arXiv:hep-ph/0310361v2 18 Nov 2003

O(αα_s) relation between pole- and MS-mass of the t-quark∗

F. Jegerlehner and M. Yu. Kalmykov^†

DESY Zeuthen, Platanenallee 6, D-15738, Zeuthen, Germany

The O(αα_s) contribution to the relationship between the MS- and the pole-mass of the t-quark propagator within the Standard Model is reviewed. At the same order also the corrections to the top-Yukawa coupling is discussed. We furthermore present the exact analytic expression for the gaugeless limit.

PACS numbers: 12.15.Lk 14.65.Ha 12.38.Bx 11.10.Gh

DESY 03-180 SFB/CPP-03-50 hep-ph/0310361 October 2003

1. Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) belongs to the class of renormalizable quantum field theories [1] which means, in particular, that a restricted number of input parameters suffice for theoretical predictions of any process. The concrete choice of input parameters defines a specific renormalization scheme. The given set of independent parameters has to be extracted from an appropriate set of experimentally measured quantities. If we would be able to perform perturbative calculations to all orders all renormalization schemes would be equivalent. However, in practice, only the first few coefficients are known, so that predictions depend on the choice of the scheme. Such dependence on the truncation of the perturbative series is known as scheme dependence. In general, the difference between two schemes is of next higher order in the perturbation expansion. For higher order calculations those schemes are preferable for which the uncalculated higher order corrections are small. Of course, to find such a preferred scheme requires to perform calculations in different schemes[2]. Another possibility is to find

∗ Based on the talk given by M.Yu.K. at the XXVII International Conference of Theoretical Physics, Ustroń, Poland, September 15-21, 2003. Work supported in part by DFG under Contract SFB/TR 9-03 and by the European Community’s Human Potential Programme under Contract HPRN-CT-2002-00311, EURIDICE .

† On leave from BLTP, JINR, 141980 Dubna, Russia. (1) the scheme transition relations by calculating the input parameters in one scheme in terms of the input parameters of another scheme order by order in perturbation theory. For electroweak calculations a natural and generally accepted scheme is the so called on-shell scheme [3]–[8], where, in addition to the fine structure constant (and/or the Fermi constant), the pole masses of particles serve as input parameters. However, for quarks the pole mass suffers from renormalon contributions[9] which affect seriously the convergence of the perturbation expansion. This is one of the main reasons why for quarks the MS-mass appears to be a better input parameter. A good illustration of this point is the behavior of the QCD corrections to the ρparameter, which are large when Δρ is expressed in terms of the pole-mass. In contrast, in terms of the MS-mass the expansion coefficients are much smaller[10, 11].

The relation between pole- and MS-mass of quarks has been calculated including one-, two- and leading three-loop corrections. The one–loop results at O(α_s) and O(α) have been presented in [12] and e.g. in [7]^1, respectively. The two–loop O(α^2_s) correction is given in [13], and the same result was obtained via regularization by dimensional reduction in [14]. The renormalized off-shell fermion propagator of order O(α^2_s) has been worked out in [15]. Only recently, in [16], the three–loop O(α^3_s) correction has been published. Finally, the two–loop O(αα_s) and O(α^2) corrections have been calculated in the approximation of vanishing electroweak gauge couplings [17]. Our recent calculation [18], extends previous two–loop O(αα_s) calculations of the gauge boson self–energies [19] and the SM O(α^2) corrections to the relation between the pole- and the MS-mass of the gauge bosons Z and W , presented in [20, 21].

2. Definitions

The definition of the top-quark pole mass has been discussed in [22]. In general, the position of the pole of a fermion propagator, which defines the pole-mass, is given by the formal solution for the momentum p̂ = iM̃ , at which the inverse of the connected full propagator equal zero ip̂ + m − Σ̃(p, m, . . .) = 0 . (1) The “mass” M̃ is a complex number, i.e., M̃ ≡ M^′ −^i_2 Γ^′. The latter parameters are related to the pole mass M and the on-shell width Γ, which are parametrizing the pole of the squared transition matrix element |T |^2 analogous to the boson case, by (see [18])

M̃^2 = M^2 − iMΓ = M^{′2} − Γ^{′2}/4 − iM^′Γ^′ , (2)

1 (see also Eq. (B.5) in Appendix B of [21])

such that M = √ M^{′2} − Γ^{′2}/4 , Γ = M^′ M Γ^′ . (3)

Since M = M^′ +O(α^2) and Γ = Γ^′ +O(α^2) for the O(αα_s) terms considered in this paper we can identify M = M^′ and Γ = Γ^′ in the following.

For the remainder of the paper we will adopt the following notation: capital M ≃ Re M̃ always denotes the pole mass; lower case m stands for the renormalized mass in the MS scheme, while m_0 denotes the bare mass. The on–shell width is given by Γ ≃ −2 Im M̃. In addition we use e, g and g_s to denote the U(1)_{em}, SU(2)_L and SU(3)_c couplings of the SM in the MS scheme.

In perturbation theory (1) is to be solved order by order. For this aim we expand the self–energy function about the lowest order solution p̂ = im_0:

Σ̃(p, m, . . .) = Σ̃ |_{p̂=im0} +(ip̂+m_0) [ Σ̃^′ ]| |_{p̂=im0} +· · · = Σ+(ip̂+m_0) Σ^′ +· · ·

To two loops we then have the solution M̃ m = 1 + Σ_1 + Σ_2 + Σ_1Σ^′_1 , (4)

where Σ_L is the bare (m = m_0) or MS–renormalized (m the MS–mass) L-loop contribution to the amplitude. According to Eq. (4) we need to calculate propagator-type diagrams up to two loops on–shell. In order to get manifestly gauge invariant results the Higgs tadpole diagrams must be included [4]. As we have elaborated in [21] the inclusion of the tadpoles is mandatory also for the self–consistency of the renormalization group (RG).

For our calculation all diagrams have been generated with the help of QGRAF [24]. The C-program DIANA [25] then was used together with the set of Feynman rules extracted from the package TLAMM [26] to produce the FORM input which is suitable for the package ONSHELL2 [27] and/or for another package based on Tarasov’s recurrence relations [28]. The relevant master-integrals have been calculated analytically^2 with the help of techniques developed recently in [30].

3. The gaugeless limit

The complete O(αα_s) result of the calculation within the SM is given in our recent publication [18]. Here we present some details concerning the renormalization and present the complete O(αα_s) answer for the so called

2 Of course, another possibility is to apply directly numerical programs, some of which are discussed in [29].

“gaugeless limit” approximation of the SM. This limit corresponds to the case M_H , m_t ≫ M_W and can be deduced from the Lagrangian of the SM in the approximation g, g^′ → 0, v^2 ≠ 0. It allows us a simplified calculation of the leading top-quark mass corrections to physical observables, like the ρ-parameter or corrections to Z → bb decay [10, 17].

The mass renormalization constant Z_t in the MS scheme at two loops may be written in the form

m_{t,0} = m_t(μ^2) Z_t = m_t(μ^2) ( 1 + g^2(μ^2) 16π^2 m^2_t m^2_W 1 ε Z^{(1,1)}_α + α_s(μ^2) 4π 1 ε Z^{(1)}_{αs} + α_s(μ^2) 4π g^2(μ^2) 16π^2 m^2_t m^2_W ( 1 ε Z^{(2,1)}_{ααs} + 1 ε^2 Z^{(2,2)}_{ααs} ) + O(g^4, α^2_s ) ) , (5)

where α_s = g^2_s /4π and

Z^{(1,1)}_α = − 3 8 m^2_H m^2_t + 3 8 + N_c m^2_t m^2_H

, Z^{(1)}_{αs} = −3C_f . (6)

In our calculation we obtained the two-loop renormalization constants Z^{(2,1)}_{ααs} and Z^{(2,2)}_{ααs}

Z^{(2,2)}_{ααs} = C_f [ −9N_c m^2_t m^2_H + 9 8 m^2_H m^2_t − 9 4 ] , Z^{(2,1)}_{ααs} = C_f [ 2N_c m^2_t m^2_H + 3 2 ] ,(7)

where, in the SM, C_f = 4/3, N_c = 3. We may use the SM renormalization group equations to cross-check the 1/ε^2– and 1/ε–terms [21, 23]. The coefficient Z^{(2,2)}_{ααs} may be calculated from the RG relations which allow one to predict the leading higher order poles in terms of the RG coefficients (see Eq.(4.39) in [18] ). The terms proportional to 1/ε may be deduced from the RG equations calculated in the unbroken phase. It has been shown [21, 23] that in the MS scheme we may write

m^2_t (μ^2) = 1 2 Y^2_t (μ^2) λ(μ^2) m^2(μ^2) , (8)

where m^2 and λ are the parameters of the symmetric scalar potential V V = μ^2 2 ϕ^2 + λ 24 ϕ^4

and Y_t is the top-quark Yukawa coupling. As a consequence we get the following relation for the anomalous dimension γ_t of the mass of the topquark

γ_t = γ_Y + 1 2 γ_m2 − 1 2 β_λ λ , (9) where the relevant RG results in the gaugeless limit up to O(g^4) are [31] γ_m2 ≡ 1 m^2 μ^2 d dμ^2 m^2 = 1 16π^2 [ λ + 3Y^2_t ] + 20 g^2_s Y^2_t (16π^2)^2 , β_λ ≡ μ^2 d dμ^2 λ = 1 (16π^2) [ 2λ^2 + 6λY^2_t − 18Y^4_t ] + g^2_s Y^2_t (16π^2)^2 [ 40λ − 96Y^2_t ] , γ_Y ≡ 1 Y_t μ^2 d dμ^2 Y_t = 1 16π^2 [ 9 4 Y^2_t − 4g^2_s ] + 18 g^2_s Y^2_t (16π^2)^2

. (10)

At the same time, the anomalous dimension γ_t can be related with the renormalization constant (see [20] for details). In our case we get

γ_t = m^2_t m^2_W [ g^2 16π^2

Z^{(1,1)}_α + g^2g^2_s (16π^2)^2 2Z^{(2,1)}_{ααs} ] + g^2_s 16π^2

Z^{(1)}_{αs} .

Finally, the parameter relations Y^2_t =^{2m2t}_{v2} , λ =^{3m2H}_{v2} , g^2 =^{4m2W}_{v2} , provide the bridge between Eqs. (9) and (10) and our Eqs. (6) and (7).

After performing the UV renormalization the MS renormalized amplitudes are finite. The relation between the top–propagator pole M̃ and the MS mass m_t can be written as M̃ m_t = 1 + Σ_{1,MS} + { Σ_2 + Σ_1Σ^′_1 } MS + O(g^4, α^2_s) , (11)

where

Σ_{1,MS} = α_s 4π C_f [ 4 − 3 ln m^2_t μ^2 ] + g^2 16π^2 m^2_t m^2_W [ Z^{(1,1)}_α ln m^2_t μ^2 + (1 + y^2) 2y −N_c m^2_t m^2_H − m^4_t 8m^4_H ln(1 + y) + m^2_t 8m^2_H

(3 + y^2) (1 + y) ln y − iπ 1 8 ] , (12) { Σ_2 + Σ_1Σ^′_1 } MS = C_f α_s 4π g^2 16π^2 m^2_t m^2_W ( ln^2 m^2_t μ^2 [ 9 8 m^2_H m^2_t − 9N_c m^2_t m^2_H − 9 4 ]

+ ln m^2_t μ^2 [ 9+11N_c m^2_t m^2_H − 3m^4_t 8m^4_H ln(1+y)+

3m^2_t 8m^2_H

(y^2 +6y−3) (1+y) ln y+iπ 9 8 ]

+ζ_2 { 3 2y + 9 2 y + 3 4 y^2 } − y (1 + y)^2 { 11(1 + y^2)(1 + y)^2 8y^2

+ 8N_c }

+ (1 − y)^2 y^2 ln y [ ln(1 − y) + 1 2 ln(1 + y) ][ (1 − y^2) − 1 2 (1 + y^2) ln y ]

− 1 8 2 + 8y − 10y^2 − 3y^3 y ln^2 y + 1 8 (1 + y)(6 − 63y + 5y^2) y ln y − 1 8 (1 + y)^2(5 − 62y + 5y^2) y^2 ln(1 + y) − 3 2 ζ_2 ln(1 + y)

(1 − y)^2(1 + y^2) y^2 + (1 − y)(1 + y)

y^2 { (5 − 28y + 5y^2) 4 Li_2 (−y) + (1 − y)^2Li_2 (y) }

+ (1 − y)^2(1 + y^2)

y^2 { 3 2 [ 2Li_3 (y) + Li_3 (−y) ] − ln y [ 2Li_2 (y) + Li_2 (−y) ]}

− 259 16 − 15 4 ζ_2 − 3 2 ζ_3 − iπ [ 17 8 − ζ_2 ]) , (13)

where y = 1 − √ 1 −^{4m2t}_{m2H} 1 + √ 1 −^{4m2t}_{m2H} ≡ 1 − √ 1 −^{6Y 2t}_λ 1 + √ 1 −^{6Y 2t}_λ .

As the top is an unstable particle the pole of the propagator has an imaginary part which is related up to a sign to the width Γ_t divided by two. In the gaugeless limit approximation it is equal to

Γ_t M_t = α 2 sin^2 θ^{OS}_W 1 8 M^2_t M^2_W [ 1 + α_s 4π C_f (5 − 8ζ_2) ] . (14)

Very often the inverse of the relation (11) is required. To that end we have to solve the real part of (4) iteratively for m_t and to express all MS parameters in terms of on-shell ones. The O(αα_s) solution to two loops reads m_t M_t =1−ReΣ_{1,MS} −Re { Σ_2 +Σ_1Σ^′_1 } MS + 2α_sα (4π)^2 sin^2 θ^{OS}_W { Z^{(1)}_{αs} Re Σ^α_{1,MS}

+Σ^{αs}_{1,MS} ( M^2_t M^2_W [ ΔX^{(1)}_α +Z^{(1,1)}_α +ln

M^2_t μ^2 ( 3 8 +2N_c M^2_t M^2_H )] +ReΣ^α_{1,MS} )} , (15)

where Σ^j_{1,MS} (j = α, α_s) means that only the^{′′}j^{′′} part of the one-loop MS renormalized amplitude is to be taken into account and ΔX^{(1)}_α denotes the real part of the derivative of the one-loop amplitude with respect to the top-mass:

ΔX^{(1)}_α =

M^4_H 8M^4_t ln(1 + Y ) − 2N_c

M^2_t M^2_H − (1+Y )(3+Y ) 8 ln Y +

(1−Y )^2 4Y , with Y = 1− √ 1−^{4M2t}_{M2} H 1+ √ 1−^{4M2t}_{M2} H . It is interesting to compare the result (15) calculated

at μ = M_t with a similar relation calculated in the full SM (see Eq.(5.57) in [18]). The difference can be written in the following form m^{SM}_t (M_t)−m^{GL}_t (M_t) M_t = α 4π sin^2 θ^{OS}_W

M^2_t M^2_W [ a M^2_t M^2_H ( 1−4 α_s 4π C_f ) +b+c α_s 4π C_f ]

(16) where the constants a, b, c depend only on the values of the masses of the gauge bosons W, Z and the top-quark. Numerically, taking the input parameter values M_W = 80.419 GeV, M_Z = 91.188 GeV and M_t = 174.3 GeV, we obtain a = − 1 2 M^4_W M^4_t ( 1 − 3 ln

M^2_W M^2_t ) − 1 4 M^4_Z M^4_t ( 1 − 3 ln

M^2_Z M^2_t ) ∼ −0.21934 , b = −0.07978 , c = −0.429164 . (17)

4. O(αα_s) correction to the top-Yukawa coupling In general, the concept of a quark mass is convention dependent. In electroweak theory we have the possibility to consider instead of the mass of the top-quark, for example, the top-Yukawa coupling. The one-loop electroweak corrections O(α) to the relation between the Yukawa coupling and the pole parameters has been calculated first in [32]. Our result [18] allows us to extract the O(αα_s) correction to the top-Yukawa coupling. The starting point is the relation between the Fermi constant G_F and the pole parameters of the SM, which may be written in the following form [3]:

sin^2 θ_W M^2_W (1 − Δr) = πα(M_Z ) √ 2G_F , Δr ≡ Δr − Δα , where for Δr we use parametrization proposed in [33]. Using the transition from the on-shell to the MS parameters of the SM (see [23] for details) we get the following expression for v^2_{MS} (μ^2) ≡ 1/ √ 2G_F (μ^2):

v^2_{MS}(μ^2) = 1 √ 2G_F 1 1 − Δr [ m^2_W (μ^2) M^2_W ][ α(M_Z ) α_{MS} (μ^2) ][ sin^2 θ^{MS}_W (μ^2) sin^2 θ^{OS}_W ] , (18)

such that we have

y_t(μ^2) M_t2^{3/4}G^{1/2}_F = m_t(μ^2) M_t √ (1 − Δr) α_{MS} (μ^2) α(M_Z )

M^2_W m^2_W (μ^2) sin^2 θ^{OS}_W sin^2 θ^{MS}_W (μ^2)

. (19)

This is our basic expression. Expanding each relation in powers of the coupling constants α and α_s the correction to the top-Yukawa coupling can be extracted at the given order. Let us introduce the following decomposition of the renormalization constants

m_t(μ^2) M_t − 1 = δ^α + δ^{αs} + δ^{ααs} + · · · , α_{MS} (μ^2) α(M_Z )

− 1 = Z^α_e + Z^{ααs}_e + · · ·

sin^2 θ^{MS}_W (μ^2)

sin^2 θ^{OS}_W − 1 = Z^α_θ + Z^{ααs}_θ + · · · , m^2_W (μ^2)

M^2_W

− 1 = Z^α_W + Z^{ααs}_W + · · ·

Δr = Δr^α + Δr^{ααs} + · · · (20)

and shortly describe each term. The first relation corresponds to (5.57) in [18]. The relation between MS and on-shell values of the electric charge, Z_e, includes besides the perturbative corrections also the nonperturbative contribution from the hadrons [34]. So, in our notation, the factor Z^{ααs}_e includes only the perturbative contribution from the massive top-quark, at the same time the factor Z^α_e includes the contribution from five massless quarks, the massive leptons and the nonperturbative contribution (a recent numerical value is given in [35]). The renormalization constant of the Weinberg angle θ_W is related with the renormalization of the masses of the Zand W -bosons via Z^α_θ + Z^{ααs}_θ ≡ − cos^2 θ^{OS}_W sin^2 θ^{OS}_W [Z^α_W − Z^α_Z + Z^{ααs}_W − Z^{ααs}_Z ] , where the perturbative contributions to Z^{ααs}_W , Z^{ααs}_Z can be extracted from [19] (see also [21]) and nonperturbative effect is given in [36]. The O(α) and O(αα_s) corrections to Δr are given in [3] and [19], respectively, and Δr^{ααs} includes only the perturbative contribution from the quarks.

Using the decomposition (20) we deduce

y_t(μ^2) M_t2^{3/4}G^{1/2}_F

−1=δ^α +δ^{αs} + 1 2 [ Z^α_e −Z^α_W −Z^α_θ −Δr^α ]

+δ^{ααs} + 1 2 δ^{αs} [ Z^α_e −Z^α_W −Z^α_θ −Δr^α ] + 1 2 [ Z^{ααs}_e −Z^{ααs}_W −Z^{ααs}_θ −Δr^{ααs} ] .(21)

The first line of the relation (21) corresponds to Eq. (2.13) of [32]. In the second line, the first term is our recent result (see Eq. (5.57) in [18]), the second term is simply the product of the one-loop QCD correction δ_{αs} = 16/3 − 4 ln^{m2t}_{μ2} and the one-loop electroweak corrections and the last terms can be extracted from [19]. The result is relatively lengly and will be presented in a forthcoming publication.

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank the organizers of the Conference for their very warm hospitality. M.Yu.K. is specially grateful to Janusz Gluza for his help concerning the participation at this conference. Furthermore, we thank I. Ginzburg and G. Passarino for interesting discussions. M.K.’s research was supported in part by RFBR grant # 04-02-17192.

REFERENCES

[1] G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B 33,173 (1971); Nucl. Phys. B 35, 167 (1971). [2] F. Jegerlehner, Z. Phys. C 32,425 (1986); 38, 519 (1988) (E);

B. A. Kniehl, Z. Phys. C 72, 437 (1996). [3] A. Sirlin, Phys. Rev. D 22, 971 (1980).

[4] J. Fleischer and F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Rev. D 23, 2001 (1981). [5] D.Yu. Bardin, P. Khristova and O.M. Fedorenko, Nucl. Phys. B175,435 (1980); Nucl. Phys. B197,1 (1982).

[6] K. Aoki et al., Prog. Theor. Phys. Suppl. 73,1 (1982). [7] M. Böhm, H. Spiesberger and W. Hollik, Fortsch. Phys. 34,687 (1986). [8] A. Denner, Fortsch. Phys. 41, 307 (1993).

[9] M. Beneke and V. M. Braun, Nucl. Phys. B426, 301 (1994);

I.I. Bigi et al., Phys. Rev. D 50, 2234 (1994). [10] M.J. Veltman, Nucl. Phys. B 123, 89 (1977);

J. van der Bij and M.J. Veltman, Nucl. Phys. B 231, 205 (1984); J.J. van der Bij and F. Hoogeveen, Nucl. Phys. B 283, 477 (1987); R. Barbieri et al., Nucl. Phys. B409,105 (1993); Phys. Lett. B 288, 95 (1992); J. Fleischer et al., Phys. Lett. B 293, 437 (1992);

J. Fleischer, O.V. Tarasov and F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Lett. B 319, 249 (1993); L. Avdeev et al., Phys. Lett. B 336, 560 (1994); 349, 597 (1995) (E); K.G. Chetyrkin, J.H. Kuhn and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Lett. B 351, 331 (1995).

[11] A.I. Bochkarev and R.S. Willey, Phys. Rev. D 51, 2049 (1995);

J. Fleischer, O.V. Tarasov and F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Rev. D 51, 3820 (1995); B.A. Kniehl and A. Sirlin, Nucl. Phys. B 458, 35 (1996).

[12] R. Tarrach, Nucl. Phys. B 183, 384 (1981). [13] N. Gray et al., Z. Phys. C 48, 673 (1990).

[14] L V. Avdeev and M.Yu. Kalmykov, Nucl. Phys. B 502, 419 (1997). [15] J. Fleischer et al˙, Nucl. Phys. B 539, 671 (1999); 571, 511 (2000)(E). [16] K. Melnikov and T. v. Ritbergen, Phys. Lett. B 482, 99 (2000);

K.G. Chetyrkin and M. Steinhauser, Nucl. Phys. B 573, 617 (2000). [17] M. Faisst et al., Nucl. Phys. B 665, 649 (2003).

[18] F. Jegerlehner and M.Y. Kalmykov, Nucl.Phys.B, in press (hep-ph/0308216).

[19] T.H. Chang, K.J. Gaemers and W.L. van Neerven, Nucl. Phys. B 202, 407 (1982);

A. Djouadi and C. Verzegnassi Phys. Lett. B 195, 265 (1987); A. Djouadi, Nuovo Cim. A 100, 357 (1988);

B.A. Kniehl, J.H. Kühn and R.G. Stuart, Phys. Lett. B 214, 621 (1988); B.A. Kniehl, Nucl. Phys. B 347, 86 (1990);

A. Djouadi and P. Gambino, Phys. Rev. D 49, 3499 (1994).

[20] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov and O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 641,285 (2002).

[21] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov and O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B 658, 49 (2003). [22] M.C. Smith and S.S. Willenbrock, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 3825 (1997). [23] F. Jegerlehner, M.Yu. Kalmykov and O. Veretin, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.)

116, 382 (2003); Nucl. Instr. Meth. A 502, 618 (2003). [24] P. Nogueira, J. Comput. Phys. 105, 279 (1993).

[25] J. Fleischer and M.N. Tentyukov, Comp. Phys. Commun. 132, 124 (2000). [26] L.V. Avdeev et al., Nucl. Ins. Meth. A 389, 343 (1997); Comp. Phys. Commun.

107, 155 (1997).

[27] J. Fleischer and O.V. Tarasov, Comp. Phys. Commun. 71, 193 (1992);

J. Fleischer, M. Yu. Kalmykov and A. V. Kotikov, hep-ph/9905379; Phys. Lett. B 462, 169 (1999);

J. Fleischer and M. Yu. Kalmykov, Comp. Phys. Commun. 128, 531 (2000). [28] O.V. Tarasov, Phys. Rev. D 54, 6479 (1996); Nucl. Phys. B 502, 455 (1997). [29] G. Passarino and S. Uccirati, Nucl. Phys. B 629, 97 (2002);

A. Ferroglia et al., Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 502, 391 (2003); M. Caffo, H. Czyz and E. Remiddi, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 116, 422 (2003); Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 502, 613 (2003);

[30] A.I. Davydychev and R. Delbourgo, J. Math. Phys. 39, 4299 (1998);

A.I. Davydychev, Phys. Rev. D 61, 087701 (2000);

A.I. Davydychev and M.Yu. Kalmykov, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 89, 283 (2000); Nucl. Phys. B 605, 266 (2001); hep-th/0303162.

[31] M. Fischler and J. Oliensis, Phys. Lett. B 119,385 (1982);

M. E. Machacek and M. T. Vaughn, Nucl. Phys. B 236,221 (1984); C. Ford, I. Jack and D. R. Jones, Nucl. Phys. B 387, 373 (1992); M. X. Luo and Y. Xiao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 011601 (2003).

[32] R. Hempfling and B.A. Kniehl, Phys. Rev. D 51, 1386 (1995). [33] M. Consoli, W. Hollik and F. Jegerlehner, Phys. Lett. B 227, 167 (1989). [34] S. Eidelman and F. Jegerlehner, Z. Phys. C 67, 585 (1995). [35] F. Jegerlehner, hep-ph/0308117. [36] F. Jegerlehner, Z. Phys. C 32, 195 (1986);

H. Burkhardt et al., Z. Phys. C 43, 497 (1989).