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Calculating track thrust with track functions
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In e*e” event shapes studies at LEP, two different measurements were sometimes performed:
a ““calorimetric” measurement using both charged and neutral particles and a “‘track-based”” measurement
using just charged particles. Whereas calorimetric measurements are infrared and collinear safe, and
therefore calculable in perturbative QCD, track-based measurements necessarily depend on nonperturba-
tive hadronization effects. On the other hand, track-based measurements typically have smaller experi-
mental uncertainties. In this paper, we present the first calculation of the event shape “track thrust” and
compare to measurements performed at ALEPH and DELPHI. This calculation is made possible through
the recently developed formalism of track functions, which are nonperturbative objects describing how
energetic partons fragment into charged hadrons. By incorporating track functions into soft-collinear
effective theory, we calculate the distribution for track thrust with next-to-leading logarithmic resumma-
tion. Due to a partial cancellation between nonperturbative parameters, the distributions for calorimeter

thrust and track thrust are remarkably similar, a feature also seen in LEP data.
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L. INTRODUCTION

Detailed investigations of hadronic final states are cru-
cial for understanding the dynamics of high-energy particle
collisions. Charged particles play a particularly important
role in these investigations. Whereas neutral particles can
only be measured using calorimetry, charged particles can
also be measured using tracking detectors, which allows
for excellent momentum resolution and vertex identifica-
tion. At colliders like LEP, tracks were used to perform
precision tests of quantum chromodynamics (QCD)
through measurements of e* e~ event shapes and N-jet
production rates [1,2] (see Refs. [3-7] for reviews).
These LEP studies also tested hadronization models
through measurements of charged hadron inclusive distri-
butions. Presently at the LHC, tracking information is used
to improve jet measurements, to understand jet substruc-
ture, and to mitigate the effects of multiple “pileup”
collisions per single bunch crossing.

Despite the experimental advantages offered by tracks,
most experimental and theoretical studies are aimed at
infrared and collinear- (IRC-) safe observables, which
include contributions from both neutral and charged parti-
cles. In contrast, there are comparatively few theoretical
tools available to understand and predict track-based
observables. While fragmentation functions (FFs) are use-
ful for understanding the distribution of single charged
particles, more general observables require nonperturba-
tive information about charged particle correlations. For
example, Refs. [8,9] showed how new nonperturbative
functions are needed to calculate the energy-weighted
charge of a jet. Recently in Ref. [10], we introduced
the formalism of track functions, which enables QCD
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calculations to be performed on a broad class of
track-based observables, where (otherwise) IRC-safe ob-
servables are modified to include only charged particles.

In this paper, we show how to use track functions to
calculate track-based e™e™ event shapes in perturbative
QCD. The track function T;(x, u) is a nonperturbative
object that describes how an energetic parton i fragments
to a collection of tracks carrying a fraction x of the original
parton energy [10]. Like the FF and the jet charge distri-
bution, the track function has a well-defined renormaliza-
tion group (RG) evolution in w, such that one can measure
T;(x, u) at one scale u and use QCD perturbation theory to
make predictions at another scale w’. We will focus on the
“track thrust” event shape and compare our calculations
to LEP measurements made by the ALEPH [1] and
DELPHI [2] Collaborations.

Our previous work in Ref. [10] explained how to inter-
face track functions with fixed-order calculations up to
next-to-leading order (NLO). To get reliable predictions
for track thrust, we need to include the effects of logarith-
mic resummation. With the help of soft-collinear effective
theory (SCET) [11-14], we obtain results at next-to-
leading logarithmic accuracy (NLL) including O(ay)
fixed-order matching contributions, i.e. up to NLL' order.
This turns out to be sufficiently accurate to understand both
the qualitative and quantitative behavior of the track thrust
distribution.

We will show that ordinary (i.e. calorimeter) thrust and
track thrust are remarkably similar, with the leading dif-
ferences encoded in a small number of nonperturbative
parameters. Since an extraction of track functions from
data has not yet been performed, we estimate these
nonperturbative parameters using Monte Carlo event
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generators that have been tuned to LEP data (PYTHIA 8
[15,16] in this study). We find cancellations between the
nonperturbative parameters, such that the predicted distri-
butions for calorimeter thrust and track thrust are nearly
identical, a feature also seen in LEP data. This behavior
could have been anticipated based on the observation in
Ref. [10] that hadronization effects are strongly correlated
between the numerator and denominator of dimensionless
track-based ratios. We can now put this qualitative obser-
vation on a firmer quantitative footing.

An interesting theoretical feature of our calculation
is that hadronization effects enter directly into the track
thrust resummation. In particular, nonperturbative track
parameters appear in the anomalous dimensions of the
(track-based) jet and soft functions, two important objects
in the factorization theorem for the track thrust distribu-
tion. As a nice consistency check of our formalism, we find
that the hard, jet, and soft anomalous dimensions still
cancel, despite the appearance of these parameters. We
also show how to incorporate the leading nonperturbative
power correction in the track thrust distribution.

This paper is structured as follows. Section II contains a
summary of our results and the most significant plots,
including a comparison to LEP data. The underlying tech-
nical details are discussed in the rest of the paper. We review
our track function formalism in Sec. III and calculate track
thrust at O(a,) in Sec. IV. In Sec. V we present the facto-
rization theorem for track thrust as well as the ingredients
needed for a resummation up to NLL' order in SCET, with
details on the RG evolution given in the appendices.
A simple expression for track thrust at NLL order is derived
in Sec. VI, which allows us to better understand the simi-
larity between calorimeter and track thrust. Our final
numerical results are presented in Sec. VII. We conclude
in Sec. VIII with a discussion of possible generalizations of
our results to other track-based observables.

II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

To begin, we define the two main event shapes used in
our study: calorimeter thrust 7 and track thrust 7. The
classic event shape thrust [17] is defined as

i B
T = max 2 ﬁpll’
! Zi |Pi|
where the sum runs over all final-state hadrons with

momenta p;, and the unit vector 7 defines the thrust axis.
It is more convenient to work with

(5.l = |- B,
r=1— T = min 2P 1t Pl
f i 1pil

which we will refer to as “thrust” from now on. Since this
is measured using all final-state hadrons (charged plus
neutral), we call 7 ““calorimeter thrust.” Track thrust 7 is
defined analogously to Eq. (2), except that the sum over i is

(D
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FIG. 1. Tllustration of the track thrust measurement in an e e”
event with jets initiated by a ¢g pair. Solid lines indicate charged
particles and dashed lines indicate neutral particles. For track
thrust, the thrust axis 7 is determined by the charged particles
alone. The event is divided into hemispheres A and B by a plane
perpendicular to the thrust axis.

restricted to charged particles in both the numerator and the
denominator. In this paper, a bar will always indicate a
track-based quantity.

For the later discussion of the factorization theorem for
track thrust in Sec. V, it will be convenient to rewrite thrust
in terms of contributions from hemispheres A and B,
separated by a plane perpendicular to the thrust axis.
The relevant kinematics are illustrated in Fig. 1. Fixing
two light-cone vectors n* and 7#* such that n - 1 = 2, the
light-cone components of any four-vector w* are given by

wh =n-w,w™ =i-w,and w, such that
n* n*
W’M:W+7+W77+W/i. (3)

Choosing n* = (1,0,0, 1) and 7* = (1, 0,0, —1) with the
3-axis aligned along 7, we can rewrite Eq. (2) for tracks as

20kt + kp)
(x4 +xp)Q°

Here, Q is the e™e™ center-of-mass energy, x, p are the
energy fractions of charged particles in the respective
hemispheres, and k; = k§ — k3 and ky = k% + k}, are
the small light-cone momentum components of all the
charged particles in hemisphere A and B, respectively. In
this paper, we ignore the subtleties of hadron masses and
measurement schemes, which will affect power corrections
(see Refs. [18,19]).

At LEP, differential cross sections for calorimeter thrust
7 and track thrust 7 were measured at both ALEPH [1] and
DELPHI [2] on the Z pole (Q = 91 GeV). (To our knowl-
edge, these are the only two experiments with public data
on track thrust.) In both experiments, measurements were
unfolded to the hadron level (including both charged and
neutral hadrons for 7, and only charged hadrons for 7). The
ALEPH and DELPHI normalized distributions are shown
in Fig. 2, where we note a remarkable similarity between

7=
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FIG. 2 (color online). ALEPH (top) and DELPHI (bottom)
measurements of calorimeter and track thrust. Error bars corre-
spond to the statistical and systematic uncertainties added in
quadrature. The experimental uncertainties associated with the
track-based measurements are noticeably smaller.

the calorimetric and track-based measurements. Indeed,
for all bins outside of the peak region, the distributions
are compatible within error bars, and a key goal of this
paper is to gain an analytic understanding for why the 7 and
7 distributions are so similar. Note also that the experi-
mental uncertainty is significantly smaller for the thrust
measurements made using tracks.

In Fig. 3, we show the main result of the paper: the
resummed NLL' distributions for calorimeter and track
thrust. The latter was obtained using track functions
extracted from PYTHIA 8, which itself was tuned to LEP
data. The effects of the leading nonperturbative power
correction are included through the parameters )] and
Q7, which are different for calorimeter and track thrust.
Interestingly, the NLL' distributions exhibit the qualitative
similarity seen in data between calorimeter thrust and track
thrust. We also see excellent quantitative agreement
between our result and DELPHI measurements in the
peak and tail regions. To the left of the peak there are
deviations due to important nonperturbative corrections
and in the far-tail region our calculation is missing (known)
higher-order perturbative effects.

We now briefly discuss why the 7 and 7 distributions are
so similar, referring the reader to Sec. VI for further details.
In Eq. (4), the numerator is dominated by soft gluon
emissions which broaden the hemisphere jets, whereas
the denominator is mainly affected by fragmentation of

FIG. 3 (color online). Top: NLL' distributions for calorimeter
and track thrust including the leading nonperturbative correction
Q7. Next-to-leading logarithmic resummation is included
together with O(«,) fixed-order matching contributions. The
NLL’ calculation exhibits the same qualitative similarity
between calorimeter and track thrust as seen in LEP data.
Bottom: comparing our analytic results to the DELPHI mea-
surement. There is good quantitative agreement in the tail region
where our NLL' calculation is most accurate. The theoretical
uncertainties are from scale variation alone, and do not include
the (correlated) uncertainties in a, or {17, nor uncertainties in
our track function extraction.

the energetic quark and antiquark emerging from the
underlying scattering process. These effects are thus
controlled by different track functions (gluon vs. quark)
but nearly cancel each other out due to the specific form of
the (PYTHIA-based) track functions.

This cancellation is best understood by studying the
resummed form of cumulative distributions

7—_{,’ do.
a7
L Tar

As we show in Sec. VI, at NLL the difference between the
cumulative distributions (for 7¢ < 1/3) is almost entirely
captured by

) — ™ do S\ (=¢
S(7¢) = ﬁ dTE’ 3(79) %)

3(7) = 3(7) X (37, (6)
where the exponent A redistributes the cross section
between the peak and tail regions. In terms of the strong
coupling constant «, and the quark color-factor Cp = 4/3,
the explicit form of A is
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A _ 2asCF

(87 — 4"). (7
which depends on just two nonperturbative parameters: a
logarithmic moment of a single gluon track function gt
and a logarithmic moment of two quark track functions ¢~.
The similarity between the 7 and 7 distributions can thus be
traced to a cancellation between gi and ¢ such that
|A]| = 0.004 [see Eq. (62)].

There are additional effects at NLL/ from the fixed-order
matching which yield further (small) differences between 7
and 7 which are compatible with the ALEPH and DELPHI
measurements. The nonperturbative power corrections {17
and 7 lead to a respective shift of the 7 and 7 distributions
by a very similar amount, but increase the difference in the
peak region. Overall, though, the similarity between calo-
rimeter and track thrust is well-described by the NLL
distribution, and we expect similar cancellations to occur
for a variety of (dimensionless) track-based observables.

III. REVIEW OF TRACK FUNCTION FORMALISM

A rigorous QCD description of track-based observables
involves track functions T;(x, w) [10] as key ingredients.
A parton (quark or gluon) with flavor index i and four-
momentum p’* hadronizes into charged particles (tracks)
with total four-momentum p{ = xp! + O(Aqcp). The
track function is the distribution in the energy fraction x
of all tracks (irrespective of their multiplicity or individual
properties), and it is normalized as

[ AT ) = 1. ®)
0

We will often refer to x as the track fraction.

In the context of factorization theorems, track functions
can be used for track-based observables where partons in
the underlying process are well separated, i.e. where their
typical pairwise invariant masses are larger than Agcp. In
this limit, each parton has its own independent track func-
tion, with correlations captured by power corrections (to be
discussed more in Sec. VC). The track functions then
encode process-independent nonperturbative information
about the hadronization. Like a FF or a parton distribution
function (PDF), T;(x, u) absorbs infrared (IR) divergences
in partonic calculations. It has a well-defined dependence
on the RG scale p through an evolution equation which is
closely reminiscent of the jet charge distribution [9].

QCD calculations of track-based observables require the
determination of matching contributions from partonic
cross sections. First recall that the cross section for an
IRC-safe observable e measured using partons has the form

-3 [ “ole —epthl  ©)

where we drop possible convolutions with PDFs to keep the
notation simple. Here, I1y denotes the N-body phase space,
doy/dIly is the corresponding partonic cross section, and
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e({p,}) implements the measurement on the partonic four-
momenta p!. Since e is IRC safe, a cancellation of final
state IR divergences between real and virtual diagrams is
guaranteed by the KLN theorem [20,21].

For the same observable measured using only tracks, we
can write the cross section in the form

do

F N
) i and Y[ TTaxrsle — e ]
i=1

(10)

Here, the partonic cross section & should be thought of as
a finite matching coefficient where the IR divergences in
oy have been removed using some scheme. These IR
(collinear) divergences are absorbed by the track function
T;(x;) (which is similarly scheme-dependent). The univer-
sality of collinear divergences in QCD [22-24] guarantees
the feasibility of this matching to all orders in «.
In Ref. [10] we explicitly showed the cancellation of
IR-divergent terms in the partonic cross section e”e™ —
qqg, which enters the NLO distribution for the energy
fraction of charged particles in e* e~ collisions.

The (bare) track function is defined in QCD in a fashion
analogous to the unpolarized FF (cf. [25,26]). Expressed in
terms of light-cone components [see Eq. (3)], the quark
track function is

| -
T,(x) = fdy*dzyle’k " ZS(x —i—f)
¢ CN

<] 0107, 0.y DIENXENIFOI0) ] 1)

where ¢ is the quark field, C (N) denote charged (neutral)
hadrons, and p is the large momentum component of all
charged particles. As for the FF, gauge invariance requires
the addition of eikonal Wilson lines. The factor 1/(2N.,) in
Eq. (11) comes from averaging over the color and spin of
the hadronizing quark. The gluon track function is defined
analogously. In d space-time dimensions,

1 .
T, — _ dytd2 ik~ y*t/2
=~ e
X Z8<x - Z—f)ﬁ“ﬁV(Ole/\(y+, 0,y1)ICN)
C.N
X (CNIG“(0)|0), (12)
where G, = ¥ ,G4,,T* is the QCD field-strength tensor

and an average over colors and the (d — 2) polarizations of
the gluon is performed.

For the sake of completeness, we also give SCET
expressions for the quark and gluon track functions, given
in a form which is invariant under nonsingular gauge trans-
formations. In terms of the SCET n-collinear quark y,,(y)
and gluon B” (y) fields, we obtain
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w2

¢CN

T,(x) =227 N

X tr[§<o|[5(k— — P)8*(P)x,(0)]ICN)

x <CN|5(,1(0)|0>], (13)
and

1 = =207 g 2o~ )

X (Ol[a(k™ — P)6>(P 1) B (0)]ICN)
X (CN|B, ,(0)[0) (14)

where the momentum operators P = /i - P (P’) return
the sum of the minus (perpendicular) label momentum
components of all collinear fields on which they act.
For the definition of the SCET fields, we refer the reader to
e.g. Ref. [27].

Although the track function is a nonperturbative object,
some of its properties can be calculated in perturbation
theory. In particular, the RG evolution of the track function
follows from its ultraviolet (UV) divergences, as we show
below. A partonic calculation of the track function is also
necessary for extracting the matching coefficient o in
Eq. (10), by using that this equation holds at both the
hadronic and partonic level.

At NLO, we can relate the bare track function T(L)dre (x)
to the tree-level track functions T;-O) (x;) and T,(( )(xz) via a
collinear splitting i — jk. As indicated in Fig. 4, this
splitting is controlled by the timelike Altarelli-Parisi
splitting functions P;_, ;(x) [28]. In pure dimensional regu-
larization with d = 4 — 2e,

z(lgare( ) = Z[ [ (M) <6UV - G_L)Pi—»jk(z)]

X [ dx, e, 70 ()T ()

X 8[x — zx; — (1 — 2)x,]. (15)

If j=k, the factor 1/2 is needed for identical particles,
whereas if j# k this factor gets cancelled by permutations
of the two indices. In contrast to the FF or PDF, the NLO track
function gets contributions from both branches of the
splitting.

Renormalizing the UV divergences in the MS-scheme
leads to the following evolution equation for the track
function,

—T(x ©) ——Z/ dzdx;dx,—— T(M) Pi ()T ;(xy, p)

X Ti(xp, w)8[x — zx; — (1 — 2)x,]. (16)

By solving this, T;(x, u) can be extracted at one scale and
RG evolved to another scale, and the evolution preserves
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FIG. 4. Perturbative QCD calculation of the quark (top) and
gluon (middle and bottom) track functions at NLO from
Egs. (11) and (12) with partonic intermediate states. The NLO
track function gets contributions from both branches of the
collinear splitting. We do not display virtual diagrams, which
vanish in pure dimensional regularization, or diagrams corre-
sponding to Wilson line emissions.

the normalization in Eq. (8). We note that the number of
convolutions in the track function RG equation (RGE)
grows accordingly to the perturbative order due to multiple
branchings, so it becomes numerically more involved to
solve this RGE at higher orders. At leading logarithmic
(LL) accuracy, the RG evolution in Eq. (16) is equivalent to
a parton shower [9], and is in excellent agreement with the
parton shower evolution in PYTHIA [10].

Throughout this paper, we determine the track functions
used in our analytic formulae using the method of
Ref. [10]. That is, we generate pure quark and gluon jet
samples with PYTHIA 8.150 [15,16], measure the normal-
ized distribution for the track fraction x within those jets,
and extract the track functions by numerically inverting the
analytic expression for the same quantity at either LO or
NLO. In all of the plots shown here, we use NLO track
functions. We emphasize that the use of PYTHIA is not
fundamental, and one could imagine extracting the same
information from e e~ data. That said, since PYTHIA is
tuned to LEP data, we expect these track functions to be
realistic, but we have not attempted to assign uncertainties
to the track functions.

One important point is the choice of a,. Since we are
working at NLL' order in the MS scheme, it would be
natural to take the value from Ref. [29] of a,(M,) =
0.1203 £ 0.0079. However, we have extracted the track
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functions from PYTHIA 8 whose default value is a (M ) =
0.1383 for the final state parton shower, leading to a formal
mismatch between our perturbative and nonperturbative
objects. Given the large uncertainties at NLL/, we will
make an (imperfect) compromise, and extract the NLO
track functions from PYTHIA using PYTHIA’s value of «,
but then use

a,(M,) = 0.125, (17)

for all subsequent calculations. This choice, along with the
leading power correction in Sec. V C, gives a good descrip-
tion of the LEP calorimeter thrust data. As emphasized in
Ref. [29], there are strong correlations between the value of
a, and the leading power correction ()7, so there are many
different choices which would give comparable results; for
example the PYTHIA value a (M) = 0.1383 matches the
LEP calorimeter thrust distributions quite well with )] =
0. A proper treatment of the correlations between these
parameters is beyond the scope of this paper, so we will
not show the uncertainties associated with a (M) or Q7.

IV. FIXED-ORDER ANALYSIS OF TRACK THRUST

The leading nontrivial process for thrust at the partonic
level is ete™ — ggg, which appears at O(«) in a fixed-
order expansion. Given an e* e~ collision at a center-of-
mass energy (, the kinematics of this process are
determined by the partonic energy fractions y; = 2E,;/Q
carried by the quark and antiquark, with the gluon energy
fraction given by y; =2 — y; — y,. From this informa-
tion, one can readily find the three-momenta of the partons
Di» D2, and p; and determine calorimeter thrust from
Eq. (2). For three partons, finding the thrust axis is straight-
forward, and thrust takes a reasonably simple form

_ max i=123Pcm — 2P

=1 = , (18)
Zi |Pi|
where we have defined
Pcm = P1 + Pa + Pa. (19)

To obtain the charged track three-momenta, one simply
rescales the parton momenta by the track fraction x;,

pi = Xip:. (20)

Track thrust can then be calculated from Eq. (18) with
all p replaced by p. Note that in the e*e™ rest frame,
[Peml = 0, but | pey| is typically nonzero.

The calculation of the track thrust distribution at O(«;)
is very similar to the one performed in Ref. [10] for the
total charged particle energy fraction. Weighting each
parton by the corresponding track function, we find

do _ 1 do(pm) [

— = dyd dox,dxydxs T, (xy, )T, (xy,

dr [0 V1 yzdyldyz_/;) X1dxdxs q(xl ) q(x2 )
X Ty(x3, w)S[7 — 7(y1, y2, X1, X2, X3)]- (21)
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where the measurement function 7(y;, y,, X|, X, X3) imple-
ments Eq. (18). Note that T, = T, by charge conjugation.
The relevant doubly differential partonic cross section is
given in Ref. [10] in the MS scheme. Ignoring the singu-
larities at y; = 1 and y, = 1 (which only contribute to a
delta function at 7 = 0),

do(p) _  a,(W)Cr 001 +y2 — DOT+3)
dy;dy, " om (I =y =)
(22)
Here, o is the total Born cross section
47 a’N,
on—=— 'C
0 3Q2
y <Q2 N (vg +a§)(v% +a?) —20,v,v,(1 —M%/Qz))
“ (1~ MZ/Q% + METZ/ 0 ’

(23)

which depends on the (anti)quark flavor through its electric
charge Q, and vector and axial couplings v, and a,, to the
intermediate vector boson.

In Fig. 5 we compare the calorimeter versus track thrust
distributions at O(«;), and find that they are remarkably
similar. One might wonder if this small difference is a
fundamental feature of Eq. (21) or simply an accident of
the specific forms of our (PYTHIA-based) track functions.
We can test this by calculating track thrust using the
following “dummy” track functions,

T,(x, u = My) = 30x*(1 — x),
T,(x, = My) = 252x*(1 — x)°.

(24)

Indeed, the difference in Fig. 6 between track and calo-
rimeter thrust is now large. Thus, the similarity between
the 7 and 7 distributions has to do with the specific prop-
erties of the track function. We will be able to achieve a
better analytic understanding of why the effect of switch-
ing from calorimeter to tracks is so small in Sec. VL.

20 T T T T ]

N Fixed Order ]

15 Tracks ]

I do 5 - --- Calorimeter 1
- C Pythia track functions ]
o dr [ ]
S5E ]

0 [ 1

0.0 0.3

FIG. 5 (color online). Distributions for calorimeter and track
thrust from Eq. (21) at O(«,). The NLO track functions are
extracted from PYTHIA 8.150 [15,16] using the procedure in
Ref. [10].
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FIG. 6 (color online). Distributions for calorimeter and track
thrust using dummy track functions. Comparing to Fig. 5, we
conclude that the similarity between 7 and 7 is due to the specific
form of the track function.

V. FACTORIZATION AND RESUMMATION OF
TRACK THRUST

The thrust distribution can be divided into three
regions: the peak region (7 = 2Aqcp/Q), the tail region
(2Aqep/Q < 1< 1/3), and the far-tail region (1/3 = 7 =
1/2). For 7 = 0, events are described by two narrow back-
to-back jets, each carrying about half of the center-of-mass
energy. For 7 close to the kinematic endpoint 1/2, the event
is characterized by an isotropic multi-particle final state. At
O(a,) from Sec. 1V, the kinematic endpoint is 1/3 corre-
sponding to three maximally separated jets. We therefore do
not obtain a reliable description of the far-tail region.

In this paper, we are interested in properly describing the
tail region of the thrust distribution, which dominantly
consists of broader dijets and 3-jet events. In this region,
the dynamics is governed by three well-separated scales:
the hard scale (uy = Q) which is set by the e* e~ center-
of-mass energy Q, the jet scale (u; = Q+/7) which is set by
the momentum of the particles transverse to thrust axis,
and the soft scale (g = Q7) which is set by the typical
energy of soft radiation between the hard jets. When
7 <K 1, there will be large hierarchies between these scales,
so we will need to resum double logarithms of the form
a?In™7 (m = 2n). Because we focus on the region where
s = 70 > Agcp, the contribution from soft radiation is
accurately described by perturbation theory, with nonper-
turbative effects captured by a series of power correction
parameters. We will only use the leading power correction
Qf in our analysis, though if were interested in describing
the peak region correctly we would have to include a full
nonperturbative shape function, see Sec. V C.

The leading-power factorization theorem for calorimeter
thrust is well known [30-33]:

d 00
d—(r = 0oH(Q% ) f dkdsdsgS(k, w)J (54, w)J (sp, 1)
T 0
1 SA SB
Slr—=(A+22+k)| 25
x| Q<Q+Q+>] )
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Here, oy is the Born cross section from Eq. (23), H, J, and
S are respectively the hard, jet, and soft functions, s4 g are
the invariant mass-squareds of collinear radiation in hemi-
spheres A and B, and k is the contribution to thrust from
soft radiation.

The goal of this section is to translate Eq. (25) into a
factorization theorem for track thrust. This procedure
is made straightforward by applying the matching proce-
dure defined in Eq. (10) to the objects S and J. The final
answer is:

d o _ 1
ST — G H(Q w) f dids ,ds f dx,dxp
0 0

dr
X S(];’ Iu‘)j(EA’ XA» M)j(EB, XB, Iu’)

_ 2 54, Sp —)]

X = (A1)
fr-mrmolote 9l @
We now explain each of the ingredients in this formula,
with details to appear in the subsequent subsections.

The delta function in Eq. (26) comes from the form of 7
given in Eq. (4). Dividing phase space into hemispheres A
and B defined by the thrust axis, track thrust depends on the
track fractions x;, the rescaled track invariant mass-squared
of collinear radiation §; = s /x; and the track soft
contribution k. The reason we are using the rescaled 5,
(and not stk directly) is that 5, = Qk} and 55 = Qkj
directly enter the definition of track thrust.

The hard function H(Q?, w) is the same as for calorime-
ter thrust and encodes virtual effects arising from the
production of the gg pair at the hard scale. We give the
form of H in Sec. VA.

The track thrust soft function S(k, u), where k = k +
kg, describes the contribution to track thrust due to soft
parton emissions which then hadronize into tracks. At
NLO, soft radiation consists of only a single gluon emis-
sion so we can simply rescale

k = xk, (27)

where x is the track fraction of the gluon. This leads to a
straightforward relationship between the ordinary thrust
soft function and the track-based version, as discussed in
Sec. VB. At higher orders, the expression for k will
become more complicated. The track-based soft function
also incorporates information about nonperturbative
physics through power corrections, and we discuss the
leading power correction Q{ in Sec. VC.

The track-based jet function J(5, x, u) encodes the (real
and virtual) collinear radiation in each hemisphere. At
NLO, a hemisphere jet consist of just two partons, so
5=, (28)

Xi
where x; and x, are the track fractions of the two partons,
x; is the track fraction of the hemisphere (i = A, B), and s,
is the (calorimeter) invariant mass of the hemisphere.
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Unlike the calorimetric version, J depends not only on the
rescaled track invariant mass § (given by Eq. (28) at NLO),
but also on the track fraction x. For this reason, the track-
based jet function is considerably more complicated than
the usual jet function, and requires a more complicated
matching calculation, as described in Sec. V D.

In order to resum logarithms, we not only need the forms
of the H, J, and S, but also their anomalous dimensions. At
LL order, this means incorporating the one-loop cusp
anomalous dimension to resum the Sudakov double logs.
In this paper, we incorporate NLL resummation, which
includes the two-loop cusp and the one-loop noncusp
anomalous dimension terms. Correspondingly, the running
of a is consistently implemented at two loops, using the Z
pole value for «; in Eq. (17). Track thrust resummation is
very similar to the calorimetric case, as discussed in
Sec. VI and the appendices. The main difference is that
the anomalous dimensions of J and § now depend on
nonperturbative parameters.

In addition to the ingredients above, we will incorporate
fixed-order nonsingular corrections described in Sec. VF.
Following the primed counting scheme of Ref. [29], fixed-
order matching contributions are included at one order
higher in the expansion in «a, compared to the usual (non-
primed) counting. Here we work to NLL' order which
incorporates all of the O(«;) terms contained in Eq. (21).

A. Hard function

Atleading order in the electroweak interactions, the hard
function is given by the square of the Wilson coefficient
in the matching of the quark current from QCD onto
SCET [34,35],

as(M)CF
27

[—1 z(§2)+31 (/Qj) 8+7%]. (29)

The anomalous dimension of this object is

H(Q* p)=1+

d
/'L—H(er ILL) = ’yH(QZ’ /-L)H(er M)y

du
Q% 1) = Wl ()] 1n§ T yulay(w)]
3
yulay] = — 22 (30)
T

The cusp anomalous dimension I, is given in Eqgs. (A6)
and (A7). We will use the noncusp yy to perform a con-
sistency check on our factorization theorem in Eq. (51).

B. Soft function

At NLO, there is only one soft gluon emission, so in
order to obtain the soft function, we can simply convolve
the NLO thrust soft function with the gluon track function,

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 034030 (2013)

_ - 00 1 -
Sk ) = fo dkS(k, ) fo T, (x, W — <k, (1)

where we have used the relationship between the kinemat-
ics in Eq. (27). This is the simplest possible version of the
matching equation in Eq. (10).

The ordinary thrust soft function § is defined through
the vacuum matrix element of eikonal Wilson lines and its
one-loop perturbative expression for calorimeter thrust can
be obtained from Refs. [33,36],

S(k,u)=5(k)+“s(2’2c‘”[ Sy (k)+—6(k)] (32)

where the plus distributions £, are defined in Appendix C.
Using Eq. (31), the corresponding track-based version S
is given by

S ) = [ 10 (367
L) To)
~om [0 a() 5 A ()

? -
" (? - 4g§)5(k)]. (33)
While one naively might think that § would depend on the
entire track function, from the rescaling properties of the
plus distributions in Eq. (C4), we see that only two loga-
rithmic moments of the gluon track function appear in the
soft function, namely gt and g%, defined as

gr(p) = f; dxT,(x, w)In"x. (34)

From Eq. (33), we can derive the anomalous dimension
of the track soft function

d - _ ko _ _ _
g oS )= [ Ryt R w)S(E ),

ys( 1) = 4T oo Ly (1) LO(M)W[a (1)15(0)

4CYSCF L

yslas]=~ —, & (35)

Interestingly, the noncusp anomalous dimension depends
on the logarithmic moment gk of the gluon track function.
This arises because the RG evolution sums multiple emis-
sions, and thus the effect of the hadronization of these
emissions must be exponentiated. Note that gi depends
(weakly) on the renormalization scale u, but this effect is
beyond the order that we are working.

C. Leading power correction

In the tail region of the thrust distribution, nonperturba-
tive physics is captured via power corrections. As we will
now review, the leading power correction simply acts as a
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shift of the soft function in Eq. (33) by an amount propor-
tional to Agcp [37-40]. The amount of the shift is different
for calorimeter and track thrust, but the essential formalism
is the same in both cases.

Given a hadronic final state with charged hadrons C and
neutral hadrons N, we define a calorimeter measurement
operator

KeNy =Y (1Bl — 1i- piICny, (36)
iECN
where the sum runs over all hadrons in C and N, 7 is the
thrust axis, and p; is the three-momentum for hadron i.
This operator measures the numerator of Eq. (2). The track
measurement operator is almost the same, but the sum only
runs over the charged hadrons C.

The soft function S describes the cross section to pro-
duce a measurement k in the presence of back-to-back
eikonal quarks. Formally, it is defined as

1 i e
Stk, p) = ﬁ<o|trYgYn5(k —bylirio), (37

where Y, (0) = Pexp (ig [ dsn - A(ns)) is a (ultra)soft
Wilson line in the fundamental representation, ¥’ ; is the
analogue in the 3 representation, and the trace is taken over
color indices.

For an additive observable like thrust, the soft function
factorizes into a partonic perturbative part SP** [calculated
already in Eq. (32)] and a nonperturbative part SNP (also
called the shape function [31,41-43])

S(k) = jw deSP(k — €)SNP(E). (38)
0
In the tail region where k ~ Q7 > Aqcp, we can perform
an operator product expansion (OPE) on SNP(¢)
SNP(E) = 8(£) — 8'(O)QT + -+ -, (39)
where the leading power correction for thrust Q7 ~ Agcp

is defined via the nonperturbative matrix element

Q7 = ﬁwltrfg(mn(ow%ﬁ OT:0)[0).  (40)

c

The full soft function in Eq. (38) can then be approximated
as a shift

2
S(k) = SP(k — Q) + @(“‘22?@) + (O(AI%CD). @1)
This in turn leads to an overall shift in the thrust distribu-
tion, whose effect is most prominent at small 7.

The formalism above applies equally well to calorimeter
thrust and track thrust. Focussing on calorimeter thrust,
the value of ()7 must be extracted from data, since it
is a fundamentally nonperturbative parameter. Typically,
one expresses (1] in terms of the universal power correc-
tion ) [40,44,45]

07 =20, (42)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 034030 (2013)

though strictly speaking, €2, is only universal for measure-
ments in the same universality class (see Ref. [19]). Putting
aside that subtlety, the analysis in Ref. [29] extracted a
value of (}; = 0.264 = 0.213 GeV in the MS scheme at
NLL' from fits to (calorimeter) thrust data. We will there-
fore take a value of

Q7 =0.5 GeV 43)

for our analysis of calorimeter thrust. As mentioned near
Eq. (17), there are strong correlations between «; and {17,
and this choice gives a reasonable (but not perfect)
description of LEP data.

For track thrust, we estimate that the parameter Qf
entering the analogous OPE for SNP(k) is given by

07

1R

(0Q7T = 0.3 GeV, (44)

where we have taken the average track fraction (x) to be 0.6
[10]. This approximation is only justified if the matrix
element defining Q{ is dominated by a single gluon emis-
sion and if the gluon track function has a narrow width.
More generally, ] will encode hadronization correlations.

We emphasize that we have applied this nonperturbative
shift )7 to the track-based soft function directly,

S(k, w) = Ptk — Q7 w). (45)

Note that a shift in the track soft function S(k) does not
amount to an overall shift of the whole track thrust distri-
bution due to the more complicated convolution structure
in Eq. (26). Looking at Eq. (31), we could have tried to
apply the usual shift (7 to S instead, but this would have
ignored the important fact that the track function T, itself
has nonperturbative power corrections. The power correc-
tion Q7 includes both of these effects. For the subleading
power corrections (beyond the scope of this paper), it may
or may not be preferable to separately treat the nonpertur-
bative corrections to § and T,.

D. Jet function

For the collinear radiation, described by the jet function,
we need both the dependence on the energy fraction x of
the collinear tracks as well as their contribution to the
rescaled hemisphere track invariant mass-squared 5. The
NLO jet function consists of one perturbative g — gg split-
ting whose branches hadronize independently. To carry out
the matching in Eq. (10), we can use the matching coeffi-
cient J,,(s, z, u) given in Refs. [27,46], since the cancel-
lation of IR divergences proceeds in an identical manner.
Here, s is the gg invariant mass and z is the momentum
fraction of the final quark. Inserting this matching coeffi-
cient into Eq. (10), the matching calculation yields
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J(5, x, ,u)—[ dsf dz jqzq((;;g“)

X j;) dxldXZTq(xl’ /*L)Tg(XZ) /*L)

X 8[x—zx;— (1 —z)xﬂB(E—%S), (46)

J,,q(s N

2

o+ %{% zl%)su 4+ %ﬁo
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where we have used the kinematics in Eq. (28). The same
coefficients J;;(s, z, 1) also appeared in the description of
the fragmentation of a hadron inside a jet [27,47], as they
describe the perturbative splittings building up the jet
radiation.

The expression for the matching coefficient is [27,46]

(%)(1 + 2 Lo(1 - 2)

" a(s)[a AL -2+ 11+_

so evaluating Eq. (46), we obtain

JGx ) = (

a,Cpl 2 5 2g¢ ( 5 ) _ ( L
SL5) B LS ) +
2T I:,U«Z L](Mz) /J«Z 'EO Mz S(S) g2

s CF] f dz{i 0(%)(1 + ) Lol —2) + 6(5)[(1 +22)L,(1-2)

2 2
Tmit+l-z-"s0 —z)]}, 47)
z 6

)

+1n ([x i z)xz]x2>(1 T+ Lol — )+ 1— 4}@(@)@(@ (48)

Here we use that the track function vanishes outside the
range x € [0, 1] to avoid writing explicit Heaviside func-
tions. Unlike the soft function, the jet function depends on
the full functional form of the quark and gluon track
functions, and not just the logarithmic moments. To per-
form these integrals numerically, we used the CUBA pack-
age [48].
The corresponding anomalous dimension is given by

d - 5 _
b T ) = fo ds'y;(5 — 5, W, x, w),

1 -
’)’j(f, 'u‘) = _2Fcusp[as(lu)] P -E()(%)
+ yila,(w)]8(s),
vila,] = 2 :F <2g1 z) (49)

Note that the evolution only affects § and not x. As for the
soft function, the logarithmic moment of the gluon track
function gl contributes to the noncusp anomalous
dimension.

E. Resummation

In the effective field theory approach we follow here, the
resummation of large double logarithms afIn"7 (m < 2n)
is achieved by evaluating the hard, jet, and soft functions at
their natural scales wy, @y, and ug where they contain no
large logarithms, and running them to a common scale w
using their respective RG equations.

[

These RG evolution kernels were implicit in the cross
section in Eq. (26) and are given in Appendix A. Explicitly
including them,

do

F_UOH(Q wi)Un(O% oy, )

o [ 5,054,054 =540 1) U5 1)
[ a5y 75 S ) Us S )
X [ dkdk'S(k =K', mg)Us(K', g, )

><5|: 2 (% ( +38 +k>] (50)

(xa+xp)0\0 0

Consistency of the factorization theorem requires that
the cross section is p-independent at the order that we are
working, implying a cancellation between the anomalous
dimensions. For the cusp anomalous dimension, this can-
cellation is the same as for calorimeter thrust. For the
noncusp pieces from Egs. (30), (35), and (49), there are
additional terms involving g% in yg and 7, but they cancel
in the sum

’yr;loncusp + 2 noncusp + ynoncusp O, (51)

to fulfill consistency requirements.

An important question is the choice of scales uy, w,,
and wg to use in this formula. While our focus is on the
tail region of the thrust distribution, where wupy = Q,
wy=J7Q and pg = 7Q, we do want our formulas to be
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accurate for all values of 7. Since there are three distinct
kinematic regions characterizing the thrust distribution, the
resummation of the logarithms of 7 must be handled in
different ways. A smooth transition between the three
regions is achieved through profile functions [29,43] as
described in Appendix B. Our choice of the profile pa-
rameters is such that resummation is turned off at 7 =~ 1/3,
which is the O(a;) endpoint from Sec. IV. (This is in
contrast to the higher-order calculation in Refs. [29,49]
where the resummation is only turned off at the true
endpoint 7 =~ 1/2.)

For the plots in Sec. VII, we calculate the cumulative
version of Eq. (50)

S(7) = / it (52)
0 d7

at NLL' using the scales uy, iy, and pg set by the value of
7¢. We then take the numerical derivative of (7€) to find
the track thrust distribution (see Ref. [29] for a discussion
of alternative choices). This derivative picks up both the
explicit 7-dependence as well as the implicit 7-dependence
of our scale choice for gy, w;, and pg. The differential
version in Eq. (50) misses the latter contribution, though it
is a small effect.

F. Nonsingular contribution

The factorization theorem in Eqs. (26) and (50) includes
all the terms in the track thrust distribution that are singular
in 7 as 7 — 0. There is an additional nonsingular contri-
bution of O(r), which is thus important in the endpoint
region. This contribution needs to be included to have our
distribution formally accurate to O(«a;) and is the last step
in attaining NLL' accuracy.

We can extract the nonsingular corrections by subtract-
ing the singular terms [obtained from setting py = u; =
us = p in Eq. (26)] from the fixed-order O(a,) cross
section in Eq. (21). At the level of the cumulative cross
section in Eq. (52),

2ns(7_-c) = 2FO(7_'C) - ESing(fC) (53)
0.00 "7 U
—001E Non-Singular
Track Thrust

. —0.02F
Zps (T o
2 @) —0.03F
—0.04F

—0.05F :

—0060 e ]

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 0.5

FIG. 7 (color online). Nonsingular contribution to the normal-
ized cumulative thrust distribution at O(«;,). The central value
corresponds to u = M, with the uncertainty bands from vary-
ing u € [Mz/2,2M,].
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Our extraction of 3,(7¢) is shown in Fig. 7. The fact that
3.5(7¢ = 0) = 0 provides another consistency check of
our formalism, showing that our factorization formula
successfully reproduces the singular part of the O(a;)
cross section. We use u = M, as the central value for
extracting ,(7°), and estimate perturbative uncertainties
by varying u between M,/2 and 2M .

VI. SIMPLIFICATIONS AT NLL

In both the LEP data in Fig. 2 and the fixed-order calcu-
lation in Fig. 5, we saw a remarkable similarity between the
calorimeter and track thrust distributions. We will now try to
understand this from our resummed calculation by looking
at the leading effect of switching to tracks.

The first nontrivial order in the resummed distribution is
NLL. This consists of evaluating Eq. (50) with only the
leading order hard, jet, and soft functions, but including
the subleading evolution kernels. Using the solutions to
the RG equations in Appendix A, the NLL cumulative
distribution is

S(7) = aoeKH<QZ)"H ks vens Cay

uy) T +n)\ us

X fdxAdeTq(xA» u)T,(xp, MJ)(

x, t+ xB)ns
2 ’

(54)

where vy is Euler’s constant, and we have chosen to evolve
the hard and soft scales to the jet scale u;. The functions
Ku(pw 1p), ma(pm ), Ks(us, py) and ng(us, u,) are
given in Appendix A and depend on our choice for py, @,
and wg, which we discuss below. Note that this expression
contains an explicit dependence on the quark track func-
tions T, since they appear in the tree-level jet functions.
Eq. (54) contains only the information needed at NLL
accuracy, and therefore does not include the leading ha-
dronization power correction or nonsingular contributions.

There are various steps we can take to simplify the
expression in Eq. (54). We first consider the scales wy,
My, and wg. In Sec. V E, we advocated the use of the profile
functions in Appendix B to achieve a smooth transition
between the different regions of the thrust distribution.
Here, we simplify our choice of natural scales to obtain a
more illuminating analytic formula:

p, =370, us=370. (55

This choice has still the effect of turning off the resumma-
tion at 7¢ = 1/3.

Second, we can simplify the dependence on the two
quark track functions. Defining

/*LH:Q’

XA +XB

g (u) = [ Ay T, (xa, )T, (x5, ,u)ln( ) (56)

it is helpful to use the approximation
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[ avadsar, e, e

XA+XB

. )“ ~ exp(gtmng). (57)

This is formally justified only for s < 1, but for the
(PYTHIA-based) track functions, the error is only a few
percent even for p; = 1. By contrast, using a linear (as
opposed to exponential) approximation in Eq. (57) would
yield a = 20% error at n5 = 1.

Finally, because the only difference between the NLL
evolution kernels for calorimeter thrust and track thrust
appears in the noncusp anomalous dimensions, we can
write the track thrust cumulative 3, in terms of the calo-
rimeter thrust cumulative 3 as

3(79) = 2(7) exp (K5 — Ks)exp (¢Fm3).  (58)
From Eq. (AS), we find that the difference between K and
KS is

8CFglf In as(lu’])
BO as(/‘LS)

4a,C
T M

KS(,U«S, MJ) - Ks(,U«s, MJ) =

= %glL In (37°). (59)
T

Here we used the running of «; to obtain the second line,

and inserted the natural scales from Eq. (55) in the last step.

(Since we only kept the leading term in «, different choices

for the scale of «; correspond to effects beyond the order we

are working.) Similarly, we find that 7 is given by

Sﬁlnas(ﬂj)% _2a,Cp

ns(ps, )= — By " () In(379).  (60)
This leads to

- 2a,C

S(7) = 2 exp| L (g~ (G| (6D

as anticipated in Eq. (6).

Based on Eq. (61), we now have a better understanding of
why track thrust and calorimeter thrust are so similar. At
NLL order, the difference between the cumulative distribu-
tions for track and calorimeter thrust is basically given by an
exponential factor. However, this factor depends on gt and
g*, which happen to be nearly equal for the track functions
extracted from PYTHIA. For concreteness, we evaluate gk
and ¢" at the scale u =~ 20 GeV, though any choice of scale
between wg and w; is acceptable at this order. We find

gb ~—052, g €[-0.49, -0.54],  (62)

where the range corresponds to the variation between differ-
ent quark flavors. This leads to a cancellation in Eq. (61),
which is responsible for the similarity between the calo-
rimeter and track thrust distributions. These parameters have
only a mild u dependence, and the partial cancellation
between gk and g persists over a wide range of scales.
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VII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

With all of the ingredients for the track thrust distribu-
tion in place, we now show numerical results as we
increase the accuracy of our calculation. In all cases, we
show normalized cross sections (1/0)(do/d7), and use
our (PYTHIA-based) NLO track functions as input.

In Fig. 8, we show the NLL result from Eq. (54) for
calorimeter and track thrust. Here we use the central values
for the canonical running scales described in Appendix B.
As argued in Sec. VI, the difference between calorimeter
and track thrust is very small at NLL order, and is in fact
barely visible on this plot.

To achieve NLL/ accuracy, we have to take into account
higher-order terms in H, J, and S in Eq. (50), as well as the
nonsingular terms from Sec. V F. The result of going from
NLL to NLL' is shown in Fig. 9, which compares the track
thrust distributions in the peak and tail regions. The
inclusion of the one-loop corrections to the hard, jet, and
soft functions at NLL' reduces the purely perturbative
uncertainty bands coming from scale variations. Note
that this uncertainty estimate does not include the uncer-
tainty associated with the value of (M) or with the input
track functions.

20 I I 1]

r NLL ]

15 r Tracks ]

I do : - --- Calorimeter 1
o dr [ ]
5F 1

0 71 I 1]

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

FIG. 8 (color online). Track thrust and calorimeter thrust at
NLL. As explained in Sec. VI, these distributions are remarkably
similar.

20 ) T T T T]

C Track Thrust ]

15H B N ]

I do | C ® NLL ]
odt C ]
sk .

0 : P L e—— _ ,4:

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

il

FIG. 9 (color online). Track thrust distribution going from
NLL to NLL'/. The bands encode perturbative uncertainties
from RG scale variations, but not uncertainties in a; or the track
functions themselves.

034030-12



CALCULATING TRACK THRUST WITH TRACK FUNCTIONS

1-5_ L B E A B
L Track Thrust .
- = N 1
Lo NLL 'no FO ]
ldo [ no ]
—_—— L B8 Fixed Order |
odT L i
05+ -
T . ]

0.0 0.2 0.3 0.4

T

FIG. 10 (color online). Track thrust distribution in the tail and
far-tail regions, illustrating the effect of including the nonsin-
gular contribution at NLL’ order. The full NLL’ distribution
interpolates between the resummed and fixed-order results.

The effect of the nonsingular terms on the tail and far-
tail regions are highlighted in Fig. 10. The inclusion of
these terms guarantees that the cross section merges with
the O(«a,) fixed-order result in the region where the re-
summation is no longer important. It also ensures that the
cross section vanishes beyond the O(a,) kinematic end-
point 7 = 1/3. (For this to happen, it is crucial that the
profile functions in Appendix B turn off the resummation
at the endpoint.) As desired, the full NLL' distribution
interpolates between the NLL' result (without nonsingular
terms) at small 7 and the fixed-order result at large 7.

In Fig. 11, we augment the NLL' results with the leading
power correction Qf. For track thrust, the dominant effect of
() 1 is a shift, though there are important effects in the peak
region which do not amount to a shift. (For the calorimeter
thrust distribution, the only effect of ] is to shift the
distribution.) Note, however, that the peak region is also
sensitive to higher-order power corrections which we have
not included. The comparison between calorimeter and track
thrust with the leading power correction is shown in Fig. 3.

In Fig. 12 we superimpose our theoretical predictions
for the calorimeter and track thrust distributions with

20 —r——r————————————,

C Track Thrust ]

15 - —— NLL'+0] .

1do * ---- NLL ]
odTt ]
5p .

O:E L .:

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

|

FIG. 11 (color online).
power correction.

Track thrust at NLL' adding the leading
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i NLL'+Q] ]

15 __I_ E Tracks ]

1 do 10:{4 L ---- Calorimeter ]
cdr [ L DELPHI ]
5L LL Tracks 1

B ™, i+ Calorimeter ]

(); L) .‘ H.‘_—f*.*ﬂ—r—w_._ ]

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

T

FIG. 12 (color online). Comparison of analytical predictions
with DELPHI data for both track and calorimeter thrust distri-
butions. There is good qualitative and quantitative agreement in
the tail region, though as shown in Fig. 3, the theoretical
uncertainties at NLL' are larger than the experimental ones.

experimental data from the DELPHI Collaboration. At
NLL' order with the leading power correction ], the
agreement is quite good, though we emphasize that we
chose values of a, and Qf to ensure reasonable agreement
with the calorimeter thrust data. We show the effect of
scale uncertainties in Fig. 3, which are in general larger
than the experimental uncertainties, motivating future
studies of track thrust with higher orders of resummation
and more accurate fixed-order corrections.

As a final cross check of our analysis, we show the
calorimeter and track thrust distributions from PYTHIA in
Fig. 13. Since PYTHIA has been tuned to LEP data, it agrees
well with the DELPHI measurements. There is good agree-
ment between PYTHIA and our NLL' result in the tail
region, but there are difference in the peak region due to
the fact that PYTHIA includes an estimate of the full non-
perturbative corrections, whereas we only include the lead-
ing power correction. Future track thrust calculations could
use a full nonperturbative shape function for better model-
ing of the 7 = (0 region.

W0r—————7 7 ]

L . PYTHIA 8 ]

150 A\ —— Tracks ]

] do 10: ---- Calorimeter 1
o dr r ]
SEf .

O0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

FIG. 13 (color online). Calorimeter and track thrust distribu-
tions obtained from PYTHIA 8. Apart from deviations in the peak
region due to higher-order nonperturbative corrections, these
agree well with our NLL/ calculation after the leading power
correction is included (compare to Fig. 3).
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VIII. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have presented the first calculation of
track thrust in perturbative QCD. Our result is accurate to
O(«;) in a fixed-order expansion while also including NLL
resummation, i.e. NLL' order. By incorporating both track
functions and the leading power correction, we have
accounted for the dominant nonperturbative effects that
determine the track thrust distribution. Our result is in
good agreement with track thrust measurements performed
at ALEPH and DELPHI.

One feature seen in the data is a remarkable similarity
between the calorimeter thrust and track thrust distributions.
At NLL, we traced this feature to a partial cancellation
between two nonperturbative parameters—one associated
with the gluon track function gk, and one associated with
pairs of quark track functions g”. We conjecture that a
similar cancellation should be present in most (if not all)
dimensionless track-based observables. This should be rela-
tively straightforward to prove for e* e~ dijet event shapes
with a thrust-like factorization theorem, but is likely to
persist for more general track-based observables, including
jet shapes relevant for the LHC such as N-subjettiness ratios
[50,51] or energy correlation functions ratios [52]. It is
worth further study to understand whether this partial can-
cellation is just an accident or reflects some deeper property
of track functions. Crucially, we have seen that neither
higher-order terms at NLL/ nor the leading power correction
qualitatively spoil the similarity.

The track functions were originally designed to describe
the energy fraction of a parton carried by tracks (i.e. the
large component of the light-cone momentum). Track
thrust essentially measures the small component of the
light-cone momentum carried by tracks, so it is perhaps
surprising that the same track functions can be used in this
context. The reason this works is that the track thrust
distribution can be thought of as arising from multiple
gluon emissions, each of which carries its own track func-
tion. Just as multiple emissions can be exponentiated in the
case of calorimeter thrust, multiple emissions with track
functions can also be exponentiated. In our calculation, this
shows up in the fact that the anomalous dimension of the
soft and jet functions depend on the logarithmic moment of
the gluon track function g¥. We are confident that similar
techniques could be applied to any track-based observable,
as long as the calorimetric version of that observable has a
valid factorization theorem. This motivates future experi-
mental and theoretical studies of track-based observables.
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APPENDIX A: RESUMMATION

For the NLL' distribution in Eq. (50), we need expres-
sions for the evolution kernels. Apart from the nonpertur-
bative parameter glL, the evolution kernels are the same
between calorimeter thrust and track thrust, and governed
by the relevant RGEs given in Sec. V.

The RGE for the hard function in Eq. (30) leads to the
evolution

H(Q% w) = H(Q% mo)Uy(Q% po, p),

2

(02 o, ) = eKH(“O’M)(Q—ZyH(Mm
Mo

Kp(po, w) = —4Kr(po, p) + K, (1o, 1),

(o, m) = 29r(wo, 1),

>

(AD)

where Kp(uo, ), nr(mo, m) and K, are given below in
Eq. (A4). Similarly, the RGE for the jet function in Eq. (49)
leads to the evolution

J(Gx, )= f ds'U;(5 — &, o, m)J (5, x, po),
0
eKimvemi [ p; Ky
U5, jor 12) =—[—£w<—) + 5(@)],
A YOI 0] W RV
Kj(po p) = 4Kr(po, 1) + Ky (10, 1),
N7 (o, w) = =2 (1o, ).

(A2)

The function K, contains the contribution from the non-
perturbative parameter gi to the noncusp anomalous
dimension yj[a,]. Finally, the RGE for the soft function
in Eq. (35) leads to the evolution

_ ko _ _ _
S(k, ) — L AR U5k~ ', 110, 12) S, pro).

_ eKs—vems 75 k _
. =— | Do)+
Usk o 1) F(1+ns)[uo£ (Mo) B(k)]’

Kg(po, p) = —4Kr(po, 1) + Ky (o, p),
N5(po, 1) = 4nr(po, p).

(A3)

Here, K, contains the contribution from gf to ys[a,].

The functions Kp(uo, ), nr(mo, p), and K, (o, ) in
the above RGE solutions are defined as

034030-14



CALCULATING TRACK THRUST WITH TRACK FUNCTIONS

. a,(w) d ) a, do!

Kituow = [ @) [ 200
L (A%)
Ky (o )= [a a(:)) ﬂd((:) vilay),
and their explicit expressions at NLL order are

Kr(po ) = —%{ﬁ(l - % —In r)

+ (% — %)(1 —r+1Inr) + 23—31()1n2r},

nr(po, 1) = — ZF—IBOOI:lnr + “i;ﬁo) (% - g—:))(” - 1)],
Ky (o, ) = — 27/3‘; Inr. (AS)

Here r = ay(u)/a,(ng), and B;, I';, and vy, ; are the
coefficients of the 8 function, the cusp, and the noncusp
anomalous dimensions in their «, expansion,

ad a n+l1

B(CVS) = _zas,,ZQB”(‘“T) ,
ad a; n+1
nmm=;n@),

ad a, n+1
'}/x(as) - Z ’YX,H(E) .

n=0

(A6)

At NLL' order, we only need the first two coefficients of
B(a) and Iy (e;), which are

11 4
Po =3 Ca=3Trmy

34 20

=—C} —(—c +4C )T ny,
Bl 3 A 3 A FJLFf (A7)
FO = 4CF,
67 20

rl = 4CF[(§ - ?)CA - 3Tpnf]

For the noncusp anomalous dimension vy, (a;) we only
need the first coefficient, given in Egs. (30), (35), and (49).

APPENDIX B: PROFILE FUNCTIONS

The optimal choice of RG scales depends on the value of
7, so we use profile functions to smoothly interpolate
between the small 7 and large 7 regions.

Our choice of running scales is adopted from Ref. [29]
with some modifications:

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 034030 (2013)

by = egQ,

py(7) = [1 +e,0(73 — 7')(1 - ;)Z]VMHMrun(T» Kn),

7\2
wms(7) = [1 + egb(73 — 7')<1 - 7) iI,U«run(T, wg),  (B1)
3
where ., is given by
wo+ar?/T T=T,
(r. ) 2ar+b TIST=T),
T, )=
Pt B w—atr =192/ = 1) 1y =7=1,,
M T>T3,
= PoTH bzﬂTl_Mo(Tz"'T_z). (B2)
T — Ty — T3 Ty — T — T3

The expressions for a and b follow from demanding that

M 18 continuous and has a continuous derivative. The

value of uy determines the scales at 7 = 0, while 7,3

determine the transition between the peak, tail, and far-tail

regions discussed in Sec. V. For 7 > 73, our choice for .,

ensures that the resummation of logarithms of 7 turns off.
The parameters for the central curve are

Mo = 2 GeV,
(B3)

5 = 0.33.

The scale uncertainty bands are obtained by taking the
envelope of the following scale variations:

(@) ey =27,

(b) ey =1,

e; =e5 =0,
ey = iOS, €y :O,

eg = *0.5.

(B4)

(c)eg=1 e, =0,

APPENDIX C: PLUS DISTRIBUTIONS

The standard plus distribution for some function g(x) is
defined as

[00g], = lim =06~ HGE] (€D

with
G(x) = /1 T g (x'). (C2)

This satisfies the boundary condition f (1) dx[6(x)g(x)]; =0.
The two special cases we need in this paper are
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L,(x

L(x

(1]
(2]

(3]
[4]

X

)= [G(x)ln "le+

.. [6(x— B)n"x In"*1B

—%L%[f”(x‘ﬂ) P ]

_ 6x)1 .. [6(x—pB) X1
)= [xl_”:L B /181310[ xi=m Tol—p) Ui ]

(C3)
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In our calculations, we use the plus distribution identi-
ties appearing in Appendix B of Ref. [43]. In particular,

we utilize

the following rescaling identity for a

constant A:

AL, (Ax) =

ln”H()\)
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