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We construct a QCD coupling A(Q2) in the Effective Charge (ECH) scheme of the canonical part

d(Q2) of the (inelastic) polarised Bjorken Sum Rule (BSR) Γ
p−n
1 (Q2). In the perturbative domain,

the coupling A(Q2) practically coincides with the perturbative coupling a(Q2) [≡ αs(Q
2)/π] in

the four-loop ECH renormalisation scheme. In the deep infrared (IR) regime, A(Q2) behaves as
suggested by the Holographic Light-Front QCD up to the second derivative. Furthermore, in contrast
to its perturbative counterpart a(Q2), the coupling A(Q2) is holomorphic in the entire complex Q2-
plane with the exception of the negative semiaxis, reflecting the holomorphic properties of the BSR

observable d(Q2) [or: Γ
p−n
1 (Q2)] as dictated by the general principles of the Quantum Field Theory.

It turns out that the obtained coupling, used as ECH, reproduces quite well the experimental data

for Γ
p−n
1 (Q2) in the entire Nf = 3 regime 0 < Q2 ≲ 5 GeV2.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The inelastic Bjorken polarised sum rule (BSR) [1, 2] is the integral over the Bjorken-x of the g1 spin dependent
structure functions of proton and neutron

Γ
p−n

1 (Q2) =

∫ 1−

0

dx
[
gp1(x,Q

2)− gn1 (x,Q
2)
]
. (1)

Here, Q2 ≡ −q2 (= −(q0)2+ q⃗2), where q is the is the momentum transfer given to the nucleon. In these experiments,
Q2 > 0, i.e., real spacelike regime. The upper integration limit 1− in Eq. (1) excludes the x = 1 singular (elastic)
point.

The theoretical expression used for this quantity is usually Operator Product Expansion (OPE)

Γ
p−n,OPE

1 (Q2) =
∣∣∣gA
gV

∣∣∣1
6

[
1− d(Q2)− δd(Q2)mc

]
+

∞∑
i=2

µ2i(Q
2)

Q2i−2
. (2)

In the leading-twist (dimension D = 0) part, |gA/gV | is the ratio of the nucleon axial charge, and we take the
value |gA/gV | = 1.2754 [3]. Further, d(Q2) is the canonical QCD-part of BSR in the leading-twist (D = 0) OPE
contribution, and this d(Q2) is regarded here formally as the Nf = 3 perturbative QCD (pQCD) contribution, i.e.,
the perturbative contribution of the massless QCD with three flavours (u, d and s). The quantity δd(Q2)mc

is the
small correction due to the nondecoupling effects of the c-quark, i.e., the effects from mc ̸= ∞; it is known only at
the leading order [4], δd(Q2)mc

∼ a2.

There are many experimental results for Γ
p−n

1 (Q2), especially in the region of low Q2 (Q2 < 2 GeV2). They are
from different experiments: CERN [5], DESY [6], SLAC [7], and Jefferson Lab [8–12]. These results also include a
few high values Q2 > 4.74 GeV2, which we will not include in our analysis because the construction of our theoretical
expression will be for Nf = 3 active massles quark flavours.1

Many theoretical evaluations of the BSR have been performed in the literature. An incomplete list includes the
works [8, 9, 11, 13–18] where pQCD coupling was used, a(µ2) ≡ αs(µ

2)/π, in the canonical part d(Q2) of BSR. In
[19] we used a renormalon-motivated resummation of BSR with pQCD coupling. We point out that pQCD running

∗Electronic address: c.ayala86@gmail.com
†Electronic address: gorazd.cvetic@gmail.com
1 The extension of our construction to Nf = 4 is challenging and we will not consider this case here.
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couplings a(µ2) = a(κQ2) have mathematical artifacts called Landau singularities for positive small µ2 (or: Q2),
which limit the applicability to the evaluation of d(Q2) to high Q2. In [14] we used for BSR d(Q2) truncated series
in terms of holomorphic variants (AQCD) of the coupling, a 7→ A, i.e., couplings that have no Landau singularities
in the complex Q2-plane (there are only singularities on the Q2 < 0 timelike semiaxis). Specifically, we used the
2δAQCD [20, 21] and 3δAQCD couplings [22, 23] in the evaluation of d(Q2) in [14]. On the other hand, in [24, 25] we
used such couplings in the renormalon-motivated resummation approach. In the works [26] the authors applied the
Minimal Analytic (MA) version [27, 28] of holomorphic coupling to the truncated series of BSR d(Q2).
There is another approach to the evaluation of BSR, namely use of the Holographic Light-Front QCD (HLFQCD)

effective coupling [29]. This coupling A(Q2) has a known behaviour for Q2 → 0, namely of the form exp(−Q2/κ̃2)
(where κ̃ ≈ 0.523 GeV); however, in other Q2-regimes, this approach does not predict the coupling. Therefore, a
priori, it is not clear how to extend this coupling to the entire Q2-plane in such a way that the coupling would not
have any Landau singularities (and would thus reflect the holomorphic properties of spacelike QCD observables) and
would simultaneously behave as a pQCD coupling for large |Q2| > 1 GeV2. In Refs. [30–32] a matching procedure was
constructed between the low-Q2 Gaussian behaviour and the high-Q2 perturbative behaviour (in various schemes), by
matching at an intermediate positive Q2

0 (∼ 1 GeV2). The matching was performed for the values of the coupling and
its (first) derivative. The perturbative coupling was taken to run with four-loop β-function (i.e., including the terms
∝ β3). The resulting coupling A(Q2) and its (first) derivative were then continuous on the positive axis. However, the
coupling was not holomorphic, because of the discontinuity of higher derivatives of A(Q2) at the spacelike Q2 = Q2

0,
i.e., (Landau) singularity there.

This problem of the mentioned discontinuity at positive Q2 = Q2
0 was addressed in the work [33], where the extension

to high positive Q2 was made by avoiding singularity of higher derivatives at a positive Q2
0. The resulting perturbative

coupling in the high-Q2 regime runs according to the one-loop RGE formula. Nonetheless, two complex-conjugate
singularities appear in the Q2-plane outside the real axis, and they are again Landau singularities in the generalised
sense, because the Q2-complex plane without the timelike axis, C\(−∞, 0], is regarded as spacelike, and all spacelike
QCD observables D(Q2) (such as BRS, Adler function, etc.) are holomorphic functions of Q2 in the entire spacelike
Q2-complex plane, i.e., for all Q2 ∈ C\(−∞, 0]. For these reasons, it is desirable to construct a running coupling
A(Q2) with analogous holomorphic properties, i.e., without any Landau singularities.

In our work we address this problem from a somewhat different point of view. We find for the canonical part of BSR,
d(Q2), the four-loop pQCD ECH scheme, i.e., such a scheme in which the coupling a(κECHQ

2;βECH
2 , βECH

3 ) coincides
with d(Q2) up to (and including) ∼ a4. This (pQCD) coupling has Landau singularities. Then we construct a holo-
morphic coupling A(Q2) [a(Q2) 7→ A(Q2)], i.e., without Landau singularities, which agrees with a(Q2;βECH

2 , βECH
3 )

for large Q2, and at low Q2 → 0 its value and the first two derivatives agree with those of the HLCQCD coupling

∝ exp(−Q2/k̃2). We point out that the coupling constructed in the present work is different from the 2δQCD [20, 21]
and 3δAQCD [22, 23] couplings, because the latter couplings, by its form, cannot fulfill all the mentioned low-Q2

conditions (while they do fulfill the high-Q2 conditions).
In Sec. II we construct such a holomorphic coupling. We refer for details to Appendices A, B and C, and for the

(small) charm-quark nondecoupling corrections to Appendix D. In Sec. III we present the numerical results of the
obtained ECH holomorphic approach and compare it with the experimental BSR data. In Sec. IV we summarise our
results.

II. CONSTRUCTION

In the nonperturbative sense, we will regard the (Nf = 3) effective charge (ECH) of the canonical part d(Q2) in
BSR Eq. (2) as such a quantity d(Q2)ECH that appears in the OPE Eq. (2) by replacing d(Q2) and, at the same time,
is regarded as containing all the nonperturbative (D = 2, 4, . . .) OPE contributions, for all Q2 (including Q2 → 0):

Γ
p−n,ECH

1 (Q2) =
∣∣∣gA
gV

∣∣∣1
6

[
1− d(Q2)ECH − δd(Q2)mc

]
. (3)

First we summarise the ECH scheme in pQCD, following the ideas of Grunberg and others [34–36].
The perturbation expansion of d(Q2) in powers of the QCD coupling a(κQ2) ≡ αs(κQ

2)/π is at present known
exactly up to order a4 [37–39]

d(Q2)pt = a(κQ2) + d1(κ)a(κQ
2)2 + d2(κ; c2)a(κQ

2)3 + d3(κ; c2, c3)a(κQ
2)4 +O(a5), (4)

where κ = µ2/Q2 is the renormalisation scale (RScl) parameter (µ2 is squared RScl). In the above (exactly known)
coefficients dj we have the dependence on the scheme via the RScl parameter κ and the scheme parameters cj ≡ βj/β0
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(j = 2, 3), where these scheme parameters appear in the β-function

d

d lnµ2
a(µ2) = −β0a(µ

2)2

1 +∑
j≥1

cja(µ
2)j

 (5)

The first two coefficients, β0 = (11 − (2/3)Nf )/4 and c1 = (102 − (38/3)Nf )/16/β0, are universal in the mass
independent schemes. The coupling a(κQ2) depends on κ and all the scheme parameters cj (j ≥ 2). The dependence
of the coefficients dj on κ and cj ’s is then fixed by requiring that d(Q2) is independent of those parameters. These
dependencies are compiled in Appendix A. The resulting numerical values of the ECH pQCD scheme (with Nf = 3)
from there, according to Eqs. (A3), are

κECH = 0.203398; cECH
2 = 5.47568; cECH

3 = 112.690. (6)

This can be compared with the canonical (Nf = 3) MS scheme values: κ = 1, c̄2 = 4.47106 and c̄3 = 20.9902. Stated
otherwise, we have in pQCD:

d(Q2) = a(κECHQ
2; cECH

2 , cECH
3 ) +O(a5), (7)

i.e., the rescaling Q2 7→ κECHQ
2 and the change of scheme parameters c̄j 7→ cECH

j (j = 2, 3) in the pQCD coupling

absorbs the power terms in Eq. (4) up to (and including) ∼ a4.
As expected, the pQCD coupling a(κECHQ

2; cECH
2 , cECH

3 ) has Landau singularities at low positive Q2. For example,

when αMS
s (M2

Z) = 0.1179, we have a(κECHQ
2; cECH

2 , cECH
3 ) complex (nonreal) for Q2 ≤ 5.262 GeV2 (

√
Q2 < 2.294

GeV), i.e., there is a large Landau cut 0 ≤ Q2 ≤ 5.262 GeV2 in the complex Q2-plane.
Now we proceed in the following way. In the above scheme, we construct a corresponding holomorphic (ECH)

coupling, a(κECHQ
2; cECH

2 , cECH
3 ) 7→ A(κECHQ

2; cECH
2 , cECH

3 ). Stated otherwise, A(Q2; cECH
2 , cECH

3 ) ≡ A(Q2) is a
coupling that has no Landau singularities, i.e., it is a holomorphic function in the Q2-complex plane with the exception
of the timelike semiaxis Q2 < 0, reflecting thus the analytic (holomorphic) properties of QCD observables such as

Γ
p−n

1 (Q2) [⇔ d(Q2)] as a function in the complex Q2-plane. Further, we require that this coupling practically coincide
with the underlying pQCD coupling a(κECHQ

2; cECH
2 , cECH

3 ) ≡ a(Q2) for sufficiently large |Q2| > 1 GeV2. In practice,
we require

A(Q2)− a(Q2) ∼ (Λ2
L/Q

2)5 (|Q2| > 1 GeV2). (8)

We will see that the high-momentum condition (8) represents four conditions for the parameters of the low-energy
regime of the spectral function ρA(σ) = Im A(−σ− iϵ). [We note that ρA(σ) appears in the dispersion representation
of the coupling A(Q2), see Eqs. (13).]
At low |Q2| < 1 GeV2, i.e., when Q2 → 0, we require that the coupling A(Q2) behave as suggested by the

Holographic Light-Front (HLF) QCD [40]:

A(κECHQ
2) ≈ exp

(
− Q2

4κ̃2

)
, (|Q2| < κ̃2), (9)

where κ̃ ≈ 0.523 GeV [40]. It turns out that in our approach it is in practice very difficult (or perhaps impossi-
ble) to implement the low-momentum LFH-condition (9) exactly. Therefore, we will implement it in the following
approximation

A(κECHQ
2) ≈ 1− Q2

4κ̃2
+

1

2!

(
Q2

4κ̃2

)2

+O

((
Q2

κ̃2

)3
)
, (10)

i.e., we will implement three low-momentum conditions

A(0) = 1,
d

dQ2
A(Q2)

∣∣∣∣
Q2=0

= − 1

4κ̃2κECH
, (11a)(

d

dQ2

)2

A(Q2)

∣∣∣∣
Q2=0

=

(
1

4κ̃2κECH

)2

. (11b)

Thus, altogether we have seven conditions: four from the high-momentum regime, and three from the low-momentum
regime.
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If we introduce the dimensionless momenta scaled by the Landau2 scale ΛL, namely u ≡ Q2/Λ2
L and s = σ/Λ2

L, our
ansatz for the spectral function rA(s) ≡ ρA(σ) = Im A(−σ − iϵ) is

1

π
rA(s) = f

(0)
1 δ(s− s1) + f

(1)
1 δ

′
(s− s1) + f

(2)
1 δ

′′
(s− s1) + f

(3)
1 δ

′′′
(s− s1)

+f
(0)
2 δ(s− s2) +

1

π
Θ(s− s0)ra(s), (12)

where ra(s) = ρa(σ) = Im a(−σ − iϵ) is the spectral function of the underlying pQCD coupling. It is assumed that
0 < s1 < s2 < s0, so that the discontinuity function rA(s) is zero for s < 0 (s < s1), i.e., there are no Landau
singularities of A(Q2) on the negative Q2-semiaxis. The idea of the ansatz (12) is similar to that of the 2δAQCD
[20, 21] and 3δAQCD [22, 23] holomorphic couplings. The spectral function rA(s) coincides with the corresponding
pQCD spectral function ra(s) at high scales s > s0. At lower scales s < s0 the (otherwise unknown) behaviour of
rA(s) is parametrised by a combination of two Dirac deltas (at s = s1 and s = s2) and three derivatives of delta, all

at the same low scale s = s1. Altogether, we have eight real parameters: f
(k)
1 (k = 0, . . . , 3), f

(0)
2 , sj (j = 1, 2, 0).

They are fixed by the seven aforementioned conditions, and by a judicial choice of the values of the eighth parameter.
The seven conditions are written down explicitly in Appendix C.

More specifically, the holomorphic running coupling f(u) ≡ A(Q2) is obtained from the spectral function rA(s) ≡
ρA(σ) by the usual dispersion relation based on Cauchy theorem

A(Q2) =
1

π

∫ ∞

0

dσ
ρA(σ)

(σ +Q2)
, ⇒ (13a)

f(u) ≡ A(uΛ2
L) =

1

π

∫ ∞

0

ds
rA(s)

(s+ u)
(13b)

=

3∑
k=0

f
(k)
1 k!

(s1 + u)k+1
+

f
(0)
2

(s2 + u)
+

1

π

∫ +∞

s0

ds
ra(s)

(s+ u)
. (13c)

We took in our numerical analysis the value αMS
s (M2

Z) = 0.1179, the central world average value [3]. This value
fixes the Landau scale ΛL as explained in Appendix B. As explained in Appendix C, we have seven conditions
imposed on the coupling, which fix seven out of the eight aforementioned (dimensionless) parameters of the coupling.
This leaves us with one free parameter, which we choose to be s1, or equivalently, the threshold momentum scale
M1 =

√
s1ΛL. On physical grounds, we expect that this threshold scale is comparable to the smallest hadronic

(threshold) scales. Therefore, we choose this scale to be M1 = (2mπ) (≈ 0.279 GeV), and we vary this scale in the

interval (2mπ)/
√
2 < M1 < (2mπ)

√
2. It turns out that we do get solutions to the seven conditions when the chosen

value of M1 is increased all the way up to M1 = (2mπ)
√
2 (≈ 0.395 GeV). On the other hand, when decreasing

the threshold M1, the smallest value of M1 which still gives solutions for the seven parameters is M1 ≈ 0.214 GeV.
Therefore, our variation of the threshold scale is M1 = (0.279+0.116

−0.065) GeV (we note that M1 =
√
s1ΛL). The resulting

values of the parameters sj , f
(k)
1 and f

(0)
2 are given in Appendix C in Table I.

Having fixed the parameters of the coupling A(Q2), we thus obtain

d(Q2)ECH = A(κECHQ
2). (14)

The (small) correction δd(Q2)mc , appearing in Eqs. (2)-(3), is evaluated as explained in Appendix D. There, we also
see that δd(Q2)mc at small Q2 (< 0.3 GeV2) goes to zero fast when Q2 → 0, cf. Figs. 7. The use of the quantity
Eq. (14) and the (small) correction δd(Q2)mc Eq. (D9) in the formula (3) then gives us our prediction of the (inelastic)

BSR Γ
p−n

1 (Q2).

III. RESULTS

In Fig. 1 we present the resulting BSR Γ
p−n

1 (Q2) evaluated with our holomorphic ECH approach Eq. (3), together
with the experimental data. In Fig. 2 we present, alternatively, the canonical quantity d(Q2)ECH+δd(Q2)mc

, together

2 The value of the Landau scale ΛL (∼ 0.1 GeV) of the Nf = 3 regime is determined by the value of αMS
s (M2

Z) (which is from the Nf = 5
regime), as explained in Appendix B.
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FIG. 1: (a) The ECH values of BSR Γ
p−n
1 (Q2) in the holomorphic ECH approach, and the corresponding experimental data. The

threshold scale is taken to be M1 = (0.279+0.116
−0.065) GeV, where the central (solid) line is for M1 = 0.279 GeV, and the upper and the lower

borders of the grey stripe are for M1 = 0.214 GeV and M1 = 0.345 GeV, respectively. (b) The same as Fig. (a), but with Q2 scaled
logarithmically. The experimental data are included.
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FIG. 2: The same as in the previous Figure 1, but now for the canonical part d(Q2)ECH + δd(Q2)mc .

with the corresponding experimental data. These Figures are for the interval 0 ≤ Q2 < 4.74 GeV2, i.e., for the regime
where we can apply Nf = 3 massless QCD (d(Q2)ECH) and small δd(Q2)mc correction. Comparison of Fig. 2 (here)
with Fig. 7(b) (in Appendix D) shows that the charm quark nondecoupling (mc ̸= ∞) correction δd(Q2)mc is several
orders of magnitude smaller than d(Q2)ECH in the entire considered Q2-interval.
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FIG. 3: The measured values for the inelastic BSR Γ
p−n
1 (Q2) for various experiments: the left Figure is with the statistical and the right

Figure is with the systematic uncertainties as vertical bars. The Figures were taken from [19].

In Figs. 1 and 2 we included also the experimental results for (inelastic) BSR as measured by various experiments:
CERN [5], DESY [6], SLAC [7], and Jefferson Lab [8–12]. The statistical and systematic experimental uncertainties
are superimposed there (with overlapping). For convenience, we present in Figs. 3 our compilation [19] of these
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measured values, separately with statistical and systematic uncertainties. They are organised into various subsets
from various detectors: (a) E94010 (Jefferson Lab (JL) Hall A); (b) EG1a, EG1b, EG1-DVCS, EG4 (JL Hall B);
JLABRSS (JL Hall C); HERMES (DESY); E143 (SLAC); COMPASS (CERN). The compilation of these data, for
the considered Q2-interval 0 < Q2 < 4.74 GeV2, is also available on www [41].

We can see in Figs. 1 and 2 that the quality of our ECH solution, at least for the central choice of threshold scale
M1 = 2mπ (= 0.279 GeV), is good for the entire considered Q2-interval 0 ≤ Q2 ≤ 4.793 GeV2. We can quantify this,
by considering the χ2-quantity

χ2(jmin; k) =
1

(jmax − jmin + 1)

jmax∑
j=jmin

[
Γ
p−n,ECH

1 (Q2
j )− Γ

p−n

1 (Q2
j )exp

]2
σ(Q2

j ; k)
2

. (15)

Here, we have 77 points of experimental data, they are the discrete scales Q2
j : Q

2
1 < · · · < Q2

77, where Q
2
1 = 0.021 GeV2

and Q2
77 = 4.739 GeV2. Thus, in Eq. (15), jmax = 77, and jmin = 1. In the expression (15) we have the uncorrelated

squared uncertainties σ(Q2
j ; k)

2 at Q2
j , and they are in principle unknown. While the statistical errors σstat(Q

2
j ) are

uncorrelated, the systematic errors σsys(Q
2
j ) may have some (unknown) correlations. In [19, 24] we argued, using the

method of unbiased estimate [42–44], that these combined uncorrelated (squared) uncertaintites σ(Q2
j ; k)

2 are

σ2(Q2
j ; k) = σ2

stat(Q
2
j ) + k σ2

sys(Q
2
j ), (16)

with k ≈ 0.15. If we take k = 0.15, we obtain for our ECH solution the values

χ2(jmin = 1; 0.15) = 1.676+1.252
+1.119

(
M1 =

(
0.279+0.116

−0.065

)
GeV

)
. (17)

We note that both signs in the variation of χ2 above are positive, indicating that our central choice M1 = 0.279 GeV
gives approximately the minimal value of χ2 under the variation of M1. In [24] we applied AQCD variants (2δAQCD
and 3δAQCD) with truncated OPE expansion of BSR (and a renormalon-motivated resummation of d(Q2)) and
performed fits in the interval 0.592 GeV2 ≤ Q2 ≤ 4.739 GeV2, which corresponds to jmin = 40 (and jmax = 77).3 In
this shorter Q2-interval (jmin = 40), and setting k = 0.15, the expression (15) gives us4

χ2(jmin = 40; 0.15) = 0.938+3.025
+0.261

(
M1 =

(
0.279+0.116

−0.065

)
GeV

)
. (18)

The results (17) and (18) thus suggest that we have a high quality coincidence of the considered theoretical ECH
result with the experimental data, at least for the central choice M1 = 2mπ (= 0.279 GeV).
For comparisons with the above (pure) ECH results and with the OPE-fit results of Ref. [24], it may be interesting

to apply the considered ECH expression Eq. (3) combined with the additional D( ≡ 2i− 2)= 2, 4 terms of the OPE
expansion Eq. (2), and perform a completely analogous fit to the data as we performed it in [24].5 The fit is performed
in a restricted interval Q2

min ≤ Q2 ≤ 4.74 GeV2. The value of Q2
min, and of the k-parameter of σ2 [cf. Eq. (16)] that

appears in χ2, are determined by a procedure described in [24]. For the central coupling case of M1 = 0.279 GeV we
obtain Q2

min = 0.592 GeV2 (this happens to be the same value as in [24]), and the value of k is k = 0.1190 for the
two-parameter fit (i.e., with the D = 2 and D = 4 terms) and k = 0.1353 for the one-parameter fit (i.e., when only
the D = 2 term is included). These values of k are somewhat different from those obtained in [24]. When we vary
M1 around the mentioned central value as before, i.e., M1 =

(
0.279+0.116

−0.065

)
GeV, but keep the mentioned Q2

min and k
values fixed for simplicity, we obtain the following values of the extracted fit parameters:

f̄2 = +0.0008+0.0887
−0.0312, (19a)

µ6 = −0.0056−0.0074
+0.0015 [GeV4], (19b)

3 The renormalisation schemes for the applied 2δAQCD [20, 21] and 3δAQCD [22, 23] variants there were of the type of P44 with given
c2 and c3 values, we refer for details to [24].

4 We point out that in [24], the OPE (2) was taken truncated at either the D = 2 term ∼ 1/Q2 (one-parameter fit, Np = 1) or the D = 4
term ∼ 1/(Q2)2 (two-parameter fit, Np = 2). The denominator in χ2 Eq. (15) in front of the sum was (jmax − jmin + 1 − Np) (with
jmax = 77 and jmin = 40), and the k factor was adjusted so that χ2 = 1. If we change the denominator to that in the expression (15)
here and set k = 0.15 (but still keep jmax = 77 and jmin = 40), the results of the fit procedure of Ref. [24] then give us for such χ2

the values χ2 = 0.898 and 0.890 for 2δAQCD (and one- or two-parameter fit, respectively), and χ2 = 1.004 for 3δAQCD (and one- or
two-parameter fit).

5 We point out that, in contrast, in [24] the 2δAQCD and 3δAQCD holomorphic couplings were used, and the canonical part d(Q2) was
evaluated by a renormalon-motivated resummation, while here d(Q2) is simply the considered ECH coupling Eq. (14).
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and for the one-parameter fit

f̄2 = −0.0408+0.0343
−0.0203. (20)

The central values of these parameters are small, indicating that the considered ECH coupling approach does not
need significant corrections from the D = 2, 4 terms. The values of these parameters are roughly of the same order
of magnitude as those obtained in [24] from the fit using the 2δAQCD coupling, and are significantly smaller than
those obtained in [24] by the fit using the 3δAQCD coupling. We recall that in all the OPE-fit cases, the resulting
χ2 attains the value χ2 = 1.. However, we point out that in contrast to the pure ECH approach presented in this
work, the OPE approach must fail at low Q2, and that is why we have the exclusion of a significant portion of data
(namely, for 0 < Q2 < 0.592 GeV2) from the OPE fits.

In Figs. 4 we present, in analogy with the pure ECH case of Fig. 1(a), the corresponding curves of the described
one-parameter and two-parameter OPE fits. In Fig. 5 we present, for comparison, these OPE-curves (the central
cases) together with the pure ECH curve of Fig. 1(a).

EG4 EG1-DVCS E143

E97110/EG4 E94010/EG1a HERMES

EG1b COMPASS JLABRSS

0 1 2 3 4

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

Γ1
p-n,ECH

Q2[GeV2]

(a)

EG4 EG1-DVCS E143

E97110/EG4 E94010/EG1a HERMES

EG1b COMPASS JLABRSS

0 1 2 3 4

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

Γ1
p-n,ECH

Q2[GeV2]

(b)

FIG. 4: (a) As Fig. 1(a), but for the one-parameter fit of the OPE (2), using in the leading-twist the ECH coupling Eqs. (3), (14); the
solid line corresponds to the central value of f̄2 Eq. (20), and the grey band corresponds to the variation of f̄2 Eq. (20); (b) The same as
in (a), but for the two-parameter fit, with the parameter values Eqs. (19).

EG4 EG1-DVCS E143

E97110/EG4 E94010/EG1a HERMES

EG1b COMPASS JLABRSS

0 1 2 3 4

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

Γ1
p-n,ECH

Q2[GeV2]

FIG. 5: The central OPE curves of Fig. 4 together with the curve and stripe of the pure ECH approach [the curve and stripe of Fig. 1(a)].
The one-parameter (two-parameter) fit OPE curve is dash-dotted (dashed).

IV. SUMMARY

In this work we constructed an extension AECH(Q
2) = A(κECHQ

2, cECH
2 , cECH

3 ) of the pQCD coupling aECH(Q
2) =

a(κECHQ
2, cECH

2 , cECH
3 ) in the (Nf = 3 four-loop) ECH scheme for BSR canonical part d(Q2). This extension simul-

taneously fulfills several conditions:

1. In contrast to the pQCD coupling, AECH(Q
2) is a holomorphic coupling, i.e., it has no Landau singularities, i.e.,

no singularities in the (generalised) Euclidean part of the complex Q2-plane, Q2 ∈ C\(−∞, 0]. This coupling
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thus reflects the known holomorphic properties of the QCD spacelike observables (such as BSR, Adler function,
etc.).

2. This coupling practically coincides with the corresponding pQCD coupling aECH(Q
2) at high |Q2| > 1 GeV2,

namely AECH(Q
2)− aECH(Q

2) ∼ (Λ2
QCD/Q

2)5.

3. At the limit Q2 → 0, the values of the coupling AECH(Q
2) and its first two derivatives coincide with the

predictions of the Holographic Light-Front QCD (HLFQCD) effective coupling [29] A(Q2)HLF = exp(−Q2/κ̃2)
(where κ̃ ≈ 0.523 GeV).

The holomorphic coupling is constructed on the premise that its discontinuity (spectral) function ρA(σ) = Im A(−σ−
iϵ; cECH

2 , cECH
3 ) at large enough (timelike) squared energies σ ≥ M2

0 (= s0Λ
2
L ≈ 3.2 − 5.6 GeV2) coincides with the

corresponding pQCD spectral function ρa(σ) = Im a(−σ − iϵ; cECH
2 , cECH

3 ), and at lower (timelike) squared energies
(0 < σ < M2

0 ) its otherwise unknown behaviour is parametrised by a combination of Dirac delta functions and their
derivatives.

Numerical comparison of the obtained ECH coupling with the BSR experimental data shows a very good agreement
in the entire considered (Nf = 3) spacelike Q2-interval 0 < Q2 < 4.74 GeV2.

For comparison, we also performed OPE fit analysis analogous to the analysis in our previous work [24], but this
time using in the leading-twist (D = 0) part the considered expressions of our pure ECH approach Eqs. (3), (14).
This analysis, however, gives results that break down at low Q2, due to the usual singular behaviour of the OPE
terms there.

Our mathematica programs that evaluate A(Q2), for the three choices of the spectral function threshold scales,
M1 = 0.279+0.116

−0.065 GeV, are available on www [45].
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Appendix A: Renormalisation scheme dependence

The renormalisation scheme dependence (briefly: scheme) of the coupling a ≡ a(κQ2; c2, . . .) and of the coefficients
dn ≡ dn(κ; c2, . . .) is the dependence on the RScl parameter κ and on the beta-coefficients cj ≡ βj/β0 (j = 2, 3, . . .)
appearing in the RGE Eq. (5). The scheme dependence of the mentioned running coupling a is governed by the RGE
(5) and the following relations (cf. App. A of [46], and App. A of [47]):

∂a

∂c2
= a3 +

c2
3
a5 +O(a6), (A1a)

∂a

∂c3
=

1

2
a4 − c1

6
a5 +O(a6), (A1b)

∂a

∂c4
=

1

3
a5 +O(a6). (A1c)

When the RGE (5) and these relations are used in the power expansion Eq. (4) of the canonical (D = 0) BSR d(Q2),
and we take into account that d(Q2) is scheme-independent (i.e., independent of κ, c2, c3, . . .), we obtain the explicit
scheme-dependence of the expansion coefficients dn ≡ dn(κ; c2, c3, . . .) in terms of the coefficients in the reference
scheme d̄n ≡ dn(1; c̄2, . . . , c̄n) (i.e., the canonical κ = 1 MS scheme)

d1 = d̄1 + β0 lnκ, (A2a)

d2 = d̄2 + (β0 lnκ)(2d̄1 + c1) + (β0 lnκ)
2 − (c2 − c̄2), (A2b)

d3 =

[
d̄3 − 2(c2 − c̄2)d̄1 −

1

2
(c3 − c̄3)

]
+ (β0 lnκ)

[
3d̄2 + 2c1d̄1 − 2(c2 − c̄2) + c̄2

]
+(β0 lnκ)

2

(
3d̄1 +

5

2
c1

)
+ (β0 lnκ)

3. (A2c)
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The (perturbative) four-loop ECH scheme is then characterised by κECH, c
ECH
2 and cECH

3 such that dECH
j = 0 for

j = 1, 2, 3. The above relations then give immediately the values of these ECH parameters in terms of the coefficients
d̄j in the reference scheme

β0 lnκECH = −d̄1
(
κECH = exp

(
−d̄1/β0

))
, (A3a)

cECH
2 = c̄2 +

[
d̄2 − c1d̄1 − (d̄1)

2
]
, (A3b)

cECH
3 = c̄3 + 2

[
d̄3 − 3d̄2d̄1 +

1

2
c1(d̄1)

2 + 2(d̄1)
3 − c̄2d̄1

]
. (A3c)

Appendix B: P44 renormalisation schemes

In the RGE (5), the scheme parameters are cj (j = 2, 3, . . .). The considered ECH scheme is based on the available
knowledge of all the exactly known BSR perturbation expansion coefficients dn (n = 1, 2, 3). Therefore, as seen,
only two cj coefficients can be fixed in this scheme, namely c2 and c3 (their numerical values are given in the text).
Therefore, in principle, the RGE-evolution of the (pQCD) ECH coupling a(µ2) could be regarded as governed by the
following four-loop truncated beta-function:

d

d lnµ2
a(µ2) = −β0a(µ

2)2
[
1 + c1a(µ

2) + c2a(µ
2)2 + c3a(µ

2)3
]

(B1)

This differential equation has no explicit solution in terms of known functions, and can thus be solved (in the considered
Nf = 3 regime) only numerically.6 To evaluate the holomorphic coupling A(Q2) whose underlying pQCD couopling is
this a(Q2), we need to apply the dispersion relation (13a). In this dispersive integral enters as integrand the spectral
(or: discontinuity) function ra(s) = ρa(σ) = Im a(−σ − iϵ) (where: s ≡ σ/Λ2

L) for an entire s-interval s0 ≤ s < ∞
(s0 > 0), cf. Eqs. (12) and (13c). This means, in practice, that we would have to evaluate numerically this spectral
function ra(s) in an (almost) infinite s-interval with a good precision, which is practically impossible.7 Therefore,
we will restrict ourselves to a class of schemes, namely the so called P44-class, which allows an explicit (and thus
convenient) solution of the RGE (5) for the running coupling a(Q2), and whose beta-function agrees up to four-loop
with the beta-function Eq. (B1). The beta-function in this P44-class has only two adjustable scheme parameters,
namely the two leading scheme parameters c2 and c3 (while cj ’s for j ≥ 4 are then specific functions of c2 and c3).
Such a beta-function β(a) has a diagonal Padé form [4/4](a) (’P44’), i.e., it is a ratio of two polynomials of degree 4
in a(Q2)

da(Q2)

d lnQ2
= β(a(Q2)) ≡ −β0a(Q

2)2
[
1 + α0c1a(Q

2) + α1c
2
1a(Q

2)2
]

[1− α1c21a(Q
2)2] [1 + (α0 − 1)c1a(Q2) + α1c21a(Q

2)2]
, (B2)

where cj ≡ βj/β0 and

α0 = 1 +
√

c3/c31, α1 = c2/c
2
1 +

√
c3/c31. (B3)

When we expand this β-function in powers of a(Q2), the terms up to the (four-loop) term with c3 of the expansion
(5) are reproduced, while the terms with cj (j ≥ 4) have the coefficients cj as specific functions of c2 and c3. The
RGE (B2) has explicit solution in terms of the Lambert functions W∓1(z), as shown in [48]

a(Q2) =
2

c1

[
−
√
ω2 − 1−W∓1(z) +

√
(
√
ω2 + 1 +W∓1(z))2 − 4(ω1 +

√
ω2)

]−1

, (B4)

where ω1 = c2/c
2
1, ω2 = c3/c

3
1, Q

2 = |Q2| exp(iϕ), and W∓1(z) are two branches of the Lambert function. When
0 ≤ ϕ < π, W−1(z) is used; when −π ≤ ϕ < 0, W+1(z) is used. The argument z = z(Q2) appearing in W±1(z) is

z ≡ z(Q2) = − 1

c1e

(
Λ2
L

Q2

)β0/c1

. (B5)

6 We consider that we know an initial condition there, e.g., the value of a(m2
c).

7 For the numerical evaluation of ra(s) = Im a(−sΛ2
L − iϵ), we need to evaluate numerically a(Q2) close to the negative Q2-axis (cut).

We note that the numerical integration of the RGE starts failing when we approach the singularities (cuts) of a(Q2).
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We call the scale ΛL appearing here the Lambert scale; it turns out that Λ2
L ∼ Λ2

QCD (∼ 0.01-0.1 GeV2). The scale

convention in all these schemes is the same as in MS, only the chosen scheme parameters (c2, c3) are now in general
different from those in MS. The scale ΛL is related to the strength of the coupling. We will call the described class
of schemes as P44-schemes. They are all for the Nf = 3 case, i.e., QCD with three massless quarks (and the other
quarks are considered decoupled).

The strength of the coupling Eq. (B4), or equivalently the scale ΛL, is determined by the value of αMS
s (M2

Z). This is
obtained in the following way. We RGE-evolve a(Q2) ≡ αs(Q

2)/π from Q2 = M2
Z (where Nf = 5) with the five-loop

MS RGE [49] downwards, and take the corresponding four-loop quark threshold relations [50, 51] at Q2 = kmq (we
take k = 2; mb = 4.2 GeV; mc = 1.27 GeV). Then at a scale Q2 = Q2

0 and Nf = 3 [we took Q2
0 = (2mc)

2] we

change the scheme from the five-loop MS to the mentioned P44-scheme with chosen c2 and c3 values, via the relation
(cf. App. A of [46] and App. A of [47])

1

a
+ c1 ln

(
c1a

1 + c1a

)
+

∫ a

0

dx

[
β(x) + β0x

2(1 + c1x)

x2(1 + c1x)β(x)

]
=

1

ā
+ c1 ln

(
c1ā

1 + c1ā

)
+

∫ ā

0

dx

[
β(x) + β0x

2(1 + c1x)

x2(1 + c1x)β(x)

]
, (B6)

where a = a(Q2
0) is the coupling in the chosen (P44) scheme, ā = ā(Q2

0) is the coupling in the five-loop MS scheme
obtained by the aforementioned RGE-evolution, and β(x) is the five-loop MS beta-function (polynomial), all with
Nf = 3. The above relation (B6) is solved numerically to obtain the value of a = a(Q2

0) in the P44 scheme with
chosen c2 and c3. From here, using Eq. (B4) (with Q2 = Q2

0) and the relation (B5), we obtain the value of ΛL, namely

ΛL = 0.078107 GeV in the (Nf = 3) ECH scheme when αMS
s (M2

Z) = 0.1179. Therefore, the value of the scaling

parameter ΛL is just the reflection of the chosen (input) value αMS
s (M2

Z) (and of the chosen scheme parameters c2
and c3).

8 Then we can obtain a(Q2) at any other Q2 (and keeping Nf = 3) by the formula (B4).
The required spectral function ra(s) = Im a(−sΛ2

L − iϵ) can then be evaluated directly by using the formula (B4).

Appendix C: The high- and low-momentum conditions for the coupling A(Q2)

The pQCD coupling a(Q2) has not only the (physically) expected singularities along the negative (i.e., timelike)
Q2-axis, but also artificial (Landau) singularities along the positive (i.e., spacelike) Q2-axis, 0 ≤ Q2 ≤ σc. This means
that its spectral function ra(s) = Im a(−sΛ2

L − iϵ) has nonzero values not just for s > 0, but also for negative values
−sc ≤ s ≤ 0 (where sc = σc/Λ

2
L). This is illustrated in Fig. 6.
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FIG. 6: The spectral function ra(s) = Im a(−sΛ2
L−iϵ) of the pQCD coupling in the ECH P44 scheme in the Nf = 3 regime; ΛL = 0.078107

GeV corresponding to αMS
s (M2

Z) = 0.1179. (a) ra(s) in low-s regime, including the Landau cut region (−sc ≤ s ≤ 0) where sc ≈ 176, i.e.,

σc = scΛ2
L ≈ 1.07 GeV2; (b) ra(s) for positive s, including large-s. Fig. (b) is on the logarithmic s-scale.

The high-momentum (|Q2| > 1 GeV2) conditions, Eqs. (8), are in fact four conditions, because the difference
is A(Q2) − a(Q2) ∼ 1/Q2 (at high |Q2|) by default. We enforce these conditions for the dispersive expression of

8 Specifically, when αMS
s (M2

Z) = 0.1179, we obtain in the regime Nf = 3 in the (four-loop) ECH scheme ΛL = 0.078107 GeV.
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TABLE I: The values of the parameters of the considered AQCD coupling, cf. Eqs. (12)-(13) and the conditions (C1)-(C4). We

note that with the choice αMS
s (M2

Z) = 0.1179, the Landau scale is ΛL = 0.078107 GeV. The values are presented for the three
considered values of the threshold scale M1 =

√
s1ΛL: M1 = (0.279+0.116

−0.065) GeV.

M1 (GeV) s1 s2 f
(0)
1 f

(1)
1 f

(2)
1 f

(3)
1 f

(0)
2 s0

0.2792 12.7777 606.836 13.9358 139.574 -1761.09 2903.86 7.96876 847.7
0.3946 25.5224 335.593 9.24753 1123.48 -13823.9 33139.9 8.34028 532.
0.2136 7.48085 657.268 14.4678 -63.0469 -21.8665 109.279 8.26638 913.

A(Q2) Eq. (13c) by expanding the expression (13c) in inverse powers of u (≡ Q2/Λ2
L) up to 1/u5. Application of the

conditions (8) to this expansion then gives the four (high-momentum) conditions

2∑
j=1

f
(0)
j = P (0), (C1a)

2∑
j=1

f
(0)
j sj − f

(1)
1 = P (1), (C1b)

2∑
j=1

f
(0)
j s2j − 2s1f

(1)
1 + 2f

(2)
1 = P (2), (C1c)

2∑
j=1

f
(0)
j s3j − 3s21f

(1)
1 + 6s1f

(2)
1 − 6f

(3)
1 = P (3), (C1d)

where the right-hand sides P (j) are the contributions from the (spacelike) Landau cut (−sc ≤ s ≤ 0) and the
low-momentum (timelike) regime up to the “pQCD-onset” scale s0 (0 < s ≤ s0)

P (j) ≡ 1

π

∫ s0

−sc

ds sjra(s). (C2)

On the other hand, the low-momentum (Q2 → 0) conditions (11) are implemented in the dispersive expression
(13c) directly, i.e., by simply applying this expression, and the first and second derivatives of it, at u = 0

3∑
k=0

f
(k)
1 k!

sk+1
1

+
f
(0)
2

s2
= 1−B(1), (C3a)

3∑
k=0

f
(k)
1 (k + 1)!

sk+2
1

+
f
(0)
2

s22
= +

Λ2
L

4κ̃2κECH
−B(2), (C3b)

1

2

3∑
k=0

f
(k)
1 (k + 2)!

sk+3
1

+
f
(0)
2

s32
= +

1

2

(
Λ2
L

4κ̃2κECH

)2

−B(3), (C3c)

Here, B(j) are the expressions

B(j) ≡ 1

π

∫ ∞

s0

ds

sj
ra(s). (C4)

We recall that κ̃ ≈ 0.523 GeV [40] as mentioned in the text, and κECH = 0.203398 is the (four-loop) ECH rescaling
parameter, cf. Eq. (6).

In Table I we present the obtained values of the parameters of the model, for the three choices of the M1-threshold
scale M1 = (0.279+0.116

−0.065) GeV.

Appendix D: The charm mass nondecoupling contribution δd(Q2)mc

These effects were evaluated in [4]. We neglect the (heavy) b-quark contributons (i.e., we consider mb → ∞). Then

the considered effects, at next-to-leading order (NLO, ∼ a2), are expressed with the function C
mass.,(2)
pBJ (ξc). Here,
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ξc ≡ Q2/m2
c where mc ≈ 1.67 GeV is the pole mass. The function C

mass.,(2)
pBJ appears originally in the coefficient at a2

when the perturbation expansion (4) with κ = 1, which is for Nf = 3 coupling, is expressed in terms of the Nf = 4
coupling a(Q2)Nf=4

d(Q2)pt = a(Q2)Nf=4 + a(Q2)2Nf=4

{
55

12
− 1

3

[
Nf − 1 + C

mass.,(2)
pBJ (ξc)

]}
+O(a3). (D1)

Here, Nf = 4 and the expression for C
mass.,(2)
pBJ (ξc) is

C
mass.,(2)
pBJ (ξ) =

1

2520

{
1

ξ
(6ξ2 + 2735ξ + 11724)−

√
ξ + 4

ξ3/2
(3ξ3 + 106ξ2 + 1054ξ + 4812) ln

[√
ξ + 4 +

√
ξ√

ξ + 4−
√
ξ

]
−2100

1

ξ2
ln2
[√

ξ + 4 +
√
ξ√

ξ + 4−
√
ξ

]
+ (3ξ2 + 112ξ + 1260) ln ξ

}
. (D2)

We note that when Q2 ≫ m2
c (ξ ≫ 1), this function approaches unity quite slowly

C
mass.,(2)
pBJ (ξ) = 1− 8

3

ln ξ

ξ
+

34

9ξ
+O

(
ln2 ξ

ξ2

)
, (D3)

and in this limit we obtain the massless Nf = 4 QCD expression for d1

d1(Nf ) =
55

12
− 1

3
Nf (D4)

with Nf = 4.
We now reexpress in Eq. (D1) the coupling a(Q2)Nf=4 with our used coupling a(Q2) (≡ a(Q2)Nf=3) (cf. e.g., [52])

a(Q2)Nf=4 = a(Q2) +
1

6
ln

(
Q2

m2
c

)
a(Q2)2 +O(a3), (D5)

and this leads to the following pQCD expression for the correction δd(Q2)mc
:

δd(Q2)mc =
1

6

[
ln

(
Q2

m2
c

)
− 2C

mass.,(2)
pBJ

(
Q2

m2
c

)]
a(Q2)2 +O(a3). (D6)

This should be interpreted as the correction due to nondecoupling of the charm quark (i.e., due to mc ̸= ∞). We note
that d1 in our perturbation expansion (4) is for d(Nf ) of Eq. (D4) for Nf = 3, i.e., in the massless Nf = 3 QCD.

In AQCD variants, where a(Q2) 7→ A(Q2), we do not have a(Q2)2 7→ A(Q2)2, because analytisation can be applied
consistently only to expressions that are linear in a(Q2). However, the logarithmic derivative

ã2(Q
2) ≡ (−1)

β0

d

d lnQ2
a(Q2) (D7)

is linear in a(Q2), and perturbatively ã2 = a2 + O(a3). Therefore, in our AQCD approach we replace the power
a(Q2)2 in Eq. (D6) simply by the analytised version of ã2(Q

2), i.e., by

ã2(Q
2) 7→ Ã2(Q

2) ≡ (−1)

β0

d

d lnQ2
A(Q2), (D8)

leading to our final result for δd(Q2)mc

δd(Q2)mc = d1(Q
2)mcÃ2(Q

2) =
1

6

[
ln

(
Q2

m2
c

)
− 2C

mass.,(2)
pBJ

(
Q2

m2
c

)]
Ã2(Q

2). (D9)

Since the terms ∼ a3 (∼ ã3 ∼ Ã3) in this expression are not known, it does not matter in which scheme we evaluate

Ã2(Q
2), so we evaluated it in the considered (P44) ECH scheme: Ã2(Q

2; cECH
2 , cECH

3 ).
In general, the evaluation of (truncated) perturbation series of QCD observables in powers of a(Q2) is performed

in AQCD variants in the following way. First we reorganise the expansion in powers an into the series in terms
of the logarithmic derivatives ãn(Q

2) ∝ (d/d lnQ2)n−1a(Q2), and then replace these derivatives with their AQCD
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counterparts, Ãn(Q
2) ∝ (d/d lnQ2)n−1A(Q2). This construction was introduced in [53], where also the expressions

An(Q
2) [analogs of powers a(Q2)n] were constructed. We stress that this approach of analytisation is unambiguous,

once we have a given (AQCD) coupling A(Q2). The extension of Ãν(Q
2) and Aν(Q

2) to noninteger ν (−1 < ν) was
performed in [54].9

In Figs. 7 we present the Q2-dependence of the coefficient d1(Q
2)mc

that appears in Eq. (D9) and the full expression
of Eq. (D9). It is clear that the coefficient goes to zero fast when Q2 → 0, and δd(Q2)mc

is very small and converges
at small Q2 to zero even faster than the coefficient when Q2 → 0 (and Q2 < 0.4 GeV2).
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FIG. 7: (a) The coefficient d1(Q2)mc that appears in Eq. (D9), as a function of Q2; (b) the contribution δd(Q2)mc Eq. (D9), for the
three threshold scales used in A(Q2): M1 = (0.279+0.116

−0.065) GeV. The solid line is for the central value M1 = 0.279 GeV. The upper and

the lower border of the grey area are for M1 = 0.395 GeV and M1 = 0.214 GeV, respectively. The corresponding curve with Q2 scaled
logarithmically is included.
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[23] G. Cvetič and R. Kögerler, “Lattice-motivated QCD coupling and hadronic contribution to muon g − 2,” J. Phys. G 48
(2021) no.5, 055008 [arXiv:2009.13742 [hep-ph]]
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[48] G. Cvetič and I. Kondrashuk, “Explicit solutions for effective four- and five-loop QCD running coupling,” JHEP 12 (2011),

019 [arXiv:1110.2545 [hep-ph]]
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