. [43], this result could be improved if complete 2-loop corrections to e^+e^− → W^+W^− and to W → ff̄^′ become available (which are required for the determination of matching coefficients in the effective theory). While such a calculation poses a challenge, it may be feasible with a serious effort over some number of years. In addition, a more accurate description of initial-state radiation will be important, which includes universal contributions from soft and collinear photon radiation (see Ref. [38] for a review), as well as hard photon radiation. For the latter, a proper matching and merging procedure needs to be employed to avoid double counting [43,45]. Estimates based on scaling arguments [46] or explicit calculation of a subset of leading, Coulomb enhanced, three-loop effects [47] suggest that corrections beyond NNLO are of the order of 0.02%. The full computation of the Coulomb-enhanced three-loop corrections is expected to be feasible after completion of the NNLO EFT calculation. The remaining, non Coulomb-enhanced O(α^3) corrections are therefore expected to be below the FCC-ee target accuracy. The magnitude of single- or non-resonant contributions have been estimated as 0.016-0.03% [46, 47]. These corrections would be included in a full NNLO computation of e^+e^− → 4f, but it may also be possible to compute them within the EFT. These estimates suggest a theory induced systematic error ΔM_W = (0.15 − 0.60) MeV, where the lower value results from assuming the non-resonant corrections are under control.

Current cross-section predictions for e^+e^− → W W → 4f involving final-state quarks do not yet fully control all effects of O(α^2_s), which is, however, needed to meet the 0.01%– 0.04% precision tag for the total cross section. For QCD corrections of “factorizable” origin, which correspond to corrections to hadronic on-shell or off-shell W/Z decays, these corrections are straightforward to supplement, at least for integrated quantities. “Nonfactorizable” QCD interconnection corrections, which involve two-parton exchange between two hadronically decaying W or Z bosons, are more complicated. Their leading resonant contribution should be calculable, so that the remaining uncertainty on those effects will be O(α^2_s/π^2 × Γ_W /M_W ) < 0.01%. It is even expected [48] that the resonant part of the nonfactorizable QCD interconnection effects vanishes to all orders in α_s for inclusive quantities.

The impact of the input uncertainties in eq. (1) on the theoretical prediction of the pseudo-observables in Tab. 1 is given in Tab. 2. Here the numbers in in brackets refer to the optimistic scenario for the theory error of Δα. As evident from the table, the limiting factors among the input parameters are α_s and Δα. The present estimation of the parametric errors can in some cases exceed the anticipated experimental FCC-ee precision, but not by more than a factor of about 2.

Note that the quoted impact of α_s on R_ℓ is a somewhat circular statement, since R_ℓ is the most important pseudo-observable for the determination of α_s.

Quantity FCC-ee future parametric unc. Main source M_W [MeV] 0.5 − 1 1 (0.6) δ(Δα) sin^2 θ^ℓ_{eff} [10^{−5}] 0.6 2 (1) δ(Δα) Γ_Z [MeV] 0.1 0.1 (0.06) δα_s R_b [10^{−5}] 6 < 1 δα_s R_ℓ [10^{−3}] 1 1.3 (0.7) δα_s

Table 2: Estimated experimental precision for the direct measurement of several important electroweak precision observables at FCC-ee [1, 2, 33] (column two, including systematic uncertainties). Third column: parametric uncertainty of several important EWPO due to uncertainties of input parameters given in (1), with the main source indicated in the fourth column.

As discussed above, as total uncertainty for the theoretical prediction of an observable the (quadratic) sum of parametric uncertainties plus intrinsic uncertainty should be taken^6, as given in the fourth column of Tab. 1 and the second and third columns of Tab. 2. More generally, for combined fits to several observables, the parametric uncertainties should be taken into account separately by using the corresponding parameters in the fit.

The above numbers have all been obtained assuming the SM as calculational framework. The SM constitutes the model in which highest theoretical precision for the predictions of EWPO can be obtained. As soon as physics beyond the SM (BSM) will be discovered, an evaluation of the EWPO in any preferred BSM model will be necessary. The corresponding theory uncertainties, both intrinsic and parametric, can then be larger (see, e.g., [35, 49] for the Minimal Supersymmetric SM). A dedicated theory effort (beyond the SM) would be needed in this case.

4.3 Higgs precision observables

For the accurate study of the properties of the Higgs boson, precise predictions for the various partial decay widths, the branching ratios (BRs) and the Higgs-boson production cross sections along with their theoretical uncertainties are indispensable.

4.3.1 Higgs-boson production cross-sections

The very narrow width of the Higgs boson allows for a factorization of all cross-sections with resonant Higgs bosons into production and decay parts to very high precision if the Higgs boson can be fully reconstructed. In this case, finite-width effects and off-shell contributions are of relative size Γ_H /M_H ∼ 0.00003 and thus not relevant; this is in contrast to physics with Z or W resonances, where Γ/M ∼ 0.03. If the Higgs boson is not fully reconstructable

6It should be noted that the intrinsic theory error is not a Gaussian random variable, which plays a role in the combination with other error sources.

Partial width QCD electroweak total H → bb̄/cc̄ ∼ 0.2% < 0.3% < 0.4% H → τ^+τ^−/μ^+μ^− – < 0.3% < 0.3% H → gg ∼ 3% ∼ 1% ∼ 3.2% H → γγ < 0.1% < 1% <1% H → Zγ ≲ 0.1% ∼ 5% ∼ 5% H → W W/ZZ → 4f < 0.5% < 0.3% ∼ 0.5% Table 3: Current intrinsinc uncertainties in the various Higgs-boson decay width calculations, see text and Refs. [19, 53].

(e.g. in H → W W → 2ℓ2ν) Higgs off-shell contributions have to be taken into account (which is straightforward at NLO).

At FCC-ee with √ s = 240 GeV (or other e^+e^− machines near this center-of-mass energy), the Higgs-boson production cross-section is strongly dominated by e^+e^− → ZH, and e^+e^− → νν̄H contributes less than 20% [1, 5]. For these two processes full one-loop corrections in the SM are available [50, 51]. For the dominating ZH production mode they are found at the level of ∼ 5−10%. It can be expected that missing two-loop corrections in the SM lead to an intrinsic uncertainty of O(1%)^7. This number has to be compared to the anticipated experimental accuracy of 0.4% [1,2]. It becomes clear that with a full two-loop calculation of e^+e^− → ZH the intrinsic uncertainty will be sufficiently small. Calculational techniques for 2 → 2 processes at the two-loop level exist, and it is reasonable to assume that, if required, this calculation within the SM can be incorporated for the FCC-ee Higgs precision studies.

For WBF production, the calculation of the full two-loop corrections will be significantly more difficult, since this is a 2 → 3 process. However, one may assume that a partial result based on diagrams with closed light-fermion loops and top-quark loops (in a largem_t approximation) can be achieved, which should reduce the intrinsic theory uncertainty to below the 1% level. Given the fact that the WBF process is less crucial than the HZ channel for the Higgs physics program FCC-ee with √ s = 240 GeV, this will probably be adequate for most practical purposes.

4.3.2 Higgs-boson decays

The current intrinsic uncertainties for the various Higgs-boson decay widths are given in Tab. 3. They have been evaluated as follows [19]:

The QCD uncertainty for H → qq̄ is assumed to be equal to the magnitude of the O(α^4_s ) corrections [54]. The uncertainty due to missing O(α^2) contributions is estimated to be smaller than the known one-loop corrections [55], which themselves are unusually small due to accidental cancellations. Two-loop corrections of O(αα_s) are also available [56] and the uncertainty from 3-loop mixed QCD-weak corrections is estimated to be of similar size as

7This estimate is corroborated by the recent calculation of the two-loop O(αα_s) corrections to ZH crosssection [52], which were found to amount to 1.3%.

decay para. m_q para. α_s para. M_H H → bb̄ 1.4% 0.4% – H → cc̄ 4.0% 0.4% – H → τ^+τ^− – – – H → μ^+μ^− – – – H → gg < 0.2% 3.7% – H → γγ < 0.2% – – H → Zγ – – 2.1% H → W W – – 2.6% H → ZZ – – 3.0% Table 4: Current parametric uncertainties in the various Higgs-boson decay width predictions [19] (see text). “–” indicates a negligible source of uncertainty.

the partial result in Ref. [57].

For H → gg, the QCD uncertainty is estimated from the scale variation of the available N^3LO corrections [58]. The electroweak uncertainty for this channel is estimated based on the observation that the NLO result [59] is dominated by light-fermion loops, and thus the NNLO contribution is expected to be suppressed by a factor N_{lf} α ∼ 0.1−0.2. The same procedure has been employed for H → γγ, using the results from Ref. [60]. Based on the experience from existing results for H → gg and H → γγ, the currently unavailable electroweak NLO corrections to H → Zγ are estimated to be less than 5%. Off-shell effects for H → Z^∗γ are known at the LO one-loop level [61] and the NLO corrections are expected to be small compared to the experimental uncertainty.^8

The uncertainty due to the missing QCD and electroweak two-loop corrections for h → W W, ZZ is estimated by (i) taking square of the known one-loop corrections [62] and, alternatively, (ii) doubling the numerical result of the known leading two-loop corrections in the large-m_t limit [63].

Also the parametric uncertainties can play a non-negligible role for the evaluation of the partial widths. The most important parameters are the bottom quark mass and the strong coupling constant. In Ref. [53] the current uncertainties of α_s and m_b have been assumed to be δα_s = 0.0015 and δm_b = 0.03 GeV. Additionally, we consider δm_c = 0.025 GeV, δm_t = 0.85 GeV and δM_H = 0.24 GeV [64]. The effect on the various partial widths has been evaluated as in Ref. [19] and is shown in Tab. 4.

When comparing the combined intrinsic and parametric uncertainties with the target precision of FCC-ee [1,2], see Tab. 5, it is clear that improvements are necessary. Concerning the intrinsic theory uncertainty, the available predictions for the ff̄ and γγ channels are already sufficiently precise to match the expected FCC-ee experimental uncertainty. With available calculational techniques, the evaluation of complete two-loop corrections to H → ff̄ can be achieved. This would reduce the uncertainty of the electroweak contributions to

8 We assume that a proper experimental definition of this decay mode w.r.t. Dalitz decays [61] will be agreed upon.

decay intrinsic para. m_q para. α_s para. M_H FCC-ee prec. on g^2_{HXX} H → bb̄ ∼ 0.2% 0.6% < 0.1% – ∼ 0.8% H → cc̄ ∼ 0.2% ∼ 1% < 0.1% – ∼ 1.4% H → τ^+τ^− < 0.1% – – – ∼ 1.1% H → μ^+μ^− < 0.1% – – – ∼ 12% H → gg ∼ 1% 0.5% (0.3%) – ∼ 1.6% H → γγ < 1% – – – ∼ 3.0% H → Zγ ∼ 1% – – ∼ 0.1% H → W W ≲ 0.3% – – ∼ 0.1% ∼ 0.4% H → ZZ ≲ 0.3%^† – – ∼ 0.1% ∼ 0.3% Γ_{tot} ∼ 0.3% ∼ 0.4% < 0.1% < 0.1% ∼ 1% † From e^+e^− → HZ production

Table 5: Projected intrinsic and parametric uncertainties for the partial and total Higgsboson decay width predictions (see text). The last column shows the target of FCC-ee precisions on the respective coupling squared.

less than 0.1%. Similarly, the complete NLO corrections to H → Zγ can be carried out with existing methods, resulting in an estimated precision of about 1% (see above for our estimate on the Dalitz decays).

More theoretical work is needed for H → W W, ZZ, gg, which are currently limited by QCD uncertainties. For H → W W, ZZ, the required QCD corrections are essentially identical to those for e^+e^− → W W , and as explained on page 10 it is straightforward to improve them to a practically negligible level. Further significant progress would require the calculation of two-loop electroweak corrections, which for a 1 → 4 process is beyond reach for the forseeable future.

Note, however, that the HZZ coupling will be mostly constrained by the measurement of the e^+e^− → HZ production process at FCC-ee with √ s = 240 GeV, rather than the decay H → ZZ^∗. As discussed in section 4.3.1, it may be assumed that full two-loop corrections (for on-shell Z and H bosons) will eventually be carried out for this process, leading to a remaining intrinsic uncertainty of less than 0.3%.

For H → gg, the NNLO QCD corrections [65] and N^3LO QCD corrections in the largem_t limit [58] are currently available. The leading uncertainty stems from the missing N^4LO corrections in the large-m_t limit. These require the calculation of massless four-loop QCD diagrams, which may be within reach [54, 66]. If these contributions become available, together with three-loop corrections involving bottom loops, the intrinsic uncertainty for H → gg is expected to be reduced to the level of about 1%.

Also shown in Tab. 5 are the projected parametric uncertainties, assuming FCC-ee precisions, see Tab. 1. For inputs, we use δα_s = 0.0002 and δm_t = 50 MeV from eq. (1), δM_H ∼ 10 MeV [67], and δm_b ∼ 13 MeV and δm_c ∼ 7 MeV [19].

The corresponding uncertainties (intrinsic, parametric from quark masses, α_s and M_H ) for the total width are shown in the last line of Tab. 5. They are obtained by adding the uncertainties for the partial widths linearly.

As discussed previously, as total uncertainty of an observable the sum of experimental, intrinsic and parametric uncertainty should be taken. Note that the numbers in Tab. 5 do not take into account correlations between the uncertainties in the Higgs production and decay processes or between different decay processes, in particular entering via Γ_{tot}. Their impact can only be evaluated when the full experimental correlation matrix is known. Most importantly, there is a strong correlation of the parametric uncertainty due to δm_b between g^2_{Hbb} and Γ_{tot}, and some partial correlation of the intrinsic uncertainties between g^2_{HV V} (V = W, Z) and Γ_{tot}, see Refs. [53, 68, 69] for more details.

5 Conclusions

Due to the high anticipated experimental precision at the FCC-ee for electroweak and Higgsboson precision measurements, theoretical uncertainties are expected to play an important role in the interpretation of these measurements within the Standard Model (SM), and thus for expected constraints on new physics. We have reviewed the status of current intrinsic and parametric uncertainties of EWPO and Higgs-boson precisison observables, which are currently much larger than the anticipated future experimental uncertainties. In a second step we have evaluated the possible future intrinsic and parametric uncertainties.

The first one can be improved through calculations of higher-order corrections and the development of more advanced Monte-Carlo tools in the future. We aim to provide a guide of the possible impact and remaining uncertainty from future multi-loop calculations. To match the anticipated FCC-ee precision, one or two loop orders beyond what is available today will be required. It appears promising that some progress in this direction can be made by extending existing calculational techniques, but an extensive and concerted theory effort will be needed to achieve the ultimate FCC-ee precision goals. Similar considerations apply to other future e^+e^− colliders, such as ILC, CLIC, or CEPC.

The parametric uncertainties will improve due to the high-precision measurements of the SM input parameters obtained at the FCC-ee itself. Other proposed e^+e^− colliders have access to subset of these measurements with larger errors; the corresponding parametric uncertainties would have to be rescaled accordingly. These measurements also require that additional radiative corrections be calculated and implemented in Monte-Carlo tools to reduce the theory errors to the desired level.

We hope that this work helps to facilitate the corresponding efforts.

Acknowledgements

J.G. is supported in part by the Polish National Science Centre (NCN) under the Grant Agreement 2017/25/B/ST2/01987 and by international mobilities for research activities of the University of Hradec Králové, CZ.02.2.69/0.0/0.0/16 027/0008487. The work was partly supported by COST (European Cooperation in Science and Technology) Action CA16201 PARTICLEFACE. The work of S.H. was supported in part by the MEINCOP (Spain) under contract FPA2016-78022-P, in part by the Spanish Agencia Estatal de Investigación (AEI), in part by the EU Fondo Europeo de Desarrollo Regional (FEDER) through the project FPA2016-78645-P, in part by the “Spanish Red Consolider MultiDark” FPA2017- 90566-REDC, and in part by the AEI through the grant IFT Centro de Excelencia Severo Ochoa SEV-2016-0597. The work of S.J. is partly supported by the Polish National Science Center grant 2016/23/B/ST2/03927 and the CERN FCC Design Study Programme. T.R. is supported in part by an Alexander von Humboldt Honorary Research Scholarship of the Foundation for Polish Sciences (FNP) and by the Polish National Science Centre (NCN) under the Grant Agreement 2017/25/B/ST2/01987. The work of C.S. is supported by the Heisenberg Programme of the DFG and a fellowship of the Collaborative Research Centre SFB 676 “Particles, Strings, and the Early Universe” at Hamburg University.

References

[1] M. Bicer et al. [TLEP Design Study Working Group Collaboration], JHEP 1401 (2014) 164 [arXiv:1308.6176 [hep-ex]].

[2] A. Abada et al. [FCC Collaboration], CERN-ACC-2018-0057.

[3] A. Freitas, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 90, 201 (2016) [arXiv:1604.00406 [hep-ph]].

[4] P. Azzi, C. Bernet, C. Botta, P. Janot, M. Klute, P. Lenzi, L. Malgeri and M. Zanetti, arXiv:1208.1662 [hep-ex].

[5] G. Moortgat-Pick et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 75 (2015) no.8, 371 [arXiv:1504.01726 [hep-ph]].

[6] S. Jadach, M. Skrzypek and B. Pietrzyk, Phys. Lett. B 456 (1999) 77.

[7] D. d’Enterria and P. Z. Skands (eds.), arXiv:1512.05194 [hep-ph].

[8] G. Moortgat-Pick et al., Phys. Rept. 460 (2008) 131 [hep-ph/0507011].

[9] M. Vos et al., arXiv:1604.08122 [hep-ex].

[10] M. Beneke, Y. Kiyo, P. Marquard, A. Penin, J. Piclum and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 115 (2015) no.19, 192001 [arXiv:1506.06864 [hep-ph]].

[11] M. Beneke, A. Maier, T. Rauh and P. Ruiz-Femenia, JHEP 1802 (2018) 125 [arXiv:1711.10429 [hep-ph]].

[12] A. H. Hoang et al., Eur. Phys. J. direct 2 (2000) no.1, 3 [hep-ph/0001286].

[13] A. H. Hoang and M. Stahlhofen, JHEP 1405 (2014) 121 [arXiv:1309.6323 [hep-ph]].

[14] P. Marquard, A. V. Smirnov, V. A. Smirnov and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114 (2015) no.14, 142002 [arXiv:1502.01030 [hep-ph]].

[15] B. Chokouf-Nejad, W. Kilian, J. M. Lindert, S. Pozzorini, J. Reuter and C. Weiss, JHEP 1612 (2016) 075 [arXiv:1609.03390 [hep-ph]].

[16] J. Reuter, F. Bach, B. Chokoufe Nejad, A. Hoang, W. Kilian, M. Stahlhofen, T. Teubner and C. Weiss, arXiv:1602.08035 [hep-ph]; F. Bach, B. C. Nejad, A. Hoang, W. Kilian, J. Reuter, M. Stahlhofen, T. Teubner and C. Weiss, JHEP 1803 (2018) 184 [arXiv:1712.02220 [hep-ph]].

[17] M. Beneke, B. Jantzen and P. Ruiz-Femenia, Nucl. Phys. B 840 (2010) 186 [arXiv:1004.2188 [hep-ph]].

[18] B. Jantzen and P. Ruiz-Femen?a, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) no.5, 054011 [arXiv:1307.4337 [hep-ph]].

[19] G. P. Lepage, P. B. Mackenzie and M. E. Peskin, arXiv:1404.0319 [hep-ph].

[20] S. Bodenstein, J. Bordes, C. A. Dominguez, J. Penarrocha and K. Schilcher, Phys. Rev.

D 85 (2012) 034003 [arXiv:1111.5742 [hep-ph]]; A. A. Penin and N. Zerf, JHEP 1404 (2014) 120 [arXiv:1401.7035 [hep-ph]].

[21] K. G. Chetyrkin, J. H. Kuhn, A. Maier, P. Maierhofer, P. Marquard, M. Steinhauser and C. Sturm, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 074010 [arXiv:0907.2110 [hep-ph]].

[22] M. Beneke, A. Maier, J. Piclum and T. Rauh, Nucl. Phys. B 891 (2015) 42 [arXiv:1411.3132 [hep-ph]]; B. Dehnadi, A. H. Hoang and V. Mateu, JHEP 1508 (2015) 155 [arXiv:1504.07638 [hep-ph]].

[23] M. Davier, A. Hoecker, B. Malaescu and Z. Zhang, Eur. Phys. J. C 77 (2017) 827 [arXiv:1706.09436 [hep-ph]]; F. Jegerlehner, arXiv:1711.06089 [hep-ph]; A. Keshavarzi, D. Nomura and T. Teubner, Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) 114025 [arXiv:1802.02995 [hep-ph]].

[24] C. Morales Morales [BESIII Collaboration], AIP Conf. Proc. 1735 (2016) 050006.

[25] E. Solodov, Proceedings of the 53rd Rencontres de Moriond (QCD and High Energy Interactions) [moriond.in2p3.fr/Proceedings/2018/Moriond QCD 2018.pdf].

[26] J. Crnkovic, “Measurement of the e^+e^−toπ^+π^−π^0 Cross Section by the Radiative Return method using Belle Data,” Ph.D. thesis, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (2013) [belle.kek.jp/belle/theses/doctor/2013/J.Crnkovic.pdf].

[27] F. Jegerlehner, in A. Blondel et al., “Theory report on the 11th FCC-ee workshop,” arXiv:1905.05078 [hep-ph].

[28] A. Aloisio et al. [KLOE Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 606 (2005) 12 [hep-ex/0407048].

[29] P. Janot, JHEP 1602 (2016) 053 [arXiv:1512.05544 [hep-ph]].

[30] D. Y. Bardin, P. Christova, M. Jack, L. Kalinovskaya, A. Olchevski, S. Riemann and T. Riemann, Comput. Phys. Commun. 133 (2001) 229 [hep-ph/9908433]; A. B. Arbuzov, M. Awramik, M. Czakon, A. Freitas, M. W. Grünewald, K. Mönig, S. Riemann and T. Riemann, Comput. Phys. Commun. 174 (2006) 728 [hep-ph/0507146].

[31] S. Jadach, W. Płaczek, M. Skrzypek, B. F. L. Ward and S. A. Yost, arXiv:1812.01004 [hep-ph].

[32] D. d’Enterria, PoS DIS 2018 (2018) 109 [arXiv:1806.06156 [hep-ex]].

[33] D. d’Enterria, arXiv:1602.05043 [hep-ex].

[34] M. Awramik, M. Czakon, A. Freitas and G. Weiglein, Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 053006 [hep-ph/0311148]; M. Awramik, M. Czakon, A. Freitas and G. Weiglein, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93 (2004) 201805 [hep-ph/0407317]; A. Freitas, JHEP 1404 (2014) 070 [arXiv:1401.2447 [hep-ph]]; I. Dubovyk, A. Freitas, J. Gluza, T. Riemann and J. Usovitsch, Phys. Lett. B 783 (2018) 86 [arXiv:1804.10236 [hep-ph]].

[35] A. Freitas, K. Hagiwara, S. Heinemeyer, P. Langacker, K. Moenig, M. Tanabashi and G. W. Wilson, arXiv:1307.3962; A. Freitas, PoS LL 2014 (2014) 050 [arXiv:1406.6980 [hep-ph]].

[36] A. Blondel et al., arXiv:1809.01830 [hep-ph].

[37] A. Blondel et al., arXiv:1905.05078 [hep-ph].

[38] D. Y. Bardin, M. Grünewald and G. Passarino, hep-ph/9902452; M. Kobel et al. [Two Fermion Working Group], hep-ph/0007180; S. Jadach, B. F. L. Ward and Z. Was, Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 113009 [hep-ph/0006359].

[39] J. Blümlein, A. De Freitas, C. G. Raab and K. Schönwald, Phys. Lett. B 791 (2019) 206 [arXiv:1901.08018 [hep-ph]].

[40] S. Schael et al. [ALEPH and DELPHI and L3 and OPAL and SLD and LEP Electroweak Working Group and SLD Electroweak Group and SLD Heavy Flavour Group Collaborations], Phys. Rept. 427 (2006) 257 [hep-ex/0509008].

[41] P. Azzi et al., arXiv:1703.01626 [hep-ph].

[42] A. Denner, S. Dittmaier, M. Roth and L. H. Wieders, Nucl. Phys. B 724 (2005) 247 Erratum: [Nucl. Phys. B 854 (2012) 504] [hep-ph/0505042].

[43] M. Beneke, P. Falgari, C. Schwinn, A. Signer and G. Zanderighi, Nucl. Phys. B 792 (2008) 89 [arXiv:0707.0773 [hep-ph]].

[44] S. Actis, M. Beneke, P. Falgari and C. Schwinn, Nucl. Phys. B 807 (2009) 1 [arXiv:0807.0102 [hep-ph]].

[45] A. Denner, S. Dittmaier, M. Roth and D. Wackeroth, Nucl. Phys. B 587 (2000) 67 [hep-ph/0006307]; S. Jadach, W. Placzek, M. Skrzypek, B. F. L. Ward and Z. Was, Comput. Phys. Commun. 140 (2001) 475 [hep-ph/0104049].

[46] S. Jadach and M. Skrzypek, arXiv:1903.09895 [hep-ph].

[47] C. Schwinn, in A. Blondel et al., “Theory report on the 11th FCC-ee workshop,” arXiv:1905.05078 [hep-ph].

[48] V. S. Fadin, V. A. Khoze and A. D. Martin, Phys. Lett. B 320 (1994) 141 [hep-ph/9309234].

[49] S. Heinemeyer, W. Hollik and G. Weiglein, Phys. Rept. 425 (2006) 265 [hep-ph/0412214].

[50] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, J. Fujimoto, T. Ishikawa, T. Kaneko, K. Kato and Y. Shimizu, Phys. Lett. B 559 (2003) 252 [hep-ph/0212261].

[51] A. Denner, S. Dittmaier, M. Roth and M. M. Weber, Phys. Lett. B 560 (2003) 196 [hep-ph/0301189].

[52] Y. Gong, Z. Li, X. Xu, L. L. Yang and X. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 95, 093003 (2017) [arXiv:1609.03955 [hep-ph]].

[53] See: https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view/LHCPhysics/LHCHXSWGBRs ;

D. de Florian et al. [The LHC Higgs Cross Section Working Group Collaboration], arXiv:1610.07922 [hep-ph].

[54] P. A. Baikov, K. G. Chetyrkin and J. H. Kühn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 012003 [hep-ph/0511063].

[55] B. A. Kniehl, Nucl. Phys. B 376 (1992) 3; A. Dabelstein and W. Hollik, Z. Phys. C 53 (1992) 507.

[56] A. Kwiatkowski and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Lett. B 338 (1994) 66, Erratum: [Phys. Lett.

B 342 (1995) 455] [hep-ph/9405308]; B. A. Kniehl and M. Spira, Nucl. Phys. B 432 (1994) 39 [hep-ph/9410319]; L. Mihaila, B. Schmidt and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Lett. B 751 (2015) 442 [arXiv:1509.02294 [hep-ph]].

[57] K. G. Chetyrkin, B. A. Kniehl and M. Steinhauser, Nucl. Phys. B 490 (1997) 19 [hep-ph/9701277].

[58] P. A. Baikov and K. G. Chetyrkin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97 (2006) 061803 [hep-ph/0604194];

S. Moch and A. Vogt, Phys. Lett. B 659 (2008) 290 [arXiv:0709.3899 [hep-ph]].

[59] S. Actis, G. Passarino, C. Sturm and S. Uccirati, Nucl. Phys. B 811 (2009) 182 [arXiv:0809.3667 [hep-ph]].

[60] G. Passarino, C. Sturm and S. Uccirati, Phys. Lett. B 655 (2007) 298 [arXiv:0707.1401 [hep-ph]]. P. Maierhöfer and P. Marquard, Phys. Lett. B 721 (2013) 131 [arXiv:1212.6233 [hep-ph]].

[61] L. B. Chen, C. F. Qiao and R. L. Zhu, Phys. Lett. B 726 (2013) 306 [arXiv:1211.6058 [hep-ph]]; Y. Sun, H. R. Chang and D. N. Gao, JHEP 1305 (2013) 061 [arXiv:1303.2230 [hep-ph]]; G. Passarino, Phys. Lett. B 727 (2013) 424 [arXiv:1308.0422 [hep-ph]]; D. A. Dicus, C. Kao and W. W. Repko, Phys. Rev. D 89 (2014) 033013 [arXiv:1310.4380 [hep-ph]].

[62] A. Bredenstein, A. Denner, S. Dittmaier and M. M. Weber, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 013004 [hep-ph/0604011]; A. Bredenstein, A. Denner, S. Dittmaier and M. M. Weber, JHEP 0702 (2007) 080 [hep-ph/0611234].

[63] B. A. Kniehl and M. Spira, Nucl. Phys. B 443 (1995) 37 [hep-ph/9501392]; B. A. Kniehl and M. Spira, Z. Phys. C 69 (1995) 77 [hep-ph/9505225].

[64] M. Tanabashi et al. [Particle Data Group], Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) no.3, 030001.

[65] M. Schreck and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Lett. B 655 (2007) 148 [arXiv:0708.0916 [hepph]].

[66] P. A. Baikov, K. G. Chetyrkin, J. H. Kuhn and J. Rittinger, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108 (2012) 222003 [arXiv:1201.5804 [hep-ph]].

[67] S. Dawson et al., “Snowmass 2013 Community Planning Study Working Group Report:

Higgs Boson,” arXiv:1310.8361 [hep-ex].

[68] A. Denner, S. Heinemeyer, I. Puljak, D. Rebuzzi and M. Spira, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1753 [arXiv:1107.5909 [hep-ph]].

[69] S. Heinemeyer et al. [LHC Higgs Cross Section Working Group Collaboration], arXiv:1307.1347 [hep-ph].