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Overall picture is very consistent.

Discrepancies persist: 
uncertainty has been enlarged.

Precision: cross-sections for the LHC, top-quark observables, SM vacuum…

1

Vienna, March 2021

αs(MZ
2) = 0.1179 ± 0.0010

α s
(Q

2 )

Q [GeV]

τ decay (N3LO)
low Q2 cont. (N3LO)

DIS jets (NLO)
Heavy Quarkonia (NLO)

e+e- jets/shapes (NNLO+res)
pp/p-p (jets NLO)

EW precision fit (N3LO)
pp (top, NNLO)

 0.05

 0.1

 0.15

 0.2

 0.25

 0.3

 0.35

 1  10  100  1000

PDG 2019



The strong coupling in 2021  

Diogo Boito

Overall picture is very consistent.

Discrepancies persist: 
uncertainty has been enlarged.
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1407 in αs larger than the error we obtained in Eq. (4.5).21 It is
1408 clear that the data show the existence of nonzero DVs and,
1409 while a first-principles derivation from QCD does not exist,
1410 the main features of a DV ansatz cannot be taken to be
1411 arbitrary. As already pointed out in Sec. II, a minimal set of
1412 assumptions, based on commonly accepted properties of
1413 QCD such as, e.g., Regge behavior, leads to the para-
1414 metrization (2.12) [24].
1415 In fact, we have quantitative information on this issue,

1416 from the fits involving IðwnÞ
exp ðs0Þwith n ¼ 2, 3, 4, because of

1417 the single pinch in w2, and the double pinch in w3;4, which
1418 suppress DVs at different rates. Comparing the values of
1419 αsðmτÞ in Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4) to the value in Eq. (4.1), we
1420 see that the central value of αsðmτÞ varies by no more than
1421 0.0004, i.e., 0.13% of the central value, to be compared
1422 with the 2.3% relative error in Eq. (4.5). Such variations are
1423 much smaller than we would expect were the larger DV
1424 contributions to the w0 sum rule to have been incorrectly
1425 represented by the DV ansatz Eq. (2.12).
1426 Running the result of Eq. (4.5) to the Z-mass scale using
1427 the standard self-consistent combination of five-loop run-
1428 ning [33,34] with four-loop matching [78,79] at the charm
1429 and bottom thresholds (2mcðmcÞ and 2mbðmbÞ, respec-
1430 tively, with MS masses from the PDG [55]) we obtain the
1431 corresponding nf ¼ 5 result

αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1171$ 0.0010 ðnf ¼ 5; FOPTÞ: ð4:6Þ

14321433 With five-loop running and four-loop matching the uncer-
1434 tainty due to the running is very small. If we perform the
1435 matching at mcðmcÞ and mbðmbÞ we find a shift of just
1436 0.00009, which does not contribute to the final uncertainty.
1437 To conclude this section, we compare our new value of
1438 αsðmτÞ given in Eq. (4.5) with those obtained from analyses
1439 of the ALEPH data [8], the OPAL data [12], and from
1440 eþe− → hadrons below 2 GeV [80], where the latter was
1441 based on the combined electroproduction spectral data of
1442 Ref. [13]. These previously obtained values are

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.325$ 0.018 ðOPALdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.296$ 0.010 ðALEPHdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.298$ 0.017 ðeþe− dataÞ: ð4:7Þ

14431444 Previously, we quoted a weighted average of the two
1445 τ-based values in Eq. (4.7), of the ALEPH-based and
1446 OPAL-based results, αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.303$ 0.009, as our best
1447 determination from τ decays. This value and the values

1448shown in Eq. (4.7) are in good agreement with our new,
1449more precise value in Eq. (4.5).
1450A direct comparison with other recent determinations of
1451αs from τ decays [4,9] is problematic because they are all
1452based on the truncated OPE strategy, which was shown in
1453Refs. [25,26] to be contaminated by uncontrolled system-
1454atic effects arising mainly from the neglect of unknown
1455higher-order terms in the OPE in Refs. [4–6,9]. The values
1456of Refs. [4,9] are also highly correlated, since they are
1457based on the same general strategy and the same ALEPH
1458dataset. We note that the values of Refs. [4,9] are signifi-
1459cantly larger than ours αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1199$ 0.0015, from
1460Ref. [4] and αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1197$ 0.0015, from Ref. [9].

1461V. CONCLUSION

1462The determination of the strong coupling from hadronic
1463τ decays has the potential to provide one of the most precise
1464values among the many determinations from different
1465methods that have appeared in the literature. It thus makes
1466sense to aim for a determination from the combined
1467experimental information available, and this is what we
1468set out to do in this paper. This led us to construct a new
1469nonstrange vector, isovector spectral function, which is
1470presented in Table I and Fig. 5.
1471In order to construct this spectral function, we combined
1472the τ → π−π 0ντ, τ → 2π−πþπ 0ντ and τ → π−3π 0ντ exper-
1473imental data available from the ALEPH and OPAL col-
1474laborations, using the method employed before in Ref. [13].
1475The sum of these contributions constitutes 98% of the
1476spectral function as measured by branching fraction.
1477Details of the contributions from the remaining exclusive
1478channels, a number of which were estimated using Monte-
1479Carlo, were not provided by ALEPH or OPAL. We have
1480replaced the estimates for these residual-mode contribu-
1481tions using recent τ results for theK−K0 mode and the large
1482amount of data now available, via CVC, from electro-
1483production experiments for the remaining residual modes,
1484with conservative estimates of the systematic errors asso-
1485ciated with this approach. As measured by the spectral
1486moments shown in Table II, this leads to a more accurate
1487determination of the spectral function ρud;VðsÞ, especially
1488in the upper part of the τ kinematic range. This is a
1489consequence of the fact that electroproduction data are
1490not kinematically limited near the τ mass. We emphasize
1491that the inclusive spectral function which results is a sum of
1492s-dependent exclusive-mode contributions, all of which are
1493now obtained from experiment and none of which require
1494Monte-Carlo input any more.
1495One of the most important applications of this new
1496combined dataset is a determination of the strong coupling
1497αs at the τ mass scale. We employed previously developed
1498methods using finite-energy sum rules to extract a new
1499estimate of the MS value of αsðmτÞ from these data, which,
1500when evolved to the Z mass scale, produces a five-flavor

21Contrary to claims in the literature, use of the truncated-OPE
strategy (which ignores DVs, as well as certain higher dimension
OPE contributions) in sum-rule fits to moments of the sum of the
V and A spectral functions can lead to systematic effects of order
10% in αsðmτÞ [25].
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Sum rules 

⇧µ⌫(q) = i

Z
d4x eiqxh0|T{Jµ(x)J⌫(0)†}|0i
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Correlators with massive quarks: expansion around q2 = 0
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Using analyticity and unitarity (dispersion relation): sum rules

1 Introduction

Precise and reliable determinations of the charm and bottom quark masses are an important
input for a number of theoretical predictions, such as Higgs branching ratios to charm and
bottom quarks or for the corresponding Yukawa couplings [1, 2]. They also affect the
theoretical predictions of radiative and inclusive B decays, as well as rare kaon decays. For
example, the inclusive semileptonic decay rate of B mesons depends on the fifth power of
the bottom quark mass. These weak decays provide crucial methods to determine elements
of the CKM matrix, which in turn are important for testing the validity of the Standard
Model, as well as for indirect searches of new physics. In this context, having a reliable
estimate of uncertainties for the quark masses is as important as knowing their precise
values [3]. Due to confinement quark masses are not physical observables. Rather, they are
scheme-dependent parameters of the QCD Lagrangian which have to be determined from
quantities that strongly depend on them.

One of the most precise tools to determine the charm and bottom quark masses
is the QCD sum rule method, where weighted averages of the normalized cross section
Re+e�! qq̄+X , with q = c, b,

M
V

n =

Z
ds

sn+1
Re+e�! qq̄+X(s) , Re+e�! qq̄+X(s) =

�e+e�! qq̄+X(s)

�e+e�!µ+µ�(s)
, (1.1)

can be related to moments of the quark vector current correlator ⇧V [4, 5]:

M
V, th
n =

12⇡2
Q

2
q

n!

dn

dsn
⇧V (s)

���
s=0

, j
µ(x) = q̄(x)�µq(x) ,

�
gµ⌫ s� qµq⌫

�
⇧V (s) = � i

Z
dx eiqx h 0 |T jµ(x)j⌫(0)| 0 i . (1.2)

Here Qq is the quark electric charge and
p
s =

p
q2 is the e

+
e
� center-of-mass en-

ergy. Given that the integration over the experimental R-ratio extends from the quark
pair threshold up to infinity but experimental measurements only exist for energies up to
around 11GeV, one relies on using theory input for energies above that scale (which we
call the “continuum” region). For the charm moments, the combination of all available
measurements is actually sufficient to render the experimental moments essentially inde-
pendent of uncertainties one may assign to the theory input for the continuum region [6].
For the bottom moments, the dependence on the continuum theory input is very large,
and the dependence of the low-n experimental moments on unavoidable assumptions about
the continuum uncertainty can be the most important component of the error budget, see
e.g. [7]. In fact, the use of the first moment M

V

1 to determine the bottom mass appears to
be excluded until more experimental data becomes available for higher energies.

Alternatively one can also consider moments of the pseudoscalar current correlator to
extract the heavy quark masses. Experimental information on the pseudoscalar correlator
⇧P is not available in a form useful for quark mass determinations, but for the charm quark

– 2 –

TheoryExperimentParticularly important for our work are the inverse moments, MV,n
q , of Rqq̄(s) defined as

M
V,n
q =

Z
ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s) . (1.2)

Using analyticity and unitarity, these can be related to the coefficients of the Taylor expan-
sion of the quark vector-current correlator around s = 0, which can be computed rigorously
in perturbative QCD for n not too large.

A shortcoming of using moments M
V,n
q is that, while the integration in Eq. (1.2) over

the normalized cross section extends all the way to infinity, experimental data are limited
to a finite energy range. If the energy of the last measured cross section is sufficiently large,
one can safely use the theoretical prediction for the R-ratio in perturbation theory as a
substitute (the region is sometimes referred to as the continuum), applying some penalty
to reduce the model dependence. For the charm cross section the data above threshold
spans over a wide range of energies such that even for n = 1 the computed moment is fairly
insensitive to how the continuum is treated [3]. On the other hand, bottom moments with
low values of n do depend strongly on the continuum such that M

V,1
b cannot be used for

any competitive determination of the bottom-quark mass [4, 5] — a situation that could
change if data at larger energies became available. Here, since we are interested in a precise
extraction of ↵s, the continuum contribution must be treated carefully, in a way that avoids
any possible contamination of the extracted values.

An interesting alternative which does not suffer from problems related to the contin-
uum are moments of the pseudo-scalar quark-current correlator, which can be accurately
computed in lattice QCD [6] — although, so far, precise simulations exist only for the charm
quark. Interestingly, the 0-th moment of this correlator is physical,1 and quite insensitive
to the charm-quark mass, which makes it an ideal candidate to determine ↵s. On the other
hand, it has been shown that the perturbative series of the pseudo-scalar moments (at least
for n > 0) displays a quite poor convergence [5].

The moments M
X,n
q are governed by the typical scale mq/n & ⇤QCD. This is easy to

understand since large values of n have more weight in the narrow resonances such that
a non-relativistic treatment becomes necessary. For small values of n one can compute
the theoretical moments in perturbative QCD supplemented by non-perturbative power
corrections parametrized in terms of local condensates. This framework is known as the
operator product expansion (OPE) [7, 8]. It turns out that the perturbative term overly
dominates the series (even more so for the bottom quark) and the leading (gluon) condensate
is introduced mainly as an estimate of the size of non-perturbative corrections. This method
goes under the name of relativistic quarkonium sum rules.

A lot of progress has been made in the lattice community for determining QCD pa-
rameters from the pseudo-scalar correlator since the pioneering work of Ref. [6], in which
the charm-quark mass and the strong coupling were extracted (the former with high ac-
curacy). Focusing on ↵s, the follow-up paper by HQPCD [9] already claimed half-percent
accuracy at the Z-boson mass with a value very close to the world average, while Refs. [10]

1The first two Taylor coefficients are UV divergent already at O(↵0
s), when no renormalization has been

applied yet. We label moments such that n = 0 corresponds to the third Taylor coefficient.
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2 Theoretical input

In this section we discuss the theoretical description of inverse moments of the vector and
pseudo-scalar quark-currents, as well as the ratios formed from these that we exploit in the
present work. The moments of Eq. (1.2) can be related, using analyticity and unitarity, to
the Taylor coefficients of the expansion of ⇧V

q at s = 0 as

M
V, n
q =

12⇡2
Q

2
q

n!

dn

dsn
⇧V

q (s)
���
s=0

, (2.1)

with
p
s =

p
p2, the e+e� center-of-mass energy [7, 8], Qq the quark electric charge, q = c, b,

and �
g
µ⌫

s� p
µ
p
⌫
�
⇧V

q (s) = � i

Z
dx ei p·x

⌦
0
��T j

µ
q (x)j

⌫
q (0)

�� 0
↵
, (2.2)

where j
µ
q (x) = q̄(x)�µq(x).

Using the notation of Ref. [5], we define the pseudo-scalar quark-current correlator as

⇧P
q (s) = i

Z
dx ei p·x

⌦
0
��T j

P
q (x)j

P
q (0)

�� 0
↵
, (2.3)

with j
P
q (x) = 2mq i q̄(x)�5q(x); here we will only consider pseudo-scalar moments of the

charm-quark current (q = c). The additional mass factor in the pseudo-scalar current (as
compared to the vector case) makes it formally scheme and scale independent. Moments
analogous to those of Eq. (2.1) can be defined as

M
P,n
q =

12⇡2
Q

2
q

n!

dn

dsn
Pq(s)

���
s=0

, (2.4)

where we introduced the combination

Pq(s) =
⇧P

q (s)�⇧P
q (0)� (⇧P

q )
0(0) s

s2
. (2.5)

The theoretical quantities that will be used in this article to determine ↵s are mass
insensitive and dimensionless. For the case of the pseudo-scalar correlator one can use the
0-th moment, which has mass dimension zero by itself, and depends on the quark mass only
logarithmically starting at O(↵2

s). This moment is an observable, in the sense that it does
not need an ultraviolet subtraction to become finite, being formally renormalization-scale
and scheme independent (although it still retains a residual µ dependence at any finite
order in perturbation theory). The 0-th moment of the vector correlator cannot be related
to any experimentally measurable quantity. It is related to the subtraction that renders the
sum rule finite, and is therefore scheme and scale dependent.

One can, however, work with ratios of roots of the n > 0 moments, such that the
mass dependence almost completely disappears. The quantities we are interested in are the
ratios of consecutive roots of moments. Specifically, we define the following mass-insensitive
quantities

R
X,n
q ⌘

�
M

X,n
q

� 1
n

�
M

X,n+1
q

� 1
n+1

, (2.6)
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1 Introduction

The strong coupling ↵s is the central quantity governing quantum chromodynamics (QCD).
It is a key parameter to all observables computed in perturbation theory relevant for facilities
such as the LHC or future e

+
e
� colliders, which have an extensive program for determining

top-quark and Higgs-boson properties such as their masses and couplings. It also plays a
central role in flavor physics and in the determination of the masses of charmonium and
bottomonium bound states. This parameter is also crucial for searches of physics beyond
the Standard Model since it largely determines the size of the associated background. For
a review on recent progress see e.g. Refs. [1, 2].

A powerful method to determine parameters related to the strong interactions such as
quark masses and ↵s are QCD sum rules based on weighted integrals of the total hadronic
cross section Rqq̄ (with q = c, b)

Rqq̄(s) =
3s

4⇡↵2
�e+e�! qq̄+X(s) '

�e+e�! qq̄+X(s)

�e+e�!µ+µ�(s)
. (1.1)
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� colliders, which have an extensive program for determining

top-quark and Higgs-boson properties such as their masses and couplings. It also plays a
central role in flavor physics and in the determination of the masses of charmonium and
bottomonium bound states. This parameter is also crucial for searches of physics beyond
the Standard Model since it largely determines the size of the associated background. For
a review on recent progress see e.g. Refs. [1, 2].

A powerful method to determine parameters related to the strong interactions such as
quark masses and ↵s are QCD sum rules based on weighted integrals of the total hadronic
cross section Rqq̄ (with q = c, b)

Rqq̄(s) =
3s

4⇡↵2
�e+e�! qq̄+X(s) '

�e+e�! qq̄+X(s)

�e+e�!µ+µ�(s)
. (1.1)
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We restrict the sum rules to n  4. Typical scale mq/n.
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Use fixed-order perturbation theory for n ⇠ 1:

Mtheory
n =

12ı2

n!

„
d

dq2

«n h
q + + + + : : :

i

q2=0

• Exact three-loop results up to n = 30
[Chetyrkin, Kühn, Steinhauser 1995]

[Boughezal, Czakon, Schutzmeier 2006; Maier, Maierhöfer, Marquard 2007]

• Exact four-loop results up to n = 4
[Chetyrkin, Kühn, Sturm 2006; Boughezal, Czakon, Schutzmeier 2006]

[Maier, Maierhöfer, Marquard, Smirnov 2008–2009; Maier, Marquard 2017]

• Approximate four-loop results up to n = 10
[Hoang, Mateu, Zebarjad 2008; Kiyo, Maier, Maierhöfer, Marquard 2009; Greynat, Masjuan, Peris 2011]

Next: n = 1 at five loops

6 / 12

MV,n
q =

12⇡2Q2
q
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to O(↵3
s), have a very weak dependence on the b-quark

mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rbb̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
b and the ratios RV,n

b . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
b can be related to derivatives

of the vector bottom-quark current correlator. The the-
oretical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [5, 6]

M (n)
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12⇡2Q2
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dsn
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���
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, (4)

where Qq is the quark electric charge and the correlator
is formed from the quark currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧b(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµb (x)j

⌫
b (0)|0i, (5)

with jµb (x) = b̄(x)�µb(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧b(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mb/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
b is written

in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵, at which the
strong coupling is evaluated, and µm, where the quark-
mass is evaluated:

M (n)
q =
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[2mb(µm)]2n
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with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0). The running mass mb(µm)
and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the MS scheme
with the five-loop QCD � and � functions, respec-
tively [7–9]. (Henceforth we always have nf = 5 and
we will often omit the explicit nf dependence in ↵s and

c(n).) The leading logarithm in M (n)
b appears at order

↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to the common
value µ↵ = µm = mb(mb) the logarithms are resummed

and the expansion of M (n)
b in this particular case exposes

the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which must be calcu-
lated in perturbation theory. Thanks to a tremendous

computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 have been cal-
culated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and 4 [10–12] up to
order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-next-to-leading
order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates are available at
this order. The logarithms of Eq. (6) with the respective
coe�cients can be generated with the use of renormaliza-
tion group equations. Numerical values of the coe�cients

c(n)i,a,b can be found in Ref. [13]. The dependence of M (n)
b

on mb through the prefactor makes these moments ideal
for the extraction of the bottom-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads
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◆
lnk

✓
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mb(µm)

◆
,

where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mb, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
b are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
b in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
b at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
b = 0.82937 + 0.47645 as

+ (0.24518 + 1.8264L↵) a
2
s (8)

�
�
2.8544 + 3.6528Lm � 4.1826L↵ � 7.0012L2

↵

�
a3s,

where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mb(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mb(µm) ]. The leading ↵s correction to
RV,1

b is of about 4.5%, for RV,2
b it is 2.2%, and for RV,3

b it

is 1.4%. The perturbative contribution to RV,n
b is the first

term in its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding
to the identity operator). The leading non-perturbative
correction stems from the gluon condensate and is known
to O(↵s) [14]. In the case of bottom-quark moments, this
correction is tiny and hence taken into account only as
check that non-perturbative e↵ects are fully under con-
trol. We have included it into our analysis, but the e↵ect
is completely immaterial and will no longer be discussed
here. Our results are, therefore, overwhelmingly domi-
nated by perturbative QCD.
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
b . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
b performed in Ref. [13] and

discussed in detail in that work. One must combine the
contribution from the first four narrow resonances with
the threshold data from BABAR [15]. The latter has to
be corrected for initial-state radiation and vacuum po-
larization e↵ects. An unfolding of the data is necessary,
which introduces correlations among the di↵erent data

points. This results in moments M (n)
b with strong corre-

lations. BABAR data are available only up to 11.2GeV.
The remainder contribution to the integral of Eq. (2) is
modeled with perturbation theory for Rbb̄(s), often re-
ferred to as the continuum contribution. Moments with
higher values of n are, by construction, less sensitive to
how the continuum is treated. In the case of quark-mass
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i 0 1 2 3

R
V,1
c 1.5776 1.8639 �2.1994 0.47189

R
V,2
c 1.0449 0.60030 0.34040 �2.2041

R
V,3
c 0.98700 0.35944 0.53745 �0.77974

Table 1. Perturbative coefficients r
V,n
i for the ratios of the charm vector-current correlator. We

show only terms which do not involve logarithms of ratios of scales.

where X = V refers to vector-current moments while X = P to pseudo-scalar ones. This
type of ratio of moments was originally introduced for the pseudo-scalar correlator [10, 11];
here we extend their use to the vector-current as well. They are the central objects of our
analyses.

2.1 Perturbative contribution

The analytic expressions for the perturbative b⇧X
q (s) functions are known for any value of

s/m
2 to O(↵1

s) accuracy, [13]. As such, moments to arbitrarily high order can be computed
expanding the analytic results around p

2 = 0. The O(↵2
s) contribution to the first n = 30

moments has been computed in [14–18].2 At O(↵3
s), analytic computations exist only for

n = 1 [20–22], n = 2, n = 3, and n = 4 [19, 23, 24]. At this order, values for n > 4 have
been estimated using semi-analytical procedures [25–28].

We write the perturbative vacuum polarization function for vector (X = V ) and
pseudo-scalar (X = P ) currents expanded around s = 0 as

b⇧X
q (s) =

1

12⇡2Q2
q

1X

n=0

s
n
M̂

X,n
q . (2.7)

To have a common notation for both currents we use ⇧P
q (q

2) = Pq(q2), where Pq is the
twice-subtracted pseudo-scalar correlator defined in Eq. (2.4).3

In full generality, different renormalization scales can be employed for the mass and the
coupling in the perturbative expansion of the moments. We denote those renormalization
scales µm and µ↵, respectively. As shown in Refs. [3, 5], in order to properly assess the size
of perturbative uncertainties, it is important to vary these two scales independently. For the
discussion carried out in this section, however, it is sufficient, for the time being, to set both
scales to the quark mass µm = µ↵ = mq, employing the shorthand notation mq ⌘ mq(mq).
With this choice, the logarithms are resummed and the perturbative expansion of the
moments in powers of ↵s takes the following simple form

M̂
X,n
q =

1

(2mq)2n

X

i=0


↵s(mq)

⇡

�i
c
X,n
i . (2.8)

2In Ref. [19] the three-loop vector correlator has been obtained numerically for any value of s/m2 to
arbitrary precision.

3To simplify our nation, here and in what follows, we do not write explicitly the dependence on the
number of flavors nf since it can be deduced from the context.
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General expansion in terms of the two scales (using RG) 

Highly sensitive to the mass, ideal for quark-mass determinations

Known up to O(↵3
s) for n  4
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2 Theoretical input

In this section we discuss the theoretical description of inverse moments of the vector and
pseudo-scalar quark-currents, as well as the ratios formed from these that we exploit in the
present work. The moments of Eq. (1.2) can be related, using analyticity and unitarity, to
the Taylor coefficients of the expansion of ⇧V

q at s = 0 as

M
V, n
q =

12⇡2
Q

2
q

n!

dn

dsn
⇧V

q (s)
���
s=0

, (2.1)

with
p
s =

p
p2, the e+e� center-of-mass energy [7, 8], Qq the quark electric charge, q = c, b,

and �
g
µ⌫

s� p
µ
p
⌫
�
⇧V

q (s) = � i

Z
dx ei p·x

⌦
0
��T j

µ
q (x)j

⌫
q (0)

�� 0
↵
, (2.2)

where j
µ
q (x) = q̄(x)�µq(x).

Using the notation of Ref. [5], we define the pseudo-scalar quark-current correlator as

⇧P
q (s) = i

Z
dx ei p·x

⌦
0
��T j

P
q (x)j

P
q (0)

�� 0
↵
, (2.3)

with j
P
q (x) = 2mq i q̄(x)�5q(x); here we will only consider pseudo-scalar moments of the

charm-quark current (q = c). The additional mass factor in the pseudo-scalar current (as
compared to the vector case) makes it formally scheme and scale independent. Moments
analogous to those of Eq. (2.1) can be defined as

M
P,n
q =

12⇡2
Q

2
q

n!

dn

dsn
Pq(s)

���
s=0

, (2.4)

where we introduced the combination

Pq(s) =
⇧P

q (s)�⇧P
q (0)� (⇧P

q )
0(0) s

s2
. (2.5)

The theoretical quantities that will be used in this article to determine ↵s are mass
insensitive and dimensionless. For the case of the pseudo-scalar correlator one can use the
0-th moment, which has mass dimension zero by itself, and depends on the quark mass only
logarithmically starting at O(↵2

s). This moment is an observable, in the sense that it does
not need an ultraviolet subtraction to become finite, being formally renormalization-scale
and scheme independent (although it still retains a residual µ dependence at any finite
order in perturbation theory). The 0-th moment of the vector correlator cannot be related
to any experimentally measurable quantity. It is related to the subtraction that renders the
sum rule finite, and is therefore scheme and scale dependent.

One can, however, work with ratios of roots of the n > 0 moments, such that the
mass dependence almost completely disappears. The quantities we are interested in are the
ratios of consecutive roots of moments. Specifically, we define the following mass-insensitive
quantities

R
X,n
q ⌘

�
M

X,n
q

� 1
n

�
M

X,n+1
q

� 1
n+1

, (2.6)
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how the continuum is treated. In the case of quark-mass

2

to O(↵3
s), have a very weak dependence on the b-quark

mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rbb̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
b and the ratios RV,n

b . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
b can be related to derivatives

of the vector bottom-quark current correlator. The the-
oretical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [5, 6]

M (n)
b =

12⇡2Q2
q

n!

dn

dsn
⇧b(s)

���
s=0

, (4)

where Qq is the quark electric charge and the correlator
is formed from the quark currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧b(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµb (x)j

⌫
b (0)|0i, (5)

with jµb (x) = b̄(x)�µb(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧b(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mb/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
b is written

in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵, at which the
strong coupling is evaluated, and µm, where the quark-
mass is evaluated:

M (n)
q =

1

[2mb(µm)]2n

X

i=0

"
↵
(nf )
s (µ↵)

⇡

#i

(6)

⇥

iX

a=0

[i�1]X

b=0

c(n)i,a,b(nf ) ln
a

✓
µm

mb(µm)

◆
lnb

✓
µ↵

mb(µm)

◆
,

with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0). The running mass mb(µm)
and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the MS scheme
with the five-loop QCD � and � functions, respec-
tively [7–9]. (Henceforth we always have nf = 5 and
we will often omit the explicit nf dependence in ↵s and

c(n).) The leading logarithm in M (n)
b appears at order

↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to the common
value µ↵ = µm = mb(mb) the logarithms are resummed

and the expansion of M (n)
b in this particular case exposes

the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which must be calcu-
lated in perturbation theory. Thanks to a tremendous

computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 have been cal-
culated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and 4 [10–12] up to
order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-next-to-leading
order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates are available at
this order. The logarithms of Eq. (6) with the respective
coe�cients can be generated with the use of renormaliza-
tion group equations. Numerical values of the coe�cients

c(n)i,a,b can be found in Ref. [13]. The dependence of M (n)
b

on mb through the prefactor makes these moments ideal
for the extraction of the bottom-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads

RV,n
b =

X

i=0


↵s(µ↵)

⇡

�i
(7)
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[i�1]X

k=0
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r(n)i,j,k ln
j

✓
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◆
lnk

✓
µ↵

mb(µm)

◆
,

where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mb, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
b are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
b in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
b at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
b = 0.82937 + 0.47645 as

+ (0.24518 + 1.8264L↵) a
2
s (8)

�
�
2.8544 + 3.6528Lm � 4.1826L↵ � 7.0012L2

↵

�
a3s,

where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mb(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mb(µm) ]. The leading ↵s correction to
RV,1

b is of about 4.5%, for RV,2
b it is 2.2%, and for RV,3

b it

is 1.4%. The perturbative contribution to RV,n
b is the first

term in its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding
to the identity operator). The leading non-perturbative
correction stems from the gluon condensate and is known
to O(↵s) [14]. In the case of bottom-quark moments, this
correction is tiny and hence taken into account only as
check that non-perturbative e↵ects are fully under con-
trol. We have included it into our analysis, but the e↵ect
is completely immaterial and will no longer be discussed
here. Our results are, therefore, overwhelmingly domi-
nated by perturbative QCD.
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
b . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
b performed in Ref. [13] and

discussed in detail in that work. One must combine the
contribution from the first four narrow resonances with
the threshold data from BABAR [15]. The latter has to
be corrected for initial-state radiation and vacuum po-
larization e↵ects. An unfolding of the data is necessary,
which introduces correlations among the di↵erent data

points. This results in moments M (n)
b with strong corre-

lations. BABAR data are available only up to 11.2GeV.
The remainder contribution to the integral of Eq. (2) is
modeled with perturbation theory for Rbb̄(s), often re-
ferred to as the continuum contribution. Moments with
higher values of n are, by construction, less sensitive to
how the continuum is treated. In the case of quark-mass

Perturbative expansion

Example

Almost insensitive to the quark mass (only through logs at O(↵2
s))

Sensitive to the coupling.
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3
LO up to RV,3

q

Can be accurately determined from data.
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only lattice data is available [5]. As we will show, the
ratios RV,n

c that we introduce here are particularly suit-
able for ↵s extractions: for 1  n  3 they are known up
to O(↵3

s), have a very weak dependence on the c-quark
mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rcc̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
c and the ratios RV,n

c . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
c can be related to derivatives of

the vector charm-quark current correlator. The theoret-
ical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [6, 7]

M (n)
c =

12⇡2Q2
c

n!

dn

dsn
⇧c(s)

���
s=0

, (4)

where Qc is the charm-quark electric charge and the cor-
relator is formed from the charm vector currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧c(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµc (x)j

⌫
c (0)|0i, (5)

with jµc (x) = c̄(x)�µc(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧c(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mc/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
c is writ-

ten in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵ and µm,
at which the strong coupling and the quark-mass are re-
spectively evaluated, as first noticed in Ref. [4]:

M (n)
c =

1

[2mc(µm)]2n

X

i=0

"
↵
(nf )
s (µ↵)

⇡

#i

(6)

⇥

iX

a=0
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b=0

c(n)i,a,b(nf ) ln
a

✓
µm

mc(µm)

◆
lnb

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads

RV,n
c =

X

i=0


↵s(µ↵)

⇡

�i
(7)

⇥

[i�1]X

k=0

[i�2]X

j=0

r(n)i,j,k ln
j

✓
µm

mc(µm)

◆
lnk

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
c at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
c = 1.0449

⇥
1 + 0.57448 as

+ (0.32576 + 2.3937L↵) a
2
s (8)

�
�
2.1093 + 4.7873Lm � 6.4009L↵ � 9.9736L2

↵

�
a3s
⇤
,

where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-
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only lattice data is available [5]. As we will show, the
ratios RV,n

c that we introduce here are particularly suit-
able for ↵s extractions: for 1  n  3 they are known up
to O(↵3

s), have a very weak dependence on the c-quark
mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rcc̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
c and the ratios RV,n

c . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
c can be related to derivatives of

the vector charm-quark current correlator. The theoret-
ical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [6, 7]

M (n)
c =

12⇡2Q2
c

n!

dn

dsn
⇧c(s)

���
s=0

, (4)

where Qc is the charm-quark electric charge and the cor-
relator is formed from the charm vector currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧c(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµc (x)j

⌫
c (0)|0i, (5)

with jµc (x) = c̄(x)�µc(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧c(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mc/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
c is writ-

ten in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵ and µm,
at which the strong coupling and the quark-mass are re-
spectively evaluated, as first noticed in Ref. [4]:

M (n)
c =

1

[2mc(µm)]2n

X

i=0

"
↵
(nf )
s (µ↵)

⇡

#i

(6)

⇥

iX

a=0
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b=0

c(n)i,a,b(nf ) ln
a
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µm

mc(µm)
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lnb

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads

RV,n
c =

X

i=0


↵s(µ↵)

⇡

�i
(7)

⇥

[i�1]X

k=0

[i�2]X

j=0

r(n)i,j,k ln
j

✓
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mc(µm)

◆
lnk

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
c at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
c = 1.0449

⇥
1 + 0.57448 as

+ (0.32576 + 2.3937L↵) a
2
s (8)

�
�
2.1093 + 4.7873Lm � 6.4009L↵ � 9.9736L2

↵

�
a3s
⇤
,

where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-
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only lattice data is available [5]. As we will show, the
ratios RV,n

c that we introduce here are particularly suit-
able for ↵s extractions: for 1  n  3 they are known up
to O(↵3

s), have a very weak dependence on the c-quark
mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rcc̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
c and the ratios RV,n

c . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
c can be related to derivatives of

the vector charm-quark current correlator. The theoret-
ical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [6, 7]

M (n)
c =

12⇡2Q2
c

n!

dn

dsn
⇧c(s)

���
s=0

, (4)

where Qc is the charm-quark electric charge and the cor-
relator is formed from the charm vector currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧c(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµc (x)j

⌫
c (0)|0i, (5)

with jµc (x) = c̄(x)�µc(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧c(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mc/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
c is writ-

ten in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵ and µm,
at which the strong coupling and the quark-mass are re-
spectively evaluated, as first noticed in Ref. [4]:

M (n)
c =

1

[2mc(µm)]2n

X

i=0

"
↵
(nf )
s (µ↵)

⇡

#i

(6)

⇥

iX

a=0

[i�1]X

b=0

c(n)i,a,b(nf ) ln
a

✓
µm

mc(µm)

◆
lnb

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads

RV,n
c =

X
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where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
c at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
c = 1.0449

⇥
1 + 0.57448 as
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2
s (8)
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where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-
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only lattice data is available [5]. As we will show, the
ratios RV,n

c that we introduce here are particularly suit-
able for ↵s extractions: for 1  n  3 they are known up
to O(↵3

s), have a very weak dependence on the c-quark
mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rcc̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
c and the ratios RV,n

c . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
c can be related to derivatives of

the vector charm-quark current correlator. The theoret-
ical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [6, 7]

M (n)
c =

12⇡2Q2
c

n!

dn

dsn
⇧c(s)

���
s=0

, (4)

where Qc is the charm-quark electric charge and the cor-
relator is formed from the charm vector currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧c(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµc (x)j

⌫
c (0)|0i, (5)

with jµc (x) = c̄(x)�µc(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧c(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mc/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
c is writ-

ten in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵ and µm,
at which the strong coupling and the quark-mass are re-
spectively evaluated, as first noticed in Ref. [4]:

M (n)
c =

1

[2mc(µm)]2n

X

i=0

"
↵
(nf )
s (µ↵)

⇡

#i

(6)

⇥

iX

a=0

[i�1]X

b=0

c(n)i,a,b(nf ) ln
a

✓
µm

mc(µm)

◆
lnb

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads

RV,n
c =

X

i=0


↵s(µ↵)

⇡

�i
(7)

⇥

[i�1]X

k=0

[i�2]X

j=0

r(n)i,j,k ln
j

✓
µm

mc(µm)

◆
lnk

✓
µ↵

mc(µm)

◆
,

where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
c at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
c = 1.0449

⇥
1 + 0.57448 as

+ (0.32576 + 2.3937L↵) a
2
s (8)

�
�
2.1093 + 4.7873Lm � 6.4009L↵ � 9.9736L2

↵

�
a3s
⇤
,

where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-
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spectively evaluated, as first noticed in Ref. [4]:
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with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads
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where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
c at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
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where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-

2

only lattice data is available [5]. As we will show, the
ratios RV,n

c that we introduce here are particularly suit-
able for ↵s extractions: for 1  n  3 they are known up
to O(↵3

s), have a very weak dependence on the c-quark
mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rcc̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
c and the ratios RV,n

c . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
c can be related to derivatives of

the vector charm-quark current correlator. The theoret-
ical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [6, 7]
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with jµc (x) = c̄(x)�µc(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧c(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mc/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
c is writ-

ten in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵ and µm,
at which the strong coupling and the quark-mass are re-
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with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads
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where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
c at N3LO one

finds
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where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-
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only lattice data is available [5]. As we will show, the
ratios RV,n

c that we introduce here are particularly suit-
able for ↵s extractions: for 1  n  3 they are known up
to O(↵3

s), have a very weak dependence on the c-quark
mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rcc̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
c and the ratios RV,n

c . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
c can be related to derivatives of

the vector charm-quark current correlator. The theoret-
ical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [6, 7]
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where Qc is the charm-quark electric charge and the cor-
relator is formed from the charm vector currents as
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with jµc (x) = c̄(x)�µc(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧c(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mc/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
c is writ-

ten in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵ and µm,
at which the strong coupling and the quark-mass are re-
spectively evaluated, as first noticed in Ref. [4]:
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with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0), and nf = 4. The running
mass mc(µm) and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the
MS scheme with the five-loop QCD � and � functions,
respectively [8–10]. Likewise, we use the four-loop match-
ing condition [11–13] to relate ↵s in the four- and five-
flavour schemes. (We will often omit the explicit nf de-

pendence in ↵s and c(n)i,a,b.) The leading logarithm inM (n)
c

appears at order ↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to
the common value µ↵ = µm = mc(mc) the logarithms

are resummed and the expansion of M (n)
c , in this particu-

lar case, exposes the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which
must be calculated in perturbation theory. Thanks to

a tremendous computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0
have been calculated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and
4 [14–16] up to order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-
next-to-leading order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates
are available at this order [17–20]. The logarithms of

Eq. (6) with the respective coe�cients can be generated
with the use of renormalization group equations. Nu-

merical values of the coe�cients c(n)i,a,b can be found in

Ref. [21]. The dependence of M (n)
c on mc through the

prefactor makes these moments ideal for the extraction
of the charm-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads
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where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mc, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
c are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
c in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
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where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mc(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mc(µm) ]. The total ↵s correction to RV,1

c

is about 12.5%, 7.2% for RV,2
c , and 5.2% for RV,3

c . The
perturbative contribution to RV,n

c is the first term in
its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding to the
identity operator). The leading non-perturbative correc-
tion stems from the gluon condensate and is known to
O(↵s) [22]. This correction is small, but nevertheless in-
cluded in our analysis even though our results are largely
dominated by perturbative QCD.
Alternatively, one could consider not re-expanding in

↵s the ratios defined in Eq. (3). In principle, one could
even take di↵erent renormalization scales in the numer-
ator and denominator. Even though the pole-mass am-
biguity cancels individually in each moment, subleading
renormalons exist and their e↵ect might be softened by
taking the same renormalization scale and re-expading
the ratios. Furthermore, the physics of RV,n

c is di↵er-
ent from the one of each individual moment, and as such
they should be considered as observables in their own
right, therefore with their own series expansion in terms
of a single ↵s(µ↵).
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
c . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
c performed in Ref. [4] and dis-

cussed in detail in that work. It combines the contribu-
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correlator of the form P (q2) = P (q2)�P (0). Slightly abusing notation, we denote P as the
“on-shell” scheme for P (q2), and the twice subtracted (original) definition as the MS scheme
for P (q2). Using the OS scheme with b⇧X(0) = 0 for either vector or pseudoscalar correlator,
we find that the first moment for the contour-improved expansion gives exactly the first
fixed-order moment, M̂X,C

1 = M̂
X

1 . Thus, in order to implement a non-trivial modification,
and following Ref. [6], we employ the MS scheme for b⇧V (0) defined for µ = mq(mq), and
the twice-subtracted expression for P (q2). Generically it can be written as
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. (2.8)

The numerical values for the coefficients [CX ]a,b0,i are collected in Table 7 for the vector
correlator with 5 flavors and the pseudoscalar correlator with 4 flavors. In Table 4 or Ref. [6]
one finds the the numerical values of [CV (nf = 4)]a,b0,i .

2.2 Gluon Condensate Contribution

We estimate nonperturbative power corrections by including the gluon condensate contri-
bution. The gluon condensate is a dimension-4 matrix element and gives the leading power
correction in the OPE for the moments [39, 40]

M
X

n = M̂
X

n +�M
X, hG2i
n + . . . (2.9)

Here the ellipses represent higher-order power corrections of the OPE involving con-
densates with dimensions bigger than 4. The Wilson coefficients of the gluon condensate
corrections are known to O(↵s) accuracy [25]. Following Ref. [41], we express the Wilson
coefficient of the gluon condensate in terms of the pole mass, since in this way the correction
is numerically more stable for higher moments. However, as we did in Ref. [6], we still write
the pole mass in terms of the MS quark mass at one loop. The resulting expression reads
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We use the renormalization group invariant (RGI) scheme for the gluon condensate
[42]. The numerical value of the [aV (nf = 5)]an and [aP (nf = 4)]an coefficients are collected
in Table 6. The values for [aV (nf = 4)]an can be found in Table 5 of Ref. [6]. For methods
(b) and (c) one can obtain the gluon condensate contribution by performing simple algebra
operations and re-expansions in ↵

(nf )
s and hG

2
i. For method (d) we employ Eqs. (2.9) and

(2.10) as shown. For the RGI gluon condensate we adopt [43]

D
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. (2.11)
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gluon-condensate contri. known to NLO. 

Added as an estimate of non-perturbative uncertainties.

Completely irrelevant for the bottom-quark case.

Non-perturbative contributions:
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to O(↵3
s), have a very weak dependence on the b-quark

mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rbb̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
b and the ratios RV,n

b . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
b can be related to derivatives

of the vector bottom-quark current correlator. The the-
oretical counterpart to Eq. (2) reads [5, 6]
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where Qq is the quark electric charge and the correlator
is formed from the quark currents as
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with jµb (x) = b̄(x)�µb(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧b(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
ipate in Eq. (4), can be accurately calculated in perturba-
tion theory with the typical short-distance scale given by
⇠ mb/n > ⇤QCD (restricting n to small values). In full

generality, the perturbative expansion of M (n)
b is written

in terms of two renormalization scales, µ↵, at which the
strong coupling is evaluated, and µm, where the quark-
mass is evaluated:
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with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0). The running mass mb(µm)
and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the MS scheme
with the five-loop QCD � and � functions, respec-
tively [7–9]. (Henceforth we always have nf = 5 and
we will often omit the explicit nf dependence in ↵s and

c(n).) The leading logarithm in M (n)
b appears at order

↵s. Setting the two scales in Eq. (6) to the common
value µ↵ = µm = mb(mb) the logarithms are resummed

and the expansion of M (n)
b in this particular case exposes

the independent coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 which must be calcu-
lated in perturbation theory. Thanks to a tremendous

computational e↵ort, the coe�cients c(n)i,0,0 have been cal-
culated (analytically) for n = 1, 2, 3 and 4 [10–12] up to
order ↵3

s [ four loops, or next-to-next-to-next-to-leading
order (N3LO) ]. For n > 4 only estimates are available at
this order. The logarithms of Eq. (6) with the respective
coe�cients can be generated with the use of renormaliza-
tion group equations. Numerical values of the coe�cients

c(n)i,a,b can be found in Ref. [13]. The dependence of M (n)
b

on mb through the prefactor makes these moments ideal
for the extraction of the bottom-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are

constructed in such a way as to cancel the mass depen-
dence of the prefactor in Eq. (6). Their fixed-order per-
turbative expansion reads

RV,n
b =

X

i=0


↵s(µ↵)

⇡

�i
(7)

⇥

[i�1]X

k=0

[i�2]X

j=0

r(n)i,j,k ln
j

✓
µm

mb(µm)

◆
lnk

✓
µ↵

mb(µm)

◆
,

where now the first logarithm, which brings the depen-
dence on mb, appears only at ↵2

s. The ratios RV,n
b are,

therefore, almost insensitive to the quark mass. The

coe�cients r(n)i,j,k can be obtained from c(n)i,0,0 upon re-

expansion of RV,n
b in ↵s and the use of renormalization

group equations. For instance, for RV,2
b at N3LO one

finds

RV,2
b = 0.82937 + 0.47645 as

+ (0.24518 + 1.8264L↵) a
2
s (8)

�
�
2.8544 + 3.6528Lm � 4.1826L↵ � 7.0012L2

↵

�
a3s,

where here as = ↵s(µ↵)/⇡, L↵ = ln[µ↵/mb(µm) ] and
Lm = ln[µm/mb(µm) ]. The leading ↵s correction to
RV,1

b is of about 4.5%, for RV,2
b it is 2.2%, and for RV,3

b it

is 1.4%. The perturbative contribution to RV,n
b is the first

term in its Operator Product Expansion (corresponding
to the identity operator). The leading non-perturbative
correction stems from the gluon condensate and is known
to O(↵s) [14]. In the case of bottom-quark moments, this
correction is tiny and hence taken into account only as
check that non-perturbative e↵ects are fully under con-
trol. We have included it into our analysis, but the e↵ect
is completely immaterial and will no longer be discussed
here. Our results are, therefore, overwhelmingly domi-
nated by perturbative QCD.
We turn now to the experimental determination of the

ratios RV,n
b . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
b performed in Ref. [13] and

discussed in detail in that work. One must combine the
contribution from the first four narrow resonances with
the threshold data from BABAR [15]. The latter has to
be corrected for initial-state radiation and vacuum po-
larization e↵ects. An unfolding of the data is necessary,
which introduces correlations among the di↵erent data

points. This results in moments M (n)
b with strong corre-

lations. BABAR data are available only up to 11.2GeV.
The remainder contribution to the integral of Eq. (2) is
modeled with perturbation theory for Rbb̄(s), often re-
ferred to as the continuum contribution. Moments with
higher values of n are, by construction, less sensitive to
how the continuum is treated. In the case of quark-mass

2

to O(↵3
s), have a very weak dependence on the b-quark

mass, and can be accurately determined using the ex-
perimental values for the masses and partial widths of
narrow resonances, supplemented with continuous data
for Rbb̄(s).

Let us start by discussing the perturbative expansion

for M (n)
b and the ratios RV,n

b . Using analyticity and uni-

tarity, the moments M (n)
b can be related to derivatives
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M (n)
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dn
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���
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, (4)

where Qq is the quark electric charge and the correlator
is formed from the quark currents as

�
gµ⌫s�pµp⌫

�
⇧b(s) =�i

Z
dx ei p·xh0|T jµb (x)j

⌫
b (0)|0i, (5)

with jµb (x) = b̄(x)�µb(x). The Taylor coe�cients of the
⇧b(s) expansion in powers of s around s = 0, that partic-
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with [i � 1] ⌘ Max(i � 1, 0). The running mass mb(µm)
and coupling ↵s(µ↵) are calculated in the MS scheme
with the five-loop QCD � and � functions, respec-
tively [7–9]. (Henceforth we always have nf = 5 and
we will often omit the explicit nf dependence in ↵s and

c(n).) The leading logarithm in M (n)
b appears at order
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coe�cients can be generated with the use of renormaliza-
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c(n)i,a,b can be found in Ref. [13]. The dependence of M (n)
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on mb through the prefactor makes these moments ideal
for the extraction of the bottom-quark mass.
The ratios we are interested in, given in Eq. (3), are
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b are,
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correction stems from the gluon condensate and is known
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check that non-perturbative e↵ects are fully under con-
trol. We have included it into our analysis, but the e↵ect
is completely immaterial and will no longer be discussed
here. Our results are, therefore, overwhelmingly domi-
nated by perturbative QCD.
We turn now to the experimental determination of the
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b . Our results are based on the obtention of

the inverse moments M (n)
b performed in Ref. [13] and

discussed in detail in that work. One must combine the
contribution from the first four narrow resonances with
the threshold data from BABAR [15]. The latter has to
be corrected for initial-state radiation and vacuum po-
larization e↵ects. An unfolding of the data is necessary,
which introduces correlations among the di↵erent data

points. This results in moments M (n)
b with strong corre-

lations. BABAR data are available only up to 11.2GeV.
The remainder contribution to the integral of Eq. (2) is
modeled with perturbation theory for Rbb̄(s), often re-
ferred to as the continuum contribution. Moments with
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Independent scale variation important for conservative error estimate

With the following constraint

negligible uncertainty in ↵s, and therefore do not include this variation in our final error
budget.

In order to thoroughly study the perturbative uncertainties, and following Refs. [3, 5],
we use two independent renormalization scales, which we call µ↵ and µm. The perturbative
series we shall be dealing with are written in terms of ↵s(µ↵) only. It is important to
have a single expansion parameter [ that is, one has to avoid having ↵s(µm) explicitly in
the series ], such that the pole-mass related renormalon is properly canceled. Therefore, the
dependence on µm starts only at ↵2

s, as powers of log(µ↵/µm) and log[µm/mq(µm)]. Hence,
it is expected that the dependence on µm is weaker than on µ↵, which in turn might mean
that double scale variation is not as crucial as in quark mass determinations. In any case,
to be conservative, we adopt the same scale variation as in [3, 5]: mq  µ↵, µm  µmax,
with µmax = 4 (15)GeV for charm (bottom). We will explore how uncertainties change if
other conventions, some of which less conservative, are adopted.

Firstly, we performed an analysis of the convergence properties of the perturbative
series for ↵s in the spirit of what was done in Ref. [5], studying the convergence of each
series for different values of µ↵ and µm within our grids. In Ref. [5] it was suggested
that series with bad convergence properties could be discarded. However, in the present
case we find a rather flat distribution for the parameter that measures the convergence
of the series, in contrast to what was found in Ref. [5] for the quark-mass determination.
The detailed results of this analysis are given in App. A. Instead, here we shall use a
more standard criterion based on avoiding large logarithms, and will simply require that
0.5  µ↵/µm  2. The excluded regions are shown as faint gray areas in Fig. 1. We do
not impose a similar veto on µm/mq(µm) since the original variation range on µm already
implements the usual small-log paradigm (here one cannot use values of µm smaller than
mq since then ↵s becomes large and endangers the convergence properties of the series).
Furthermore, our analyses also show that the bottom vector ratios are the most convergent,
closely followed by the charm vector correlator. However, the series for the pseudo-scalar
correlator are significantly less convergent than the other two cases studied, a behavior that
was already found in Ref. [5]. Therefore determining ↵s from the charm and bottom vector
correlators seems warranted, at least from the perspective of perturbative uncertainties.

We continue our exploration of perturbative uncertainties drawing contour plots that
show the dependence of the ↵

(nf=5)
s (mZ) extracted value on the renormalization scales. For

this exercise we do not include the gluon condensate correction and use the experimental
values quoted in Table 6 for the vector correlator using the world average value for the
strong coupling constant, and the results of [10] shown in Table 7 for the pseudo-scalar
correlator. We also use for the quark masses the current world-average central values,
mc = 1.28GeV, and mb = 4.18GeV, ignoring their uncertainties. We analyze the values of
↵s as obtained from the series which include up to O(↵3

s) terms. The results for the various
currents and number of flavors are collected in the three rows of Fig. 1, where different
columns correspond to different ratios (except in the last row, where the leftmost panel
shows the result for the n = 0 pseudo-scalar moment). From the plots one can conclude
that in most cases, varying the scales in a correlated way in some limited ranges may lead
to serious underestimates of perturbative uncertainties. In some cases, however, a variation
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Experimental ratios of  moments 
Particularly important for our work are the inverse moments, MV,n

q , of Rqq̄(s) defined as

M
V,n
q =

Z
ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s) . (1.2)

Using analyticity and unitarity, these can be related to the coefficients of the Taylor expan-
sion of the quark vector-current correlator around s = 0, which can be computed rigorously
in perturbative QCD for n not too large.

A shortcoming of using moments M
V,n
q is that, while the integration in Eq. (1.2) over

the normalized cross section extends all the way to infinity, experimental data are limited
to a finite energy range. If the energy of the last measured cross section is sufficiently large,
one can safely use the theoretical prediction for the R-ratio in perturbation theory as a
substitute (the region is sometimes referred to as the continuum), applying some penalty
to reduce the model dependence. For the charm cross section the data above threshold
spans over a wide range of energies such that even for n = 1 the computed moment is fairly
insensitive to how the continuum is treated [3]. On the other hand, bottom moments with
low values of n do depend strongly on the continuum such that M

V,1
b cannot be used for

any competitive determination of the bottom-quark mass [4, 5] — a situation that could
change if data at larger energies became available. Here, since we are interested in a precise
extraction of ↵s, the continuum contribution must be treated carefully, in a way that avoids
any possible contamination of the extracted values.

An interesting alternative which does not suffer from problems related to the contin-
uum are moments of the pseudo-scalar quark-current correlator, which can be accurately
computed in lattice QCD [6] — although, so far, precise simulations exist only for the charm
quark. Interestingly, the 0-th moment of this correlator is physical,1 and quite insensitive
to the charm-quark mass, which makes it an ideal candidate to determine ↵s. On the other
hand, it has been shown that the perturbative series of the pseudo-scalar moments (at least
for n > 0) displays a quite poor convergence [5].

The moments M
X,n
q are governed by the typical scale mq/n & ⇤QCD. This is easy to

understand since large values of n have more weight in the narrow resonances such that
a non-relativistic treatment becomes necessary. For small values of n one can compute
the theoretical moments in perturbative QCD supplemented by non-perturbative power
corrections parametrized in terms of local condensates. This framework is known as the
operator product expansion (OPE) [7, 8]. It turns out that the perturbative term overly
dominates the series (even more so for the bottom quark) and the leading (gluon) condensate
is introduced mainly as an estimate of the size of non-perturbative corrections. This method
goes under the name of relativistic quarkonium sum rules.

A lot of progress has been made in the lattice community for determining QCD pa-
rameters from the pseudo-scalar correlator since the pioneering work of Ref. [6], in which
the charm-quark mass and the strong coupling were extracted (the former with high ac-
curacy). Focusing on ↵s, the follow-up paper by HQPCD [9] already claimed half-percent
accuracy at the Z-boson mass with a value very close to the world average, while Refs. [10]

1The first two Taylor coefficients are UV divergent already at O(↵0
s), when no renormalization has been

applied yet. We label moments such that n = 0 corresponds to the third Taylor coefficient.
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= (resonan.) +

Z smax

sth

ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s) +

Z 1

smax

ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s)
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Figure 9. Result of the fit for the default selection of data sets. On the top, (a) and (b) show the
entire fit region and the non-charm region, respectively. In the middle row, (c) illustrates the low
charm region and (d) the threshold region 1. In the bottom line (e) and (f) depict threshold region
2 and the data continuum region, respectively.

including it into the integration measure. Using the relation ds/s
n+1

= d(E
�2n

/n) we thus
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Figure 9. Result of the fit for the default selection of data sets. On the top, (a) and (b) show the
entire fit region and the non-charm region, respectively. In the middle row, (c) illustrates the low
charm region and (d) the threshold region 1. In the bottom line (e) and (f) depict threshold region
2 and the data continuum region, respectively.

including it into the integration measure. Using the relation ds/s
n+1

= d(E
�2n

/n) we thus
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Exp moments determined from resonances and combined R data.
Correlations must be taken into account in the procedure.
Parametrize the continuum contribution (highly linear dependence on the coupling)
(including mass corrections)
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3

extractions, one normally fixes the input value of ↵s in
the continuum. Here, however, since we aim at extract-
ing ↵s from data, one cannot do this lest the results be
contaminated by the input value of the strong coupling.
We have, therefore, adapted the extraction of the mo-

ments M (n)
b from Ref. [13] in order to obtain RV,n

b as a
function of the ↵s value used in the continuum. It turns
out that the dependence with ↵s, for values not too far
from the world average, is highly linear, which facilitates
the task of obtaining parametrized expressions for the ra-
tios RV,n

b . In terms of �↵ = 0.1181�↵s, the three ratios
we exploit here read

RV,1
b = (0.8020 + 0.4083�↵)± 0.0014,

RV,2
b = (0.84647 + 0.14955�↵)± 0.00040, (9)

RV,3
b = (0.89617 + 0.06905�↵)± 0.00017.

The associated errors are completely dominated by data
and are very small. The smallness of the errors is in
part due to the strong positive correlations between the

consecutive moments M (n)
b which, when properly prop-

agated, lead to a very small uncertainty in the ratios.

(For example, moments M (2)
b and M (3)

b are 86% corre-
lated.) The relative errors in the ratios are of only 0.16%,
0.046%, 0.019% for RV,1

b , RV,2
b , and RV,3

b , respectively.
The determination of ↵s is done by equating the ex-

perimental results of Eq. (9) to the respective expan-
sions of the type of Eq. (8), numerically solving for ↵s.
We turn now to a discussion of the results we obtain
from this analysis. Sound results require a careful —
and conservative — study of the associated uncertain-
ties, in particular those that stem from the truncation
of the perturbative series. It has been shown that in

quark-mass extractions from M (n)
b , a reliable error es-

timate requires the independent variation of the two
scales µm and µ↵ [13]. To be fully conservative, even
though here the dependence on µm is weaker than in

the case of M (n)
b , we vary both scales in the interval

mb  µ↵, µm  µmax, with µmax = 15GeV, and apply
the constraint 1/⇠  (µ↵/µm)  ⇠ with the canonical
choice ⇠ = 2 (the dependence on the value of ⇠ will
be discussed below).1 The scale variation we adopt is
much more conservative than that used in many related
works, where one often sets µm = µ↵ (or ⇠ = 1). For
the bottom mass we adopt the current world average
mb = 4.180(23)GeV. With this setup we have created
grids with 4000 points of µm and µ↵ and the respective
↵s values for each ratio RV,n

b (with n = 1, 2, and 3), order
by order in the perturbative expansion. First, we check

1 We have carefully investigated the convergence of the perturba-
tive expansion with an adapted Cauchy test suggested in Ref. [13]
and conclude that the use of the restriction 1/⇠  (µ↵/µm)  ⇠
is sound in our case.
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the convergence of the ↵s extractions at each order in per-
turbation theory from the results obtained in the grids,
without considering any other source of uncertainty apart
from the spread in values due to scale variation, which
measures the perturbative error. The results are shown
in Fig. 1 for the three ratios we consider. One clearly sees
a nice convergence for all the moments, which indicates
that the perturbative uncertainties are under control.
We continue the investigation of perturbative incer-

titudes by analyzing the ↵s grids with two-dimensional
contour plots at N3LO. In Fig. 2 we show the result of
such a scan in the case of RV,2

b . What one sees from this
plot is that a correlated scale variation with µ↵ = µm,
along the diagonal of the plot, would lead to a seriously
underestimated theory uncertainty. The consequences of
a correlated scale variation would be less dramatic for
n = 1 and n = 3 but the results of Fig. 2 demonstrate,
visually, the need of the independent scale variation. Fi-

For the charm quark ratios we have

Small uncertainties partially 
due to positive correlation 
among the moments Mn.

Continuum contribution 
smaller for higher n

3

tion from the narrow J/ and  0 resonances, the avail-
able threshold data from Refs. [23–37], and a remain-
ing contribution modeled with perturbative QCD for
s > 10.538GeV where no data is available (the so-called
continuum contribution). One also subtracts from the
data a non-charm background from u, d, and s quarks,
as well as a contribution from secondary charm produc-
tion which is not included in the theory. (The small
singlet contribution has been estimated and can be ne-
glected [38].) The continuum contribution as well as the
uds background, which are implemented at the R-ratio
level, use perturbative QCD expressions. Here, since we
aim at a precise extraction of ↵s, we cannot fix its value
in these contributions. We have, therefore, adapted the

extraction of the moments M (n)
c from Ref. [21] in order

to obtain RV,n
c as a function of the ↵s value used in the

continuum and the background. It turns out that the de-
pendence with ↵s, for values not too far from the world
average, is highly linear, which facilitates the task of ob-
taining parametrized expressions for the ratios RV,n

c . In

terms of �↵ = ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ)�0.1181, the three ratios we

exploit here read

RV,1
c = (1.770� 0.705�↵)± 0.017,

RV,2
c = (1.1173� 0.1330�↵)± 0.0022, (9)

RV,3
c = (1.03535� 0.04376�↵)± 0.00084.

The associated errors are dominated by data and are
fairly small. The smallness of the uncertainties is in part
due to the strong positive correlations between the con-

secutive moments M (n)
c which, in the error propagation,

lead to a very small uncertainty in the ratios. (For ex-

ample, moments M (2)
c and M (3)

c are 97.6% correlated.)
The relative errors in the ratios are of only 0.98%, 0.22%,
0.10% for RV,1

c , RV,2
c , and RV,3

c , respectively.
The determination of ↵s is done by equating the exper-

imental results of Eq. (9) to the respective expansions of
the type of Eq. (8), numerically solving for ↵s. We turn
now to a discussion of the results we obtain from this
analysis. Sound results require a careful — and conserva-
tive — study of the associated uncertainties, in particular
those that stem from the truncation of the perturbative
series. It has been shown that in quark-mass extractions

from M (n)
c , a reliable error estimate requires the indepen-

dent variation of the two scales µm and µ↵ [21]. To be
fully conservative, even though here the dependence on

µm is weaker than in the case ofM (n)
c , we vary both scales

in the interval mc  µ↵, µm  µmax, with µmax = 4GeV,
and apply the constraint 1/⇠  (µ↵/µm)  ⇠ with the
canonical choice ⇠ = 2 (the dependence on the value of ⇠
will be discussed below).2 The scale variation we adopt

2 We have carefully investigated the convergence of the perturba-
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is much more conservative than that used in many re-
lated works, where one often sets µm = µ↵ (or ⇠ = 1).
For the charm mass we adopt mc = 1.28(2)GeV. With
this setup we have created grids with 3025 points of µm

and µ↵ and the respective ↵s values for each ratio RV,n
c

(with n = 1, 2, and 3), order by order in the perturbative
expansion. First, we check the convergence of the ↵s ex-
tractions at each order in perturbation theory from the
results obtained in the grids, neglecting charm-mass, ex-
perimental, and non-perturbative uncertainties. There-
fore the spread in values due to scale variation directly
measures the perturbative error. The results are shown
in Fig. 1 for the three ratios we consider. One clearly sees
a nice convergence for all the moments, which indicates

tive expansion with an adapted Cauchy test suggested in Ref. [21]
and conclude that the use of the restriction 1/⇠  (µ↵/µm)  ⇠
is sound in our case.
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Particularly important for our work are the inverse moments, MV,n
q , of Rqq̄(s) defined as

M
V,n
q =

Z
ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s) . (1.2)

Using analyticity and unitarity, these can be related to the coefficients of the Taylor expan-
sion of the quark vector-current correlator around s = 0, which can be computed rigorously
in perturbative QCD for n not too large.

A shortcoming of using moments M
V,n
q is that, while the integration in Eq. (1.2) over

the normalized cross section extends all the way to infinity, experimental data are limited
to a finite energy range. If the energy of the last measured cross section is sufficiently large,
one can safely use the theoretical prediction for the R-ratio in perturbation theory as a
substitute (the region is sometimes referred to as the continuum), applying some penalty
to reduce the model dependence. For the charm cross section the data above threshold
spans over a wide range of energies such that even for n = 1 the computed moment is fairly
insensitive to how the continuum is treated [3]. On the other hand, bottom moments with
low values of n do depend strongly on the continuum such that M

V,1
b cannot be used for

any competitive determination of the bottom-quark mass [4, 5] — a situation that could
change if data at larger energies became available. Here, since we are interested in a precise
extraction of ↵s, the continuum contribution must be treated carefully, in a way that avoids
any possible contamination of the extracted values.

An interesting alternative which does not suffer from problems related to the contin-
uum are moments of the pseudo-scalar quark-current correlator, which can be accurately
computed in lattice QCD [6] — although, so far, precise simulations exist only for the charm
quark. Interestingly, the 0-th moment of this correlator is physical,1 and quite insensitive
to the charm-quark mass, which makes it an ideal candidate to determine ↵s. On the other
hand, it has been shown that the perturbative series of the pseudo-scalar moments (at least
for n > 0) displays a quite poor convergence [5].

The moments M
X,n
q are governed by the typical scale mq/n & ⇤QCD. This is easy to

understand since large values of n have more weight in the narrow resonances such that
a non-relativistic treatment becomes necessary. For small values of n one can compute
the theoretical moments in perturbative QCD supplemented by non-perturbative power
corrections parametrized in terms of local condensates. This framework is known as the
operator product expansion (OPE) [7, 8]. It turns out that the perturbative term overly
dominates the series (even more so for the bottom quark) and the leading (gluon) condensate
is introduced mainly as an estimate of the size of non-perturbative corrections. This method
goes under the name of relativistic quarkonium sum rules.

A lot of progress has been made in the lattice community for determining QCD pa-
rameters from the pseudo-scalar correlator since the pioneering work of Ref. [6], in which
the charm-quark mass and the strong coupling were extracted (the former with high ac-
curacy). Focusing on ↵s, the follow-up paper by HQPCD [9] already claimed half-percent
accuracy at the Z-boson mass with a value very close to the world average, while Refs. [10]

1The first two Taylor coefficients are UV divergent already at O(↵0
s), when no renormalization has been

applied yet. We label moments such that n = 0 corresponds to the third Taylor coefficient.

– 2 –

= (resonan.) +

Z smax

sth

ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s) +

Z 1

smax

ds

sn+1
Rqq̄(s)
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Figure 1. Contour plots for the extracted value of ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ) from different perturbative series

at O(↵3
s), as a function of the two renormalization scales µ↵ and µm. The three panels at the top

show the result for the bottom vector correlator, the three in the middle (bottom) correspond to the
charm vector (pseudo-scalar) correlator. For the six panels showing results for the vector correlator,
the left, center and right columns correspond to R

V,1
q , RV,2

q and R
V,3
q , respectively, while for the

pseudo-scalar they show M
P,0
c , RP,1

c , and R
P,1
c . The shaded gray areas are excluded for ⇠ = 2.
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Diagonal variation: errors 
underestimated by a factor of up 
 to ~2.0
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Figure 2. Dependence of the central value and perturbative uncertainty with the “trim-
ming” parameter ⇠, which controls how renormalization scales are varied through the constraint
1/⇠  µ↵/µm  ⇠, with mq  µ↵, µm  µmax and q = c (b) for charm (bottom). The gray, dashed,
vertical lines signal our canonical choice ⇠ = 2. The three panels on top correspond to how central
values depend on ⇠, shown as a percent deviation from our canonical choice for ⇠. The three panels
at the bottom show the dependence of perturbative uncertainties with ⇠. Left, right, and middle
panels correspond to bottom vector, charm vector, and charm pseudo-scalar, respectively. Blue,
red and green distinguish which moment or ratio is used, as shown in the plot legends.

estimate is at most 53% larger than that with ⇠ = 2 for all cases. Except for values of ⇠
close to 1, the central value grows as ⇠ increases, but the variation is below the percent in
all cases.

We finish this section by exploring the order-by-order convergence of the extracted
values of ↵s. Again we ignore non-perturbative effects and fix the quark masses. We also
assume experimental moments have no uncertainties, such that error bars shown in this
section are purely of perturbative origin. Taking the default constraint ⇠ = 2 we obtain
the results shown in Fig. 3. We see excellent convergence between the O(↵2

s) and O(↵3
s)

determinations in all cases, while for ratios with n > 1 there is a slight tension between the
O(↵1

s) and O(↵3
s) results. This is not cause for concern since the LO extraction does not yet

depend on µm and therefore should be regarded as a special case. A similar situation was
found with the O(↵0

s) determination of quark masses in e.g. Ref. [5], which was independent
of µ↵. In that sense the O(↵n

s ) quark-mass determination should be thought of as being of
the same order as the O(↵n+1

s ) strong-coupling extraction.
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Figure 2. Dependence of the central value and perturbative uncertainty with the “trim-
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Figure 3. ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ) as determined from ratios of moments or MP,0

c using the corresponding per-
turbative series at O(↵n

s ) with n = 1, 2, 3 which we call NnLO. Panels (a), (b), and (c) show results
for the bottom vector, charm vector, and charm pseudo-scalar correlators, respectively. For (a) and
(b), blue, red and green correspond to R

V,1
q , RV,2

q , and R
V,3
q , respectively, with q = c, b, while for (c)

these colors correspond to M
P,0
c , RP,1

c , and R
V,2
c . Error bars reflect only perturbative uncertainties,

which are computed varying µ↵ and µm independently, but requiring that 0.5  µ↵/µm  2.

5 Results

In this section we present the main results of our analysis: the determination of ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ)

using perturbative expressions at O(↵3
s) from ratios of moments for the two types of currents

considered, both for charm and bottom quarks, as well as from the 0-th moment of the
pseudo-scalar charm correlator. Here we include the gluon condensate correction, and take
into account all relevant sources that contribute to the uncertainty. The most important
contributions to the error budget are the perturbative error — due to the truncation of the
series in ↵s, estimated through scale variation — and the experimental/lattice uncertainties
(in general, experimental uncertainties in ↵s from the vector correlators are larger than
lattice uncertainties in ↵s from the pseudo-scalar moments). To estimate the incertitude
coming from the charm or bottom mass we use

mb = 4.18± 0.023GeV , mc = 1.28± 0.02GeV . (5.1)

The associated uncertainties are very small and barely contribute to the final error, since
the ratios of moments we use are rather insensitive to the quark mass. Non-perturvative
corrections also contribute to the error budget, but their contribution is absolutely negligible
in the case of the bottom-quark based determinations, and always subleading for the charm-
quark ones.

For charm-quark based determinations one could consider an additional source of un-
certainty coming from matching the theories with nf = 4 and 5 active flavors at the scale
µb, which by default is taken to be mb. The choice of µb inflicts a tiny uncertainty, which
we estimate by considering µb = 2mb and mb/2. Running ↵s at 5 loops (and matching
accordingly at 4 loops) it turns out to be negligibly small: 5 ⇥ 10�6. The uncertainty on
the bottom mass also affects the matching relation, but the associated error is also in-
significant: 1⇥ 10�5. These are much smaller than any other source and will no longer be
mentioned.
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flavor n ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) �pert �exp �mq �np �total

bottom

1 0.1183 0.0011 0.0089 0.0002 0.0000 0.0090

2 0.1186 0.0011 0.0046 0.0001 0.0000 0.0048

3 0.1194 0.0013 0.0029 0.0001 0.0000 0.0032

charm

1 0.1168 0.0010 0.0028 0.0003 0.0006 0.0030

2 0.1168 0.0015 0.0009 0.0003 0.0007 0.0019

3 0.1173 0.0020 0.0005 0.0003 0.0006 0.0022

Table 8. ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) determination from ratios of bottom and charm vector-correlator moments

R
V,n
q , Eq. (2.6). The first column specifies the flavor content of the current, the second column

shows which ratio has been used, while the third gives the central value. Fourth to seventh provide
the various components of the uncertainty: scale variation (�pert), experimental (�exp), quark mass
(�mq ), and gluon condensate (�np), which are added in quadrature in the last column (�tot).

5.1 ↵s from ratios of vector correlators

In this section we present results based on “real” experimental data, that is, ↵s extractions
from ratios of vector-correlator moments, for nf = 4 and 5. For these analyses we use the
↵s dependence of the experimental moments, given in Table 6, solving the relevant equa-
tions consistently. The determinations from the charm correlator are shown graphically in
Fig. 4(a). For comparison, the world average is shown as a faint gray band. All charmonium
(and bottomonium) determinations are compatible among themselves and with the world
average. Both extractions are quite robust, with rather stable central values, although the
extraction from bottomonium yields somewhat larger central values than the extractions
from charmonium sum rules. A detailed splitting of all sources of incertitude is given in
Table 8. For both quarkonium systems we observe that perturbative uncertainties grow
with n (this behavior was already seen in Fig. 3), particularly for charmonium, with overall
larger errors. Experimental uncertainties behave in the opposite way, decreasing as n grows.
This is expected since larger values of n are dominated by the very precise narrow-resonance
contribution. For charmonium, the larger experimental uncertainties discards the first ratio
for precision extractions of ↵s. If the experimental error could be drastically reduced, n = 1

could however turn into a competitive measurement, since, from the theoretical point of
view, it is quite clean. For both systems there is a compensation of the two effects such
that the uncertainties for n = 2 and n = 3 are comparable. Since the ratios R

V,2
q involves

the moments MV,2
q and M

V,3
q their perturbative expansion is expected to be better behaved

than the ones for R
V,3
q which brings the contribution from M

V,4
q . Larger values of n are

disfavored since non-relativistic duality violations could start playing a non-negligible role.
This is in line with the smaller perturbative uncertainty for R

V,2
q . Since the charm-quark

based extractions have smaller errors and in the spirit of avoiding moments with large val-
ues of n we take the charm n = 2 result as the main outcome from the analysis of vector
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Figure 4. ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) determination from ratios of charm vector-correlator (left panel) and

pseudo-scalar (right panel) moments. Error bands include all sources of uncertainties added in
quadrature. Panel (a) has results for the first three ratios of moments. Panel (b) has results in
different colors for lattice output from various collaborations: from left to right these are Allison
et al. [8], McNeile et al. [9], Maezawa et al. [10], Petreczky et al. [11], and Nakayama et al. [12].
n = 0 corresponds to R

P,0
c ⌘ M

P,0
c , while n = 1, 2 stand for R

P,n
c . Perturbative uncertainties are

estimated trimming the grids with the default parameter ⇠ = 2. The light gray area shows the
current (2019) world average with its uncertainty [47].

correlators:

↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) = 0.1168± (0.0015)pert ± (0.0009)exp + (0.0006)np (5.2)

= 0.1168± (0.0019)total .

Here we do not show the mc uncertainty since it does not change the total error. Our result
is less precise than the current world average (which has an uncertainty of ±0.0011 [51]),
being fully compatible with it: the central values differ by 0.6�. This value of ↵s was
reported, for the first time, in Ref. [13].

It is interesting to compare our final uncertainties, based on the conservative procedure
of varying both scales independently, with more optimistic approaches often used in the
literature. For example, if we had used a correlated scale variation with µ↵ = µm the
central value would decrease by 0.0001, but the perturbative uncertainty would decrease
by a factor of 2.12 to (0.0007)pert, making up for a total error of only (0.0013)total. On
the other hand, using a completely unconstrained grid, the central value and perturbative
uncertainty grow to 0.1175± (0.0022)pert, a 50% increase in error, with a total uncertainty
of (0.0025)total.

5.2 ↵s from lattice data

We turn now our attention to the pseudo-scalar Green’s function, for which “experimental”
data is obtained from lattice MC simulations. A number of collaborations provide results
for the same quantities, and we analyze all of those with the same theoretical expressions
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= 0.1168± (0.0019)total .

Here we do not show the mc uncertainty since it does not change the total error. Our result
is less precise than the current world average (which has an uncertainty of ±0.0011 [51]),
being fully compatible with it: the central values differ by 0.6�. This value of ↵s was
reported, for the first time, in Ref. [13].

It is interesting to compare our final uncertainties, based on the conservative procedure
of varying both scales independently, with more optimistic approaches often used in the
literature. For example, if we had used a correlated scale variation with µ↵ = µm the
central value would decrease by 0.0001, but the perturbative uncertainty would decrease
by a factor of 2.12 to (0.0007)pert, making up for a total error of only (0.0013)total. On
the other hand, using a completely unconstrained grid, the central value and perturbative
uncertainty grow to 0.1175± (0.0022)pert, a 50% increase in error, with a total uncertainty
of (0.0025)total.

5.2 ↵s from lattice data

We turn now our attention to the pseudo-scalar Green’s function, for which “experimental”
data is obtained from lattice MC simulations. A number of collaborations provide results
for the same quantities, and we analyze all of those with the same theoretical expressions
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moment [6] [9] [10] [11] [12]

M
P,0
c 1.708(7) 1.709(5) 1.699(9) 1.705(5) –

R
P,1
c – – 1.199(4) 1.1886(13) 1.188(5)

R
P,2
c – – 1.0344(13) 1.0324(16) 1.0341(19)

Table 7. Lattice results for the 0-th moment (second row) and the ratios of moments (rest of rows)
for the charm pseudo-scalar current correlator. We show the results for various lattice collaborations
in different columns. These quantities are dimensionless.

The partial cancellation of correlated uncertainties in the ratios of bottom moments
is much larger than for charm. While regular moments with n < 5 are rather imprecise,
with relative accuracy of 24%, 18%, 14%, and 12%, respectively, the first three ratios turn
out to be quite accurate, becoming sub-permille already at n = 2: 0.16%, 0.046%, 0.019%.
Interestingly, bottom ratios turn out to be more precise than their charm counterparts.
This might happen because there are four narrow bottomonium resonances, but only two in
charmonium, and these appear to dominate the value of the ratios. Finally, we also observe
the behavior R

V,n!1
b ! 1 in bottom moments, but in this case the limit is approached

from below.

3.3 Charm pseudo-scalar correlator

Although the pseudo-scalar current is not accessible in experiments in the same way as
the vector (i.e. there is no such thing as a “pseudo-scalar photon”), results for the associ-
ated moments can be obtained from simulations on the lattice. The experimental input is
effectively passed to the simulation by tuning lattice parameters to a number of physical
observables. The tuned lattice action (which is no longer modified or adjusted) is then
used to perform the predictions for the moments. Lattice simulations have to overcome
some difficulties, such as the continuum, infinite-volume and physical mass extrapolations,
which can translate into sizable uncertainties. The simulations are based on MC methods,
and are therefore also limited by statistics. Other aspects to take into account when using
lattice data is which type of action is used to compute the fermion determinant. According
to Ref. [6], moments of the pseudo-scalar current-current are not as afflicted by systematic
uncertainties as the vector-current ones, and therefore might be used for precision analyses.

Lattice results for the pseudo-scalar correlator are provided in terms of the so-called
reduced moments Rk. They are constructed to have all mass-dimension 0, and factor out
the tree-level results such that their perturbative expression starts with a coefficient equal
to 1. For n = 0 and n > 0 they are related to the notation in Eq. (2.7) as follows

M
P,0
c =

4

3
R4 , M

P,n
c = c

P,n
0

✓
R2n+4

m⌘c

◆2n

. (3.1)

The mass dimension of “regular” moments with n > 0 is obtained through powers of the
⌘c mass. However, when taking ratios this dependence, as expected, completely drops, and
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Figure 1. Contour plots for the extracted value of ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ) from different perturbative series

at O(↵3
s), as a function of the two renormalization scales µ↵ and µm. The three panels at the

top show the result for the bottom vector correlator, the three in the middle (bottom) correspond
to the charm vector (pseudo-scalar) correlator. For the six panels showing results for the vector
correlator, the left, center and right columns correspond to R

V,1
q , RV,2

q and R
V,3
q , respectively, while

for the pseudo-scalar they show M
P,0
c , RP,1

c , and R
P,1
c . The shaded gray areas are excluded from

our scan.
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Figure 3. ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ) as determined from ratios of moments or MP,0

c using the corresponding per-
turbative series at O(↵n

s ) with n = 1, 2, 3 which we call NnLO. Panels (a), (b), and (c) show results
for the bottom vector, charm vector, and charm pseudo-scalar correlators, respectively. For (a) and
(b), blue, red and green correspond to R

V,1
q , RV,2

q , and R
V,3
q , respectively, with q = c, b, while for (c)

these colors correspond to M
P,0
0 , RP,1

c , and R
V,2
c . Error bars reflect only perturbative uncertainties,

which are computed varying µ↵ and µm independently, but requiring that 0.5  µ↵/µm  2.

in Fig. 2. For the bottom vector correlator, taking both scales equal yields uncertainties
which are 42% (first and third ratios) or 136% (second ratio) smaller than our canonical
choice. For the charm-vector correlator the numbers grow dramatically: 275%, 153% and
105% percent growth for the first three ratios. In the pseudo-scalar case the uncertainty as
a function of ⇠ is nearly the same for all quantities considered, and the correlated estimate
is 140% smaller than the default choice. The unconstrained error estimate is between 35%

and 45% larger than that with ⇠ = 2 for all cases. Except for values of ⇠ close to 1, the
central value grows as ⇠ increases, but the variation is below the percent in all cases.

We finish this section by exploring the order-by-order convergence of the extracted
values of ↵s. Again we ignore non-perturbative effects and fix the quark masses to their
world-average results. We also assume experimental moments have no uncertainties, such
that error bars shown in this section are purely of perturbative origin. Taking the default
constraint ⇠ = 2 we obtain the results shown in Fig. 3. We see excellent convergence
between the O(↵2

s) and O(↵3
s) determinations in all cases, while for ratios with n > 1 there

is a slight tension between the O(↵1
s) and O(↵3

s) results. This is not cause for concern since
the LO extraction does not yet depend on µm and therefore should be regarded as a special
case. A similar situation was found with the O(↵0

s) determination of quark masses in e.g.
Ref. [5], which was independent of µ↵. In that sense the O(↵n

s ) quark-mass determination
should be thought of as being of the same order as the O(↵n+1

s ) strong-coupling extraction.

5 Results

In this section we present the main results of our analysis: the determination of ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ)

using perturbative expressions at O(↵3
s) from ratios of moments for the two types of cur-

rents considered, both for charm and bottom quarks, as well as from the 0-th moment of the
pseudo-scalar charm correlator. Here we include the gluon condensate correction, and take
into account all relevant sources that contribute to the uncertainty. The most important
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Ref. ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) �pert �lattice �mc �NP �total

Allison et al. [6] 0.1179 0.0019 0.0006 0.0003 0.0004 0.0020

McNeile et al. [9] 0.1180 0.0019 0.0005 0.0003 0.0004 0.0020

Maezawa et al. [10] 0.1171 0.0018 0.0008 0.0003 0.0004 0.0020

Petreczky et al. [11] 0.1177 0.0019 0.0005 0.0003 0.0004 0.0020

Table 9. ↵(nf=5)
s (mZ) determination from the n = 0 moment of the pseudo-scalar correlator MP,0

c .
The first column shows from which reference the lattice results are taken, the second corresponds
to the central value, third to sixth provide the various component of the uncertainty: scale varia-
tion (�pert), lattice (�lattice), charm mass (�mc) and gluon condensate (�NP), which are added in
quadrature in the last column (�total).

We observe that the total uncertainty is overly dominated by the truncation error, such
that efforts to compute these quantities on the lattice more precisely are not warranted.
Interestingly, perturbative errors for the pseudo-scalar correlator seem roughly independent
of the moment being used. Even though all determinations are well compatible with the
current world average, we observe that results from R

P,2
c are slightly lower than those

with M
P,0
c and R

P,1
c . This behavior is less pronounced for the JLQCD results, which

could suggest that the shift is caused by lattice results (another argument in favor of
this reasoning is that for the vector correlator results with larger n are higher). We also
observe that M

P,0
c -based extractions are higher if HPQCD results are employed, although

still compatible. For R
P,1
c -based determinations, the newest HotQCD result of Ref. [11] is

in very nice agreement with the JLQCD result, although the old HotQCD determination
[10] is significantly larger. Interestingly, for determinations with R

P,1
c the situation is the

opposite, and there is agreement between JLQCD and the old HotQCD results, being again
the extraction of [11] lower. All in all, there seems to be a higher density of central values
around the world average, although, due to truncation errors, these are not competitive
with our main result in Eq. (5.2).

We finish this section by comparing the perturbative uncertainties for vector and
pseudo-scalar correlators with charm quarks. As expected from the analysis carried out
in Sec. 2.1, the uncertainties for the pseudo-scalar correlator are larger for the n = 1, 2

ratios of moments, but for n = 3 they become of the same order. This is in line with the
findings of Ref. [5] for regular moments, and again points out that the total uncertainty
will not go down with more precise lattice simulations. Possible ways of improving the
accuracy are understanding the origin of the bad convergence behavior of the pseudo-scalar
correlator or computing the values for ratios of the vector correlator on the lattice.

5.3 Comparison to previous lattice determinations

In this section we compare the estimates of perturbative uncertainties from the various
lattice collaborations, which have a huge impact in the total uncertainty.

Ref. [6] estimates the perturbative uncertainty on ↵s from the MP,0
c moment by varying
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that the perturbative uncertainties are under control.
We continue the investigation of perturbative incer-

titudes by analyzing the ↵s grids with two-dimensional
contour plots at N3LO. In Fig. 2 we show the result of
such a scan in the case of RV,2

c . What one sees from this
plot is that a correlated scale variation with µ↵ = µm,
along the diagonal of the plot, would lead to a seriously
underestimated theory uncertainty. The consequences of
a correlated scale variation would be less dramatic for
n = 1 but the results of Fig. 2 demonstrate, visually,
the need for the independent scale variation. Finally,
to examine systematically the consequences of less (and
more) conservative scale variations, we vary the value of
⇠ between ⇠ = 1, which corresponds to µ↵ = µm, and
⇠ = 3, that imposes almost no constraint within our in-
tervals. For ⇠ = 1 we find that the perturbative uncer-
tainties would be underestimated by factors of 3 (n = 1),
2 (n = 2), and 1.5 (n = 3) compared to our canonical
choice (⇠ = 2). On the other hand, adopting an even
more conservative choice with ⇠ = 3, would lead to in-
creases in the errors between 30% and 60%, which shows
that our canonical choice is su�cient for a conservative
error estimate. The central values of ↵s are rather sta-
ble with the choice of ⇠ and the variations are below the
percent level for 1  ⇠  3.

With the perturbative uncertainties under good con-
trol, we are in a position to extract the final values of
our analysis. To study the other sources of uncertain-
ties we created additional ↵s grids in the µm ⇥ µ↵ plane
varying within one sigma the experimental value of RV,n

c ,
the charm-quark mass, and also adding and removing
twice the gluon-condensate contribution (as an estimate
of non-perturbative uncertainties). We find, through the
analysis of these grids,

↵s(mZ) = 0.1168(10)pt(28)exp(6)np = 0.1168(30) [RV,1
c ],

↵s(mZ) = 0.1168(15)pt(9)exp(7)np = 0.1168(19) [RV,2
c ],

↵s(mZ) = 0.1173(20)pt(5)exp(6)np = 0.1173(22) [RV,3
c ],

where the first error is due to the truncation of perturba-
tion theory, obtained from the the spread of values arising
from the independent scale variation with ⇠ = 2, the sec-
ond comes from the experimental errors given in Eq. (9),
and the third is due to non-perturbative contributions.
Perturbative errors grow with n while experimental er-
rors become smaller. The error for the result with n = 1
is largely dominated by experiment, while for n = 2 and
n = 3 the perturbative error dominates. In all cases
the uncertainty associated with the charm-quark mass is
0.0003 and does not contribute to the final error. The
non-perturbative error is always subleading, but gives a
small contribution to the total error for n = 2.

The final results for ↵s are correlated since they are
based on ratios of moments obtained from the same data
sets. This disfavors averaging the results obtained from
the di↵erent ratios RV,n

c . Instead, we quote as our final
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FIG. 3. Comparison of our determination of ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ)

(top, in red) with a few recent determinations. Event-
shape analyses at N3LL0 + O(↵3

s): thrust and C-parameter
(green) [39–41]; lattice QCD [42–46] and static energy po-
tential [47] (in dark blue); Electroweak precision observables
fits [48] (black); Deep Inelastic Scattering [49] and global PDF
fits [50, 51] (light blue); and hadronic ⌧ decays [52, 53] and
e+e� ! hadrons [54] (gray). The current world average [3] is
shown as an orange band.

value the one obtained from the ratio RV,2
c for the fol-

lowing reasons: a) the experimental uncertainty, in the
case of the extraction from RV,1

c , is significantly larger,
which makes the final error much less competitive; b) the

extraction from RV,3
c , on the other hand, relies on M (4)

c ,
which may have a too large value of n and correspond-
ingly a smaller e↵ective scale — a fact that is also respon-
sible for the larger perturbative uncertainty. The most
reliable result is therefore the one from RV,2

c which yields
our final value

↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) = 0.1168± 0.0019. (10)

Our result is fully compatible with the present world av-
erage [ 0.1181(11) ] [2] although the uncertainty is larger.
Our determination has a very conservative error esti-
mate: with a correlated scale variation the uncertainty
would be reduced to 0.0013, not much larger than the
world average. Comparison with other works in the lit-
erature [42, 43, 45] show that our perturbative error is
also more conservative than what is obtained from esti-
mates of higher-order contributions (as opposed to scale
variations). Our treatment of the experimental moments
is also completely unbiased, since we do not fix ↵s to
compute the perturbative contribution, but keep it as a
free parameter. Using experimental moments with ↵s

fixed to the world average in the perturbative contribu-
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contour plots at N3LO. In Fig. 2 we show the result of
such a scan in the case of RV,2

c . What one sees from this
plot is that a correlated scale variation with µ↵ = µm,
along the diagonal of the plot, would lead to a seriously
underestimated theory uncertainty. The consequences of
a correlated scale variation would be less dramatic for
n = 1 but the results of Fig. 2 demonstrate, visually,
the need for the independent scale variation. Finally,
to examine systematically the consequences of less (and
more) conservative scale variations, we vary the value of
⇠ between ⇠ = 1, which corresponds to µ↵ = µm, and
⇠ = 3, that imposes almost no constraint within our in-
tervals. For ⇠ = 1 we find that the perturbative uncer-
tainties would be underestimated by factors of 3 (n = 1),
2 (n = 2), and 1.5 (n = 3) compared to our canonical
choice (⇠ = 2). On the other hand, adopting an even
more conservative choice with ⇠ = 3, would lead to in-
creases in the errors between 30% and 60%, which shows
that our canonical choice is su�cient for a conservative
error estimate. The central values of ↵s are rather sta-
ble with the choice of ⇠ and the variations are below the
percent level for 1  ⇠  3.

With the perturbative uncertainties under good con-
trol, we are in a position to extract the final values of
our analysis. To study the other sources of uncertain-
ties we created additional ↵s grids in the µm ⇥ µ↵ plane
varying within one sigma the experimental value of RV,n

c ,
the charm-quark mass, and also adding and removing
twice the gluon-condensate contribution (as an estimate
of non-perturbative uncertainties). We find, through the
analysis of these grids,

↵s(mZ) = 0.1168(10)pt(28)exp(6)np = 0.1168(30) [RV,1
c ],

↵s(mZ) = 0.1168(15)pt(9)exp(7)np = 0.1168(19) [RV,2
c ],

↵s(mZ) = 0.1173(20)pt(5)exp(6)np = 0.1173(22) [RV,3
c ],

where the first error is due to the truncation of perturba-
tion theory, obtained from the the spread of values arising
from the independent scale variation with ⇠ = 2, the sec-
ond comes from the experimental errors given in Eq. (9),
and the third is due to non-perturbative contributions.
Perturbative errors grow with n while experimental er-
rors become smaller. The error for the result with n = 1
is largely dominated by experiment, while for n = 2 and
n = 3 the perturbative error dominates. In all cases
the uncertainty associated with the charm-quark mass is
0.0003 and does not contribute to the final error. The
non-perturbative error is always subleading, but gives a
small contribution to the total error for n = 2.

The final results for ↵s are correlated since they are
based on ratios of moments obtained from the same data
sets. This disfavors averaging the results obtained from
the di↵erent ratios RV,n

c . Instead, we quote as our final
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FIG. 3. Comparison of our determination of ↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ)

(top, in red) with a few recent determinations. Event-
shape analyses at N3LL0 + O(↵3

s): thrust and C-parameter
(green) [39–41]; lattice QCD [42–46] and static energy po-
tential [47] (in dark blue); Electroweak precision observables
fits [48] (black); Deep Inelastic Scattering [49] and global PDF
fits [50, 51] (light blue); and hadronic ⌧ decays [52, 53] and
e+e� ! hadrons [54] (gray). The current world average [3] is
shown as an orange band.

value the one obtained from the ratio RV,2
c for the fol-

lowing reasons: a) the experimental uncertainty, in the
case of the extraction from RV,1

c , is significantly larger,
which makes the final error much less competitive; b) the

extraction from RV,3
c , on the other hand, relies on M (4)

c ,
which may have a too large value of n and correspond-
ingly a smaller e↵ective scale — a fact that is also respon-
sible for the larger perturbative uncertainty. The most
reliable result is therefore the one from RV,2

c which yields
our final value

↵
(nf=5)
s (mZ) = 0.1168± 0.0019. (10)

Our result is fully compatible with the present world av-
erage [ 0.1181(11) ] [2] although the uncertainty is larger.
Our determination has a very conservative error esti-
mate: with a correlated scale variation the uncertainty
would be reduced to 0.0013, not much larger than the
world average. Comparison with other works in the lit-
erature [42, 43, 45] show that our perturbative error is
also more conservative than what is obtained from esti-
mates of higher-order contributions (as opposed to scale
variations). Our treatment of the experimental moments
is also completely unbiased, since we do not fix ↵s to
compute the perturbative contribution, but keep it as a
free parameter. Using experimental moments with ↵s

fixed to the world average in the perturbative contribu-
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Figura 2: Feynman diagrams for the large-�0 limit.

4.1 Large-�0 Limit in Heavy Quark Current Correlators

The large-�0 limit for the heavy quark current correlators ⇧� consists in calculating the Feynman
diagrams of Fig. 2. The main bubble is formed by a heavy quark while the gluon propagator is
dressed with a chain of light quarks. The bare correlators can be written as

⇧�
B(s) =

Nc m
�2✏
0

(4⇡)d/2

1X

n=0

✓
s

4m2
0

◆n

g�n(✏)A
�
n0, (4.29)

where g�n(✏) are functions of ✏ that, in the limit ✏ ! 0, gives the coe�cients C�
n at one-loop order

and
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with the functions F �
n(✏, u) being defined accordingly to Eq. (4.11). Each value of n in the small

momentum expansion represents a di↵erent perturbative series in ↵s.
The correlator is renormalized by introducing the appropriate renormalization constants:
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where A�
n0 is related to A�

n by

A�
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n, (4.32)

with Zm being related to the mass renormalization and Z2/Zj related to the current renormaliza-
tion discussed in Section 2. From Eq. (4.21) and using the properties of K� given on Eq. (4.23),
the renormalized quantity A�

n(µ) is found to be

A�
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n

✓
↵s(µ)

↵s(µ0)

◆n�m0
�0

K2n
�m(↵s(µ))

�✓
↵s(µ)

↵s(µ0)

◆��j0
�0

K�2
�j (↵s(µ))

�
, (4.33)

where the hatted quantity reads

Â�
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0

du e�u/�(↵s(µ0)) S�
n(u) +O

✓
1

�2
0
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(4.34)

and the Borel transform S�
n(u) is given by
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Heavy quark current correlators in the large-�0

limit
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1 Introduction

One of the most powerful methods for the extraction of the charm mass is the use of sum rules
for the cross section of production of cc̄ in the e+e� annihilation. The observables in that case,
MV

n , are weighted integrals of the normalized cross section with weights 1/sn (n = 1, 2, 3, . . . ),
where s is the invariant mass of the e+e� pair. In the theoretical framework, these observables
are described by the moments of the vector current correlator ⇧V (q2 = s):

(qµq⌫ � q2gµ⌫)⇧
V (s) = i

Z
dx eiqxh⌦|TjVµ (x)j

V †
⌫ (0)|⌦i, (1.1)

where jVµ = c̄�µc is the vector current, c is the charm quark field with charge Qc in units of e
and |⌦i is the full vacuum of the theory. The relation between these observables and the vector
correlator is [1]

MV
n =

12⇡2Q2
c

n!

dn

dsn
⇧V (s)

����
s=0

. (1.2)

As one can see, a low-energy expansion for the correlator is extremely convenient, and we define
the moments of the correlator as the coe�cients of the (s/m2)n term in the series expansion.

There are also analogous strategies to extract the QCD fundamental parameters using
di↵erent currents, whose observables can be obtained either on experiments or in lattice QCD
simulations. The current correlators ⇧�(s) of interest are

(qµq⌫ � q2gµ⌫)⇧
�(s) + qµq⌫⇧

�
L(s) = i

Z
dx eiqxh⌦|Tj�µ(x)j

� †
⌫ (0)|⌦i, for � = V,A,

q2⇧�(s) = i

Z
dx eiqxh⌦|Tj�(x)j� †(0)|⌦i, for � = S, P,

(1.3)

with the currents

jVµ =  ̄�µ , jAµ =  ̄�µ�5 , jS =  ̄ and jP = i ̄�5 . (1.4)

1

Large-�0 calculation of heavy-quark current correlators
<latexit sha1_base64="Lmk9MpR60sAJcnDqgZlI2PRgZys="></latexit>

Results available in the literature only for the moments of the vector current

We have calculated for the first time the corresponding result for A, S and PS cases 

Grozin & Sturm ‘04
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large-�0 results
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Figura 2: Feynman diagrams for the large-�0 limit.

4.1 Large-�0 Limit in Heavy Quark Current Correlators

The large-�0 limit for the heavy quark current correlators ⇧� consists in calculating the Feynman
diagrams of Fig. 2. The main bubble is formed by a heavy quark while the gluon propagator is
dressed with a chain of light quarks. The bare correlators can be written as

⇧�
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where g�n(✏) are functions of ✏ that, in the limit ✏ ! 0, gives the coe�cients C�
n at one-loop order
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with the functions F �
n(✏, u) being defined accordingly to Eq. (4.11). Each value of n in the small

momentum expansion represents a di↵erent perturbative series in ↵s.
The correlator is renormalized by introducing the appropriate renormalization constants:
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with Zm being related to the mass renormalization and Z2/Zj related to the current renormaliza-
tion discussed in Section 2. From Eq. (4.21) and using the properties of K� given on Eq. (4.23),
the renormalized quantity A�
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where the hatted quantity reads
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and the Borel transform S�
n(u) is given by

11

After renormalization and expressing everything in terms of the        Mass  MS
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1 Ratios of Moments RV
n for ↵s extractions

In the large-�0 limit the bottom moments MV
n are given by

MV
n =


12⇡2Q2

b

3

16⇡2

�
gVn (0)

(4m2(µ))n
AV

n (µ), (1.1)

where Qb is the bottom charge in units of e and gVn (0) is the one-loop result with ✏ ! 0 (i.e,
gV1 (0) = 16/15). The expression for AV

n is

AV
n (µ) = ÂV

n
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1X
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k(4⇡)k
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s

!
, (1.3)

and the renormalization group invariant ÂV
n at 1/�0 accuracy is given by

ÂV
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1
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Z 1

0

du e�u/�(↵s(µ0)) SV
n (u) +O

✓
1

�2
0

◆
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with the Borel transform SV
n (u) being
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m̃2
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Csc(⇡u)�(n+ u)

4u�(3/2 + n+ u)
⇡3/2(�1 + u)(u+ 1 + n)NV

n (u), (1.5)

with the polynomials in u

NV
1 (u) =

u3

9
+

29u2

27
+

92u

27
+ 3,

NV
2 (u) =

u5

96
+

7u4

54
+

2887u3

2592
+

7393u2

1296
+

2095u

162
+ 10,

· · ·

(1.6)

1I’m using a tilde in the mass to not specify one particular mass-scheme at this stage.
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q
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Marcus Vińıcius G. Rodriguesa

aInstituto de F́ısica de São Carlos, Universidade de São Paulo, CP 369,
13560-970, São Carlos, SP, Brasil

1 Ratios of Moments RV
n for ↵s extractions

In the large-�0 limit the bottom moments MV
n are given by

MV
n =


12⇡2Q2

b

3

16⇡2

�
gVn (0)

(4m2(µ))n
AV

n (µ), (1.1)

where Qb is the bottom charge in units of e and gVn (0) is the one-loop result with ✏ ! 0 (i.e,
gV1 (0) = 16/15). The expression for AV

n is

AV
n (µ) = ÂV
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General structure of the Borel transform of the moments
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1I’m using a tilde in the mass to not specify one particular mass-scheme at this stage.
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Non-trivial polynomials in u for each value of n

Similar results for A, S, PS 
 cases
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Hence, the ratios of moments have a Borel transform BV
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Using the one-loop running coupling one can see that the Borel-sum is completely scheme and
scale independet, since
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In principle the mass m̃ in the MS-scheme should be m(µ0), which would bring a µ0-dependence
in the Borel-sum. However, given that any transformation in the scheme of the mass, as well as
a running to other scales, is of order 1/�0, i.e, m(µ2) = m(µ1) +O(1/�0), at 1/�0 accuracy the
ratios of moments do not depend on the mass-scale.

To be used as a first cross-check, the perturbative series for the first ratio is given by
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(1.13)

where L ⌘ ln (µ2/m2(µ)) and �0(Nl) = (11 � 2/3Nl) is calculated with Nl = 4. With the
reference values mb = 4.18 and ↵s(mb) = 0.224, the Borel Sum with the ambiguitie is given by

RV,b
1 = 0.852960± 0.000004. (1.14)
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(partial) renormalon 
cancelations
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large-�0 results
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Toy extraction of ↵s in large-�0 with the Borel sum as “experiment”
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Trends in alpha_s values qualitatively corroborated by large-beta0 results.

One order more in the pt. series should lead to more stable results.



Diogo Boito

Partial conclusions



Diogo Boito

Conclusions 22

Ratios of moments of bottomonium vector-current correlators ideal from 
the theory view point, but larger exp. errors.

Our results are obtained with a conservative error estimate.

PS current moments (from lattice) give stable results but with larger uncertainty. 
Our analysis of the perturbative error is more conservative than original studies

can be extracted reliably from R data with 4, and 5 active flavours.↵s
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At present, best determination from charm ratio with n=2:

↵s(mZ) = 0.1168± 0.0019
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Ratios tend to have good perturbative expansion (renormalon cancelations).
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Strong coupling below charm (          )  nf = 3
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Integrated  
moments

Sum rules
(using Cauchy’s theorem)
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s

perturbation theory. In practice, it is convenient to consider, instead of ⇧(z), the Adler
function D(z) ⌘ �zd⇧(z)/dz, which is finite and independent of the renormalization scale
µ. The D = 0 contribution, D0(z), to D(z) takes the form

D0(z) ⌘ �z
dC0(z)

dz
=

1

6⇡2

1X

n=0

 
↵s(µ2)

⇡

!n n+1X

k=1

kcnk

 

log
�z

µ2

!k�1

, (2.9)

where the coe�cients cnk are known to five-loop order, i.e., order ↵4

s [2]. It is straightforward
to rewrite the D = 0 contributions to the right-hand side of Eq. (2.5) in terms of D0(z) via
partial integration. The independence of D(z) on µ implies that only the coe�cients cn1
are independent; the cnk with k > 1 can be expressed in terms of the cn1 through use of
the renormalization group, resulting in expressions also involving the coe�cients of the �
function.7 In the MS scheme, c01 = c11 = 1, c21 = 1.63982, c31 = 6.37101 and c41 = 49.07570,
for three flavors [2].8 While c51 is not currently known, we will use the estimate c51 = 283
provided in Ref. [3], to which we assign an uncertainty ±283. For the running of ↵s we use
the four-loop MS �-function, but we have checked that using 5-loop running instead [22]
leads to di↵erences of order 10�4 or less in our results for ↵s at the ⌧ mass.

Beyond the uncertainty in c51, it is common practice to consider di↵erent guesses about
higher orders in perturbation theory, in order to obtain insight into the e↵ect of neglecting
terms beyond those explicitly included in evaluating the D = 0 contribution to the right-
hand side of Eq. (2.5). Two commonly used prescriptions are fixed-order perturbation
theory (FOPT), in which µ is chosen to be a fixed scale, here µ2 = s0, and contour-improved
perturbation theory (CIPT [23]), in which the scale µ2 is set equal to �z, thus resumming
to all orders the running of the coupling point-by-point along the contour, using the 4-loop
beta function (so only terms with k = 1 survive in Eq. (2.9)). The two procedures lead to
di↵erent values of ↵s. This di↵erence is a source of systematic uncertainty in this type of
analysis.

We next turn to the quadratic, mass-dependent perturbative contributions encoded in
the D = 2 term, C2(z), of Eq. (II B). With terms proportional to the squares of the light
quark masses mu,d safely negligible, C2(z) is proportional to m2

s, the square of the strange
quark mass, and takes the form

C2(z) =
m2

s(µ
2)

6⇡2

1X

n=0

 
↵s(µ2)

⇡

!n nX

k=0

fnk

 

log
�z

µ2

!k

. (2.10)

By choosing µ2 = �z, one recovers the result derived in Refs. [24], with f00 = 1, f10 = 8/3
and f20 = 23.26628, truncating the series at three-loop order. Here we will use the fixed-order
expression with µ2 = s0 in Eq. (2.10). The coe�cients fnk with k > 0 can again be expressed
in terms of the fn0 by using the renormalization group; they involve the coe�cients of the �
function and the mass anomalous dimension �. With the D = 2 contribution representing
a small correction to the D = 0 term,9 the impact on the values of ↵s obtained in our
analysis of a shift from the fixed-order to contour-improved scheme for treating the D = 2

7 See for instance Ref. [20].
8 In this paper, we will restrict ourselves to the MS scheme, even though it may be interesting to investigate

other “physical” schemes as well [21].
9 Its presence shifts the value of ↵s by about 1-2%.

6

Mass corrections

contribution is safely negligible.10 We will run the strange quark mass to the scale s0 from
µ = m⌧ , employing the MS value ms(m2

⌧ ) = 97 MeV as input.11

The D = 4 term, C4(z), does not contribute to the sum rules (2.5) if we ignore its
logarithmic dependence on z, because none of the weights in Eq. (2.6) contains a term linear
in y. The z dependence for these weights enters the right-hand side of Eq. (2.5) only at
order ↵2

s. These e↵ects were found to be safely negligible in the analogous sum-rule analysis
of hadronic ⌧ decay data reported in Ref. [6]. Since in this paper we will work at values
of s0 larger than those employed in the ⌧ -based analysis, it is safe to neglect these e↵ects
here as well. This means the D = 4 term plays no role in our analysis. Our avoidance
of sum rules involving the D = 4 term is motivated by the results of Ref. [27], in which a
renormalon-model-based study indicated that perturbation theory for sum rules with such
weights is particularly unstable.12

We will also ignore the logarithmic z dependence of the higher-order coe�cients CD, with
D � 6, for the simple reason that no complete information on this dependence is available.
We note that, of course, the z dependence is again suppressed by a power of ↵s. This means
that the FESR with weight w2 will involve C6, the FESR with weight w3 will involve C6 and
C8, and the FESR with weight w4 will involve C6 and C10. The presence of C6 in di↵erent
sum rules provides an additional consistency check on our fits. As the OPE itself diverges
as an expansion in 1/z, it is safer to include sum rules with low-degree weights such as w0

and w2 in the analysis.

C. EM corrections

Since the experimental data for R(s) include EM corrections, we also have to incorporate
such corrections on the right-hand side of the sum rules (2.5). It turns out that the only
numerically significant correction is the leading-order correction to the D = 0 term [28] and,
in our analysis, we thus correct the n = 0 term in Eq. (2.9) by the replacement

1

6⇡2
c01 !

1

6⇡2
c01

✓
1 +

↵

4⇡

◆
, (2.11)

where ↵ is the fine-structure constant. The numerical e↵ect of this replacement is to shift
the value for ↵s(m2

⌧ ) obtained in our analysis by about �0.001. EM corrections subleading
to the correction shown in Eq. (2.11) turn out to be completely irrelevant, numerically.

D. Duality violations

We next turn to the contribution of �(z), defined in Eq. (2.7), to the sum rules (2.5). As
shown in Refs. [29, 30], under the condition that the integral over w(z/s0)�(z) around the

10 The treatment of the rather similar D = 2 OPE series for the flavor ud � us V + A polarization, which

is obtained from that in Eq. (2.10) after rescaling by 9 and setting f00 = 1, f10 = 7/3, f20 = 19.93 and

f30 = 208.75, has been studied by comparing lattice and OPE results in Ref. [25]. The results of that

study favor the use of 3-loop truncation and the FOPT scheme. It is thus reasonable to expect these

choices to be optimal here as well.
11 This corresponds to the 2 + 1 flavor, MS value ms(µ = 2 GeV) = 92 MeV, taken from Ref. [26].
12 Earlier considerations along the same lines can be found in Refs. [3, 6, 20].
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corrections
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DB, Caprini, Golterman,  Maltman, Peris, PRD ’18

Baikov, Chetyrkin, Kühn ‘08

4
<latexit sha1_base64="WqJ6Lk3Ioj0kJGz21f+UCQW7454=">AAAB6HicbVDLTgJBEOzFF+IL9ehlIjHxRHaRRI9ELx4hkUcCGzI79MLI7OxmZtaEEL7AiweN8eonefNvHGAPClbSSaWqO91dQSK4Nq777eQ2Nre2d/K7hb39g8Oj4vFJS8epYthksYhVJ6AaBZfYNNwI7CQKaRQIbAfju7nffkKleSwfzCRBP6JDyUPOqLFSo9ovltyyuwBZJ15GSpCh3i9+9QYxSyOUhgmqdddzE+NPqTKcCZwVeqnGhLIxHWLXUkkj1P50ceiMXFhlQMJY2ZKGLNTfE1MaaT2JAtsZUTPSq95c/M/rpia88adcJqlByZaLwlQQE5P512TAFTIjJpZQpri9lbARVZQZm03BhuCtvrxOWpWyd1WuNKql2m0WRx7O4BwuwYNrqME91KEJDBCe4RXenEfnxXl3PpatOSebOYU/cD5/AIB3jLw=</latexit>

Known up to ↵4
s

<latexit sha1_base64="XTLkb6uLDWexkKq/f9jVo6GYkM4=">AAACAXicbVDLSgMxFM34rPU16kZwE2wFV2WmCrosuhHcVLAPaMchk2ba0EwyJBmlDHXjr7hxoYhb/8Kdf2OmnYW2HggczrmXm3OCmFGlHefbWlhcWl5ZLawV1zc2t7btnd2mEonEpIEFE7IdIEUY5aShqWakHUuCooCRVjC8zPzWPZGKCn6rRzHxItTnNKQYaSP59v41Fw8cJjHUApa7iMUD5Ku707Jvl5yKMwGcJ25OSiBH3be/uj2Bk4hwjRlSquM6sfZSJDXFjIyL3USRGOEh6pOOoRxFRHnpJMEYHhmlB0MhzeMaTtTfGymKlBpFgZmMkB6oWS8T//M6iQ7PvZTyONGE4+mhMGFZ2qwO2KOSYM1GhiAsqfkrxAMkEdamtKIpwZ2NPE+a1Yp7UqneVEu1i7yOAjgAh+AYuOAM1MAVqIMGwOARPINX8GY9WS/Wu/UxHV2w8p098AfW5w/k/pXg</latexit>

⇧µ⌫(q) = i

Z
d4x eiqxh0|T{Jµ(x)J⌫(0)†}|0i

<latexit sha1_base64="g1OGwrdf/q0q3BAy5IXDRztuku8="></latexit>

Theory input: summary 

O. Catà, M. Golterman, S. Peris ’05, ’06, '08

Vienna, March 2021

⇢(s)DV = e����s sin(a+ bs)
<latexit sha1_base64="ZIM33py2pRD7eT+POowP9KpLRNU=">AAACGnicbVDLSgMxFM34rPVVdekmWISKWGZU0I0g6sJlBVuFTi130ts2NMkMSUYoQ7/Djb/ixoUi7sSNf2Nau/B1IHA451xu7okSwY31/Q9vYnJqemY2N5efX1hcWi6srNZMnGqGVRaLWF9HYFBwhVXLrcDrRCPISOBV1Dsd+le3qA2P1aXtJ9iQ0FG8zRlYJzULQai7cclsNbNQS3pWGxzhTbYTtlBY2Ak7ICVQMwgNVyWg2xF1yULRL/sj0L8kGJMiGaPSLLyFrZilEpVlAoypB35iGxloy5nAQT5MDSbAetDBuqMKJJpGNjptQDed0qLtWLunLB2p3ycykMb0ZeSSEmzX/PaG4n9ePbXtw0bGVZJaVOxrUTsV1MZ02BNtcY3Mir4jwDR3f6WsCxqYdW3mXQnB75P/ktpuOdgr717sF49PxnXkyDrZICUSkANyTM5JhVQJI3fkgTyRZ+/ee/RevNev6IQ3nlkjP+C9fwL+F5+Q</latexit>

SEW
<latexit sha1_base64="WiSvr03fGrh5ad8WKv9T8FP7bT4=">AAAB8XicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU9mtgh6LInisaD+wXUo2zbahSXZJskJZ+i+8eFDEq//Gm//GdLsHbX0w8Hhvhpl5QcyZNq777RRWVtfWN4qbpa3tnd298v5BS0eJIrRJIh6pToA15UzSpmGG006sKBYBp+1gfD3z209UaRbJBzOJqS/wULKQEWys9HjfT3tKoJv2tF+uuFU3A1omXk4qkKPRL3/1BhFJBJWGcKx113Nj46dYGUY4nZZ6iaYxJmM8pF1LJRZU+2l28RSdWGWAwkjZkgZl6u+JFAutJyKwnQKbkV70ZuJ/Xjcx4aWfMhknhkoyXxQmHJkIzd5HA6YoMXxiCSaK2VsRGWGFibEhlWwI3uLLy6RVq3pn1drdeaV+lcdRhCM4hlPw4ALqcAsNaAIBCc/wCm+Odl6cd+dj3lpw8plD+APn8wcO95CD</latexit>



Finite	energy	sum	rules	(FESRs)	
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Advantage:			weighted	integrals	over	all	spectral	data	up	to	
																							reduces	errors	

⇧(q2)
<latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit>

q2
<latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit>

s = s0
<latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit>

5	

z = q2
<latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit>
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28Theory input: moments and general strategy 

1. Good perturbative behaviour.
2. Small condensate contributions.
3. Suppression of DVs.
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1. Good perturbative behaviour.
Reconstruction of the series at high orders. Beneke, DB, Jamin ’12

DB, Masjuan, Oliani '18

Beneke,  Jamin ’08

Good pert behaviour

Bad pert behaviour

Avoid moments with linear term in x (first IR renormalon)

DB, Oliani ‘20

Vienna, March 2021
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2. Small condensate contributions.

1

12⇡2s0

Z s0

0
dsw(s/s0)R(s) = � 1

2⇡is0

I

|z|=s0

dz w(s/s0)⇧(z)

<latexit sha1_base64="eU/9peOpF5CsOTECsDFjt51qE6E="></latexit>

2 Theoretical framework

The decay rate of the ⌧ lepton into hadrons can be separated experimentally into three
distinct components: the vector and axial vector, R⌧,V/A, arising from the (ūd)-quark
current, and the contributions with net strangeness, intermediated by the (ūs)-quark
current. In the extractions of the strong coupling ↵s, one focus on the non-strange
contributions since they have a smaller contamination from non-perturbative e↵ects
and the quark masses in this case can safely be neglected.

The ratios R⌧,V/A can be written as weighted integrals over the experimentally acces-
sible spectral functions where the weight function is simply determined by kinematics.
In precise extractions of ↵s from ⌧ decays it has become customary to exploit other
analytic weight functions, conveniently chosen in order to suppress or enhance the
di↵erent contributions to the decay rate. The observables Rwi

⌧,V/A, for a general analytic
eight function wi, can be decomposed as

Rwi
⌧,V/A(m

2

⌧ ) =
Nc

2
SEW|Vud|2

2

4�treewi
+ �(0)wi

(m2

⌧ ) +
X

D�2

�(D)

wi,V/A
(m2

⌧ ) + �DV

wi,V/A
(m2

⌧ )

3

5 , (1)

where Nc is the number of colours, SEW is an electroweak correction, and Vud is the
quark-mixing matrix element. The perturbative terms are represented by �treewi

and

�(0)wi (m
2
⌧ ), where the former corresponds to the partonic result, while the latter encode

the ↵s corrections computed in the chiral limit. The OPE corrections of dimension

D are collected in the terms �(D)

wi,V/A
(m2

⌧ ) and, finally, duality violation corrections are

given by �DV

wi,V/A
(m2

⌧ ). The particular choice of weight function

w⌧ (x) = (1� x)2(1 + 2x) (2)

dictated by kinematics (with x = s/m2
⌧ ) gives the hadronic decay width normalized to

the decay width of ⌧ ! ⌫⌧e�⌫e.
The leading contribution to R⌧,V/A stems from perturbative QCD. It is obtained

from the expansion of the correlators

⇧µ⌫
V/A(p) ⌘ i

Z
dx eipx h⌦|T{Jµ

V/A(x)J
⌫
V/A(0)

†}|⌦i, (3)

formed from the quark currents Jµ
V/A = (ū�µ(�5)d)(x). The correlators admit the usual

decomposition in transverse, ⇧(1)

V/A, and longitudinal, ⇧(0)

V/A, parts. To improve on the
perturbative prediction, one includes the higher-dimension contributions to the OPE
expansion of the correlators. In terms of the combination ⇧(1+0) = ⇧(1) + ⇧(0) one has,
explicitly,

⇧(1+0)

OPE
=

1X

D=0,2,4...

CD(s)

(�s)D/2
, (4)

where the sum is done over all the contributions from operators of dimension D. The case
D = 0 is the perturbative part and D = 2 are mass corrections (that can be neglected
here). The first non-perturbative contribution starts at D = 4 and is dominated by the
gluon condensate. The s dependence in the Wilson coe�cients CD(s) arise from the

3

particularly important in the subsequent discussion, and in particular their connection
to OPE condensates. Each of the IR poles that appear at a given position u = p in the
Borel transform of the Adler function can be mapped to the existence of contributions
of dimension D = 2p in the OPE [11]. This explains, for example, the absence of a pole
at u = 1 since there is no D = 2 contribution in the OPE. This non-trivial connection
between perturbative and non-perturbative physics will also be manifest in the Borel

transform of �(0)
(wi)

.

Using this result, the Borel transform of �(0)
(wi)

can be obtained from the definition

of �(0)
(wi)

, Eq. (6), employing the Borel integral representation of the Adler function,

Eq. (11). Inverting the order of integration, one arrives at

B[�(0)wi
] =


1

2⇡

Z
2⇡

0

d�Wi(e
i�)e�iu(��⇡)

�
B[ bD](u), (18)

where we have made use of the one-loop ↵s evolution. The prefactor of Eq. (18) can be
obtained analytically for polynomial weight functions. For the monomial wi = xn one
finds

B[�(0)wi
] =

2

1 + n� u

sin(⇡u)

⇡u
B[ bD](u). (19)

One immediately sees that the sin(⇡u) reduces an infinite number of UV and IR double

poles in B[ bD](u) to simple poles. In this sense, one can say that B[�(0)wi ] is significantly
less singular than the Adler function counterpart, a fact that has been exploited in
Ref. [20].

The prefactor of Eq. (19) is also highly non-trivial. It cancels the zero at u = 1 + n
in sin(⇡u), which means that the pole at u = 1 + n of B[ bD](u) remains double (or
single, in the case of u = 2). This is clearly not a coincidence and is related to the
non-perturbative contributions to R⌧,V/A. To expose this connection, consider the
contribution of D � 4 in the OPE expansion, Eq. (4), to R⌧,V/A which can be cast as

�(D)

wi/V/A
=

6⇡i

(�s0)D/2

I
dx

wi(x)

xD/2
CD(xs0). (20)

For a monomial wi(x) = xn — and to the extent that the s dependence of the coe�cients
CD can be neglected, as discussed previously — this reduces to

�(D)

xn,V/A =
6⇡i

(�s0)D/2
CD

I
dx

1

x�n+D/2
. (21)

For positive integer values of n, the integral in the last equation is only non-vanishing for
�n+D/2 = 1. Therefore, for wi = xn the only contribution comes from the condensates
with D = 2(n+ 1), which in turn, is related to the pole in the Borel transform of the
Adler function at u = n+ 1.

It becomes apparent that the prefactor of Eq. (19) is not accidental: the pole in
B[ bD](u) that corresponds to the condensate that contributes maximally to moments of
w = xn is not cancelled by sin(⇡u). Three cases can be distinguished:

• If n = 1, the dominant contribution from the OPE is the one from D = 4. The
pole at u = 2 related to this OPE contribution is not cancelled and all other IR

7

w(x) = xn
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294295 up to slowly varying logarithmic corrections in the argu-
296 ment of the sine factor, and with γ ∼ 1=Nc small but
297 nonzero.6 The parameters βV=A are directly related to the
298 Regge slopes in the V and A channels, and the parameters
299 γV=A to the (asymptotic) ratio of the width and the mass of
300 the resonances in those channels. While the framework of
301 Ref. [24] is rather general, and the derivation of Eq. (2.12)
302 is based on generally accepted conjectures about QCD
303 (primarily Regge behavior), it does not provide a derivation
304 from first principles. This introduces a certain model
305 dependence in our analysis which, however, can be
306 tested by fits to the data. Such tests, in particular, will
307 provide information about the values of s above which
308 this asymptotic form is likely to be sufficiently accurate.
309 We emphasize, however, that modifications to the para-
310 metrization of Eq. (2.12) are constrained by the general
311 framework of Ref. [24].
312 Equation (2.12) introduces, in addition to αs and the
313 D ≥ 4 OPE condensates, four new parameters in each
314 channel: δV=A; γV=A, αV=A and βV=A. This can be compared
315 to the truncated-OPE approach in which DVs are neglected.
316 Since resonance-induced oscillations are clearly visible in
317 the experimental spectral data, and their dynamical effect is
318 comparable in size to the αs-dependent dynamical effect of
319 perturbative corrections to the (αs-independent) parton
320 model contribution [25], this approach also assumes a
321 model: one in which the parameters δV=A are effectively set
322 to infinity by hand. This is a stronger assumption, and one
323 that has been shown to fail a number of subsequent, more
324 stringent data-based tests [25,26].
325 In summary, as in Refs. [11,12], we will assume that
326 Eq. (2.12) holds for s ≥ smin, with smin to be determined
327 from fits to the data. This assumes of course that the
328 smin for which this assumption is valid includes a region
329 below m2

τ, i.e., that both the OPE (2.7) and the DV
330 parametrization (2.12) can be used in some interval
331 below m2

τ.

332 B. Choice of weight functions and the OPE

333 The logarithmic s dependence of the OPE coefficients
334 CDðsÞ is calculable in perturbation theory. Because the
335 running of αs becomes visible only at nonleading order in
336 αs, this s dependence is an Oðα2sÞ effect in the chiral limit.
337 Such effects were found to be safely negligible for D > 0
338 in the sum-rule analysis of the OPAL data reported in
339 Ref. [11], and we will thus ignore them for D > 0 in the
340 present analysis as well. With this simplification, a term in a
341 weight wðzÞ proportional to the monomial zn picks out the
342 D > 0 OPE contribution with D ¼ 2k ¼ 2ðnþ 1Þ in the
343 sum rule (2.3).7 The choice of a polynomial weight wðzÞ

344thus projects the sum rule on a finite number of D > 0
345terms in the OPE.
346In this paper, we will consider the weights wðzÞ ¼
347wnðz=s0Þ with

w0ðyÞ ¼ 1;

w2ðyÞ ¼ 1 − y2;

w3ðyÞ ¼ ð1 − yÞ2ð1þ 2yÞ;
w4ðyÞ ¼ ð1 − y2Þ2; ð2:13Þ

348349where the subscript indicates the degree of the polynomial.
350These weights explore OPE terms with D ≤ 10, and form a
351linearly independent basis for polynomials up to degree
352four without a linear term. The weight w0ðyÞ projects only
353the D ¼ 0 term of the OPE (i.e., pure perturbation theory),
354the weight w2ðyÞ projects, in addition, D ¼ 6, w3ðyÞ
355projects D ¼ 0, D ¼ 6 and D ¼ 8, while w4ðyÞ projects
356D ¼ 0, D ¼ 6 and D ¼ 10. As the OPE itself diverges
357as an expansion in 1=z, it is safer to include sum rules
358with low-degree weights such as w0ðyÞ and w2ðyÞ in the
359analysis, and check for consistency among sum rules with
360different weights. We note that w3ðs=s0Þ ¼ wTðs; s0Þ,
361cf. Eq. (2.6).
362None of these weights contain a term linear in z, and thus
363the D ¼ 4 OPE term does not contribute to the sum rules
364with these weights. This choice is motivated by the results
365of Ref. [43], in which a renormalon-model-based study
366suggested that perturbation theory is particularly unstable
367for sum rules with weights containing such a linear term.8

368The weights w2;3;4ðyÞ are “pinched,” i.e., they have
369zeroes at z ¼ s0, and thus suppress contributions from
370the region near the timelike point z ¼ s0 on the contour,
371and hence also the relative importance of integrated DV
372contributions [45,46]. The weight w2ðyÞ has a single zero at
373z ¼ s0 (a single pinch), while the weights w3ðyÞ and w4ðyÞ
374are doubly pinched, i.e., have a double zero at z ¼ s0.

375C. Perturbative uncertainties and FOPT vs CIPT

376It has become common practice to consider different
377resummations of perturbation theory in order to obtain
378insight into the effect of neglecting terms beyond those
379explicitly included in evaluating the D ¼ 0 (i.e., perturba-
380tive) contribution to the right-hand side of Eq. (2.3). The
381two most commonly used resummation prescriptions are
382fixed-order perturbation theory (FOPT), in which the scale
383μ in Eq. (2.8) is chosen to be fixed at μ2 ¼ s0, and contour-
384improved perturbation theory (CIPT) [28,29], a partial
385resummation obtained by choosing μ2 equal to −z point
386by point along the contour. In the CIPT prescription, the

6This form was first introduced in Ref. [41], and subsequently
used in Refs. [8,11,12,36,42].

7The D ¼ 0 term, perturbation theory, contributes for all n.

8Earlier considerations along the same lines can be found in
Refs. [11,31,32]. The results of Ref. [43] have been recently
corroborated within an alternate approach to estimating higher
order effects in Ref. [44].
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31Theory input: choice of  weight functions 

3. Suppression of duality violations.

1

12⇡2s0

Z s0

0
dsw(s/s0)R(s) = � 1

2⇡is0

I

|z|=s0

dz w(s/s0)⇧(z)
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Finite	energy	sum	rules	(FESRs)	

Re q
2

complex															plane	

Vacuum	polariza>on														is		
analy>c	in	cut						plane,	hence,	choosing	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Advantage:			weighted	integrals	over	all	spectral	data	up	to	
																							reduces	errors	

⇧(q2)
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<latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit>

5	

z = q2
<latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit>

w(y) ! 1

1� y2

(1� y)2(1 + 2y)

(1� y2)2
<latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit>

DVs are the “OPE of the OPE”. Perturbation theory is only asymptotic 
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+ e�� q2(...)+e�p/↵s(Q

2)
<latexit sha1_base64="NK/P4ItqTCQhEYPJWWw5s+OzDIE=">AAAB/nicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUXHlJliEilhnqqDLohuXLdgHtNMhk2ZsaCYTkoxQhoK/4saFIm79Dnf+jWk7C209cOFwzr3ce08gGFXacb6t3NLyyupafr2wsbm1vWPv7jVVnEhMGjhmsWwHSBFGOWloqhlpC0lQFDDSCoa3E7/1SKSiMb/XI0G8CD1wGlKMtJF8++CU9NIzcd5FTAyQr0r1XuVk7NtFp+xMAReJm5EiyFDz7a9uP8ZJRLjGDCnVcR2hvRRJTTEj40I3UUQgPEQPpGMoRxFRXjo9fwyPjdKHYSxNcQ2n6u+JFEVKjaLAdEZID9S8NxH/8zqJDq+9lHKRaMLxbFGYMKhjOMkC9qkkWLORIQhLam6FeIAkwtokVjAhuPMvL5JmpexelCv1y2L1JosjDw7BESgBF1yBKrgDNdAAGKTgGbyCN+vJerHerY9Za87KZvbBH1ifP5YSlJk=</latexit>
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31Theory input: choice of  weight functions 

3. Suppression of duality violations.
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<latexit sha1_base64="eU/9peOpF5CsOTECsDFjt51qE6E="></latexit>

Finite	energy	sum	rules	(FESRs)	

Re q
2

complex															plane	

Vacuum	polariza>on														is		
analy>c	in	cut						plane,	hence,	choosing	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Advantage:			weighted	integrals	over	all	spectral	data	up	to	
																							reduces	errors	

⇧(q2)
<latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit>

q2
<latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit>

s = s0
<latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit>

5	

z = q2
<latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="SXYC9YM2gaUNMqgW1jEwWOocpYU=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB05ItrbYHoeDFYwVbC+1asmnahmaza5IV6tLf4MWDIl79Qd78N6Yfgoo+GHi8N8PMvCAWXBuMP5zM0vLK6lp2PbexubW9k9/da+ooUZQ1aCQi1QqIZoJL1jDcCNaKFSNhINh1MDqf+td3TGkeySszjpkfkoHkfU6JsVLj/uz2ptjNF7CLZ0DYLWOveuJZUizjagUjb2EVYIF6N//e6UU0CZk0VBCt2x6OjZ8SZTgVbJLrJJrFhI7IgLUtlSRk2k9nx07QkVV6qB8pW9Kgmfp9IiWh1uMwsJ0hMUP925uKf3ntxPQrfsplnBgm6XxRPxHIRGj6OepxxagRY0sIVdzeiuiQKEKNzSdnQ/j6FP1PmkXXw653WSrUSos4snAAh3AMHpxCDS6gDg2gwOEBnuDZkc6j8+K8zlszzmJmH37AefsEoF+OhA==</latexit>

w(y) ! 1

1� y2

(1� y)2(1 + 2y)

(1� y2)2
<latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Kcxl+C2Gr7sZMtWDQYrk6Fm598M="></latexit>

DVs are the “OPE of the OPE”. Perturbation theory is only asymptotic 
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<latexit sha1_base64="NK/P4ItqTCQhEYPJWWw5s+OzDIE=">AAAB/nicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUXHlJliEilhnqqDLohuXLdgHtNMhk2ZsaCYTkoxQhoK/4saFIm79Dnf+jWk7C209cOFwzr3ce08gGFXacb6t3NLyyupafr2wsbm1vWPv7jVVnEhMGjhmsWwHSBFGOWloqhlpC0lQFDDSCoa3E7/1SKSiMb/XI0G8CD1wGlKMtJF8++CU9NIzcd5FTAyQr0r1XuVk7NtFp+xMAReJm5EiyFDz7a9uP8ZJRLjGDCnVcR2hvRRJTTEj40I3UUQgPEQPpGMoRxFRXjo9fwyPjdKHYSxNcQ2n6u+JFEVKjaLAdEZID9S8NxH/8zqJDq+9lHKRaMLxbFGYMKhjOMkC9qkkWLORIQhLam6FeIAkwtokVjAhuPMvL5JmpexelCv1y2L1JosjDw7BESgBF1yBKrgDNdAAGKTgGbyCN+vJerHerY9Za87KZvbBH1ifP5YSlJk=</latexit>
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31Theory input: choice of  weight functions 

3. Suppression of duality violations.
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<latexit sha1_base64="eU/9peOpF5CsOTECsDFjt51qE6E="></latexit>

Finite	energy	sum	rules	(FESRs)	

Re q
2

complex															plane	

Vacuum	polariza>on														is		
analy>c	in	cut						plane,	hence,	choosing	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Advantage:			weighted	integrals	over	all	spectral	data	up	to	
																							reduces	errors	

⇧(q2)
<latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit>

q2
<latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit>

s = s0
<latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="LPerSHS1RAcuQh3LlrFrZ6K8vB4=">AAAB7HicdVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbBU8mWVtuDUPDisYLbFtqlZNO0Dc1mlyQrlKW/wYsHRbz6g7z5b0zbFVT0wcDjvRlm5gWx4Npg/OHk1tY3Nrfy24Wd3b39g+LhUVtHiaLMo5GIVDcgmgkumWe4EawbK0bCQLBOML1e+J17pjSP5J2ZxcwPyVjyEafEWMnTV3qAB8USLuMlEC7XsNu4cC2p1HCjjpGbWSXI0BoU3/vDiCYhk4YKonXPxbHxU6IMp4LNC/1Es5jQKRmznqWShEz76fLYOTqzyhCNImVLGrRUv0+kJNR6Fga2MyRmon97C/Evr5eYUd1PuYwTwyRdLRolApkILT5HQ64YNWJmCaGK21sRnRBFqLH5FGwIX5+i/0m7UnZx2b2tlprVLI48nMApnIMLl9CEG2iBBxQ4PMATPDvSeXRenNdVa87JZo7hB5y3T5cwjn4=</latexit>
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<latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gqghwiOd29E8DCh5mJ0T9+0BNes="></latexit>

5	

z = q2
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DVs are the “OPE of the OPE”. Perturbation theory is only asymptotic 
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The OPE is also only asymptotic These are the DVs

DV suppression: higher energies and/or zeros in w(x) for x=1.

DB, I. Caprini, M. Golterman, K. Maltman, S. Peris '18
O. Catà, M. Golterman, S. Peris ’05, ’06, '08
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Higher suppression of D.Vs comes with the price of additional 
(unknown) higher D contributions from the OPE.

DV strategy Truncated OPE strategy

-Accept some D.Vs and have 
very little contamination on 
the OPE side.

- Suppress D.Vs strongly but 
need to ignore the higher 
order contributions on the 
OPE side (too many 
parameters).

A Pich, A. Rodriguez-Sanchez 1605.06830 DB, M. Golterman, K. Maltman, S. Peris,  

M. V. Rodrigues and W. Schaaf, 
2012.10440 


(Serious issues with the truncation of the OPE) 

DB, M. Golterman, K. Maltman, S. Peris ‘16

w(y) = (1� y2)n
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Fig. 5. Updated ALEPH ⌧ spectral functions. The shaded areas indicate the contributions from the exclusive ⌧
decay channels, where the shapes of the contributions labelled ‘MC’ are taken from the MC simulation. The lines
show the predictions from the naive parton model and from massless perturbative QCD using ↵s(M

2

Z) = 0.120,
respectively. Top left: the vector spectral function V . Top right: the axial-vector spectral function A. Bottom left:
the V +A spectral function. Bottom right: the V �A spectral function. This figure supersedes Figs. 62-65 of [3]
and Fig. 2 of [16].

and to the spectral moments defined by

Rkl
⌧,V/A ⌘

m2
⌧Z

0

ds

✓
1� s

m2
⌧

◆k ✓ s

m2
⌧

◆l dR⌧,V/A

ds
, (4)

with R00

⌧,V/A = R⌧,V/A. The values for R⌧,V = 1.782 ± 0.009, R⌧,A = 1.694 ± 0.010, R⌧,V+A =
3.475 ± 0.011, determined by the respective branching fractions, are updated with very small changes
from Ref. [16]. Note that the V +A branching fraction is obtained as one minus the sum of leptonic and
strange branching fractions.
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V 00 10 11 12
10 72
11 87 72
12 74 14 72
13 53 −18 37 90

A\V 00 10 11 12 13
00 2 9 0 −8 −8
10 9 4 0 4 8
11 −5 −2 −7 −7 −4
12 −8 3 0 −12 −17
13 −10 8 3 −16 −26

A 00 10 11 12
10 85
11 79 56
12 64 22 85
13 51 2 63 94

Table 5: Correlations between the measured moments Rkl
V /A in percent. The left (right) table

gives the correlations between the moments of the vector (axial-vetor) current; the table in the
middle shows the correlations between the moments of different currents.

v(s) + a(s) which is ≈ 10% above the näıve expectation v(s) + a(s) = 1 as in figure 5 gives a
reasonable description of the region s > 1GeV2. The structure due to the narrow resonances
in the region below s ≃ 1GeV2 is however not described by perturbative QCD.
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Figure 6: The difference (sum) of the spectral functions v (s)− a(s) (v(s) + a(s)). The dashed
line is the näıve parton model expectation and the solid lines depict the prediction of massless,
perturbative QCD as in figure 5. For v(s)− a(s) both predictions are identically zero.

9 Measurement of the strong coupling αs

Since the perturbative expansions for vector and axial-vector currents are identical while the
non-perturbative parts have opposite sign but the same order of magnitude for both currents,
two different fits are used for the extraction of αs and the power corrections, respectively. The
sum of vector and axial-vector moments is most sensitive to perturbative QCD and is used for
the measurement of αs (fit 1) while the separate moments of both currents are used to obtain
the power corrections (fit 2). In addition to the moments listed in table 3 it is possible to
include the measurements of the τ lifetime ττ and the branching ratio Bµ = B(τ → µνµντ ) in

21

Davier et al  '14  OPAL '98  

- V+A inclusive data from LEP
- V & A can be separated unambiguously for most channels
(not all)  
- Not all channels are measured (MC inputs)



Diogo Boito

34⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧
<latexit sha1_base64="HarkxneZj5/fAG3PQZarGP2URvY=">AAACDHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wVaoCGWmLnRZdOOygn1AZyiZTNqG5jEkGaEM/QA3/oobF4q49QPc+Tdm2llo9UDgcM693JwTxoxq47pfTmFldW19o7hZ2tre2d0r7x90tEwUJm0smVS9EGnCqCBtQw0jvVgRxENGuuHkOvO790RpKsWdmcYk4Ggk6JBiZKw0KFeqvkEJ9I2Eqa84rI1RpKTQp7MzXySDzKzaKbfuzgH/Ei8nFZCjNSh/+pHECSfCYIa07ntubIIUKUMxI7OSn2gSIzxBI9K3VCBOdJDOw8zgiVUiOJTKPmHgXP25kSKu9ZSHdpIjM9bLXib+5/UTM7wMUirixBCBF4eGCYM2etYMjKgi2LCpJQgrav8K8RgphI3tr2RL8JYj/yWdRt07rzduG5XmVV5HERyBY1ADHrgATXADWqANMHgAT+AFvDqPzrPz5rwvRgtOvnMIfsH5+AY+0pp6</latexit>

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
s (GeV2)

v 1(
s)

ALEPH

Perturbative QCD (massless)

Parton model prediction

ππ0

π3π0,3ππ0,6π(MC)

ωπ,ηππ0,kk0(MC)

πkk-bar(MC)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
s (GeV2)

a 1(
s)

ALEPH

Perturbative QCD (massless)

Parton model prediction

π2π0,3π

π4π0,3π2π0,5π

πkk-bar(MC)

Davier et al  '14  
1

⇡
Im⇧V (s)

1

⇡
Im⇧A(s)

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
s (GeV2)

v(
s)

OPAL
π π0

3π π0, π 3π0

MC corr.
perturbative QCD (massless)
naïve parton model

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
s (GeV2)

a(
s)

OPAL
3π, π 2π0

3π 2π0

MC corr.
perturbative QCD (massless)
naïve parton model

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0

1

2

3

0

1

2

3

0 1 2 3
-100 %

-80 %

-60 %

-40 %

-20 %

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

s (
G

eV
2 ) [

ax
ia

l-v
ec

to
r]

s (GeV2) [vector]

s (
G

eV
2 ) [

ve
ct

or
]

s (GeV2) [axial-vector]
0 1 2 3

Figure 5: The vector and axial-vector spectral functions. Shown are the sums of all contributing
channels as data points (upper two plots). Some exclusive contributions are shown as shaded
areas. The näıve parton model prediction is shown as dashed line, while the solid line depicts the
perturbative, massless QCD prediction for αs(m2

Z ) = 0 .122 . The error bars include statistical
and systematic uncertainties. The pion pole is subtracted from the axial-vector spectrum. The
lower plot shows the correlations of the two spectral functions in continuous gray-levels from
white to black which correspond to the correlations in percent from −100 % to +100 %. The
contour lines are drawn in equidistant steps of 20 %.
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OPAL '98  

• V channel dominated by
⌧ ! 2⇡ + ⌫⌧ and ⌧ ! 4⇡ + ⌫⌧

• “Residual” channels subdominant
(but important!)

• MC inputs for several channels
<latexit sha1_base64="M/dK6TIANQ0dYcgpKx65iqPI79k="></latexit>

Vienna, March 2021
Results were always based on OPAL or ALEPH (never combined)
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Vienna, March 2021

New vector isovector spectral function

Combined data for 2pi and 4pi channels from ALEPH & OPAL

Exp. data only: all residual channels extracted from recent
cross-section measurement in          

All results updated for recent branching ratio measurements

e+e�
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Data combination done with same algorithm used in 
R-data combination for the muon g-2. Keshavarzi, Nomura, Teubner '18
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36⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧
<latexit sha1_base64="HarkxneZj5/fAG3PQZarGP2URvY=">AAACDHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wVaoCGWmLnRZdOOygn1AZyiZTNqG5jEkGaEM/QA3/oobF4q49QPc+Tdm2llo9UDgcM693JwTxoxq47pfTmFldW19o7hZ2tre2d0r7x90tEwUJm0smVS9EGnCqCBtQw0jvVgRxENGuuHkOvO790RpKsWdmcYk4Ggk6JBiZKw0KFeqvkEJ9I2Eqa84rI1RpKTQp7MzXySDzKzaKbfuzgH/Ei8nFZCjNSh/+pHECSfCYIa07ntubIIUKUMxI7OSn2gSIzxBI9K3VCBOdJDOw8zgiVUiOJTKPmHgXP25kSKu9ZSHdpIjM9bLXib+5/UTM7wMUirixBCBF4eGCYM2etYMjKgi2LCpJQgrav8K8RgphI3tr2RL8JYj/yWdRt07rzduG5XmVV5HERyBY1ADHrgATXADWqANMHgAT+AFvDqPzrPz5rwvRgtOvnMIfsH5+AY+0pp6</latexit>

Vienna, March 2021

Combination of 2⇡ +4⇡ channels
Good �2 both locally and globally, no �2 inflation needed

<latexit sha1_base64="Vj+//zoR3XZz0gLCEB5QjJkyR0w="></latexit>

DB, Golterman, Maltman, Peris, Rodrigues and Schaaf, arXiv:2012.10440 
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37⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧
<latexit sha1_base64="HarkxneZj5/fAG3PQZarGP2URvY=">AAACDHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wVaoCGWmLnRZdOOygn1AZyiZTNqG5jEkGaEM/QA3/oobF4q49QPc+Tdm2llo9UDgcM693JwTxoxq47pfTmFldW19o7hZ2tre2d0r7x90tEwUJm0smVS9EGnCqCBtQw0jvVgRxENGuuHkOvO790RpKsWdmcYk4Ggk6JBiZKw0KFeqvkEJ9I2Eqa84rI1RpKTQp7MzXySDzKzaKbfuzgH/Ei8nFZCjNSh/+pHECSfCYIa07ntubIIUKUMxI7OSn2gSIzxBI9K3VCBOdJDOw8zgiVUiOJTKPmHgXP25kSKu9ZSHdpIjM9bLXib+5/UTM7wMUirixBCBF4eGCYM2etYMjKgi2LCpJQgrav8K8RgphI3tr2RL8JYj/yWdRt07rzduG5XmVV5HERyBY1ADHrgATXADWqANMHgAT+AFvDqPzrPz5rwvRgtOvnMIfsH5+AY+0pp6</latexit>

Vienna, March 2021

8 residual channels extracted from electroproduction data

Original data sets from: BABAR, SND and CMD-3

DB, Golterman, Maltman, Peris, Rodrigues and Schaaf, arXiv:2012.10440 

Dramatic improvement for higher multiplicity modes (near end point)
No MC input. 
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38⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧
<latexit sha1_base64="HarkxneZj5/fAG3PQZarGP2URvY=">AAACDHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wVaoCGWmLnRZdOOygn1AZyiZTNqG5jEkGaEM/QA3/oobF4q49QPc+Tdm2llo9UDgcM693JwTxoxq47pfTmFldW19o7hZ2tre2d0r7x90tEwUJm0smVS9EGnCqCBtQw0jvVgRxENGuuHkOvO790RpKsWdmcYk4Ggk6JBiZKw0KFeqvkEJ9I2Eqa84rI1RpKTQp7MzXySDzKzaKbfuzgH/Ei8nFZCjNSh/+pHECSfCYIa07ntubIIUKUMxI7OSn2gSIzxBI9K3VCBOdJDOw8zgiVUiOJTKPmHgXP25kSKu9ZSHdpIjM9bLXib+5/UTM7wMUirixBCBF4eGCYM2etYMjKgi2LCpJQgrav8K8RgphI3tr2RL8JYj/yWdRt07rzduG5XmVV5HERyBY1ADHrgATXADWqANMHgAT+AFvDqPzrPz5rwvRgtOvnMIfsH5+AY+0pp6</latexit>

Vienna, March 2021

Total

2pi + 4pi 

Residual

Final new vector-isovector spectral function
Combined 2pi + 4pi from ALEPH and OPAL + 8 residual channels from e+e�<latexit sha1_base64="RrSXofPTbcZEgZs/neWuZEoplCc=">AAAB7XicbVBNSwMxEM3Wr1q/qh69BIsgiGW3CnosevFYwX5Auy3ZdLaNzSZLkhXK0v/gxYMiXv0/3vw3pu0etPXBwOO9GWbmBTFn2rjut5NbWV1b38hvFra2d3b3ivsHDS0TRaFOJZeqFRANnAmoG2Y4tGIFJAo4NIPR7dRvPoHSTIoHM47Bj8hAsJBRYqzUgO4ZdM97xZJbdmfAy8TLSAllqPWKX52+pEkEwlBOtG57bmz8lCjDKIdJoZNoiAkdkQG0LRUkAu2ns2sn+MQqfRxKZUsYPFN/T6Qk0nocBbYzImaoF72p+J/XTkx47adMxIkBQeeLwoRjI/H0ddxnCqjhY0sIVczeiumQKEKNDahgQ/AWX14mjUrZuyhX7i9L1Zssjjw6QsfoFHnoClXRHaqhOqLoET2jV/TmSOfFeXc+5q05J5s5RH/gfP4Aw+6OmA==</latexit>

DB, Golterman, Maltman, Peris, Rodrigues and Schaaf, arXiv:2012.10440 
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Data

e+e� ! (hadrons)
<latexit sha1_base64="3WxgxOJWWJdA5X4d3WpjbylkOcM=">AAACAXicbVDJSgNBEO2JW4zbqBfBS2MQImKYiYIeg148RjALZKOnU0ma9HQP3T1CGOLFX/HiQRGv/oU3/8bOctDEBwWP96qoqhdEnGnjed9Oaml5ZXUtvZ7Z2Nza3nF39ypaxopCmUouVS0gGjgTUDbMcKhFCkgYcKgGg5uxX30ApZkU92YYQTMkPcG6jBJjpbZ7AK1TaJ01jMwlDRXiPukoKfTopO1mvbw3AV4k/oxk0QyltvvV6EgahyAM5UTruu9FppkQZRjlMMo0Yg0RoQPSg7qlgoSgm8nkgxE+tkoHd6WyJQyeqL8nEhJqPQwD2xkS09fz3lj8z6vHpnvVTJiIYgOCThd1Y46NxOM4cIcpoIYPLSFUMXsrpn2iCDU2tIwNwZ9/eZFUCnn/PF+4u8gWr2dxpNEhOkI55KNLVES3qITKiKJH9Ixe0Zvz5Lw4787HtDXlzGb20R84nz+JJJZP</latexit>

Keshavarzi, Nomura, Teubner '18
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Keshavarzi, Nomura, Teubner '18

(see also Davier et al ’17, Jegerlehner ’16)

nf = 3
<latexit sha1_base64="yCVmWsaDWz62G8sYf2ICr9BnwBM=">AAAB7nicdVBNS8NAEJ34WetX1aOXxVbwFJIWtR6EohePFewHtKFstpt26WYTdjdCCf0RXjwo4tXf481/4zaNoKIPBh7vzTAzz485U9pxPqyl5ZXVtfXCRnFza3tnt7S331ZRIgltkYhHsutjRTkTtKWZ5rQbS4pDn9OOP7me+517KhWLxJ2extQL8UiwgBGsjdSpiEFwWasMSmXHPnXcizMHObaTISN1t+YiN1fKkKM5KL33hxFJQio04VipnuvE2kux1IxwOiv2E0VjTCZ4RHuGChxS5aXZuTN0bJQhCiJpSmiUqd8nUhwqNQ190xliPVa/vbn4l9dLdFD3UibiRFNBFouChCMdofnvaMgkJZpPDcFEMnMrImMsMdEmoaIJ4etT9D9pV223Zldvq+XGVR5HAQ7hCE7AhXNowA00oQUEJvAAT/Bsxdaj9WK9LlqXrHzmAH7AevsELreOzw==</latexit>

e+e� ! hadrons
<latexit sha1_base64="ZjZjDeyK7yCxy3n8bsFBJUySamA=">AAACDHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wVYQxDJTF7osunFZwT6g05ZM5rYNzSRDkhHK0A9w46+4caGIWz/AnX9j+lho64HA4Zxzyb0niDnTxnW/nczK6tr6RnYzt7W9s7uX3z+oa5koCjUquVTNgGjgTEDNMMOhGSsgUcChEQxvJn7jAZRmUtybUQztiPQF6zFKjJW6+YIfSB5GxAxwETpn0DnHvpGpryI8IKGSQo+LNuWW3CnwMvHmpIDmqHbzX34oaRKBMJQTrVueG5t2SpRhlMM45ycaYkKHpA8tSwWJQLfT6TFjfGKVEPeksk8YPFV/T6Qk0noUBTY5WVsvehPxP6+VmN5VO2UiTgwIOvuol3BsJJ40g0OmgBo+soRQxeyumA6IItTY/nK2BG/x5GVSL5e8i1L5rlyoXM/ryKIjdIxOkYcuUQXdoiqqIYoe0TN6RW/Ok/PivDsfs2jGmc8coj9wPn8AcXWamQ==</latexit>

Vienna, March 2021
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nf = 3
<latexit sha1_base64="yCVmWsaDWz62G8sYf2ICr9BnwBM=">AAAB7nicdVBNS8NAEJ34WetX1aOXxVbwFJIWtR6EohePFewHtKFstpt26WYTdjdCCf0RXjwo4tXf481/4zaNoKIPBh7vzTAzz485U9pxPqyl5ZXVtfXCRnFza3tnt7S331ZRIgltkYhHsutjRTkTtKWZ5rQbS4pDn9OOP7me+517KhWLxJ2extQL8UiwgBGsjdSpiEFwWasMSmXHPnXcizMHObaTISN1t+YiN1fKkKM5KL33hxFJQio04VipnuvE2kux1IxwOiv2E0VjTCZ4RHuGChxS5aXZuTN0bJQhCiJpSmiUqd8nUhwqNQ190xliPVa/vbn4l9dLdFD3UibiRFNBFouChCMdofnvaMgkJZpPDcFEMnMrImMsMdEmoaIJ4etT9D9pV223Zldvq+XGVR5HAQ7hCE7AhXNowA00oQUEJvAAT/Bsxdaj9WK9LlqXrHzmAH7AevsELreOzw==</latexit>

e+e� ! hadrons
<latexit sha1_base64="ZjZjDeyK7yCxy3n8bsFBJUySamA=">AAACDHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wVYQxDJTF7osunFZwT6g05ZM5rYNzSRDkhHK0A9w46+4caGIWz/AnX9j+lho64HA4Zxzyb0niDnTxnW/nczK6tr6RnYzt7W9s7uX3z+oa5koCjUquVTNgGjgTEDNMMOhGSsgUcChEQxvJn7jAZRmUtybUQztiPQF6zFKjJW6+YIfSB5GxAxwETpn0DnHvpGpryI8IKGSQo+LNuWW3CnwMvHmpIDmqHbzX34oaRKBMJQTrVueG5t2SpRhlMM45ycaYkKHpA8tSwWJQLfT6TFjfGKVEPeksk8YPFV/T6Qk0noUBTY5WVsvehPxP6+VmN5VO2UiTgwIOvuol3BsJJ40g0OmgBo+soRQxeyumA6IItTY/nK2BG/x5GVSL5e8i1L5rlyoXM/ryKIjdIxOkYcuUQXdoiqqIYoe0TN6RW/Ok/PivDsfs2jGmc8coj9wPn8AcXWamQ==</latexit>

Vienna, March 2021
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Finite	energy	sum	rules	(FESRs)	

Re q
2

complex															plane	

Vacuum	polariza>on														is		
analy>c	in	cut						plane,	hence,	choosing	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Advantage:			weighted	integrals	over	all	spectral	data	up	to	
																							reduces	errors	

⇧(q2)
<latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="bhQdAjioJDJyYO5jpJipZmWWNKo=">AAAB73icdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoMQL8tsSDS5Bbx4jGAekKxhdjJJhsw+MjMrhCU/4cWDIl79HW/+jZNkBRUtaCiquunu8iLBlcb4w8qsrW9sbmW3czu7e/sH+cOjlgpjSVmThiKUHY8oJnjAmpprwTqRZMT3BGt7k6uF375nUvEwuNWziLk+GQV8yCnRRur0Grw4vSud9/MFbOMlELYr2KldOIaUKrhWxchJrQKkaPTz771BSGOfBZoKolTXwZF2EyI1p4LNc71YsYjQCRmxrqEB8Zlyk+W9c3RmlAEahtJUoNFS/T6REF+pme+ZTp/osfrtLcS/vG6sh1U34UEUaxbQ1aJhLJAO0eJ5NOCSUS1mhhAqubkV0TGRhGoTUc6E8PUp+p+0SraDbeemXKiX0ziycAKnUAQHLqEO19CAJlAQ8ABP8GxNrUfrxXpdtWasdOYYfsB6+wQd9o9R</latexit>

q2
<latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="PEyKJV+3W+laV7WhEfDQeuPwKRk=">AAAB6nicdVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUY9eBoPgaZkNiSa3gBePEc0DkjXMTmaTIbMPZ2aFsOQTvHhQxKtf5M2/cZKsoKIFDUVVN91dXiy40hh/WLmV1bX1jfxmYWt7Z3evuH/QVlEiKWvRSESy6xHFBA9ZS3MtWDeWjASeYB1vcjH3O/dMKh6FN3oaMzcgo5D7nBJtpOu72/KgWMI2XgBhu4qd+pljSLmK6zWMnMwqQYbmoPjeH0Y0CVioqSBK9RwcazclUnMq2KzQTxSLCZ2QEesZGpKAKTddnDpDJ0YZIj+SpkKNFur3iZQESk0Dz3QGRI/Vb28u/uX1Eu3X3JSHcaJZSJeL/EQgHaH532jIJaNaTA0hVHJzK6JjIgnVJp2CCeHrU/Q/aZdtB9vOVaXUqGRx5OEIjuEUHDiHBlxCE1pAYQQP8ATPlrAerRfrddmas7KZQ/gB6+0TPoONuQ==</latexit>

s = s0
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Much more data in the exclusive region

The precision of        is determined by the data in the exclusive region↵s
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Vienna, March 2021

⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧
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294295 up to slowly varying logarithmic corrections in the argu-
296 ment of the sine factor, and with γ ∼ 1=Nc small but
297 nonzero.6 The parameters βV=A are directly related to the
298 Regge slopes in the V and A channels, and the parameters
299 γV=A to the (asymptotic) ratio of the width and the mass of
300 the resonances in those channels. While the framework of
301 Ref. [24] is rather general, and the derivation of Eq. (2.12)
302 is based on generally accepted conjectures about QCD
303 (primarily Regge behavior), it does not provide a derivation
304 from first principles. This introduces a certain model
305 dependence in our analysis which, however, can be
306 tested by fits to the data. Such tests, in particular, will
307 provide information about the values of s above which
308 this asymptotic form is likely to be sufficiently accurate.
309 We emphasize, however, that modifications to the para-
310 metrization of Eq. (2.12) are constrained by the general
311 framework of Ref. [24].
312 Equation (2.12) introduces, in addition to αs and the
313 D ≥ 4 OPE condensates, four new parameters in each
314 channel: δV=A; γV=A, αV=A and βV=A. This can be compared
315 to the truncated-OPE approach in which DVs are neglected.
316 Since resonance-induced oscillations are clearly visible in
317 the experimental spectral data, and their dynamical effect is
318 comparable in size to the αs-dependent dynamical effect of
319 perturbative corrections to the (αs-independent) parton
320 model contribution [25], this approach also assumes a
321 model: one in which the parameters δV=A are effectively set
322 to infinity by hand. This is a stronger assumption, and one
323 that has been shown to fail a number of subsequent, more
324 stringent data-based tests [25,26].
325 In summary, as in Refs. [11,12], we will assume that
326 Eq. (2.12) holds for s ≥ smin, with smin to be determined
327 from fits to the data. This assumes of course that the
328 smin for which this assumption is valid includes a region
329 below m2

τ, i.e., that both the OPE (2.7) and the DV
330 parametrization (2.12) can be used in some interval
331 below m2

τ.

332 B. Choice of weight functions and the OPE

333 The logarithmic s dependence of the OPE coefficients
334 CDðsÞ is calculable in perturbation theory. Because the
335 running of αs becomes visible only at nonleading order in
336 αs, this s dependence is an Oðα2sÞ effect in the chiral limit.
337 Such effects were found to be safely negligible for D > 0
338 in the sum-rule analysis of the OPAL data reported in
339 Ref. [11], and we will thus ignore them for D > 0 in the
340 present analysis as well. With this simplification, a term in a
341 weight wðzÞ proportional to the monomial zn picks out the
342 D > 0 OPE contribution with D ¼ 2k ¼ 2ðnþ 1Þ in the
343 sum rule (2.3).7 The choice of a polynomial weight wðzÞ

344thus projects the sum rule on a finite number of D > 0
345terms in the OPE.
346In this paper, we will consider the weights wðzÞ ¼
347wnðz=s0Þ with

w0ðyÞ ¼ 1;

w2ðyÞ ¼ 1 − y2;

w3ðyÞ ¼ ð1 − yÞ2ð1þ 2yÞ;
w4ðyÞ ¼ ð1 − y2Þ2; ð2:13Þ

348349where the subscript indicates the degree of the polynomial.
350These weights explore OPE terms with D ≤ 10, and form a
351linearly independent basis for polynomials up to degree
352four without a linear term. The weight w0ðyÞ projects only
353the D ¼ 0 term of the OPE (i.e., pure perturbation theory),
354the weight w2ðyÞ projects, in addition, D ¼ 6, w3ðyÞ
355projects D ¼ 0, D ¼ 6 and D ¼ 8, while w4ðyÞ projects
356D ¼ 0, D ¼ 6 and D ¼ 10. As the OPE itself diverges
357as an expansion in 1=z, it is safer to include sum rules
358with low-degree weights such as w0ðyÞ and w2ðyÞ in the
359analysis, and check for consistency among sum rules with
360different weights. We note that w3ðs=s0Þ ¼ wTðs; s0Þ,
361cf. Eq. (2.6).
362None of these weights contain a term linear in z, and thus
363the D ¼ 4 OPE term does not contribute to the sum rules
364with these weights. This choice is motivated by the results
365of Ref. [43], in which a renormalon-model-based study
366suggested that perturbation theory is particularly unstable
367for sum rules with weights containing such a linear term.8

368The weights w2;3;4ðyÞ are “pinched,” i.e., they have
369zeroes at z ¼ s0, and thus suppress contributions from
370the region near the timelike point z ¼ s0 on the contour,
371and hence also the relative importance of integrated DV
372contributions [45,46]. The weight w2ðyÞ has a single zero at
373z ¼ s0 (a single pinch), while the weights w3ðyÞ and w4ðyÞ
374are doubly pinched, i.e., have a double zero at z ¼ s0.

375C. Perturbative uncertainties and FOPT vs CIPT

376It has become common practice to consider different
377resummations of perturbation theory in order to obtain
378insight into the effect of neglecting terms beyond those
379explicitly included in evaluating the D ¼ 0 (i.e., perturba-
380tive) contribution to the right-hand side of Eq. (2.3). The
381two most commonly used resummation prescriptions are
382fixed-order perturbation theory (FOPT), in which the scale
383μ in Eq. (2.8) is chosen to be fixed at μ2 ¼ s0, and contour-
384improved perturbation theory (CIPT) [28,29], a partial
385resummation obtained by choosing μ2 equal to −z point
386by point along the contour. In the CIPT prescription, the

6This form was first introduced in Ref. [41], and subsequently
used in Refs. [8,11,12,36,42].

7The D ¼ 0 term, perturbation theory, contributes for all n.

8Earlier considerations along the same lines can be found in
Refs. [11,31,32]. The results of Ref. [43] have been recently
corroborated within an alternate approach to estimating higher
order effects in Ref. [44].
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1331 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw4Þ
exp ðs0Þ. The results for those parameters also

1332 determined in the earlier fits also show good consistency
1333 with the values obtained in those earlier fits, reported in
1334 Eqs. (4.1) and (4.3). In addition, the values for the OPE
1335 coefficient c6 shown in Tables Vand VI are consistent with
1336 those shown in Table IV. This constitutes an additional
1337 nontrivial consistency check.
1338 We end this subsection with a comment. For reasons
1339 already explained, we did not construct the axial equivalent
1340 of the new inclusive spectral function ρud;V obtained in
1341 Sec. III, and thus did not carry out simultaneous fits to the V
1342 and A spectral functions. This precludes us from testing
1343 consistency between vector and axial channels, and from
1344 carrying out tests based on the Weinberg sum rules, as we
1345 did in Refs. [8,11,12]. Here we point out that such tests
1346 were always successful in the separate analyses of the
1347 ALEPH and OPAL nonstrange inclusive spectral functions.
1348 We also note that our most precise results for αs were
1349 always obtained from purely V channel fits.

1350 C. Analysis

1351 To finalize our result for αsðmτÞ, an estimate is required
1352 for the error resulting from the use of the four- or five-
1353 loop-truncated perturbation theory. This is obtained
1354 following the approach outlined at the end of Sec. II C.

1355 We focus on the single-weight fit to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ with

1356 smin ¼ 1.5490 GeV2.
1357 It turns out that among the various strategies for
1358 estimating this error discussed in Sec. II C, varying c51
1359 by $50% around the central value c51 ¼ 283 yields the
1360 largest, and thus most conservative, estimate of the trun-
1361 cation error. Symmetrizing the slightly asymmetric result
1362 produces an uncertainty of $0.0026 on αsðmτÞ. Alternate
1363 error estimates based on removing order-α5s terms (i.e.,
1364 setting c5m ¼ 0), or removing both order-α4s and order-α5s
1365 terms (i.e., setting both c4m ¼ 0 and c5m ¼ 0) lead to
1366 differences equal to or smaller than the differences obtained
1367 from the 50% variation in c51 noted above.
1368 These observations apply to the perturbative represen-

1369 tation for Iðw0Þ
th ðs0Þ, and do not necessarily apply to

1370spectral moments with other weights. Since moments
1371with different weights have different perturbative
1372behaviors [43,44], we will take the difference between
1373the values of αs in Eqs. (4.1) and (4.3) to reflect an
1374independent source of perturbative error. We multiply this
1375difference by a factor two to take into account the fact that
1376one of the two weights entering the fit leading to
1377Eq. (4.3), w0, was also used in obtaining the results
1378quoted in Eqs. (4.1). This leads to an additional pertur-
1379bative uncertainty of $0.0028 on αs.
1380Combining the statistical error of Eq. (4.1) and the
1381two perturbative uncertainties discussed above in
1382quadrature, we obtain our final result for αs at the τ mass
1383scale:

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3077$ 0.0065stat $ 0.0038pert

¼ 0.3077$ 0.0075 ðnf ¼ 3; FOPTÞ; ð4:5Þ

13841385where the subscripts “stat" and “pert” refer to the statistical
1386and the perturbative error, respectively.
1387As we explained in Sec. II, the τ scale is sufficiently
1388low that nonperturbative effects are expected to be

1389potentially non-negligible. For Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ nonperturbative

1390contributions are generated by DVs, corresponding to the
1391second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (2.11). It is
1392interesting to quantify these effects. Even though the
1393moment is dominated by perturbation theory, we find that

1394the nonperturbative part of Iðw0Þ
th ðs0Þ, which is the moment

1395most sensitive to nonperturbative effects, oscillates with
1396an amplitude typically of order 20% of the αs-dependent
1397part of the perturbative contribution (obtained by sub-
1398tracting the αs-independent parton-model piece) with
1399varying s0.
1400The nonperturbative effect is thus small but significant,
1401and this is not surprising. The nonperturbative part
1402accounts for the oscillation seen in the spectral function
1403in Fig. 8 (red curve), which cannot be accounted for by the
1404OPE (green dashed curve). We believe that it is unlikely
1405that any variation of the DV ansatz (2.12) that does an
1406equally good job of fitting the data would lead to a variation

TABLE VI. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and Iðw4Þ

exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function
with 68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c10 in GeV10. For each fit,
every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c10

1.5490 2.89=7 0.3069(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.79ð62Þ 4.04(33) −0.69ð12Þ 1.56(33)
1.5863 1.80=7 0.3065(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.87ð73Þ 4.09(38) −0.70ð13Þ 1.60(38)
1.6136 1.90=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.52ð84Þ 3.91(44) −0.64ð16Þ 1.41(48)
1.6479 1.70=5 0.3076(82) 3.43(41) 0.63(23) −1.69ð83Þ 3.99(43) −0.69ð16Þ 1.57(48)
1.6849 1.10=5 0.3046(80) 3.61(46) 0.55(25) −2.11ð89Þ 4.21(45) −0.76ð15Þ 1.83(47)
1.7256 1.75=3 0.311(11) 3.39(70) 0.64(34) −1.3ð1.1Þ 3.82(53) −0.62ð24Þ 1.34(83)
1.7752 1.56=3 0.309(11) 3.3(1.0) 0.68(48) −1.5ð1.1Þ 3.89(55) −0.65ð27Þ 1.4(1.0)
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Consistency between different fits (alpha_s, condensates
DV parameters.)

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3077ð65Þ; ðw0; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð28Þ;
γ ¼ 0.57ð17Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.31ð48Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð26Þ GeV−2: ð4:1Þ

12701271 The points used in obtaining these averages are those
1272 marked in red and purple in the shaded regions of Figs. 6
1273 and 7, respectively.

1274We note that taking a straight average of the seven values
1275inside the yellow window in Fig. 6 between smin ¼ 1.5490
1276and 1.7752 GeV2, and taking the smallest parameter error
1277on this interval as the error on this average yields
1278αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð64Þ, a result almost identical to that in
1279Eq. (4.1).18 We will take the result shown in Eq. (4.1) as our
1280central value, with the slightly larger error shown there.
1281The fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ for smin ¼ 1.5490 GeV2 is displayed
1282in the left panel of Fig. 8. The right panel of the same figure
1283shows a comparison of the representation for ρud;VðsÞ
1284obtained using the parameters of this fit with the combined
1285experimental result obtained in Sec. III.
1286We have also carried out these fits using the CIPT
1287prescription for the D ¼ 0 perturbative contributions,
1288finding the values (again, statistical errors only)

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3239ð87Þ; ðw0; CIPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.35ð28Þ;
γ ¼ 0.65ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.33ð49Þ;
β ¼ 3.80ð26Þ GeV−2: ð4:2Þ

F6:1 FIG. 6. αsðmτÞ of Table III as a function of smin. The yellow
F6:2 area correspond to the average reported in Eq. (4.1); this average
F6:3 is computed from the data points indicated in red (see text). The
F6:4 thin vertical dashed line separates the regions in which the p
F6:5 values shown in Table III are smaller than 16% (to the left), from
F6:6 the region where they are larger than 45% (to the right).

TABLE III. Results of fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with 68 clusters, with

smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2 and β and γ in GeV−2.

smin χ2=dof p value αsðmτÞ δ γ α β

1.3246 30.71=22 0.10 0.3263(72) 3.48(22) 0.55(14) −0.39ð30Þ 2.93(17)
1.3619 28.56=21 0.12 0.3232(71) 3.46(23) 0.57(15) −0.18ð32Þ 3.04(18)
1.3886 26.63=20 0.15 0.3206(70) 3.45(23) 0.58(15) −0.04ð34Þ 3.15(19)
1.4251 17.96=19 0.53 0.3149(65) 3.43(25) 0.60(16) −0.55ð35Þ 3.41(19)
1.4602 17.91=18 0.46 0.3145(67) 3.43(25) 0.60(16) −0.59ð40Þ 3.43(22)
1.4877 16.43=17 0.49 0.3123(67) 3.44(26) 0.60(16) −0.81ð42Þ 3.55(23)
1.5154 12.69=16 0.70 0.3091(64) 3.48(28) 0.58(17) −1.18ð44Þ 3.73(24)
1.5490 12.57=15 0.64 0.3085(66) 3.50(28) 0.58(17) −1.26ð48Þ 3.77(26)
1.5863 9.97=14 0.76 0.3056(64) 3.61(30) 0.52(18) −1.62ð51Þ 3.95(26)
1.6136 7.65=13 0.87 0.3084(72) 3.49(31) 0.58(18) −1.29ð59Þ 3.79(30)
1.6479 6.52=12 0.89 0.3109(82) 3.32(35) 0.66(20) −1.00ð68Þ 3.65(35)
1.6849 6.27=11 0.85 0.3097(83) 3.43(40) 0.61(22) −1.13ð71Þ 3.71(36)
1.7256 5.71=10 0.84 0.3072(83) 3.66(49) 0.50(25) −1.38ð75Þ 3.83(37)
1.7752 5.51=9 0.79 0.3056(87) 3.84(62) 0.42(30) −1.54ð80Þ 3.90(39)
1.8249 5.33=8 0.72 0.308(11) 3.56(95) 0.54(44) −1.36ð96Þ 3.82(47)
1.8744 4.15=7 0.76 0.302(11) 4.3(1.0) 0.22(45) −1.74ð91Þ 4.00(44)
1.9230 4.13=6 0.66 0.301(12) 4.4(1.2) 0.18(52) −1.77ð92Þ 4.01(45)
1.9779 0.676=5 0.98 0.294(10) 5.4(1.1) −0.19ð45Þ −1.58ð85Þ 3.97(41)

18If instead we take a correlated average of five αs values
taking every other point starting from smin ¼ 1.5154 GeV2, we
find a value αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3060ð62Þ. Thus, if we enlarge the
window in Fig. 6 by one point on each end of the yellow
“plateau,” we find that our fits are stable: the central value moves
by about one-fourth of the error in Eq. (4.1), and the error is
essentially unchanged. The p value for our correlated averages of
values inside these windows (enlarged or not) are always good.
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αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3091ð69Þ; ðw0 & w2; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð29Þ;
γ ¼ 0.58ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.35ð58Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð30Þ GeV−2;

c6 ¼ −0.0059ð13Þ GeV6: ð4:3Þ

13051306 These parameter values are in excellent agreement with
1307 those in Eq. (4.1); of course, c6 is new.
1308 In the case of simultaneous block-diagonal fits to

1309 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and IðwnÞ

exp ðs0Þ with n¼ 3, 4, we find that the
1310 correlation matrices for the spectral moments with the
1311 doubly pinched weights w3;4 have very small eigenvalues,
1312 leading to unstable fits with very large Q2 values (equal to
1313 about 16 per degree of freedom for smin ∼ 1.6 GeV2). The
1314 smallest eigenvalue in each such case is around 10−10,
1315 orders of magnitude smaller than the smallest eigenvalue

1316 for the set of Iðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ or Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ integrals, which are
1317 around 10−6 and 10−5, respectively. We find that if we
1318 “thin” the set of integrals used in the fit, starting at a given
1319 smin and including only every second, third, etc., of the
1320 available higher s0, the Q2=dof drops rapidly to a value
1321 below 1, and the fit stabilizes as we increase the degree of

1322thinning.20 Tables Vand VI show the results of these fits for
1323the cases n¼ 3 and n¼ 4, always thinning by a factor 3.
1324Comparing the results of Tables III, IV, V and VI, we find
1325good consistency among all these fits. Using the simplified
1326averaging procedure employed above for n¼ 2, we find
1327the following parameter values (statistical errors only)

w0 &w3 w0 &w4

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð70Þ 0.3079ð70Þ ðFOPTÞ;
δ¼ 3.43ð34Þ 3.41ð34Þ;
γ ¼ 0.63ð21Þ 0.64ð21Þ ½GeV−2%;
α¼ −1.71ð62Þ − 1.68ð62Þ;
β ¼ 4.01ð33Þ 3.99ð33Þ ½GeV−2%;
c6 ¼ −0.0070ð12Þ − 0.0068ð12Þ ½GeV6%;
c8 ¼ 0.0122ð20Þ — ½GeV8%;
c10 ¼— 0.0153ð33Þ ½GeV10%: ð4:4Þ

13281329where the first, respectively, second, column corresponds to
1330a simultaneous fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ, respectively,

TABLE IV. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6. Errors have been computed
using linear error propagation.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6
1.5490 26.2=34 0.3085(67) 3.49(28) 0.58(17) −1.44ð52Þ 3.85(27) −0.60ð12Þ
1.5863 22.7=32 0.3073(69) 3.50(29) 0.58(18) −1.57ð58Þ 3.92(30) −0.62ð13Þ
1.6136 18.5=30 0.3101(80) 3.36(31) 0.65(18) −1.24ð68Þ 3.76(35) −0.55ð17Þ
1.6479 15.5=28 0.3117(89) 3.31(35) 0.67(20) −1.08ð78Þ 3.68(40) −0.52ð20Þ
1.6849 15.1=26 0.3106(90) 3.42(40) 0.62(21) −1.20ð81Þ 3.74(41) −0.55ð20Þ
1.7256 13.7=24 0.3082(90) 3.70(48) 0.49(24) −1.44ð85Þ 3.85(42) −0.62ð19Þ
1.7752 13.5=22 0.3076(97) 3.76(61) 0.46(29) −1.50ð91Þ 3.88(45) −0.64ð21Þ

TABLE V. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c8 in GeV8. Errors have been
computed using linear error propagation. For each fit, every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting

from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c8

1.5490 3.23=7 0.3070(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.80ð62Þ 4.05(33) −0.71ð12Þ 1.23(20)
1.5863 2.11=7 0.3068(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.88ð73Þ 4.10(38) −0.72ð13Þ 1.25(22)
1.6136 2.19=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.55ð83Þ 3.92(43) −0.66ð15Þ 1.15(28)
1.6479 1.96=5 0.3076(82) 3.44(41) 0.63(23) −1.72ð83Þ 4.01(43) −0.71ð15Þ 1.24(27)
1.6849 1.33=5 0.3048(80) 3.62(46) 0.54(25) −2.13ð89Þ 4.22(45) −0.78ð14Þ 1.37(26)
1.7256 2.03=3 0.311(11) 3.41(70) 0.63(34) −1.40ð1.06Þ 3.85(53) −0.65ð23Þ 1.12(43)
1.7752 1.81=3 0.309(11) 3.4(1.0) 0.66(48) −1.52ð1.09Þ 3.91(54) −0.68ð25Þ 1.19(50)

20The smallest eigenvalue of the correlation matrices for
Iðw3;4Þ
exp ðs0Þ increases to about 10−6 if we thin by a factor 3.

STRONG COUPLING FROM AN IMPROVED τ VECTOR … PHYS. REV. D XX, 000000 (XXXX)

19

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3091ð69Þ; ðw0 & w2; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð29Þ;
γ ¼ 0.58ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.35ð58Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð30Þ GeV−2;

c6 ¼ −0.0059ð13Þ GeV6: ð4:3Þ

13051306 These parameter values are in excellent agreement with
1307 those in Eq. (4.1); of course, c6 is new.
1308 In the case of simultaneous block-diagonal fits to

1309 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and IðwnÞ

exp ðs0Þ with n¼ 3, 4, we find that the
1310 correlation matrices for the spectral moments with the
1311 doubly pinched weights w3;4 have very small eigenvalues,
1312 leading to unstable fits with very large Q2 values (equal to
1313 about 16 per degree of freedom for smin ∼ 1.6 GeV2). The
1314 smallest eigenvalue in each such case is around 10−10,
1315 orders of magnitude smaller than the smallest eigenvalue

1316 for the set of Iðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ or Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ integrals, which are
1317 around 10−6 and 10−5, respectively. We find that if we
1318 “thin” the set of integrals used in the fit, starting at a given
1319 smin and including only every second, third, etc., of the
1320 available higher s0, the Q2=dof drops rapidly to a value
1321 below 1, and the fit stabilizes as we increase the degree of

1322thinning.20 Tables Vand VI show the results of these fits for
1323the cases n¼ 3 and n¼ 4, always thinning by a factor 3.
1324Comparing the results of Tables III, IV, V and VI, we find
1325good consistency among all these fits. Using the simplified
1326averaging procedure employed above for n¼ 2, we find
1327the following parameter values (statistical errors only)

w0 &w3 w0 &w4

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð70Þ 0.3079ð70Þ ðFOPTÞ;
δ¼ 3.43ð34Þ 3.41ð34Þ;
γ ¼ 0.63ð21Þ 0.64ð21Þ ½GeV−2%;
α¼ −1.71ð62Þ − 1.68ð62Þ;
β ¼ 4.01ð33Þ 3.99ð33Þ ½GeV−2%;
c6 ¼ −0.0070ð12Þ − 0.0068ð12Þ ½GeV6%;
c8 ¼ 0.0122ð20Þ — ½GeV8%;
c10 ¼— 0.0153ð33Þ ½GeV10%: ð4:4Þ

13281329where the first, respectively, second, column corresponds to
1330a simultaneous fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ, respectively,

TABLE IV. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6. Errors have been computed
using linear error propagation.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6
1.5490 26.2=34 0.3085(67) 3.49(28) 0.58(17) −1.44ð52Þ 3.85(27) −0.60ð12Þ
1.5863 22.7=32 0.3073(69) 3.50(29) 0.58(18) −1.57ð58Þ 3.92(30) −0.62ð13Þ
1.6136 18.5=30 0.3101(80) 3.36(31) 0.65(18) −1.24ð68Þ 3.76(35) −0.55ð17Þ
1.6479 15.5=28 0.3117(89) 3.31(35) 0.67(20) −1.08ð78Þ 3.68(40) −0.52ð20Þ
1.6849 15.1=26 0.3106(90) 3.42(40) 0.62(21) −1.20ð81Þ 3.74(41) −0.55ð20Þ
1.7256 13.7=24 0.3082(90) 3.70(48) 0.49(24) −1.44ð85Þ 3.85(42) −0.62ð19Þ
1.7752 13.5=22 0.3076(97) 3.76(61) 0.46(29) −1.50ð91Þ 3.88(45) −0.64ð21Þ

TABLE V. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c8 in GeV8. Errors have been
computed using linear error propagation. For each fit, every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting

from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c8

1.5490 3.23=7 0.3070(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.80ð62Þ 4.05(33) −0.71ð12Þ 1.23(20)
1.5863 2.11=7 0.3068(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.88ð73Þ 4.10(38) −0.72ð13Þ 1.25(22)
1.6136 2.19=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.55ð83Þ 3.92(43) −0.66ð15Þ 1.15(28)
1.6479 1.96=5 0.3076(82) 3.44(41) 0.63(23) −1.72ð83Þ 4.01(43) −0.71ð15Þ 1.24(27)
1.6849 1.33=5 0.3048(80) 3.62(46) 0.54(25) −2.13ð89Þ 4.22(45) −0.78ð14Þ 1.37(26)
1.7256 2.03=3 0.311(11) 3.41(70) 0.63(34) −1.40ð1.06Þ 3.85(53) −0.65ð23Þ 1.12(43)
1.7752 1.81=3 0.309(11) 3.4(1.0) 0.66(48) −1.52ð1.09Þ 3.91(54) −0.68ð25Þ 1.19(50)

20The smallest eigenvalue of the correlation matrices for
Iðw3;4Þ
exp ðs0Þ increases to about 10−6 if we thin by a factor 3.
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αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3091ð69Þ; ðw0 & w2; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð29Þ;
γ ¼ 0.58ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.35ð58Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð30Þ GeV−2;

c6 ¼ −0.0059ð13Þ GeV6: ð4:3Þ

13051306 These parameter values are in excellent agreement with
1307 those in Eq. (4.1); of course, c6 is new.
1308 In the case of simultaneous block-diagonal fits to

1309 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and IðwnÞ

exp ðs0Þ with n¼ 3, 4, we find that the
1310 correlation matrices for the spectral moments with the
1311 doubly pinched weights w3;4 have very small eigenvalues,
1312 leading to unstable fits with very large Q2 values (equal to
1313 about 16 per degree of freedom for smin ∼ 1.6 GeV2). The
1314 smallest eigenvalue in each such case is around 10−10,
1315 orders of magnitude smaller than the smallest eigenvalue

1316 for the set of Iðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ or Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ integrals, which are
1317 around 10−6 and 10−5, respectively. We find that if we
1318 “thin” the set of integrals used in the fit, starting at a given
1319 smin and including only every second, third, etc., of the
1320 available higher s0, the Q2=dof drops rapidly to a value
1321 below 1, and the fit stabilizes as we increase the degree of

1322thinning.20 Tables Vand VI show the results of these fits for
1323the cases n¼ 3 and n¼ 4, always thinning by a factor 3.
1324Comparing the results of Tables III, IV, V and VI, we find
1325good consistency among all these fits. Using the simplified
1326averaging procedure employed above for n¼ 2, we find
1327the following parameter values (statistical errors only)

w0 &w3 w0 &w4

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð70Þ 0.3079ð70Þ ðFOPTÞ;
δ¼ 3.43ð34Þ 3.41ð34Þ;
γ ¼ 0.63ð21Þ 0.64ð21Þ ½GeV−2%;
α¼ −1.71ð62Þ − 1.68ð62Þ;
β ¼ 4.01ð33Þ 3.99ð33Þ ½GeV−2%;
c6 ¼ −0.0070ð12Þ − 0.0068ð12Þ ½GeV6%;
c8 ¼ 0.0122ð20Þ — ½GeV8%;
c10 ¼— 0.0153ð33Þ ½GeV10%: ð4:4Þ

13281329where the first, respectively, second, column corresponds to
1330a simultaneous fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ, respectively,

TABLE IV. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6. Errors have been computed
using linear error propagation.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6
1.5490 26.2=34 0.3085(67) 3.49(28) 0.58(17) −1.44ð52Þ 3.85(27) −0.60ð12Þ
1.5863 22.7=32 0.3073(69) 3.50(29) 0.58(18) −1.57ð58Þ 3.92(30) −0.62ð13Þ
1.6136 18.5=30 0.3101(80) 3.36(31) 0.65(18) −1.24ð68Þ 3.76(35) −0.55ð17Þ
1.6479 15.5=28 0.3117(89) 3.31(35) 0.67(20) −1.08ð78Þ 3.68(40) −0.52ð20Þ
1.6849 15.1=26 0.3106(90) 3.42(40) 0.62(21) −1.20ð81Þ 3.74(41) −0.55ð20Þ
1.7256 13.7=24 0.3082(90) 3.70(48) 0.49(24) −1.44ð85Þ 3.85(42) −0.62ð19Þ
1.7752 13.5=22 0.3076(97) 3.76(61) 0.46(29) −1.50ð91Þ 3.88(45) −0.64ð21Þ

TABLE V. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c8 in GeV8. Errors have been
computed using linear error propagation. For each fit, every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting

from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c8

1.5490 3.23=7 0.3070(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.80ð62Þ 4.05(33) −0.71ð12Þ 1.23(20)
1.5863 2.11=7 0.3068(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.88ð73Þ 4.10(38) −0.72ð13Þ 1.25(22)
1.6136 2.19=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.55ð83Þ 3.92(43) −0.66ð15Þ 1.15(28)
1.6479 1.96=5 0.3076(82) 3.44(41) 0.63(23) −1.72ð83Þ 4.01(43) −0.71ð15Þ 1.24(27)
1.6849 1.33=5 0.3048(80) 3.62(46) 0.54(25) −2.13ð89Þ 4.22(45) −0.78ð14Þ 1.37(26)
1.7256 2.03=3 0.311(11) 3.41(70) 0.63(34) −1.40ð1.06Þ 3.85(53) −0.65ð23Þ 1.12(43)
1.7752 1.81=3 0.309(11) 3.4(1.0) 0.66(48) −1.52ð1.09Þ 3.91(54) −0.68ð25Þ 1.19(50)

20The smallest eigenvalue of the correlation matrices for
Iðw3;4Þ
exp ðs0Þ increases to about 10−6 if we thin by a factor 3.
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αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3091ð69Þ; ðw0 & w2; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð29Þ;
γ ¼ 0.58ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.35ð58Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð30Þ GeV−2;

c6 ¼ −0.0059ð13Þ GeV6: ð4:3Þ

13051306 These parameter values are in excellent agreement with
1307 those in Eq. (4.1); of course, c6 is new.
1308 In the case of simultaneous block-diagonal fits to

1309 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and IðwnÞ

exp ðs0Þ with n¼ 3, 4, we find that the
1310 correlation matrices for the spectral moments with the
1311 doubly pinched weights w3;4 have very small eigenvalues,
1312 leading to unstable fits with very large Q2 values (equal to
1313 about 16 per degree of freedom for smin ∼ 1.6 GeV2). The
1314 smallest eigenvalue in each such case is around 10−10,
1315 orders of magnitude smaller than the smallest eigenvalue

1316 for the set of Iðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ or Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ integrals, which are
1317 around 10−6 and 10−5, respectively. We find that if we
1318 “thin” the set of integrals used in the fit, starting at a given
1319 smin and including only every second, third, etc., of the
1320 available higher s0, the Q2=dof drops rapidly to a value
1321 below 1, and the fit stabilizes as we increase the degree of

1322thinning.20 Tables Vand VI show the results of these fits for
1323the cases n¼ 3 and n¼ 4, always thinning by a factor 3.
1324Comparing the results of Tables III, IV, V and VI, we find
1325good consistency among all these fits. Using the simplified
1326averaging procedure employed above for n¼ 2, we find
1327the following parameter values (statistical errors only)

w0 &w3 w0 &w4

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð70Þ 0.3079ð70Þ ðFOPTÞ;
δ¼ 3.43ð34Þ 3.41ð34Þ;
γ ¼ 0.63ð21Þ 0.64ð21Þ ½GeV−2%;
α¼ −1.71ð62Þ − 1.68ð62Þ;
β ¼ 4.01ð33Þ 3.99ð33Þ ½GeV−2%;
c6 ¼ −0.0070ð12Þ − 0.0068ð12Þ ½GeV6%;
c8 ¼ 0.0122ð20Þ — ½GeV8%;
c10 ¼— 0.0153ð33Þ ½GeV10%: ð4:4Þ

13281329where the first, respectively, second, column corresponds to
1330a simultaneous fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ, respectively,

TABLE IV. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6. Errors have been computed
using linear error propagation.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6
1.5490 26.2=34 0.3085(67) 3.49(28) 0.58(17) −1.44ð52Þ 3.85(27) −0.60ð12Þ
1.5863 22.7=32 0.3073(69) 3.50(29) 0.58(18) −1.57ð58Þ 3.92(30) −0.62ð13Þ
1.6136 18.5=30 0.3101(80) 3.36(31) 0.65(18) −1.24ð68Þ 3.76(35) −0.55ð17Þ
1.6479 15.5=28 0.3117(89) 3.31(35) 0.67(20) −1.08ð78Þ 3.68(40) −0.52ð20Þ
1.6849 15.1=26 0.3106(90) 3.42(40) 0.62(21) −1.20ð81Þ 3.74(41) −0.55ð20Þ
1.7256 13.7=24 0.3082(90) 3.70(48) 0.49(24) −1.44ð85Þ 3.85(42) −0.62ð19Þ
1.7752 13.5=22 0.3076(97) 3.76(61) 0.46(29) −1.50ð91Þ 3.88(45) −0.64ð21Þ

TABLE V. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c8 in GeV8. Errors have been
computed using linear error propagation. For each fit, every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting

from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c8

1.5490 3.23=7 0.3070(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.80ð62Þ 4.05(33) −0.71ð12Þ 1.23(20)
1.5863 2.11=7 0.3068(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.88ð73Þ 4.10(38) −0.72ð13Þ 1.25(22)
1.6136 2.19=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.55ð83Þ 3.92(43) −0.66ð15Þ 1.15(28)
1.6479 1.96=5 0.3076(82) 3.44(41) 0.63(23) −1.72ð83Þ 4.01(43) −0.71ð15Þ 1.24(27)
1.6849 1.33=5 0.3048(80) 3.62(46) 0.54(25) −2.13ð89Þ 4.22(45) −0.78ð14Þ 1.37(26)
1.7256 2.03=3 0.311(11) 3.41(70) 0.63(34) −1.40ð1.06Þ 3.85(53) −0.65ð23Þ 1.12(43)
1.7752 1.81=3 0.309(11) 3.4(1.0) 0.66(48) −1.52ð1.09Þ 3.91(54) −0.68ð25Þ 1.19(50)

20The smallest eigenvalue of the correlation matrices for
Iðw3;4Þ
exp ðs0Þ increases to about 10−6 if we thin by a factor 3.
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αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3091ð69Þ; ðw0 & w2; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð29Þ;
γ ¼ 0.58ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.35ð58Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð30Þ GeV−2;

c6 ¼ −0.0059ð13Þ GeV6: ð4:3Þ

13051306 These parameter values are in excellent agreement with
1307 those in Eq. (4.1); of course, c6 is new.
1308 In the case of simultaneous block-diagonal fits to

1309 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and IðwnÞ

exp ðs0Þ with n¼ 3, 4, we find that the
1310 correlation matrices for the spectral moments with the
1311 doubly pinched weights w3;4 have very small eigenvalues,
1312 leading to unstable fits with very large Q2 values (equal to
1313 about 16 per degree of freedom for smin ∼ 1.6 GeV2). The
1314 smallest eigenvalue in each such case is around 10−10,
1315 orders of magnitude smaller than the smallest eigenvalue

1316 for the set of Iðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ or Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ integrals, which are
1317 around 10−6 and 10−5, respectively. We find that if we
1318 “thin” the set of integrals used in the fit, starting at a given
1319 smin and including only every second, third, etc., of the
1320 available higher s0, the Q2=dof drops rapidly to a value
1321 below 1, and the fit stabilizes as we increase the degree of

1322thinning.20 Tables Vand VI show the results of these fits for
1323the cases n¼ 3 and n¼ 4, always thinning by a factor 3.
1324Comparing the results of Tables III, IV, V and VI, we find
1325good consistency among all these fits. Using the simplified
1326averaging procedure employed above for n¼ 2, we find
1327the following parameter values (statistical errors only)

w0 &w3 w0 &w4

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð70Þ 0.3079ð70Þ ðFOPTÞ;
δ¼ 3.43ð34Þ 3.41ð34Þ;
γ ¼ 0.63ð21Þ 0.64ð21Þ ½GeV−2%;
α¼ −1.71ð62Þ − 1.68ð62Þ;
β ¼ 4.01ð33Þ 3.99ð33Þ ½GeV−2%;
c6 ¼ −0.0070ð12Þ − 0.0068ð12Þ ½GeV6%;
c8 ¼ 0.0122ð20Þ — ½GeV8%;
c10 ¼— 0.0153ð33Þ ½GeV10%: ð4:4Þ

13281329where the first, respectively, second, column corresponds to
1330a simultaneous fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ, respectively,

TABLE IV. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6. Errors have been computed
using linear error propagation.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6
1.5490 26.2=34 0.3085(67) 3.49(28) 0.58(17) −1.44ð52Þ 3.85(27) −0.60ð12Þ
1.5863 22.7=32 0.3073(69) 3.50(29) 0.58(18) −1.57ð58Þ 3.92(30) −0.62ð13Þ
1.6136 18.5=30 0.3101(80) 3.36(31) 0.65(18) −1.24ð68Þ 3.76(35) −0.55ð17Þ
1.6479 15.5=28 0.3117(89) 3.31(35) 0.67(20) −1.08ð78Þ 3.68(40) −0.52ð20Þ
1.6849 15.1=26 0.3106(90) 3.42(40) 0.62(21) −1.20ð81Þ 3.74(41) −0.55ð20Þ
1.7256 13.7=24 0.3082(90) 3.70(48) 0.49(24) −1.44ð85Þ 3.85(42) −0.62ð19Þ
1.7752 13.5=22 0.3076(97) 3.76(61) 0.46(29) −1.50ð91Þ 3.88(45) −0.64ð21Þ

TABLE V. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c8 in GeV8. Errors have been
computed using linear error propagation. For each fit, every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting

from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c8

1.5490 3.23=7 0.3070(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.80ð62Þ 4.05(33) −0.71ð12Þ 1.23(20)
1.5863 2.11=7 0.3068(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.88ð73Þ 4.10(38) −0.72ð13Þ 1.25(22)
1.6136 2.19=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.55ð83Þ 3.92(43) −0.66ð15Þ 1.15(28)
1.6479 1.96=5 0.3076(82) 3.44(41) 0.63(23) −1.72ð83Þ 4.01(43) −0.71ð15Þ 1.24(27)
1.6849 1.33=5 0.3048(80) 3.62(46) 0.54(25) −2.13ð89Þ 4.22(45) −0.78ð14Þ 1.37(26)
1.7256 2.03=3 0.311(11) 3.41(70) 0.63(34) −1.40ð1.06Þ 3.85(53) −0.65ð23Þ 1.12(43)
1.7752 1.81=3 0.309(11) 3.4(1.0) 0.66(48) −1.52ð1.09Þ 3.91(54) −0.68ð25Þ 1.19(50)

20The smallest eigenvalue of the correlation matrices for
Iðw3;4Þ
exp ðs0Þ increases to about 10−6 if we thin by a factor 3.
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αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3091ð69Þ; ðw0 & w2; FOPTÞ
δ ¼ 3.51ð29Þ;
γ ¼ 0.58ð18Þ GeV−2;

α ¼ −1.35ð58Þ;
β ¼ 3.81ð30Þ GeV−2;

c6 ¼ −0.0059ð13Þ GeV6: ð4:3Þ

13051306 These parameter values are in excellent agreement with
1307 those in Eq. (4.1); of course, c6 is new.
1308 In the case of simultaneous block-diagonal fits to

1309 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and IðwnÞ

exp ðs0Þ with n¼ 3, 4, we find that the
1310 correlation matrices for the spectral moments with the
1311 doubly pinched weights w3;4 have very small eigenvalues,
1312 leading to unstable fits with very large Q2 values (equal to
1313 about 16 per degree of freedom for smin ∼ 1.6 GeV2). The
1314 smallest eigenvalue in each such case is around 10−10,
1315 orders of magnitude smaller than the smallest eigenvalue

1316 for the set of Iðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ or Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ integrals, which are
1317 around 10−6 and 10−5, respectively. We find that if we
1318 “thin” the set of integrals used in the fit, starting at a given
1319 smin and including only every second, third, etc., of the
1320 available higher s0, the Q2=dof drops rapidly to a value
1321 below 1, and the fit stabilizes as we increase the degree of

1322thinning.20 Tables Vand VI show the results of these fits for
1323the cases n¼ 3 and n¼ 4, always thinning by a factor 3.
1324Comparing the results of Tables III, IV, V and VI, we find
1325good consistency among all these fits. Using the simplified
1326averaging procedure employed above for n¼ 2, we find
1327the following parameter values (statistical errors only)

w0 &w3 w0 &w4

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3080ð70Þ 0.3079ð70Þ ðFOPTÞ;
δ¼ 3.43ð34Þ 3.41ð34Þ;
γ ¼ 0.63ð21Þ 0.64ð21Þ ½GeV−2%;
α¼ −1.71ð62Þ − 1.68ð62Þ;
β ¼ 4.01ð33Þ 3.99ð33Þ ½GeV−2%;
c6 ¼ −0.0070ð12Þ − 0.0068ð12Þ ½GeV6%;
c8 ¼ 0.0122ð20Þ — ½GeV8%;
c10 ¼— 0.0153ð33Þ ½GeV10%: ð4:4Þ

13281329where the first, respectively, second, column corresponds to
1330a simultaneous fit to Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ, respectively,

TABLE IV. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw2Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6. Errors have been computed
using linear error propagation.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6
1.5490 26.2=34 0.3085(67) 3.49(28) 0.58(17) −1.44ð52Þ 3.85(27) −0.60ð12Þ
1.5863 22.7=32 0.3073(69) 3.50(29) 0.58(18) −1.57ð58Þ 3.92(30) −0.62ð13Þ
1.6136 18.5=30 0.3101(80) 3.36(31) 0.65(18) −1.24ð68Þ 3.76(35) −0.55ð17Þ
1.6479 15.5=28 0.3117(89) 3.31(35) 0.67(20) −1.08ð78Þ 3.68(40) −0.52ð20Þ
1.6849 15.1=26 0.3106(90) 3.42(40) 0.62(21) −1.20ð81Þ 3.74(41) −0.55ð20Þ
1.7256 13.7=24 0.3082(90) 3.70(48) 0.49(24) −1.44ð85Þ 3.85(42) −0.62ð19Þ
1.7752 13.5=22 0.3076(97) 3.76(61) 0.46(29) −1.50ð91Þ 3.88(45) −0.64ð21Þ

TABLE V. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function with

68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c8 in GeV8. Errors have been
computed using linear error propagation. For each fit, every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting

from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c8

1.5490 3.23=7 0.3070(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.80ð62Þ 4.05(33) −0.71ð12Þ 1.23(20)
1.5863 2.11=7 0.3068(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.88ð73Þ 4.10(38) −0.72ð13Þ 1.25(22)
1.6136 2.19=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.55ð83Þ 3.92(43) −0.66ð15Þ 1.15(28)
1.6479 1.96=5 0.3076(82) 3.44(41) 0.63(23) −1.72ð83Þ 4.01(43) −0.71ð15Þ 1.24(27)
1.6849 1.33=5 0.3048(80) 3.62(46) 0.54(25) −2.13ð89Þ 4.22(45) −0.78ð14Þ 1.37(26)
1.7256 2.03=3 0.311(11) 3.41(70) 0.63(34) −1.40ð1.06Þ 3.85(53) −0.65ð23Þ 1.12(43)
1.7752 1.81=3 0.309(11) 3.4(1.0) 0.66(48) −1.52ð1.09Þ 3.91(54) −0.68ð25Þ 1.19(50)

20The smallest eigenvalue of the correlation matrices for
Iðw3;4Þ
exp ðs0Þ increases to about 10−6 if we thin by a factor 3.
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294295 up to slowly varying logarithmic corrections in the argu-
296 ment of the sine factor, and with γ ∼ 1=Nc small but
297 nonzero.6 The parameters βV=A are directly related to the
298 Regge slopes in the V and A channels, and the parameters
299 γV=A to the (asymptotic) ratio of the width and the mass of
300 the resonances in those channels. While the framework of
301 Ref. [24] is rather general, and the derivation of Eq. (2.12)
302 is based on generally accepted conjectures about QCD
303 (primarily Regge behavior), it does not provide a derivation
304 from first principles. This introduces a certain model
305 dependence in our analysis which, however, can be
306 tested by fits to the data. Such tests, in particular, will
307 provide information about the values of s above which
308 this asymptotic form is likely to be sufficiently accurate.
309 We emphasize, however, that modifications to the para-
310 metrization of Eq. (2.12) are constrained by the general
311 framework of Ref. [24].
312 Equation (2.12) introduces, in addition to αs and the
313 D ≥ 4 OPE condensates, four new parameters in each
314 channel: δV=A; γV=A, αV=A and βV=A. This can be compared
315 to the truncated-OPE approach in which DVs are neglected.
316 Since resonance-induced oscillations are clearly visible in
317 the experimental spectral data, and their dynamical effect is
318 comparable in size to the αs-dependent dynamical effect of
319 perturbative corrections to the (αs-independent) parton
320 model contribution [25], this approach also assumes a
321 model: one in which the parameters δV=A are effectively set
322 to infinity by hand. This is a stronger assumption, and one
323 that has been shown to fail a number of subsequent, more
324 stringent data-based tests [25,26].
325 In summary, as in Refs. [11,12], we will assume that
326 Eq. (2.12) holds for s ≥ smin, with smin to be determined
327 from fits to the data. This assumes of course that the
328 smin for which this assumption is valid includes a region
329 below m2

τ, i.e., that both the OPE (2.7) and the DV
330 parametrization (2.12) can be used in some interval
331 below m2

τ.

332 B. Choice of weight functions and the OPE

333 The logarithmic s dependence of the OPE coefficients
334 CDðsÞ is calculable in perturbation theory. Because the
335 running of αs becomes visible only at nonleading order in
336 αs, this s dependence is an Oðα2sÞ effect in the chiral limit.
337 Such effects were found to be safely negligible for D > 0
338 in the sum-rule analysis of the OPAL data reported in
339 Ref. [11], and we will thus ignore them for D > 0 in the
340 present analysis as well. With this simplification, a term in a
341 weight wðzÞ proportional to the monomial zn picks out the
342 D > 0 OPE contribution with D ¼ 2k ¼ 2ðnþ 1Þ in the
343 sum rule (2.3).7 The choice of a polynomial weight wðzÞ

344thus projects the sum rule on a finite number of D > 0
345terms in the OPE.
346In this paper, we will consider the weights wðzÞ ¼
347wnðz=s0Þ with

w0ðyÞ ¼ 1;

w2ðyÞ ¼ 1 − y2;

w3ðyÞ ¼ ð1 − yÞ2ð1þ 2yÞ;
w4ðyÞ ¼ ð1 − y2Þ2; ð2:13Þ

348349where the subscript indicates the degree of the polynomial.
350These weights explore OPE terms with D ≤ 10, and form a
351linearly independent basis for polynomials up to degree
352four without a linear term. The weight w0ðyÞ projects only
353the D ¼ 0 term of the OPE (i.e., pure perturbation theory),
354the weight w2ðyÞ projects, in addition, D ¼ 6, w3ðyÞ
355projects D ¼ 0, D ¼ 6 and D ¼ 8, while w4ðyÞ projects
356D ¼ 0, D ¼ 6 and D ¼ 10. As the OPE itself diverges
357as an expansion in 1=z, it is safer to include sum rules
358with low-degree weights such as w0ðyÞ and w2ðyÞ in the
359analysis, and check for consistency among sum rules with
360different weights. We note that w3ðs=s0Þ ¼ wTðs; s0Þ,
361cf. Eq. (2.6).
362None of these weights contain a term linear in z, and thus
363the D ¼ 4 OPE term does not contribute to the sum rules
364with these weights. This choice is motivated by the results
365of Ref. [43], in which a renormalon-model-based study
366suggested that perturbation theory is particularly unstable
367for sum rules with weights containing such a linear term.8

368The weights w2;3;4ðyÞ are “pinched,” i.e., they have
369zeroes at z ¼ s0, and thus suppress contributions from
370the region near the timelike point z ¼ s0 on the contour,
371and hence also the relative importance of integrated DV
372contributions [45,46]. The weight w2ðyÞ has a single zero at
373z ¼ s0 (a single pinch), while the weights w3ðyÞ and w4ðyÞ
374are doubly pinched, i.e., have a double zero at z ¼ s0.

375C. Perturbative uncertainties and FOPT vs CIPT

376It has become common practice to consider different
377resummations of perturbation theory in order to obtain
378insight into the effect of neglecting terms beyond those
379explicitly included in evaluating the D ¼ 0 (i.e., perturba-
380tive) contribution to the right-hand side of Eq. (2.3). The
381two most commonly used resummation prescriptions are
382fixed-order perturbation theory (FOPT), in which the scale
383μ in Eq. (2.8) is chosen to be fixed at μ2 ¼ s0, and contour-
384improved perturbation theory (CIPT) [28,29], a partial
385resummation obtained by choosing μ2 equal to −z point
386by point along the contour. In the CIPT prescription, the

6This form was first introduced in Ref. [41], and subsequently
used in Refs. [8,11,12,36,42].

7The D ¼ 0 term, perturbation theory, contributes for all n.

8Earlier considerations along the same lines can be found in
Refs. [11,31,32]. The results of Ref. [43] have been recently
corroborated within an alternate approach to estimating higher
order effects in Ref. [44].
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1331 Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and I

ðw4Þ
exp ðs0Þ. The results for those parameters also

1332 determined in the earlier fits also show good consistency
1333 with the values obtained in those earlier fits, reported in
1334 Eqs. (4.1) and (4.3). In addition, the values for the OPE
1335 coefficient c6 shown in Tables Vand VI are consistent with
1336 those shown in Table IV. This constitutes an additional
1337 nontrivial consistency check.
1338 We end this subsection with a comment. For reasons
1339 already explained, we did not construct the axial equivalent
1340 of the new inclusive spectral function ρud;V obtained in
1341 Sec. III, and thus did not carry out simultaneous fits to the V
1342 and A spectral functions. This precludes us from testing
1343 consistency between vector and axial channels, and from
1344 carrying out tests based on the Weinberg sum rules, as we
1345 did in Refs. [8,11,12]. Here we point out that such tests
1346 were always successful in the separate analyses of the
1347 ALEPH and OPAL nonstrange inclusive spectral functions.
1348 We also note that our most precise results for αs were
1349 always obtained from purely V channel fits.

1350 C. Analysis

1351 To finalize our result for αsðmτÞ, an estimate is required
1352 for the error resulting from the use of the four- or five-
1353 loop-truncated perturbation theory. This is obtained
1354 following the approach outlined at the end of Sec. II C.

1355 We focus on the single-weight fit to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ with

1356 smin ¼ 1.5490 GeV2.
1357 It turns out that among the various strategies for
1358 estimating this error discussed in Sec. II C, varying c51
1359 by $50% around the central value c51 ¼ 283 yields the
1360 largest, and thus most conservative, estimate of the trun-
1361 cation error. Symmetrizing the slightly asymmetric result
1362 produces an uncertainty of $0.0026 on αsðmτÞ. Alternate
1363 error estimates based on removing order-α5s terms (i.e.,
1364 setting c5m ¼ 0), or removing both order-α4s and order-α5s
1365 terms (i.e., setting both c4m ¼ 0 and c5m ¼ 0) lead to
1366 differences equal to or smaller than the differences obtained
1367 from the 50% variation in c51 noted above.
1368 These observations apply to the perturbative represen-

1369 tation for Iðw0Þ
th ðs0Þ, and do not necessarily apply to

1370spectral moments with other weights. Since moments
1371with different weights have different perturbative
1372behaviors [43,44], we will take the difference between
1373the values of αs in Eqs. (4.1) and (4.3) to reflect an
1374independent source of perturbative error. We multiply this
1375difference by a factor two to take into account the fact that
1376one of the two weights entering the fit leading to
1377Eq. (4.3), w0, was also used in obtaining the results
1378quoted in Eqs. (4.1). This leads to an additional pertur-
1379bative uncertainty of $0.0028 on αs.
1380Combining the statistical error of Eq. (4.1) and the
1381two perturbative uncertainties discussed above in
1382quadrature, we obtain our final result for αs at the τ mass
1383scale:

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.3077$ 0.0065stat $ 0.0038pert

¼ 0.3077$ 0.0075 ðnf ¼ 3; FOPTÞ; ð4:5Þ

13841385where the subscripts “stat" and “pert” refer to the statistical
1386and the perturbative error, respectively.
1387As we explained in Sec. II, the τ scale is sufficiently
1388low that nonperturbative effects are expected to be

1389potentially non-negligible. For Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ nonperturbative

1390contributions are generated by DVs, corresponding to the
1391second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (2.11). It is
1392interesting to quantify these effects. Even though the
1393moment is dominated by perturbation theory, we find that

1394the nonperturbative part of Iðw0Þ
th ðs0Þ, which is the moment

1395most sensitive to nonperturbative effects, oscillates with
1396an amplitude typically of order 20% of the αs-dependent
1397part of the perturbative contribution (obtained by sub-
1398tracting the αs-independent parton-model piece) with
1399varying s0.
1400The nonperturbative effect is thus small but significant,
1401and this is not surprising. The nonperturbative part
1402accounts for the oscillation seen in the spectral function
1403in Fig. 8 (red curve), which cannot be accounted for by the
1404OPE (green dashed curve). We believe that it is unlikely
1405that any variation of the DV ansatz (2.12) that does an
1406equally good job of fitting the data would lead to a variation

TABLE VI. Results of block-diagonal fits to Iðw0Þ
exp ðs0Þ and Iðw4Þ

exp ðs0Þ employing the combined spectral function
with 68 clusters, with smax ¼ 3.0574 GeV2, smin in GeV2, β and γ in GeV−2, c6 in GeV6, c10 in GeV10. For each fit,
every third value of Iðw0Þ

exp ðs0Þ and Iðw3Þ
exp ðs0Þ was used, starting from s0 ¼ smin.

smin Q2=dof αsðmτÞ δ γ α β 102c6 102c10

1.5490 2.89=7 0.3069(70) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.79ð62Þ 4.04(33) −0.69ð12Þ 1.56(33)
1.5863 1.80=7 0.3065(74) 3.37(34) 0.66(21) −1.87ð73Þ 4.09(38) −0.70ð13Þ 1.60(38)
1.6136 1.90=5 0.3097(83) 3.38(35) 0.64(21) −1.52ð84Þ 3.91(44) −0.64ð16Þ 1.41(48)
1.6479 1.70=5 0.3076(82) 3.43(41) 0.63(23) −1.69ð83Þ 3.99(43) −0.69ð16Þ 1.57(48)
1.6849 1.10=5 0.3046(80) 3.61(46) 0.55(25) −2.11ð89Þ 4.21(45) −0.76ð15Þ 1.83(47)
1.7256 1.75=3 0.311(11) 3.39(70) 0.64(34) −1.3ð1.1Þ 3.82(53) −0.62ð24Þ 1.34(83)
1.7752 1.56=3 0.309(11) 3.3(1.0) 0.68(48) −1.5ð1.1Þ 3.89(55) −0.65ð27Þ 1.4(1.0)
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Consistency check: adding DVs is small effect above  ~3.2 GeV2

Results	–	tests		

•  inclusion	of																									data	leads	to	consistent	results,	but	no	overall	
error	reduc>on	

•  consistency	test	for	effect	of	possible	duality	viola>ons	(resonance	effects)	
using	informa>on	for													from		hadronic						decays		

	

-  colored	points:	fits	with	no	DVs	
						(3	weights;	FOPT)	

-  horizontal	line:	central	value	
-  dashed	lines:	error	bar	
-  black	points:	include	DVs	
	

See	San>	Peris’	talk	for	more	on	DVs	

						 10	

s > 4 GeV2
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DVs needed

Fit window
DVs small

Three moments, 
FOPT, no DVs

w = 1 with DVs

�DVs

(our DVs use information
from tau decays)

DVs in the analysis from  

Vienna, March 2021

e+e� ! (hadrons)
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e+e� ! (hadrons)

↵s(mZ) = 0.1158± 0.0022 (FOPT)

↵s(mZ) = 0.1165± 0.0025 (CIPT)

↵s(mZ)(MS, Nf = 5)

⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧

Results evolved to mZ
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1407 in αs larger than the error we obtained in Eq. (4.5).21 It is
1408 clear that the data show the existence of nonzero DVs and,
1409 while a first-principles derivation from QCD does not exist,
1410 the main features of a DV ansatz cannot be taken to be
1411 arbitrary. As already pointed out in Sec. II, a minimal set of
1412 assumptions, based on commonly accepted properties of
1413 QCD such as, e.g., Regge behavior, leads to the para-
1414 metrization (2.12) [24].
1415 In fact, we have quantitative information on this issue,

1416 from the fits involving IðwnÞ
exp ðs0Þwith n ¼ 2, 3, 4, because of

1417 the single pinch in w2, and the double pinch in w3;4, which
1418 suppress DVs at different rates. Comparing the values of
1419 αsðmτÞ in Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4) to the value in Eq. (4.1), we
1420 see that the central value of αsðmτÞ varies by no more than
1421 0.0004, i.e., 0.13% of the central value, to be compared
1422 with the 2.3% relative error in Eq. (4.5). Such variations are
1423 much smaller than we would expect were the larger DV
1424 contributions to the w0 sum rule to have been incorrectly
1425 represented by the DV ansatz Eq. (2.12).
1426 Running the result of Eq. (4.5) to the Z-mass scale using
1427 the standard self-consistent combination of five-loop run-
1428 ning [33,34] with four-loop matching [78,79] at the charm
1429 and bottom thresholds (2mcðmcÞ and 2mbðmbÞ, respec-
1430 tively, with MS masses from the PDG [55]) we obtain the
1431 corresponding nf ¼ 5 result

αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1171$ 0.0010 ðnf ¼ 5; FOPTÞ: ð4:6Þ

14321433 With five-loop running and four-loop matching the uncer-
1434 tainty due to the running is very small. If we perform the
1435 matching at mcðmcÞ and mbðmbÞ we find a shift of just
1436 0.00009, which does not contribute to the final uncertainty.
1437 To conclude this section, we compare our new value of
1438 αsðmτÞ given in Eq. (4.5) with those obtained from analyses
1439 of the ALEPH data [8], the OPAL data [12], and from
1440 eþe− → hadrons below 2 GeV [80], where the latter was
1441 based on the combined electroproduction spectral data of
1442 Ref. [13]. These previously obtained values are

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.325$ 0.018 ðOPALdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.296$ 0.010 ðALEPHdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.298$ 0.017 ðeþe− dataÞ: ð4:7Þ

14431444 Previously, we quoted a weighted average of the two
1445 τ-based values in Eq. (4.7), of the ALEPH-based and
1446 OPAL-based results, αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.303$ 0.009, as our best
1447 determination from τ decays. This value and the values

1448shown in Eq. (4.7) are in good agreement with our new,
1449more precise value in Eq. (4.5).
1450A direct comparison with other recent determinations of
1451αs from τ decays [4,9] is problematic because they are all
1452based on the truncated OPE strategy, which was shown in
1453Refs. [25,26] to be contaminated by uncontrolled system-
1454atic effects arising mainly from the neglect of unknown
1455higher-order terms in the OPE in Refs. [4–6,9]. The values
1456of Refs. [4,9] are also highly correlated, since they are
1457based on the same general strategy and the same ALEPH
1458dataset. We note that the values of Refs. [4,9] are signifi-
1459cantly larger than ours αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1199$ 0.0015, from
1460Ref. [4] and αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1197$ 0.0015, from Ref. [9].

1461V. CONCLUSION

1462The determination of the strong coupling from hadronic
1463τ decays has the potential to provide one of the most precise
1464values among the many determinations from different
1465methods that have appeared in the literature. It thus makes
1466sense to aim for a determination from the combined
1467experimental information available, and this is what we
1468set out to do in this paper. This led us to construct a new
1469nonstrange vector, isovector spectral function, which is
1470presented in Table I and Fig. 5.
1471In order to construct this spectral function, we combined
1472the τ → π−π 0ντ, τ → 2π−πþπ 0ντ and τ → π−3π 0ντ exper-
1473imental data available from the ALEPH and OPAL col-
1474laborations, using the method employed before in Ref. [13].
1475The sum of these contributions constitutes 98% of the
1476spectral function as measured by branching fraction.
1477Details of the contributions from the remaining exclusive
1478channels, a number of which were estimated using Monte-
1479Carlo, were not provided by ALEPH or OPAL. We have
1480replaced the estimates for these residual-mode contribu-
1481tions using recent τ results for theK−K0 mode and the large
1482amount of data now available, via CVC, from electro-
1483production experiments for the remaining residual modes,
1484with conservative estimates of the systematic errors asso-
1485ciated with this approach. As measured by the spectral
1486moments shown in Table II, this leads to a more accurate
1487determination of the spectral function ρud;VðsÞ, especially
1488in the upper part of the τ kinematic range. This is a
1489consequence of the fact that electroproduction data are
1490not kinematically limited near the τ mass. We emphasize
1491that the inclusive spectral function which results is a sum of
1492s-dependent exclusive-mode contributions, all of which are
1493now obtained from experiment and none of which require
1494Monte-Carlo input any more.
1495One of the most important applications of this new
1496combined dataset is a determination of the strong coupling
1497αs at the τ mass scale. We employed previously developed
1498methods using finite-energy sum rules to extract a new
1499estimate of the MS value of αsðmτÞ from these data, which,
1500when evolved to the Z mass scale, produces a five-flavor

21Contrary to claims in the literature, use of the truncated-OPE
strategy (which ignores DVs, as well as certain higher dimension
OPE contributions) in sum-rule fits to moments of the sum of the
V and A spectral functions can lead to systematic effects of order
10% in αsðmτÞ [25].
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e+e� ! (hadrons)

↵s(mZ) = 0.1158± 0.0022 (FOPT)

↵s(mZ) = 0.1165± 0.0025 (CIPT)

↵s(mZ)(MS, Nf = 5)

⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧

Results evolved to mZ
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1407 in αs larger than the error we obtained in Eq. (4.5).21 It is
1408 clear that the data show the existence of nonzero DVs and,
1409 while a first-principles derivation from QCD does not exist,
1410 the main features of a DV ansatz cannot be taken to be
1411 arbitrary. As already pointed out in Sec. II, a minimal set of
1412 assumptions, based on commonly accepted properties of
1413 QCD such as, e.g., Regge behavior, leads to the para-
1414 metrization (2.12) [24].
1415 In fact, we have quantitative information on this issue,

1416 from the fits involving IðwnÞ
exp ðs0Þwith n ¼ 2, 3, 4, because of

1417 the single pinch in w2, and the double pinch in w3;4, which
1418 suppress DVs at different rates. Comparing the values of
1419 αsðmτÞ in Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4) to the value in Eq. (4.1), we
1420 see that the central value of αsðmτÞ varies by no more than
1421 0.0004, i.e., 0.13% of the central value, to be compared
1422 with the 2.3% relative error in Eq. (4.5). Such variations are
1423 much smaller than we would expect were the larger DV
1424 contributions to the w0 sum rule to have been incorrectly
1425 represented by the DV ansatz Eq. (2.12).
1426 Running the result of Eq. (4.5) to the Z-mass scale using
1427 the standard self-consistent combination of five-loop run-
1428 ning [33,34] with four-loop matching [78,79] at the charm
1429 and bottom thresholds (2mcðmcÞ and 2mbðmbÞ, respec-
1430 tively, with MS masses from the PDG [55]) we obtain the
1431 corresponding nf ¼ 5 result

αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1171$ 0.0010 ðnf ¼ 5; FOPTÞ: ð4:6Þ

14321433 With five-loop running and four-loop matching the uncer-
1434 tainty due to the running is very small. If we perform the
1435 matching at mcðmcÞ and mbðmbÞ we find a shift of just
1436 0.00009, which does not contribute to the final uncertainty.
1437 To conclude this section, we compare our new value of
1438 αsðmτÞ given in Eq. (4.5) with those obtained from analyses
1439 of the ALEPH data [8], the OPAL data [12], and from
1440 eþe− → hadrons below 2 GeV [80], where the latter was
1441 based on the combined electroproduction spectral data of
1442 Ref. [13]. These previously obtained values are

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.325$ 0.018 ðOPALdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.296$ 0.010 ðALEPHdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.298$ 0.017 ðeþe− dataÞ: ð4:7Þ

14431444 Previously, we quoted a weighted average of the two
1445 τ-based values in Eq. (4.7), of the ALEPH-based and
1446 OPAL-based results, αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.303$ 0.009, as our best
1447 determination from τ decays. This value and the values

1448shown in Eq. (4.7) are in good agreement with our new,
1449more precise value in Eq. (4.5).
1450A direct comparison with other recent determinations of
1451αs from τ decays [4,9] is problematic because they are all
1452based on the truncated OPE strategy, which was shown in
1453Refs. [25,26] to be contaminated by uncontrolled system-
1454atic effects arising mainly from the neglect of unknown
1455higher-order terms in the OPE in Refs. [4–6,9]. The values
1456of Refs. [4,9] are also highly correlated, since they are
1457based on the same general strategy and the same ALEPH
1458dataset. We note that the values of Refs. [4,9] are signifi-
1459cantly larger than ours αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1199$ 0.0015, from
1460Ref. [4] and αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1197$ 0.0015, from Ref. [9].

1461V. CONCLUSION

1462The determination of the strong coupling from hadronic
1463τ decays has the potential to provide one of the most precise
1464values among the many determinations from different
1465methods that have appeared in the literature. It thus makes
1466sense to aim for a determination from the combined
1467experimental information available, and this is what we
1468set out to do in this paper. This led us to construct a new
1469nonstrange vector, isovector spectral function, which is
1470presented in Table I and Fig. 5.
1471In order to construct this spectral function, we combined
1472the τ → π−π 0ντ, τ → 2π−πþπ 0ντ and τ → π−3π 0ντ exper-
1473imental data available from the ALEPH and OPAL col-
1474laborations, using the method employed before in Ref. [13].
1475The sum of these contributions constitutes 98% of the
1476spectral function as measured by branching fraction.
1477Details of the contributions from the remaining exclusive
1478channels, a number of which were estimated using Monte-
1479Carlo, were not provided by ALEPH or OPAL. We have
1480replaced the estimates for these residual-mode contribu-
1481tions using recent τ results for theK−K0 mode and the large
1482amount of data now available, via CVC, from electro-
1483production experiments for the remaining residual modes,
1484with conservative estimates of the systematic errors asso-
1485ciated with this approach. As measured by the spectral
1486moments shown in Table II, this leads to a more accurate
1487determination of the spectral function ρud;VðsÞ, especially
1488in the upper part of the τ kinematic range. This is a
1489consequence of the fact that electroproduction data are
1490not kinematically limited near the τ mass. We emphasize
1491that the inclusive spectral function which results is a sum of
1492s-dependent exclusive-mode contributions, all of which are
1493now obtained from experiment and none of which require
1494Monte-Carlo input any more.
1495One of the most important applications of this new
1496combined dataset is a determination of the strong coupling
1497αs at the τ mass scale. We employed previously developed
1498methods using finite-energy sum rules to extract a new
1499estimate of the MS value of αsðmτÞ from these data, which,
1500when evolved to the Z mass scale, produces a five-flavor

21Contrary to claims in the literature, use of the truncated-OPE
strategy (which ignores DVs, as well as certain higher dimension
OPE contributions) in sum-rule fits to moments of the sum of the
V and A spectral functions can lead to systematic effects of order
10% in αsðmτÞ [25].
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can be extracted reliably from R data with 3, 4, and 5 active flavours.

Smallest uncertainties from hadronic tau decays (~ 0.0010).

↵s
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Previous results from CIPT were inconsistent (important reduction in theory error).

⌧ ! (hadrons) + ⌫⌧

1407 in αs larger than the error we obtained in Eq. (4.5).21 It is
1408 clear that the data show the existence of nonzero DVs and,
1409 while a first-principles derivation from QCD does not exist,
1410 the main features of a DV ansatz cannot be taken to be
1411 arbitrary. As already pointed out in Sec. II, a minimal set of
1412 assumptions, based on commonly accepted properties of
1413 QCD such as, e.g., Regge behavior, leads to the para-
1414 metrization (2.12) [24].
1415 In fact, we have quantitative information on this issue,

1416 from the fits involving IðwnÞ
exp ðs0Þwith n ¼ 2, 3, 4, because of

1417 the single pinch in w2, and the double pinch in w3;4, which
1418 suppress DVs at different rates. Comparing the values of
1419 αsðmτÞ in Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4) to the value in Eq. (4.1), we
1420 see that the central value of αsðmτÞ varies by no more than
1421 0.0004, i.e., 0.13% of the central value, to be compared
1422 with the 2.3% relative error in Eq. (4.5). Such variations are
1423 much smaller than we would expect were the larger DV
1424 contributions to the w0 sum rule to have been incorrectly
1425 represented by the DV ansatz Eq. (2.12).
1426 Running the result of Eq. (4.5) to the Z-mass scale using
1427 the standard self-consistent combination of five-loop run-
1428 ning [33,34] with four-loop matching [78,79] at the charm
1429 and bottom thresholds (2mcðmcÞ and 2mbðmbÞ, respec-
1430 tively, with MS masses from the PDG [55]) we obtain the
1431 corresponding nf ¼ 5 result

αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1171$ 0.0010 ðnf ¼ 5; FOPTÞ: ð4:6Þ

14321433 With five-loop running and four-loop matching the uncer-
1434 tainty due to the running is very small. If we perform the
1435 matching at mcðmcÞ and mbðmbÞ we find a shift of just
1436 0.00009, which does not contribute to the final uncertainty.
1437 To conclude this section, we compare our new value of
1438 αsðmτÞ given in Eq. (4.5) with those obtained from analyses
1439 of the ALEPH data [8], the OPAL data [12], and from
1440 eþe− → hadrons below 2 GeV [80], where the latter was
1441 based on the combined electroproduction spectral data of
1442 Ref. [13]. These previously obtained values are

αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.325$ 0.018 ðOPALdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.296$ 0.010 ðALEPHdataÞ;
αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.298$ 0.017 ðeþe− dataÞ: ð4:7Þ

14431444 Previously, we quoted a weighted average of the two
1445 τ-based values in Eq. (4.7), of the ALEPH-based and
1446 OPAL-based results, αsðmτÞ ¼ 0.303$ 0.009, as our best
1447 determination from τ decays. This value and the values

1448shown in Eq. (4.7) are in good agreement with our new,
1449more precise value in Eq. (4.5).
1450A direct comparison with other recent determinations of
1451αs from τ decays [4,9] is problematic because they are all
1452based on the truncated OPE strategy, which was shown in
1453Refs. [25,26] to be contaminated by uncontrolled system-
1454atic effects arising mainly from the neglect of unknown
1455higher-order terms in the OPE in Refs. [4–6,9]. The values
1456of Refs. [4,9] are also highly correlated, since they are
1457based on the same general strategy and the same ALEPH
1458dataset. We note that the values of Refs. [4,9] are signifi-
1459cantly larger than ours αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1199$ 0.0015, from
1460Ref. [4] and αsðmZÞ ¼ 0.1197$ 0.0015, from Ref. [9].

1461V. CONCLUSION

1462The determination of the strong coupling from hadronic
1463τ decays has the potential to provide one of the most precise
1464values among the many determinations from different
1465methods that have appeared in the literature. It thus makes
1466sense to aim for a determination from the combined
1467experimental information available, and this is what we
1468set out to do in this paper. This led us to construct a new
1469nonstrange vector, isovector spectral function, which is
1470presented in Table I and Fig. 5.
1471In order to construct this spectral function, we combined
1472the τ → π−π 0ντ, τ → 2π−πþπ 0ντ and τ → π−3π 0ντ exper-
1473imental data available from the ALEPH and OPAL col-
1474laborations, using the method employed before in Ref. [13].
1475The sum of these contributions constitutes 98% of the
1476spectral function as measured by branching fraction.
1477Details of the contributions from the remaining exclusive
1478channels, a number of which were estimated using Monte-
1479Carlo, were not provided by ALEPH or OPAL. We have
1480replaced the estimates for these residual-mode contribu-
1481tions using recent τ results for theK−K0 mode and the large
1482amount of data now available, via CVC, from electro-
1483production experiments for the remaining residual modes,
1484with conservative estimates of the systematic errors asso-
1485ciated with this approach. As measured by the spectral
1486moments shown in Table II, this leads to a more accurate
1487determination of the spectral function ρud;VðsÞ, especially
1488in the upper part of the τ kinematic range. This is a
1489consequence of the fact that electroproduction data are
1490not kinematically limited near the τ mass. We emphasize
1491that the inclusive spectral function which results is a sum of
1492s-dependent exclusive-mode contributions, all of which are
1493now obtained from experiment and none of which require
1494Monte-Carlo input any more.
1495One of the most important applications of this new
1496combined dataset is a determination of the strong coupling
1497αs at the τ mass scale. We employed previously developed
1498methods using finite-energy sum rules to extract a new
1499estimate of the MS value of αsðmτÞ from these data, which,
1500when evolved to the Z mass scale, produces a five-flavor

21Contrary to claims in the literature, use of the truncated-OPE
strategy (which ignores DVs, as well as certain higher dimension
OPE contributions) in sum-rule fits to moments of the sum of the
V and A spectral functions can lead to systematic effects of order
10% in αsðmτÞ [25].
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Bottom vector moment ratios and purely R(s) extractions are theoretically clean, 
but the data is not precise enough (yet).
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