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ABSTRACT: The pseudoscalar-pole contributions to hadronic light-by-light scattering are
determined by the respective transition form factors (TFFs) into two virtual photons. These
TFFs constitute complicated functions of the photon virtualities that, in turn, can be recon-
structed in a dispersive approach from their discontinuities. In this work, we present such
an analysis for the () TFFs, implementing a number of constraints from both experiment
and theory: normalizations from the n") — v~ decay widths, unitarity constraints from the
n") — 7ta~~ spectra, chiral symmetry for the n) — 2(rT7~) amplitudes, vector-meson
couplings, singly-virtual data from ete™ — ete n), and the asymptotic behavior pre-
dicted by the light-cone expansion. In particular, we account for the leading left-hand-cut
singularity by including effects from the as resonance, necessitating the solution of an in-
homogeneous Muskhelishvili-Omneés problem via a carefully chosen path deformation. The
resulting TFFs allow us to evaluate the n()-pole contributions to the anomalous magnetic
moment of the muon, az_pde =14.7(9) x 107! and azl_pde = 13.5(7) x 107!, completing
a dedicated program for the lowest-lying pseudoscalar intermediate states in a dispersive
approach to hadronic light-by-light scattering, ags'pdes = 91.2‘:%:2 x 1071,
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1 Introduction

The decay of a pseudoscalar meson P into virtual photons, P(q1 + q2) — v*(q1, #)7v* (g2, V),
is described by a transition form factor (TFF) Fp,-y+(q?,q3) via the matrix element

Z/d4.%' equx<O‘T{jM($)]y(O)}’P(q1 + q2)> = EuupUQngFP'y*’\/* (Q%7qg)a (11)

where 1
JH(z) = q(x)Qy*q(x), q = (u,d, s)T, 0= gdiag(Z, -1,-1), (1.2)

denotes the electromagnetic current and €°'?3 = +1. The normalizations of the TFFs are
directly related to the two-photon decay widths

2773 2
Tt Mp o e

PP =y = ——F—Fbyy Fpyy = Fpyey(0,0), T (1.3)

Due to the pseudo-Goldstone-boson nature of the 7, the Wess—Zumino-Witten (WZW)

anomaly [1, 2] implies a powerful low-energy theorem

FWZW _

— -1
= g = 02744(3) GV (1.4)

with pion decay constant F; = 92.32(10) MeV [3|, which already agrees so well with exper-
iment, Fryb = 0.2754(21) GeV ! as measured by PrimEx-II [4] via the Primakoff process,
that higher-order chiral corrections tend to generate a tension [5-9]. For n), the normal-
izations are known to [3]

FRP =0.2736(48) GeV ™!, F% = 0.3437(55) GeV ™, (1.5)

derived from eTe™ — eTe™n [10-14] and the global 7’ fit of the Review of Particle Physics
(RPP) [3], respectively, the latter being consistent with the average of direct determinations
from ete™ — ete™n [11-13, 15-19]. In these cases, a WZW interpretation as simple as
Eq. (1.4) is not available, since n—n' mixing has to be taken into account, to the extent
that the experimental normalizations (1.5) actually constitute a relatively clean way to
help determine decay constants and mixing parameters [20, 21]. Accordingly, for our study
Eq. (1.5) serves as an important constraint for the TFF normalizations, independent of
assumptions on the -1’ mixing pattern.

Beyond the normalizations, the TFFs fulfill a number of constraints that help recon-
struct their momentum dependence. Asymptotically, the behavior of the TFFs is predicted
by the light-cone expansion [22-27|, while in between the singularities of the TFFs allow
one to infer the momentum dependence via dispersion relations. This program was carried
out in great detail for the 70 in Refs. [28-33|, and steady progress towards a similarly com-
prehensive analysis for n) was achieved in Refs. [34-39], culminating in Ref. [40]. Here, we
provide a detailed account of this calculation.

The primary motivation for such detailed studies of the P = 7%, 7, ' TFFs derives from
hadronic light-by-light (HLbL) scattering, given that the pseudoscalar poles constitute the



leading singularities of the HLbL tensor, whose strength is determined by the TFFs. A
robust evaluation of the () TFFs is thus an essential ingredient for a complete dispersive
analysis of HLbL scattering [41, 42|, to consolidate and improve upon the previous white-
paper consensus aELbL =92(19) x 10711 ]9, 31, 32, 43-56]. In particular, to not only match
the current experimental precision [57, 58], but also the further advances expected from the
final result of the Fermilab experiment [59], HLbL scattering requires at least a two-fold
improvement in precision as well. In addition to efforts aimed at subleading effects from
hadronic states at intermediate energies [60-68|, higher-order short-distance constraints [69—
72|, and the matching between hadronic and short-distance realizations [73-81|, completing
a dispersive evaluation of the pseudoscalar poles is thus imperative. These efforts are com-
plementary to recent calculations in lattice QCD [82-85|, and should proceed in parallel
to ongoing work to try and resolve the complicated situation regarding hadronic vacuum
polarization [86], i.e., the tensions among data-driven evaluations [63, 87-105] and with
lattice QCD [106-112], including renewed scrutiny of radiative corrections [113-119|. To-
gether with the well-established QED [120, 121] and electroweak [122, 123] contributions as
well as higher-order hadronic effects [124-127], these community-wide efforts are necessary
to bring the leading hadronic contributions under control.

For the (") poles, the current situation is less consolidated than for the 70 pole, which
was estimated using a dispersive approach [31, 32|, Canterbury approximants (CA) [45], and
within lattice QCD [9].! While first lattice-QCD calculations have become available for ()
as well [129, 132], at present the most precise results can be expected relying on as much
experimental input as possible, for which a dispersive approach is ideally suited. After
reviewing the master formula for pseudoscalar poles in Sec. 2, we lay out the dispersive
formalism in detail in Sec. 3, starting with the isovector TFFs and their relation to the
n") — 7tn~~ spectra, the n/ — 2(rt7~) amplitude, and the solution of the inhomogeneous
Muskhelishvili-Omneés (MO) problem in the presence of an as left-hand cut. Isoscalar
contributions and effective poles are discussed in Sec. 4, the latter serving as a means to
implement the effects of higher intermediate states not explicitly included, and thereby
interpolate to the asymptotic behavior, to which we match in Sec. 5. The main numerical
results are reported in Sec. 6, before we conclude in Sec. 7. Further details of the calculation
are collected in the appendices.

2 Pseudoscalar-pole contributions to a,

The general master formula for the HLbL contributions to a,, can be written in the form [47,
133]

nipr 200 [ - ! S 1
a :W/o dgl/o d@z/ldﬂ/l_TzQm;M)l,Qz,Qg)Hle,Qz,Qs),
(2.1)

"Work is ongoing to clarify a potential deficit between more recent lattice-QCD calculations [128-131]
and the PrimEx-II normalization [4].
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Figure 1: Isovector n and ' TFFs (a) in a diagrammtic representation. The left-hand-cut
contribution due to exchange of the a2(1320) tensor meson is shown in (b). Unitarity cuts
are indicated by the dotted blue lines.

where 7 is the cosine of the remaining angle between 1 and 2, and Q% = Q3 +20Q1Q27 +
Q3. This decomposition (2.1) isolates the kinematic aspects of the HLbL tensor into known
kernel functions T;, while the dynamical content of the theory is contained in the scalar
functions II;. In particular, in a dispersive approach to HLbL scattering [47, 133-136], the
scalar functions are reconstructed via their singularities, the leading ones originating from
pseudoscalar poles according to

 Fpyy (—Q3 —Q3) Fpy o (—@3,0)

ﬁl(QlaQ%T) = Q% —|—M2 ’
P
— N2 _N2 e 2
ﬁQ(Ql,QQ,T) = _FP“/ Y ( le%%’ﬁg“f o ( QQ,O)’ (2.2)

with TFFs as defined in Eq. (1.1). This form of the pseudoscalar-pole contributions can be
obtained from standard techniques [137-139], integrating over the angles using Gegenbauer
polynomials [140-142]. More precisely, the form in Eq. (2.2) follows when performing dis-
persion relations in four-point kinematics, before taking the external photon momentum to
zero, while in triangle kinematics the arguments of the singly-virtual TFFs change according
to Q7 — —M?3 |50, 64].

3 Dispersion relations for the isovector transition form factors

3.1 Overview of dispersive approach

The QCD vertex function of the decay P(q1 + q2) — v*(q1, )7 (g2, v) defines the TFF as
anticipated in Eq. (1.1). For the evaluation of the HLbL integral (2.1) we need to reconstruct
its full doubly-virtual dependence, for which the following decomposition proves useful:

nO ey \d1542) = () q1,92 ) q1,92 nn\41, 42 ) q1-92)- .
In contrast to the 70, the vanishing isospin I = 0 of ) implies that either both photons
have to be isovector or both isoscalar. The corresponding low-energy contributions are
denoted by FTE(I,):D and Fyg([,)zo) in Eq. (3.1), respectively. In the remainder of this section,



starting from the underlying  — 2(777~) decay amplitude, we present a detailed dis-
1), which, numerically, constitutes the largest contribution. The

persive analysis of Fé{,):
dispersive analysis proceeds via the diagram shown in Fig. 1(a) and, additionally, takes
into account factorization-breaking effects in the dependence of the TFFs on the two pho-
ton virtualities qf /2 via the left-hand-cut contribution shown in Fig. 1(b). The effective
poles, represented by Fsg), are introduced to impose the correct normalizations and to
(1=0)
)

interpolate to the asymptotic region; they are discussed together with Fn in Sec. 4.

Finally, F;(Sg'm incorporates the leading asymptotic behavior from the light-cone expansion,
as discussed in Sec. 5.

3.2 1’ — 2(xt7~) amplitude

As an odd number of pseudoscalar mesons is involved, the decay amplitude for n'(q)—
7t (p1)7 (p2)7t (p3)7 (pa) can be written in terms of the Levi-Civita symbol and a scalar
function F,

My i = Euupap‘fplszgpzf(ﬁm 513, S14, 523, 524, 534), (3.2)

where the Mandelstam variables are defined as
Sij = (pi +pj)2 with 4,5 € {1,...,4}. (3.3)

If two pions in the final state were in a relative S-wave, the remaining two pions in the
final state would also need to be found in a relative S-wave in order to conserve total
angular momentum. However, the parity Pr, of a two-pion system is determined by P, =
P2(—1)% = (-1)F' = +1, where L is the angular momentum of the two pion system. The
1’ carries a negative parity eigenvalue, hence, parity conservation would be violated in this
case. However, if one of the two-pion systems were in a relative P-wave, Bose symmetry
would demand this pion system to be in a state of odd isospin under strong interaction,
with I = 1 being the only available possibility. Since the 1’ carries isospin I = 0, the other
two-pion system in the final state would also need to carry I = 1 and therefore be in a
relative P-wave. These two P-wave pion pairs can then, with a relative angular momentum
of 1 between the two systems, be coupled to JF¢ =0+,

In order to examine the left-hand cut structure of the decay, crossing symmetry may be
employed: in the scattering process n'm — 37 the lowest hadronic intermediate state would
be 71, where in the S-wave the transition to 37 would be forbidden by parity and in the
P-wave the state would exhibit exotic quantum numbers I¢(JP¢) = 17(17F). The lowest
partial wave that receives resonant enhancement is the D-wave with quantum numbers
IG(JPC) =17 (2+*) with the lowest corresponding resonance being the as(1320).

In Ref. [143] the amplitude for " — 2(7t7~) was first examined within chiral per-
turbation theory (ChPT) by virtue of the anomalous WZW term [1, 2]. While there is no
direct contribution to the process at leading order O(p*), at O(p°®) diagrams involving kaon
loops and counterterms derived from a sixth-order Lagrangian of odd intrinsic parity [144]
contribute. Additionally, employing a hidden local symmetry (HLS) model [145, 146] the
authors of Ref. [143] found the amplitude to be dominated by p-meson-exchange contribu-
tions shown in Fig. 2(a).



P _ Ui
7'['
/
n -
p m
—

™

Figure 2: Sample diagrams of contributions to the decay ' — 2(7+7~) with the leading
contribution in the HLS scheme (a) and the left-hand-cut contribution due to the ay(1320)

(b).

The left-hand-cut contribution, showcased in Fig. 2(b), can be incorporated by means
of phenomenological resonance Lagrangians: the interaction term of a tensor meson and two
pseudoscalars as well as the tensor meson propagator can be found in Ref. [147], while the
model for the tensor-vector-pseudoscalar interaction is featured in Ref. [148]. Finally the
interaction of a vector meson with two pseudoscalars is taken from Ref. [146]. Employing
the HLS scheme and the phenomenological Lagrangians mentioned above, see App. A, the
scalar function in the decay amplitude of 7/ — 2(7*77) in Eq. (3.2) can be written as
F = FuLs + Fa,, Where

V3

M M
FHLs (812, 813, 514, S23, S24, 834) = S5 7= <
8TF?

Dp(812)1p7p(834) ~ Dy(s14)Dp(523)

] e

with D,(s) = Mp2 — s —iM,I')(s) and the energy-dependent width of the p, I',(s) (the

precise form of which is never required below), and

Fas (812,513, 514, 523, 524, S34) = (]:(812, S23, S24, $34) + F (12, S13, S14, S34)

+ (ﬁ(534, S14, 524, 512) + F (534, 523, 513, 512)

~_ —
he)
/\QO
I
o
o
S~—

. . Cay
— | F(s14, S34, S24, S23) + F(S14, S12, S13, S
( (514, 834, S24, 523) (s14, 512, 513, 523) D, (523)
~ ~ C,
— (]:(823,813,8347814) +.7:(8237S12,824,814)) —* . (3.5)
Dy (s14)

where the constant c¢,, collects the couplings from the different Lagrangian interactions and

# ) (M2, — M7)(s93 + 504 — 2M7) — M7, (2519 + 23 + 524 — 6M7)
S 7 S 7 S 7 S - .
12,923, 524, 234 2M2, (M2, + 3M2 — 593 — 594 — 534)

(3.6)



Figure 3: Fictional decay ' — 77~ p* in general form (a) and its contribution due to
the a2(1320) tensor meson (b). P-wave rescattering of the pion pair is denoted by the gray
blob. The dotted blue lines indicate the unitarity cut.

In order to improve on the treatment of pion final-state interaction in the decay, we replace
the p-propagator by the Omnés function [149, 150]

M, P O )
D, () %Q(s)—exp{ﬂAM?rd s’(s’—s)}’ (3.7)

where 01 (s) denotes the P-wave 77 phase shift. Of course this replacement only gives a

proper prescription for the pairwise rescattering of the two pions originating from the p lines
in Fig. 2 and not a full dispersive description of the four-particle final-state interaction. In
order to include the two pions coupling to the intermediate as resonance in the final-state-
interaction approximation, we consider the amplitude for the (fictional) decay  — 77~ p*.

This amplitude, describing the decay 1'(q) — 7 (p1)7~ (p2)p* (k) with as contribution
as shown in Fig. 3, can be written in terms of a scalar function

Mn/%ﬂwp = euuaﬁeu*(k)plljpgqﬁﬂ,_ﬂwrp(& t, u, k2)7 (38)

where e/ (k) is the polarization vector of the outgoing p and the Mandelstam variables are
defined by

s=(q—p)°, t=(p1+p2)°, u=(q—p2)°. (3.9)
Making use of the phenomenological Lagrangian, the scalar function in Eq. (3.8) can be
decomposed into

FU2T(s, b u, k) = F7 (8 K7) + G (s, 6,0, k%) + G (ust,5,k%), (3.10)

where G describes the tree-level ag contribution via

a2

/ Coirnm
G (s, t,u, k*) = ]\47727’) <t—u+M$, S
-8

a2

s+ M2 — k) (M2 — M?
( (A1, ) . (3.11)
M2,



as
n'mmp
of the scalar function is carried out in terms of the derivatives of the Legendre polynomials,

with coupling ¢ = Cagr/nCTPV/ V3, see App. A for details. The partial-wave expansion

since the amplitude involves three pseudoscalar and one vector particle [151]
FUomme (s, tou k?) = > Pz f] 7T k), (3.12)
odd 1
where z; is the cosine of the t-channel center-of-mass angle 6, given by
s—u

2 = cosby = , (3.13)
or(t)\JA(t, k2, M)

with the Killén function defined as A(a, b, c) = a? + b? + ¢ — 2(ab + ac + be) and o, (t) =
/1 —4M?2/t. The sum in the partial-wave expansion only runs over odd angular momenta,
because the pion system is in an I = 1 state. The P-wave can be obtained by projecting it
out via

/ 3 1 / ~ A
(k%) = 1 / 1 dzy (1 — 22)F1 27 (s,t,u, k?) = F7 (t, k) + G (t, k?), (3.14)

where in the physical decay region defined by the variables 4M2 < ¢ < Mg/ and 0 < k? <
(M, —\/t)? the P-wave projection of the ay tree-level contributions is given by [37]

G (1, k?) = %/

-1
M? — M?
=22 | L —"—1+
< Mz,

| 2= M0 - ) 3Q[y(t, k)] (3.15)
M2, 2MZ, — My, —2MZ — K>+t ) |

1
dz (1 — 22) [G",(s, tu, k2) + G (u,t, s, kQ)}

M2, — M} —2M7 — K + 2t

with the function @ in terms of y = y(t, k?) defined as
M7, — M7, — 2M7 — k> +-t
or(t) /At k2, M)

1
yJ_’ (3.16)

Qly) =y (1(1 —y*)log > —

5 ; +y>, y(t, k) =
This derivation follows when applying the as left-hand-cut model to v* — n/zt7~. By
means of the unitarity relation and the mm P-wave scattering amplitude, the imaginary
part of the  — 77w~ p* amplitude is governed by the following relation (since G is real
in the physical decay region):

Im F7 (t, k%) = fln/ (t, k?)sin 6} (t)e*iéi ® = <.73’7, (t, k%) + G" (t, k2)) sin &} (t)efi‘si(t).
(3.17)
This equation poses an inhomogeneous MO problem, where the inhomogeneity G (t, k)
is known by usage of the phenomenological Lagrangians mentioned above. Its solution can
be expressed in terms of the hat function G" (¢, k?):

F7(t, k%) = [P(t) + gm/ (t, kQ)] Q(t), (3.18)



with

/ > dr G (7, k?)sin 8} (1)
1)77 2 e —_ ’ 1
&) /4,7\472r 2 (1 —t—1ie)|Q7)|’ (3.19)

where due to the asymptotic behavior of the integrand two subtractions have been carried
out to render the integral convergent, i.e., P(t) is a first-order polynomial. The scalar
function in the 7' — 2(7"7~) amplitude of Eq. (3.2) can be expressed in terms of the

+

n — wt7 p* scalar function by

F(s12, s13, 514, S23, 524, S34)

= FT 7770 (595 + s24 + 534 — 3M7, s12, S13 + S14 + s34 — 3M7, 534)Q(s34)
+ F1 —>7r7rp(s12 + 814 + S24 — 3M , S34, S12 + S13 + S23 — 3M7%, 512)9(512)
F waﬂ(slz + 514 + 894 — 3M?2, 593, 513 + 514 + 534 — 3M?2, 314)9(314)

— F1 —>7r7rp(523 + So4 + 534 — 3M , S14, S12 + S13 + S23 — 3M7%, 523)9(523). (3.20)

Note that the coupling to the left-hand-cut contribution, contained in the definition of G"’I,
needs to be adapted to c17 wnp 2077 7 pCVPP /Mp2 = ¢4y in this expression, to account
for the fact that the external p is now resolved into 7" 7~. The analysis of ' — 2(7T7™)
decays in ChPT of Ref. [143| shows that these amplitudes contain no terms at leading order
(in the anomalous sector) O(p?), and the structure of the higher-order contributions at
O(p®), also when matched to p-exchange contributions, is such that the function F W =P
in the decomposition (3.20) is linear in its last argument. Hence, we incorporate the chiral
constraint on the dispersive representation as follows: the constant term in the subtraction

polynomial in Eq. (3.18) needs to vanish
P(t) — Ps(t) = At, (3.21)
and, furthermore, the left-hand-cut contribution needs to be modified via
G (t, k%) — G (t, k%) = G (t, k) — G (0, K?). (3.22)

In the following we work with this subtracted version of the amplitude in Egs. (3.10)
and (3.14).

Additionally, since in the phenomenological model used to evaluate the diagrams of
Fig. 3, the as tensor meson is assumed to have no width, the procedure described in Sec. 3.2
of Ref. [37] can be applied here to approximate finite-width effects by means of smearing out
the resonance with the help of dispersively improved Breit-Wigner (BW) functions [61, 152
154]. In the opposite direction, we performed a number of cross checks to ensure that our
description of the ay contribution reduces to the results of Ref. [36] in the appropriate
narrow-width limits, see App. B.

As can be seen from Eq. (3.18), we need to evaluate G (7, k?) for 7, k* € [4M2, c0).
However, the hat function exhibits a branch cut between 7 € [(M,y — VE2)?2, (My +VE2)?],
which complicates the direct numerical evaluation of the integral immensely. In the follow-
ing, we therefore present a solution strategy that avoids crossing this branch cut [39].
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Figure 4: Kinematic (real valued) tk? plane. The decay region of ¥ — 7mp* is marked
in green, the scattering region of p*n’ — mm in red. The orange/yellow colored areas mark
the decay region of p* — n/mm, where the yellow area within shows the region in which the
a2(1320) intermediate state is allowed to go on-shell. The blue area indicates the unphysical
region.

3.3 Solution of the inhomogeneous Muskhelishvili-Omnés problem

In order to evaluate Eq. (3.18) numerically, we follow a strategy inspired by the methods
of Ref. [155]: the integration path is changed in such a way that all branch points and
branch cuts of the integral are avoided. In order to do so, two immediate issues need to be
addressed: the analytic continuation of the hat function G into the complex plane and
the input of the 7w P-wave phase shift d1, which is only observable by experiment on the
real axis. For the sake of simplicity, we refer to the case of the ' for this part.
Al (4 1.2 VE2)2 Vi2)2
The sources of the branch cuts of G" (¢, k?) located at t € [(M,y —vV'k?)", (My+Vk?)"]

and t € [0, 4M2] are to be found in the square root of the Killén function | /A(¢, k2, Mg,) and

the two-pion phase space o (t), respectively. The analytic continuation of , /A(¢, k2, Mg,)

in both ¢ and k? is not feasible by considering both variables to be complex at the same
time. Rather, one needs to analytically continue one variable at a time into the complex
plane. It should be noted that the physical regions of the decay n' — wmp*—for t €
(4M£, (M,,/ — \/k_2)2) and k? € (0, (M,,/ — ﬁ)2)—and scattering process p*n’ — wm—for
te ((Mn’ + \//?)2, oo) and k? € (0, (Mn’ — ﬁ)2)—are direct neighbors of each other in
the kinematical ¢t &2 plane at the point ¢ = Mg,, see Fig. 4. In both regions the partial-wave

decomposition of Eq. (3.12) is well defined and by the angular integration of Eq. (3.15) G
can be obtained. In order for those two regions to be connected, v/A should factorize in t,

,10,
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Figure 5: Study of the argument of the logarithm appearing in Q(y) in Eq. (3.16),
log [(y(t,k?) + 1)/(y(t, k*) — 1)], for Im ¢t € {10712, 0.1} GeV?. In these density plots,
blue color signifies a negative sign of the quantity, yellow color stands for positive sign. The
real part is shown on the left-hand side, the imaginary part on the right-hand side.

i.e., the prescription

A K2, 2 — = (My = V)Rt — (b + VI2)?, (3.23)

where the branch cut connects the two branch points at ¢ = (Mn’ + Vv k2)2 along the real
t-axis, is viable.

The logarithm log [(y(t, k*)+1)/(y(t, k*)—1)] appearing in the Q-function of Eq. (3.16)

— 11 —
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Figure 6: Imaginary part of the logarithm appearing in Q(y) in Eq. (3.16), log [(y(t, k*) +
1)/(y(t, k*) — 1)], for different imaginary parts of the kinematical variable ¢. The plots on
the left-hand side display the behavior of the principal value, on the right-hand side the
analytically continued logarithm is shown.

requires special attention as to in which cases a different sheet needs to be selected. With the
prescription of factorizing the roots of v/ in the t variable, as shown in Eq. (3.23), t can be
given an infinitesimal imaginary part in order to find an analytic continuation of G (t, k2)
in the complex plane. In Fig. 5 the sign-behavior of the logarithm’s argument in G s
shown for two values of the imaginary part of ¢ in the ¢t-k? plane. In the complex plane,
the branch cut of the logarithm is conventionally taken to extend from the branch point
at the origin along the negative real axis. In cases where the trajectory of the logarithm’s
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argument crosses the branch cut in the complex plane, the appropriate Riemann sheet
needs to be selected. In terms of Fig. 5 this means that a prescription for analytically
continuing the logarithm is necessary whenever the real part of the argument is negative
(blue regions) and Im [(y(t,k*) 4+ 1)/(y(t,k*) — 1)] changes sign. As can be seen in the
left column of Fig. 6, the imaginary part of the logarithm’s principal value exhibits several
discontinuities in the ¢-k? plane. A conspicuous discontinuity appears above the point
t = (M2 + M7 — M2)?/M}, = 0.7GeV?, k? = (Mg, — M2)?/M}, ~ 3.2GeV?, the point
where the borders of the decay region of p* — n’mrm and the as on-shell region coincide, as

seen in Fig. 4. Therefore we take the prescription

y(t, k%) + 1 y(t, k%) + y(t, k?) +1 . 9
log AL )T L e |YBN )T L PR T2 4 orio(t. k 24
B 1 By 1| Ty 1 AR, (3.24)
where
2 ar23\2
b J1 for Mz <o oA <k2 > We M)y Reutd <0>,
G(t,k ) = n’ Y (325)

0, otherwise,

as analytic continuation of the logarithm in Eq. (3.16) for Im ¢ < 0. As can be observed
in the right column of Fig. 6, the resulting logarithm does not contain unphysical discon-
tinuities anymore. This prescription is only valid for nonzero imaginary parts of ¢t and
evaluation on the real axis should be understood as approaching the real axis infinitesi-
mally from below. With an increase in the imaginary part of ¢, the imaginary part of the
logarithm displays a smoother behavior, as illustrated in Fig. 6. By means of the Schwarz
reflection principle, for Im ¢ > 0, the function (¢, k%) would appear as

(MZ,—M?

—1, for Im¥5>0 A </<:2> MQI’T) VReZL}<o>,

O(t, k?) = (3.26)

0, otherwise.

In order to deform the contour of the integration in Eq. (3.18), it is necessary to
evaluate the integrand in the complex plane. However, the 7 P-wave phase shift 81 (s) is
only defined for real s above threshold. By rewriting the integrand in Eq. (3.18) in terms
of the mm P-wave scattering amplitude ¢} [136, 156, 157],

G (7, k%) sin 6} (7 ) G (1, k%) sin 6} (7)o (7)e i1 (r)
20 -1 o]t Do ()
GT(r k)

= “Hr)ox() (1), (3.27)

7'2(7' — t)

the unitarized inverse-amplitude-method (IAM) amplitude t1an(s), with input of the ChPT
amplitudes of chiral orders O(p?) and O(p*) supplemented by the O(p®) inspired contact
terms, provides a sufficiently accurate analytic expression that can be evaluated for complex
arguments in a straightforward manner, see App. C for details.

The method developed in Ref. [155] to circumvent singularities in the angular average
(the expression corresponding to Eq. (3.14)) and the dispersion integral (corresponding
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Figure 7: Critical regions in the complex ¢-plane for angles z; € [—1, 1] for different
positions on the branch cut in the s-channel. The invariant mass square k2 of the virtual

p* is varied. Starting point of the inhomogeneous dispersion integral is t = 4M?2.

to Eq. (3.18)) was originally applied in an iterative manner while deforming the path of
integration in the dispersion integral. Here, in the case at hand, the inhomogeneity G is
given by means of a phenomenological model and thus no iterative computation of angular
average and dispersion integral is necessary. Furthermore, since in Ref. [155] the decay
1 — 3 is considered, the branch cuts in the s and ¢ channels are uniform. For / — 777~ p*,
one does not only need to consider the more complicated branch cut structure, but also
the variable mass of the “virtual” p*. In this case the branch point in the t-channel lies at
tihr = 4M7%, while in the s-channel the elastic threshold is located at si,, = (Mn’ + MW)Q.
The critical regions [155] that should be avoided by deforming the path of integration

in the dispersion integral are specified by the condition
s(t,2) = 8¢, 80 € [(My + My)?, 00), (3.28)

where s. is positioned on the s-channel branch cut and

1
s(t ) = 5 <2M§ + M2+ K — b+ 200 (A R, Mg,)) . (3.29)
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Figure 8: Critical regions in the complex ¢-plane for angles z; € [—1, 1] for different
invariant mass squares k2 of the virtual p*. The position on the branch cut s. on the

s-channel branch cut is varied. Starting point of the inhomogeneous dispersion integral is
t=4M?2.

Solving Eq. (3.28) for ¢ yields three independent solutions, out of which one is manifestly real
and the two remaining ones are the complex conjugate of each other. Plots of these solutions
with different parameter variations are provided in Figs. 7 and 8. In the case of Ref. [155], in
the iterative calculation of 7 — 3, the branch points in the ¢ and s channels are the same.
Furthermore, due to the iterative nature of the calculation, the cut originating at this branch
point would be deformed together with the path of integration in the dispersion integral.
In the case at hand, however, through usage of the as amplitudes for the inhomogeneity,
the dispersion integral does not serve as input for the angular integral. Through the model
of ag exchange, the inhomogeneous part in the angular integral exhibits a pole at s = M§2,
see Eq. (3.11). However, due to the elastic rescattering in the s-channel, values beyond
s = (My + M,)? must be avoided. Observing the critical regions in Figs. 7 and 8, it is
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Figure 9: Deformed path of integration in the dispersion integral of Eq. (3.18). The
Cauchy singularity of the integrand lies infinitesimally above the real 7 axis at ¢ and the
pseudo-threshold singularity at (Mn’ — k2)2.

apparent that this procedure fails for a number of kinematical configurations. In cases in
which the critical regions fully surround the starting point of the dispersion integral at 4M2,
it is not possible to find a path of integration that does not cross these critical regions.

For the present application, we still attempt to deform the path of integration of the
dispersion integral in order to avoid the pseudo-threshold singularity, located at ¢ = (Mn’ —
\/ﬁ) 2, in order to reach a numerically stable result. In order to choose a suitable integration
path, the location of the singularities of the integrand including their infinitesimal imaginary
parts are of importance. While the Cauchy singularity of the integrand in Eq. (3.18) is
located at ¢t -+ie with € > 0, the variable k% conventionally obtains an infinitesimal imaginary
part by k% — k? +i6 with § > 0, due to its nature as a mass parameter [155]. Therefore,
the pseudo-threshold singularity is located at

2)2 _ 2)2 i _Mn’
(My = VE2)™ = (My — VE2)" + 5(1 @) (3.30)

Hence, for values of k? > Ms,, the singularity is located (like the Cauchy singularity) in

the upper half plane. Therefore, in these cases, a deformation of the path of integration
towards negative imaginary parts of the kinematic variable is justified, see Fig. 9.
3.4 1) - xtx—~* amplitude

Since the spin structure of 7'(q) — 7 (p1)7 (p2)v*(k) is the same as in the decay 7' —
777~ p* the matrix element can be written in terms of a scalar function in the same manner:

Mn’%ww*y = eeuuaﬁeu*(k)pquqﬁfn%ﬂ’y(sa t, u, k2)7 (331)

where €”(k) is the polarization vector of the outgoing (virtual) photon, see Eq. (3.8). The
Mandelstam variables are defined by

s=(@—p)  t=(p4p)’  u=(g—p) (3.32)

The discontinuity of the scalar function (in the k? variable) can be reconstructed from the
7' — 2(nt7~) amplitude and the pion vector form factor FY (k?) by means of the unitarity

relation

disc Myy_yrns = i(27) / A0y 6 (ki — K)ME . My i, (3.33)
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in the approximation of taking only the lowest-lying intermediate states into account, where
d®, marks the two-particle phase-space integration and k, labels the intermediate mo-
menta. The amplitude for v*(k) — 7 (p3)7 ™ (p4) written in terms of the pion vector form
factor appears as

Moy sn = e (k) (03 — pa) Fy (K?). (3.34)
Furthermore, the ' — 2(7+7~) amplitude of Eq. (3.2) with ay left-hand-cut contribution
and description of final-state interaction, see Eq. (3.20), can be written as

Mn/~>47r = Euupapétpgpgpz |:f{7 (t7 kz)Q(kQ) + f? (k27 t)Q(t)] ’ (335)

where flnl (t, k?) is the partial wave of Eq. (3.14) and higher partial waves as well as crossed
terms of the final-state interaction have been neglected. After considering the different
momentum combinations of the intermediate pions and performing the two-particle phase-
space integration, the discontinuity of the scalar function in Eq. (3.31) appears as
; 2\ _ K2l (k) Vr2y1* | e’ 2 2 7 (1.2

dlSCk2 ]:7]’7r7r’y(ta k ) =1 AST [Fw (k )] fl (t’k )Q(k ) + fl (k ’t)Q(t) ) (336)
where the scalar function depends only on ¢ and k2, see App. D for the derivation. The
unsubtracted dispersion relation follows from this equation as

L 2ad(@)[FY @) (f (L)) + 7 (2,0)00))
4

X

3.37
a2 T — k2 e (3.87)

}—n’wm(ta k2) = 9672
In order to determine the input for the n” TFF, the subtraction constants in this represen-
tation are fit to data for the real-photon decay spectrum of ' — 77~ from BESIII [158],
see Sec. 3.5. Furthermore, the dispersion integrals, as in the equation above, are carried
out up to an integral cutoff A2, which is varied between A € {1.5, 2.5} GeV in the following
numerical evaluation.

A similar relation can be used for the determination of the n TFF, even though the
decay in the first step of this description, n — 2(7*77), is kinematically forbidden. More
specifically, in order to apply this description to the 7 case, in Egs. (3.15) and (3.16)
the replacement M,, — M, needs to be performed in order to obtain the partial-wave
amplitude f{]HMP . Additionally, the parameters in the subtraction polynomial appearing
in the partial-wave amplitude are fit to the decay spectrum of n — 77~ from KLOE [159].

Since we utilize a subtracted representation of the n") — 2(rT7~) amplitude as input,
the dispersion relation of Eq. (3.37) would be divergent without the appropriate modifica-
tions. That is, the low-energy representation does not hold up to arbitrarily high energies
and needs to be smoothly matched onto the expected asymptotic behavior. Thus, the fol-
lowing prescription to continue our low-energy description to values above a cut parameter
s¢ is adopted to render the dispersion integral manifestly finite:

Q(t) [P(sc) + %D"(/)(sc, k2)] + G"(/)(sc, kQ)STC, t>s.ANk? < s,
117 = @) [P(t) + ED1 (¢ 50)] + 1 (8, 50) 35, t< se AK2> 50,
Q) [P(se) + 2D (50,50)35] + G (50,5 ) K (8, 52), £,k > s,
(3.38)
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(s¢, A2) [GeV?] (1,2.25) (15,225 (1,6.25) (1.5, 6.25)

A [GeVTT] 1895(33)  1887(32)  1864(32)  1859(31)
Cpan [GeVTO] 416.1(5.9) 406.0(6.0) 417.1(6.0) 406.3(6.2)
x2/dof 1.87 1.90 1.90 1.95

Br[ — 2(zt77)] x10°  5.31(13)  5.20(12)  5.20(12)  5.10(12)

Table 1: Fit parameters and reduced 2, normalized to the number of degrees of freedom
(dof), in addition to the extracted branching fraction Br[y — 2(xt7~)] for the ' —

P

7~ fits to the BESIII data [158|, with data points in the p—w-mixing region excluded
as explained in the main text. The fit variants correspond to different cut parameters s,
in the underlying ' — 2(7+7~) amplitudes and different values for the integral cutoff A2.

The quoted errors reflect the fit uncertainties.

where

t+ 5.) (k% + s¢)

2\ _ 8c(
K(t,kF) = 2k2(t + k%)

(3.39)

and D" is defined in Eq. (3.19). In practice this prescription forces f?(/) (t, k%) to drop off
like 1/t and 1/k? above s.. In particular, the prescription ensures that crossing between
the four regions (t,k%) < s¢; t > 5., k% < 863 t < 8¢, k2 > 8¢5 and (t, k%) > s, is continuous.
Treating the two arguments ¢ and k2 on the same footing is done in view of the application
to the Bose-symmetric TFFs, see Sec. 3.6. Finally, the procedure to account for finite-width
effects of as exchange, as outlined in Sec. 3.2 of Ref. [37], dispersing G (t, k%) and accordingly
D(t, k?) around the as mass parameter, is adopted here as well.

3.5 Fitston) = ntnx—y

As the ) — 77~y scalar functions in Eq. (3.37) are based on the n() — 2(xt7™)
amplitude, chiral constraints on the latter need to be taken into account. Imposing the
constraint observed at O(p%) in the chiral expansion [143] that the amplitudes vanish for
t =0, we adapt Eq. (3.14) to

7 (¢ k2) — Q(t) + G617 (8, k2), (3.40)

2 /A2 dr G2 (r, k2 sin 5} ()

At + —
+7T amz T2 (T =t —ie)|Q(7)]

with GQ(/) defined in Eq. (3.22).

Furthermore, the coupling multiplying the left-hand-cut contribution @Z(/) (t,k?) and
thus also the inhomogeneous dispersion integral pn” (t, k?) can, in principle, be fixed from
decay widths by means of phenomenological Lagrangians as outlined in App. A. The decay
widths T'[as — n")x] and T'[p — 7r] would be required in this approach. Additionally,
one would need the values for I'jay — 37| or I'[ag — 7], where both reactions would

proceed via intermediate p resonances, see App. B for details. However, as demonstrated in
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Figure 10: Fit to the n’ — 777~ v spectrum from BESIII [158] with different variants, as
detailed in Table 1, from which the error band is derived. P, (¢?) is defined in Eq. (3.46),
removing the effects of the p(770) resonance and phase-space functions from the spectrum.

App. B, we do not obtain fully consistent results, e.g., comparing the extracted couplings
for the n) — 7T7~~ amplitudes (i) via the ag — 37 decay with the strength of the left-
hand-cut coupling fixed on that level [36] via I'[ay — 1)7] and (ii) via I'[az — 7] due
to an aomy contact interaction. Part of the mismatch can be attributed to overlapping p
resonances in the ao — 37 Dalitz plot, which would need to be taken into account for a
robust determination, but at the same time the uncertainties in measuring the radiative
decay ag — 7y are substantial as well.

For these reasons, we aim to determine the left-hand-cut couplings €14 Phenomeno-
logically, directly from the n) — 7t7—~ spectra. For the 7/, such a strategy gives a rea-
sonable description of the data, see Table 1, with resulting couplings that come out closer
to the prediction via as — 7y than as — 37. In case of the 7, however, the spectrum has
only a limited phase-space range that does not allow for a direct extraction in a sufficiently
reliable way. Accordingly, we determine ¢4, from U(3) symmetry, allowing for a generous
variation to account for the associated uncertainties. Table 1 also displays the branching
fractions for n — 2(7"7~) that correspond to the different fit variants. In all cases, the
result lies below the BESIII measurement, Br[n’ — 2(777~)] = 8.56(34) x 10~° [160], but
such a moderate mismatch is to be expected, since the underlying unitarity relation linking
n — 2(rt7~) and ' — 777y, assuming p dominance, does not take into account the
effect of overlapping p bands, as would be required for a precision calculation of this decay
channel. For that reason, agreement at the present level serves as another plausibility check
for our ’ — 47 amplitude.

Given the scalar amplitude in Eq. (3.37) with subtracted partial wave of Eq. (3.40) as
input, the differential decay width into the 77+ final state, with 777~ invariant mass ¢,
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can be expressed as

arn”
dt

tod(t)(M?, —t)3
o 0 [e% T ()

) =11 ()| Frs (0, T (1) = = 3

( ) 0 ( )’ n()7r7rﬂ/( ) )‘ ’ 0 ( ) 2 1536Mn(/)

3.41
‘ (3.41)
Since the experimental spectra of KLOE for n — w7~ [159] and BESIII for ' —
7t~ [158] are not normalized to physical units, we fit an overall normalization factor
in addition to the left-hand-cut coupling strength ¢4, to the data, while the subtraction
constant A is constrained from the RPP values for I'[n") — 7t~ [3]. Accordingly, we

first decompose

() ()
Fo0mmy (£,0) = AL (8) + 17 (), (3.42)

with

/ A2 *
1) = g [ de 2@ [FY @] @+ 00(00a),

M2
0) 1 A?
B0 =g | Ao oX@[FY @)

x [ (gm(’) (t, z)Q(t) + G (t,:c)) Q(z)

+ (x—QD”(') (z,6)Q(z) + G @,t)) Q(t)} (3.43)

™

The integral of the differential decay width within the phase-space region gives the cor-
responding partial decay width. This provides a condition to determine the subtraction
constant A in each step of the fit iteration, by demanding

L o427® SYRC)
T — m¥an) = AL + 241 5 + 1o, (3.44)

where

M2, 0 " M2, 0) "
2 / / ’ 2 0 / / , 2
I,§<?>=/4 3 WA 1V O R :/4 Ty | @),

a2 ) A2
M2, 0) 0) "

1 / / / N\ %

1= [ g @re[r (5" 0], (3.45

™

Note that Eq. (3.44) gives two solutions for the subtraction constant A, we always find
a positive and a negative value. For either sign choice, the coupling ¢, ()4, obtains its
corresponding sign in the fit to the ' — 777~ data. A related sign ambiguity arises

in the derivation of the n/ — 7™

7w~ discontinuity of App. D, the choices given here,
however, ensure a consistent scheme. The spectrum of ' — 77~ spectrum [158] features
a prominent isospin-breaking signal due to p—w mixing [161]. While being relevant for
precision analyses of 7/ — ¢T¢~~ [39], the impact of these isospin-breaking corrections in
the space-like region of the TFF is negligible. We, therefore, exclude data of Ref. [158] in
the region M, + 3T, from fits of the representation in Eq. (3.42), with the w mass and

width parameters fixed to the values taken from the RPP [3].
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(56,A%) [GeV?] A [GeVTT]  x2/dof  cpur [GeV 7]

(1, 2.25) 2330(56) 1.70 354

(1.5, 2.25) 2326(53) 1.44 345
Cn/47r — 15 %

(1, 6.25) 2381(56) 1.40 354

(1.5, 6.25) 2326(53) 1.43 345

(1, 2.25) 2278(56) 1.39 291

(1.5, 2.25) 2326(53) 1.44 284
Cn/47r —30 %

(1, 6.25) 2381(56) 1.40 292

(1.5, 6.25) 2326(53) 1.43 284

(1, 2.25) 2432(56) 1.17 229

(1.5, 2.25) 2359(53) 1.24 223
Cr/dmr — 45 %

(1, 6.25) 2432(56) 1.17 229

(1.5, 6.25) 2359(53) 1.24 223

Table 2: Results of the one-parameter fits to the n — 777~ v data of KLOE [159], varying

+

the input coupling from the ' — 777~ fits in Table 1, cut parameter s. in the underlying

n — 2(nt77) amplitudes, and cutoff A% of the dispersive integrals.

The cut parameter s. in the underlying ' — 2(7 7 ™) amplitudes is varied from 1
to 1.5 GeV2. Additionally, the dispersive integrals of the underlying 7 — 2(7+7~) repre-
sentation in Eq. (3.18) as well as the one connecting to the 77—~ final state extend up
to an integral cutoff A? ranging from (1.5)% to (2.5)> GeVZ2. As input for the pion vector
form factor we use FY (s) = PY (5)(s), with the Omnés function constructed from the 7
P-wave phase shift of the (modified) inverse amplitude method as detailed in App. C, and
the (linear) polynomial fit to the 7= — 7~ 7y, data of Ref. [162]. Here, the polynomial
PY (s) is continued to a constant PY (s.) for s > s, in the same way as the (") — 2(zxt7™)
amplitudes. The outcomes of the two-parameter fits for the dispersive variants with differ-
ent values for the cut parameter s, and integral cutoff A are listed in Table 1. In Fig. 10,
we show the observable

. 1 ar”\?
Pn(/) (t) = < 7 5 dt ) ) (3.46)
Iy (0)IQ@)]

defined in such a way to remove the effects of p peak and phase-space factors from the
decay spectrum.

It may be worth commenting on the spectrum in Fig. 10 (as well as the corresponding
one for the 7 in Fig. 11) in comparison to prior analyses in the literature. Originally [34],

the mm spectra in both radiative decays were described by P-wave Omnés functions, multi-
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Figure 11: Fit to the n — 77~ spectrum from KLOE [159] for the different variants
detailed in Table 2, from which the error band is derived. P,(¢?) is defined in analogy to
Eq. (3.46), removing the effects of the p(770) resonance and phase-space functions from the
spectrum.

plied by linear polynomials with two free parameters (normalization and slope); additional
left-hand cuts due to as exchange were shown to induce curvature in ]5”(,) (t) [36], but ul-
timately failed to describe the experimental data [158] with sufficient precision, such that
a quadratic polynomial with three fit parameters was employed [38|. Our approach here is
different and has fewer degrees of freedom: the n) — 7T7 =~ decays are reconstructed via
a dispersion relation, based on underlying n) — 2(rT7~) amplitudes that come with only
one subtraction constant A and one effective coupling Cp(ar for the as-exchange contribu-
tion. We consider the fact that this approach reproduces the 7w spectra in the radiative
n) decays to very high accuracy, although maybe not as perfectly as a free three-parameter
fit, a highly nontrivial and very convincing validation of our construction.

The same analysis for the 7, see Table 2 and Fig. 11, is complicated by the limited phase
space. In general, we observe that the fit prefers a smaller effective left-hand-cut coupling
than for the 7/, but the sensitivity to the implied curvature is limited. Accordingly, we fix
the central value of ¢,ur to ¢yar reduced by 30%, in line with a typical violation of U(3)
symmetry, but consider variations by +15% to account for the associated uncertainties. It
is then instructive to also consider the extrapolation of the resulting fit function beyond the
respective phase-space boundaries, see Fig. 12. For the 7/, one clearly sees the curvature in
the spectrum, whose high-energy growth is cut at s.. For the 7, the figure illustrates how
the available phase space only provides limited sensitivity to the curvature, motivating the
additional constraint that arises when restricting the tolerated level of the violation of U(3)

symimetry.
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Figure 12: Extrapolation of the fits to the () — 7T7 =~ spectra beyond the respective
phase space. The parts of the spectra in which data are available coincide with Fig. 10 (/)
and Fig. 11 (n).

3.6 Analytic continuation to space-like region

Applying the unitarity condition, it is possible to write down a dispersion relation in order
to relate the scalar n¥) — 77~ amplitudes of Eq. (3.37) with the TFFs through a 77~
intermediate state

Fyo e K)

LY 2ok @) F (@) F 0w (2, 5)
0 A — : (3.47)

~ 9672 M2 de r—q
The dispersion relation above is intentionally kept unsubtracted to ensure the correct
asymptotic behavior. A potential violation of the sum rule for the normalization Fo0)y 18
to be restored by the addition of the effective-pole pieces st,f), see Sec. 4. Furthermore, the
dispersion integrals are carried out up to a cutoff A?. In order to facilitate the evaluation
in the full space-like Q?-Q3-plane, it is useful to apply another dispersion relation in the
second variable. After symmetrization in both arguments, this enables us to write down
the TFFs in a double-spectral representation

A2
(I=1) 2 2y _ L / Py (2, Y)
o (—Q1, — = — dxd + R , 3.48
2o (=Q1,—@3) 7 Jine x y(m+Q%)(y+Q§) (Q1 + Q2) (3.48)
with double-spectral density
203 () :
oo (@,y) = TEZTm { [FY (@)] " Fy (@) |- (3.49)

It is this final dispersive representation that we use to obtain our main results for the

isovector TFFs in the space-like region.

4 Isoscalar and effective-pole contributions

In contrast to the elaborate calculation necessary for the isovector contribution described in
Sec. 3, the isoscalar TFFs are sufficiently well described by the narrow w and ¢ resonances

4
FIO-Qh-@) = Y ottt
n/ )
Ve{w.o}

GIZ 1 QDM + Q) (4.

,23,



given that the overall contribution is much smaller and concentrated around the very narrow
resonance peaks. The weight factors W)y, are determined phenomenologically via the
corresponding decays of V and 7’ [21]

IMZMET[V—ete |L[V—Pr]

2 Sa(MEMEPTPoy 1 My > Mp, (42)

WPyy =\ 3MST[V—ete D[PV
P 'Y] :
2abMy (M3 —MZ)3T[P—] it Mp> My,

and their signs by comparison to the vector-meson-dominance (VMD) expressions. This
strategy has the advantage of automatically accounting for symmetry-breaking terms in an
effective Lagrangian approach. Using Eq. (1.5) for T'[P — ~+] and the RPP values for the
other branching fractions and decay widths, one obtains

Wnwy = 0099(7)7 Wppy = —0188(5)7
Wiy = 0.071(2), Wy gy = 0.155(4). (4.3)

These numbers can vary slightly depending on the treatment of experimental input quan-
tities and vacuum-polarization corrections, e.g., Ref. [38] finds wyy,, = 0.072(2), wy4, =
0.158(6), but the uncertainties are sufficiently small that they can be neglected in the error
propagation, see Ref. [38] for an explicit breakdown in the case of the slope parameter b,y .

In general, the sum of isovector and isoscalar contributions constructed so far does not
suffice to saturate the TFF normalizations exactly nor to describe the TFFs at virtualities
> 1GeV?, both due to the impact of hadronic intermediate states not explicitly included
in the representation. To rectify this omission, we add an effective-pole term

(MZ+ Q1) (MZG + Q3)’
with coupling constrained to fulfill the normalization exactly and mass parameter fit to
singly-virtual space-like TFF data from ete™ — e+e_77(’) for Q2 > 5GeV?. Accordingly,

FOD(-Q -@Q8) = (4.4)

the low-energy TFF remains a prediction, just the transition to the asymptotic region
is determined by further data input. Phenomenologically, the picture that emerges is as
follows: for the 7, the sum of the low-energy contributions actually overfulfills the sum rule
for the normalization, in such a way that g.g becomes negative, in the range —2 % to —13 %,
with a mass parameter Mg around (1.3-2.2) GeV. For the 1/, gog is positive, around 5 %,
while the effective mass comes out around Meg = 1.4 GeV. In general, the effective-pole
contributions thus remain reasonably small, and the mass scales are compatible with the
expected contributions of higher intermediate states.

However, in comparison to the 70 case [31, 32|, we observe that Mg tends to come out
smaller, and the separation of low-energy degrees of freedom and asymptotic constraints is
less robust, necessitating a more thorough uncertainty analysis. To this end, we consider a
second effective-pole variant

4
eff (B) 2 2 gVFy](/)'y'yMV
F, (_ ,—Q ) = ) (4'5)
) 1 W2 Vez{p/,pu} (MZ +Q3)(ME + Q3)
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in which the mass parameters are fixed at the p’, p” masses and the two couplings fit
to normalization and singly-virtual data above 5GeV2. These resonances are expected
to subsume the dominant effects not explicitly included in the dispersive representation
(together with excited isoscalar resonances in the same mass region), so that this approach
should give a perspective on the effective-pole uncertainties complementary to Eq. (4.4). In
the fit to singly-virtual TFF data of one of the effective couplings, the normalization sum
rule is being kept fulfilled in every step of the fit iteration

I=1 2 :
\%4

by adjusting the other one accordingly. In case of the n TFF, g, is found to in the range
—21% to 4% and g,» in the range —6 % to 10 %. For the 1’ TFF, g, is determined to be
around 22 %, while g, comes out around —16 %. The spread between the two effective-pole
variants (A) and (B) will be included in the final uncertainty estimate, see Sec. 6.

5 Matching to short-distance constraints

The leading short-distance constraints are obtained by expanding Eq. (1.1) around the light
cone z2 = 0. In this way, one obtains the relation [22-24]

FP 1 ¢P (u)
Fpyere (67, 43) = ——2 / du : (5.1)
o 3 Jo  ug+(1-u)g
where the wave function ¢p(u) can be expanded in Gegenbauer polynomials, and the leading
term in the conformal limit [163] becomes ¢p(u) = 6u(1l —wu). For the pion, the coefficient,
ngym = 2F,, is predicted in terms of the pion decay constant, while for n) its value
depends on the mixing parameters, see Sec. 6.2. In the symmetric asymptotic limit, Eq. (5.1)
predicts [25, 26|
1_
: 2 2 2y _ L mP

QlnglooQ FP'Y*'Y*(_Q ,_Q ) - gFasym? (52)

a factor three less than in the singly-virtual direction
: 2 2 P
Q121£>noo Q Fpyrys (-Q 70) = Fasym' (53)

The second limit goes beyond a strict operator product expansion [164, 165], resumming
higher-order terms into the wave function, which can thus be interpreted as the nonper-
turbative matrix element in a factorization approach [166-168]. In addition to the leading
result (5.1), a,s corrections [169, 170] and higher-order terms in the context of QCD sum
rules [171-178] were studied in the literature, see Ref. [32] for an estimate of the impact
of the a; corrections on the asymptotic matching for the 70 TFF. However, to extend the
matching to lower virtualities, arguably, corrections from the finite pseudoscalar mass are
likely to generate the most important effect, which naturally changes Eq. (5.1) to [60]

F ! op(u)
Fposx 2, 2 = _—asym/ d’l,L P . 5.4
Py 01 42) 3 Jo ugt+(1—u)gd —u(l —u)M3 (54)
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These corrections should be retained when reformulating Eq. (5.1) as a dispersion rela-
tion [174].

In general, we follow the approach from Refs. [31, 32| to rewrite Eq. (5.1) as a double
dispersion relation, imposing a lower matching scale sy,. In particular, we choose boundary
terms in evaluating the double-spectral density

Mgt q3) = —m FL gt a3d" (af — 43) (5.5)

in such a way that the result vanishes in the singly-virtual limit

Fasym 2 2\ _ FP /ood Q%qg (5 6)
Pry*~* (QI’Q2) — fasym o €T (CE - q%)2($ - q%) : :

The motivation for this procedure is that in the singly-virtual limit the dispersive repre-
sentation has the same asymptotic behavior as Eq. (5.1), with a coefficient that can be
determined by a fit to space-like TFF data measured in eTe™ — eTe™P. With Fa]:ym thus
inferred from the data, via a superconvergence relation, also the doubly-virtual contribution
is predicted.

The generalization of the double-spectral density (5.5) to finite pseudoscalar mass was
derived in Ref. [61]. To preserve the behavior of Eq. (5.6) for small virtualities, appropriate

subtractions need to be introduced [42], leading to the form

2 2 B aI:ym o C]% 1 1 2 2 2
FEY™(qf,q3) = 7/ dv[ [ - P, q1) + (a1 < a3) |,
P 2 v—gilv—¢—¢¢ F-4¢]'" ’

(v —2¢%)% — M3v
\/(v —2¢?)2 — 2M32v + M3

Sm

;Sym(v, q2) — + 2q2 — . (5.7)

In this form, Fp"™(q?,q3) reduces to Eq. (5.6) in the limit Mp — 0, and the behavior
FEY™(q2,q3) = O(q}q3) for small virtualities is maintained. For the pion, these pseu-
doscalar mass effects are negligible, but for P = n() we observe that keeping the corre-
sponding mass corrections indeed improves the matching to short-distance constraints.

For the numerical analysis, we therefore employ an asymptotic contribution in the
form (5.7). Motivated by light-cone sum rules [174, 177], we set sy, = 1.5(3) GeV? for the 1/,
while for the  we allow for a larger range, s,, = 1.4(4) GeV?, to include TFF variations that
display a slightly smoother transition in the doubly-virtual direction. We also investigated
alternative formulations in which the asymptotic contribution does not vanish in the singly-
virtual direction, similarly to the strategy for the short-distance matching of axial-vector
TFFs in Ref. [42], but found no further improvement compared to Eq. (5.7).

The asymptotic coefficients Faf:ym follow from a superconvergence relation

a 1 pp(z,y) | pr(z,y
F£ym = Fpyy ZQVMXQ/ + = AMQ dz dy[ (x ) (z,9) , (5.8)
% 2

_l’_

Y

written in terms of the double-spectral densities defined in Eq. (3.49). The sum extends
over V' € {w, ¢, eff} in case of effective-pole variant (A), where g,,/y = wp, /4y, and V €

w, ¢, p', p'} for effective-pole variant (B). The numerical results for ng(/)m are provided
PP Yy
in Eq. (6.5).
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Figure 13: Comparison of the n and 7’ slope parameters with previous time-like and space-
like experimental measurements as well as theoretical analyses. References are given in the
main text.

6 Numerical results

In this section, we discuss our numerical results for the slope parameters bn(/), the n) decay
constants and mixing angles, the space-like TFFs in singly- and doubly-virtual kinematics,
and the n)-pole contributions to a,. In each case, we assess the uncertainties as follows: the
uncertainty in the normalizations of the TFFs is propagated from the RPP values given in
Eq. (1.5) (“norm”); for the uncertainty of the dispersive representation (“disp”), we consider
different variants for integral cutoffs A and cut parameters s. (and U(3)-symmetry violation
for the n), as given in Tables 1 and 2, assigning the maximal variation as the resulting
error; the singly-virtual Brodsky—Lepage (“BL”) limit is described by effective poles, with
parameters varied within the fit uncertainties and scanning over the two variants defined
in Egs. (4.4) and (4.5); for the uncertainty of the asymptotic contribution (“asym”) we vary
the threshold parameter s, as described in Sec. 5, adding the variation observed when
replacing our superconvergence values for ng(;,)m by the determination from Ref. [179] (see
also Ref. [180] for an earlier calculation in lattice QCD). All uncertainties are added in
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g—i ?—2 0s °] 6o [°] As A Ky [Ge\/’z] X2

Ref. [179]  1.25(3) 1.15(3) —25.8(2.3) —8.1(1.8) - - -
Ref. [20]  1.27(2) 1.14(5) —21.2(1.9) —6.9(2.4) —0.02(7) 0.01(13)  —0.45(57) 2.01
This work 1.28(3) 1.19(5) —22.4(1.0) —9.0(1.8)  0.01(5) 0.14(12) 0.04(15)  1.79

Table 3: 7() mixing parameters derived in this work, in comparison to the similar analysis
from Ref. [20] and the lattice-QCD calculation from Ref. [179]. In all cases, Fy is defined
at pp = 1 GeV.

quadrature.

6.1 Slope parameters
The slope parameters of the TFFs are defined as

1 0

N =E="F77%
K E )., 06

b Fn(’)'y*'y* (q2’0)|q2:0’ (61)

By construction, the asymptotic part of the TFF representation does not contribute, and
we obtain

by = 1.833 (16)norm (36)disp (9)BL [41]t0r GeV ™2,
by = 1.493 (10)norm (30)disp (6)BL [32)tor GEV 2. (6.2)

In both cases, the result is broadly consistent with determinations from space-like exper-
iments [17, 19, 181, 182], time-like measurements [183-191|, and earlier theoretical de-
terminations [20, 24, 35, 38, 192-198|, see Fig. 13 for an overview. For the 1/, we can
compare to a highly optimized dispersive representation for the singly-virtual TFF, in-
cluding a fully consistent treatment of isospin breaking due to p—w mixing, which gives
b,y = 1.431(23) GeV 2 [38], in reasonable agreement with the outcome of the present anal-
ysis.

6.2 n) mixing parameters

Defining the pseudoscalar decay constants 3 by

@W‘%%q P(p)> = ip' F'p, (6.3)

with Gell-Mann matrices A and \° = ,/2/313, we employ the singlet-octet two-angle

mixing scheme [199-201]
F,? F,? [ Fgcosfs —Fpsinfy (6.4)
Fﬁ/ F,?/ ~ \ Fgsinfg Fycosfy |’ '
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L L tg to A3 Ay K,

Fr Fr
g—i 1.00 0.07 -0.33 0.01 0.09 0.07 —-0.08
;—2 1.00 -0.16 —-0.18 0.86 0.92 0.09
05 1.00 0.27 0.01 -0.15 -0.65
Bo 1.00 —-045 -0.16 —-0.20
As 1.00 0.80 —-0.13
Ay 1.00 0.09
Ky 1.00

Table 4: Correlation coefficients among the different quantities quoted in Table 3.

which overcomes the limitations of a one-angle scheme at leading order in the large-IN,.

expansion. To determine these mixing parameters using as input F from Eq. (1.5) and

o nyy
our superconvergence results for Fykym,
Flm = 0.186(7)norm (7)disp (9)BL[13]0t GeV,

FIT = 0.264(5) norm (5)disp (11)BL [13]10r GeV, (6.5)

asym

we follow the strategy put forward in Ref. [20]. First, one has at next-to-leading order in
large-N. ChPT [199-201]

, _AF} - P2

22
F8 3 )

+F7%A1, FgFosin((gg—eo) = _T(FIQ(_FE)
(6.6)
Defining the scale-dependent singlet decay constant as Fy = Fy(ug), o = 1GeV,

2F% + F?

F? = 3

as appropriate for the decomposition of the two-photon decay widths, one then needs to
introduce renormalization-group (RG) corrections for the asymptotic coefficients [177, 202,
203], which can be subsumed into

2N
Fos) = Falpo) |1+ 25 (000 = (00)) | = Pl [1 4 6], (61
where By = 11 — 2N¢/3, Ny the number of active quark flavors, and do, = (00, pg) =
—0.10 [20, 197]. Introducing weights as
1 1 2

C :—Tl" Q2)\ s C = —, C = —,
as well as versions including higher-order contributions (both chiral and large- N .-suppressed
corrections) [20, 202, 203|

(6.8)

, K , K
Cy = 08(1 + (T2 - 4M§()), Co = 00(1 + Ag+ 2 (2M2 + M%)), (6.9)
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one has [20]

EFLom = 12(CsFp 4 Co(1 4 650)Fp),

asym
3 CsFY — CoFS 3 CsF)— CoFS
Fro = 3o mom rSre P = sa rom e (6:10)
Wn/n_n/n ﬂ'nn/_nn/
The mixing angles drop out in the combination
= = 18 ~ -
Fasyanw + Fasyan/’Y’Y = 2 <CSCS + CoCo(1 + 500))
_ 3 1+§((1+5 )(1+As) — 1)
- 272 9 o 3
Ko (12 >
+ E(Mﬂ(23+5oo)+4MK(1+25oo)) , (6.11)

which is therefore predicted by the anomaly apart from RG, singlet, and quark-mass cor-
rections, parameterized by ., Az, and K5, respectively. The scale dependence inherent
in 0o and A3 drops out up to higher orders in the expansion. K5 also describes the iso-
symmetric quark-mass dependence of 7 — ~+, for which constraints from lattice QCD
are available, Ky = —0.13(15) GeV~2 [9]. Motivated by this range and the even smaller
estimate from Ref. [8], we set Ko = 0 with an error AKy = 0.15GeV 2. This constraint,
the four conditions in Eq. (6.10), and the three ChPT relations (6.6) then amount to eight
equations for the seven unknowns Fg, Fp, 0s, 6o, As, A1, and Ko. A x? minimization yields
the results collected in Table 3, where we followed Ref. [20] and accounted for the uncer-
tainty due to higher chiral orders in Eq. (6.6) by assigning an additional 2.4% uncertainty to
Fr/Fr = 1.1978(22) [204-208]. Our results are consistent with Ref. [20], albeit indicating
a slightly larger value for Fy and 6y (the former being compensated by a corresponding
change in Ay). In the comparison to the lattice-QCD calculation of Ref. [179], the biggest
difference occurs in g, but even here the results are compatible, especially, if one adds a
scale factor to account for the x> > 1.2 Due to the various constraints, the uncertainties
quoted in Table 3 are not independent, with the correlations given in Table 4. Most cor-
relations are reasonably small, apart from the expected strong correlation among Fy and
the singlet corrections Az, Aq. In addition, g displays a strong correlation with K5, which
drives the change in g compared to Ref. |20], while the changes in Fy, 0y largely derive

from the higher values of ngyl)m

6.3 Space-like transition form factors

Our results for the space-like TFFs are illustrated in Figs. 14-19. First, Fig. 14 shows the
comparison for the singly-virtual n TFF, in comparison to the available data and selected
previous calculations. In general, we observe good agreement, especially for the data with
Q? < 5GeV? not included in the fit. In the doubly-virtual direction, see Fig. 15, we
observe a slower rise of the TFF than in the CA approach, while our asymptotic value even

*We disagree with Ref. [20] regarding the number of degrees of freedom, because Eq. (6.11) is not an
independent constraint. Even for dof = 1, however, the resulting p-value is still 18%.
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14: Singly-virtual n TFF, in comparison to CA [45], ETM [132], BMWc [129],
data from CELLO [17] and CLEO [182|. The lower figure, displaying a broader
range in Q?, also shows the data from BaBar [209] and the asymptotic value implied by

RQCD [179]. Only data with Q% > 5GeV? are included in our fit.

comes out slightly higher. Ultimately, this behavior is driven by the interplay between low-
energy dispersive, isoscalar, and the effective-pole contributions, since the negative effective
coupling geg causes the asymptotic value to be saturated more slowly than for an effective

pole with opposite sign.
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Figure 15: Doubly-virtual n TFF, with legends as in Fig. 14.

The analog plots for the 7 TFF are shown in Figs. 16 and 17, respectively. In general,
we observe again good agreement with previous work as well as the experimental results,
although especially in the doubly-virtual direction our curve lies below the one by BMWec.
The transition to the asymptotic region indeed proceeds faster than for the n TFF, reflecting
the fact that geg is positive. Moreover, we found that the mass corrections described in
Sec. 5 also tend to lead to a faster increase, affecting the  TFF more strongly than
for the 1. We also checked a representation in which part of the singly-virtual TFF is
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Figure 16: Singly-virtual ' TFF, with legends as in Fig. 14. The L3 data are from
Ref. [19].

carried by F,*¥™(¢?,¢3), but the same behavior as for both effective-pole variants remains.
Accordingly, the fact that the large size of the combined isovector and isoscalar low-energy
contributions to the n TFF-—and the required compensation by higher intermediate states
to reproduce the experimental normalization—enforces a slower transition to the asymptotic
form seems to be rather robust among the different interpolations we considered.

Finally, we illustrate the entire Q?-Q3 range in Fig. 18, again indicating the faster rise
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Figure 17: Doubly-virtual n° TFF, with legends as in Fig. 14. The two data points from
BaBar [210] are not included in the fit.

to the asymptotic form in the case of the 7’. The numerical results for the n and ' TFFs in
the space-like region corresponding to this figure are provided as ancillary files. For the 7/,
one can also compare to the nondiagonal doubly-virtual data points from BaBar [210], see
Fig. 19. Here, some disagreement occurs for the points with the largest values Q% ~ 40 GeV?,
as observed before in the CA approach [45].
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Figure 19: Doubly-virtual 7 TFF in comparison to the data points from BaBar [210] with
both statistical and total errors.

6.4 Pole contributions to a,

Using our results for the space-like TFFs as described in Sec. 6.3, the n)-pole contributions
to a, follow from the master formula, Egs. (2.1) and (2.2), leading to

P! = 14.64(56 )norm (32)disp (23)BL (35)asym 7)ot X 1071,
all P9 = 13.50(48) norm (15)disp (20)BL (48)asym [72]eor x 10711, (6.12)

where the uncertainties are propagated from the TFFs as before. While our results agree
with recent analyses of the pseudoscalar-pole contributions [45, 129, 132, 198, 211-216], see
Fig. 20, the highly constrained representation for the TFFs translates to reduced uncertain-

ties in aZ(l)'pde. Equation (6.12) constitutes the main result of our analysis.
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Figure 20: Comparison of the n and 7’ pole contributions aj, Pole potween the results

of the CA analysis from Ref. [45], two Dyson-Schwinger analyses (DS-EFWW [211] and
DS-RBR [212]), the lattice-QCD calculations by ETM [132] and BMWc [129], and the
Resonance Chiral Theory (RxT) analysis from Ref. [198] with the results of this work.

Other definitions of pseudoscalar contributions have been used in the literature, e.g.,
employing a constant TFF at the singly-virtual vertex [44], which apart from meson-mass
corrections amounts to a definition in triangle instead of four-point kinematics |50, 64].
Moreover, definitions of a so-called pseudoscalar-exchange contribution include off-shell-
meson effects [139, 215, 217-222|, which we do not consider further due to the inherent model
dependence. While the central value of the final result (6.12) comes out remarkably close to
the pioneering calculations a,ZJF"/ ~ 26 x 107! (see Refs. [139, 223] for earlier compilations)
in the extended Nambu—Jona-Lasinio model [224, 225] and VMD/HLS models [226-228|,
the main progress over the last years concerns the precision with which the pseudoscalar-

pole contributions can now be evaluated.

7 Conclusions

We presented a comprehensive study of the n”) TFFs using a dispersive approach, including
a number of inputs from both experiment and theory to constrain various properties of the
TFFs. The normalizations are determined from n) — ~~, the momentum dependence
of the isoscalar TFFs via vector-meson couplings that follow from measured branching
fractions. The most detailed analysis was performed for the dominant isovector TFFs, for
which the unitarity relation was solved including the left-hand-cut singularity due to the
ap resonance. In particular, we detailed how to construct the underlying n) — 2(rtrT)
amplitude in a way consistent with chiral symmetry, how to numerically solve the required
inhomogeneous Muskhelishvili-Omnés problem in a stable manner via a carefully chosen
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path deformation, and how to determine the free parameters from a fit to the ) — 7+

Ty
spectra. The asymptotic behavior of the TFFs was incorporated by matching to the leading
result from the light-cone expansion, augmented by the dominant corrections due to n()
mass effects. Finally, the transition between the low-energy dispersive representations and
the short-distance constraints was described by effective poles, with parameters determined
by imposing the exact normalization of the resulting representation and by fitting singly-
virtual, space-like data measured in ete™ — ete n") for virtualities Q% > 5GeVZ2. For
all contributions we performed a comprehensive error analysis, propagating uncertainies
from the experimental input quantities as well as theoretical uncertainties from the cutoff
parameters in the dispersive representation, the parameterization of the effective poles, and
the transition to the asymptotic region.

Our main application concerns the evaluation of the n)-pole contributions to HLbL
scattering, see Eq. (6.12) for the main result. In addition, we calculated the slope param-
eters (6.2) and provided the -7 decay constants and mixing angles that follow from the
TFF normalizations together with the asymptotic coefficients determined via a superconver-
gence relation. Overall, we observed good agreement with previous results, while the highly
constrained nature of our representations allows for a reduction in the final uncertainty. In
particular, our calculation, for the first time, quantifies the impact of factorization-breaking
contributions generated by the leading as left-hand cut, whose implementation we validated
by studying the appropriate narrow-width limits. In combination with our previous work
for the 7°, the final result

a0 = 912759 x 1071 (7.1)

concludes a dedicated effort to determine the pseudoscalar-pole contributions to HLbL
scattering from a data-driven, dispersive approach. Future applications concern improved
Standard-Model predictions for leptonic decays of n(") [229-232], e.g., n — putu~ [233, 234]
and n — 2(utp™), as recently observed for the first time by CMS [235].

While the final uncertainty in Eq. (7.1) is actually dominated by the tension between the
Belle [236] and BaBar [237] measurements of the singly-virtual 7 TFF at large virtualities,
to be clarified by future measurements at Belle II [238], also several aspects of the nt)
calculation could be improved in future work. This includes additional data input, e.g., for
17 — 77y to be measured in the JLab Primakoff program [239] (addressing the inconclusive
17y,
double-differential data for ete™ — nata— [242, 243], and low-energy, singly-virtual

situation regarding a previous Primakoff measurement [240, 241]), the decays ) —x

TFF measurements [244]. Moreover, the TFFs in the high-energy, doubly-virtual direction
would profit from more precise data [210], and, in general, the comparison to lattice-QCD
calculations could help corroborate or improve the uncertainties especially for doubly-virtual
kinematics. Already the current result (7.1), however, meets the precision requirements set
by the final result of the Fermilab experiment, and serves as crucial input for a complete
dispersive analysis of the HLbL contribution to the anomalous magnetic moment of the
muon [41, 42].
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A Left-hand-cut contribution: Feynman rules and couplings

For both the n and 1’ case, a contribution to the phenomenological estimation of the
curvature term stems from the decays of the a(1320). Resonance Lagrangians are employed
in order to extract the magnitude of these couplings. In this approach, the tensor meson
fields are described by symmetric Hermitian rank-2 tensors and arranged in

S S A
T = ay %fg — %ag K30 |+ ng 15. (A1)
2 2 /672
Furthermore, vector mesons are introduced by
RTINS + ot
V2 ’ Vel 1 g 1 "
V= p- B Epo K |. (A.2)
K*— K*O ¢

The coupling of tensor, vector, and pseudoscalar mesons is then modeled by the interac-
tion [148]

Lapy = iorey TV [V, 0,0] ). (A.3)
where 1
T = T — T Vo = S (0°V7 = 07V, (A4)
and the pseudoscalar meson fields are arranged in
%WO + %’I’]g T Kt )
o = T =t e K0 | s, (A.5)
K~ KO \/5 \/g
—1/ 378
The relevant terms for as — 37 read
Lrpy D 2V2icrpye”™? {aﬂ(a;)wS [0apy O — Oupy 0°7
+0,(03) 5 [0apf; 1™ — Dapy O]
—0u(ay )us [aapg 7Y — aa,o% 857T+] } (A.6)
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The neutral p meson then couples to a2i7TjF via the Feynman rule

A

—
:l: 7

(a3 )uy :\ = iQﬂiCTpveﬂmglﬂ“qO‘pv. (A.7)
AN

As a spin-2 particle, the polarization tensor €,,(k,\) is associated to the ap(1320) with
momentum k and polarization A. The polarization sum is given by [147]

Y ek Neag(k,A) = Puvas(k), (A.8)
A

where

1 1
Puvap = 5 (Bualup + PupPra) = g BuvPap,
Kk
MU%2 ’

P;u/(k) = Guv — (AQ)

On the other hand, the coupling of the p meson to a pion pair can be expressed as [146]
i
Lypp = EC\/PP <Vu (D, 0HD]) . (A.10)
The interaction term for the coupling of a tensor meson to two pseudoscalars is given by
2

F
Lrpp = fCTPP (T !, w”} = 29" (vPu, + x4)]) (A.11)

where the chiral field in the absence of external sources reduces to u, = i(uJ@uu — u@uuT),
with u = exp [z@/(\/iFﬂ)], and y+ = ulxu! £ uxTu, x = 2B diag(m.,, mg, m,). Note that
for the tensor field in position space T}, (x), the matrix element

0lg" T} (0)[T'(k, A)) = €, (k,A) =0 (A.12)

vanishes [147]. Furthermore, for diagrams with intermediate tensor mesons, the interaction
terms proportional to the metric tensor in Eq. (A.11) would generate terms that do not
propagate as a spin-2 field and therefore are neglected in the following. The remaining
interaction term for the coupling of a tensor meson to two pseudoscalars is given by [147, 148|

Lrpp = crpp (T,0"' 90" ®) . (A.13)

One finds the following relation of the interaction terms between the octet and singlet
pseudoscalars
Lasnor = V2Layngr- (A.14)

Therefore, in a single-angle mixing scheme for the n and 7’ mesons
|77/> _ C.OSH —sin®@\ (|ns) (A.15)
n') sinf cosf n0)

,39,



and assuming the mixing angle § = arcsin (—%), one can show that matrix elements involv-

ing 7 or 1 in the asymptotic states can be reduced to

(asT| (£a27787f + ['awmr) In) = V2 <a27T‘['a2ns7r’778> )
(aam| (Laynse + Lagner) 1) = (@27 Lagngr|18) - (A.16)

The relevant Feynman rule is then given by

e
2
(ag)‘“’ < = —i\/;CTpp p“qy. (Al?)

q\;\\ "8

The decay rate as — n)x follows according to

2
gy lerppl N2( (A18)

O —
Plaz = n"n) = S egomaT, /

. 2,
Mg, MY, M7),  with gn(/):{ Lo

where the factor g, arises due to the ideal mixing scenario of n and 7’ that is con-
sidered here. Comparing with the experimental averages of Br[aa — nm] = 14.5(1.2) %
and Br[az — n'm] = 5.5(9) x 1073 [3], gives the couplings |cayyr| = 9.3(4) GeV ™! and
|Cagiyx] = 12(1) GeV 1. Note that our normalization is such that both couplings would
coincide in the limit of a perfectly U(3)-symmetric interaction; the symmetry breaking ob-
served here hence supports limiting the difference between c;y4r and ¢y (which the n fit
within the limited phase space indicates) to 30% for the central results in Table 2, varied
between 15% and 45% to reflect the associated uncertainties.

Furthermore, the width of the decay p — 77 from the interaction in Eq. (A.10) is given
by

3/2
’CVPP ’2 4M2
Tlp— = M,|1-— T . A.19

lp = ] 487 r Mg ( )

Together with the BW parameters M, = 775.26(23) MeV and I', = 149.1(8) MeV from the
RPP [3], the coupling strength can be estimated to be |cypp| = 5.98(2). In this case, the

coupling actually comes close to the result in a definition in terms of the residue at the
pole [245-247].

B Left-hand-cut contribution: cross checks of couplings

B.1 as — 31

On the level of these phenomenological Lagrangians, the matrix element for the decay
a; — m wTw~ can be written as the sum of two tree-level diagrams

pl/'/ﬂ'_ /7T+ p]//ﬂ'_
7 7 7

. — 14 // _ p 7
iMg, = a; 5 \/;92 + a, - \\\1:2 . (B.1)

pg\\\ﬂ_ pg\\\ﬂ‘\ﬁ’
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Upon replacing the p propagators by 7w P-wave Omnés functions,

Mo Qp?) (B.2)
- — p), )
Mg —p? = iM,Tp(p?)
the unpolarized squared matrix element appears as
1
=D Mo, (B.3)
A
2
cQ
= E‘)ML [Mgz (QM;: + 512523) - M§2M2 — MS + 3M72512823 — 812823(812 + 523)}
az

X {Q*(sm) [M;;(Q(sm) + Q(s23)) — M2, (2(M2 + 512)Qs12) + Q(s23) (512 + 523))
+ (012 = 512) (2(Oo12) ~ Usz) ~ Dsrz)ora + Mom)oz)|

0 (s29) | M (2512) + o) — M2 (2022 + 532)0o2) + o) 12 + 52)
~ (M2 = s2) (M2(o12) ~ Us2)) ~ o)z + Vo)) |}

where the couplings are collected in cq = crpyveypp /Mg and the Mandelstam variables are
defined as

s12 = (p1 +p2)? s13 = (p1 +p3)% sa3 = (p2 +p3)*. (B.4)

In order to obtain an estimate of the collective coupling cq, the decay width can be compared
to the experimental total BW width I',, = 107(5) MeV combined with the experimental
branching fraction average Br[as — 37| = 70.1(2.7) % [3]. For this comparison, an average
over the initial isospin states and a sum over the final pion state configurations needs to
be taken. Starting from the phenomenological Lagrangians, it can be worked out that
the decay a, — 7 27" is to be described by the same squared matrix element as the
one in Eq. (B.3), as are the decays a — 7tn~nt/n+27% Furthermore, a symmetry
factor of 1/2 due to two identical particles being present in the final state needs to be
multiplied to the representation of the decay width dI'. Conversely, the decay width for
the decay a9 — 7777~ does not obtain any symmetry factor. Note that the decay via the
p resonance to three neutral pions is forbidden by C-parity. Therefore, the partial decay
width for ao — 37 can just be expressed by

Tlag — 3] =Tja; =7 7 7 |+ Ta; = 7 27% =T[ad — 77T 77]
! /d dsay |2 > My (B.5)
= ——————— [ dsjadsos | = :
(27)332M3, 5 o el

resulting in |cq| = 61(2) GeV~? when compared to the experimental value (employing
the Omnés function generated from the TAM phase shift), which by means of ChNar =

24,00/ V/3 Would suggest cgﬁr_)?m) = 660(70) GeV > and cs,lfl:g”) = 850(70) GeV 5.
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B.2 ay; — my

In a VMD approach the coupling of a photon and vector mesons arises from [248§]

2e e
Ly =~ Y2, 5 0,4, (0 — 0 1), (B.6)
9oy 9pvy
expressed in a manifestly gauge-invariant way. In combination with the interaction in

Eq. (A.7) the decay ay — 7y is thereby induced,

e
iMag—Mr’y - a2 . ’Y . (B?)
— P —

k q

In the configuration a; — 7=+, the amplitude reads

. Bqd
i~ %) e
P Z—(

2 €*
q 9se —45qe) € (q)-
q2 — Mg 9oy E) ( )

Mo =P8 (ot

(B.8)
Replacing the p-propagator with the Omnés function, the partial decay width reads
e2c2 )\5/2(M2 M2 q2) q2 2
Plas = 1] = =2V (g2 W”’(—j, (B.9)
1607g2, M3, M?

which for ¢> = M 5 , M p2 — 0 (on-shell limit of external photon), and g,y = cypp reduces to

2.2 M2 _ M2 5
T[ag — 7] = ——L2V (Mg, — M) (B.10)
1607 ¢y pp M3,

With the experimentally determined partial decay rate I'ag — 7y] = 311(25) keV [3], this
would imply crpy = 4.0(2) GeV~2 or, by means of CpNgn = QCTP\/CQQU(/)FCVPP/(\/gMg),
the couplings céﬁjwﬂ = 430(30) GeV ~° and c;?i:M) = 550(20) GeV . Accordingly, we
see that the determination via as — 7y tends to be better in line with the fits to the
n") — 7t 7~y spectra discussed in Sec. 3.5 than the one via ay — 3.

Moreover, comparison to Eq. (20) of Ref. [36] suggests the matching equation

cr CTPV

—_— ~

cQ
= M? . B.11
Fr  cvpp P Epp ( )

Numerically, this matching condition is not fulfilled very well, only up to a relative factor
1.6 in 0.65(4) GeV~2 vs. 1.03(3) GeV 2. This mismatch likely reflects the limitations of
p-dominance in ag — 37 due to overlapping p bands in the Dalitz plot (cf. also Ref. [249]),
and indeed the phenomenological determination discussed in Sec. 3.5 comes out closer to
the prediction via as — 7y. In contrast, we observe that the matching condition for the
tensor-to-two-pseudoscalar-meson coupling in Ref. [36]

2

gé“ ~ Tﬂcagn’m (B.12)

is fulfilled much better, 25.5(2.3) MeV vs. 25.4(2.1) MeV.
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B.3 Narrow-width approximation for n() — 7tz

In the narrow-resonance approximation of the scalar function of the n”) — 77~ matrix
element in Eq. (3.37), one replaces

M3
1Q(z) 2 —>7rr—p5(x—M§), (B.13)
P
in the integrand with integration variable x. Using the representation FY(s) = (1 +

a;5)82(s) for the pion vector form factor, the scalar function then reduces to

Fo 0= Lo M 03021 1 and?) [A2 1 adr?) + Aat
77(’)7r7rfy 9 - 967T Fp 0-7r P aﬂ' P) ( +a P) + (07

Crnax 0] )
n 2 2 2 2
+ T(t D" (t, M2) + M2D" (Mp,t))}

C,( o0 A (7
+ 22 [ ol (Y <x>>*G"”<m,t>]
4M2

™

3

+ec o2 (M2)(1 +aﬂMp2)én(” (t, Mg)}, (B.14)

()4 Fp
n s
P

where
2

2
Chdm = WCTPVCQQH(/)T(CVPP = %CGQW(/)WCQ. (B.15)
)

Moreover, when switching off the ag contribution, the representation (B.14) becomes

1 Mg 3 2 2 2
Fyrmy(£:0) = =01 F—paw(Mp)(l + o M?) A[(Q +aM?) + at] . (B.16)
For comparison, the representation in Ref. [36] is given by
t2 A
F ) =) {An(l +aqt) + ga—D(, 0)} + gaG(t,0). (B.17)

Comparing Egs. (B.16) and (B.17) allows for the identification

@ 200

Yo X alM? N T B.18
ey aM? Tz M2aq (B.18)
Since axM p2 ~ 0.08 <« 1, we can neglect this correction, obtaining
1 M3 M2
Ag ~ ==L (M2)(1 + az M) (2 + aM?) A~ ——(2 + aM?)A
@ 96 I') o p)( +a P)( +o P) 26%/PP( +a p) )
1 M3 M2
p 3 2 2 - p
g ~ %F—UW(Mp)(l + OénMp)Cn(/)47r ~ %CWMW (B_lg)

Employing the matching conditions to Ref. [36], Egs. (B.11) and (B.12), the combined
coupling that multiplies hat function and left-hand-cut dispersive integral, see, e.g., Eq. (32)
of Ref. [36], appears as

2
dorgr  Cagymerev _ My Cogynco (B.20)

g0 = ~ )
V3F3 V3evpp V3 pp
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Coupling Definition

CTPV Eq. (A.3), Eq. (A7)

CTPP = Coppny  BQ. (A.13), Eq. (A.17)

CVPP Eq. (A.10), Eq. (A.19)

co below Eq. (B.3)

c‘:]%,)mp below Eq. (3.11)

Cp ar below Eq. (3.20), Eq. (B.15)

Table 5: Overview of the various phenomenological couplings, together with their defining
equation(s).

in agreement to the value of gg extracted via the right-hand side of Eq. (B.19),
gq ~ —Mg CpNgm = %C“QW/WCQ
2 Nam = 2 )
2cipp T V3 cUpp

via €045 defined in Eq. (B.15), and thereby serving as a strong consistency check on our

(B.21)

calculation. An overview of the various couplings is given in Table 5

C =m P-wave phase shift

The following is presented as an addition to the phase-shift construction found in Ref. [37].
In SU(2) ChPT, the O(p?) and O(p*) 77 — 77 scattering amplitudes projected onto the
P partial wave appear as [250, 251]

so? AM?2
tQ(S) = 967TF2, e

o=o0g(s) = - ,

1
15

N S
ta(s) o 1 » My 2
- ) - 2mE [ 1— 2L, (73 — 2
t4(8) 1R 2 {S (lg I + 3) s (73 50 )
+3L2(5 - 3207 + 304)} } +io [ta(s)]?, (C.1)
respectively, where
1 1 1+o
Ly=— [ —1 -1, 2
02<20 ®1 5 > (©-2)

F is the pion decay constant in the chiral limit, /; are low-energy constants (LECs), and s

the 77 invariant mass squared. The unitarized scattering amplitude can then be written
as [252-254|

1 AM( ) M

ta(s) — ta(s)

This form, in principle, allows for an extraction of the 7w P-wave phase shift once values for

(C.3)

the LECs are inserted. In order to enforce the desired convergence of the phase shift to

— 44 —



Seut [GeV?] lh—1 I [GeV7?] I [GeV 2] x? / dof

1 4.73(3)  1.45(3) 420(20)  282/472 ~ 0.6
1.69 447(3)  1.74(3) 560(20)  874/827 ~ 1.1

Table 6: Fits of the modified TAM phase to the Bern phase [257] up to two different cutoff

values Scyt.

M, [MeV] T, [MeV]

Seut = 1 GeV? 758.8 140.0
Seut = 1.69 GeV? 759.3 138.7

Madrid (GKPY) [264] 763.7(1.6) 146.4(2.2)
Bern (Roy) [257] 762.4(1.8) 145.2(2.8)

Table 7: Comparison of the p pole positions extracted from the modified IAM phase fits
up to different cutoff values to more sophisticated analyses.

for s — oo, however, we work with an approximation of the two-loop amplitude [255, 256],
and add O(p®) inspired terms by hand,

tQ(S)
482 2

ta(s) = ta(s) + (Iss? + 1 M2), (C.4)

introducing two additional free parameters Iy and Iy. Asymptotically, the corresponding
phase shift behaves as

2

\/ 1+ 4720252 + 2rl s

Hence, the modified IAM phase converges with 1/s to . We treat the combination of LECs
Iy — 11 as well as is and l;r as free parameters. These are then fit to the solution of the Roy

oi(s) =m— +0O(s73). (C.5)

equations of 77 scattering (“Bern phase”) [257], while taking the value of the pion decay
constant in the chiral limit from the ratio Fy/F = 1.062(7) [258-263|. The results of the
fits up to two different cutoff values are given in Table 6. As a consistency check, one can
also consider the p pole parameters via analytic continuation to the second Riemann sheet,
see Table 7, which shows reasonable agreement with previous analyses.

D Derivation of the n) — wtn~~* discontinuity

By means of the unitarity condition, in our approximation, the discontinuity of the n") —
7T~ * amplitude in the photon virtuality appears as

discyz M [0 (q) = 7 (p1)7 (p2)y* (k)] = i(2m)* /d<1>2(k;l1,l2)
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x (M) = wH@)m (12)]) MO = 7 ) e)rt ()~ ()], (D)
in terms of the matrix elements

My (k) = 7 ()n™ (12)] = eej, (k) (I — )" [Fy (k)]

M = 7 ()™ ()7 ()7 (12)] = €poal i PYITIS Faux(t, k2), (D.2)
with the Lorentz invariants ¢t = (p1 + p2)?, k* = (I1 + l2)?, and the auxiliary function
(@] @]
faux(t, K2) = £ (6, EDQUE?) + [ (K2, 0)Q(2). (D.3)

The unitarity condition then appears as

disci2 M0 (q) = 7 (p1)7™ (p2)v* (k)] = i(2m) e [FY (k)] faux(t, ) €, () p5 P,
(D.4)
where the phase space integral
1
P'ijp = El,poa/dq)Q(k?; ll,lg) (ll — lg)'ul(fla = §€Vpaakja/d‘1)2(k‘; ll,lg) (ll — l2)ﬂ(l1 — lg)o

1
2(27)8 VPO

needs to evaluated. The reduced integral P* can be written as

k> Pre, (D.5)

puo [ Lhdlls s a0y 50 ’ .
P = 2l0 6(l2 - Mﬂ')e(l2)5 (k - ll - l2) (ll - l2) (ll — lg)
1

a?
= [ —————§5((k=1)?> = M®O(K* = 1) (21 — k)" (2] — k)?, D.6
| sz Sk~ D = MR — ) @ kK (D)
with tensor decomposition
L . LH Lo
pHro — g“ Sg + FSk (D?)
Contracting this equation with k,k, and g, gives a system of two equations that can be
solved for
1 k kO’ =00 1 k ka IO
Sg:§<gua_ ’]::2>PM’ Sk:_§<gu0_4 /Z:z)PM_ (D'S)

In the virtual photon rest frame k = 0, the integrands in the two integrals above assume a
convenient form, and evaluate to

(k2 — AM2)Y?
Sy =-S5 = ( Vi ) . (D.9)
Therefore,
WD T (D.10)
6 \7 k2 )y e = 19(2m)8 Heet '

+

Expressing the matrix element for n) — 7t7=~* in terms of a scalar function

- * * v o nrm
M[n(q) = 7 ()7~ (p2)7" (F)] = e€upoe™ (k)pYpokTF1 7 (8, K7), (D.11)
the unitarity relation implies

. oy _ b g9 309\ 1.2y]* 2
discy2 F,, t, k%) = 48—7Tk o2 (k) [Fy (K] faux(t, k), (D.12)

) (

completing the derivation of Eq. (3.36).

,46,



References

[1] J. Wess and B. Zumino, Phys. Lett. B 37, 95 (1971).

[2] E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 223, 422 (1983).

[3] S. Navas et al. (Particle Data Group), Phys. Rev. D 110, 030001 (2024).
[4] 1. Larin et al. (PrimEx-IT), Science 368, 506 (2020).

[5] J. Bijnens, A. Bramon, and F. Cornet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 1453 (1988).

[6] J. L. Goity, A. M. Bernstein, and B. R. Holstein, Phys. Rev. D 66, 076014 (2002),
arXiv:hep-ph/0206007.

[7] B. Ananthanarayan and B. Moussallam, JHEP 05, 052 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0205232.
[8] K. Kampf and B. Moussallam, Phys. Rev. D 79, 076005 (2009), arXiv:0901.4688 [hep-ph].

[9] A. Gérardin, H. B. Meyer, and A. Nyffeler, Phys. Rev. D 100, 034520 (2019),
arXiv:1903.09471 [hep-lat].

[10] W. Bartel et al. (JADE), Phys. Lett. B 158, 511 (1985).

[11] D. Williams et al. (Crystal Ball), Phys. Rev. D 38, 1365 (1988).

[12] N. A. Roe et al., Phys. Rev. D 41, 17 (1990).

[13] S. E. Baru et al., Z. Phys. C 48, 581 (1990).

[14] D. Babusci et al. (KLOE-2), JHEP 01, 119 (2013), arXiv:1211.1845 |[hep-ex].
[15] H. Aihara et al. (TPC/Two Gamma), Phys. Rev. D 38, 1 (1988).

[16] F. Butler et al., Phys. Rev. D 42, 1368 (1990).

[17] H. J. Behrend et al. (CELLO), Z. Phys. C 49, 401 (1991).

[18] K. Karch et al. (Crystal Ball), Z. Phys. C 54, 33 (1992).

[19] M. Acciarri et al. (I3), Phys. Lett. B 418, 399 (1998).

[20] R. Escribano, S. Gonzalez-Solis, P. Masjuan, and P. Sanchez-Puertas,
Phys. Rev. D 94, 054033 (2016), arXiv:1512.07520 [hep-ph].

[21] L. Gan, B. Kubis, E. Passemar, and S. Tulin, Phys. Rept. 945, 1 (2022),
arXiv:2007.00664 [hep-ph].

[22] G. P. Lepage and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Lett. B 87, 359 (1979).
[23] G. P. Lepage and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Rev. D 22, 2157 (1980).
[24] S. J. Brodsky and G. P. Lepage, Phys. Rev. D 24, 1808 (1981).

[25] V. A. Novikov, M. A. Shifman, A. I. Vainshtein, M. B. Voloshin, and V. 1. Zakharov,
Nucl. Phys. B 237, 525 (1984).

[26] V. A. Nesterenko and A. V. Radyushkin, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 38, 284 (1983), [Yad. Fiz. 38,
A76 (1983)).

[27] A.S. Gorsky, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 46, 537 (1987), [Yad. Fiz. 46, 938 (1987)|.

[28] S. P. Schneider, B. Kubis, and F. Niecknig, Phys. Rev. D 86, 054013 (2012),
arXiv:1206.3098 [hep-ph].

— 47 —


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(71)90582-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90063-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.030001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aay6641
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.61.1453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.076014
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0206007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2002/05/052
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0205232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.076005
http://arxiv.org/abs/0901.4688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.034520
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.09471
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(85)90013-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.38.1365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.41.17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01614692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2013)119
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.1845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.38.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.42.1368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01549692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01881706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)01219-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.054033
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.07520
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physrep.2021.11.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.00664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)90554-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.22.2157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.24.1808
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(84)90006-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.054013
http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.3098

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]
[41]
[42]
[43]
[44]
[45]

[46]

[47]

48]

[49]

[50]

M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and D. Sakkas, Phys. Rev. D 86, 116009 (2012),
arXiv:1210.6793 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, F. Niecknig, and S. P. Schneider,
Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3180 (2014), arXiv:1410.4691 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, and S. P. Schneider,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 112002 (2018), arXiv:1805.01471 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, and S. P. Schneider,
JHEP 10, 141 (2018), arXiv:1808.04823 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, and J. Liidtke, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 172004 (2022),
arXiv:2105.04563 [hep-ph].

F. Stollenwerk, C. Hanhart, A. Kupsé, U.-G. Meifiner, and A. Wirzba,
Phys. Lett. B 707, 184 (2012), arXiv:1108.2419 [nucl-th].

C. Hanhart, A. Kup$¢, U.-G. Meifner, F. Stollenwerk, and A. Wirzba,
Eur. Phys. J. C 73, 2668 (2013), [Erratum: Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 242 (2015)],
arXiv:1307.5654 [hep-ph].

B. Kubis and J. Plenter, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 283 (2015), arXiv:1504.02588 [hep-ph].

S. Holz, J. Plenter, C.-W. Xiao, T. Dato, C. Hanhart, B. Kubis, U.-G. Meifner, and
A. Wirzba, Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 1002 (2021), arXiv:1509.02194 [hep-ph].

S. Holz, C. Hanhart, M. Hoferichter, and B. Kubis, Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 434 (2022),
[Addendum: Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 1159 (2022)], arXiv:2202.05846 [hep-ph].

S. Holz, The Quest for the n and v Transition Form Factors:A Stroll on the Precision
Frontier, Ph.D. thesis, University of Bonn (2022).

S. Holz, M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, and B. Kubis, (2024), arXiv:2411.08098 [hep-ph].
M. Hoferichter, P. Stoffer, and M. Zillinger, (2024), arXiv:2412.00190 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, P. Stoffer, and M. Zillinger, (2024), arXiv:2412.00178 [hep-ph].

T. Aoyama et al., Phys. Rept. 887, 1 (2020), arXiv:2006.04822 [hep-ph].

K. Melnikov and A. Vainshtein, Phys. Rev. D 70, 113006 (2004), arXiv:hep-ph/0312226.

P. Masjuan and P. Sanchez-Puertas, Phys. Rev. D 95, 054026 (2017),
arXiv:1701.05829 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 232001 (2017), arXiv:1701.06554 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 04, 161 (2017),
arXiv:1702.07347 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens, N. Hermansson-Truedsson, and A. Rodriguez-Sanchez,
Phys. Lett. B 798, 134994 (2019), arXiv:1908.03331 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, F. Hagelstein, M. Hoferichter, L. Laub, and P. Stoffer,
Phys. Rev. D 101, 051501 (2020), arXiv:1910.11881 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, F. Hagelstein, M. Hoferichter, L. Laub, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 03, 101 (2020),
arXiv:1910.13432 [hep-ph].

,48,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.116009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.6793
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3180-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.4691
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.112002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.01471
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP10(2018)141
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.04823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.172004
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.04563
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2011.12.008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1108.2419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2668-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.5654
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3495-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.02588
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09661-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.02194
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10247-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.05846
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:hbz:5-67976
http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.08098
http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.00190
http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.00178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.07.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.04822
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.113006
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0312226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.054026
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.05829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.232001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.06554
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2017)161
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.07347
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2019.134994
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.051501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.11881
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2020)101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.13432

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]
[60]
[61]
[62]

[63]

[64]
[65]
[66]

[67]
[68]
[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

73]
[74]

V. Pauk and M. Vanderhaeghen, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3008 (2014),
arXiv:1401.0832 [hep-ph].

I. Danilkin and M. Vanderhaeghen, Phys. Rev. D 95, 014019 (2017),
arXiv:1611.04646 [hep-ph].

F. Jegerlehner, The Anomalous Magnetic Moment of the Muon, Vol. 274 (Springer, Cham,
2017).

M. Knecht, S. Narison, A. Rabemananjara, and D. Rabetiarivony,
Phys. Lett. B 787, 111 (2018), arXiv:1808.03848 [hep-ph].

G. Eichmann, C. S. Fischer, and R. Williams, Phys. Rev. D 101, 054015 (2020),
arXiv:1910.06795 [hep-ph].

P. Roig and P. Sanchez-Puertas, Phys. Rev. D 101, 074019 (2020),
arXiv:1910.02881 [hep-ph].

D. P. Aguillard et al. (Muon g — 2), Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 161802 (2023),
arXiv:2308.06230 [hep-ex].

D. P. Aguillard et al. (Muon g — 2), Phys. Rev. D 110, 032009 (2024),
arXiv:2402.15410 [hep-ex].

J. Grange et al. (Muon g — 2), (2015), arXiv:1501.06858 [physics.ins-det].
M. Hoferichter and P. Stoffer, JHEP 05, 159 (2020), arXiv:2004.06127 [hep-ph].
M. Zanke, M. Hoferichter, and B. Kubis, JHEP 07, 106 (2021), arXiv:2103.09829 [hep-ph].

I. Danilkin, M. Hoferichter, and P. Stoffer, Phys. Lett. B 820, 136502 (2021),
arXiv:2105.01666 [hep-ph].

D. Stamen, D. Hariharan, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and P. Stoffer,
Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 432 (2022), arXiv:2202.11106 [hep-ph].

J. Liidtke, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 04, 125 (2023), arXiv:2302.12264 [hep-ph].
M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and M. Zanke, JHEP 08, 209 (2023), arXiv:2307.14413 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, P. Stoffer, and M. Zillinger, JHEP 04, 092 (2024),
arXiv:2402.14060 [hep-ph].

J. Lidtke, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer, (2024), arXiv:2410.11946 [hep-ph].
O. Deineka, I. Danilkin, and M. Vanderhaeghen, (2024), arXiv:2410.12894 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens, N. Hermansson-Truedsson, L. Laub, and A. Rodriguez-Sénchez,
JHEP 10, 203 (2020), arXiv:2008.13487 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens, N. Hermansson-Truedsson, L. Laub, and A. Rodriguez-Sénchez,
JHEP 04, 240 (2021), arXiv:2101.09169 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens, N. Hermansson-Truedsson, and A. Rodriguez-Sanchez, JHEP 02, 167 (2023),
arXiv:2211.17183 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens, N. Hermansson-Truedsson, and A. Rodriguez-Sanchez, (2024),
arXiv:2411.09578 [hep-ph].

J. Leutgeb and A. Rebhan, Phys. Rev. D 101, 114015 (2020), arXiv:1912.01596 [hep-ph].

L. Cappiello, O. Cata, G. D’Ambrosio, D. Greynat, and A. Iyer,
Phys. Rev. D 102, 016009 (2020), arXiv:1912.02779 [hep-ph].

,49,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3008-y
http://arxiv.org/abs/1401.0832
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.014019
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.04646
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63577-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.10.048
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.03848
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.054015
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.06795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.074019
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.02881
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.161802
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.06230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.032009
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.15410
http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.06858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2020)159
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.06127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2021)106
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.09829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.01666
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10348-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.11106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2023)125
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.12264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2023)209
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.14413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2024)092
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14060
http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.11946
http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.12894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2020)203
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.13487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)240
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.09169
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP02(2023)167
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.17183
http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.09578
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.114015
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.01596
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.016009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.02779

[75] M. Knecht, JHEP 08, 056 (2020), arXiv:2005.09929 [hep-ph].

[76] P. Masjuan, P. Roig, and P. Sanchez-Puertas, J. Phys. G 49, 015002 (2022),
arXiv:2005.11761 [hep-ph].

[77] J. Lidtke and M. Procura, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 1108 (2020), arXiv:2006.00007 [hep-ph].

[78] G. Colangelo, F. Hagelstein, M. Hoferichter, L. Laub, and P. Stoffer,
Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 702 (2021), arXiv:2106.13222 [hep-ph].

[79] J. Leutgeb and A. Rebhan, Phys. Rev. D 104, 094017 (2021), arXiv:2108.12345 [hep-ph].

[80] J. Leutgeb, J. Mager, and A. Rebhan, Phys. Rev. D 107, 054021 (2023),
arXiv:2211.16562 [hep-ph].

[81] P. Colangelo, F. Giannuzzi, and S. Nicotri, Phys. Rev. D 109, 094036 (2024),
arXiv:2402.07579 [hep-ph].

[82] T. Blum, N. Christ, M. Hayakawa, T. Izubuchi, L. Jin, C. Jung, and C. Lehner (RBC,
UKQCD), Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 132002 (2020), arXiv:1911.08123 [hep-lat].

[83] E.-H. Chao, R. J. Hudspith, A. Gérardin, J. R. Green, H. B. Meyer, and K. Ottnad,
Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 651 (2021), arXiv:2104.02632 [hep-lat].

[84] E.-H. Chao, R. J. Hudspith, A. Gérardin, J. R. Green, and H. B. Meyer,
Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 664 (2022), arXiv:2204.08844 [hep-lat].

[85] T. Blum, N. Christ, M. Hayakawa, T. Izubuchi, L. Jin, C. Jung, C. Lehner, and C. Tu
(RBC, UKQCD), (2023), arXiv:2304.04423 [hep-lat].

[86] G. Colangelo et al., (2022), arXiv:2203.15810 [hep-ph].

[87] M. Davier, A. Hoecker, B. Malaescu, and Z. Zhang, Eur. Phys. J. C 77, 827 (2017),
arXiv:1706.09436 [hep-ph].

[88] A. Keshavarzi, D. Nomura, and T. Teubner, Phys. Rev. D 97, 114025 (2018),
arXiv:1802.02995 [hep-ph].

[89] G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 02, 006 (2019),
arXiv:1810.00007 [hep-ph].

[90] M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, and B. Kubis, JHEP 08, 137 (2019), arXiv:1907.01556 [hep-ph].

[91] M. Davier, A. Hoecker, B. Malaescu, and Z. Zhang, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 241 (2020),
[Erratum: Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 410 (2020)], arXiv:1908.00921 [hep-ph].

[92] A. Keshavarzi, D. Nomura, and T. Teubner, Phys. Rev. D 101, 014029 (2020),
arXiv:1911.00367 [hep-ph].

[93] B.-L. Hoid, M. Hoferichter, and B. Kubis, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 988 (2020),
arXiv:2007.12696 [hep-ph].

[94] A. Crivellin, M. Hoferichter, C. A. Manzari, and M. Montull,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 091801 (2020), arXiv:2003.04886 [hep-ph].

[95] A. Keshavarzi, W. J. Marciano, M. Passera, and A. Sirlin,
Phys. Rev. D 102, 033002 (2020), arXiv:2006.12666 [hep-ph].

[96] B. Malaescu and M. Schott, Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 46 (2021), arXiv:2008.08107 [hep-ph].

[97] G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, and P. Stoffer, Phys. Lett. B 814, 136073 (2021),
arXiv:2010.07943 [hep-ph].

,50,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2020)056
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.09929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/ac3892
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.11761
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08611-6
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09513-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.13222
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.094017
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.12345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.054021
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.16562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.094036
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07579
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.132002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.08123
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09455-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.02632
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10589-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.08844
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.04423
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.15810
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5161-6
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.09436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.114025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.02995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2019)006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2019)137
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.01556
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7792-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.00921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.014029
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.00367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08550-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.12696
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.091801
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.04886
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.033002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.12666
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-08848-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.08107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136073
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.07943

98]

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]
[105]

[106]
[107]
[108]
[109]

[110]

[111]
[112]
[113]

[114]
[115]

[116]

[117]
[118]
[119]
[120]

[121]
[122]

G. Colangelo, A. X. El-Khadra, M. Hoferichter, A. Keshavarzi, C. Lehner, P. Stoffer, and
T. Teubner, Phys. Lett. B 833, 137313 (2022), arXiv:2205.12963 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 10, 032 (2022),
arXiv:2208.08993 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, G. Colangelo, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, J. Ruiz de Elvira, D. Schuh,
D. Stamen, and P. Stoffer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 161905 (2023), arXiv:2307.02532 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, and D. Schuh, JHEP 08, 208 (2023),
arXiv:2307.02546 [hep-ph].

P. Stoffer, G. Colangelo, and M. Hoferichter, JINST 18, C10021 (2023),
arXiv:2308.04217 [hep-ph].

M. Davier, A. Hoecker, A.-M. Lutz, B. Malaescu, and Z. Zhang,
Eur. Phys. J. C 84, 721 (2024), arXiv:2312.02053 [hep-ph].

F. V. Ignatov et al. (CMD-3), Phys. Rev. D 109, 112002 (2024), arXiv:2302.08834 [hep-ex].

F. V. Ignatov et al. (CMD-3), Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, 231903 (2024),
arXiv:2309.12910 [hep-ex].

S. Borsanyi et al. (BMWec), Nature 593, 51 (2021), arXiv:2002.12347 [hep-lat].
M. Ce et al., Phys. Rev. D 106, 114502 (2022), arXiv:2206.06582 [hep-lat].
C. Alexandrou et al. (ETM), Phys. Rev. D 107, 074506 (2023), arXiv:2206.15084 [hep-lat].

A. Bazavov et al. (Fermilab Lattice, HPQCD, MILC), Phys. Rev. D 107, 114514 (2023),
arXiv:2301.08274 [hep-lat].

T. Blum et al. (RBC, UKQCD), Phys. Rev. D 108, 054507 (2023),
arXiv:2301.08696 [hep-lat].

A. Boccaletti et al. (BMWe), (2024), arXiv:2407.10913 [hep-lat].
T. Blum et al. (RBC, UKQCD), (2024), arXiv:2410.20590 [hep-lat].

F. Campanario, H. Czyz, J. Gluza, T. Jeliniski, G. Rodrigo, S. Tracz, and D. Zhuridov,
Phys. Rev. D 100, 076004 (2019), arXiv:1903.10197 [hep-ph].

F. Ignatov and R. N. Lee, Phys. Lett. B 833, 137283 (2022), arXiv:2204.12235 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, J. Monnard, and J. Ruiz de Elvira, JHEP 08, 295 (2022),
[Erratum: JHEP 09, 177 (2024)], arXiv:2207.03495 [hep-ph].

J. Monnard, Radiative corrections for the two-pion contribution to the hadronic vacuum
polarization contribution to the muon g — 2, Ph.D. thesis, Universitdt Bern (2021).

G. Abbiendi et al., (2022), arXiv:2201.12102 [hep-ph].
J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar), Phys. Rev. D 108, L111103 (2023), arXiv:2308.05233 |hep-ex].
R. Aliberti et al., (2024), arXiv:2410.22882 [hep-ph].

T. Aoyama, M. Hayakawa, T. Kinoshita, and M. Nio, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 111808 (2012),
arXiv:1205.5370 [hep-ph].

T. Aoyama, T. Kinoshita, and M. Nio, Atoms 7, 28 (2019).

A. Czarnecki, W. J. Marciano, and A. Vainshtein, Phys. Rev. D 67, 073006 (2003),
[Erratum: Phys. Rev. D 73, 119901 (2006)], arXiv:hep-ph/0212229.

,51,


http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137313
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.12963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2022)032
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.08993
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.161905
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.02532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2023)208
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.02546
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/18/10/C10021
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.04217
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12964-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.02053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.112002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.08834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.231903
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.12910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03418-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.12347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.114502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.06582
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.074506
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.15084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.114514
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08274
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.054507
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08696
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.10913
http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.20590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.076004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.10197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137283
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.12235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)295
http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.03495
https://boristheses.unibe.ch/2825/
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.12102
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.108.L111103
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.05233
http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.22882
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.111808
http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.5370
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/atoms7010028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.67.073006
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0212229

[123]

[124]
[125]

[126]

[127]

[128]

[129]

[130]
[131]

[132]
[133]

[134]

[135]

[136]

[137]

[138]
[139]
[140]
[141]
[142]
[143]

[144]

[145]

[146]

C. Gnendiger, D. Stockinger, and H. Stockinger-Kim, Phys. Rev. D 88, 053005 (2013),
arXiv:1306.5546 [hep-ph].

J. Calmet, S. Narison, M. Perrottet, and E. de Rafael, Phys. Lett. B 61, 283 (1976).

A. Kurz, T. Liu, P. Marquard, and M. Steinhauser, Phys. Lett. B 734, 144 (2014),
arXiv:1403.6400 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, A. Nyffeler, M. Passera, and P. Stoffer,
Phys. Lett. B 735, 90 (2014), arXiv:1403.7512 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter and T. Teubner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 112002 (2022),
arXiv:2112.06929 [hep-ph].

N. Christ, X. Feng, L. Jin, C. Tu, and Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 130, 191901 (2023),
arXiv:2208.03834 [hep-lat].

A. Gérardin, W. E. A. Verplanke, G. Wang, Z. Fodor, J. N. Guenther, L. Lellouch, K. K.
Szabo, and L. Varnhorst, (2023), arXiv:2305.04570 [hep-lat].

C. Alexandrou et al. (ETM), Phys. Rev. D 108, 094514 (2023), arXiv:2308.12458 [hep-lat].

T. Lin, M. Bruno, X. Feng, L.-C. Jin, C. Lehner, C. Liu, and Q.-Y. Luo, (2024),
arXiv:2411.06349 [hep-lat].

C. Alexandrou et al. (ETM), Phys. Rev. D 108, 054509 (2023), arXiv:2212.06704 [hep-lat].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 09, 074 (2015),
arXiv:1506.01386 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer, JHEP 09, 091 (2014),
arXiv:1402.7081 [hep-ph].

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer,
Phys. Lett. B 738, 6 (2014), arXiv:1408.2517 [hep-ph].

M. Hoferichter, G. Colangelo, M. Procura, and P. Stoffer,
Int. J. Mod. Phys. Conf. Ser. 35, 1460400 (2014), arXiv:1309.6877 [hep-ph].

M. Knecht, A. Nyffeler, M. Perrottet, and E. de Rafael, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 071802 (2002),
arXiv:hep-ph/0111059.

M. Knecht and A. Nyffeler, Phys. Rev. D 65, 073034 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0111058.
F. Jegerlehner and A. Nyffeler, Phys. Rept. 477, 1 (2009), arXiv:0902.3360 [hep-ph].
J. L. Rosner, Annals Phys. 44, 11 (1967).

M. J. Levine and R. Roskies, Phys. Rev. D 9, 421 (1974).

M. J. Levine, E. Remiddi, and R. Roskies, Phys. Rev. D 20, 2068 (1979).

F.-K. Guo, B. Kubis, and A. Wirzba, Phys. Rev. D 85, 014014 (2012),
arXiv:1111.5949 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens, L. Girlanda, and P. Talavera, Eur. Phys. J. C 23, 539 (2002),
arXiv:hep-ph/0110400.

T. Fujiwara, T. Kugo, H. Terao, S. Uehara, and K. Yamawaki,
Prog. Theor. Phys. 73, 926 (1985).

M. Bando, T. Kugo, and K. Yamawaki, Phys. Rept. 164, 217 (1988).

,52,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.053005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.5546
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-2693(76)90150-7
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2014.05.043
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.6400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.06.012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.7512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.112002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.06929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.191901
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.03834
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.04570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.094514
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.12458
http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.06349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.054509
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.06704
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2015)074
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.01386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2014)091
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.7081
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2014.09.021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.2517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S2010194514604001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.6877
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.071802
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0111059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.073034
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0111058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2009.04.003
http://arxiv.org/abs/0902.3360
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(67)90262-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.9.421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.20.2068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.014014
http://arxiv.org/abs/1111.5949
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100520100887
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0110400
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1143/PTP.73.926
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(88)90019-1

[147] G. Ecker and C. Zauner, Eur. Phys. J. C 52, 315 (2007), arXiv:0705.0624 [hep-ph].

[148] F. Giacosa, T. Gutsche, V. E. Lyubovitskij, and A. Faessler,
Phys. Rev. D 72, 114021 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0511171.

[149] R. Omneés, Nuovo Cim. 8, 316 (1958).

[150] J. Plenter, Decay of ' into four Pions and its Impact on the Doubly-virtual ' Transition
Form Factor, Master’s thesis, University of Bonn (2017).

[151] M. Jacob and G. C. Wick, Annals Phys. 7, 404 (1959), [Annals Phys. 281, 774 (2000)].

[152] E. L. Lomon and S. Pacetti, Phys. Rev. D 85, 113004 (2012), [Erratum: Phys. Rev. D 86,
039901 (2012)], arXiv:1201.6126 [hep-ph].

[153] B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J. C 73, 2539 (2013), arXiv:1305.3143 [hep-ph].

[154] A. Crivellin and M. Hoferichter, Phys. Rev. D 108, 013005 (2023),
arXiv:2211.12516 [hep-ph].

[155] J. Gasser and A. Rusetsky, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 906 (2018), arXiv:1809.06399 [hep-ph].

[156] M. Niehus, M. Hoferichter, and B. Kubis, PoS CD2018, 076 (2019),
arXiv:1902.10150 [hep-ph].

[157] M. Niehus, M. Hoferichter, and B. Kubis, JHEP 12, 038 (2021), arXiv:2110.11372 [hep-ph].

[158] M. Ablikim ef al. (BESIII), Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 242003 (2018),
arXiv:1712.01525 [hep-ex].

[159] D. Babusci et al. (KLOE), Phys. Lett. B 718, 910 (2013), arXiv:1209.4611 [hep-ex].
[160] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Phys. Rev. D 109, 032006 (2024), arXiv:2311.12895 [hep-ex].

[161] C. Hanhart, S. Holz, B. Kubis, A. Kups¢, A. Wirzba, and C.-W. Xiao,
Eur. Phys. J. C 77, 98 (2017), [Erratum: Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 450 (2018)],
arXiv:1611.09359 [hep-ph].

[162] M. Fujikawa et al. (Belle), Phys. Rev. D 78, 072006 (2008), arXiv:0805.3773 [hep-ex].

[163] V. M. Braun, G. P. Korchemsky, and D. Miiller, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 51, 311 (2003),
arXiv:hep-ph/0306057.

[164] A.S. Gorsky, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 46, 537 (1987), [Yad. Fiz. 46, 938 (1987)].
[165] A. V. Manohar, Phys. Lett. B 244, 101 (1990).

[166] C. W. Bauer, S. Fleming, D. Pirjol, I. Z. Rothstein, and I. W. Stewart,
Phys. Rev. D 66, 014017 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0202088.

[167] 1. Z. Rothstein, Phys. Rev. D 70, 054024 (2004), arXiv:hep-ph/0301240.

[168] Y. Grossman, M. Konig, and M. Neubert, JHEP 04, 101 (2015), arXiv:1501.06569 [hep-ph].
[169] F. del Aguila and M. K. Chase, Nucl. Phys. B 193, 517 (1981).

[170] E. Braaten, Phys. Rev. D 28, 524 (1983).

[171] V. L. Chernyak and A. R. Zhitnitsky, Nucl. Phys. B 201, 492 (1982), [Erratum: Nucl.
Phys. B 214, 547 (1983)].

[172] V. L. Chernyak and A. R. Zhitnitsky, Phys. Rept. 112, 173 (1984).

[173] A. V. Radyushkin and R. T. Ruskov, Nucl. Phys. B 481, 625 (1996),
arXiv:hep-ph/9603408.

,53,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-007-0372-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.0624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.114021
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0511171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02747746
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(59)90051-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.039901
http://arxiv.org/abs/1201.6126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2539-y
http://arxiv.org/abs/1305.3143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.013005
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.12516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6378-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.06399
http://dx.doi.org/10.22323/1.317.0076
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.10150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)038
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.11372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.242003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.01525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.11.032
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.4611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.032006
http://arxiv.org/abs/2311.12895
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-4651-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.09359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.072006
http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.3773
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0146-6410(03)90004-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0306057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(90)90276-C
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.66.014017
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0202088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.054024
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0301240
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.06569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(81)90344-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.28.524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90251-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(84)90126-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(96)00492-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9603408

[174]
[175]

[176]

[177]

[178]

[179]

[180]

[181]
[182]
[183]
[184]
[185]
[186]
[187]
[188]
[189]
[190]
[191]
[192]
193]
[194]
[195]
[196]

[197]

[198]

[199]

[200]
[201]

A. Khodjamirian, Eur. Phys. J. C 6, 477 (1999), arXiv:hep-ph/9712451.

S. S. Agaev, V. M. Braun, N. Offen, and F. A. Porkert, Phys. Rev. D 83, 054020 (2011),
arXiv:1012.4671 [hep-ph].

N. G. Stefanis, A. P. Bakulev, S. V. Mikhailov, and A. V. Pimikov,
Phys. Rev. D 87, 094025 (2013), arXiv:1202.1781 [hep-ph].

S. S. Agaev, V. M. Braun, N. Offen, F. A. Porkert, and A. Schéfer,
Phys. Rev. D 90, 074019 (2014), arXiv:1409.4311 [hep-ph].

S. V. Mikhailov, A. V. Pimikov, and N. G. Stefanis, Phys. Rev. D 93, 114018 (2016),
arXiv:1604.06391 [hep-ph].

G. S. Bali, V. Braun, S. Collins, A. Schifer, and J. Simeth (RQCD), JHEP 08, 137 (2021),
arXiv:2106.05398 [hep-lat].

K. Ottnad and C. Urbach (ETM), Phys. Rev. D 97, 054508 (2018),
arXiv:1710.07986 [hep-lat].

H. Aihara et al. (TPC/Two Gamma), Phys. Rev. Lett. 64, 172 (1990).

J. Gronberg et al. (CLEO), Phys. Rev. D 57, 33 (1998), arXiv:hep-ex/9707031.

R. I. Dzhelyadin et al., Phys. Lett. B 88, 379 (1979).

R. I. Dzhelyadin et al., Phys. Lett. B 94, 548 (1980).

R. Arnaldi et al. (NA60), Phys. Lett. B 677, 260 (2009), arXiv:0902.2547 [hep-ph].

G. Usai (NAG60), Nucl. Phys. A 855, 189 (2011).

H. Berghéuser et al., Phys. Lett. B 701, 562 (2011).

M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Phys. Rev. D 92, 012001 (2015), arXiv:1504.06016 [hep-ex|.
P. Adlarson et al. (A2), Phys. Rev. C 95, 035208 (2017), arXiv:1609.04503 [hep-ex].

M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), JHEP 07, 135 (2024), arXiv:2402.01993 [hep-ex].

M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Phys. Rev. D 109, 072001 (2024), arXiv:2401.09136 |hep-ex].
A. Bramon and E. Masso, Phys. Lett. B 104, 311 (1981).

L. Ametller, L. Bergstrom, A. Bramon, and E. Masso, Nucl. Phys. B 228, 301 (1983).
A. Pich and J. Bernabéu, Z. Phys. C 22, 197 (1984).

L. Ametller, J. Bijnens, A. Bramon, and F. Cornet, Phys. Rev. D 45, 986 (1992).

R. Escribano, P. Masjuan, and P. Sanchez-Puertas, Phys. Rev. D 89, 034014 (2014),
arXiv:1307.2061 [hep-ph].

R. Escribano, P. Masjuan, and P. Sanchez-Puertas, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 414 (2015),
arXiv:1504.07742 [hep-ph].

E. J. Estrada, S. Gonzalez-Solis, A. Guevara, and P. Roig, (2024),
arXiv:2409.10503 [hep-ph].

T. Feldmann, P. Kroll, and B. Stech, Phys. Rev. D 58, 114006 (1998),
arXiv:hep-ph/9802409.

T. Feldmann, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 15, 159 (2000), arXiv:hep-ph/9907491.
R. Escribano and J.-M. Frére, JHEP 06, 029 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0501072.

,54,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100520050357
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9712451
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.83.054020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.4671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.094025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1202.1781
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.074019
http://arxiv.org/abs/1409.4311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.114018
http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.06391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2021)137
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.05398
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.97.054508
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.07986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.64.172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.57.33
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/9707031
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-2693(79)90490-8
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-2693(80)90937-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2009.05.029
http://arxiv.org/abs/0902.2547
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2011.02.037
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2011.06.069
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.012001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.06016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.035208
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.04503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2024)135
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01993
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.072001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.09136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(81)90132-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90326-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01572172
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.45.986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.034014
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.2061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3642-z
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.07742
http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.10503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.114006
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9802409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X00000082
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9907491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2005/06/029
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0501072

[202]
[203]
[204]

[205]

[206]
[207]
[208]

[209]

[210]
[211]

[212]

[213]

[214]

[215]
[216]

[217]

[218]

[219]

[220]

[221]

[222]

[223]
[224]

H. Leutwyler, Nucl. Phys. B Proc. Suppl. 64, 223 (1998), arXiv:hep-ph/9709408.
R. Kaiser and H. Leutwyler, Eur. Phys. J. C 17, 623 (2000), arXiv:hep-ph/0007101.

R. J. Dowdall, C. T. H. Davies, G. P. Lepage, and C. McNeile,
Phys. Rev. D 88, 074504 (2013), arXiv:1303.1670 [hep-lat].

A. Bazavov et al. (Fermilab Lattice, MILC), Phys. Rev. D 98, 074512 (2018),
arXiv:1712.09262 [hep-lat].

N. Miller et al., Phys. Rev. D 102, 034507 (2020), arXiv:2005.04795 [hep-lat].
C. Alexandrou et al. (ETM), Phys. Rev. D 104, 074520 (2021), arXiv:2104.06747 [hep-lat].

V. Cirigliano, A. Crivellin, M. Hoferichter, and M. Moulson,
Phys. Lett. B 838, 137748 (2023), arXiv:2208.11707 [hep-ph].

P. del Amo Sanchez et al. (BaBar), Phys. Rev. D 84, 052001 (2011),
arXiv:1101.1142 [hep-ex].

J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar), Phys. Rev. D 98, 112002 (2018), arXiv:1808.08038 [hep-ex].

G. Eichmann, C. S. Fischer, E. Weil, and R. Williams, Phys. Lett. B 797, 134855 (2019),
[Erratum: Phys. Lett. B 799, 135029 (2019)], arXiv:1903.10844 [hep-ph].

K. Raya, A. Bashir, and P. Roig, Phys. Rev. D 101, 074021 (2020),
arXiv:1910.05960 [hep-ph].

H. Czyz, P. Kisza, and S. Tracz, Phys. Rev. D 97, 016006 (2018),
arXiv:1711.00820 [hep-ph].

A. Guevara, P. Roig, and J. J. Sanz-Cillero, JHEP 06, 160 (2018),
arXiv:1803.08099 [hep-ph].

D. K. Hong and D. Kim, Phys. Lett. B 680, 480 (2009), arXiv:0904.4042 [hep-ph].

J. Leutgeb, J. Mager, and A. Rebhan, Phys. Rev. D 100, 094038 (2019), [Erratum: Phys.
Rev. D 104, 059903 (2021)], arXiv:1906.11795 [hep-ph.

E. Barto§, A. Z. Dubnic¢kova, S. Dubnicka, E. A. Kuraev, and E. Zemlyanaya,
Nucl. Phys. B 632, 330 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0106084.

T. Goecke, C. S. Fischer, and R. Williams, Phys. Rev. D 83, 094006 (2011), [Erratum:
Phys. Rev. D 86, 099901 (2012)], arXiv:1012.3886 [hep-ph].

A. E. Dorokhov, A. E. Radzhabov, and A. S. Zhevlakov, Eur. Phys. J. C 71, 1702 (2011),
arXiv:1103.2042 [hep-ph].

A. E. Dorokhov, A. E. Radzhabov, and A. S. Zhevlakov, Eur. Phys. J. C 72, 2227 (2012),
arXiv:1204.3729 [hep-ph].

P. Roig, A. Guevara, and G. Lopez Castro, Phys. Rev. D 89, 073016 (2014),
arXiv:1401.4099 [hep-ph].

A. E. Dorokhov, A. E. Radzhabov, and A. S. Zhevlakov, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 417 (2015),
arXiv:1502.04487 [hep-ph].

J. Bijnens and J. Prades, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 22, 767 (2007), arXiv:hep-ph/0702170.

J. Bijnens, E. Pallante, and J. Prades, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 1447 (1995), [Erratum: Phys.
Rev. Lett. 75, 3781 (1995)], arXiv:hep-ph/9505251.

,55,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0920-5632(97)01065-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9709408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100520000499
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0007101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.074504
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.1670
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.074512
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.09262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.034507
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.04795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.074520
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.06747
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.137748
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.11707
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.84.052001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.1142
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.98.112002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.08038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.134855
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.10844
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.074021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.05960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.016006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.00820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2018)160
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.08099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2009.09.026
http://arxiv.org/abs/0904.4042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.059903
http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.11795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00242-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0106084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.094006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.3886
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1702-6
http://arxiv.org/abs/1103.2042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-2227-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.3729
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.073016
http://arxiv.org/abs/1401.4099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3577-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.04487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217732307022992
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0702170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.1447
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9505251

[225] J. Bijnens, E. Pallante, and J. Prades, Nucl. Phys. B 474, 379 (1996), [Erratum: Nucl.
Phys. B 626, 410 (2002)], arXiv:hep-ph/9511388.

[226] M. Hayakawa, T. Kinoshita, and A. I. Sanda, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 790 (1995),
arXiv:hep-ph/9503463.

[227] M. Hayakawa, T. Kinoshita, and A. I. Sanda, Phys. Rev. D 54, 3137 (1996),
arXiv:hep-ph/9601310.

[228] M. Hayakawa and T. Kinoshita, Phys. Rev. D 57, 465 (1998), [Erratum: Phys. Rev. D 66,
019902 (2002)], arXiv:hep-ph/9708227.

[229] P. Masjuan and P. Sanchez-Puertas, JHEP 08, 108 (2016), arXiv:1512.09292 [hep-ph].

[230] R. Escribano and S. Gonzalez-Solis, Chin. Phys. C 42, 023109 (2018),
arXiv:1511.04916 [hep-ph].

[231] K. Kampf, J. Novotny, and P. Sanchez-Puertas, Phys. Rev. D 97, 056010 (2018),
arXiv:1801.06067 [hep-ph].

[232] N. Messerli, M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, S. Holz, and B. Kubis, (2025), in preparation.
[233] R. I. Dzhelyadin et al., Phys. Lett. B 97, 471 (1980).
[234] R. Abegg et al., Phys. Rev. D 50, 92 (1994).

[235] A. Hayrapetyan et al. (CMS), Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 091903 (2023),
arXiv:2305.04904 [hep-ex].

[236] S. Uehara et al. (Belle), Phys. Rev. D 86, 092007 (2012), arXiv:1205.3249 [hep-ex].
[237] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Phys. Rev. D 80, 052002 (2009), arXiv:0905.4778 [hep-ex].

[238] W. Altmannshofer et al. (Belle-II), PTEP 2019, 123C01 (2019), [Erratum: PTEP 2020,
029201 (2020)], arXiv:1808.10567 [hep-ex].

[239] L. Gan, EPJ Web Conf. 73, 07004 (2014).

[240] A. Browman, J. DeWire, B. Gittelman, K. M. Hanson, E. Loh, and R. Lewis,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 32, 1067 (1974).

[241] T. E. Rodrigues, J. D. T. Arruda-Neto, J. Mesa, C. Garcia, K. Shtejer, D. Dale,
I. Nakagawa, and P. L. Cole, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 012301 (2008).

[242] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar), Phys. Rev. D 76, 092005 (2007), [Erratum: Phys. Rev. D 77,
119902 (2008)], arXiv:0708.2461 [hep-ex].

[243] J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar), Phys. Rev. D 97, 052007 (2018), arXiv:1801.02960 [hep-ex].
[244] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII), Chin. Phys. C 44, 040001 (2020), arXiv:1912.05983 [hep-ex].

[245] R. Garcia-Martin, R. Kaminski, J. R. Pel4ez, and J. Ruiz de Elvira,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 072001 (2011), arXiv:1107.1635 [hep-ph].

[246] M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and M. Zanke, Phys. Rev. D 96, 114016 (2017),
arXiv:1710.00824 [hep-ph].

[247] M. Hoferichter, J. Ruiz de Elvira, B. Kubis, and U.-G. Meifner,
Phys. Lett. B 853, 138698 (2024), arXiv:2312.15015 [hep-ph].

[248] F. Klingl, N. Kaiser, and W. Weise, Z. Phys. A 356, 193 (1996), arXiv:hep-ph/9607431.

,56,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00288-X
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9511388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.790
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9503463
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.54.3137
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9601310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.57.465
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9708227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2016)108
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.09292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-1137/42/2/023109
http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.04916
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.056010
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.06067
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-2693(80)90642-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.92
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.091903
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.04904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.092007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.3249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.052002
http://arxiv.org/abs/0905.4778
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptz106
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.10567
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/20147307004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.32.1067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.012301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.76.092005
http://arxiv.org/abs/0708.2461
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.97.052007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.02960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-1137/44/4/040001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.05983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.072001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1107.1635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114016
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.00824
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2024.138698
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.15015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002180050167
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9607431

[249]

[250]
[251]
[252]
[253]
[254]
[255]

[256]

[257]

[258]

[259]
[260]

[261]
[262]
[263]

[264]

D. Stamen, T. Isken, B. Kubis, M. Mikhasenko, and M. Niehus,
Eur. Phys. J. C 83, 510 (2023), [Erratum: Eur. Phys. J. C 83, 586 (2023)],
arXiv:2212.11767 [hep-ph].

J. Gasser and H. Leutwyler, Annals Phys. 158, 142 (1984).

M. Dax, T. Isken, and B. Kubis, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 859 (2018), arXiv:1808.08957 [hep-ph].
A. Dobado, M. J. Herrero, and T. N. Truong, Phys. Lett. B 235, 134 (1990).

T. N. Truong, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 2260 (1991).

A. Dobado and J. R. Pelaez, Phys. Rev. D 47, 4883 (1993), arXiv:hep-ph/9301276.

J. Bijnens, G. Colangelo, G. Ecker, J. Gasser, and M. E. Sainio,
Nucl. Phys. B 508, 263 (1997), [Erratum: Nucl. Phys. B 517, 639 (1998)],
arXiv:hep-ph/9707291.

M. Niehus, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and J. Ruiz de Elvira,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 102002 (2021), arXiv:2009.04479 [hep-ph].

I. Caprini, G. Colangelo, and H. Leutwyler, Eur. Phys. J. C 72, 1860 (2012),
arXiv:1111.7160 [hep-ph].

Y. Aoki et al. (Flavour Lattice Averaging Group (FLAG)), Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 869 (2022),
arXiv:2111.09849 [hep-lat].

A. Bazavov et al. (MILC), PoS LATTICE2010, 074 (2010), arXiv:1012.0868 [hep-lat].

S. Borsanyi, S. Diirr, Z. Fodor, S. Krieg, A. Schéfer, E. E. Scholz, and K. K. Szabo,
Phys. Rev. D 88, 014513 (2013), arXiv:1205.0788 [hep-lat].

S. Diirr et al. (BMWec), Phys. Rev. D 90, 114504 (2014), arXiv:1310.3626 [hep-lat].
P. A. Boyle et al., Phys. Rev. D 93, 054502 (2016), arXiv:1511.01950 [hep-lat].

S. R. Beane, W. Detmold, P. M. Junnarkar, T. C. Luu, K. Orginos, A. Parrenio, M. J.
Savage, A. Torok, and A. Walker-Loud, Phys. Rev. D 86, 094509 (2012),
arXiv:1108.1380 [hep-lat].

R. Garcia-Martin, R. Kaminski, J. R. Peldez, J. Ruiz de Elvira, and F. J. Yndurain,
Phys. Rev. D 83, 074004 (2011), arXiv:1102.2183 [hep-ph].

,57,


http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11665-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.11767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(84)90242-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6346-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.08957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(90)90109-J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.2260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.47.4883
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9301276
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00621-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9707291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.102002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.04479
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-1860-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1111.7160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10536-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.09849
http://dx.doi.org/10.22323/1.105.0074
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.0868
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.014513
http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.0788
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.114504
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.3626
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.054502
http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.01950
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.094509
http://arxiv.org/abs/1108.1380
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.074004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1102.2183

	Introduction
	Pseudoscalar-pole contributions to bold0mu mumu aa2005/06/28 ver: 1.3 subfig packageaaaa
	Dispersion relations for the isovector transition form factors
	Overview of dispersive approach
	2(+-) amplitude
	Solution of the inhomogeneous Muskhelishvili–Omnès problem
	()+ - * amplitude
	Fits to ()+ - 
	Analytic continuation to space-like region

	Isoscalar and effective-pole contributions
	Matching to short-distance constraints
	Numerical results
	Slope parameters
	() mixing parameters
	Space-like transition form factors
	Pole contributions to a

	Conclusions
	Left-hand-cut contribution: Feynman rules and couplings
	Left-hand-cut contribution: cross checks of couplings
	a2 3
	a2
	Narrow-width approximation for ()+ - 

	bold0mu mumu 2005/06/28 ver: 1.3 subfig package bold0mu mumu PP2005/06/28 ver: 1.3 subfig packagePPPP-wave phase shift
	Derivation of the bold0mu mumu ()+ - *()+ - *2005/06/28 ver: 1.3 subfig package()+ - *()+ - *()+ - *()+ - * discontinuity

