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We propose a novel method to determine the strong coupling of quantum chromodynamics (QCD)
and fix its running behavior at all scales by using the Bjorken sum rules (BSR). The BSR defines an
effective coupling αg1

s (Q) which includes the nonperturbative high-twist corrections and perturbative
QCD (pQCD) corrections to the leading-twist part. For the leading-twist part of αg1

s (Q), we adopt
the infinite-order scale-setting procedure of the principle of maximum conformality (PMC∞) to
deal with its pQCD corrections, which reveals the intrinsic conformality of series and eliminates
conventional renormalization scheme-and-scale ambiguities. Using the PMC∞ approach, we not
only eliminate the first kind of residual scale dependence due to uncalculated higher-order terms,
but also resolve the previous “self-consistence problem”. The holographic light-front QCD model
is used for αg1

s (Q) in the infrared region, which also reveals a conformal behavior at Q → 0.
As a combination, we obtain a precise αg1

s (Q) at all scales, which matches well with the known
experimental data with p-value ∼ 99%, we determine the strong coupling constant at the critical
scale MZ , αs(MZ) = 0.1191 ± 0.0012 ∓ 0.0006, where the first error comes from ∆κ of LFHQCD
model and the second error is from the second kind of residual scale dependence that is negligible.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) strong cou-
pling constant αs is one of the fundamental parameters
in QCD and it indicates the strength of gluon-quark in-
teractions. Knowing its precise magnitude is crucial for
attaining highly precise QCD predictions and exploring
the intricate internal structure of hadrons. The strong
coupling constant αs is scale dependent, and due to the
asymptotic freedom inherent in QCD theory [1, 2], its
magnitude progressively diminishes as the scale increases
and exhibits a small value when the scale is much larger
than the critical QCD scale ΛQCD. On this basis, the
perturbative QCD (pQCD) corrections to physical ob-
servables can be routinely expanded as a perturbative
series with increasing αs-powers. It is then important to
know the magnitude αs at any scales. Practically, one
usually extracts the magnitude of αs at some typical en-
ergy scale such as the Z-boson mass MZ via comparison
with experimental data, and then determines its value at
any scale by using the following renormalization group
equation (RGE) [3, 4],

µ2 ∂

∂µ2

(

αs(µ)

π

)

= β(αs) = −βi

(

αs(µ)

π

)i+2

, (1)

where µ stands for the energy scale, αs and the pertur-
batively calculable {βi}-functions are generally scheme-
dependent, whose first several terms under the MS-
scheme and V -scheme are put in Appendix. And to
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achieve a reliable and precise pQCD prediction, it is also
imperative to find an appropriate method for determin-
ing the correct effective αs (and hence the corresponding
effective scale) of the considered process.

The Bjorken Sum rule (BSR) Γp−n
1 (Q) [5, 6] describes

the differences between the spin structure function of the
proton and neutron, gp,n1 (x), with the Bjorken scaling
variable x and the energy scale Q. The measurable phys-
ical observable Γp−n

1 (Q) provides a platform for extract-
ing the strong coupling constant αs at various energy
scales. Experimentally, the HERMES Collaboration at
DESY [7], the COMPASS Collaboration at CREN [8],
the E142 and E143 Collaborations at SLAC [9] and Deur
etal. at Jefferson lab (JLab) [10–13] issued the data for

Γp−n
1 (Q) within the Q2-range of 0.05 GeV2 to 10 GeV2.

Recently, Deur etal. incorporates new data within the
range of Q2 ∈ [0.02, 4.75]GeV2 [14], thereby facilitating
the extraction αs with higher precision.
Theoretically, one defines an effective coupling αg1

s (Q)

for the BSR Γp−n
1 (Q),

Γp−n
1 (Q) =

∫ 1

0

dx [gp1(x)− gn1 (x)]

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

gA
gV

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

6
[1− ag1s (Q)] , (2)

where ag1s (Q) = αg1
s (Q)/π, and the ratio of nucleon ax-

ial charge |gA/gV | = 1.2754± 0.0013 [15]. The effective
coupling ag1s (Q) contains not only perturbatively calcu-
lable leading-twist terms but also the non-perturbative
high-twist terms. The non-perturbative high-twist terms
are in the forms of 1/Q2n under the Operator Product
Expansion form [5, 6]. On the one hand, when Q is large
enough, the effective coupling ag1s (Q) will be dominated
by perturbative contributions and can be expanded as
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power series over αs. Till now, the pQCD corrections
to ag1s (Q) in the massless limit has been calculated up to
O(α4

s) level under the MS-scheme [16–18], and the singlet
contributions to BSR has been given up to O(α4

s)-level in
Refs.[19, 20]. Beyond the massless limit, the heavy quark
mass (mc and mb) corrections to ag1s (Q) have been cal-
culated up to O(α2

s)-level [21]. On the other hand, the
high-twist terms will have sizable or even dominant con-
tributions in middle and low Q-range. Refs.[12, 13, 22–
24] extracted the high-twist corrections by comparing the
JLab data with the leading-twist term of BSR.
In low-energy region, one of the successful nonper-

turbative approaches is the light-front holographic QCD
(LFHQCD) [25], an approximate conformal theory de-
scribing the QCD. The LFHQCD approach is based on
the AdS/CFT duality and light-front quantization. It

incorporates a Gaussian e+κ2z2

-term to modify the ac-
tion of the 5-dimensional AdS, where the mass scale κ
serves as a confinement scale as well. In the momen-
tum space, the LFHQCD suggests αg1,LFHQCD

s (0) = π.
In another case, the method of Dyson-Schwinger equa-
tion (DSE) defines a process-independent (PI) effective
charge α̂PI(Q) [26, 27], which is derived from a gluon two-
point function DPB

µν (Q, ζ) under the Pinch Technique and
Background Field Method. After taking the solutions of
DSE and lattice results, the PI effective charge αPI has a
freezing value as α̂PI(0) = (0.97±0.04)π. Recent reviews
offer a comparative analysis of the two distinct effective
couplings, αg1,LFHQCD

s (Q) and α̂PI(Q), within the low-
energy region [28, 29]. The finite predictions for effective
coupling at a low Q-range under two different theories
indicate that the interaction strengths may not signif-
icantly increase at certain energy scales under specific
conditions, nor completely vanish but instead remain at
a stable, non-zero level.
In high-energy region, based on the pQCD theory, the

effective coupling ag1s (Q) can be written as an expansion
of as(µr) = αs(µr)/π as follows,

ag1s (Q) =

n
∑

i=1

rδi (Q,µr)a
δ,i
s (µr), (3)

where the perturbative coefficients rδi are calculated un-
der a chosen renormalization scheme δ with the renormal-
ization scale µr. During the renormalization procedure,
one chooses a typical renormalization scheme e.g. MS-
scheme, and introduces the renormalization scale µr to
cancel the divergence part in the loop momentum inte-
grations. In principle, the renormalization scheme and
scale dependence will vanish when the calculation order
n approaches infinity. Nevertheless, high-loop calcula-
tions are intricate, and perturbation computations per-
formed to a finite order inevitably have the renormal-
ization scheme and scale uncertainty. In this case, the
renormalization scale µr is usually taken as an arbitrary
value, e.g., typical momentumQ and varying in [Q/2, 2Q]
to estimate its uncertainty. This simple treatment re-
sults in an unphysical uncertainty i.e., the conventional

renormalization scale uncertainty, which is however un-
necessary and reduces the precision of the pQCD pre-
diction, and violates the renormalization group invari-
ance (RGI) [30–35]. In high-energy region, the relatively
small αs effectively mitigates the influence of this dis-
crepancy, thereby preserving the predictive accuracy of
the series. However, the substantial difference in the αs-
value between the intermediate and low-energy domains
inevitably reduces the accuracy of the smooth transition
of ag1s (Q) from small to large scales, resulting in signifi-
cant renormalization scale uncertainty [36].

The occurrence of renormalization scale uncertainty in
the fixed-order perturbative series arises from the mis-
matching between the perturbative coefficients and the
values of αs. Based on the renormalization group in-
variance, the principle of maximum conformality ap-
proach (PMC) [37–41] is introduced to correctly deter-
mine the αs-value and eliminate this µr-dependence with
the help of RGE. That is, the PMC determines the mag-
nitude of αs by systematically using the non-conformal
{βi}-terms of the pQCD series, which then turns into a
scheme-invariant conformal series and eliminates the µr-
dependence simultaneously. It has been proved that the
PMC predictions are independent of the renormalization
scheme and scale [42–44].

The standard PMC procedures suggested in Refs.[37–
41] is a multi-scale setting approach, simply called as the
PMCm approach, which uses the RGE and fixes the effec-
tive couplings for each order by absorbing different types
of {βi}-terms into the corresponding αs via an order-by-
order manner. Since the same type of {βi}-term appear-
ing in different orders, the corresponding PMCm scales at
each order exhibit a perturbative nature. So even though
the PMCm removes conventional scheme-and-scale am-
biguities, apparently, the uncalculated/unknown higher-
order terms will cause two kinds of residual scale de-
pendence [45], e.g. the last perturbative terms of all
the PMCm scales are unknown, which is called as the

first kind of residual scale dependence; and since there
is no {βi}-terms to fix the PMCm scale for the highest-
order terms of the pQCD series, its magnitude cannot be
strictly fixed, which is called as the second kind of residual

scale dependence. In large Q-range, such residual scale
dependence would be depressed by small magnitude of
αs and the perturbative nature of the PMC scales. But
those two residual scale dependence could be sizable in
low and intermediate Q-range.

To achieve a smooth transition for the effective cou-
pling ag1s (Q) within whole energy region, one needs to
fix a critical scale Q0 [46–48], indicating a transition be-
tween perturbative and non-perturbative domain, whose
magnitude is fixed by requiring αs(Q0) from either side
to be exactly the same and their derivatives from either
side also to be exactly the same. Ref.[49] has applied the
PMCm approach to fix the effective coupling and Q0,
it has been found that the PMC series converges much
faster than the conventional MS pQCD series, which re-
sults in a significantly smaller uncertainty for the PMC
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prediction. Thus the PMC provides a determination of
αg1
s (Q) compatible with the data and the conventional

pQCD calculation, but without scheme-dependence and
with significantly improved precision. However a “self-
consistency problem” has also been observed, e.g. the
domain of applicability of the nonperturbative LFHQCD
and the domain of applicability of the perturbative PMC
predictions do not overlap if the MS-scheme is used as
the auxiliary scheme, which is caused by the fact that
the PMC scales at certain orders in the MS-scheme are
in some cases smaller than the transition scale Q0.
The PMC single-scale approach (PMCs) [50] and the

PMC infinite-order scale-setting approach (PMC∞) [51]
have been suggested to suppress the residual scale depen-
dence. The PMCs method uses a singlet PMC scale Q∗

to absorb all {βi}-terms of the whole series. By using the
PMCs, the second kind of residual scale dependence is re-
moved, the single effective PMC scale displays stability
and convergence with increasing order in pQCD. Though
the PMC prediction is scheme independent, a proper
choice of scheme could have some subtle differences. Us-
ing the PMCs to deal with the BSR, Ref.[36] shows that
if further transforming the series from the MS-scheme
into the physical V -scheme [52–56], the above mentioned
“self-consistency problem” can be avoided. However due
to perturbative nature of the PMCs scale and its pertur-
bative series does not convergent enough, the first kind

of residual scale dependence arising from the unknown
higher-order terms still exerts a significant influence on
the theoretical forecasting of PMCs.
The PMC∞ approach determines the coupling con-

stant αs(µi) at each order by using the intrinsic confor-
mality (iCF) of the series, which sets the scales by requir-
ing that all the scale-dependent {βi}-terms at each order
vanish separately. This provides the required conformal
coefficients via an order-by-order manner. The PMC∞ is
also a multi-scale-setting approach, but different from the
PMCs, the αs(µi)-values at low orders are determined af-
ter identifying all β0-terms at each order, then the newly
fixed PMC scales at each order are no-longer in pertur-
bative form, thus it will not have the the first kind of

residual scale dependence. While, like the early PMCm,
the last term of the resultant PMC∞ series lacks enough
information to determine its exact αs value, e.g. it still
has the second kind of residual scale dependence. For a
good convergent series of the pQCD approximant, the

second kind of residual scale dependence could be negli-
gible when enough higher-order terms are known, thus
improving the precision of the pQCD prediction.
A detailed comparison of various PMC scale-setting

approaches can be found in Ref.[57], which shows that
different scale-setting approaches may have its own ad-
vantages and one may choose a proper one to achieve a
even more precise fixed-order prediction after removing
conventional scheme-and-scale ambiguities. In this pa-

per, we will adopt the PMC∞ method to eliminate such
residual scale dependence with the attempt of further
improving the precision of theoretical prediction.
The remaining parts of the paper are organized as fol-

lows. In Sec.II, we present the main prescriptions for
calculating ag1s (Q) via its perturbative relations to the
V -scheme strong coupling by using both the PMC∞ and
the PMCs procedures. In Sec.III, we show the extracted
values of αs(Mz) through the effective coupling ag1s (Q),
i.e., by meticulously comparing the pQCD predictions
with either LFHQCD results or the experimental data.
In Sec.IV, we summarize the results.

II. CALCULATION TECHNOLOGY

Taking the physical V -scheme [54–56] strong coupling
as the expansion basis, the effective coupling defined in
Eq.(3) can be written as

ag1s (Q) =

n
∑

i=1

rVi (Q,µr)a
V,i
s (µr),

= rV1,0a
V
s (µr) +

(

rV2,0 + β0r
V
2,1

)

aV,2
s (µr)

+
(

rV3,0 + β1r
V
2,1 + 2β0r

V
3,1 + β2

0r
V
3,2

)

aV,3
s (µr)

+
(

rV4,0 + βV
2 r

V
2,1 + 2β1r

V
3,1 +

5

2
β0β1r

V
3,2 + 3β0r

V
4,1

+3β2
0r

V
4,2 + β3

0r
V
4,3

)

aV,4
s (µr) +O(aV,5

s ), (4)

where aVs (µr) = αV
s (µr)/π and the coefficients rVi,j up

to n = 4 can be derived by using the known coefficients
calculated under the MS scheme [16–21]. This can be
done with the help of the relation between the V -scheme
and the MS-scheme RGEs [58, 59]. For convenience, we
put the transition procedures between those two schemes
and the V -scheme coefficients rVi,j in the Appendix.
Based on the iCF assumption of standard PMC∞

method, the perturbative expansion of effective coupling
ag1s (Q) exhibits a particular structure, which collects all
the terms with the same conformal coefficients into the
same conformal subset. For the ag1s (Q) expansion known
up to O(aV,4

s ), there are four different subsets,

ag1s (Q) =

4
∑

i=1

ag1s,i(Q). (5)

Each subset ag1s,i(Q) with i = (1, · · · , 4) collects together
the same category of non-conformal terms and ensures
the scheme independence of each subset via the commen-
surate scale relations among different orders [64]. Each
subset is scale invariant. To be specifically, the required
four subsets have the following formalization
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ag11 (Q) = rV1,IC

{

aV,1
s (µr) + β0 ln

µ2
r

µV,2
1

aV,2
s (µr) +

(

β1 + β2
0 ln

µ2
r

µV,2
1

)

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
1

aV,3
s (µr)

+

[

βV
2 +

5

2
β0β1 ln

µ2
r

µV,2
1

+ β3
0

(

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
1

)2
]

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
1

aV,4
s (µr)

}

, (6)

ag12 (Q) = rV2,IC

[

aV,2
s (µr) + 2β0 ln

µ2
r

µV,2
2

aV,3
s (µr) +

(

2β1 + 3β2
0 ln

µ2
r

µV,2
2

)

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
2

aV,4
s (µr)

]

, (7)

ag13 (Q) = rV3,IC

[

aV,3
s (µr) + 3β0 ln

µ2
r

µV,2
3

aV,4
s (µr)

]

,(8)

ag14 (Q) = rV4,ICa
V,4
s (µr), (9)

where rVi,IC are the scale-independent iCF coefficients

and µV
i are the PMC scales. The coefficients rVi,IC can

be identified from the known rVi by using the standard
PMC∞ procedure. For examples, at the leading order
(LO) which is already conformal, rV1,IC = rV1 ; and at the

next-to leading order (NLO), rV2,IC = rV2 (nf = 33/2),

where fixing the quark flavor number nf = 33/2 makes

the β0-term vanish. For more high-order terms,

rV3,IC = rV3

(

nf =
33

2

)

− rV1,ICβ1 ln
µ2
r

µV,2
1

, (10)

rV4,IC = rV4

(

nf =
33

2

)

− 2rV2,ICβ1 ln
µ2
r

µV,2
2

−rV1,ICβ
V

2 ln
µ2
r

µV,2
1

, (11)

where β1 = β1(nf = 33/2) and β
V

2 = βV
2 (nf = 33/2). It

has been proved that the conformal coefficients rVi,IC ≡
rVi,0 [57]. The PMC scales µV

i are determined by requiring
each subsets satisfying the condition of RGI, and its first
three ones are

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
1

=
rV2 − rV2,IC
rV1,ICβ0

, (12)

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
2

=
rV3 − rV3,IC − rV1,IC

[

β1 + β2
0 ln(µ

2
r/µ

V,2
1 )

]

ln(µ2
r/µ

V,2
1 )

2rV2,ICβ0
, (13)

ln
µ2
r

µV,2
3

=
rV4 − rV4,IC
3rV3,ICβ0

−
rV2,IC

[

2β1 + 3β2
0 ln(µ

2
r/µ

V,2
2 )

]

ln(µ2
r/µ

V,2
1 )

3rV3,ICβ0

−
rV1,IC

[

βV
2 + 5

2β0β1 ln(µ
2
r/µ

V,2
1 ) + β2

0 ln
2(µ2

r/µ
V,2
1 )

]

ln(µ2
r/µ

V,2
1 )

3rV3,ICβ0
. (14)

Then we can transform the initial series as the follow-
ing series

ag1s (Q)|PMC∞
=

4
∑

i=1

rVi,IC(Q) aV,i
s (µV

i ). (15)

It is a conformal series, which incorporates accurate cou-
pling values aVs (µi) and exhibits scale invariance under
the condition that all the RGE-involved {βi}-terms van-
ish. This ensures that the series exhibits renormalization
scale invariance and is free from the first kind of resid-

ual scale dependence. Moreover, the PMC∞ approach
reveals the intrinsic conformality of the QCD perturba-
tion series and achieves the ordered scale invariance, i.e.,

retaining scale invariance at any order. However, given
the absence of higher-order information, the PMC∞ last
scale µV

4 remains uncertain, it still has the second kind of

residual scale dependence. Fortunately, this uncertainty
associated with the N4LO-term is depressed by a high
power of αV

s and is further mitigated by the excellent
convergence properties of the series (15). If not specially
stated, we will implicitly take µV

4 = µV
3 for the subse-

quent discussions.

To compare the effects of the PMCs and the PMC∞

methods in eliminating the residual scale dependence due
to unknown higher-order terms, we also apply the PMCs
method to deal with the pQCD corrections to ag1s (Q).
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Using the standard PMCs procedures, the resultant PMC
series is

ag1s (Q)|PMCs =

4
∑

i=1

rVi,0(Q) aV,i
s (QV

∗ ), (16)

where by using the given N3LO-level pQCD series, the
single-scale QV

∗ can be fixed up to O(α3
s)-level, e.g. the

next-to-next-to-leading log (N2LL) accuracy,

ln
QV,2

∗

Q2
= S0 + S1a

V
s (Q

V
∗ ) + S2a

V,2
s (QV

∗ ), (17)

whose expansion coefficients Si are

S0 = −
r̂V2,1
r̂V1,0

, (18)

S1 =
2(r̂V2,0r̂

V
2,1 − r̂V1,0r̂

V
3,1)

r̂V,2
1,0

+
(r̂V,2

2,1 − r̂V1,0r̂
V
3,2)

r̂V,2
1,0

β0,(19)

S2 = −

(

2r̂V,3
2,1 − 3r̂V1,0r̂

V
3,2r̂

V
2,1 + r̂V,2

1,0 r̂
V
4,3

)

r̂V,3
1,0

β2
0 −

r̂V2,0

(

5r̂V,2
2,1 − 2r̂V1,0r̂

V
3,2

)

+ 3r̂V1,0
(

r̂V1,0r̂
V
4,2 − 2r̂V2,1r̂

V
3,1

)

r̂V,3
1,0

β0

+
3
(

r̂V,2
2,1 − r̂V1,0r̂

V
3,2

)

2r̂V,2
1,0

β1 +
4r̂V2,0

(

r̂V1,0r̂
V
3,1 − r̂V2,0r̂

V
2,1

)

r̂V,3
1,0

+
3r̂V1,0

(

r̂V2,1r̂
V
3,0 − r̂V1,0r̂

V
4,1

)

r̂V,3
1,0

. (20)

The PMCs series (16) do not have the second kind of

residual scale dependence, and because the single-scale
QV

∗ is of perturbative nature, it still has the first kind of

residual scale dependence. We will use the the Padé ap-
proximation approach (PAA) [65] to estimate the mag-
nitude of the N3LL-term, i.e. the ±S3a

V,3
s (QV

∗ )-term,
which leads to ∆QV

∗ . Generally, such kind of residual
scale dependence will be suffered from double suppres-
sion of the exponential-suppression and αs-suppression.
However, if the series of the right-hand-side of Eq.(17)
does not converge enough, because the error of QV

∗ works
for the LO-terms of the series, the second kind of residual

scale dependence could be sizable.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND

DISCUSSIONS

Using the RGE, the solution for the running behavior
of αs(µr) can be expressed as an expansion over inverse
powers of the logarithm lΛ = lnµ2

r/Λ
2. The universal αs

running behavior up to four-loop level is [37, 66]

as(µr) =
1

β0lΛ

{

1− β1

β2
0

ln lΛ
lΛ

+
1

β2
0 l

2
Λ

×
[

β2
1

β2
0

(ln2 lΛ − ln lΛ − 1) +
β2

β0

]

+
1

β3
0 l

3
Λ

[

β3
1

β3
0

(− ln3 lΛ +
5

2
ln2 lΛ + 2 ln lΛ

−1

2
)− 3

β1β2

β2
0

ln lΛ +
β3

2β0

]}

, (21)

where the asymptotic scale Λ and {βi(≥2)}-functions are
scheme-dependent. The Λ plays a pivotal role in defining
the boundary for the truncation of infinite integrations
encountered in pQCD calculations, it can be associated
with the typical hadron size and its value is not predicted
by the QCD theory but must be extracted from a mea-
surement of αs at a given reference scale. Typically, the
value of Λ is determined by fixing a particular αs at a
standard scale, such as the mass of the Z boson (MZ),
within a specified renormalization scheme.

0.1 1 10
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

 

 r (GeV)

s(
r)

 

 

 MS
 V

FIG. 1. The four-loop αs(µr) running behavior under MS-
scheme and V -scheme, respectively. The blue band shows the

running behavior with Λ
nf=5

MS
= 208±10 MeV under the MS-

scheme and the red band shows the running behavior of αs

with Λ
nf=5

V = 285 ± 14 MeV under the V -scheme.
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To do numerical calculation, we adopt the PDG av-
eraged value αs(MZ) = 0.1180 ± 0.0009 [15] to fix αs

running behavior, which are shown in Fig.1. At the mass
scale MZ = 91.1876 GeV and the quark flavor nf = 5,

we obtain Λ
nf=5

MS
= 208± 10 MeV under the MS-scheme,

and Λ
nf=5
V = 285± 14 MeV under the V -scheme.

A. PQCD corrections of αg1
s up to N3LO-level

Under MS-scheme, Refs. [16–20] have offered the an-
alytic perturbation corrections of the effective coupling
ag1s (Q) up to four-loop. In our present calculations, we
have completed the transformation of Eq.(4) into the
V -scheme and the heavy quark mass effects are also
considered in the perturbation coefficient r2 [21], when
mc = 1.67 GeV and mb = 4.78 GeV are taken. At
the typical momentum Q = mc, the effective coupling
ag1s (mc) takes the form

ag1s (mc)|Conv. = aVs (mc) + 1.429aV,2
s (mc)− 1.586

×aV,3
s (mc) + 40.442aV,4

s (mc), (22)

in which µr is chosen to be mc. The results for different
choices of µr can be derived with the help of RGE. Con-
sidering the error by taking µr ∈ [1, 4] GeV, contributions
of the LO-terms, the NLO-terms, the N2LO-terms and
the N3LO-terms for the effective coupling ag1s (mc) are
shown in Table.I. Table.I gives the results for conven-
tional (Conv.), the PMCs and PMC∞ methods, respec-
tively. The net value for ag1s (mc) under the conventional
scale setting method is ag1s (mc)|Conv. = 0.161+0.117

−0.009,

which shows the scale error ∼ (+73%
−6% ).

After applying the PMC∞ method, the corresponding
IC perturbative series is

ag1s (mc)|PMC∞
= aVs (µ

V
1 ) + 2.741aV,2

s (µV
2 ) + 18.838

×aV,3
s (µV

3 ) + 27.024aV,4
s (µV

4 ), (23)

where the PMC scales µV
i are functions of the chosen mo-

mentum mc and independent of the renormalization scale
µr. From the Eqs.(12,13,14), the three PMC∞ scales of
Eq.(23) are µV

1 (mc) = 2.236 GeV, µV
2 (mc) = 3.728 GeV,

and µV
3 (mc) = 1.988 GeV, respectively. Additionally, we

also give the PMCs prediction with the single-scale QV
∗

for comparison.

ag1s (mc)|PMCs = aVs (Q
V
∗ ) + 2.741aV,2

s (QV
∗ ) + 18.838

×aV,3
s (QV

∗ ) + 27.024aV,4
s (QV

∗ ), (24)

where QV
∗ (mc) = 2.042 GeV.

Table.I shows the relative magnitudes between the LO-
term, the NLO-term, the N2LO-term and the N3LO-term
after applying the PMCs and PMC∞ approaches. It in-
dicates that the PMC predictions are independent of the
choice of µr. The ratios of the magnitudes of NiLO-terms
over that of the LO-terms are introduced to explain the

convergence of pQCD series under various scale-setting
approaches, e.g., for conventional approach, we have

1+1.093
−0.357 : 0.186

−0.683
+0.101 : −0.023−1.039

+0.163 : 0.085
+1.535
+0.023

and for PMC∞ and PMCs approaches, we have

1 : 0.185 : 0.269 : 0.046,

1 : 0.307 : 0.237 : 0.044.

It is noted that since the magnitude of αs-value ∼ 0.4,
the convergence of pQCD series for ag1s (mc) is weak in
the charm energy region. For conventional series with
µr = mc, the magnitude of N3LO-terms is even larger
than that of the N2LO-terms. After comparing the per-
turbative coefficients of ag1s (mc) before and after apply-
ing the PMC, it is found that the PMC conformal series
can improve the convergence of the perturbative series,
even in charm energy region. It is because the PMC ef-
fective couplings absorb all the divergent non-conformal
{βi}-terms and demonstrates an intrinsic perturbative
convergence of the series.
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FIG. 2. The PMC scales for the αg1
s expansion over V -scheme

strong coupling versus the momentum transfer Q, respec-
tively. The red dashed line, the purple dotted line and green
solid line present the first three PMC∞ scales µV

i , respectively.
The PMCs scale QV

∗ is presented a black dot-dashed line.

Fig.2 illustrates the variation of PMC scales for the αg1
s

expansion over V -scheme strong coupling versus the mo-
mentum transfer Q. Fig.2 shows that all the PMC scales
will increase with the increment of Q. And such rapid
escalation of µV

i also explains why our presently derived
PMC scales under the V -scheme can solve the previously
encountered “self-consistency problem” [49] within the
region Q >∼ 1 GeV.
For the PMCs procedure, the single-scale QV

∗ is deter-
mined by absorbing all types of {βi}-terms into an overall
effective αs, and the unknown higher-order {βi}-terms
directly leads to the first kind of residual scale depen-

dence. Using Eq.(17), we obtain QV
∗ (Q = mc) = 2.042
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LO NLO N2LO N3LO total

Conv. 0.129+0.141
−0.046 0.024−0.088

+0.013 −0.003−0.134
+0.021 0.011+0.198

+0.003 0.161+0.117
−0.009

PMC∞ 0.108 0.020 0.029 0.005 0.162
PMCs 0.114 0.035 0.027 0.005 0.181

TABLE I. Results for effective coupling ag1
s (mc) at each order (LO, NLO, N2LO and N3LO) under the conventional (Conv.),

the PMC∞ and PMCs methods, respectively. The conventional predictions are highly scale dependent, whose central values
are for ag1

s (mc)|Conv. with µr = mc and the uncertainties are for µr ∈ [1, 4] GeV.

GeV with the coefficients S0 = 0.583, S1 = 5.607 and
S2 = −63.362. We then adopt the PAA approach to
estimate the N3LL-level perturbative coefficient S3 for

ln(QV,2
∗ /Q2) at Q = mc, and by using the [0/1]-type

generating function [67] we obtain

SPAA
3 =

S2
2

S1
. (25)

By taking ±SPAA
3 aV,3

s (QV
∗ ) as an estimation of the first

kind of residual scale dependence, we obtain QV
∗ (Q =

mc) = 2.042+0.917
+0.169 GeV, which leads to ag1s (mc)|PMCs =

0.181−0.045
−0.012 (∆QV

∗ ), indicating that the residual scale de-

pendence for PMCs is about
(

−24.9%
−6.6%

)

.

Different from the PMCs scale QV
∗ , the PMC∞ effec-

tive scales are fixed order-by-order and free of perturba-
tive nature. Its uncertainty comes from the unknown last
PMC scale µV

4 in Eq.(23), which needs a higher-order rV5 -
term to determine. Thus the PMC∞ does not have the

first kind of residual scale dependence, but has the second

kind of residual scale dependence. As an estimation of the
second kind of residual scale dependence for Q = mc, we
take µV

4 (Q) ≡ µV
3 (Q) and vary it from Q to 2Q to esti-

mate its uncertainty, which gives ∆ag1s (Q = mc)|PMC∞
=

±0.003(∆µV
4 ). As the decoupling mass corrections have

calculated up to O(α2
s)-level [21], we make a simple dis-

cussion on the charm and bottom quark mass effects on
the effective coupling ag1s (Q). For the purpose, we set
the momentum transfer Q = mc,0 with mc,0 = 1.67 GeV
to do the discussion. The results for other momentum
transfers can be done via a similar way. And the un-
certainties for ag1s (Q = mc,0) are estimated by taking
∆mc = ±0.5 GeV and ∆mb = ±1.0 GeV. We then ob-
tain ag1s (mc,0)|Conv. = 0.1607+0.0268

−0.0025(∆mc)
+0.0003
−0.0002(∆mb),

which shows that ∆mc,b-errors ∼ (+11.8%
−1.1% ). Here the

errors for ag1s (mc,0)|Conv. is a combination of the mass
corrections and renormalization scale dependence, since
µr is fixed to mc for the scale-dependent conventional
series. On the other hand, the PMC∞ prediction is,
ag1s (mc,0)|PMC∞

= 0.1616+0.0002
−0.0001(∆mc) ± 0.0001(∆mb)

with the ∆mc,b-errors ∼ ±0.1%; And the PMCs result is

ag1s (mc,0)|PMCs = 0.1813−0.0001
+0.0002(∆mc)

−0.0001
+0.0002(∆mb) with

∆mc,b-errors ∼ ∓0.1%. Both indicate that the heavy
quark mass effects are negligible for the PMC series.
Above numerical results show that the PMCs and

PMC∞ series are consistent with each other with rea-
sonable errors, which also show that due to the conver-
gent behavior occurs at the N3LO-level, the residual scale

errors of the PMCs and PMC∞ series are smaller than
the conventional scale error of the initial pQCD series.
This shows the importance of a proper scale-setting ap-
proach. Moreover, the convergent behavior of the PMC∞

series for ag1s (Q) leads to a much smaller residual scale
dependence, e.g. the second kind of residual scale de-

pendence is much smaller than the first kind of residual

scale dependence of PMCs series. In fact, even by varying
µV
4 (Q = mc) up to 8Q, the magnitude of ∆ag1s (Q = mc)

will only be changed to 0.004. Thus, a precise prediction
for the properties of ag1s (Q) may be achieved by using
PMC∞ series. So in the following, we will utilize the
PMC∞ approach to do the discussions.

B. The running behavior of αg1
s (Q) at all scales

There is divergent behavior of αs when energy scale
near the asymptotic scale Λ. Many low-energy mod-
els have been suggested to explain the infrared behavior
of αs, cf. the reviews [68, 69]. In this subsection, we
utilize the LFHQCD method for ag1s low-energy behav-
ior and determine its running behavior at all scales in
combination with the above perturbative behavior. The
LFHQCD transforms the modified AdS5 coupling into
momentum space and gives

ag1,LFHQCD
s (Q) = e−Q2/4κ2

, (26)

where the free parameter κ can be derived from the light
meson and baryon spectroscopy, which gives κ = 0.523±
0.024 GeV [70]. In infrared region, the LFHQCD model
gives ag1,LFHQCD

s (0) = 1. To achieve a smooth scale-
running behavior of αg1

s (Q) across the whole Q-range,
one can match the low-energy LFHQCD model with its
behavior in perturbative behavior by fixing proper val-
ues for the critical scale Q0 and κ. Their values can
be fixed by two criterions, e.g. 1) the value of αg1

s (Q0)
calculated from both sides is exactly the same, and 2)
the derivatives of ag1s (Q) at the Q = Q0 point calculated
from both sides is exactly the same. Here Q0 serves as
a threshold of perturbative and non-perturbative separa-
tion, for the case of Q > Q0, a

g1
s (Q) is calculated by using

Eqs.(22,23,24), respectively; and for the case of Q < Q0,
ag1s (Q) is calculated by using Eq.(26).
Fig.3 and Fig.4 show the matching of the low-energy

LFHQCD model of ag1s (Q) with its pQCD series up
to N3LO-level QCD corrections under conventional and
PMC∞ approaches, respectively, which can be adopted
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FIG. 3. The matching of the LFHQCD model of ag1
s (Q) with

its pQCD series up to N3LO-level QCD corrections, under
conventional scale-setting method. The central blue line rep-
resents the conventional pQCD series when µr = Q, and the
blue band is obtained after considering the renormalization
scale uncertainty with µr ∈ [Q, 2Q]. As a comparison, the
DSE prediction [26, 27] is also given in the green band.

0.1 1 10
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Q (GeV)

ag 1 s
(Q

)

 JLab CLAS
 CERN COMPASS
 Hall A/CLAS
 SLAC
 HERMES
 CERN SMC
 OPAL
 xF3
 JLab RSS
 CLAS EG4 (2022) 
 Hall A/EG4 (2022)

 DSE

 PMC

FIG. 4. The matching of the LFHQCD model of ag1
s (Q)

with its pQCD series up to N3LO-level QCD corrections,
under PMC∞ approach. The red band represents a com-
bination of the residual scale dependence estimated by using

∆µ4 ∈ [Q, 2Q] and the error from ∆Λ
nf=5

V = 14 MeV. As a
comparison, the DSE prediction [26, 27] is also given in the
green band.

to fix the parametersQ0 and κ. The available experiment
data points are also presented [7–14, 71–77] in Fig.3 and
Fig.4. In small Q-region, the pQCD series of conven-
tional scale-setting approach is highly scale dependent.
In Fig.3, the blue solid line is for the case of µr = Q,
which leads to κ = 0.529 GeV and Q0 = 1.205 GeV.
And for each µr within the range of [Q, 2Q], one can
achieve a smooth transition from the low to large energy

region, with κ = 0.529+0.311
−0.153 GeV and Q0 = 1.205+0.976

−0.444

GeV, which show the µr-uncertainty ∼ (+58.8%
−28.9%) in κ

and ∼ (+81.0%
−36.8%) in Q0. After applying the PMC∞ ap-

proach to eliminate such scale dependence, Fig.4 shows a
more precise matching of the LFHQCD model with the
PMC pQCD series can be achieved. In Fig.4, the central
red solid line represents the matching with the PMC∞

prediction ag1s |PMC∞
(Q), and the small red band shows

the combined errors caused by the estimated residual
scale dependence for ∆µV

4 ∈ [Q, 2Q] and the error from

∆Λ
nf=5
V = 14 MeV. As for the two input parameters, we

have κ = 0.501+0.030
−0.028 GeV whose errors ∼ (+6.0%

−5.6%), and

Q0 = 1.130+0.066
−0.059 GeV whose errors ∼ (+5.8%

−5.2%). Because
of a faster increase of the PMC scales versus Q for the V -
scheme coupling, all the PMC scales are larger than Q0,
i.e. µV

1 (Q0)=1.513+0.088
−0.078 GeV, µV

2 (Q0)=2.516+0.147
−0.132 GeV,

µV
3 (Q0)=1.253+0.087

−0.078 GeV atQ0 = 1.130+0.066
−0.059 GeV. This

confirms our previous observation that by applying the
PMC, the “self-consistency problem” can be avoided. A
comparison of Fig.3 and Fig.4 indicates that the PMC
approach does improve the precision of theoretical pre-
dictions for ag1s (Q). It is found that the conventional line
of ag1s (Q) under the choice of µr = Q is within the error
band of PMC prediction.
The quality parameter χ2/d.o.f (where the symbol

“d.o.f” is the short notation of the degrees of freedom)
has been introduced in the literature to show the fitness
of the theoretical predictions with the data. The χ2/d.o.f
indicates the quality of fit χ2 over the sum of the number
of experiment data point n minus the number of input
parameters (for the present case, κ and Q0), which gives

χ2/d.o.f =
1

n− 2

n
∑

m=1

[

ag1,exp.s (Qm)− ag1,the.g1 (Qm)
]2

σ2
m,exp. + σ2

m,the.

,(27)

where “exp.” stands for the experimental value, and each
data point Qm with the experimental error σ2

m,exp, which
includes both statistical error and systematic error. The
symbol “the.” stands for the theoretical prediction, and
σ2
m,the. is its uncertainty. When doing the calculations

of χ2/d.o.f , we take n = 79 which includes the latest
JLab experiment data [10–14]. The conventional predic-
tion is highly scale dependent, and for definiteness, we
take the results for µr = Q to calculate its χ2/d.o.f ,
which is ≃ 0.1 1. As for the PMC∞ prediction, we ob-
tain χ2/d.o.f ≃ 0.6. The smaller χ2/d.o.f -value obtained
by conventional pQCD series is mainly due to large µr-
dependence in low and medium Q-region. Different form
the conventional results, the PMC predictions are µr-
independent, and the good fit of the PMC to the experi-
mental data further indicates the two parameters (κ and

1 Its p-value is close to 100%, which is however due to a much
larger theoretical error as shown by Fig.3.
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Q0) in PMC are reasonable and reliable, which corre-
sponds to a p-value [15] ∼ 99%.
As a final remark, we also add the DSE model for

a process-independent effective charge âPI(Q) in Fig.3
and Fig.4. Inspired by the results of the strong coupling
from the ghost-gluon vertex by lattice QCD [78], the DSE
model connects the pinch technique gluon self-energy and
the ghost-gluon vertex, and produces a modified strong
coupling through a unique gluon dressing function:

âPI(Q) =
α0

π

D(Q)

D(Q)

[

F (Q;µr)/F (0;µr)

1− L(Q;µr)F (Q;µr)

]

, (28)

where the ratio of D(Q)/D(Q) is a RGI function, which
defined in Refs.[26, 27]. The function F (Q;µr) is a re-
defined dressing function for the ghost propagator and
L(Q;µr) is a longitudinal part of the gluon-ghost vacuum
polarization, which are relay on an input µr = 3.6 GeV.
The parameter α0 = 0.97(4)π, indicating the freezing
value of the effective charge, is determined by the lattice
calculation. Fig.4 shows the âPI(Q) and PMC prediction
ag1s (Q) are compatible in the small Q-region below the
critical scale Q0, whereas above the threshold, the PMC
prediction show better agreement with the data.

C. Determination of αs(MZ)-value through the

precise coupling ag1
s (Q)

The strong coupling αs is not an observable. So, the
determination of the αs-value is usually through the com-
parison of some observables that can be precisely calcu-
lated and be precisely measured, e.g., the e+e− hadronic
cross section and the τ , W and Z branching fractions to
hadrons, and the hadronic decay width of heavy quarko-
nium [79–81].
In this subsection, we endeavor to harness the preci-

sion of PMC predictions for ag1s to meticulously deter-
mine the αs(MZ)-value. And in the preceding align-
ment of LFHQCD and PMC predictions for a ag1s (Q),
it is noteworthy that ΛQCD, being another parameter
in the realm of nonperturbative physics, can likewise
be determined through this matching procedure. For
the purpose, by inversely taking the mass parameter
κ = 0.523 ± 0.024 GeV derived from the calculation of
hadron spectrum [70] as an input, the other two match-
ing parameters (Q0 and ΛQCD) are shown in Table.II.
For the case of µr = Q, the conventional scale-setting
method yields Q0 = 1.1920+0.0541

−0.0542(∆κ)+0.1684
−0.1859(the.) GeV

and Λ
nf=3
V = 424 ± 20(∆κ)−154

+146(the.) MeV, where the
first error “∆κ” stems from ∆κ = ±0.024 GeV and the
second error “the.” is from µr ∈ [Q/2, 2Q]. The PMC∞

method obtains Q0 = 1.1782+0.0511
−0.0512(∆κ) +0.0013

+0.0002(the.)

GeV and Λ
nf=3
V = 449±22(∆κ)∓+11(the.) MeV, where

the second error “the.” is from ∆µV
4 ∈ [Q, 2Q].

We then calculate the αs-value by considering the 4-
loop running equation for the strong coupling as(Q) given

in Eq.(21). And the input QCD scale Λ
nf=5

MS
can be ob-

tained through the asymptotic scale transformation re-
lation between V and MS schemes in Appendix. The
conventional prediction is

αs(MZ) = 0.1177± 0.0011(∆κ)−0.0095
+0.0077(the.), (29)

which shows the µr-uncertainty ∼ (−8.1%
+6.5%). The PMC∞

prediction is

αs(MZ) = 0.1191± 0.0012(∆κ)∓ 0.0006(the.). (30)

whose net error is ignorable ∼ ∓0.5%. The PMC∞

prediction is consistent with the PDG average value
αs(MZ) = 0.1180 ± 0.0009 [15] and other similar pre-
dictions within errors, e.g., a global fit to electro elec-
troweak data gives αs(MZ) = 0.1193 ± 0.0028 [82],
a global fit of jet rates at LEP and PETRA obtains
αs(MZ) = 0.1188 ± 0.0013 [83], and the Lattice QCD
gives αs(MZ) = 0.1184± 0.0008 [84].

IV. SUMMARY

In the present paper, we have proposed a new method
to determine the magnitude of αs at all scales with the
help of BSR. The renormalization scheme-and-scale er-
rors are always treated as an important systematic error
of pQCD prediction. We adopt the PMC∞ approach
to deal with the pQCD corrections to αg1

s (Q), which re-
veals the intrinsic conformality of series and eliminates
the conventional renormalization scheme-and-scale ambi-
guities. Thus the precision of pQCD prediction is greatly
improved. Furthermore, to remove the previous “self-
consistence problem” emerged in MS-scheme series, we
have adopted the V -scheme series to do our analysis.
The resultant PMC∞ series has only the the second kind

of residual scale dependence, which is negligible for the
present case with up to four-loop QCD corrections. The
LHFQCD model is used for the IR-behavior of αg1

s (Q).
As a combination, we obtain a precise αg1

s (Q) at all
scales, which agree well with the data with its p-value
∼ 99%. We then determine the strong coupling constant
at the scale MZ , i.e. αs(MZ) = 0.1191±0.0012∓0.0006,
where the first error comes from ∆κ = ±0.024 GeV of
LFHQCD model and the second error is from the un-
known higher-order terms in pQCD series. It is consis-
tent with the PDG average value within errors, thus be-
ing another example of showing the importance of PMC.
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Roberts, Jose Rodŕıguez-Quintero and Daniele Binosi for
sharing their DSE data in our discussions, and thank
Xu-Dong Huang for the insightful discussions. This
work was supported by the Natural Science Founda-
tion of China under Grant No.12305091, No.12175025
and No.12347101, by the Natural Science Foundation of



10

Q0 (GeV) Λ
nf=3

QCD (MeV) αs(MZ)

Conv.(µr = Q) 1.1920+0.0541
−0.0542

+0.1684
−0.1859 424± 20−154

+146 0.1177 ± 0.0011−0.0095
+0.0077

PMC∞ 1.1782+0.0511
−0.0512

+0.0013
+0.0002 449± 22∓ 11 0.1191 ± 0.0012 ∓ 0.0006

TABLE II. The fitting parameters Q0 and ΛQCD and αs(MZ)-value under the choise of κ = 0.523 ± 0.024 GeV. The first and
second errors forQ0 and αs(MZ) under conventional method are from the uncertainties of ∆κ = ±0.024 GeV and µr ∈ [Q/2, 2Q],
respectively. The first and second errors of the Q0 and αs(MZ) under PMC∞ method are from the uncertainties of ∆κ = ±0.024
GeV and µ4 ∈ [Q, 2Q], respectively.

Sichuan Province under Grant No.2024NSFSC1367, and
by the Research Fund for the Doctoral Program of the
Southwest University of Science and Technology under
Contract No.23zx7122 and No.24zx7117. J. M. Shen has
been supported by YueLuShan Center for Industrial In-
novation (2024YCII0118).

APPENDIX: RANSITIONS OF THE

COEFFICIENTS FROM MS-SCHEME TO

V -SCHEME

The transition between the perturbative coefficients
under V - and MS-scheme is utilizing the established re-
lationships between the two coupling constants: aVs and

aMS
s . The two couplings under different schemes are sat-

isfying the renormalization equation, i.e.,

βV(aVs ) =
∂aVs

∂aMS
s

βMS(aMS
s ). (31)

The coefficients in the two β-functions are the same
at the first two orders, i.e., β0 = 1

4 (11 − 2nf/3) and

β1 = 1
42 (102− 38nf/3) with quark flavor nf . For present

calculations, we need the four-loop QCD β-function un-
der V -scheme [58, 59] and MS-scheme [60, 61], where the
third and fourth terms are

βMS
2 =

1

43

(

2857

2
− 5033

18
nf +

325

54
n2
f

)

, (32)

βMS
3 =

1

44

[

149753

6
+ 3564ζ3 −

(

1078361

162
+

6508

27
ζ3

)

nf

+

(

50065

162
+

6472

81
ζ3

)

n2
f +

1093

729
n3
f

]

, (33)

βV
2 = βMS

2 − a1β1 + (a2 − a21)β0, (34)

βV
3 = βMS

3 − 2a1β
MS
2 + a21β1 + (2a3 − 6a1a2 + 4a31)β0,

(35)

where the known coefficients ai [58, 59] with quark flavor
nf and Riemann zeta function ζ3 are

a1 =
1

4
(
31

3
− 10

9
nf ), (36)

a2 =
1

42

[

4343

18
+ 36π2 − 9

4
π4 + 66ζ3 − (

1229

27
+

52ζ3
3

)nf

+
100

81
n2
f

]

, (37)

a3 = 209.884− 51.405nf + 2.906n2
f − 0.021n3

f . (38)

The transformation relation between aVs and aMS
s is

known as [59–62]

aVs (ΛV) = aMS
s (ΛV)

[

1 + a1a
MS
s (ΛV) + a2a

MS,2
s (ΛV)

+a3a
MS,3
s (ΛV) + · · ·

]

, (39)

where the strong coupling as is a function of Q and ΛQCD

in Eq.(21). The symbol ΛV is the V -scheme asymptotic
scale which be defined as Λ2

V = Λ2
MS

exp(a1/β0) with

MS-scheme asymptotic scale ΛMS.

The effective coupling ag1s (Q) in Eq.(3) under MS-
scheme includes the non-singlet and singlet contributions
to the pQCD series up to N3LO [16–20] and the decou-

pling mass corrections at O(aMS,2
s ) [21]. After complicat-

ing the transform into the V -scheme, the reduced pQCD
coefficients r̂i,j |Q=mc

up to N3LO in Eq.(23) are

r̂V1,0 =
3

4
γns
1 , (40)

r̂V2,0 = γm
2 +

3

2
γns
1 +

3

4
γns
2 − 9

16
(γns

1 )2, (41)

r̂V2,1 = −5

4
γns
1 +Kns

1 +
3

4
Πns

1 , (42)

r̂V3,0 = 4γm
2 + 3γns

2 +
3

4
γns
3 + 3× 10−15Kns

1

+γns
1

[

11.796− 9

4
γns
1 − 9

8
γns
2 +

27

64
(γns

1 )2
]

,

(43)

r̂V3,1 = −5

3
γm
2 − 5

4
γns
2 + 2Kns

1 +
Kns

2

2
+

3

2
Πns

1 +
3

4
Πns

2

−γns
1

(

5.633− 15

16
γns
1 +

3

8
Kns

1 +
9

16
Πns

1

)

,

(44)

r̂V3,2 =
25

12
γns
1 − 10

3
Kns

1 − 5

2
Πns

1 , (45)

r̂V4,0 = −10 + 35.456γm
2 + 26.592γns

2 +
9

2
γns
3 +

3

4
γns
4

−4× 10−14Kns
1 − 2× 10−14Πns

1

+γns
1

[

6.832− 27

4
γns
2 − 9

8
γns
3

]

− 9

16
(γns

2 )2

−(γns
1 )2

[

19.944− 81

64
γns
2 − 81

32
γns
1 +

81

256
(γns

1 )2
]

,

(46)
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r̂V4,1 = −12.237γm
2 − 9.178γns

2 − 5

4
γns
3 + 2Kns

2 +
Kns

3

3

+3Πns
2 +

3

4
Πns

3 − γns
1

(

16.163− 15

8
γns
2 +

3

2
Kns

1

+
Kns

2

4
+

9

4
Πns

1 +
3

4
Πns

2

)

+ (γns
1 )2

[

6.883 +
3

16
Kns

1

+
27

64
Πns

1 − 45

64
γns
1

]

+Kns
1

(

15.728− γns
2

4

)

+Πns
1

(

11.796− 3

8
γns
2

)

, (47)

r̂V4,2 =
25

9
γm
2 +

25

12
γns
2 − 15.022Kns

1 − 5

3
Kns

2 − 5

2
Πns

2

+γns
1

[

13.939− 25

16
γns
1 +

5

4
Kns

1 +
15

8
Πns

1

]

−Πns
1

[

11.266 +
Kns

1

4
+

3

16
Πns

1

]

, (48)

r̂V4,3 = −125

36
γns
1 +

25

3
Kns

1 +
25

4
Πns

1 . (49)

where γns
i -, Kns

i and Πns
i -functions defined in Refs.[18,

20]. It has been emphasized that only the RGE-involved
nf -terms should be adopted for fixing the magnitude
of αs, and for the present case, the nf -terms pertained
to anomalous dimension should be teated as conformal
terms [50, 63] 2. And the decoupling mass corrections [21]
are

γm
2 = Cm

pBJ(ξc) + Cm
pBJ(ξb), (50)

Cm
pBJ =

2

3

[

ξ2x + 2735ξ + 11724

5040ξx
−

√
ξx + 4

5040ξ
3/2
x

(

3ξ3x

+106ξ2x + 1054ξx + 4812
)

log(

√
ξx + 4 +

√
ξx√

ξx + 4−√
ξx

)

− 5

12ξ2x
log2(

√
ξx + 4 +

√
ξx√

ξx + 4−√
ξx

)

+ log(ξx)
3ξ2x + 112ξx + 1260

5040

]

,

(51)

where ξc = Q2/m2
c and ξb = Q2/m2

b.
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