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Dispersion theory is used to provide a model-independent low-energy representation of the three
electromagnetic isovector transition form factors N∗(1520) → N . At low energies the virtual photon
couples dominantly to a pion pair. Taking the very well understood pion vector form factor and pion
re-scattering into consideration, the determination of the transition form factors is traced back to the
determination of pion-baryon scattering amplitudes. Their low-energy aspects are parametrized by
baryon exchange, accounting for the main decay channels of the N∗(1520). Short-distance physics
is encoded in subtraction constants that are fitted to data on space-like form factors and hadronic
decays. It is shown that a limitation in the determination of the subtraction constants lies in the
fact that isovector form factors require sufficient information about the differences between protons
and neutrons. In particular, this calls for improvements in the form factor extraction from the
electroproduction of the N∗(1520) on the neutron. Via the dispersion relations, space- and time-like
regions are naturally connected from first principles. This allows to predict the time-like form factors
that enter the Dalitz decays N∗(1520) → Ne−e+ and N∗(1520) → Nµ−µ+. Under the assumption
of the dominance of the isovector over the isoscalar channel, the Dalitz decay distributions are
predicted.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Electromagnetic form factors (FFs) for elastic and transition reactions provide important structural information on
the nucleon and its excited states [1–6]. The present work focuses on the isovector transition FFs (TFFs) from the
nucleon to its first negative-parity spin 3/2 excitation, the N∗(1520). A generalization of the methods presented here
to other nucleon excitations is straight forward. Besides the quest to explore the structure of the nucleon, a second
motivation to focus on the N∗(1520) is its importance for the description of electromagnetic radiation from hot and
dense strongly interacting matter [7–13].

To achieve a proper qualitative understanding of the FFs, one needs to identify first the relevant degrees of freedom
and then reveal their dynamics. Quantitatively, a full understanding requires the use of first-principle methods related
to QCD or to quantum field theory in general. Perturbative QCD, lattice QCD, dispersion theory, and effective field
theories are among such methods. In the following, we shall put these and other methods into the context of the
determination of FFs.

At high energies, the virtual photon resolves the quark structure of the hadrons. Due to asymptotic freedom, it is the
minimal quark content that is probed in the exclusive reactions that provide the FFs [14]. Based on our understanding
of perturbative QCD and factorization, the high-energy region is much better understood than the low-energy region.
Therefore, the focus of the present work is on the low-energy region.

As a result of confinement and dynamical chiral symmetry breaking, the relevant degrees of freedom at (very) low
energies are the baryons and the Goldstone bosons. The latter are the very light pions (if one focuses on hadrons
built from the lightest two quark flavors). Based on the Goldstone theorem, their interaction with baryons and
with themselves scales with their momenta and is therefore suppressed at low energies. This allows for a systematic
derivative expansion, which gives rise to chiral perturbation theory (ChPT) as the effective field theory of low-energy
QCD [15–18]. The dynamics of the Goldstone bosons is well established by the framework of a nonlinear realization
[19, 20] of the chiral symmetry of QCD. ChPT has been proven to be very successful phenomenologically [16–18, 21].
Indeed, at very low energies it can provide a decent description of the FFs[18, 22, 23] and TFFs [24, 25] for the
lowest-lying spin 1/2 and spin 3/2 states.

Moving towards higher energies, the strength of the pionic interactions grows more and more. At some point, one
leaves the applicability regime of the derivative expansion of ChPT. As a very important effect, related to confinement,
the quarks build hadronic resonances, which often dominate reaction amplitudes. The importance of resonances for
interactions with and between hadrons gave rise to the concept of resonance saturation and to the development
of isobar models; see, e.g., [26–29] and references therein. Concerning electromagnetic FFs, the virtual photon can
couple to single hadrons with vector quantum numbers. For isovector FFs these are the ρ meson and its excited states.
Vector-meson dominance is the concept that stresses the importance of resonances for the case of electromagnetic
interactions [30, 31]. Various hadronic models are based on this concept [7, 9, 10, 32, 33]. They are complemented by
other methods, e.g. QCD sum rules [34–36], quark models [6, 37–40], and functional methods [41], which all became
very useful in understanding hadrons and their FFs at medium energies.

Are there model-independent alternatives that allow to include the physics of the ρ meson into the description of
vector-isovector FFs? This is indeed possible based on dispersion theory, a method that relates via the optical
theorem unknown to known reaction amplitudes [42–46]. In fact, the ρ meson is an elastic resonance. It couples
practically to 100% to two pions. Therefore, the pertinent pion phase shift contains the information about the ρ
meson in a model-independent way. This pion p-wave phase shift and also the coupling of pions to virtual photons is
very well known [29, 47, 48].

Note that the situation is far less satisfying for the higher-lying energy regime of the excited vector mesons (above 1
GeV). This regime is governed by three- and more-particle states and by many coupled channels. The corresponding
many-particle amplitudes, which would be of interest for a dispersive treatment, are just not available. Therefore our
focus is on the intermediate energy regime where the ρ meson matters, i.e. beyond pure ChPT, but where the details
of multi-particle and multi-channel effects do not play a role yet. In the spirit of scale separation (the underlying
concept of renormalization and of effective field theory), we will encode these unresolvable higher-energy effects in
subtraction polynomials of our dispersion relations.

A complementary first-principle approach is lattice QCD [49]. This most popular non-perturbative method has made
significant progress in recent years. But it faces challenges in accurately describing FFs for the transition of an
unstable resonance to a ground-state baryon, in particular at physical pion masses [50, 51]. A proper description of
an unstable state requires not only an interpolating current with its minimal quark content, but also the inclusion
of the multi-particle states to which the unstable state decays [52–55]. For the envisaged N∗(1520) this includes the
rather important [37] three-particle channels of π-π-N . The corresponding inelastic five-point functions needed for
the TFFs are numerically and conceptually beyond present-day capabilities. These problems appear on top of the
usual Euclidean-space limitation that makes it impossible to calculate directly FFs in the time-like region.



3

On the other hand, starting with the optical theorem, one can derive dispersion relations that relate scattering
amplitudes and FFs among different kinematical regions.

N∗

γ∗

N

FIG. 1: Illustration of an electromagnetic TFF for the transition of the N∗(1520) resonance to the nucleon. The
excitation of the nucleon is denoted by N∗, and the virtual photon that couples to the TFF is denoted by γ∗.

In the present work, we follow to quite some extent the formalism established by the Uppsala group for hyperon TFFs
[56, 57]. The nucleon FFs have been addressed in [46, 58]. The nucleon-to-Delta TFFs have been explored in [59]. All
these studies concerned the respective ground-state baryons of spin 1/2 and 3/2. In this work we address transitions
of the nucleon to a nucleon excitation, the N∗(1520). A diagrammatic representation of the TFFs is shown in Fig.
1. For quark models studying the transition N∗(1520) → Nγ∗, we refer to [39, 40, 60–63], and for vector meson
dominance models to [9, 10, 33].

On the experimental side, there are four distinct regions that are kinematically allowed. The corresponding dependence
of the TFFs on the photon virtuality q2 can be explored in different experiments [2, 64]:

1. Space-like q2 < 0:
Accessible in the e−N → e−N∗ process, which is explored, e.g., at Jlab [65–67].

2. Photon-point at q2 = 0:
Accessible in the photo-production process γN → N∗, measured, e.g., at ELSA [68–71].

3. Time-like q2 > 0:

(a) Dalitz decay region (mN∗ −mN )2 > q2 > 4m2
ℓ ; accessible in N∗ → ℓ+ℓ−N processes. Here ℓ denotes an

electron or muon. The Dalitz decay region can be explored by the HADES experiment [72].

(b) scattering region q2 > (mN∗ + mN )2; accessible in e+e− → γ∗ → X processes, where x = N∗N̄ ,NN̄∗.
This region is accessible with BESIII [73] and Belle II [74].

Based on dispersion relations, we will present, firstly, a decent description of the current space-like TFF data from Jlab.
Secondly, this work will provide a model-independent prediction for the TFFs of N∗(1520) → Nγ∗ in the time-like
region using hadronic input and the constraints from the space-like region imposed on the dispersion relations.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section II, the definitions of the unconstrained TFFs Fi will be introduced and
their relation to helicity amplitudes H0,±1 will be derived. The differential decay width of the reaction N∗(1520) →
N l+l− (with ℓ = e, µ) and the real photon decay width ΓNγ will be given in terms of the helicity amplitudes H0,±1.
The dispersive framework will be presented in Section III. It relates the TFFs to the pion vector FF and pion-baryon
scattering amplitudes. Re-scattering among the pions will also be taken care of by dispersion theory. In practice,
those pion-baryon amplitudes will be constructed from one-baryon exchange processes (plus pion re-scattering). In
Section IV we will introduce the corresponding phenomenological Lagrangians for the exchanged baryons, i.e. we
will provide the necessary three-point interactions of N∗(1520)-π-N and N∗(1520)-π-∆(1232). All other three-point
interactions are specified by ChPT input, which we will also review for completeness. In Section V, a projector
formalism will be constructed where the general decay amplitudes N∗(1520) → Nπ+π− will be decomposed into 4
hadronic helicity amplitudes. The partial wave projection and the analytic continuation of the partial-wave amplitudes
will be discussed in Section VI. The final ingredient are the subtraction constants of the dispersive integrals. They
encode the information about the physics that is not resolved by our framework. In Section VII, we will determine
these subtraction constants and the three-point couplings by fits to data on hadronic two-body decays and space-like
TFFs. In the same section we will present our final results for the TFFs in the time- and space-like region. Summary
and outlook will be provided in Section VIII. Several technical aspects will be covered by appendices.
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II. TRANSITION FORM FACTORS, HELICITY AMPLITUDES AND KINEMATICAL CONSTRAINTS

N∗(1520) is an excited state of the nucleon, obtained by an angular-momentum excitation of a quark. The quantum
numbers are I(JP ) = 1/2(3/2−). In this section, we introduce our definition of the TFFs and the corresponding
helicity amplitudes together with their constraints. For completeness, we discuss also the high-energy behavior of
these quantities. We start with the time-like region of Dalitz decays and turn then to the space-like region of electro-
production.

A. Dalitz decay

Similar in spirit to [57, 75–77], we introduce the transition form factors (TFFs) for the process N∗(1520)→ Nγ∗ by

⟨N |jµ|N∗⟩ = e ūN (pN , λN ) Γµν(q)u
ν
N∗(pN∗ , λN∗) (1)

with

Γµν(q) :=i
(
γµqν − /qgµν

)
mNF1(q

2) + σµαqαq
νF2(q

2) + i
(
qµqν − q2gµν

)
F3(q

2) (2)

and qµ := pµN∗ − pµN . In (1), the λB denotes the respective helicity (B = N,N∗). Spinors are defined in Appendix A.
The quark electromagnetic current jµ is defined as

jµ :=
∑
q=u,d

Qq e q̄γµq (3)

and the Qq are the fractional charges of the quarks in units of the proton charge (i.e. Qu = 2/3, Qd = −1/3). Note
that the proton charge e appears explicitly in (1) and therefore does not appear in the unconstrained TFFs denoted
by F1, F2, F3.
The N∗(1520) transforms as a doublet (N∗+, N∗0)T under isospin. We will refer to the FFs of the transition
N∗+ (N∗0) → p (n) as F p

i (Fn
i ). We introduce also the isovector and isoscalar TFFs as the linear combination

of F p and Fn given as

F v
i := (F p

i − Fn
i )/2 ,

F s
i := (F p

i + Fn
i )/2

(4)

with i = 1, 2, 3. In this paper we focus solely on the isovector TFFs. The two-pion intermediate state featured by our
dispersive low-energy representation has isovector quantum numbers. To determine the isoscalar TFFs would require
the treatment of the three-pion states. The mesonic aspects of the virtual photon coupled to three pions have been
addressed in [78]. But the coupling of the three-pion states to baryons is beyond the scope of the present work. We
will see to which extent this focus on the isovector part limits our comparison to data (which are much better for
protons than for neutrons).
The TFFs F1,2,3, introduced in (2), have been constructed with the method introduced by Bardeen, Tung, and Tarrach
(BTT construction method) [79, 80]. In that way it is ensured that these TFFs are free of kinematical constraints
and therefore are perfectly suitable for a dispersive representation. On the other hand, partial-wave decompositions
[81] are better formulated with helicity amplitudes. Consequently we introduce next the (electromagnetic) helicity
amplitudes [82]

H−m ∼ εµ(q,m) ⟨N(pz,+1/2)|jµ|N∗(pz,m+ 1/2)⟩ , (5)

where the incoming N∗ and outgoing N fly in the z direction with momentum pz, the virtual photon γ∗ sits at rest.
In this frame, the helicities (+1/2 and m + 1/2, respectively) agree with the spin orientation measured along the
positive z-axis. The photon spin orientation sγ is also measured along this direction. The polarization vectors are
given in Appendix A.
Note that we have chosen −m instead of m for the index of H in (5) to obtain agreement with the labels1 used in
[82]. The normalization will be chosen such that the relations to the constraint-free TFFs do not contain non-analytic

1 This leads to a slight mismatch with the labels used in (63) below.
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terms like square roots and that the kinematical constraints are simple. The normalization factors are calculated
explicitly in Appendix B.
We find that the helicity amplitudes H±,0 can be related to the constraint-free TFFs F1,2,3 as

H+(q
2) :=

1

mN∗

[
(mN∗mN −m2

N + q2)mNF1(q
2)− (mN∗ +mN )

(
(mN∗ −mN )2 − q2

)
F2(q

2) +mN∗q2F3(q
2)
]
,

H0(q
2) :=

mN∗ −mN

2mN∗

[
2mN∗mNF1(q

2)−
(
(mN∗ −mN )2 − q2

)
F2(q

2) + (q2 +m2
N∗ −m2

N )F3(q
2)
]
,

H−(q
2) := (mN∗ −mN )mNF1(q

2) + q2F3(q
2) . (6)

These helicity amplitudes satisfy the following kinematical constraints at the decay threshold q2 = (mN∗ − mN )2

(Siegert theorem [83]):

H+(q
2 = (mN∗ −mN )2) = H0(q

2 = (mN∗ −mN )2) = H−(q
2 = (mN∗ −mN )2) , (7)

while there is an additional constraint at the production threshold:

H0(q
2 = (mN∗ +mN )2) =

mN∗ −mN

2(mN∗ +mN )

[
H+(q

2 = (mN∗ +mN )2) +H−(q
2 = (mN∗ +mN )2)

]
. (8)

The physical reason for these constraints is the following [77]. The point q2 = (mN∗ − mN )2 is at the end of the
phase space of the decay N∗ → Nγ∗. Here the momenta of the baryons vanish in the rest frame of the virtual photon.
Close to this point, one can apply non-relativistic arguments. In particular, spin and orbital angular momentum are
separately conserved and can be used to characterize the system. The process 3/2− → 1− + 1/2+ can take place via
an s-wave or one of two d-waves. At the end of the phase space, the d-waves become irrelevant, which makes all three
helicity amplitudes degenerate in (7).
The point q2 = (mN∗ +mN )2 indicates the threshold of the production process γ∗ → N∗(1520)N̄ . Here the baryons
are at rest in the center-of-mass frame, i.e. the rest frame of the virtual photon. The process 1− → 3/2− + 1/2− can
take place via one of two p-waves or via an f-wave. The latter becomes suppressed close to the threshold, which leaves
only two independent helicity amplitudes, i.e. constrains the third amplitude via (8).
The differential decay width of the reaction N∗(1520)→ Nγ∗ → N ℓ+ℓ− is given by

dΓ

dq2 d cos θ
=

e4pz
(2π)3 96m3

N∗q2

√
q2

2
βℓ
(
(mN∗ +mN )2 − q2

)
×
[(

1 + cos2 θ +
4m2

ℓ

q2
sin2 θ

)(
3|H−(q

2)|2 + |H+(q
2)|2
)

+

(
sin2 θ +

4m2
ℓ

q2
cos2 θ

)
4q2

(mN∗ −mN )2
|H0(q

2)|2
]
.

(9)

Here θ denotes the angle between the lepton ℓ and the nucleon in the rest frame of the virtual photon. The velocity
of the lepton is introduced by

βℓ :=

√
1− 4m2

ℓ

q2
(10)

with the lepton mass mℓ. The momentum of N∗(1520) and N in the rest frame of the virtual photon is given by

pz :=
λ

1
2 (m2

N∗ ,m2
N , q

2)

2
√
q2

, (11)

where we have introduced the Källén function

λ(a, b, c) := a2 + b2 + c2 − 2(ab+ bc+ ac) . (12)

The width of the real photon decay N∗ → Nγ is given as

ΓNγ =
e2(mN∗ −mN )(mN +mN∗)3(3|H−(0)|2 + |H+(0)|2)

96πm3
N∗

. (13)
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Along the lines of [57], one can also define a QED version of the differential decay width where one replaces H±(q2)→
H±(0) and q2|H0(q

2)|2 → 0. This leads to

dΓQED

dq2 d cos θ
=

e4pz
(2π)3 96m3

N∗q2

√
q2

2
βℓ
(
(mN∗ +mN )2 − q2

)
×
(
1 + cos2 θ +

4m2
ℓ

q2
sin2 θ

)(
3|H−(0)|2 + |H+(0)|2

)
.

(14)

In the result section, we will compare our calculations to this QED version to figure out if Dalitz decay data are
capable to reveal the intrinsic structure of the baryons. Note, however, that this QED version is not based on a
Lagrangian. A viable alternative would be the use of (constant) constraint-free TFFs to define another QED version
[77].

B. Electro-production

In (1), the nucleon is in the final state, as appropriate for the Dalitz decay process. For our description of electro-
production data, i.e. for e−N → e−N∗, and to facilitate the comparison to other conventions, it is worth writing down
the TFFs for the case of a nucleon in the initial state. Crossing and charge conjugation symmetry translate (1), (2)
to

⟨N∗|jµ|N⟩ = e ūνN∗(pN∗ , λN∗) Γ′
µν(q)uN (pN , λN ) (15)

with

Γ′µν(q) := −i
(
γµqν − /qgµν

)
mNF1(q

2)

+ σµαqαq
νF2(q

2)− i
(
qµqν − q2gµν

)
F3(q

2) . (16)

We still use q = pN∗ − pN .

Primarily, we are interested in (15) for q2 = (pN∗ − pN )2 < 0 (even though N e+e− → N∗ is in principle possible).
In this kinematical regime, we cannot choose the frame q⃗ = 0. However, one can choose the Breit frame [82] defined
by p⃗N + p⃗N∗ = 0. We choose furthermore that p⃗N∗ points in the z-direction and introduce the positive quantity
Q2 := −q2. This gives us

pN = (EN , 0, 0,−pz) , pN∗ = (EN∗ , 0, 0, pz) , q = (EN∗ − EN , 0, 0, 2pz) (17)

with

EN =
3m2

N +m2
N∗ +Q2

2
√
Q2 + 2m2

N∗ + 2m2
N

, EN∗ =
3m2

N∗ +m2
N +Q2

2
√
Q2 + 2m2

N∗ + 2m2
N

,

pz =
λ1/2(−Q2,m2

N∗ ,m2
N )

2
√
Q2 + 2m2

N∗ + 2m2
N

=
qz
2
, q0 =

m2
N∗ −m2

N√
Q2 + 2m2

N∗ + 2m2
N

.

(18)

It should be clear that for the nucleon N its spin component along the z-axis is now opposite to its helicity λN .
Conservation of angular momentum implies λγ∗ − λN = λN∗ . Note that the kinematics (17) does not provide any
direction perpendicular to the z-axis. Thus there cannot be any orbital angular momentum.

Following [82] we define alternative helicity amplitudes

Gm :=
i

2emN
εµ(q,m) ⟨N∗(pz, λN∗ = m− 1/2)|jµ|N(−pz, λN = +1/2)⟩ . (19)

We can relate them to our TFFs Fi and helicity amplitudes Hm. In (19), we need the polarization vectors for the
space-like virtual photon. They are provided in Appendix A. Note the extra factor of i appearing in (19). It is caused
by a phase freedom when choosing fields and states for fermions and relates in practice to the charge conjugation
properties of the N∗ field. This aspect is discussed in Appendix C.
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We find the following relations between our and the alternative helicity amplitudes:

G+ =
1

2mN

1√
3

√
Q2 + (mN∗ +mN )2H+(−Q2) ,

G0 = − Q

2mN

√
2

3

√
Q2 + (mN∗ +mN )2

mN∗ −mN
H0(−Q2) ,

G− =
1

2mN

√
Q2 + (mN∗ +mN )2H−(−Q2) . (20)

Although our main focus is the low-energy structure of the TFFs, it is worth noting their high-energy behavior.
In particular, one can justify in that way that the TFFs satisfy unsubtracted dispersion relations. In turn, this
means that additional subtractions help to strengthen the influence of the low-energy region in the dispersive integral
[44, 78, 84].
Using quark counting rules for Q2 → +∞ one can show that the helicity amplitudes scale as [82]

G+ ∼
1

Q3
, G0 ∼

1

Q4
, G− ∼

1

Q5
(21)

and therefore

H+ ∼
1

Q4
, H0 ∼

1

Q6
, H− ∼

1

Q6
. (22)

This leads to

F1 ∼
1

Q6
, F2 ∼

1

Q8
, F3 ∼

1

Q8
. (23)

Interestingly, we deduce from (16) and (23) that F1 is dominant at low and high energies.
In other works, e.g. [4, 39, 40, 85–87], one also uses helicity amplitudes defined in the rest frame of N∗(1520):

A 1
2
= − 1√

2κr

i

2
√
mN∗mN

⟨N∗(s∗z = +1/2)| j+ |N(sz = −1/2)⟩ ,

A 3
2
= − 1√

2κr

i

2
√
mN∗mN

⟨N∗(s∗z = +3/2)| j+ |N(sz = +1/2)⟩ ,

S 1
2
=

1√
2κr

i

2
√
mN∗mN

⟨N∗(s∗z = +1/2)| ρ |N(sz = +1/2)⟩

(24)

with j+ := − 1√
2
(jx+ ijy), ρ := j0 = ϵµ(q, 0)jµ

|q⃗|
Q and κr :=

m2
N∗−m2

N

2mN∗ . In (24), the z-axis is defined by the direction of

motion of the virtual photon. Note that this means that the nucleon moves against the z-direction. Its spin projection
on the z-axis is opposite to the nucleon’s helicity.
With the factor of i in (24), we have taken care of the fact that our resonance states show a different behavior with
respect to charge conjugation as compared to the states used in [4, 39, 40, 85–87]; see the discussion in Appendix C.
There could be an extra sign between experimentally and theoretically defined helicity amplitudes [87]. This issue
will be discussed further when we specify our hadronic input in Subsection IVB.
We find that the relation between A 1

2 ,
3
2
, S 1

2
and our helicity amplitudes H±,0 is given by

A 1
2

=

√
(mN +mN∗)2 +Q2

12mN (m2
N∗ −m2

N )
eH+ ,

S 1
2

= −
√

(mN −mN∗)2 +Q2

24mN (m2
N∗ −m2

N )

(mN +mN∗)2 +Q2

mN∗(mN∗ −mN )
eH0 ,

A 3
2

=

√
(mN +mN∗)2 +Q2

4mN (m2
N∗ −m2

N )
eH− . (25)

The assignment to the different Hm ∼ Gm can be easily understood. As already noted we have sz = −λN . Starting
with the previously introduced Breit frame, the rest frame of the N∗ can be obtained by a boost in the negative
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z-direction. This boost does not flip the helicity of N∗, i.e. s∗z = λN∗ . The label of the helicity amplitudes (19) is
given by λN∗ +λN = s∗z− sz for the case sz = −λN = −1/2. For A 1

2
this is the case at hand and we find immediately

A 1
2
∼ H+. For the other two amplitudes in (24), one must rotate the system by 180◦. The label of the helicity

amplitudes (19) is then given by λN∗ + λN = −s∗z + sz, leading to A 3
2
∼ H− and, of course, S 1

2
∼ H0.

III. DISPERSIVE MACHINERY

As has been explained previously, we calculate in this work the TFFs in a model independent way by resorting to
dispersion theory, which is based on unitarity and analyticity [42, 43, 88]. From the dispersive point of view, the
unitarity cut can be understood diagrammatically in Fig. 2. Here the discontinuity of a TFF is approximated by the
intermediate state of two pions in a p-wave. At low energies this saturates the discontinuity because the two-pion
state is the lightest intermediate s-channel state. Correspondingly, it is expected that at low energies this lightest
state has the most significant contribution to the whole TFF (and not only to its discontinuity). Contributions from
heavier states to the discontinuity are neglected in the present work. They only appear indirectly via a subtraction
constant that accounts for the impact of the high-energy region. Such an approximation is expected to be valid up
to around the mass of the ρ meson, |q2| ≈ m2

ρ [46, 58].

Disc

N∗

γ∗

N

=

N∗

T FV γ∗

N

+ . . .

FIG. 2: Diagrammatic representation for the discontinuities along the unitarity cut. Dashed lines in the loop denote
pions. The right-hand side of the equation displays explicitly the contribution from the two-pion cut. FV represents
the pion vector FF and T the pion-baryon reaction amplitude. The dots represent contributions from 4π, KK̄,
KK̄π, NN̄ , . . ..

Fig. 2 introduces also the pion vector FF (for an explicit definition see [46]) and a baryon-pion reaction amplitude. To
preserve unitarity (Watson’s theorem of final-state interactions [89]) this hadronic reaction amplitude must include the
effect of pion re-scattering. For the energy regime that we want to explore, the re-scattering effect is non-perturbative,
but essentially elastic. Therefore we utilize the parameterization of the p-wave phase shift provided in [48], based on
a dispersive analysis of two-pion scattering data. In this work, we use once-subtracted dispersion relations for the
isovector TFFs F v

i (q
2), which are given as

F v
i (q

2) = F v
i (0) +

q2

12π

Λ2∫
4m2

π

ds

π

TF
i (s) p3cm(s)F

∗
V (s)

s3/2 (s− q2 − iϵ) + F anom
i (q2) (26)

for i = 1, 2, 3. The pion momentum of a two-pion system with invariant mass
√
s is called pcm. The pertinent

pion-baryon reaction amplitudes are denoted by TF
i and the pion vector FF by FV . The last term on the right-hand

side of (26), the “anomalous” piece, is caused by the anomalous singularity whose origin will be explained below in
Section VI. There, also the corresponding analytic expressions will be specified.
The dispersive integral is cut off at an energy Λ because we can only provide reliable input for the discontinuity at low
energies where the two-pion state is dominant. Obviously, the contributions from the larger-s regions of the integrand
in (26) are suppressed by several factors of

√
s in the denominator (for small enough |q2|). Therefore a variation of

Λ in a reasonable range will not change the results very much. This has been confirmed in [46, 56, 57, 59] where
the cutoff has been varied between 1 GeV (onset of two-kaon and four-pion physics) and 2 GeV (onset of two-baryon
physics).
The pion vector FF is introduced by

⟨0| jµ
∣∣π+π−〉 = eFV (s)(p

µ
π+ − pµπ−) (27)

with s = (pπ+ + pπ−)2. For our calculations, FV is taken from [46] (see also [29, 90]):

FV (s) = (1 + αV s) Ω(s) (28)
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with the Omnès function defined as

Ω(s) = exp

s
∞∫

4m2
π

ds′

π

δ(s′)
s′ (s′ − s− iϵ)

 (29)

where δ denotes the pion p-wave phase shift [47, 48]. We utilize the pion phase shift from [48]. Then a value of

αV = 0.12GeV−2 (30)

yields an excellent description of the data on the pion vector FF from tau decays [91] for energies below 1 GeV.
Note that we follow always the same logic. Low-energy physics is provided explicitly, high-energy physics is encoded
in polynomials (because high-energy physics cannot cause non-analytic structures at low energies but only contact
terms). In (26), these are the subtraction constants. In (28), this is the linear term that distinguishes the pion vector
FF from the Omnès function. In general, the photon can couple to the pion via any intermediate state while the
Omnès function accounts only for the coupling to intermediate two-pion states.
In the dispersive framework, hadronic amplitudes Ti(s) are calculated by solving a Muskhelishvili-Omnès equation
[92, 93]. This leads to [57, 59]

Ti(s) = Ki(s) + Ω(s) Polyni(s) + T anom
i (s) + Ω(s) s

Λ2∫
4m2

π

ds′

π

Ki(s
′) sin δ(s′)

|Ω(s′)| (s′ − s− iϵ) s′ . (31)

Before we explain all the ingredients of (31) in detail, we have to clarify the subtle difference between the hadronic
amplitudes TF

i that appear in (26) and the constraint-free hadronic amplitudes Ti that appear in (31). The relation
is

TF
1,2(s) := T1,2(s) , TF

3 (s) :=
m2

N

s
T3(s) . (32)

The basic idea is to construct constraint-free hadronic amplitudes Ti that correspond to the constraint-free TFFs Fi.
However, there is a subtlety related to gauge invariance (BTT construction) that applies to the FFs but not to the
hadronic amplitudes. This will be further discussed in Subsection IVC. But the bottom line is that the constraint-free
amplitudes T1,2,3 correspond to F1, F2, and q

2 F3/m
2
N (and not just F3). On the other hand, all FFs are reconstructed

in (26) from their two-pion inelasticity in the very same way. This leads to the identification in (32).
In other words, the factor of q2 that appears in (2) and (16) in front of F3 is caused by the demand of gauge invariance.
But there is no such strict demand for pion-baryon amplitudes. On the other hand, TF

3 (s) has a pole for s = 0. This
would not be a good starting point for a dispersive representation of type (31).
Now we turn to an explanation of all the building blocks of (31). The already mentioned re-scattering effect is taken
care of by the pion phase shift δ and the Omnès function Ω. Also in this dispersion relation (31) an anomalous
contribution appears which will be specified later.
We have relegated the high-energy effects into subtraction polynomials Polyni. We restrict their form by reasonable
high-energy constraints. In QCD, the pion vector FF FV and the constraint-free baryon TFFs Fi satisfy unsubtracted
dispersion relations; see [94] and (23). This suggests that the hadronic amplitudes TF

i (s) should drop for large s. In
turn, the rather conservative constraint is that T1,2 should drop and T3 might approach a constant. Given that the
Omnès function Ω drops according to Ω(s) ∼ 1/s, we use

Polyn1,2(s)→ P1,2 , Polyn3(s)→ R3 + P3
s

m2
N

. (33)

The parameters Pi, i = 1, 2, 3, will be fitted to data. As already stressed, they parameterize the high-energy aspects
that we do not have under control in our low-energy dispersive framework. We will see below that R3 is constrained
by chiral symmetry.
The remaining piece that is needed as input is constituted by the “bare” hadronic amplitudes Ki that do not contain
the pion-pion re-scattering. Consequently, they contain “only” the pion-baryon interactions, in particular the part that
causes left-hand cuts from the exchange of states in the cross channels [45, 95]. All parts that contain neither right- nor
left-hand cuts must be polynomials. Those polynomials are explicitly provided by Polyni. Our bare amplitudes Ki are
free of such polynomial parts, i.e. we remove them by hand when defining Ki. To obtain a low-energy approximation
for these bare hadronic amplitudes Ki, we resort to a one-baryon exchange model. This is displayed in Fig. 3a. To
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N∗

N

ππ res.

π

π

∆/N

(a) ∆ and nucleon contribution to Ti

N∗

N

ππ res.

π

π

(b) Contribution from the contact terms Ω(s) Polyni

FIG. 3: Diagrammatic representation for the reduced hadronic amplitudes Ti.

be more specific, the re-scattering integral in (31) (plus the anomalous part) is displayed in Fig. 3a. If one drops the
blob denoted by “ππ res.”, one will obtain tree-level diagrams that correspond to Ki.

What is not explicitly resolved by one-baryon exchange is covered by contact terms, expressed via the subtraction
polynomials Polyni. The corresponding diagram is shown in Fig. 3b. For FFs of ground-state baryons, this approxi-
mation of one-baryon exchange plus contact terms can be justified by ChPT [46, 57–59, 96]. The N∗(1520) is beyond
the applicability range of ChPT, but its hadronic decay properties are phenomenologically well described [37] by the
decay branches N∗(1520) → Nπ,∆π,Nρ. We cover the physics of the ρ meson in a model independent way by the
re-scattering of the two pions where the ρ meson appears in the p-wave phase shift. In principle, it is conceivable
to cover the physics of the ∆ (or more generally the π-N interactions) by the corresponding pion-nucleon scattering
phase shifts [97]. However, this is far beyond the scope of the present work. In addition, it has been demonstrated
in [46, 58] that nucleon and ∆ exchange provide a very good approximation to the reduced hadronic amplitudes that
are needed for the FFs of the nucleon. Therefore we approximate the pion-nucleon dynamics by its most prominent
low-energy resonance, the ∆ baryon. Heavier resonances such as the N(1440) Roper resonance or the ever higher-lying
N(1520), N(1535), . . . are neglected as intermediate states due to the negligible couplings of the initial N(1520) to
these resonances [70]. Hence, as is shown in Fig. 3, we approximate the amplitudes in the pion-baryon channels by
single-particle exchange diagrams denoted by Ki. Then the full amplitudes TF

i incorporating the pion re-scattering
can be calculated via (31) and (32).

The details of the hadronic input such as the N∗-π-N and N∗-π-∆ Lagrangians will be specified in detail in Section
IV.

IV. HADRONIC LAGRANGIANS AS INPUT

As has been explained in Section III, we use amplitudes πN∗(1520)→ N → πN and πN∗(1520)→ ∆(1232)→ πN as
the input for our hadronic amplitudes TF

i . In turn, these amplitudes enter the dispersion relations (26) for the TFFs.
Thus we need the three-point interaction terms for N∗(1520)-π-N , N -π-N , N∗(1520)-π-∆(1232), and N -π-∆(1232).

The interaction terms for N -π-N and ∆(1232)-π-N are fully specified in [56, 57, 98] in the framework of baryon
ChPT. In Subsection IVA, we will summarize the relevant aspects of the baryon ChPT Lagrangian. Subsection IVB
is devoted to the formulation of the pertinent interaction Lagrangians for the three-point interactions of N∗(1520)-π-N
and N∗(1520)-π-∆(1232). Finally, a Lagrangian contributing to the subtraction constants in (31) will be formulated
in Subsection IVC.

A. Input from chiral perturbation theory

In this work, the N -N -π and ∆-N -π interactions are estimated using the leading-order (LO) baryonic chiral La-
grangian; see [1, 57, 98–100]. Our conventions have been spelled out in [101]. Note that this is a three-flavor
formalism that can easily be reduced to the two flavors that we need here. The advantage is that we do not need to
specify the isospin quartet field for the ∆ and the isospin transition operator that connects πN to ∆ (see, e.g., [1]).
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The interactions relevant for our purposes are given by

L(1)
baryon ⊇

gA
2

tr(B̄ γµ γ5 uµB)

+
hA

2
√
2

(
ϵade T̄µ

abc (uµ)
b
dB

c
e + ϵade B̄

e
c (u

µ)db T
abc
µ

)
(34)

with tr denoting a flavor trace. The octet baryons are collected in B. We need only the proton and neutron (Ba
b is

the entry in the ath row, bth column):

B →

 0 0 p

0 0 n

0 0 0

 . (35)

The decuplet is expressed by a totally symmetric flavor tensor T abc. We need the components

T 111 = ∆++ , T 112 =
1√
3
∆+ ,

T 122 =
1√
3
∆0 , T 222 = ∆− . (36)

The Goldstone bosons are encoded in Φ with the relevant pieces given by

Φ →

 π0
√
2π+ 0√

2π− −π0 0

0 0 0

 . (37)

The non-linear representation manifests itself via the definitions

u2 := U := exp(iΦ/Fπ) , uµ := i u† (∇µU)u† = u†µ (38)

with the pion decay constant Fπ.

We use the following numbers for our coupling constants: Fπ = 92.28MeV, gA = 1.26, hA = 2.88.

The chirally covariant derivatives acting on the baryon octet are defined by

DµB := ∂µB + [Γµ, B] , (39)

with the connection

Γµ :=
1

2

(
u† (∂µ − i(vµ + aµ))u

+ u (∂µ − i(vµ − aµ))u†
)
, (40)

for a decuplet T by

(DµT )
abc := ∂µT

abc + (Γµ)
a
a′T a′bc + (Γµ)

b
b′T

ab′c

+ (Γµ)
c
c′T

abc′ , (41)

for an anti-decuplet by

(DµT̄ )abc := ∂µT̄abc − (Γµ)
a′
a T̄a′bc − (Γµ)

b′
b T̄ab′c

− (Γµ)
c′
c T̄abc′ , (42)

and for the Goldstone boson fields by

∇µU := ∂µU − i(vµ + aµ)U + iU (vµ − aµ) (43)
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where v and a are external vectors and axial-vector sources, respectively. We introduce the coupling to photon fields
Aµ via

vµ → eAµ

 Qu 0 0

0 Qd 0

0 0 Qs

 . (44)

When confronted with the intricacies of working with relativistic spin-3/2 Rarita-Schwinger fields, a recurrent challenge
emerges in the form of nonphysical spin-1/2 components. Our interaction term characterized by hA does not only
provide a ∆ exchange but introduces in addition a troublesome contact term. To mitigate this issue effectively, one
can turn to the framework presented by Pascalutsa (as documented in [1, 102–104]). The core concept behind this
approach entails the substitution

Tµ → − 1

mR
ϵνµαβ γ5 γν ∂αTβ . (45)

In this substitution, the symbol mR denotes the mass of the resonance. In practice we take here the mass of the
∆(1232). This substitution serves as an effective means of eliminating the unphysical spin 1/2 mode.
Given the usual sign ambiguity in the definition of ϵ0123 [105], we note the following relations of practical relevance.
The antisymmetric combination of two and three gamma matrices are defined as [57]

γµν :=
1

2
[γµ, γν ] (46)

and

γµνα :=
1

6
(γµγνγα + γνγαγµ + γαγµγν

− γµγαγν − γαγνγµ − γνγµγα)

=
1

2
{γµν , γα} = +iϵµναβγβγ5 , (47)

respectively.

B. N∗(1520) effective Lagrangian

To formulate the interaction terms for N∗(1520)-π-∆(1232) and N∗(1520)-π-∆(1232), we start by figuring out how
many independent three-point interactions exist. The N∗(1520) state has quantum numbers I = 1/2 and JP = 3/2−.
Concerning isospin there is always only one combination possible. Concerning partial waves, the system πN couples
with a d-wave to N∗(1520); the system π∆(1232) couples with an s- or a d-wave to N∗(1520). Thus we have to write
down three interaction terms. We use again the three-flavor formalism of [56, 57, 98, 101].
A pertinent effective Lagrangian is given by

L =
ih

mN
ϵµναβ tr

(
B̄γµuνDαBβ

)
− ih

mN
ϵµναβ tr

(
DαB̄βγµuνB

)
+

iH1

8m2
∆

ϵade (T̄µα)abc
(
γµ (uν)

b
d + γν (uµ)

b
d

)
(Bνβ)ce gαβ

− iH1

8m2
∆

ϵade (B̄
να)ec

(
γµ (uν)

d
b + γν (uµ)

d
b

)
(Tµβ)abc gαβ

+
iH2

8m2
∆

ϵade (T̄µα)abc
(
γµ (uν)

b
d − γν (uµ)bd

)
(Bνβ)ce gαβ

− iH2

8m2
∆

ϵade (B̄
να)ec

(
γµ (uν)

d
b − γν (uµ)db

)
(Tµβ)abc gαβ

(48)

where we have introduced field-strength type structures Tµν := DµT ν−DνTµ and Bµν := DµBν−DνBµ. The three
dimensionless coupling constants h, H1, and H2 must be real. Then this Lagrangian is hermitian and symmetric with
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respect to charge conjugation; see the discussion in Appendix C. The N∗ field is expressed via a (sparsely populated)
3× 3 flavor matrix:

Bµ →

 0 0 N∗+
µ

0 0 N∗0
µ

0 0 0

 . (49)

The following considerations went into the construction of (48). A meaningful formal low-energy limit is obtained
for baryon masses much larger than pion masses and differences of baryon masses. In the rest frame of one of the
baryons, temporal derivatives acting on baryons are as large as baryon masses, spatial derivatives acting on baryons
and all derivatives acting on pions are small. If one uses the Pauli-Dirac representation [106] for the spinors and γ
matrices, the upper spinor components are large, the lower are small. γ0 is diagonal, γi is off-diagonal, i.e. connects
upper and lower spinor components. The spatial components of the vector-spinors Tµ and Bν are large, the temporal
component is small.

The dominant term in the h interaction is provided for µ = 0 and all other indices spatial. One picks up two spatial
derivatives, which fits to the d-wave. The dominant term in the H1 interaction comes from µ = ν = 0. Then α = β
is a spatial index. There are no spatial derivatives in the dominant term. This describes an s-wave interaction. By
construction, the corresponding dominant term drops out for the H2 interaction. The next terms come, e.g., from
µ = 0 but spatial ν. The indices α = β are then also spatial. In total, one picks up two momenta, the d-wave
interaction. Note, however, that also the H2 interaction has subleading parts that contribute to the s-wave. Thus a
superposition of H1 and H2 describe the s-wave while H2 describes the d-wave.

The coupling constant h can be fitted to the decay width for N∗(1520)→ πN [37]. H2 can be determined from the
d-wave part of the decay N∗(1520)→ ∆π. Finally, a superposition of H1 and H2 can be fitted to the corresponding
s-wave part.

At this point it is appropriate to discuss the signs of our coupling constants. Introducing a new bosonic quantum field
allows to choose freely a convention about the sign of one interaction term where this field appears with an odd power.
The reason is that the field can be replaced by its negative without changing any quantum physics (overall phases
do not matter). Since fermions appear in pairs, the number of interaction terms where the sign is a pure convention
is by 1 less than the number of fermion fields. The fields at hand are pions, photons, nucleons, ∆ baryons, and N∗

baryons. Thus we can freely choose four signs. These conventions enter the substitution (44) (related to the photon)
and the choices gA > 0 (related to the pion), and hA > 0 (related to the ∆). Finally we have a sign convention
left that relates to the N∗(1520). We can either choose the sign of N∗-π-N or the sign of N∗-γ-N . One sign is a
convention, but the other one contains the physics of interferences.

We have decided to choose the convention for the N∗-γ-N interactions such that our helicity amplitudes (25) agree
with the experimental counter parts. This implies that we cannot freely choose the sign of h. But only its modulus is
determined by the partial decay width of N∗ → πN . Fortunately, it has been specified in [2, 87] how the signs of the
interactions are related. Note that this is possible because the experimental helicity amplitudes are determined from
the single-pion electroproduction on the nucleon. A slight complication is caused by the fact that our conventions
concerning charge conjugation (and time reversal) differ from the conventions used in [2, 87]. We have clarified this
issue in our Appendix C. The bottom line of these considerations is that h < 0. As a further cross-check we will also
explore the consequences of the choice h > 0 in the result section. Indeed, the quality of our fit decreases for h > 0.

The previous considerations should have made clear that the signs of H1 and H2 are also not pure conventions. This
can also be deduced from Fig. 3a. The nucleon exchange is proportional to h gA while the ∆ exchange is proportional
to H1,2 hA. These diagrams interfere at the amplitude level. Given that our conventions make gA and hA positive,
it is obvious that the relative signs between h and the two couplings H1 and H2 matter. The partial decay widths
for N∗ → π∆ determine the modulus of H2 and the modulus of a superposition of H1 and H2. This leaves four
possibilities for the values of H1 and H2. However, we have checked that choosing the same sign for H1 and H2 leads
to opposite signs of s- and d-wave in the N∗(1520) → π∆ amplitudes, contradicting the partial-wave analysis [107]
and quark model predictions [75, 108]. This leaves us with two possibilities, namely (1) h < 0, H1 > 0, H2 < 0; and
(2) h < 0, H1 < 0, H2 > 0. In Section VII we will explore these two scenarios.

C. Contact terms

It is illuminating to construct a Lagrangian that gives tree-level contributions to the reaction matrix element (1). For
the following considerations, isospin does not matter. Therefore we use just a single spin-1/2 field Ψ for the nucleon
and a single vector-spinor field Ψµ for the N∗(1520). The photon field strength is denoted by Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ.
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The Lagrangian

L = c1
(
Ψ̄γµFµνΨ

ν + Ψ̄νγµFµνΨ
)

+ c2
(
Ψ̄σµα∂νFµαΨ

ν + Ψ̄νσµα∂νFµαΨ
)

+ ic3
(
Ψ̄∂µFµνΨ

ν − Ψ̄ν∂µFµνΨ
)

(50)

yields a contribution ∼ ci to the TFF Fi. Charge conjugation (and hermiticity) demands that all three ci are real.
We stress again that this statement is tied to the discussion of charge conjugation in Appendix C.
These simplest possible structures (50) for γ∗-N -N∗(1520) interactions can also be used to argue why the constraint-
free FFs Fi, i = 1, 2, 3, are the starting point for dispersive representations. For these simplest Lagrangians the
constraint-free FFs are constants, i.e. the most trivial analytic functions. In the presence of loops, these functions
become more complicated. One resolves the intrinsic structure of composite objects and that the quantum vacuum is
not empty. Starting from the constants, one avoids introducing spurious poles or extra cuts that could be caused by
kinematical functions like momenta.
One might also see the Lagrangian (50) as the provider of the subtraction constants F v

i (0) in (26). In the same spirit
we aim at the construction of a Lagrangian that yields the contact terms in (31), (33). Mimicking (50), one can
replace the field strength Fµν by Jπ

µν where

Jπ
µν := i

(
∂µπ

−∂νπ
+ − ∂µπ+∂νπ

−) . (51)

One can then write down the following Lagrangian for four-point N(1520)-N -π-π vertices:

L =
p1
F 3
π

(
Ψ̄γµJπ

µνΨ
ν + Ψ̄νγµJπ

µνΨ
)

+
p2
F 4
π

(
Ψ̄σµα∂νJ

π
µαΨ

ν + Ψ̄νσµα∂νJ
π
µαΨ

)
+ i

p3
F 4
π

(
Ψ̄∂µJπ

µνΨ
ν − Ψ̄ν∂µJπ

µνΨ
)
. (52)

Note that (52) emerges from a chiral construction of interactions with pions. The commutator i[uµ, uν ] yields the
tensor Jπ

µν . In principle, there is a simpler term that combines two pions to a p-wave, namely the scalar-QED
construction of a charged current:

jπν := i
(
π−∂νπ

+ − π+∂νπ
−) . (53)

This suggests that instead of the p3 term in (52) there could be a simpler interaction term ∼ Ψ̄jπνΨ
ν . A pertinent

Lagrangian would then have the form2

L =
p1
F 3
π

(
Ψ̄γµJπ

µνΨ
ν + Ψ̄νγµJπ

µνΨ
)

+
p2
F 4
π

(
Ψ̄σµα∂νJ

π
µαΨ

ν + Ψ̄νσµα∂νJ
π
µαΨ

)
+ i

r3
F 2
π

(
Ψ̄jπνΨ

ν − Ψ̄νjπνΨ
)
. (54)

However, such a structure Ψ̄jπνΨ
ν is at odds with chiral symmetry breaking. Indeed, the structure (53) emerges from

the chiral connection Γν given in (40). But, of course, the chiral connection appears only together with a derivative.
Yet, a term ∼ tr(B̄DνB

ν) would not make sense because it mixes the nucleon field with the unphysical spin-1/2 part
of Bν .
The whole discussion is completely equivalent concerning the photon field Aν and the pion current jπν . Both terms
are contained in the chiral connection Γν . Both interaction terms Ψ̄AνΨ

ν and Ψ̄jπνΨ
ν are forbidden by symmetries.

Instead, field strength structures Fµν and Jπ
µν must be used (which emerge from the field strength [Dµ, Dν ] related

to the chiral connection [109]).
On the other hand, gauge invariance, related to the use of the photon field strength in (50), is an exact symmetry
while chiral symmetry is only approximate. The appearance of the q2 term in (2) and (16) is mandatory. But in

2 Note that Jπ
µν = 1

2
(∂µjπν − ∂νjπµ ).
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the projector formalism for pion-baryon amplitudes that we will introduce in the next section, there is no gauge
invariance restriction that would induce a factor of q2. Here emerges the subtle difference between standard partial-
wave projected hadronic reaction amplitudes Ti and the reduced amplitudes TF

i that are required in (26) for the
dispersive representation of the electromagnetic TFFs.
The simplest structures that can appear for Ti in (31) emerge from (54). In other words, the analogy to Fi(0) ∼ ci
is given by P1,2 ∼ p1,2 and R3 ∼ r3. Yet this R3 cannot come from a chiral Lagrangian. It can be caused, however,
from the polynomial part of nucleon and ∆ exchange diagrams. But then it is predicted from the low-energy exchange
diagrams and not a free fit parameter (“low-energy constant”) that would correspond to the high-energy aspects. In
(33), we can calculate R3, but will fit P1,2,3.

V. PROJECTOR FORMALISM

Let us spell out in detail the strategy how to obtain the pertinent “bare” hadronic reaction amplitudes. There are
two general aspects: (1) We want to formulate dispersion relations for the TFFs Fi, which are free of kinematical
constraints. (2) Feynman amplitudes for hadronic reactions N∗ → N ππ are most easily decomposed into hadronic
helicity amplitudes KλN∗−λN

[81]. How do we make contact between the Fi’s and the Km’s? The discontinuities of
the TFFs Fi can be translated to discontinuities of the electromagnetic helicity amplitudes HλN−ΛN∗ . Their two-
pion inelasticities translate then directly to the hadronic helicity amplitudes KλN∗−λN

. Taken together, we obtain
relations between the constraint-free TFFs Fi and corresponding constraint-free hadronic amplitudes Ki. For the
latter we can then formulate also dispersion relations — provided that the Ki do not contain spurious poles. To be
completely precise, the relation between F1, F2, and q

2F3/m
2
N on the one hand and H+, q

2H0/m
2
N , and H− on the

other translates to a relation between K1, K2, and K3 on the one hand and K−1, K0, and K+1 on the other. We find H+(q
2)

q2H0(q
2)/m2

N

H−(q2)

 = T(q2)

 F1(q
2)

F2(q
2)

q2F3(q
2)/m2

N

 (55)

leading to  K−1(s)

K0(s)

K+1(s)

 = T(s)

 K1(s)

K2(s)

K3(s)

 (56)

with

T(q2) :=


(mN∗mN−m2

N+q2)mN

mN∗
−(mN∗+mN )((mN∗−mN )2−q2)

mN∗ m2
N

q2(mN∗−mN )
mN

−q2(mN∗−mN )((mN∗−mN )2−q2)
2mN∗m2

N

(mN∗−mN )(q2+m2
N∗−m2

N )
2mN∗

(mN∗−mN )mN 0 m2
N

 . (57)

Of course, (55) is a direct consequence of the original definitions (6). Had we used H0 instead of the combination
q2H0/m

2
N , then the matrix T would not just contain polynomials in q2. The polynomials ensure that inelasticities

for the helicity amplitudes can be translated directly to the inelasticities of the TFFs.
After inverting (56), the remaining tasks are then to obtain hadronic helicity amplitudes Km and to choose normal-
izations such that they fit to the electromagnetic helicity amplitudes H−m. The first task is addressed in the present
and the next section. The proper normalizations of the hadronic amplitudes is addressed in Appendix B.
To describe the hadronic decay N∗ → Nπ+π−, we choose a frame where the pion pair is at rest and the baryons move
in the +z direction. We choose the x-axis such that the whole reaction takes place in the x-z plane and that the π+

has a positive momentum component in the x-direction. A sketch for the kinematic configuration is shown in Fig. 4.
It is convenient to introduce (see also [57, 110])

q := pN∗ − pN = pπ+ + pπ− ,

k := pπ+ − pπ− ,

k̄ := pN∗ + pN ,

r := k̄ − k̄ · q
q2

q ,

k⊥ := k − k · r
r2

r .

(58)
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+z

+x

pz pz
N(1520) N

π+

π−

θ

FIG. 4: The x-z plane of the center of mass frame of the 2-pion state. Both the N∗(1520) and N are chosen to fly in
the +z direction.

If θ denotes the angle between the flight directions of the positive pion and the baryons (Fig. 4), we find explicitly:

pN∗ = (EN∗ , 0, 0, pz) , pN = (EN , 0, 0, pz) ,

pπ+ = (Eπ, pcm sin θ, 0, pcm cos θ) , pπ− = (Eπ,−pcm sin θ, 0,−pcm cos θ) ,

q = (
√
q2, 0, 0, 0) , k⊥ = (0, 2pcm sin θ, 0, 0) r = (0, 0, 0, 2pz) (59)

with

EN∗ =
m2

N∗ + q2 −m2
N

2
√
q2

, EN =
m2

N∗ − q2 −m2
N

2
√
q2

,

pz =
1

2
√
q2
λ1/2(m2

N∗ ,m2
N , q

2) , pcm =

√
q2

2
σ(q2) (60)

where we have used the Källén function (12) and the velocity of the pions,

σ(s) :=

√
1− 4m2

π

s
. (61)

Note that in the chosen frame, q has only a zeroth component, r has only a third component (z-component), and k⊥
has only a positive first component (x-component).
We want to relate the general matrix element ūN Mµ u

µ
N∗ to scalar quantities ai(q

2, θ) and a pre-defined basis set of
spinor-matrix Lorentz-vector objects such that only the scalar quantities depend on the explicit form of Mµ, i.e.

ūN Mµ u
µ
N∗ =

∑
i

ai(q
2, θ) ūN Mµ

i gµν u
ν
N∗ . (62)

One can show that there are only four independent spinor-matrix Lorentz-vector objects Mµ
i , which we label by

i = +1, 0, −1, −2. The task of constructing the basis set of Mµ
i is similar to [57, 110] but technically significantly

simpler since all our baryons have natural parity. We have found the following basis set of spinor-matrix Lorentz-vector
objects:

Mµ
−1 := i/k⊥ p

µ
N ,

Mµ
+1 := i

[
(mN∗ −mN )2 − q2

]
kµ⊥ + imN∗ /k⊥ p

µ
N ,

Mµ
0 := ipµN ,

Mµ
−2 := i

[
(mN∗ +mN )2 − q2

]
/k⊥ k

µ
⊥ + imN∗ k2⊥ p

µ
N . (63)

We have constructed them such that each corresponds to one of the relevant helicity combinations, i.e.

ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ
i gµν u

ν
N∗(pz, λN∗) ∼ δi,∆λ (64)
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with the helicity change ∆λ := λN∗ − λN .
One can determine the scalar amplitudes ai, i = −2,−1, 0,+1, via a projector formalism along the lines of [57]. The
scalar amplitudes ai, once properly normalized, can be further processed for partial-wave expansions and dispersive
representations. In particular, they can be expanded as [81]

ai(s, θ) sin
|i| θ =

1

pz

∑
J

(
J +

1

2

)
aJi (s) d

J
i,0(θ) (65)

where J denotes the (total) angular momentum of the two-pion system and dJi,0 the Wigner rotation functions. Note
that k⊥ is the only quantity in (63) that carries an angular dependence, which explains the appearance of the factor

sin(θ)
|i|

in the partial-wave expansion in (65).

VI. PARTIAL-WAVE PROJECTION

Next we present the partial-wave decomposition of the hadronic amplitude ūN Mµ u
µ
N∗ and the reduced amplitude

K∆λ.
Depending on the helicity configuration, one has for ∆λ = 0 the partial-wave projection

K0(s) =
3

2

π∫
0

dθ sin θ cos θ

× ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ(q, pN , k⊥)u
µ
N∗(pz,+1/2)

N0(s) pcm

=
3

2

ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ
0 gµνu

ν
N∗(pz,+1/2)

N0(s) pcm

×
π∫

0

dθ sin θ cos θ a0(s, θ)

(66)

while for the helicity-flip cases of |∆λ| = 1 one finds

K±1(s) =
3

4

π∫
0

dθ sin2 θ

× ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ(q, pN , k⊥)u
µ
N∗(pz,+1/2± 1)

N±1(s) pcm

=
3

4

ūN (pz,+1/2) M̃µ
±1 gµνu

ν
N∗(pz,+1/2± 1)

N±1(s) pcm

×
π∫

0

dθ sin θ a±1(s, θ) sin
2 θ .

(67)

The normalization factors N±1,0 which are defined in Appendix B are chosen such that one gets the correct TFFs
F1,2,3, not multiples thereof. The pcm factors in the denominator of (66) and (67) are purely conventional [57].
We have checked explicitly that, for both the N and ∆ exchange, one gets the following analytic expression in each
kinematical region:

K±1,0(s) = g±1,0(s)−
2f±1,0(s)

Y (s)κ2(s)
+ f±1,0(s)

1

κ3(s)
LN/∆ (68)

where LN/∆ = log Y (s)+κ(s)
Y (s)−κ(s) is the standard logarithmic function for (mN∗ + mN )2 ≤ s. Below this production

threshold one has to choose the correct analytic continuation. We will come back to this point below.
The function Y that appears in (68) and in the logarithm LN/∆ is defined by

Y (s) := s+ 2m2
exch −m2

N∗ −m2
N − 2m2

π . (69)
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The mass mexch of the exchanged state is either the nucleon or the ∆ mass. The function κ(s) is defined as

κ(s) := λ1/2(s,m2
N ,m

2
N∗)σ(s) , (70)

with the Källén function (12) and the pion velocity σ provided in (61).
The functions f±1,0(s), g±1,0(s) are functions without any cut but they have poles at kinematical thresholds. However,
they conspire such that no poles show up for K±1,0(s). The same observation can be made for the corresponding
expressions in [57]. The analytic expressions for the nucleon exchange contribution to f±1,0(s), g±1,0(s) are explicitly
given in Appendix D. However, due to the lengthy analytic expressions of the ∆ contributions, we refrain from
explicitly presenting those in the paper.
We turn now to the analytic continuation of the logarithms. The right-hand cut is along the positive real axis starting
at the two-pion threshold 4m2

π, known as the unitarity cut. This cut defines two Riemann sheets. The logarithm of
LN/∆ is caused by exchange diagrams in the cross channels. The corresponding branch point and attached cut are
usually located in the second Riemann sheet [57]. However, an additional branch point can appear on the physical
sheet if the exchange particle in the t/u-channel is too light. The left-hand cut generated by K±1,0(s) might intersect
with the right-hand cut and therefore produce a branch point in the first Riemann sheet. The criterion for the
appearance of such a branch point on the first Riemann sheet is given by [57, 111]

m2
exch <

1

2

(
m2

N∗ +m2
N − 2m2

π

)
. (71)

For the N∗(1520) → N ππ amplitudes, the nucleon exchange satisfies the criterion (71) and therefore there will
be an anomalous singularity in the complex plane for the nucleon exchange diagram. One needs a proper analytic
continuation for LN/∆(s) down to the interval 4m2

π ≤ s < (mN∗ +mN )2, which we now shall discuss. The following
points along the real axis and in the complex plane, respectively, are of importance:

• the two-pion threshold

s2π := 4m2
π ; (72)

• the decay threshold below which the decay N∗(1520)→ Nππ can happen,

sdt := (mN∗ −mN )2 ; (73)

• the point where the function Y vanishes,

sY := −2m2
exch +m2

N∗ +m2
N + 2m2

π ; (74)

• the scattering threshold for the scattering reaction ππ → N∗(1520)N̄ ,

sst := (mN∗ +mN )2 ; (75)

• the branch points of the logarithm that emerges from the partial-wave projection (66), (67) [57],

s± := − 1

4m2
exch

×
[(
λ1/2(m2

N∗ ,m2
exch,m

2
π)± λ1/2(m2

N ,m
2
exch,m

2
π)
)2
− (m2

N∗ −m2
N )2

]
. (76)

Here mexch denotes the mass of the exchanged baryon. As long as sY is below the two-pion threshold, no anomalous
cuts appear [111]. But for our case of nucleon and ∆ exchange, sY lies higher. What matters is the location of the
points (72), (73), (74), (75), and (76) relative to each other; see Fig. 5.
For the nucleon exchange diagram, the point s+ lies on the first Riemann sheet in the fourth quadrant. The point s−
lies on the second Riemann sheet and is of no concern. The ordering of the other points is

s2π < sdt < sY < sst . (77)

More explicitly, for the N exchange, the logarithmic function LN in (68) takes the following form:

LN

κ(s)
=



1
κ(s)

(
log Y (s)+κ(s)

Y (s)−κ(s) + 2πi
)

for s2π < s < sdt ,

2
|κ(s)|

(
arctan |κ(s)|

Y (s) + π
)

for sdt < s < sY ,

2
|κ(s)| arctan

|κ(s)|
Y (s) for sY < s < sst ,

1
κ(s) log

Y (s)+κ(s)
Y (s)−κ(s) for sst < s

(78)
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Re

Im first
Riemann sheet

s+

(mN∗ −mN )2

sdt sc m2
ρ

ssc

4m2
π

left-hand cut

(a) Analytic structure of the nucleon exchange diagram Fig. 3a in the first Riemann sheet with s+ being the anomalous
branch point. The first part of the green curve is defined in (84), the rest is the unitarity cut along the real axis as given in
(26) and (31). An equivalent, numerically treatable path is shown by the dashed line.

Re

Im first
Riemann sheet

s+ s−
(mN∗ −mN )2

sdt m2
ρ

4m2
π

left-hand cut

(b) Analytic structure of the ∆ exchange diagram Fig. 3a in the first Riemann sheet. s+ and s− are two singularities, both
lying infinitesimally above the real axis, on the second Riemann sheet. The green curve shows the unitarity integration path.

FIG. 5: Analytic structure of the nucleon and ∆ exchange diagrams in the first Riemann sheet

where log is the logarithmic function that has a cut along the negative axis. The arctan function maps the set of real
numbers onto the interval (−π/2,+π/2).
For the ∆ exchange, both s± lie on the second Riemann sheet, and therefore there is no anomalous singularity. Both
s± lie infinitely close to, but slightly above the real axis, if one uses the prescription m2

N∗ → m2
N∗ + iϵ. The ordering

of points is

s2π < s+ < sY < s− < sdt < sst . (79)

Numerically, s+ is rather close to the two-pion threshold while s− is close to the decay threshold. We find that the
correct analytic continuation of the logarithm for the ∆ exchange is

L∆

κ(s)
=



1
κ(s) log

Y (s)+κ(s)
Y (s)−κ(s) for s2π < s < s+ ,

1
κ(s)

(
log
∣∣∣Y (s)+κ(s)
Y (s)−κ(s)

∣∣∣+ πi
)

for s+ < s < s− ,

1
κ(s) log

Y (s)+κ(s)
Y (s)−κ(s) for s− < s < sdt ,

2
|κ(s)| arctan

|κ(s)|
Y (s) for sdt < s < sst ,

1
κ(s) log

Y (s)+κ(s)
Y (s)−κ(s) for sst < s .

(80)

Note that the log function has led to an imaginary part between the two singularities s+ and s−. We have checked
that (78) and (80) are exactly the correct analytic expressions along the unitarity cut by a numerical comparison of
our dispersive calculations with the respective one-loop result for the scalar case [112].
From the tree-level hadronic helicity amplitudes K±1,0 given in (68) and logarithmic functions LN/∆ properly an-
alytically continued, it is straightforward to invert (56) and to calculate the pion re-scattering loop diagrams in
(31).
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So far, we have described the situation as if one-baryon exchange diagrams yielded only left-hand cut structures
Km. However, also polynomial contributions emerge from the corresponding Feynman diagrams [22, 46, 56–58]. In
principle, one can just drop these contributions as long as they can be merged with the fit parameters Pi that appear
in (33). Yet this is not the case for R3 as pointed out in Subsection IVC. Therefore we present explicitly those
constants emerging from the baryon exchange diagrams. In addition, we match the subtraction constants Pi to the
contact interaction terms of (52). This is a further cross-check for the procedure on the hadronic side that starts with
Feynman amplitudes, translates them to helicity amplitudes and finally combines those to unconstrained reduced
hadronic amplitudes. Carried out for the contact terms of (52) leads indeed to the correct results. We find

P1 =
p1

F 3
πmN

,

P2 = −2p2
F 4
π

,

P3 = − p3
F 4
π

,

R3 = RN
3 +R∆

3 (81)

with RN,∆
3 presented in (D7).

The anomalous contributions that enter (26) and (31) concern the nucleon exchange. They are given by [57]

F anom
i (q2) =

q2

12π

1∫
0

dx
ds′(x)
dx

1

s′(x)− q2

× fFi (s′(x))FV (s
′(x))

−4 (−λ(s′(x),m2
N ,m

2
N∗))3/2

, (82)

and

T anom
i (s) = Ω(s) s

1∫
0

dx
ds′(x)
dx

1

s′(x)− s

× 2fi(s
′(x))

(−λ(s′(x),m2
N∗ ,m2

N ))1/2 κ2(s′(x))

× tIAM(s′(x))
Ω(s′(x)) s′(x)

. (83)

Further details are provided in Appendix E. Note that in (82) and (83), the quantities fFi and fi are obtained from
f−1,0,1 in the very same way how TF

i are obtained from Ti in (32) and how K1,2,3 are obtained from K−1,0,1 in (56).
In (82) and (83) we have chosen the anomalous cut to lie along the straight-line path

s′(x) := (1− x)s+ + x 4m2
π (84)

which connects the anomalous singularity s+ to 4m2
π; see Fig. 5a. However, for the nucleon exchange, one faces an

integrand that is singular at the decay threshold sdt, as can be deduced from (78). Even though this constitutes an
inverse-square-root singularity, which is integrable and well-defined with the epsilon prescription m2

N∗ → m2
N∗ + iϵ

[113], it is numerically easier to avoid this problem [59]. We can continuously deform the integration contour from
the green path to the black-dashed path in Fig. 5a because the integrand is analytic. In practice, we connect the
points s+ and sc in our calculation where we have chosen sdt < sc = 0.56GeV2 < m2

ρ. A detailed treatment of the
deformation of the contour can be found in Appendix E.

VII. RESULTS

How well does our formalism describe the available (low-energy) data on the (isovector) TFFs in the space-like
region? How do our predictions look like for the time-like (low-energy) region? To answer these questions we will
discuss first to which extent the isovector dominates over the isoscalar channel, based on the existing electro- and
photo-production data (Subsection VIIA). As a next step, we need to fix our input parameters, namely the three-
point coupling constants h, H1,2 together with the subtraction constants P1,2,3, F

v
1,2,3(0), a total of 9 parameters.

Subsection VIIB is devoted to this task. Finally, the results for the space-like and the predicted time-like TFFs will
be presented in Subsection VIIC.
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A. Extracting the isovector TFFs

Based on (4), we need data for protons and neutrons to extract the isovector TFFs. Naturally, the data situation is
better for the proton [65–67] than for the neutron [85, 86]. Our low-energy formalism should definitely not be used for
photon virtualities above 1GeV. But for the discussion of the data situation we use the full range of available data.
We start with the photon point and use the results from the recent compilation of the Particle Data Group (PDG)
[37]. Results are shown in Tab. I. Since we will also use the results of the MAID analysis [85, 86] for the space-like
data, it is illuminating to compare also the photon-point results. The deviation between PDG and MAID it explained
by the poorer data situation at the time when the MAID analysis has been carried out.

TFF PDG MAID

F v
1 (0) 0.73 ± 0.03 0.89

F v
2 (0) 0.32 ± 0.06 0.31

F v
3 (0) - −1.03

TABLE I: The isovector TFFs at the photon point, F v
i (q

2 = 0), based on the estimates from PDG [37] and MAID
[85, 86]. All quantities in GeV−2. The uncertainties are based on the PDG results for A 3

2
and A 1

2
, assuming no

correlations between the uncertainties of these helicity amplitudes.
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FIG. 6: The data situation for the TFFs in the space-like region, −q2 = Q2 ≥ 0. F p
i data are shown in black [65],

cyan [66] and purple [67]. Data at Q2 = 0 (orange for proton and green for neutron) are taken from the PDG [37].
The solid purple (“Jlab”) [114] and green (“MAID”) [85] lines are the respective parameterization for the TFFs of
pγ∗ → N∗+(1520) and nγ∗ → N∗0(1520). Subtracting the Jlab and the MAID proton TFFs by the MAID neutron
TFFs, the dashed purple and the dashed blue lines are obtained, respectively. The former is denoted as
“Jlab-MAID”. (Color online. The different colors refer to lines from top to bottom, except for the F3 panel where
they refer to lines from bottom to top.)

In Fig. 6, we show the space-like TFFs (electro-production) and also the photon point (photo-production). The first
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thing to notice is that there are data with error bars for the proton and data parametrizations without uncertainties
for the neutron. This is because there are no systematic error estimates, as pointed out by the MAID group [85, 86].
This problem makes it also a bit unclear down to which Q2 values one should trust the parameterizations; see also
the corresponding discussion in [83, 115] where it has been pointed out that the MAID parameterization violates the
Siegert theorem (7). Though this constraint resides in the time-like region, it likely influences also the photon point
and the low-energy space-like region.
Our framework is suited for the isovector part of the TFFs, but not for the isoscalar. Therefore we cannot directly
compare to the high-quality proton data. Instead we need to subtract proton and neutron parameterizations from each
other according to (4). Therefore the uncertainties for the isovector TFFs are hard to assess. Clearly, the situation
would drastically improve with better neutron data.
For the present paper, our strategy is to identify TFFs that are isovector dominated. This means that we check if an
isovector TFF is close to the corresponding proton data (in the low-energy regime). In such a case, we use the proton
error bars as a rough indication of the data uncertainties. Already the photon point shows that F1 might be isovector
dominated, but F2 is clearly not. This finding is further supported by comparing in Fig. 6 the dashed isovector lines
with the proton data points. In view of these observations, we will spend a larger degree of effort to reproduce F v

1

with our framework. For F v
2 we will stay more schematic in lack of any reasonable estimate of the data uncertainties.

Concerning F3, the situation is further complicated by the fact that it cannot be extracted at the photon point. Note
that H0 is related to the longitudinal polarization, which does not exist for real photons. For H±, the contribution
of F3 is multiplied in (6) by the photon virtuality q2. The absence of photon-point data increases the complications
associated with the Siegert theorem (7) and its violation by data parameterizations. We observe in Fig. 6 that the
dashed isovector lines coincide with the proton data for Q2 ≳ 0.40GeV2. Given that the situation is unclear for low
Q2, we boldly assume isovector dominance also for F3. Of course, whether F3 is really isovector dominated at small
Q2 < 0.4GeV2 remains to be seen in future experiments addressing neutron TFFs.
In short, we assume that

F v
i,data(−Q2) = F p

i,data(−Q2) for i = 1, 3 . (85)

Concerning F2, we have a value for the photon point; see Tab. I. We will fit our parameters such that we reproduce
the photon point and get a slope that agrees reasonably well with the isovector parameterizations shown in Fig. 6.

B. Fixing hadronic and electronic parameters

Our strategy is to fit our parameters to space-like TFFs and to hadronic two-body decays N∗ → πN, π∆, ρN [37,
116, 117]. It is worth to point out the conceptual difference between those two-body decays. The ∆ baryon is an
explicit degree of freedom in our framework. Therefore the decays N∗ → πN, π∆ are just described by tree-level
calculations based on the Lagrangian (48). On the other hand, the ρ meson is covered via the pion phase shift and
not as an explicit quantum field.3 To make contact with the experimental determination of the decays N∗ → ρN
(with its three different partial waves) we use from our amplitudes (31) those parts that contain the pion phase shift,
i.e. we use Ti −Ki. For the details of the calculation of ΓNρ, we refer the reader to Appendix F.
We start with the N∗(1520)-N -π coupling h and the N∗(1520)-∆-π couplings H1,2 that appear in the Lagrangian (48).
The s-wave N∗(1520)-∆-π amplitude contains a linear combination of H1 and H2 while the d-wave N∗(1520)-∆-π
amplitude depends on H2, only. We take the values for the N∗(1520) → Nπ,∆π decay widths from the PDG [37].
The corresponding solutions for h, H1,2 are shown in Tab. II.

decay width PDG value [GeV] parameter

ΓπN 0.066 ± 0.0055 h = −0.64 ± 0.025

Γπ∆,L=0 (2.09 ± 0.6) × 10−2 H1 = ±0.28 ± 0.06

Γπ∆,L=2 (9.9 ± 2.2) × 10−3 H2 = ∓5.57 ± 0.6

TABLE II: The result for h, H1,2 from the fit. The experimental values and uncertainties are taken from [37].

As already pointed out in Subsection IVB, we choose a negative sign for h and signs for H1 and H2 that are opposite
to each other. We have also explored a positive sign for h, but found that we cannot describe simultaneously the
space-like isovector TFFs and the ΓNρ,L=0 decay width.

3 As already pointed out, the use of the ∆ instead of the corresponding pion-nucleon phase shift is an approximation.
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As one can see in Tab. II, we are left with one sign ambiguity for H1 (and the respective opposite sign for H2). We refer
to the choice of H1 = +0.28, H2 = −5.57 and H1 = −0.28, H2 = +5.57 as parameter choices 1 and 2, respectively.
In principle, one could distinguish the two signs by studying the photo-production process near the N∗ pole [118],
i.e. performing an amplitude analysis for γN → N∗(1520) → π∆ and a background term, e.g. γN → N → π∆. In
the current work, we are focusing on the decay widths and therefore we are not able to distinguish the two choices.
Consequently we will perform fits and present predictions based on both parameter choices.
F v
2 (0), together with its uncertainty, is fixed to the PDG value in Tab. I while p2 is adjusted such that the slope of the

MAID and Jlab-MAID isovector TFF dF v
2 (Q

2)/dQ2 at Q2 = 0 is reproduced reasonably well. As already stressed,
we do not attempt more than a schematic reproduction. For parameter choice 1, we find p2 = −1.7× 10−3, while for
choice 2, we obtain p2 = −1.5 × 10−3. It turns out that the impact of F v

2 on ΓNρ is rather small. Hence, the only
way to get a better description and understanding of F v

2 requires improved data on the neutron.
Now we turn to the determination of the parameters F v

1,3(0) and p1,3. To this end, we employ a global fit to the TFF
(proton) data and to the main N∗ → Nρ decay width [37, 116]. The best-fit parameters are found by minimizing

χ2 =

(
ΓNρ,L=0 − Γdata

Nρ,L=0

σNρ

)2

+
∑
i=1,3

(
F v
i − F v

i,data

σi

)2

(86)

where σ... are the respective error estimates. For the space-like TFFs, we take F v
i,data from the range 0 ≤ Q2 <

0.5GeV2, where i = 1, 3. There are 8 data points for F v
1,data and 7 data points for F v

3,data in this region.4

p1 p3 F v
1 (0) [GeV−2] F v

3 (0) [GeV−2] χ2/dof

parameter choice 1 0.075+0.005
−0.005 −0.0181+0.0008

−0.0008 0.70+0.024
−0.024 −0.35+0.04

−0.04 7.1/12

parameter choice 2 0.076+0.005
−0.005 −0.0166+0.0008

−0.0008 0.697+0.024
−0.024 −0.150+0.04

−0.04 8.4/12

TABLE III: Predictions for our parameters, i.e. the TFFs F v
1,3(0) at the photon point and the parameters p1,3

entering the hadronic subtraction constants via (81).

decay width [GeV] experimental results parameter choice 1 parameter choice 2

ΓNρ,L=0,S= 3
2

(1.43 ± 0.33) × 10−2 [37, 116] (1.60 ± 0.26) × 10−2 (1.48 ± 0.25) × 10−2

ΓNρ,L=2,S= 1
2

(3.3 ± 2.2) × 10−4 [37, 116] (1.00 ± 0.11) × 10−4 (0.78 ± 0.10) × 10−4

ΓNρ,L=2,S= 3
2

≈ 0 [117] (1.07 ± 0.20) × 10−5 (1.35 ± 0.20) × 10−5

TABLE IV: Results for the Nρ decay widths (different partial waves) from the fit in (86). For each parameter
choice, the input is ΓNρ,L=0,S= 3

2
while the two L = 2 widths are pure predictions.

The results for our parameters and the Nρ decay widths are shown in Tab. III and IV, respectively. We estimate the
uncertainty of the parameters by reading off the tangent values of each parameter in the hyper-ellipse of χ2 [119].
In this way, we are very conservative in estimating our statistical uncertainty with the purpose to compensate for the
lack of isovector data at very low energies Q2 < 0.3GeV2. Clearly the errors must be taken with a grain of salt. Note
that we only include the s-wave hadronic decay width ΓNρ,L=0 in the fit (86). The two experimentally much smaller
[37, 116, 117] d-wave decay widths are not used in the fit (86). Thus they are a prediction of our formalism and it is
reassuring that these subleading decay widths come out as small.
This way of fixing the subtraction constants p1,3 maximally takes advantage of the experimental data available,
including hadronic, photo-, and electro-production data. We explore now a second option by not including the
decay width ΓNρ,L=0 in the χ2 fit in (86). Instead we include only the electro-production data by using χ2 =∑

i=1,3

(
Fv

i −Fv
i,data

σi

)2
. Interestingly, we find that even the s-wave ΓNρ,L=0 decay width can be reproduced. Thus we

can predict all three hadronic decay widths ΓNρ. The results are presented in Tab. V.
Those encouraging results provide evidence that the dispersive formalism is compatible with both the TFFs and the
hadronic decays. Nevertheless, to better make use of all the available data including all the hadronic, photo- and
electro-production data, we still adopt (86) for the results presented in the following. For all figures we adopt the
scheme

4 F v
3 (0) is not measurable.
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decay width [GeV] experimental results parameter choice 1 parameter choice 2

ΓNρ,L=0,S= 3
2

(1.43 ± 0.33) × 10−2 [37, 116] (1.89 ± 0.29) × 10−2 (1.55 ± 0.26) × 10−2

ΓNρ,L=2,S= 1
2

(3.3 ± 2.2) × 10−4 [37, 116] (0.98 ± 0.14) × 10−4 (0.75 ± 0.10) × 10−4

ΓNρ,L=2,S= 3
2

≈ 0 [117] (1.25 ± 0.10) × 10−5 (1.30 ± 0.20) × 10−5

TABLE V: Prediction of all Nρ decay widths for the case where only TFF data are used in the fit.

• parameter choice 1: H1 > 0, H2 < 0, orange bands/lines in figures;

• parameter choice 2: H1 < 0, H2 > 0, black bands/lines in figures.

FIG. 7: Dispersive results (bands) for the space-like isovector TFFs in comparison to proton data and Jlab and
MAID parameterizations. Bands limited by full (dashed) lines display the real (imaginary) part. Orange and black
refers to parameter choices 1 and 2, respectively. The dashed blue and purple curves show the MAID and
Jlab-MAID parameterizations, respectively. They are the same as in Fig. 6. For the F v

3 (Q
2) panel, only the real

parts are displayed to prevent the figure from becoming overly crowded. (Both real and imaginary parts are shown
in Fig. 9 below.) (Color online. Curves and bands show from top to bottom (to the left of the respective figure): F v

1

panel: MAID isovector parameterization, Jlab-MAID isovector parameterization, real part for parameter choice 2,
real part for parameter choice 1, imaginary part for parameter choice 2, imaginary part for parameter choice 1. F v

2

panel: real part for parameter choice 2, real part for parameter choice 1, MAID isovector parameterization,
Jlab-MAID isovector parameterization, imaginary part for parameter choice 1, imaginary part for parameter choice
2. F v

3 panel: real part for parameter choice 2, real part for parameter choice 1, Jlab-MAID isovector
parameterization, MAID isovector parameterization.)

The resulting space-like TFFs F v
1,2,3 are shown in Fig. 7, calculated from the dispersion relations (26) with the input

parameters presented in Tab. III. For all three TFFs in the space-like region, the dispersive method provides an
accurate description of the data not only in the fit region Q2 < 0.5GeV2 but also up to Q2 = 1GeV2. For F v

1 , both
parameter choices 1 and 2 yield similar predictions (for the real part), resulting in comparable radii r21 (as defined
below in (88) and listed in Tab. VI) and curvatures. One can also see in Tab. III that the parameters F v

1 (0) and p1
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are essentially the same for both parameter choices. Thus the impact of the ∆ triangle diagrams of Fig. 3a is of minor
importance for F v

1 .
Both parameter choices also produce similar predictions for the space-like F v

2 (−Q2). In particular, our results align
with the MAID parametrization (blue dashed) up to Q2 = 1GeV2, even though only the radius from MAID is used
to fix p2.
Regarding F v

3 , the two parameter choices provide similar predictions for Q2 ≥ 0.3GeV2 but differ at lower Q2. As
illustrated in Fig. 7, parameter choice 2 (black) predicts a smaller F v

3 (0) at the photon point as compared to choice
1 (orange). Additionally, parameter choice 2 has a smaller radius and curvature due to the opposite sign of the
∆ triangles and a lower value of p3, as indicated in Tab. III. Note that our bands agree with the (proton) data
but disagree at low values of Q2 with the isovector parameterizations. As already pointed in out in the discussion
preceding (85), there are severe reasons to distrust these parameterizations at low Q2.
So far we have focused on the discussion of the respective real parts of the TFFs. Some words of clarification are in
order. TFFs of unstable particles are complex, even in the space-like region [25, 57, 59]. The experimental results
to which we compare correspond to the real parts of the TFFs, if the results have been extracted from the peak
position of the resonance seen e.g. in the partial-wave analysis of the pion-nucleon final state [59]. In principle, our fit
parameters F v

i (0) are also complex, but we obtain only their real parts from the data. As a self-consistency check we
have determined the TFFs also from an unsubtracted dispersion relation using the previously determined parameter
values. We found rather small imaginary parts at the photon point. In Fig. 7 we have used the better convergent
subtracted dispersion relations (26) and dropped any possible (presumably small) imaginary part at the photon point.
It is worth to discuss also the helicity amplitudes and not only the constraint-free TFFs. But here the problem with
the poor neutron data and the corresponding uncertainties related to F2 comes back. Fortunately, there is one helicity
amplitude that does not depend on F2. For the helicity amplitudes (6), the quantity that only depends on F1,3 is
H−, which is essentially A 3

2
(see (25)). In Fig. 8, our best-fit results for the A 3

2
helicity amplitude, assumed to be

isovector dominated, is compared to proton data. We observe an excellent description of the data.5

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

FIG. 8: Results for the helicity amplitude A 3
2
as compared to proton data. Color code of the data is the same as in

Fig. 6. Color code of the theory lines is the same as in Fig. 7. (Color online. The bottom (top) line shows the results
from parameter choice 1 (2).)

C. Dispersive predictions

Dispersion theory naturally relates the space-like and time-like regions. Once the free parameters are fixed from
space-like data, dispersion theory gains predictive power in the time-like region. The TFFs in the full space- and
time-like low-energy region are depicted in Fig. 9. The first thing to observe is that for F v

1 as well as for F v
2 both

parameter choices yield similar predictions in the time-like region. However, for F v
3 , the predictions for the two

parameter choices are markedly different in the time-like region.

5 Of course, we compare here the real part of our helicity amplitude to the data.
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FIG. 9: Time-like (Q2 < 0) and space-like (Q2 > 0) isovector TFFs. Same color codes as in Fig. 7.

Real and imaginary parts of F v
1 and F v

2 show the usual pattern [96] in the time-like region: a peak of the imaginary
part and a zero crossing of the real part around the mass of the ρ meson, i.e. for q2 = −Q2 ≈ m2

ρ ≈ 0.6GeV2.
This pattern fits to the behavior of F v

3 for parameter choice 1 (orange bands), but is inverted for parameter choice 2
(black bands). This discrepancy arises from the dominance of triangle diagrams (Fig. 3a) for parameter choice 2, in
contrast to the normal dominance of the contact diagram (Fig. 3b). We observe here a drastic qualitative difference
to vector-meson dominance models where baryonic triangles are not considered. Such models lead always to a peak in
the imaginary part. At present, we have no means to decide which parameter choice is more realistic. Consequently,
we do not know whether the scenario with the high importance of the baryon triangles (parameter choice 2) is realized
for F v

3 . Exploring real and imaginary parts of amplitudes in more detail requires polarization data; see, e.g. [77] for
the corresponding case of hyperon decays.

Concerning observables in the time-like region, we focus in the present work on electronic and muonic Dalitz decays
N∗ → N ℓ+ℓ− without accounting for a polarization of the initial resonance or the final nucleon. Instead of Dalitz

plots of (9) we show in Fig. 10 the single-differential quantities 1
ΓNγ

dΓ
dq =

2
√

q2

ΓNγ

dΓ
dq2 and 1

ΓNγ

dΓ
d cos θ .

Before discussing the results we stress again that our prediction is based on the assumption that the isovector part
of the TFFs dominates over the isoscalar part. This is supported by the radiative decay N∗(1520)→ Nγ, which has
equal strength for proton and neutron [37], and by the observation that F1 as the most important TFF is isovector
dominated in the space-like region; see Fig. 6.

The first thing to notice from Fig. 10 is the fact that black and orange bands lie relatively close together and are
significantly different from the red line which shows the QED version based on (14). Thus we see structure effects
both for the electronic and for the muonic channel. And our formalism makes a clear quantitative prediction.

Having normalized to the decay width for real photons, there cannot be any difference between the QED curve and our
results for low q2 in Fig. 10a. However, at higher q2, the dispersive predictions display a more pronounced shoulder
compared to the QED prediction, which is attributed to the significant impact of the ρ meson. This interesting part
of the q2 region is already at so high q2 that there is not much difference between the muonic case of Fig. 10b and
the electronic case displayed in Fig. 10a.

The noticeable difference to the QED case is also evident in the predicted angular distribution depicted in Figs. 10c
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and 10d. For the electron case the difference is not so pronounced because of the large influence from the photon
peak at small q2. The QCD structure effect is more visible in the muonic Dalitz decay where the photon peak is cut
away by the limited phase space related to the higher muon mass.

(a) invariant-mass distribution for the electronic case (b) invariant-mass distribution for the muonic case

(c) angular distribution 1
ΓNγ

dΓ
Ne+e−
d cos θ

(d) angular distribution 1
ΓNγ

dΓ
Nµ+µ−
d cos θ

FIG. 10: The predicted electronic and muonic differential decay widths. θ is the angle between l+ and N in the
virtual photon’s rest frame. Orange and black band/lines are plotted using parameter choice 1 and 2, respectively.
The QED curve is in red. (Color online. From top to bottom: black, orange, red.)

The angular distribution shown in Fig. 10 takes the form

1

ΓNγ

dΓ

d cos θ
= Aℓ(1 +Bℓ cos2 θ) , (87)

where ℓ = e, µ. Our predictions for those parameters Aℓ, Bℓ are provided in Tab. VI, together with the integrated
electronic and muonic decay widths and the radii [23, 120] associated with the respective TFF,

⟨r2i ⟩ :=
6

Fi(0)

dFi(q
2)

dq2

∣∣∣∣
q2=0

(88)

for i = 1, 2, 3.
The typical radius of a hadron is about 1 fm. Examples are the electric radius of the proton with ⟨r2E⟩ = 0.705 fm2

or its magnetic radius, ⟨r2M ⟩ = 0.724 fm2 [37]. As seen in Table VI, the radii ⟨r21⟩ and ⟨r22⟩ are similar to the proton

radii and also comparable to radii from other transitions as e.g. ∆ → N [59] and Σ(∗) → Λ [56, 57]. In addition,
the respective real part is larger than the imaginary part for our predictions for ⟨r21⟩ and ⟨r22⟩, though the size of
the imaginary part depends on the parameter choice 1 or 2. This is even more pronounced for ⟨r23⟩. We obtain very
different results depending on the parameter choice. For choice 1, the real part of our ⟨r23⟩ is significantly larger than
the nucleon radius, whereas for choice 2 the value is tiny. But there, the imaginary part is particularly large. Only
combinations of these quantities enter the Dalitz decay widths. Determining the TFF radii separately would require



28

polarization data. More generally, Fig. 10 shows which experimental accuracy is required to distinguish parameter
choices 1 and 2.
Our dispersive result for ⟨r23⟩ can also be compared with the corresponding result for the Jlab-MAID parameterization,
⟨r23⟩Jlab-MAID = 1.58 fm2, and the MAID isovector parameterization, ⟨r23⟩MAID = 1.53 fm2. Both the Jlab-MAID and
MAID parameterization agree with our parameter choice 1. But we stress once more that should be sceptical about
the extrapolation of those parameterizations to the not-measured low-|q2| region.
Our predictions for the integrated electronic and muonic Dalitz decay widths for parameter choice 1 and 2 are
compatible with each other within their uncertainties. For the electronic case the prediction is a bit larger than for
the structureless QED case. But for the muonic decay there is a large difference of about a factor of 3 between QCD
and QED.
Tab. VI also shows that in order to distinguish the composite baryon structure of QCD from pointlike QED, one can
use Al/Al

QED as a measure. We find that Ae/Ae
QED = 1.29 whereas Aµ/Aµ

QED = 3. Therefore, we conclude that the
best way to distinguish QCD from QED is by measuring the muonic Dalitz decay.

quantity parameter choice 1 parameter choice 2

⟨r21⟩[fm2] 0.69 − 0.28i 0.53 − 0.05i

⟨r22⟩[fm2] 0.55 − 0.07 i 0.55 − 0.27 i

⟨r23⟩[fm2] 1.59 − 0.49 i 0.02 + 2.69 i

ΓN∗→Ne+e−/ΓN∗→Nγ (1.12 ± 0.06) × 10−2 (1.16 ± 0.06) × 10−2

ΓQED

N∗→Ne+e−/ΓN∗→Nγ 9.10 × 10−3

ΓN∗→Nµ+µ−/ΓN∗→Nγ (2.71 ± 0.50) × 10−3 (3.12 ± 0.55) × 10−3

ΓQED

N∗→Nµ+µ−/ΓN∗→Nγ 9.34 × 10−4

Ae, Be A = 4.5 × 10−3, B = 0.74 A = 4.7 × 10−3, B = 0.67

Ae
QED, B

e
QED A = 3.5 × 10−3, B = 0.89

Aµ, Bµ A = 1.2 × 10−3, B = 0.19 A = 1.5 × 10−3, B = 0.13

Aµ
QED, B

µ
QED A = 0.41 × 10−3, B = 0.41

TABLE VI: Predictions for radii and Dalitz decay widths. The real photon decay width is calculated using (13)
where we have used the isovector TFFs at the photon point.

VIII. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We have established a model-independent determination of the isovector TFFs for N∗(1520)←→ Nγ∗ using dispersion
theory. The formalism is appropriate for the low-energy region where the two-pion intermediate state dominates the
structure aspect. All other asymptotic intermediate states are too heavy to transport information over long distances
of about 1 fm. What we do not resolve is encoded in subtraction constants of the dispersive integrals for the TFFs
and for the pion-baryon reaction amplitudes. Our parameters have been fixed from fits to hadronic two-body decays
(N∗(1520) → Nπ, N∗(1520) → ∆π and s-wave N∗(1520) → Nρ) and to space-like TFF data in the energy range
0.28 ≤ Q2 < 0.5GeV2. We obtain a decent description of the TFFs in the space-like region with the main limitation
coming from the lack of high-quality neutron data.
Predictions for the differential decay widths of Dalitz decays N∗(1520) → N e+e− and N∗(1520) → N µ+µ− have
been made, which can be tested by present and future experiments such as HADES and CBM at GSI/FAIR [121]. We
would like to stress again, however, that we are facing a situation where we lack neutron data, and even for the proton,
low-energy data do not exist. Experimentally, a better measurement of both the proton and neutron space-like TFFs
at low energies can certainly help to reduce the uncertainties on the time-like TFF predictions [122].
From the theoretical point of view, it is conceivable to replace the Delta-exchange diagram by full-fledged pion-nucleon
scattering phase shifts. Even more advanced would be a generalization of the optical theorem to the complex plane
such that one can treat the N∗(1520) as a pole on the second Riemann sheet instead of using its peak mass on the real
axis. A further extension would be the three-pion (ω) physics of the isoscalar part of the TFFs with the corresponding
coupling of three pions (or π-ρ) to baryons.
The purpose of our framework is to isolate the universal long-range pion physics from the process specific short-
distance physics. The information about the latter is contained in the subtraction constants and it would be appealing
to calculate them from QCD instead of fitting them to data.



29

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work has been supported by the Swedish Research Council (Vetenskapsr̊adet) (grant number 2019-04303). The
authors acknowledge stimulating discussions with B. Ramstein, P. Salabura, A. Sarantsev, and K. Schönning. The
author D. An also acknowledges the Liljewalch travel scholarship for supporting him in traveling to international
conferences.

Appendix A: Conventions for spinors and polarization vectors

We have to deal with objects describing states with spin 1/2, spin 1, and spin 3/2. For the spin-1/2 spinors u(p⃗, λ)
we use the conventions of [105]. But note that typically we use helicity and not the spin orientation relative to a
fixed axis. We need spin-1 polarization vectors in various frames both for virtual photons and for the construction of
spin-3/2 vector-spinors. For Dalitz decays, we work often in the frame where the virtual photon is at rest. Its spin
orientation is then measured along the axis of the moving baryons, typically the +z-direction. We use

εµ(q⃗ = 0, sγ = ±1) = ∓1√
2
(0, 1,±i, 0) εµ(q⃗ = 0, sγ = 0) = (0, 0, 0, 1) . (A1)

For electro-production, we utilize the Breit frame and choose the space-like photon with viruality Q2 = −q2 to move
along the positive z-axis. There we have

εµ(qz,±1) =
∓1√
2
(0, 1,±i, 0) εµ(qz, 0) = (qz/Q, 0, 0, q0/Q) . (A2)

Spin-3/2 states of the N∗(1520), moving in the positive z-direction, are constructed by [123–125]

uµN∗(pz,±3/2) = uN∗(pz,±1/2) εµN∗(pz,±1) ,

uµN∗(pz,±1/2) =
1√
3
uN∗(pz,∓1/2) εµN∗(pz,±1)

+

√
2√
3
uN∗(pz,±1/2) εµN∗(pz, 0) . (A3)

For the spin-1 polarization vectors for massive (time-like) states we use

εµN∗(pz,±1) =
∓1√
2
(0, 1,±i, 0) ,

εµN∗(pz, 0) = (pz/mN∗ , 0, 0, EN∗/mN∗) . (A4)

Appendix B: Normalization factors

In this appendix, we present the normalization factors Nm for the hadronic reaction amplitudes, which shall be chosen
such that one obtains correctly the helicity amplitudes and not multiples thereof. We make heavily use of the projector
formalism introduced in Section V.
We need to evaluate our matrix elements of the electromagnetic current (1) for specific helicity configurations [56, 57].
The normalization factor Nm is essentially the ratio of the matrix element and the helicity amplitude H−m, possibly
modified by the q2/m2

N factor. We recall that we work in the frame where q⃗ vanishes. Then current conservation
implies that the matrix element vanishes for µ = 0.
We start with the non-flip case and calculate

1

e
⟨N(pz,+1/2)|j3|N∗(pz,+1/2)⟩ = − 1

epz
pµN∗⟨N(pz,+1/2)|jµ|N∗(pz,+1/2)⟩

= − i

pz
ūN (pz,+1/2)qνu

ν
N∗(pz,+1/2)

×
[
mN∗ (mNF1 + (mN∗ +mN )F2)− 2m2

N∗F2 + pN∗ · q (F2 + F3)
]

=
1

pz
ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ

0 gµνu
ν
N∗(pz,+1/2)

mN∗

mN∗ −mN
H0 . (B1)
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The quantity Mµ
0 is defined in (63). Since we need the extra q2/m2

N factor from (55), this leads to

N0 =
1

pz
ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ

0 gµνu
ν
N∗(pz,+1/2)

mN∗

mN∗ −mN

m2
N

q2
(B2)

Next, we determine the spin-flipping case

1

e
⟨N(pz,+1/2)|j1|N∗(pz,+3/2)⟩ = − 1

2epcm sin θ
kµ⊥⟨N(pz,+1/2)|jµ|N∗(pz,+3/2)⟩

=
1

2pcm sin θ
ūN (pz,+1/2)ikµ⊥ gµνu

ν
N∗(pz,+3/2)H−

=
1

2pcm ((mN∗ −mN )2 − q2) ūN (pz,+1/2)M̃µ
+1 gµνu

ν
N∗(pz,+3/2)H− . (B3)

Thus,

N+1 =
1

2pcm ((mN∗ −mN )2 − s) ūN (pz,+1/2)M̃µ
+1 gµνu

ν
N∗(pz,+3/2) . (B4)

Finally,

1

e
⟨N(pz,+1/2)|j1|N∗(pz,−1/2)⟩ = −

1

e2pcm sin θ
kµ⊥⟨N(pz,+1/2)|jµ|N∗(pz,−1/2)⟩

=
1

2pcm sin θ
[ūN (pz,+1/2)i/k⊥p

µ
Ngµνu

ν
N∗(pz,−1/2) (mNF1 + (mN∗ +mN )F2)

+ ūN (pz,+1/2)ikµ⊥gµνu
ν
N∗(pz,−1/2)

(
mN (mN∗ −mN )F1 + q2F3

)]
=

1

2pcm sin θ
ūN (pz,+1/2)Mµ

−1 gµνu
ν
N∗(pz,−1/2)

−mN∗

(mN∗ −mN )2 − q2 H+ . (B5)

This brings us to

N−1 =
−mN∗

2pcm ((mN∗ −mN )2 − s) ūN (pz,+1/2)M̃µ
−1 gµνu

ν
N∗(pz,−1/2) . (B6)

Appendix C: Charge conjugation

Charge conjugation maps particles on antiparticles and correspondingly fields on their conjugates. Charge-conjugation
symmetry relates an interaction that contains a particular field to an interaction term that contains the conjugate
field. On the other hand, a Lagrangian needs to be hermitian. This is a second relation that connects a field and its
conjugate. Taken together, one has to demand

C−1 L† C = L (C1)

for every single interaction term. This condition leads in the end to real- instead of complex-valued coupling constants.
(48) is constructed by requiring (C1). For an elementary spin-1/2 fermion field ψ, charge conjugation implies the
following relations for the bilinears [105]:

C−1 ψ̄ψ C = ψ̄ψ ,

C−1 ψ̄iγ5ψC = ψ̄iγ5ψ ,

C−1 ψ̄γµψC = −ψ̄γµψ ,
C−1 ψ̄γµγ5ψC = ψ̄γµγ5ψ ,

C−1 ψ̄σµνψC = −ψ̄σµνψ ,

C−1 ψ̄(∂µψ)C = (∂µψ̄)ψ . (C2)

When a new fermion field is introduced, it would be useful to spell out how its bilinears built with previously
introduced fields transform. However, this is often not done in the literature, in spite of the fact that there is a
freedom of choice here, i.e. an implicit convention. The point is that one could introduce a new field ψnew or instead
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the field ψ′
new := iψnew. It would not matter for the free-field parts. But clearly these two fields behave differently in

(C1).
What is done in practice? When coupling nucleon and ∆ fields6 one uses a convention that leads to relations that
are in formal agreement with (C2), namely

C−1 ∆̄νN C = N̄∆ν ,

C−1 ∆̄νiγ5N C = N̄iγ5∆
ν ,

C−1 ∆̄νγµN C = −N̄γµ∆ν ,

C−1 ∆̄νγµγ5N C = N̄γµγ5∆
ν ,

C−1 ∆̄νσαβN C = −N̄σαβ∆ν ,

C−1 ∆̄ν(∂µN)C = (∂µN̄)∆ν . (C3)

This leads to real-valued coupling constants hA, cM etc. in [98] and consequently in (34). It is then practical to use

the same relations for every JP = 3
2

+
state. But for states with JP = 3

2

−
, one has the same freedom again. In

[125], parity is flipped by introducing an extra factor of iγ5 into all interaction terms. References [77, 126] follow this
prescription. So does the present paper. As a result, one finds for the N∗ field

C−1 N̄νN C = N̄Nν ,

C−1 N̄νiγ5N C = N̄iγ5N
ν ,

C−1 N̄νγµN C = −N̄γµNν ,

C−1 N̄νγµγ5N C = N̄γµγ5N
ν ,

C−1 N̄νσαβN C = −N̄σαβNν ,

C−1 N̄ν(∂µN)C = (∂µN̄)Nν . (C4)

But a possible alternative would be to add just γ5 instead of iγ5 when changing from positive- to negative-parity
resonances. This is the convention chosen in [2, 87]. Let us call the corresponding field Nν

alt. In practice this means
Nν

alt = iNν . With this modified convention, one obtains

C−1 N̄ν
altN C = −N̄Nν

alt ,

C−1 N̄ν
altiγ5N C = −N̄iγ5Nν

alt ,

C−1 N̄ν
altγ

µN C = N̄γµNν
alt ,

C−1 N̄ν
altγ

µγ5N C = −N̄γµγ5Nν
alt ,

C−1 N̄ν
altσ

αβN C = N̄σαβNν
alt ,

C−1 N̄ν
alt(∂

µN)C = −(∂µN̄)Nν
alt . (C5)

In some sense the signs appearing in (C5) are quite natural. If one builds a spin 3/2 state from spin 1/2 (spinor
structure) and spin 1 (Lorentz index), the natural parity is opposite to the original spin 1/2 state. Essentially one

“adds” a vector. Thus for a JP = 3
2

−
state, the negative sign in the first equation of (C5) is what one naturally

expects (vectors are negative under charge conjugation). What would happen, if we adopt the convention that leads
to (C5)? We would introduce new fields and new states via

Nν(x) = −iNν
alt(x) , |N∗⟩ = i |N∗

alt⟩ , ⟨N∗| = −i ⟨N∗
alt| . (C6)

As a consequence, there would be no i’s in (48) (and relative signs turn around).

Appendix D: Explicit expressions for f and g

The functions g±1,0 = gN±1,0 + g∆±1,0, f±1,0 = fN±1,0 + f∆±1,0 have both contributions from the nucleon and the ∆

diagrams. The nucleon contributions fN±1,0 are given as

fN−1 = −3gAhmN∗(m2
N −m2

N∗ − 2m2
π + s)2((mN +mN∗)m2

π −mNs)

F 2
π ((mN +mN∗)2 − s) , (D1)

6 ground-state octet and decuplet fields, but we suppress the flavor indices here
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fN0 = − 1

F 2
πm

2
N ((mN +mN∗)2 − s)6gAh(mN −mN∗)(m2

N −m2
N∗ − 2m2

π + s)

×
(
(mN −mN∗)(mN +mN∗)2m2

π(m
2
N +mNmN∗ − 2m2

N∗ −m2
π)

−mN (m2
N −m2

N∗)s− 2mN∗(2m2
N +mNmN∗ +m2

N∗)m2
πs+ (mN + 2mN∗)m4

πs

+mN (m2
N +mNmN∗ +m2

N∗ −m2
π)s

2
)
,

(D2)

and

fN+1 = −3gAh(m
2
N −m2

N∗ − 2m2
π + s)2

F 2
π ((mN +mN∗)2 − s)

×
(
(mN +mN∗)((mN −mN∗)2(mN +mN∗)− (mN − 2mN∗)m2

π)

− (m2
N +mNmN∗ +m2

N∗ −m2
π)s
)
.

(D3)

The functions gN±1,0 are given as

gN−1 = − gAhmN∗(m2
N −m2

N∗ + s)

F 2
πmN ((mN +mN∗)2 − s) , (D4)

gN0 = −gAh(mN −mN∗)((m2
N −m2

N∗)2 − 2mNmN∗s− s2)
2F 2

πm
3
N ((mN +mN∗)2 − s) , (D5)

and

gN+1 =
gAh(2m

3
N −m2

NmN∗ +m3
N∗ −mN∗s− 2mN (m2

N∗ + s))

F 2
πmN ((mN +mN∗)2 − s) . (D6)

Due to the extensive nature of the ∆ contributions, we have opted not to display them explicitly within this paper.
The relevant constant contributions from the nucleon and ∆ diagrams are given by

RN
3 =

gAhmN∗

F 2
πm

3
N

,

R∆
3 =

hA

720
√
2F 2m3

∆m
2
N

[
H1

(
110m3

∆ + 20m2
∆(mN − 2mN∗)− 10m∆

(
4mNmN∗ − 5m2

N∗ + 2m2
π

)
−m3

N +m2
NmN∗ + 21mNm

2
N∗ − 6mNm

2
π −m3

N∗

)
−H2

(
70m3

∆ + 20m2
∆(2mN − 5mN∗) + 10m∆

(
−4mNmN∗ + 3m2

N∗ + 2m2
π

)
+ (mN −mN∗)2(mN +mN∗) + 6mNm

2
π

)]
. (D7)

Appendix E: Technical aspects about the anomalous singularity

The calculation of the TFFs F1,2,3 (82) and the hadronic amplitudes (83) involves an anomalous cut. This cut does
not lie on the real axis and therefore one needs also the pion scattering amplitude in the complex plane. The ππ
scattering amplitude in the complex plane cannot be directly obtained from experimental data. In principle, one
might resort to ChPT. However, our formalism makes massive use of exact unitarity. On the other hand, ChPT
only satisfies unitarity order by order (perturbative unitarity) [127]. One way to enhance the application range of
ChPT is the resummation of higher-order terms by combining ChPT with unitarity. In this paper we take the inverse
amplitude method [127] to unitarize ChPT at the chiral order p4 [57, 128].
In ChPT, the p-wave pion scattering amplitude is given as

tχPT(s) ≈ t2(s) + t4(s) (E1)
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and its unitarized version is

tIAM(s) =
t22(s)

t2(s)− t4(s)
(E2)

with

t2(s) =
sσ2

96πF 2
0

, (E3)

t4(s) =
t2(s)

48π2F 2
0

[
s

(
l̄ +

1

3

)
− 15

2
m2

π −
m4

π

2s

(
41− 2Lσ

(
73− 25σ2

)
+ 3L2

σ

(
5− 32σ2 + 3σ4

))]
− σ̂(s) t22(s) , (E4)

Lσ =
1

σ2

(
1

2σ
log

1 + σ

1− σ − 1

)
. (E5)

The function σ(s) is defined in (61) and σ̂ is defined as

σ̂(z) :=

√
4m2

π

z
− 1 . (E6)

The value for the pion decay constant in the chiral limit F0 is taken from the ratio Fπ/F0 = 1.064(7), where
Fπ = 92.28(9)MeV is the pion decay constant at the physical point.
In the original paper [128], the low-energy constant l̄ = 5.73(8) has been adjusted such as to reproduce the position
of the pole of the ρ-meson resonance on the second Riemann sheet. In our work instead, we use l̄ = 6.59 which is
obtained by requiring agreement between the pion p-wave phase shifts from (E2) and from [48] at the point sc. This
point sc has been introduced at the end of Section VI; see also Fig. 5a. It is chosen to lie on the positive real axis
above the decay threshold (mN∗ −mN )2. Its purpose is to avoid a numerical singularity in the dispersive integration
that appears at the decay threshold.
We will next explain how to deform the dispersive integrals in (83), (82). Let the original integral that we want to
calculate be given by

F (s) :=

∫
C+,2π

dz
J1(z)

z − s− iϵ′ +
∞∫

4m2
π

ds′
J2(s

′)
s′ − s− iϵ′ (E7)

with the path C+,2π connecting s+ to the two-pion threshold; see Fig. 5a. The function J1 is of the type of the
integrands in (83), (82). The most important part for our discussion is the Källén function in the denominator. The
function J2 is the type of the integrands in (31), (26). Most important there is the input amplitude Ki which in turn
includes the logarithm as shown in (68) and further specified in (78).
Consider now a path along the closed triangle formed by s+, the two-pion threshold 4m2

π and an arbitrary point sc on
the real axis beyond the decay threshold (mN∗ −mN )2. An integral over a function along this closed path vanishes
if this function is analytic inside of this triangle. This is the case for integrands I(z) of the type

I(z) =
J1(z)

z − s− iϵ′ ∼
1

[−λ(z,m2
N∗ + iϵ,m2

N )]3/2
1

z − s− iϵ′ . (E8)

Here s lies on the real axis and the square root function is defined with a cut along the negative real axis. With the
ϵ prescription for the mass of the unstable N∗, the function −λ(z,m2

N∗ + iϵ,m2
N ) adopts negative real values slightly

above the real axis (with real parts below (mN∗ −mN )2 or above (mN∗ +mN )2).
Thus instead of (E7) we can write

F (s) =

∫
C+,c

dz
J1(z)

z − s− iϵ′ +
sc∫

4m2
π

ds′
J2(s

′)− J1(s′)
s′ − s− iϵ′ +

∞∫
sc

ds′
J2(s

′)
s′ − s− iϵ′ (E9)

with the path C+,c connecting s+ to sc. What we have used to obtain (E9) is

0 =

∫
C+,2π

dz
J1(z)

z − s− iϵ′ +
sc∫

4m2
π

ds′
J1(s

′)
s′ − s− iϵ′ −

∫
C+,c

dz
J1(z)

z − s− iϵ′ . (E10)
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The important point is that the difference J2(s
′)−J1(s′) in (E9) involves just the standard logarithm/arctan without

the extra term ∼ 2πi from (78). This difference diverges neither at the decay threshold (mN∗ − mN )2 nor at the
two-pion threshold. To be slightly more specific:

J2(s
′)− J1(s′) ∼ log for 4m2

π < s′ < (mN∗ −mN )2 ,

J2(s
′)− J1(s′) ∼ arctan for (mN∗ −mN )2 < s′ < sc ,

J2(s
′) ∼ arctan+π for sc < s′ < sY ,

J2(s
′) ∼ arctan for sY < s′ < (mN∗ +mN )2 ,

J2(s
′) ∼ log for (mN∗ +mN )2 < s′ . (E11)

We recall that sY denotes the point where Y (s) vanishes. Obviously, the simplest choice would be sc = sY . Then we
could use in (E9) the standard log or standard arctan along the whole real axis. But we will argue below that this is
not a good choice for sc.
For the calculation of (E9), the only numerically problematic point is at s = sc. Since this point is arbitrary, the
resulting function F (s) must be smooth at this point. Schematically we can rewrite each of the integrals of (E9) into∫

dz
J...(z)

z − s− iϵ′ =
∫
dz

J...(z)− J...(s)
z − s− iϵ′ + J...(s)

∫
dz

1

z − s− iϵ′ . (E12)

Here J... denotes J1, J2 or J1 − J2. The first term on the right-hand side of (E12) is smooth for any value of s if

J...(z)− J...(s) ∼ z − s for z → s . (E13)

The second term is proportional to J...(s) log(sc − s). Such a term diverges logarithmically for s → sc. If one takes
all integrals of (E9) together, one obtains for the potentially divergent terms a sum proportional to

J1(s) log(sc − s) + (J2(s)− J1(s)) log(sc − s)− J2(s) log(sc − s) = 0 . (E14)

Thus there is no numerical problem with (E9) if something like (E12) and (E14) is numerically implemented and if
(E13) is satisfied.
To be more specific one needs in particular

J1(z)− J1(sc) ∼ z − sc for z → sc . (E15)

Here z is a complex number on the line that connects s+ with sc. All this resembles to some extent the discussion
for the two-pion threshold in [57]. We use in practice two versions for the two-pion scattering amplitude. One along
the real axis based on the measured phase shift, tps, and the other, tIAM, employed in the complex plane for the
definition of J1. Those two versions must agree at the connection s = sc to make F (s) smooth, i.e. to ensure that
(E15) is satisfied. The crucial point is that J1(z) is obtained from tIAM while J1(sc) is obtained from tps. The latter
is necessary, otherwise, the cancellation (E14) does not happen. What needs to be done in practice is to readjust the
low-energy constant that appears in tIAM such that

tps(sc) = tIAM(sc) (E16)

holds.
As spelled out in [57], we trust the complex-plane two-pion amplitude tIAM in the low-energy region. Thus sc should
not be chosen too large. More generally, the whole path C+,c should lie in the low-energy region. Therefore we prefer
our choice of sc = 0.56GeV2 over the point sY ≈ 1.47GeV2.

Appendix F: Partial wave decomposed decay widths for N∗ → Nρ

In this appendix, we introduce the formalism to calculate the partial wave amplitudes N⋆ → Nρ and the corresponding
partial widths. Our “ρ” is defined as the two pions in a p-wave state.
Our hadronic reaction amplitudes (31) include the rescattering of pions via the pion phase shift δ, which also enters Ω.
In turn, the pion p-wave phase shift contains the information about the ρ meson. Thus we use Ti−Ki to calculate from
our hadronic reaction amplitudes the decay width for the “N -ρ” channel, i.e. for the process N∗(1520)→ N (2π)L=1.
Essentially we invert the procedure that brought us from the “bare” (tree-level, without pion rescattering) Feynman
reaction amplitudes to the reduced amplitudes Ki. We just use now Ti − Ki, i = 1, 2, 3, instead of Ki as starting
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point. We can then obtain reduced helicity amplitudes Tm −Km, m = 0,±1, like in (56). Inverting (66), (67), we
obtain functions am(s). Those are the J = 1 objects entering (65) and we can obtain in this way the quantities
am(s, θ). This is the required input to reconstruct the “N -ρ” part of the Feynman matrix elements (62).
To compare to experimental results [37, 116], we need to translate our amplitudes with fixed helicities to partial-wave
amplitudes in the LS basis [81, 129, 130]. This must be done in the rest frame of the decaying N∗. Of course, the
Feynman matrix elements are Lorentz invariant, but the meaning of helicities depends on the frame of reference.
We have used so far the frame where the two-pion system (the ρ) is at rest and the baryons move in the positive
z-direction. The label m of our amplitudes am is given by m = λN∗ − λN . If we boost to the rest frame of the N∗,
the nucleon moves still in the positive z-direction, while the ρ moves in the negative z-direction. This means that we
find for the helicities λρ = λN − λN∗ = −m.
We define helicity amplitudes FλN ,λρ

for the N -ρ system via

2pcmFλN=+ 1
2 ,λρ=−m(s) dJ=1

−m,0(θ)

:= am(s, θ) ūN (pz, λN = +1/2)Mµ
m uνN∗(pz, λN∗ = λN +m) gµν

=M(s, θ;λN , λN∗) . (F1)

One can expand the helicity decay amplitude Fλ1,λ2 in terms of the partial-wave amplitudes aL,S [81]

Fλ1,λ2
=
∑
S,L

(
2L+ 1

2JN∗ + 1

) 1
2

aS,LC(L, S, JN∗ ; 0, λ1 − λ2)C(s1, s2, S;λ1,−λ2) , (F2)

where the C are the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. We find the following relations between the helicity amplitudes in
the N∗ rest frame and the partial-wave amplitude aS,L:

F 1
2 ,1

=
a 3

2
,0

2
√
3
+

a 1
2
,2√
3
−

a 3
2
,2

2
√
3
,

F 1
2 ,0

=
a 3

2
,0√
6
−

a 1
2
,2√
6
−

a 3
2
,2√
6
,

F 1
2 ,−1 =

a 3
2
,0

2 +
a 3

2
,2

2 ,

(F3)

Conversely,

a 3
2 ,0

=
F 1

2 ,1√
3

+

√
2

3
F 1

2 ,0
+ F 1

2 ,−1 ,

a 1
2 ,2

=
2F 1

2 ,1
−
√
2F 1

2 ,0√
3

,

a 3
2 ,2

= −
F 1

2 ,1√
3
−
√

2

3
F 1

2 ,0
+ F 1

2 ,−1.

(F4)

It is straightforward to check that ∑
s,l

|as,l|2 =
∑

λN ,λρ

|FλN ,λρ |2 (F5)

where the sum of λN goes from −1/2 to 1/2 and λρ is from −1 to 1. Moreover, by explicit calculation, we find that

⟨|M|2⟩(s, θ) = 1

4
× 2

(
|2pcmFλN= 1

2 ,λρ=1d
J=1
1,0 |2 + |2pcmFλN= 1

2 ,λρ=0d
J=1
0,0 |2 + |2pcmFλN= 1

2 ,λρ=−1d
J=1
−1,0|2

)
= p2cm

(
2F 2

λN= 1
2 ,λρ=0z

2 − F 2
λN= 1

2 ,λρ=−1(−1 + z2)− F 2
λN= 1

2 ,λρ=1(−1 + z2)
)

= p2cm(
1

3
|a 1

2 ,2
|2 + 1

3
|a 3

2 ,2
|2 + 1

3
|a 3

2 ,0
|2 + cross terms× (−1 + 3z2))

(F6)

with z = cos θ. Note that the interference term appear with a factor ×(−1 + 3z2) factor which will drop out in (F7)
below. The factor 1

4 comes from the average over the initial state and the factor of 2 accounts for both λN = 1
2 and
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− 1
2 . The total decay width N∗ → Nρ is given as

ΓN∗→Nρ =

(mN∗−mN )2∫
4m2

π

ds

1∫
−1

d cos θ J
⟨|M|2⟩(s, θ)
(2π)332m3

N∗

=

(mN∗−mN )2∫
4m2

π

ds
2

3
p2cmJ

|a 1
2 ,2
|2 + |a 3

2 ,2
|2 + |a 3

2 ,0
|2

(2π)332m3
N∗

(F7)

where the Jacobian is given by J := pcm(s)λ
1
2 (s,m2

N∗ ,m2
N )/
√
s. Based on this rewriting, a partial-wave decay width

can be un-ambiguously defined. As an example, the s-wave decay width can be calculated as

ΓNρ,L=0 =

(mN∗−mN )2∫
4m2

π

ds
2

3
p2cmJ

|a 3
2 ,0
|2

(2π)332m3
N∗

. (F8)
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