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A bstract

Thenext-next-to-leading orderQ CD correctionstothee+ e� annihilation into

hadronsareconsidered.Thestability ofthepredictionswith respecttochange

ofthe renorm alization schem e isdiscussed in detailforthe case of� ve,four

and three active quark  avors. The analysis is based on the recently pro-

posed condition forselecting renorm alization schem esaccording to thedegree

ofcancellation thatthey introducein theexpression fortheschem einvariant

com bination oftheexpansion coe� cients.Itisdem onstrated thattheschem e

dependence am biguity in the predictionsobtained with the conventionalex-

pansion is substantial,particularly at lower energies. It is shown however,

that the stability ofthe predictions is greatly im proved when Q CD correc-

tions are evaluated in a m ore precise way,by utilizing the contour integral

representation and calculating num erically the contourintegral.
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1 Introduction

In a series ofrecent papers [1]-[5]a m ethod has been presented for a system atic
analysisoftherenorm alization schem e(RS)am biguitiesin thenext-next-to-leading
(NNLO)perturbative QCD predictions.Itwasem phasized in [1,2,3]thatbesides
giving predictionsin som e preferred renorm alization schem e one should also inves-
tigatethestability ofthepredictionswhen theparam etersdeterm ining theschem e
arechanged in som eacceptablerange.Them ethod discussed in [1,2,3]involvesa
speci�ccondition thatallowsonetoelim inatefrom theanalysistherenorm alization
schem es that give rise to unnaturally large expansion coe�cients. The condition
on the acceptable schem es isbased on the existence in NNLO ofthe RS invariant
com bination oftheexpansion coe�cients,which ischaracteristicfortheconsidered
physicalquantity.Them ethod of[1,2,3]hasbeen applied to theQCD corrections
to the Bjorken sum rule forthe polarized structure functions[3]and to the QCD
correctionsto thetotalhadronicwidth ofthetau lepton [1,2,4].

In thisnoteweapply thism ethod to theQCD correction to R e+ e� ratio:

R e+ e� =
�tot(e+ e� ! hadrons)

�tot(e+ e� ! �+ �� )
: (1)

which received considerable attention in recent years [6]-[27]. W e show that a
straightforward application ofthecondition proposed in [1,2,3]totheconventional
perturbative expression for the QCD e�ects in the R e+ e� ratio exhibits a rather
strong RS dependence,even athigh energies. Looking forim provem entand m oti-
vated by theanalysisofthecorrectionstothetau decay [1,2,28,29,4],wecalculate
theQCD correction to theR e+ e� ratio by using thecontourintegralrepresentation
[30,31]and evaluating thecontourintegralnum erically.In thisway weresum m to
allorderssom eoftheso called �2 corrections,which appearasa resultofanalytic
continuation ofthe expression forthe hadronic vacuum polarization function from
spaceliketotim elikem om enta [32,33].Such correctionsconstituteadom inantcon-
tribution in theNNLO.Using theim proved expression weperform sim ilaranalysis
asin thecaseoftheconventionalexpansion.W e�nd thatthepredictionsobtained
by num ericalevaluation ofthecontourintegralshow extrem ely good stability with
respectto changeoftheRS.

The results reported here have been announced in [3]and briey described in
[5].
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2 �e+ e� and theproblem ofrenorm alization schem e

am biguity

Away from the thresholds,neglecting the e�ectsofthe quark m assesand the elec-
troweak corrections,theform ula forR e+ e� m ay bewritten in theform :

R e+ e� (s)= 3
X

f

Q
2
f[1+ �e+ e� (s)]; (2)

whereQ f denotestheelectricchargeofthequark with theavorf and �e+ e� isthe
QCD correction. The renorm alization group im proved NNLO expression for�e+ e�
hastheform :

�
(2)

e+ e�
(s)= a(s)[1+ r1a(s)+ r2a

2(s)]; (3)

wherea(�2)= g2(�2)=(4�2)isthecoupling constant,satisfying therenorm alization
group equation:

�
da

d�
= �ba

2(1+ c1a+ c2a
2): (4)

Theperturbativeresultfor�(2)
e+ e�

isusually expressed in theM odi�ed M inim alSub-
traction (M S)renorm alization schem e,i.e.usingtheM S renorm alization convention
[34]with �2 = s.In theM S schem e wehave[35,7,8]:

r
M S
1 = 1:985707� 0:115295nf; (5)

r
M S
2 = 18:242692� 4:215847nf + 0:086207n2f +

+ r
sing

2 � (b�=2)2=3; (6)

wherethersing2 term in rM S
2 representstheso called avorsingletcontribution:

r
sing

2 =
(
P

f Q f)2
P

f Q
2
f

� 55

216
�
5

9
�3

�

; (7)

which arisesfrom thelight-by-lightscattering typeofdiagram s(�3 = 1:202056903).
(Itshould be noted thatthe �rstcalculation ofthe NNLO correction [6]waserro-
neous. The corrected resultwaspublished in [8]. An independent evaluation was
reported in [7].) Forthecoe�cientsin therenorm alization group equation wehave
b= (33� 2nf)=6,c1 = (153� 19nf)=(66� 4nf)and [36]:

c
M S
2 =

77139� 15099nf + 325n2f
288(33� 2nf)

: (8)

Forconvenience we collectin Table 1 the num ericalvaluesofthe expansion coe�-
cientsforvariousvaluesofnf.

BesidestheM S schem eotherchoicesoftheRS areofcoursepossible,such asfor
exam plethem om entum subtraction schem es[37].A changein theRS m odi�esthe
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nf rM S
1 rM S

2 r
sing

2 c1 cM S
2 �R2

2 1.75512 -9.14055 -0.08264 1.98276 5.77598 -9.92498
3 1.63982 -10.28394 0.00000 1.77778 4.47106 -11.41713
4 1.52453 -11.68560 -0.16527 1.54000 3.04764 -13.30991
5 1.40923 -12.80463 -0.03756 1.26087 1.47479 -15.09262
6 1.29394 -14.27207 -0.24791 0.92857 -0.29018 -17.43803

Table1: Num ericalvaluesoftheexpansion coe�cientsr i for�
(2)

e+ e�
,obtained with

theM S renorm alization convention and �2 = s,forvariousnum bersofquarkavors.
The m agnitude ofthe avorsingletcontribution r

sing

2 isseparately indicated. The
values ofthe RS invariant �R2 are calculated according to Eq.(9). The num erical
valuesofthe coe�cientsc i in the renorm alization group equation are included for
com pleteness.

valuesoftheexpansion coe�cients| therelevantform ulashavebeen collected for
exam plein [1].(Thecoe�cientsband c 1 areRS independentin theclassofm assand
gaugeindependentschem es.) Thechangein theexpansion coe�cientscom pensates
for the �nite renorm alization ofthe coupling constant. Ofcourse, in the given
order ofperturbation expansion this com pensation m ay be only approxim ate,so
that there is som e num ericaldi�erence in the perturbative predictions in various
schem es. Thisdi�erence isform ally ofhigherorderin the coupling | itisO (a4)
forthe NNLO expression | but num erically the di�erence m ay be signi�cant for
com parison oftheoreticalpredictionswith theexperim entaldata.Therehasbeen a
lively discussion how to avoid thisproblem ,both in thegeneralcase[38]-[41](fora
sum m ary ofearly contributionssee[42])and in theparticularcaseof�e+ e� [11]-[20].

(Som e ofthe early papers [11]-[15]contain discussion of�(2)
e+ e�

with the erroneous
value ofthe NNLO correction reported in [6]. M uch ofthe initialinterest in the

RS dependence of�(2)
e+ e�

cam efrom thefactthatthiserroneouscorrection wasvery
large.) Itseem sthatoneofthem ostinterestingpropositionsistochoosetheschem e
according to theso called PrincipleofM inim alSensitivity (PM S)[39].

However,aswas em phasized in [1,2,3],besides calculating the predictions in
som epreferred renorm alization schem e,itisalsoim portanttoinvestigatethestabil-
ityofthepredictionswith respecttoreasonablevariationsin theschem eparam eters.
By calculating thevariation in the predictionsoversom e setofa prioriacceptable
schem es one obtainsa quantitative estim ate ofreliability ofthe optim ized predic-
tions.A system aticm ethod foranalyzingthestability ofpredictionswith respectto
changeoftherenorm alization schem ehasbeen presented in [1,2,3].Thism ethod is
based on theexistenceoftheRS invariantcom bination oftheexpansion coe�cients
[38,39,41]:

�2 = c2 + r2 � c1r1 � r
2
1; (9)
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which appears to be a naturalRS independent characterization ofthe m agnitude
oftheNNLO correction.(W eadoptherethede�nition oftheRS invariantused in
[38,41],which di�ersby a constantfrom the de�nition ofStevenson [39]: �Stev2 =
�2� c21=4.Theargum entsin favorofEq.(9)havebeen given in [3].) Thenum erical
valuesofthisinvariantin the case of�e+ e� ,fordi�erentvaluesofnf,are collected
in Table1.

The�2 invariantm ay beused toelim inatefrom theanalysistheunnaturalrenor-
m alization schem es.Thisisdoneby introducing a function �2 de�ned on thespace
oftheexpansion coe�cients:

�2(r1;r2;c2)= jc2j+ jr2j+ c1jr1j+ r
2
1; (10)

which m easures the degree ofcancellation in the expression for�2. An unnatural
renorm alization schem e,which arti�cially introduces large expansion coe�cients,
would beim m ediately distinguished by avalueof�2 which would belargecom pared
to j�2j. The function �2 de�nesclasses ofequivalence ofthe perturbative approx-
im ants. Ifone hasany preference forusing a perturbative expression obtained in
som eoptim alschem e,oneshould also takeinto accountpredictionsobtained in the
schem eswhich im ply thesam e,orsm aller,cancellationsin theexpression for�2,i.e.
which have the sam e,or sm aller,value of�2. In particular,for the PM S schem e
wehave�2 � 2j�2j[3].Thereforeitappearsthatthesetofschem eswhich generate
approxim antssatisfying�2 � 2j�2jisam inim alsetthathastobetaken intoaccount
in theanalysisofstability ofthepredictionswith respecttochangeoftheRS.M ore
generally,itisusefulto usea condition on theallowed schem esin theform :

�2(r1;r2;c2)� lj�2j; (11)

where l� 1 is som e constant,which determ ines how strong cancellations in the
expression for�2 wewantto allow.

In thisnote we analyze the RS dependence ofthe NNLO predictionsfor�e+ e� ,
using system atically the condition (11). As in the previous papers [1,2,3],we
use the r1 and c2 coe�cients as the two independent param eters characterizing
the freedom ofchoice ofthe approxim antsin the NNLO.To obtain the num erical
value ofthe running coupling constantwe use the im plicitequation,which results
from integrating therenorm alization group equation (4)with appropriateboundary
condition [34]:

b

2
ln

 
s

�2

M S

!

= r
M S
1 � r1 + �(a;c2); (12)

where

�(a;c2)= c1ln

 
b

2c1

!

+
1

a
+ c1ln(c1a)+ O (a): (13)

Theexplicitform of�(a;c2)isgiven forexam plein [43].Theappearanceof�M S
and

rM S
1 in theexpression (12)isaresultoftakingintoaccounttheso called Celm aster-
Gonsalvesrelation [37]between the lam bda param etersin di�erentschem es. This
relation isvalid to allordersofperturbation expansion.
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The region ofthe schem e param eters satisfying Eq.(11) has sim ple analytic
description.In thecase�2 < 0 and j�2j> 2c21(l+ 1)=(l� 1)2 letusde�ne:

r
m in
1 = �

q

j�2j(l+ 1)=2; (14)

r
m ax
1 = [�c1 +

q

c21 + 2(l+ 1)j�2j]=2; (15)

c
m in
2 = �j�2j(l+ 1)=2; (16)

c
m ax
2 = j�2j(l� 1)=2; (17)

c
int
2 = c1r

m in
1 + c

m ax
2 : (18)

For c2 > 0 the region ofallowed param eters is bounded from above by the line
joining thepoints(rm in

1 ;0),(rm in
1 ;cint2 ),(0;cm ax

2 ),(rm ax
1 ;cm ax

2 ),(rm ax
1 ;0).Forc2 < 0

theregion ofallowed param etersisbounded from below by thelines:

c2(r1) = r
2
1 + c

m in
2 for r

m in
1 � r1 � 0; (19)

c2(r1) = r
2
1 + c1r1 + c

m in
2 for 0� r1 � r

m ax
1 : (20)

In thecase�2 < 0 and j�2j< 2c21(l+ 1)=(l� 1)2 weshould useinstead:

r
m in
1 = �j�2j(l� 1)=(2c1); (21)

c
int
2 = (rm in

1 )2 + c
m in
2 : (22)

(23)

Forc2 > 0 theregion ofallowed param etersisthen bounded from aboveby theline
joining the points(rm in

1 ;0),(0;cm ax
2 ),(rm ax

1 ;cm ax
2 ),(rm ax

1 ;0). Forc2 < 0 the region
ofallowed param etersisbounded from below by thelinejoining thepoints(rm in

1 ;0)
and (rm in

1 ;cint2 ),and thecurvesde�ned in thepreviouscase.
For�2 > c21=4 the region ofthe schem e param eterssatisfying the Eq.(11)has

been described in [3].

3 Estim ate ofthe R S am biguities in the conven-

tionalexpansion for �e+ e�

Letus�rstconsiderthe case of�ve active quark avors,which ism ostim portant
forexperim entaldeterm ination of�

M S
.Thesam ecorrectionsgivesalsoadom inant

QCD contribution to the hadronic width ofthe Z 0 boson. For nf = 5 we have

�R2 = �15:09262. In Fig.1 we show the contourplotof�(2)
e+ e�

asa function ofthe

param etersr1 and c2,for
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75.W ehaveindicated theregion ofparam eters

satisfyingsthecondition (11)with l= 2.Forcom parison,wealsoindicatetheregion
corresponding to l= 3. The PM S prediction is represented in Fig.1 by a saddle
pointatr1 = �0:408 and c2 = �23:154.W eseethatthePM S param etersareclose
to theapproxim atesolution ofthePM S equations[44]:

r
P M S
1 = 0(aP M S); c

P M S
2 =

3

2
�2 + 0(aP M S); (24)
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and the PM S pointlies indeed on the boundary ofthe l= 2 region,asexpected.
Com paring the values of�(2)

e+ e�
obtained for the schem e param eters in the l= 2

region we�nd for
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75,thatthem inim alvalueisattained forr1 = �4:76,

c2 = 1:55 and them axim alvalueisattained forr1 = 3:52,c2 = 7:55.Forthel= 3
region we obtain the m inim alvalue for r1 = �5:49,c2 = 8:17,and the m axim al
value forr1 = 3:98,c2 = 15:09.In both casesthe m axim aland m inim alvaluesare
attained at the boundary ofthe allowed region. Let us note,that the com m only
used M S schem e lieswithin thel= 2 region.

Perform ing sim ilar contour plots in the range 40 <
p
s=�(5)

M S
< 200 we �nd,

thattheschem e param eters,forwhich �(2)
e+ e�

reachesextrem alvaluesin thel= 2;3

allowed regions,arepractically independentofthe
p
s=�(5)

M S
.

In Fig.2 we show how the m axim aland m inim alvaluesof�(2)
e+ e�

in the l= 2;3

allowed regions depend on
p
s=�(5)

M S
. W e also show the PM S prediction and the

experim entalconstraint �exp
e+ e�

(
p
s = 31:6GeV) = 0:0527 � 0:0050 [45]. W e �nd

that with increasing
p
s=�(5)

M S
the schem e dependence is decreasing,as expected,

although it rem ains substantialeven for high energies. Let us take for exam ple
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 162,corresponding to �(5)

M S
= 0:195GeV | which isthevaluepreferred

by theParticleDataGroup [46]| and
p
s= 31:6.In thiscasetheschem evariation

of�(2)
e+ e�

overthel= 2 region is5% ofthePM S prediction,and forthel= 3 region

8% ,com pared with 9% and 16% ,respectively,for
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75.However,when we

decrease
p
s=�(5)

M S
below 75theschem edependenceincreasesrapidly,and itbecom es

very large already for
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 30. The schem e dependence appearsto be quite

large in the range ofvaluesof�(2)
e+ e�

relevantfor�tting the experim entaldata.For
exam ple,the line representing the m inim alvalues on the l = 2 region does not
reach the centralexperim entalvalue,which translatesinto a very large theoretical
uncertainty in the�tted valueof�

M S
.

For nf = 4 we have �R2 = �13:30991. In Fig.3 we show the contour plot of

�
(2)

e+ e�
as a function ofthe param eters r1 and c2,for

p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30. Sim ilarly as

in the nf = 5 case we �nd that the PM S prediction is wellrepresented by the
approxim ate solution (24). The variation over the l= 2 region is approxim ately
11% ofthe PM S prediction. In Fig.4 we show the variation in the predictionsfor
�
(2)

e+ e�
when theschem e param etersarechanged overthel= 2 region,asa function

of
p
s=�(4)

M S
. It is evident that for

p
s=�(4)

M S
sm aller that 20,which is the range

relevantfor�tting theexperim entaldata,thisvariation becom esvery large.(Note
thatanalysisofexperim entaldata from severalexperim entsgives[45]�exp

e+ e�
(
p
s =

9GeV)= 0:073� 0:024.)
Finally,fornf = 3 wehave�R2 = �11:41713.In Fig.5 weshow thecontourplot

of�(2)
e+ e�

asa function oftheparam etersr1 and c2,for
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9.The variation

ofthepredictionsoverthel= 2 region isapproxim ately 28% ofthePM S value.In
Fig.6weshow thevariation in thepredictionsfor�(2)

e+ e�
when theschem eparam eters
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are changed overthe l= 2 region,asa function of
p
s=�(3)

M S
. W e observe thatthe

variation in thepredictionsstartsto increaserapidly for
p
s=�(3)

M S
sm allerthan 9.

Let us sum m arize our analysis ofthe predictions for �e+ e� obtained from the
conventionalexpansion.W efound thatchangingtherenorm alization schem ewithin
a classofschem eswhich,according to ourcondition (11),appearto beasgood as
thePM S schem e,weobtain ratherlargevariation in thepredictions.In som ecases
we m ay even speak about instability ofthe predictions with respect to change of
therenorm alization schem e.Thisisin contrastwith thestatem entin [16],thatthe
conventionalexpansion for�e+ e� ishighly reliable. The conclusion found in [16]is
based on theobservation,thatfor�e+ e� theM S prediction isvery closeto thePM S
prediction. The factthatthe M S prediction isvery close to the PM S prediction is
ofcourse true | forexam ple in the scale ofFig.2 the M S and PM S curveswould
be di�cult to distinguish. Sim ilar situation occurs for other values ofn f. It is
clear however,that there is no theoreticalorphenom enologicalm otivation to use
theM S-PM S di�erenceasa m easureofreliability oftheperturbation expansion for
any physicalquantity.ThefactthattheM S prediction for�e+ e� isclosetothePM S
prediction is sim ply a coincidence,without deeper signi�cance for such problem s
as reliability ofthe predictions and good or bad convergence ofthe perturbation
expansion.

Itisinteresting to note thatforvery low energiesthe PM S predictionsdisplay
theinfrared �xed pointtypeofbehavior[18].However,thistypeofbehavior,which

in factdoesnotm anifestitselfin thenf = 3 predictionsuntil
p
s=�(3)

M S
� 2:5,isac-

com panied by a rapidly increasing RS dependence.Itseem sthereforeunreasonable
to puttoo m uch faith in thePM S prediction when even a very sm allchangeofthe
schem e param eters dram atically m odi�es the result. These rem arks apply aswell
to thecasenf = 2.

4 A nalysis ofthe �2 term s in �e+ e�

The strong RS dependence described above is som ewhat surprising. Itm ay seem
understandable thatthe perturbation expansion isnotreliable in the energy range
appropriate for exam ple for the nf = 3 regim e. However,one would expect that
p
s=�(5)

M S
oforder 75 is large enough for the perturbation series to be very well

behaved. The origin ofthe strong schem e dependence m ay be traced back to the
factthattheNNLO correction isrelatively large,which isreected by largevalueof
theRS invariant�R2 .However,a m ajorcontribution to theNNLO correction com es
from theterm which appearsin theprocessofanalyticcontinuation ofperturbative
expression from spacelike to tim elike m om enta. To see clearly the signi�cance of
such contributions,and to show how onem ay treatthem in an im proved way,itis
convenientto usetheso called Adlerfunction [47]:

D (q2)= �12�2q2
d

dq2
�(q2): (25)

7



where�(q2)isthetransversepartofquarkelectrom agneticcurrentcorrelator� � �(q):

� ��(q) = (�g��q2 + q
�
q
�)�(q2); (26)

� ��(q) = i

Z

d
4
xe

iqx
< 0jT(J�(x)J�(0)y)j0> : (27)

Neglecting thequark m asse�ectsand electroweak correctionswem ay write:

D (q2)= 3
X

f

Q
2
f [1+ �D (�q

2)]; (28)

where �D (�q2)denotestheQCD correction.TheAdlerfunction isRS invariantin
the form alsense,i.e. it m ay be considered to be a physicalquantity,despite the
factthatitcannotbe directly m easured in the experim ent. In particular,�D (�q2)
isrenorm alization group invariant,in contrastto �(q2),which doesnoteven satisfy
a hom ogenousrenorm alization group equation [48]. The Adlerfunction isdirectly
calculable in the perturbation expansion for spacelike m om enta. To express the
R e+ e� ratio by theAdlerfunction oneinvertstherelation (25):

�(q2)� �(q2
0)= �

1

12�2

Z q2

q2
0

d�
D (�)

�
; (29)

whereq20 issom ereferencespacelike m om entum ,and oneutilizestherelation:

R e+ e� (s)= 12�Im �(s+ i�)=
6�

i
[�(s+ i�)� �(s� i�)]: (30)

In thisway one obtainsR e+ e� (s)asa contourintegralin the com plex m om entum
plane,with theAdlerfunction undertheintegral[30,31]:

R e+ e� (s)= �
1

2�i

Z

C

d�
D (�)

�
; (31)

wherethecontourC runsclockwisefrom � = s� i� to � = 0 below therealpositive
axis,around � = 0,and to � = s+ i� above therealpositive axis.Theintegration
contourm ay be ofcourse arbitrarily deform ed in the dom ain ofanalyticity ofthe
Adlerfunction.A convenientchoiceisq2 = �sexp(�i�)with � 2 [��;�].Forthis
choice ofthe contourwe obtain the following sim ple relation between �e+ e� (s)and
�D (�q2):

�e+ e� (s)=
1

2�

Z
�

� �

d�
h

�D (��)j�= � sexp(� i�)
i

; (32)

The conventionalexpression for �e+ e� (s) m ay be recovered from this form ula by
inserting underthecontourintegralan expansion of�D (�q2)in term sofa(s):

�
(2)

D (�q2)= a(s)
n

1+
h

r̂1 � (b=2)ln(�q2=s)
i

a(s)+

+
h

r̂2 � (c1 + 2r̂1)(b=2)ln(�q
2
=s)+ (b=2)2(ln(�q2=s))2

i

a
2(s)

o

; (33)
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nf �D2
2 9.28877
3 5.23783
4 0.96903
5 -3.00693
6 -7.36281

Table 2: Num ericalvalues ofthe RS invariant �D2 characterisitic for the QCD
correction to theAdlerfunction.

where r̂i denotethecoe�cientsforexpansion of� D (�q2)in term sofa(�q2).Eval-
uating the trivialcontour integrals involving powers ofln(��=s),we obtain the
expression (3)with:

r1 = r̂1; r2 = r̂2 �
1

3

 
b�

2

! 2

: (34)

Thisim plies�R2 = �D2 � (b�=2)2=3. In Table 2 we listthe valuesof�D2 forvarious
valuesofnf.

Num erically the contribution ofthe �2 term is very large | for exam ple for
nf = 5 wehave�R2 � �D2 = �12:08570.

Contributionsproportionalto �2 appearalso in higherorders.W ehave[25]:

r3 = r̂3 �

�

r̂1 +
5

6
c1

�  
b�

2

! 2

; (35)

r4 = r̂4 �

�

2r̂2 +
7

3
c1r̂1 +

1

2
c
2
1 + c2

�  
b�

2

! 2

+
1

5

 
b�

2

! 4

; (36)

Theresultforr5 m ay befound in [22]:

r5 = r̂5 �
1

3

�

10r̂3 +
27

2
c1r̂2 + 4c21r̂1 +

7

2
c1c2 + 8c2r̂1 +

7

2
c3

�  
b�

2

! 2

+

+
1

5

�

5r̂1 +
77

12
c1

�  
b�

2

! 4

: (37)

(Thedi�erencebetween ri and r̂i in higherorderswasstudied in [25,26,33].) Note
thatthe �2 correctionsto r̂3 and r̂4 are fully determ ined by the NNLO expression
for �D (�q2). Taking into account that we have the following expressions for the
higherorderRS invariantcom binationsoftheexpansion coe�cients[41]:

�3 = c3 + 2r3 � 4r2r1 � 2r1�2 � r
2
1c1 + 2r31; (38)

�4 = c4 + 3r4 � 6r3r1 � 4r22 � 3r1�3 � 4r41 �

�(r2 + 2r21)�2 + 11r2r
2
1 + c1(r3 � 3r2r1 + r

3
1): (39)
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weobtain:

�
R
3 = �

D
3 �

5

3
c1

 
b�

2

! 2

; (40)

�
R
4 = �

D
4 �

1

3
(8�D2 + 7c21)

 
b�

2

! 2

+
2

45

 
b�

2

! 4

: (41)

The�2 term sarequitesizeablenum erically.Forexam plefornf = 5 wehave:

�
R
3 � �

D
3 = �76:1924; �

R
4 � �

D
4 = 211:025: (42)

It is evident that the term s arising from the analytic continuation would m ake
a signi�cant contribution to the RS invariants in any order ofthe perturbation
expansion.

Returning to the evaluation of�e+ e� (s),we note that the procedure used to
obtain theconventionalresulttreatstheq2 dependenceof�D in thecom plex energy
plane in a rathercrude way. A straightforward way to im prove this evaluation is
to use under the contour integralthe renorm alization group im proved expression
for�D (��),analytically continued from the realnegative � to the whole com plex
energy plane cutalong the realpositive axis. In otherwords,one should take into
accounttherenorm alization group evolution ofa(��)in thecom plex energy plane,
avoiding the expansion ofa(��)in term sofa(s). In thisway one m akesm axim al
use ofthe renorm alization group invariance property ofthe Adler function. Of
coursetheintegralm ay benow doneonly num erically,and theresulting expression
for�e+ e� (s)isno longera polynom ialin a(s),despitethefactthatonly theNNLO
expression for the Adler function is used. It is easy to convince onselfthat the
procedureoutlined aboveisequivalenttotheresum m ation | toallorders| ofthe
�2 term s that contain powers ofb,c1 and/or c2. (The sum m ation ofthe leading
term sproportionalto (b�=2)2 wasdiscussed in [33].)

Theim proved approachbased onthecontourintegralhasbeenim plem ented with
successin thecaseoftheQCD correctionstothetau lepton decay[28,29,4],wherea
sim ilarproblem ofstrongrenorm alization schem edependenceappears.Itwasfound
thatusing the contourintegralrepresentation and evaluating the contourintegral
num erically one obtains considerable im provem ent in the stability ofpredictions
with respectto changeofRS [29,4].Itisthereforeofgreatinterestto seewhether
onem ay im provein thisway thepredictionsfor�e+ e� .

5 Im proved evaluation of�e+ e�

In thissection weperform an analysissim ilartothatin theSection 3,usingnow the
im proved predictionsfor�e+ e� ,obtained by evaluatingnum erically thecontourinte-
gralin Eq.(32).Sim ilarly asin thecaseoftheconventionalperturbation expansion,
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we begin with the nf = 5 case. To show,how theim proved evaluation of�(2)
e+ e�

af-

fectsitsRS dependence,wecom paretheplotsof�(2)
e+ e�

asafunction ofr1,forseveral

valuesofc2,with
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75,obtained with theconventionalNNLO expression

(Fig.7)and with thenum ericalevaluation ofthecontourintegral(Fig.8).W esee
that the predictions obtained by the num ericalevaluation ofthe contour integral
havem uch sm allerRS dependence.In Fig.8 wehavealso indicated thepredictions
obtained with the conventionalexpansion supplem ented by the O (a4) and O (a5)
term s given by Eq.(35) and Eq.(36). W e see that this type ofsim ple im prove-
m entoftheconventionalexpansion reproducesquitewelltheresultsobtained from
exact contour integral,except for large negative r1. (Inclusion ofonly the O (a4)
term doesnotgivegood approxim ation.Inclusion oftheO (a6)correction given by
Eq.(37),which isofcourse only partially known atpresent,slightly im provesthe
approxim ation forpositiver1.)

In Fig.9 we show the contourplotof�(2)
e+ e�

obtained from the expression (32)

for
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75. In Fig.9 we also show the relevant regions of the schem e

param eterssatisfying thecondition (11)with l= 2;3.These regionsarecalculated

assum ing �2 = �D2 ,because the basic objectin the im proved approach is�(2)D . For
nf = 5 we have �D2 = �3:00693,which ism uch sm allerin absolute value than �R .
Consequently,theregion oftheallowed schem eparam etersism uch sm allerthan in
theanalysisoftheconventionalNNLO approxim ant.Theim proved predictionsfor
�e+ e� haveasaddlepointtypeofbehaviorasafunction ofr1 and c2,wherethesaddle
pointrepresentsthe PM S prediction. However,the location ofthe saddle pointis
com pletely di�erent than in the case ofconventionalexpansion. (The location of
the saddle point for the im proved expression is no longer a solution ofthe set of
the PM S equations given in [39],because the im proved approxim ant (32) is not
a polynom ialin the running coupling constant.) It is interesting that the PM S
point for the im proved expression lies very close to the point r1 = 0 and c2 =
1:5�D2 = �4:51,which correspondstotheapproxim atevalueofthePM S param eters
if�(2)D is optim ized for spacelike m om enta. Let us note that the M S schem e lies
outside the l= 2 region in thiscase. However,the M S prediction in the im proved
approach isveryclosetotheim proved PM S prediction:wehave0.05279and 0.05275
respectively.

Thevariation ofthepredictionsoverthel= 2 region is0:3% ofthePM S predic-
tion,and variation overthel= 3 region is0:5% ofthePM S prediction.Even ifwe
take variation overtheregion corresponding to l= 10 we obtain only 2:5% change
in the predictions. W e see thatthe im proved prediction for�e+ e� showswonderful
stability with respectto change ofthe RS.From Fig.7 and Fig.8 itisalso clear,
that the di�erence between NNLO and NLO PM S predictions is m uch sm aller in
the caseoftheim proved prediction | 0:9% oftheNNLO resultfor

p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75

| than in the case ofthe conventionalexpansion | 4:7% ofthe NNLO result.
W e conclude therefore that the theoreticalam biguities involved in the evaluation
of�(2)

e+ e�
are in factvery sm all,provided thatthe analytic continuation e�ects are
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p
s=�(5)

M S
�
opt;N N LO

e+ e�
�
opt;N LO

e+ e�

25 0.06799 0.06888
50 0.05753 0.05811
75 0.05275 0.05320
100 0.04981 0.05019
200 0.04389 0.04415
500 0.03791 0.03809

Table 3: Num ericalvalues ofthe optim ized predictions for �e+ e� ,obtained from
the contour integralexpression (32) for nf = 5. The PM S param eters are well
approxim ated by r1 = 0,c2 = 1:5�D2 (NNLO)and r1 = �0:59 (NLO).

treated with appropriatecare.Forcom pleteness,wegivein Table3 theNNLO and
NLO PM S predictionsin theim proved approach forseveralvaluesof

p
s=�(5)

M S
.

In the case of nf = 5 predictions it is interesting how the im proved eval-
uation a�ects the �t to experim ental data. Using the experim ental constraint
�
exp

e+ e�
(
p
s = 31:6GeV) = 0:0527� 0:0050 [45]and the im proved PM S prediction

we �nd � (5)

M S
= 0:419� 0:194GeV,which is equivalent in the three loop approxi-

m ation to �M S
s (M 2

Z) = 0:1319� 0:0100. For com parison,using the conventional

expansion in the M S schem e we obtain the centralvalue of �(5)

M S
= 0:399GeV

(�M S
s (M 2

Z) = 0:1308),while with the PM S prescription in the conventionalex-
pansion we get �(5)

M S
= 0:410GeV (�M S

s (M 2
Z) = 0:1314). W e see therefore that

im provem ent in the evaluation of�(2)
e+ e�

hassm alle�ecton the �tted valuesofthe

�(5)

M S
param eter.

Fornf = 4 we have �D2 = 0:96903,i.e.thee�ectof�2 correctionsiseven larger
than in thenf = 5case.Thenf = 4caseisin allrespectssim ilartothenf = 5case,
exceptforthefactthatthereduction inRSdependenceseem stobeeven stronger.In
Fig.10andFig.11wecom paretheplotsof�(2)

e+ e�
asafunction ofr1,forseveralvalues

ofc2,with
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30,obtainedwith theconventionalNNLO expression (Fig.10)

and with the num ericalevaluation ofthe contourintegral(Fig.11). In Fig.11 we
also show the predictionsobtained with the conventionalexpansion supplem ented
by the O (a4) and O (a5) term s given by Eq.(35) and Eq.(36). (Inclusion ofthe
O (a6)correction (37)doesnotim provetheapproxim ation.) In Fig.12 weshow the

contour plot ofthe im proved prediction for �e+ e� obtained for
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30. It

is interesting that variation ofthe predictions over the l= 2 region is extrem ely
sm all,oftheorderof0:03% (!) ofthePM S prediction.Theim proved prediction for
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30 in theM S schem eis0.05902,quitecloseto theim proved PM S result

0.05907. The di�erences with the results obtained in the conventionalapproach
again are notvery big | using the conventionalexpansion we have 0.06025 in the
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p
s=�(4)

M S
�
opt;N N LO

e+ e�
�
opt;N LO

e+ e�

10 0.08108 0.08093
20 0.06574 0.06565
30 0.05907 0.05900
40 0.05508 0.05503
50 0.05233 0.05228

Table 4: Sam e as in Table 3,but for nf = 4. The PM S param eter in NLO is
approxim ately r1 = �0:71.

M S schem eand 0.05975 in theNNLO PM S.In Table4 wegivenum ericalvaluesof
theim proved predictionsin thePM S schem e,forseveralvaluesof

p
s=�(4)

M S
.W e�nd

thatin the im proved approach the NNLO PM S predictionsare very close to NLO
PM S predictions.W eseethereforethatalso fornf = 4 thetheoreticaluncertainties
in theim proved predictionsfor�e+ e� arevery sm all.

Finally let us consider the case ofnf = 3. W e have then �D2 = 5:23783. In

Fig.13 and Fig.14 we com pare the plots of�(2)
e+ e�

as a function ofr1,forseveral

valuesofc2,with
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9,obtained with the conventionalNNLO expression

(Fig.13)and with thenum ericalevaluation ofthecontourintegral(Fig.14).Again,
we �nd dram atic reduction in the RS dependence,despite ratherlow energy. Itis
interesting thatin thenf = 3 casetheaddition of�2 correctionsgiven by Eq.(35)
and Eq.(36)doesnotresultin theim provem entoftheconventionalpredictions.In

Fig.15weshow thecontourplotof�(2)
e+ e�

obtained from theim proved expression for
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9. Sim ilarly asforothernum bersofavorswe obtain in the im proved

approach avery sm allvariation in thepredictionswhen param etersarechanged over
thel= 2 region ofparam etersappropriatefor�(2)D | thevariation isoftheorderof
0:8% ofthe PM S prediction 0.07756.(W e have veri�ed thatthissituation persists

down to
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 4.) The im proved prediction in the M S schem e is 0.07719.

Forcom parison,in theconventionalapproach weobtain 0.08097in theNNLO PM S
and 0.08244 in the NNLO M S schem e. In Table 5 we give num ericalvaluesofthe
im proved predictionsin thePM S schem e,forseveralvaluesof

p
s=�(3)

M S
.W ith this

resultswe conclude,thatthe nf = 3 NNLO expression for�e+ e� ,obtained by eval-
uating thecontourintegral(32)num erically,hasvery sm alltheoreticaluncertainty,

even forrathersm allvaluesof
p
s=�(3)

M S
.Thissituation issim ilarto thatfound for

theQCD correctionsto thetau decay [29,4].

The behaviorof�(2)
e+ e�

atvery low energiesand the problem ofexistence ofthe
�xed pointin theim proved approach would bediscussed in a separatenote[49].
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p
s=�(3)

M S
�
opt;N N LO

e+ e�
�
opt;N LO

e+ e�

5 0.09624 0.09421
7 0.08475 0.08312
9 0.07756 0.07619
11 0.07255 0.07136
13 0.06879 0.06774

Table 5: Sam e as in Table 3,but for nf = 3. The PM S param eter in NLO is
approxim ately r1 = �0:81.

6 Sum m ary and conclusions

Sum m arizing,we have analyzed the RS dependence ofthe conventionalNNLO ex-
pression for�e+ e� using a system aticm ethod described in [1,2,3].W efound rather
large variation in the predictions. W e have also investigated an im proved way of
calculating �(2)

e+ e�
,which relieson a contourintegralrepresentation forthisquantity

and a num ericalevaluation ofthe contourintegral. W e found thatthe stability of
�
(2)

e+ e�
with respecttochangeoftheRS isgreatlyim proved when thecontourintegral

approach isused.Also,in theim proved approach thedi�erencebetween optim ized
NNLO and NLO predictionswasfound to bem uch sm allerthan in the case ofthe
conventionalexpansion.W econcludethereforethatthetheoreticaluncertaintiesin
theNNLO QCD predictionsfor�e+ e� arevery sm all,even atlow energies,provided
thatlarge �2 term s,arising from analytic continuation,are treated with due care.
W eobserved thattheoptim ized predictionsfor�e+ e� ,obtained in thecontourinte-
gralapproach,liein generalbelow thepredictionsfrom theoptim ized conventional
expansion. However,fornf = 5 the change in the �tof� (5)

M S
to the experim ental

resultcam eoutto besm all.
Note added. After this paper was com pleted,a related work was brought to

ourattention [50],in which theRS dependenceoftheQCD correctionsto thetotal
hadronicwidth oftheZ boson isdiscussed.In [50]itisobserved,thatby using the
contourintegralto resum m thelarge�2 contributionsonereducesthescaledepen-
dence ofthe QCD predictions. Thisresultisin agreem entwith ourobservations,
since the dom inant contribution to �hadZ com es from expression identicalto �e+ e� .
Letusnotethattheresultreported in [50]wasanticipated already in [3].However,
theapproach adopted in [50]di�ersfrom ourapproach in severalways.Theauthors
of[50]do not discuss the choice ofthe range ofschem e param eters used in their
analysis. In their investigation ofthe conventionalexpansion for �hadZ they use a
sm aller range ofparam eters than the one used above for nf = 5. In particular,
the PM S param eters are outside the range considered in [50]. In the analysis of
im proved predictionsfor�hadZ theauthorsof[50]lim itthem selvesto thediscussion
ofthe renorm alization scale dependence,�xing the �-function to the M S value.
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There is also a technicaldi�erence that authors of[50]use approxim ate analytic
expression forthe running coupling constantto integrate along the contourin the
com plex energy plane,whereasweuseexactnum ericalsolution ofthetwo orthree
loop renorm alization group equation.

R eferences

[1]P.A.R�aczka,Phys.Rev.D 46 R3699 (1992).

[2]P.A.R�aczka,in Proceedingsofthe XV InternationalW arsaw M eeting on El-
em entary Particle Physics,Kazim ierz,Poland,25-29 M ay 1992,edited by Z.
Ajduk,S.Pokorskiand A.K.W r�oblewski(W orld Scienti�c,Singapore,1993),
p.496.

[3]P.A.R�aczka,Z.Phys.C 65,481 (1995).

[4]P.A.R�aczka and A.Szym acha,Z.Phys.C 70,125 (1996)(hep-ph/9412236).

[5]P.A.R�aczka,W arsaw University preprint IFT/8/95 (hep-ph/9506462),pre-
sented attheXXXth RencontresdeM oriond Conference \QCD and High En-
ergy HadronicInteractions," LesArcs,France,M arch 19-26,1995,toappearin
theProceedings.

[6]S.G.Gorishny,A.L.Kataev and S.A.Larin,Phys.LettB 212,238 (1988).

[7]L.R.Surguladzeand M .A.Sam uel,Phys.Rev.Lett.66,560 (1991),Err.66,
2416.

[8]S.G.Gorishny,A.L.Kataev and S.A.Larin,Phys.LettB 259,144 (1991).

[9]D.J.Broadhurstand A.L.Kataev,Phys.Lett.B 315,179 (1993).

[10]K.G.Chetyrkin and J.H.K �uhn,Nucl.Phys.B 432,337 (1994),Phys.Lett.
B 342,356 (1995).

[11]C.J.M axwelland J.A.Nicholls,Phys.LettB 213,217 (1988).

[12]A.P.Contogourisand N.M ebarki,Phys.Rev.D 39,1464 (1989).

[13]M .Haruyam a,Prog.Theor.Phys.82,380 (1989).

[14]P.A.R�aczkaand R.R�aczka,Phys.Rev.D 40,878(1989),NuovoCim .104 A ,
771 (1991).

[15]A.Dhar and V.Gupta,in Proceedings ofW orkshop on \Gauge Theories of
Fundam entalInteractions," edited by M .Paw lowskiand R.R�aczka (W orld
Scienti�c,Singapore,1990).

15

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9412236
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9506462


[16]J.Ch�yla,A.Kataev and S.A.Larin,Phys.LettB 267,269 (1991).

[17]M .Haruyam a,Phys.Rev.D 45,930 (1992).

[18]A.C.M attingly and P.M .Stevenson,Phys.Rev.Lett.69,1320 (1992),Phys.
Rev.D 49,437 (1994).

[19]H.J.Lu and S.J.Brodsky,Phys.Rev.D 48,3310 (1993),S.J.Brodsky and
H.J.Lu,Phys.Rev.D 51,3652 (1995),also ProceedingsoftheTennessee In-
ternationalSym posium \RadiativeCorrections:Statusand Outlook," June27
{ July 1,1994,Gatlinburg,Tennessee,USA,edited by B.F.L.W ard (W orld
Scienti�c,Singapore,1995)p.451.

[20]L.R.Surguladzeand M .A.Sam uel,Phys.Lett.B 309,157 (1993).

[21]A.L.Kataev and V.V.Starshenko,in ProceedingsoftheQCD-94 W orkshop,
7-13 Jul1994,M ontpellier,France,Nucl.Phys.B ,Proc.Suppl.39BC (1995)
312-317.

[22]A.L.Kataev and V.V.Starshenko,M od.Phys.Lett.A 10,235 (1995).

[23]G.B.W est,Phys.Rev.Lett.67,1388(1991),Err.67,3732,D.T.Barclay and
C.J.M axwell,Phys.Rev.Lett.69,3417 (1992),J.Ch�yla,J.Fischerand P.
Kol�a�r,Phys.Rev.D 47,2578(1993),A.H.Duncan etal.,Phys.Rev.Lett70,
4159 (1993).

[24]C.N.Lovett-Turnerand C.J.M axwell,Nucl.Phys.B 432,147 (1994),Nucl.
Phys.B 452,188 (1995).

[25]J.D.Bjorken,in Proceedingsofthe1989CargeseSum m erInstitutein Particle
Physics,Cargese,France,July 18 | August4,1989.

[26]L.S.Brown and L.G.Ya�e,Phys.Rev.D 45,R398 (1992),L.S.Brown,L.
G.Ya�eand Chengxing Zhai,Phys.Rev.D 46,4712 (1992).

[27]H.F.Jonesand I.L.Solovtsov,Phys.LettB 349,519 (1995).

[28]A.A.Pivovarov,Z.Phys.C 53,461 (1992).

[29]F.LeDiberderand A.Pich,Phys.Lett.B 286,147 (1992).

[30]A.V.Radyushkin,preprintJINR E2-82-159 (1982),unpublished.

[31]A. V. Radyushkin, in Proceedings of 9-th CERN-JINR School of Physics,
Septem ber1985,Urbino,Italy,CERN Yellow ReportCERN-86-03,vol.1,p.35.

[32]R.G.M oorhouse,M .R.Pennington and G.G.Ross,Nucl.Phys.B 124,285
(1977),M .R.Pennington and G.G.Ross,Phys.Lett.102 B ,167 (1981).

16



[33]A.A.Pivovarov,Nuovo Cim .105 A ,813 (1992).

[34]W .A.Bardeen,A.J.Buras,D.W .Duke,and T.M uta,Phys.Rev.D 18,3998
(1978).

[35]K.G.Chetyrkin,A.L.KataevandF.V.Tkachov,Phys.Lett.B 85,277(1979),
M .Dineand J.Sapirstein,Phys.Rev.Lett.43,668 (1979),W .Celm asterand
R.J.Gonsalves,Phys.Rev.Lett.44,560(1979),Phys.Rev.D 21,3112(1980).

[36]O.V.Tarasov,A.A.Vladim irov and A.Yu.Zharkov,Phys.Lett.93 B ,429
(1980).

[37]W .Celm asterandR.J.Gonsalves,Phys.Rev.D 20,1426(1979),W .Celm aster
and D.Sivers,Phys.Rev.D 23,227(1981),A.Dharand V.Gupta,Phys.Lett.
101 B ,432(1981),O.V.Tarasov and D.V.Shirkov,SovietJournalofNuclear
Physics,51,1380 (1990)(in russian).

[38]G.Grunberg,Phys.Lett.95 B ,70 (1980),Phys.Rev.D 29,2315 (1984).

[39]P.M .Stevenson,Phys.Lett.100 B ,61 (1981),Phys.Rev.D 23,2916 (1981).

[40]S.J.Brodsky,G.P.Lepage,and P.M ackenzie,Phys.Rev.D 28,228 (1983).

[41]A.Dhar,Phys.Lett.128 B ,407 (1983),A.Dharand V.Gupta,Pram �ana 21,
207 (1983),Phys.Rev.D 29,2822 (1984).

[42]D.W .Dukeand R.G.Roberts,Phys.Rep.120,275 (1985).

[43]C.J.M axwell,Phys.Rev.D 28,2037 (1983).

[44]M .R.Pennington,Phys.Rev.D 26,2048 (1982),J.C.W rigley,Phys.Rev.
D 27,1965 (1983),P.M .Stevenson,Phys.Rev.D 27,1968 (1983),J.A.
M ignaco and I.Roditi,Phys.Lett.B 126,481 (1983).

[45]R.M arshall,Z.Phys.C 43,595 (1989).

[46]Review ofParticle Properties,Particle Data Group,L.M ontanetetal.,Phys.
Rev.D 50,1173 (1994).

[47]S.L.Adler,Phys.Rev.D 10,3714 (1974).

[48]Seeforexam ple S.Narison,Phys.Rep.84,263 (1982).

[49]P.A.R�aczka and A.Szym acha,in preparation.

[50]D.E.Soperand L.R.Surguladze,preprinthep-ph/9511258,unpublished.

17

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9511258


Figure C aptions

Fig.1 The contour plotof�(2)
e+ e�

asa function ofthe param eters r1 and c2,with

nf = 5,for
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75.Theregion ofschem eparam eterssatisfyingthecondition

(11)hasbeen also indicated forl= 2 (thesm allerregion)and forl= 3.

Fig. 2 The m axim aland m inim alvalues of�(2)
e+ e�

in the l= 2 (dash-dotted line)

and l= 3 (dashed line) allowed regions,with nf = 5,as a function of
p
s=�(5)

M S
.

The PM S prediction is also shown,and the experim entalconstraint �exp
e+ e�

(
p
s =

31:6GeV)= 0:0527� 0:0050 [45]isindicated forcom parison.

Fig.3 The contour plotof�(2)
e+ e�

asa function ofthe param eters r1 and c2,with

nf = 4,for
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30.Theregion ofschem eparam eterssatisfyingthecondition

(11)with l= 2 hasbeen also indicated.

Fig.4 The variation in the predictionsfor�(2)
e+ e�

when the schem e param etersare

changed over the l= 2 region,with nf = 4,as a function of
p
s=�(4)

M S
. The up-

percurve corresponds to r1 = 3:10 and c2 = 6:65,the lowercurve correspondsto
r1 = �4:32 and c2 = 0.Forcom parison thePM S prediction isshown.

Fig.5 Sam easin Fig.3 butfornf = 3 and
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9.

Fig.6 The variation in the predictionsfor�(2)
e+ e�

when the schem e param etersare

changed over the l= 2 region,with nf = 3,as a function of
p
s=�(3)

M S
. The up-

percurve corresponds to r1 = 2:71 and c2 = 5:71,the lowercurve correspondsto
r1 = �3:21 and c2 = 0.Forcom parison thePM S curveisshown.

Fig.7 �
(2)

e+ e�
asafunction ofr1,forseveralvaluesofc2,fornf = 5and

p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75,

obtained with theconventionalNNLO expression.Forcom parisonalsotheNLO pre-
dictionsareindicated.

Fig.8 �
(2)

e+ e�
asafunction ofr1,forseveralvaluesofc2,fornf = 5and

p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75,

obtained with thenum ericalevaluation ofthecontourintegral.Forcom parison also
the NLO predictionsare indicated,and the predictionsobtained from the conven-
tionalexpansion supplem ented by theO (a4)and O (a5)correctionsgiven by Eq.(35)
and Eq.(36).

Fig.9 Contourplotof�(2)
e+ e�

obtained from theim proved expression fornf = 5 and
p
s=�(5)

M S
= 75.Theregionsofschem eparam eterssatisfying thecondition (11)with

l= 2 (thesm allerregion)and l= 3 havebeen indicated,assum ing �2 = �D2 .

Fig.10 Sam easin Fig.7,butfornf = 4 and
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30.
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Fig.11 Sam easin Fig.8,butfornf = 4 and
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30.

Fig.12 Sam easin Fig.9,butfornf = 4 and
p
s=�(4)

M S
= 30.Only thel= 2 region

hasbeen indicated.

Fig.13 Sam easin Fig.7,butfornf = 3 and
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9.

Fig.14 Sam easin Fig.8,butfornf = 3 and
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9.

Fig.15 Sam easin Fig.9,butfornf = 3 and
p
s=�(3)

M S
= 9.Only thel= 2 region

hasbeen indicated.
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