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Theoretical calculations for event shape observables are often determined by using the conventional
scale setting; i.e. the procedure defined by setting the renormalization scale to the center-of-mass
energy µr =

√
s and evaluating theoretical uncertainties by varying the same scale µr in an arbitrary

range. Both the event shape distributions and the extracted QCD coupling αs are plagued by the
large renormalization scale uncertainties when using the conventional scale setting. The Principle of
Maximum Conformality (PMC) provides a rigorous method to eliminate the renormalization scheme
and scale ambiguities in perturbative QCD predictions. In this paper, we perform a detailed analysis
of the event shape observables by applying the PMC method together with the use of the physical
V -scheme. The PMC scales are not simple single-valued functions, but depend with continuity on
the value of the unintegrated event shape variable. This reflects the virtuality of the underlying
quark and gluon subprocess and yields to a physical behavior of the scale all over the entire range
of each observable. Moreover, the PMC scales in the V -scheme exhibits a faster increase compared
to the MS scheme, and a better convergence in the perturbative series can be obtained. Results
obtained by the PMC method for the event shape variables, thrust (T ), heavy jet mass (ρ = M2

H/s),
wide jet broadening (BW ), total jet broadening (BT ), C-parameter (C), are in agreement with the
high precision experimental data, and for the case of the jet transition variable Y3, we obtain a first
improvement in the results to some extent compared with the MS scheme.

I. INTRODUCTION

Event shape observables in electron-positron annihila-
tion provide an excellent platform for verifying QCD [1].
These observables have expansions of orderO(αs) at low-
est order (LO) of accuracy and thus they are particularly
suitable for extracting the strong coupling constant from
experimental data [2–5]. A primary challenge in achiev-
ing accurate predictions with pQCD is to address the
uncertainties stemming from theoretical calculations, in
particular those related to the renormalization scheme
and scale ambiguities. A detailed analysis of these ob-
servables can lead to an accurate description of the renor-
malization scale dependence of the perturbative QCD
calculations.

Event shape variables have been extensively studied
at the Large Electron Positron (LEP) collider perform-
ing high precision measurements [6–10]. In order to de-
scribe experimental data with high accuracy, it is cru-
cial to achieve the highest possible theoretical precision.
Fixed order calculations for event shape observables have
been performed up to the NNLO level of accuracy and are
shown in Refs. [11–16]. Results including resummation
of infra-red large logarithms have also been performed in
Refs. [17–26].
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Although a lot of effort has been made to enhance the
precision of the theoretical predictions, the choice of the
renormalization scale still impacts significantly the re-
sults. These uncertainties are fundamental issues of per-
turbative QCD and are described in detail in Refs. [27–
29].

According to convention, in the case of event shape ob-
servables, one simply sets the renormalization scale to the
center-of-mass energy

√
s, this eliminates the logarithmic

term ln(µr/
√
s), and evaluates uncertainties by varying

the scale µr ∈ [
√
s/2, 2

√
s]. This simplified way of set-

ting the scale has not shown to lead to reliable results
in many applications and it is significantly plagued with
the well-known renormalization scheme-and-scale ambi-
guities. For the particular case of the event shape vari-
ables fixed order calculations, this method leads to results
that underestimate data and that are affected by sizeable
uncertainties.

The conventional approach does not take into account
the behavior of the QCD perturbative expansion and its
convergence that is of asymptotic nature and also af-
fected by the presence of divergent ”renormalon” terms
at higher orders. Consequently, the improvement of the
precision with the level of accuracy is questionable and
strictly process and scale dependent. This affects signif-
icantly the theoretical predictions in accuracy and relia-
bility. In order to overcome this obstruction it is neces-
sary to develop a scale-setting method able to eliminate
the renormalization scale and scheme ambiguities, lead-
ing to a significant improvement of the precision of pQCD
theory predictions.

The Principle of Maximum Conformality (PMC) [30–
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34] has been proposed as a procedure that eliminates
the dependence on the renormalization scale and scheme.
This method stems directly from the Brodsky-Lepage-
Mackenzie approach and extends the same method [28]
to all orders in perturbation theory. Fundamental feature
of this approach is that it reduces to the Gell-Mann-Low
method [35] in the Abelian limit. As it happens for the
the Gell-Mann-Low method, the PMC procedure reab-
sorbs all non-conformal β terms into the running cou-
pling constant αs. Differently from the Gell-Mann-Low
method, in the PMC procedure this is obtained via a suit-
able definition of the renormalization scale, µPMC, and
by a recursive use of the renormalization group equa-
tion (RGE) that is applied at all order up to the ac-
curacy of the calculation. This approach starts from
first principles and leads to an unambiguous definition
of the renormalization scale and to scheme independent
predictions. The PMC scale-setting method satisfies all
the requirements of consistency given by renormalization
group invariance [36–39]. Moreover, the elimination of
the β terms from the perturbative calculation cancels
the renormalon growth and it improves the convergence
of the perturbative QCD series. Thus, the PMC scale is
independent of the initial choice of the scale and the pre-
cision of the theoretical predictions is greatly improved
by the elimination of the scale-and-scheme uncertainties.

At present, the PMC method has been successfully ap-
plied to eliminate the uncertainty related to the renor-
malization scale for the event shape variables in the con-
ventional MS-scheme [40–42]. The resulting PMC scales
are not a fixed value, but change with event shape vari-
able. The PMC predictions agree with precise event
shape distributions measured at the LEP experiment
and reliable coupling constants in the conventional MS-
scheme are extracted. However, in the case of conven-
tional scale setting, the NLO and NNLO QCD contri-
butions for event shape variables are large and thus the
pQCD series show a slow convergence in the MS-scheme.
In addition, the determined scales are relatively small in
the MS-scheme, which lead to a large QCD contribution,
especially for the jet-transition variable Y3, the predic-
tion deviates substantially from the experimental data
due to the small scale [43].

A proper choice of physical scheme is helpful to im-
prove the pQCD convergence and to avoid small scale
problem. The V -scheme given by the static potential
between two heavy quarks [44–46], which is particularly
suitable to obtain a more physical definition of the strong
coupling [28] defined by the effective-charge. It is noted
that the PMC scale in QED is identical to the QCD PMC
scale in the physical V -scheme [47]. Fundamental feature
of the V -scheme is the gauge invariance at all orders. Re-
sults for several application of the V -scheme are available
in the literature, where this scheme has been successfully
applied in several phenomenological QCD studies [48–
52]. As a step forward, in this paper, we give a detailed
analysis of the event shape observables by applying the
PMCmethod together with the use of the V -scheme. The

PMC predictions are scheme independent, which are ex-
plicitly ensured by the “commensurate scale relations”
(CSR) [53, 54].
The remaining sections of this paper are organized as

follows. We present in Sec. II the calculation technology
for applying the PMC method to event shape observables
in electron-positron annihilation; in Sec. III, we give the-
oretical predictions and discussions; Sec. IV is reserved
for a summary.

II. PMC SCALE-SETTING FOR EVENT SHAPE

OBSERVABLES

Using the conventional MS-scheme, the perturbative
expansion for the distribution of an event shape observ-
able y up to NLO at the center-of-mass energy

√
s is

given by:

1

σ0

dσ

dy
= A(y) as(

√
s) +B(y) a2s(

√
s)) +O(a3s), (1)

where as(
√
s) = αs(

√
s)/(2π) and σ0 is the born cross-

section for e+e− → qq̄. The A(y) is the LO coefficient
and the B(y) is the NLO coefficient. Event shape dis-
tributions are usually normalized to the total hadronic
cross section:

σtot = σ0

(

1 +
3

2
CF as(

√
s) +O(a2s)

)

, (2)

where the color factor CF=4/3. Thus, the normalized
event shape observable in Eq.(1) becomes:

1

σtot

dσ

dy
= Ā(y) as(

√
s) + B̄(y) a2s(

√
s) +O(a3s). (3)

The perturbative coefficients Ā(y) and B̄(y) are given by
Ā(y) = A(y), B̄(y) = B(y) − 3/2CF A(y). These coef-
ficients are calculated at the scale µr =

√
s; the general

renormalization scale µr dependence can be recovered via
RGE transformations leading to the perturbative coeffi-
cients: Ā(y, µr), B̄(y, µr).
Keeping track of the contributions related to each par-

ticular color factor, we can separate the NLO coefficient,
B̄(y, µr), into two parts, such as:

B̄(y, µr) = B̄(y, µr)in + B̄(y, µr)nf
· nf , (4)

The relation of the coupling constant between the MS
scheme and the V scheme is given by:

as(µr) =

∞
∑

i=1

rVi aV,is (µr), (5)

the first two coefficients are [55–59]

rV1 = 1,

rV2 = −31

18
CA +

20

18
TF · nf . (6)
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We can transform the MS scheme to the V scheme by
using Eq.(5), and Eq.(3) becomes:

1

σtot

dσ

dy
= Ā(y, µr)

V aVs (µr) + B̄(y, µr)
V aV,2s (µr)

+O(aV,3s ), (7)

following Eq.(4) for the NLO coefficient , B̄(y, µr)
V in

the V scheme can be written in the same form:

B̄(y, µr)
V = B̄(y, µr)

V
in + B̄(y, µr)

V
nf

· nf . (8)

According to the PMC scale-setting method, all non-
conformal β terms are reabsorbed into the running cou-
pling constant αV

s , by a shift of the scale, achieving the
following final conformal form:

1

σtot

dσ

dy
= Ā(y, µr)

V aVs (Q∗) + B̄(y, µr)
V
con a

V,2
s (Q∗)

+O(aV,3s ), (9)

where Q∗ stands for the PMC scale, given at LO by:

ln
Q∗

µr

=
3B̄(y, µr)

V
nf

2Ā(y, µr)V
+O(as), (10)

while the conformal coefficient is given by:

B̄(y, µr)
V
con =

33

2
B̄(y, µr)

V
nf

+ B̄(y, µr)
V
in. (11)

Since all non-conformal terms cancel and only confor-
mal terms remain in Eq.(9). Conformal coefficients are
scale-invariant, so are the PMC scales, we then obtain a
scale invariant form that is no longer affected by scale am-
biguities and the pQCD predictions are free from renor-
malization scale uncertainties.

III. THEORETICAL PREDICTIONS AND

DISCUSSIONS

Numerical calculations for the NLO perturbative co-
efficient, have been performed using the EVENT2 pro-
gram [60]. The NNLO perturbative coefficients have
been obtained by using the EERAD3 program [61], and
they have been checked using the results of Ref.[14]. We
adopt two-loop QCD coupling constant, and its asymp-

totic scale ΛMS
QCD is determined by the world average

value αs(MZ) = 0.1180 [62]. The asymptotic scale in

the V scheme is obtained by ΛV
QCD = ΛMS

QCD exp[(31/6−
(5/9)nf)/β0] where β0 = 11− 2/3nf .
In this paper, we show results for the differential dis-

tributions of the following event shape variables: thrust
(T ), heavy jet mass (ρ = M2

H/s), wide jet broadening
(BW ), total jet broadening (BT ), C-parameter (C) and
jet-transition (Y3). These event shape distributions have
been measured at LEP by several experiments and at
different center-of-mass energies ranging from 35 to 206
GeV [7].

A. Event shape distributions at the Z0 peak using

the conventional scale-setting method
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FIG. 1: The thrust (1 − T ) differential distributions using
the conventional scale-setting method at

√
s = 91.2 GeV in

the V scheme and the MS scheme. The dashed, dotdashed
and dotted lines are the conventional results at LO, NLO and
NNLO, respectively. The bands for the theoretical predictions
are obtained by varying µr ∈ [

√
s/2, 2

√
s]. The experimental

data are taken from the ALEPH Collaboration [7].

Theoretical predictions for the event shape distribu-
tions using the conventional scale-setting, show similar
results if one adopts either the MS scheme or the V
scheme. We show in Fig.(1) the case of thrust distribu-
tions in the two schemes as an example, using the conven-
tional approach with the scale set at the center-of-mass
energy

√
s = 91.2 GeV. The error bands for the theoreti-

cal predictions are obtained by varying µr ∈ [
√
s/2, 2

√
s].

It is noted that the convergence of the perturbative series
improves to a certain degree by using the V scheme with
respect to the MS scheme. However, pQCD predictions
for both the V scheme and the MS scheme, still signifi-
cantly underestimate the precise experimental data. The
NLO results do not overlap with LO predictions; for the
MS scheme, the NNLO results still do not overlap with
NLO predictions, while for the V scheme, the NNLO re-
sults have only a partial overlap with NLO predictions in
the intermediate region. Thus, the method of estimating
unknown higher order terms by simply setting the scale
to the center-of-mass energy and varying the scale in the
range µr ∈ [

√
s/2, 2

√
s], does not lead to reliable results.

In fact, the errors on predictions, depend strictly on the
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particular value of the chosen scale and to the range of
its variation. The latter is related to the non-conformal
β terms [63–65] and not to the conformal terms. Besides,
we do not know a priori what is the correct range to ob-
tain a reasonable prediction for the theoretical error [66].

B. Event shape distributions at the Z0 peak using

the PMC scale-setting method

V scheme

MS scheme

0�00 0�0� 0��0 0��� 0��0 0��� 0��0 0���
0

�0

�0

�0

40

�0

60

�-T

P
�
�
s�
�	



(G

�

)

V scheme

MS scheme

��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ���
0

��

��

��

��

ρ

�
�
�
��
��
�

(�
��

)

V scheme

MS scheme

���� ���� �� � �� � ��!� ��!� ��"�
0

�

 �

 �

!�

!�

"�

BW

#
$
%
&'
()
*

(+
*,

)

V scheme

MS scheme

-.-- -.-/ -.1- -.1/ -.2- -.2/ -.3-
0

1-

2-

3-

5-

B7

8
9
:
;<
=>
?

(@
?A

)

V scheme

MS scheme

CDC CDE CDF CDH CDI CDJ CDK CDL
0

J

EC

EJ

FC

FJ

HC

M

N
O
Q
RS
UV
W

(X
WY

)

FIG. 2: PMC scales at
√
s = 91.2 GeV in the V scheme (solid

line) and in MS scheme (dashed line) for the event shape vari-
ables: thrust (1−T ), heavy jet mass (ρ), wide jet broadening
(BW ), total jet broadening (BT ) and C-parameter (C) respec-
tively.

By introducing the PMC method, the renormalization
scales are determined by reabsorbing the non-conformal
β terms into the coupling constant. In Fig.(2) we display
the PMC scales at

√
s = 91.2 GeV for the five event shape

observables, that consist of thrust (T ), heavy jet mass
(ρ = M2

H/s), wide jet broadening (BW ), total jet broad-
ening (BT ) and the C-parameter (C) in the V scheme.
We also show the PMC scales in the MS scheme as a
comparison.
As expected, PMC scales in the V scheme have a faster

increasing behavior with the increasing of the event shape
variable, if compared to the MS scheme. This reflects the
size of the terms related to each color factor that read-
just at each order by transforming to the particular defi-
nition of the V scheme, that consequently leads to larger
scales with respect to the MS scheme. Additionally, the
scales in both schemes are significantly smaller than the
center-of-mass energy of the process, it follows a greater
coupling value and an increased distribution. Unlike the
conventional scale-setting method, the PMC scale is not

a single-valued function but it changes dynamically with
the value of the event shape observable. This behav-
ior reflects the virtuality of the quark and gluon sub-
process, making the PMC scale consistent with the cor-
rect physical soft limit of the scale at the left-boundary.
The PMC scale correctly interpolates all dynamical re-
gions of the event shape variables determining where non-
perturbative effects of QCD dynamics become more im-
portant. On the contrary, the conventional scale, set to
the center-of-mass energy

√
s, is lacking of a thorough

description and control of the dynamics with respect to
the physical range of the selected observable and the oc-
currence of the spoiling non-perturbative terms is experi-
enced unpredictably during calculations. In fact, in two
jet region (i.e. the left-boundary), the PMC scale ap-
proaches a soft limit, revealing the necessity of including
non-perturbative effects, such as resummation of the IR-
large logarithms related to soft-and-collinear divergences
in order to improve the perturbative results and the de-
scription of the physics. This is consistent with soft-
collinear effective theories (e.g. SCET) that predict soft
scales in the two jet regions [67–72].
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FIG. 3: Results for the event shape variables: thrust (1−T ),
heavy jet mass (ρ), wide jet broadening (BW ), total jet broad-
ening (BT ) and C-parameter (C) distributions, using the
PMC scale-setting at

√
s = 91.2 GeV. Error bands related

to the uncertainty ∆αs(MZ) = ±0.0009 [62] are also shown.
The experimental data are taken from the ALEPH Collabo-
ration [7].

Moreover, the behavior of PMC conformal coefficients
is different from the coefficients determined by the con-
ventional scale-setting method at each order of accuracy
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and results obtained by PMC increase all over the kine-
matic regions of the event shape variables, with respect
to the conventional scale-setting method. More explic-
itly, in Fig.(3) we give the results of event shape dis-
tribution at

√
s = 91.2 GeV for thrust (T ), heavy jet

mass (ρ = M2
H/s), wide jet broadening (BW ), total

jet broadening (BT ) and the C-parameter (C) in the
V scheme. The PMC method eliminates scale uncer-
tainties, since both PMC scales and conformal coeffi-
cients are independent of renormalization scale choice;
the uncertainty for the PMC predictions are obtained
by ∆αs(MZ) = ±0.0009 [62]. The event shape distri-
butions have been measured experimentally with a high
degree of accuracy at

√
s = 91.2 GeV. Results for the

same event shape variables at
√
s = 91.2 GeV in the MS

scheme have been provided in literature by previous anal-
ysis [42, 43]. As shown in Fig.(3), the PMC predictions
are in good agreement with the experimental data. And
in fact, the V scheme leads to a larger scale with respect
to the MS scheme. This scale plays a crucial role in deter-
mining the accuracy of the predictions. A larger scale can
lead to a more rapid increase in values, better capturing
the characteristics of the physical process. In contrast, a
slowly rising energy scale may fail to adequately represent
the nuances of the physical process, potentially resulting
in less accurate predictions. Therefore, it is essential to
carefully consider the scale when conducting theoretical
calculations to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the
results.

Besides, we also notice clear deviations from data of
the five event shapes observables in both the two-jet and
the multijet regions. These are due to the presence of
large IR-logarithms that are enhanced in these regions
spoiling the perturbative fixed-order QCD predictions. It
is possible to restore the correct perturbative regime by
resumming the logarithmically enhanced terms to all or-
ders in the coupling constant. The resummation of large
logarithms has been extensively studied in the literature.
In fact, due to kinematical constraints, the event shape
distribution at LO is limited to a certain range. For in-
stance, the thrust distribution is restricted to the range
of 0 ≤ (1 − T ) ≤ 1/3 and the C-parameter distribution
is restricted to the range of 0 ≤ C ≤ 0.75. Hence, in
this region, PMC predictions are dominated by the 3-jet
process contributions and thus show a better agreement
with the accurate experimental data. Outside this range,
pQCD calculations are significantly affected by missing
higher order contributions and thus the 3-jet process con-
tribution alone cannot thoroughly describe data. As re-
ported in literature, in order to obtain a correct analy-
sis of event shape variables performed using the conven-
tional method, one has to include also the resummation
of large logarithms outside the kinematical constrained
range. Furthermore, in addition to the resummation of
large logarithms, non-perturbation effects should be con-
sidered in the two-jet region.

As mentioned in Ref.[43], results for the jet-transition
variable Y3 deviate substantially from the experimental
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FIG. 4: Results for the PMC scales in the V scheme (solid
line) and in the MS scheme (dashed line) for the jet-transition
variable Y3 at the center-of-mass energy

√
s = 91.2 GeV.

data. We have also calculated the jet-transition variable
Y3 in the V scheme. The PMC scales for the jet transition
variable Y3 are presented in Fig.(4). This shows that
PMC scales in the MS scheme are very small, especially
in the region of 5 ≤ (−lnY3) ≤ 10. The PMC scales in
the V scheme have larger values with respect to the PMC
scales in the MS scheme.
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FIG. 5: Results for the jet-transition Y3-distribution at the
center-of-mass energy

√
s = 91.2 GeV, using the PMC

method in the V scheme (solid line) and in the MS scheme
(dashed line). Experimental data are taken from the ALEPH
Collaboration [7].

In Fig.(5) we present the jet-transition Y3 distribution
using the V scheme and the MS scheme for

√
s = 91.2

GeV. This shows that the results of the jet transition vari-
able Y3 improve with the V scheme, even though there is
still discrepancy between the theoretical predictions and
the experimental data in the region of the experimental
peak. In this region, distributions obtained by the 3-jet
process contributions do not describe exhaustively the
physics around the peak and other contributions should
be taken into account, such as resummation of large in-
frared logarithms of the type αn

s ln
m(Y3) .
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C. Event shape distributions above the Z0 peak

and below the Z0 peak using the conventional

scale-setting method and the PMC scale-setting

method
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FIG. 6: Results for thrust distribution using the conventional
scale-setting (Conv.) at LO (dashed), NLO (dotdashed ) and
NNLO (dotted) [11] and results for the PMC scale-setting
(solid line) are shown for

√
s = 133, 161, 172, 183, 189, 200,

206 GeV respectively.. Error bands for the conventional pre-
dictions are obtained by varying µr ∈ [

√
s/2, 2

√
s], while error

bands for the PMC predictions are given by the uncertainty
∆αs(MZ) = ±0.0009 [62]. The experimental data are taken
from ALEPH [7].

In addition to the event shape distributions at the
center-of-mass energy

√
s = 91.2 GeV, we also present

results for event shape distributions at higher energies.
Results for thrust (T ) and C-parameter (C) distributions
are shown in Figs.(6) and (7) respectively, including the
comparison between the conventional and the PMC re-
sults. Results for each event shape variable, at different
energies, i.e.

√
s = 133, 161, 172, 183, 189, 200, 206

GeV, are shown together with their experimental data
measured with high accuracy at the LEP facility [6]. In
Figs.(6) and (7), we notice that the PMC results for both
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FIG. 7: Results for C-parameter (C) distribution using the
conventional scale-setting (Conv.) at LO (dashed), NLO
(dotdashed ) and NNLO (dotted) [11] and results for the
PMC scale-setting (solid line) are shown for

√
s = 133, 161,

172, 183, 189, 200, 206 GeV respectively. Error bands for
the conventional predictions are obtained by varying µr ∈
[
√
s/2, 2

√
s], while error bands for the PMC predictions are

given by the uncertainty ∆αs(MZ) = ±0.0009 [62]. The ex-
perimental data are taken from ALEPH [7].

the thrust (T ) and the C-parameter (C) have been im-
proved at

√
s = 133, 161, 172, 183, 189, 200, 206 GeV.

Given the large uncertainties of the experimental data at√
s = 161, 172 GeV, both the conventional and the PMC

results lead to analogous predictions if compared to the
experimental data. While at the energy of

√
s = 133,

183, 189, 200, 206 GeV, PMC results have a better fit
with the experimental data if compared to the conven-
tional results.

Moreover, we report results for the case of lower ener-
gies in Figs.(8) and (9). Here, we also show the compar-
ison between the conventional method and PMC results
at the center-of-mass energy of

√
s = 35 GeV, and at√

s = 44 GeV. Experimental data for thrust (T ) and
C-parameter (C) at these energies have been measured
by JADE [73, 74] and DELPHI [6]. In Figs.(8) and
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FIG. 8: Results for thrust distribution using the conventional
scale-setting (Conv.) at LO (dashed), NLO (dotdashed ) and
NNLO (dotted) [11] and results for the PMC scale-setting
(solid line) are shown for

√
s = 35, 44 GeV respectively. Er-

ror bands for the conventional predictions are obtained by
varying µr ∈ [

√
s/2, 2

√
s]. Error bands for PMC predictions

are given by the uncertainty ∆αs(MZ) = ±0.0009 [62]. The
experimental data are taken from JADE [73, 74].

.

(9), we notice that conventional results are also plagued
by large renormalization scale uncertainties in the low-
energy range.

As in the previous cases, both thrust (T ) and C-
parameter (C) results obtained with the conventional ap-
proach, show to underestimate data, while the use of the
PMC scale-setting improves over a wide range of values
of the selected event shape variable, the comparison with
experimental data. Comparing all results, it is noted that
PMC predictions for the distributions above the Z0 peak
shown in Figs.(6) and (7), have a better agreement with
the experimental data. This can be attributed to the im-
pact of non-perturbative effects on event shape variables
at low center-of-mass energies, that reduces while energy
is increased, damping with a 1/E-rate. Therefore, in or-
der to obtain an improved description of the results, it
is crucial to consider also the effects of non-perturbative
terms on low-energy data.
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FIG. 9: Results for the C-parameter (C) distribution us-
ing the conventional scale-setting (Conv.) at LO (dashed),
NLO (dotdashed ) and NNLO (dotted) [11] and results for
the PMC scale-setting (solid line) are shown for

√
s = 35,

44 GeV respectively. Error bands for the conventional pre-
dictions are obtained by varying µr ∈ [

√
s/2, 2

√
s]. Er-

ror bands for PMC predictions are given by the uncertainty
∆αs(MZ) = ±0.0009 [62]. The experimental data are taken
from JADE [73, 74].

.

IV. SUMMARY

One way to test perturbative QCD and accurately de-
termine the strong coupling constant αs is to analyze
the event shape observations in electron-positron anni-
hilation. Careful study of the event shape observations
is of great importance for understanding the strong in-
teraction and extracting the coupling constant from ex-
perimental data. The conventional practice of guess-
ing the scale often results in scale fuzziness, introduc-
ing significant uncertainty in theoretical predictions. Un-
like conventional methods, the PMC method eliminates
the uncertainties associated with renormalization scheme
and scale ambiguities. In this paper, we provide a de-
tailed PMC analysis of the event shape variables in the
V scheme. We demonstrate that the PMC scales under
the V -scheme exhibits a faster increase compared to the
MS scheme. Thus, a better convergence in the perturba-
tive series can be obtained. Moreover, the PMC scales
dynamically change with the value of the event shape ob-
servables, reflecting the virtuality of the quark and gluon
subprocess. This dynamic change ensures that the PMC
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scale is consistent with the correct physical behavior of
the scale, especially in the two-jet region. As a result,
the event shape observables are in good agreement with
experimental data, and for the case of the jet transition
variable Y3, we obtain a first improvement in the results
to some extent compared with the MS scheme. Further-
more, we also analyse the event shape distributions above
and below the Z0 peak. Event shape distributions above
the Z0 peak align well with experimental data, while
PMC results below the Z0 peak show significant enhance-
ment compared with the conventional results. This is can
be considered an effect of the non-perturbative terms that
play an important role on the low-energy behavior. This
analysis shows the importance of the application of a
reliable renormalization scale setting method in pertur-

bative QCD and we expect the application of the PMC
methodology to be extended also to other fundamental
processes, such as the event shape variables in electron-
proton, proton-antiproton or proton-proton collisions.
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[43] T. Gehrmann, N. Häfliger and P. F. Monni, Eur. Phys.
J. C 74, no.6, 2896 (2014) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-
2896-1 [arXiv:1401.6809 [hep-ph]].

[44] T. Appelquist, M. Dine and I. J. Muzinich, Phys. Lett.
B 69, 231-236 (1977) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(77)90651-7

[45] W. Fischler, Nucl. Phys. B 129, 157-174 (1977)
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(77)90026-8

[46] Y. Schroder, Phys. Lett. B 447, 321-326 (1999)
doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(99)00010-6 [arXiv:hep-
ph/9812205 [hep-ph]].

[47] S. Q. Wang, S. J. Brodsky, X. G. Wu, L. Di
Giustino and J. M. Shen, Phys. Rev. D 102,
no.1, 014005 (2020) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.102.014005

[arXiv:2002.10993 [hep-ph]].
[48] S. J. Brodsky, A. H. Hoang, J. H. Kuhn and T. Teub-

ner, Phys. Lett. B 359, 355-361 (1995) doi:10.1016/0370-
2693(95)01070-7 [arXiv:hep-ph/9508274 [hep-ph]].

[49] S. J. Brodsky, C. R. Ji, A. Pang and
D. G. Robertson, Phys. Rev. D 57, 245-252 (1998)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.57.245 [arXiv:hep-ph/9705221
[hep-ph]].

[50] S. J. Brodsky, M. S. Gill, M. Melles and
J. Rathsman, Phys. Rev. D 58, 116006 (1998)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.58.116006 [arXiv:hep-
ph/9801330 [hep-ph]].

[51] Q. Yu, H. Zhou, X. D. Huang, J. M. Shen and
X. G. Wu, Chin. Phys. Lett. 39, no.7, 071201 (2022)
doi:10.1088/0256-307X/39/7/071201 [arXiv:2112.01200
[hep-ph]].

[52] H. Zhou, Q. Yu, X. C. Zheng, H. B. Fu and
X. G. Wu, Nucl. Phys. A 1030, 122595 (2023)
doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2022.122595 [arXiv:2206.02503
[hep-ph]].

[53] S. J. Brodsky and H. J. Lu, Phys. Rev. D 51, 3652-
3668 (1995) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.51.3652 [arXiv:hep-
ph/9405218 [hep-ph]].

[54] H. J. Lu and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Rev. D 48, 3310-
3318 (1993) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.48.3310 [arXiv:hep-
ph/9211254 [hep-ph]].

[55] C. Anzai, Y. Kiyo and Y. Sumino, Phys. Rev. Lett.
104, 112003 (2010) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.112003
[arXiv:0911.4335 [hep-ph]].

[56] A. V. Smirnov, V. A. Smirnov and M. Stein-
hauser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 112002 (2010)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.112002 [arXiv:0911.4742
[hep-ph]].

[57] A. V. Smirnov, V. A. Smirnov and M. Stein-
hauser, Phys. Lett. B 668, 293-298 (2008)
doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2008.08.070 [arXiv:0809.1927
[hep-ph]].

[58] A. L. Kataev and V. S. Molokoedov, Phys. Rev. D 92,
no.5, 054008 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.92.054008
[arXiv:1507.03547 [hep-ph]].

[59] A. L. Kataev and V. S. Molokoedov, Theor.
Math. Phys. 217, no.1, 1459-1486 (2023)
doi:10.1134/S0040577923100045 [arXiv:2302.03443
[hep-ph]].

[60] S. Catani and M. H. Seymour, Phys. Lett. B 378, 287-301
(1996) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(96)00425-X [arXiv:hep-
ph/9602277 [hep-ph]].

[61] A. Gehrmann-De Ridder, T. Gehrmann, E. W. N. Glover
and G. Heinrich, Comput. Phys. Commun. 185, 3331
(2014) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2014.07.024 [arXiv:1402.4140
[hep-ph]].

[62] S. Navas et al. [Particle Data Group], Phys. Rev. D 110,
no.3, 030001 (2024) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.110.030001

[63] M. Beneke and V. M. Braun, Phys. Lett. B 348, 513-520
(1995) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(95)00184-M [arXiv:hep-
ph/9411229 [hep-ph]].

[64] M. Neubert, Phys. Rev. D 51, 5924-5941 (1995)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.51.5924 [arXiv:hep-ph/9412265
[hep-ph]].

[65] M. Beneke, Phys. Rept. 317, 1-142 (1999)
doi:10.1016/S0370-1573(98)00130-6 [arXiv:hep-
ph/9807443 [hep-ph]].

[66] X. G. Wu, S. J. Brodsky and M. Mojaza,
Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 72, 44-98 (2013)



10

doi:10.1016/j.ppnp.2013.06.001 [arXiv:1302.0599 [hep-
ph]].

[67] C. W. Bauer, S. Fleming and M. E. Luke, Phys. Rev.
D 63, 014006 (2000) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.63.014006
[arXiv:hep-ph/0005275 [hep-ph]].

[68] C. W. Bauer, S. Fleming, D. Pirjol and
I. W. Stewart, Phys. Rev. D 63, 114020 (2001)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.63.114020 [arXiv:hep-
ph/0011336 [hep-ph]].

[69] C. W. Bauer, D. Pirjol and I. W. Stewart, Phys. Rev.
D 65, 054022 (2002) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.65.054022
[arXiv:hep-ph/0109045 [hep-ph]].

[70] M. Beneke, A. P. Chapovsky, M. Diehl and T. Feldmann,
Nucl. Phys. B 643, 431-476 (2002) doi:10.1016/S0550-

3213(02)00687-9 [arXiv:hep-ph/0206152 [hep-ph]].
[71] L. Di Giustino, G. Ricciardi and L. Trentadue, Phys. Rev.

D 84, 034017 (2011) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.84.034017
[arXiv:1102.0331 [hep-ph]].

[72] U. G. Aglietti, G. Ferrera, W. L. Ju and J. Miao,
[arXiv:2502.01570 [hep-ph]].

[73] P. A. Movilla Fernandez et al. [JADE], Eur. Phys. J. C
1, 461-478 (1998) doi:10.1007/s100520050096 [arXiv:hep-
ex/9708034 [hep-ex]].

[74] O. Biebel et al. [JADE], Phys. Lett. B 459, 326-334
(1999) doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(99)00733-9 [arXiv:hep-
ex/9903009 [hep-ex]].


	Introduction
	PMC scale-setting for event shape observables
	Theoretical predictions and discussions
	Event shape distributions at the Z0 peak using the conventional scale-setting method 
	Event shape distributions at the Z0 peak using the PMC scale-setting method 
	Event shape distributions above the Z0 peak and below the Z0 peak using the conventional scale-setting method and the PMC scale-setting method 

	Summary
	References

