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Abstract

A precise evaluation of the electroweak contribution to the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon requires control over all as-
pects of the Standard Model, ranging from Higgs physics, over multi-loop computations for bosonic and (heavy-)fermion diagrams,
to non-perturbative effects in the presence of light quarks. Currently, the dominant uncertainties arise from such hadronic effects
in the vector–vector–axial-vector three-point function, an improved understanding of which has recently emerged in the context of
hadronic light-by-light scattering. Profiting from these developments as well as new perturbative and non-perturbative input for the
charm contribution, we obtain aEW

µ = 154.4(4) × 10−11.

1. Introduction

The anomalous magnetic moment of the muon aµ = (g −
2)µ/2 has been measured to a precision of 0.19 ppm [1, 2],

aexp
µ = 116 592 059(22) × 10−11, (1)

projected to improve to ∆aexp
µ ≃ 13 × 10−11 with the upcom-

ing release of the final result from the Fermilab experiment,
possibly even improving upon the original design goal [3]. To
confront the latest experimental determination with an up-to-
date Standard-Model prediction, a community-wide effort [4]
is currently ongoing to revise the 2020 review [5] according to
the latest developments [6]. In this context, the limiting fac-
tor concerns the unclear situation regarding hadronic vacuum
polarization, in which case tensions among data-driven evalua-
tions [7–27] and with lattice QCD [28–36] need to be resolved
to match the experimental precision, e.g., regarding the role
of radiative corrections [37–43]. For hadronic light-by-light
(HLbL) scattering [44–59] (as well as higher-order hadronic ef-
fects [60–63]), the situation is already much better, with recent
work both in lattice QCD [64–68] and using phenomenologi-
cal approaches suggesting a viable path towards the required
precision. The latter includes work on exclusive hadronic
states [18, 69–78] in a dispersive approach to HLbL scatter-
ing [79–82], higher-order short-distance constraints [83–86],
and the combination with hadronic descriptions [87–96]. In
particular, there is now a complete dispersive evaluation of the
HLbL contribution at a precision of ∆aHLbL

µ = 8×10−11 [97, 98],
including a detailed study of the matching to constraints from
perturbative QCD (pQCD) and the operator product expan-
sion (OPE), which relates the HLbL tensor in parts of the pa-
rameter space to the vector–vector–axial-vector (VVA) correla-
tor [44, 99, 100].

In this Letter, we aim to explore the consequences of these
latter developments for the electroweak (EW) contribution aEW

µ .

γ∗ Z

γ∗
Z

Figure 1: EW diagrams afflicted by hadronic effects, including the VVA corre-
lator (left) and the γ–Z two-point function (right), both indicated by gray blobs.
The two diagrams are sensitive to the axial-vector and vector components of
the Z boson, respectively.

That is, while for QED the dominant uncertainty arises from
six-loop effects enhanced by powers of log(mµ/me) [101, 102],
the entire class of EW contributions, defined as all diagrams in-
volving Z, W, or h, includes loops of light quarks, and their non-
perturbative manifestation proves to be the dominant source
of uncertainty [103, 104], see Fig. 1. In view of the fact that
the evaluation of aEW

µ in Refs. [5, 104] still relies on the non-
perturbative estimates from Ref. [103], as well as recent work
that has led to an improved understanding of the VVA correla-
tor [75], it is timely that these estimates be reconsidered.

First, even for the heavy quarks new information has become
available, thanks to the αs corrections calculated in Ref. [105],
see Sec. 2. In Sec. 3 we turn to the light quarks, building
on the first-generation analysis from Ref. [75], which we first
adapt to the strange quark, before combining the result with
a new estimate of the charm contribution in Sec. 4. Finally,
also the evaluation of non-perturbative effects in γ–Z mixing
can be made more robust, incorporating recent results from lat-
tice QCD [106, 107], as discussed in Sec. 5. We combine ev-
erything into a new evaluation of aEW

µ in Sec. 6, before con-
cluding in Sec. 7. Throughout, we follow the conventions of
Ref. [104], i.e., the parameters are determined via GF as mea-
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sured in muon decay, α, and mt, in terms of which MW is
predicted, and the on-shell scheme for the weak mixing angle
s2

W ≡ sin2 θW = 1 − M2
W/M

2
Z is employed. Changes in the in-

put parameters compared to Ref. [5] are small, so that for the
one-loop result [108–112] and the two-loop bosonic [113–115]
and Higgs [104, 116] contributions the numbers remain almost
identical [6, 117].

2. Perturbative corrections

The left diagram in Fig. 1 can be expressed in terms of
the VVA correlator, decomposed into a longitudinal (L) and
transversal (T ) contribution. After performing the Wick rota-
tion, one obtains [56]

aVVA
µ =

α

π

GF

24π2
√

2

∫ ∞
0

dQ2 Q2
∑

i=L,T

ci(Q2)wi(Q2),

cL(Q2) =
(
1 −

Q2

2m2
µ

)
Wµ +

Q2

2m2
µ

, Wµ =

√
1 +

4m2
µ

Q2 ,

cT (Q2) =
[(

2 +
Q2

2m2
µ

)
Wµ −

(
3 +

Q2

2m2
µ

)] M2
Z

M2
Z + Q2

, (2)

where the normalization conventions can be most easily read
off from the perturbative one-loop expressions [103, 118–120]

w1-loop
L (Q2) = 2w1-loop

T (Q2)

= 4T 3
f N f Q2

f

∫ 1

0
dx

x(1 − x)
x(1 − x)Q2 + m2

f

=
4T 3

f N f Q2
f

Q2

(
1 +

2m2
f

Q2W f
log

W f − 1
W f + 1

)
, (3)

for a fermion f with mass m f , third component of weak isospin
T 3

f , charge Q f , and a potential color factor N f . The αs cor-
rections for massive quarks were calculated in Ref. [105], and
provided as a Padé series in Q2/m2

f . Using these expressions,
we find for the contribution from the third generation

aVVA
µ [t, b, τ] = −8.12(1) × 10−11, (4)

where the remaining perturbative error, estimated using either
a fixed αs(m2

f ) or one-loop running αs(Q2) in the respective Q2

integrals, is amply covered by the indicated uncertainty.1 We
recall that only the combined contribution of each generation is
physical, as reflected by the anomaly cancellation condition∑

f

N f Q2
f T

3
f = 0, (5)

which ensures that the integral in Eq. (2) converges.

1Throughout, we use mass parameters from Ref. [121], in particular, mt =

172.57(29) GeV, m̄b(mb) = 4.183(7) GeV, m̄c(mc) = 1.2730(46) GeV, and con-
vert the latter two into on-shell masses at O(αs), consistent with the order to
which we are working, yielding mb = 4.58 GeV, mc = 1.48 GeV. The uncer-
tainty is dominated by higher orders in αs, which we estimate by comparing
αs(Q2) and αs(m2

f ) evaluations of the VVA contribution. For the top quark, this
also covers the corrections that would need to be applied to the Monte Carlo mt
parameter quoted above.

3. Light quark loops

For the first generation, we use the results of the dedi-
cated dispersive calculation of the triplet VVA correlator from
Ref. [75]

aVVA, L
µ [u, d, e] = −0.892(10) × 10−11,

aVVA,T
µ [u, d, e] = −1.192(29) × 10−11,

aVVA
µ [u, d, e] ≡ aVVA, L+T

µ [u, d, e] = −2.08(3) × 10−11. (6)

As preparation for an improved estimate of the second genera-
tion, we first reconstruct a simplified version of this result. Fol-
lowing Ref. [98], we find

wud
L (Q2) =

2Q2[Q2 + M2
π + M2

ρ + M2
eff − κ

ud
OPE
]

(Q2 + M2
π)(Q2 + M2

ρ)(Q2 + M2
eff)

+
M2
πM2

ρM2
effw

ud
L (0)

(Q2 + M2
π)(Q2 + M2

ρ)(Q2 + M2
eff)
,

wud
T (Q2) =

Q2[Q2 + M2
a1
+ M2

ρ + M2
eff − κ

ud
OPE
]

(Q2 + M2
a1

)(Q2 + M2
ρ)(Q2 + M2

eff)

+
M2

a1
M2
ρM2

effw
ud
T (0)

(Q2 + M2
a1

)(Q2 + M2
ρ)(Q2 + M2

eff)
, (7)

implementing the normalizations from chiral perturbation the-
ory [89, 90]

wud
L (0) =

8π2(1 + aπ)FπγγFπ

M2
π

, wud
T (0) =

8π2aπFπγγFπ

M2
π

,

(8)
with slope parameter aπ = 31.5(9)× 10−3 [49, 122], pion decay
constant Fπ = 92.32(10) MeV [121], form-factor normalization
Fπγγ = 0.2754(21) GeV−1 [123], and the OPE constraint

wud
L (Q2)

∣∣∣
OPE = 2wud

T (Q2)
∣∣∣
OPE =

2
Q2

[
1−

κud
OPE

Q2 +O
((

Q2)−2
)]
, (9)

with subleading coefficient

κud
OPE =

8π2m̂X̂
3e

≃ 0.012 GeV2, (10)

where we used the tensor coefficients Xu = 40.7(1.3) MeV,
Xd = 39.4(1.4) MeV, Xs = 53.0(7.2) MeV [51, 75, 124], the
quark masses m̂ = 3.49(7) MeV, ms = 93.5(8) MeV [121, 125–
130], and neglected isospin-breaking effects beyond m̂ = (mu +

md)/2, X̂ = (Xu + Xd)/2. As observed in Ref. [98], the dis-
persive result of Ref. [75] is almost perfectly reproduced for
effective masses Meff = 1.5 GeV and Meff = 1.0 GeV for the
longitudinal and transversal components, respectively, produc-
ing aVVA

µ [u, d, e] = −2.07(6) × 10−11, where the uncertainty in-
dicates the sensitivity to varying Meff ∈ [1.0, 2.0] GeV.

For the generalization to the strange-quark case, the most
complicated aspect concerns the η–η′ and f1– f ′1 mixings. For
the normalizations we have

ws
L(0) = −4π2

∑
P=η,η′

(1 + bPM2
P)FPγγF s

P

M2
P

,

ws
T (0) = −4π2

∑
P=η,η′

bPFPγγF s
P, (11)
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with slope parameters bη = 1.833(41) GeV−2,
bη′ = 1.493(32) GeV−2 [78, 131], normalizations
Fηγγ = 0.2736(48) GeV−1, Fη′γγ = 0.3437(55) GeV−1 [121],
and strangeness decay constants F s

P. The latter can be recon-
structed from the singlet and octet decay constants and mixing
angles [78, 132] (consistent with Refs. [133, 134]), yielding

F s
η = −111.7(4.4) MeV, F s

η′ = 140.8(4.8) MeV, (12)

and similarly, the relative weight of f1, f ′1 can be estimated from
light-cone sum rules for the strangeness couplings F s

A [135] and
the experimental normalizations F A

2 (0, 0) [136, 137]. Defining

ξP =
FPγγF s

P∑
P′=η,η′ FP′γγF s

P′
, ξA =

F s
A

MA
F A

2 (0, 0)∑
A′= f1, f ′1

F s
A′

MA′
F A′

2 (0, 0)
, (13)

these weights become

ξη ≃ −1.7, ξη′ ≃ 2.7, ξ f1 ≃ −2.0, ξ f ′1 ≃ 3.0, (14)

which together with the OPE constraint

ws
L(Q2)

∣∣∣
OPE = 2ws

T (Q2)
∣∣∣
OPE = −

2
3Q2

[
1 −

κs
OPE

Q2 + O
((

Q2)−2
)]
,

κs
OPE =

8π2msXs

3e
≃ 0.43 GeV2, (15)

leads to the following generalization of Eq. (7):

ws
L(Q2) =

{
−

2Q2[Q2 + ξηM2
η + ξη′M

2
η′ + M2

ϕ + M2
eff − κ

s
OPE
]

3(Q2 + M2
ϕ)(Q2 + M2

eff)

+
M2
ηη′M

2
ϕM2

effw
s
L(0)

(Q2 + M2
ϕ)(Q2 + M2

eff)

} ∑
P=η,η′

ξP

Q2 + M2
P

,

ws
T (Q2) =

{
−

Q2[Q2 + ξ f1 M2
f1
+ ξ f ′1 M2

f ′1
+ M2

ϕ + M2
eff − κ

s
OPE
]

3(Q2 + M2
ϕ)(Q2 + M2

eff)

+
M2

f1 f ′1
M2
ϕM2

effw
s
T (0)

(Q2 + M2
ϕ)(Q2 + M2

eff)

} ∑
A= f1, f ′1

ξA

Q2 + M2
A

, (16)

where

M2
ηη′ =

M2
ηM2

η′

ξηM2
η′ + ξη′M

2
η

, M2
f1 f ′1
=

M2
f1

M2
f ′1

ξ f1 M2
f ′1
+ ξ f ′1 M2

f1

. (17)

As reference point, we first evaluate the second generation
with a leading-order (LO) pQCD loop for charm

aVVA, L
µ [c, s, µ]

∣∣∣
LO pQCD = −2.92(2) × 10−11,

aVVA,T
µ [c, s, µ]

∣∣∣
LO pQCD = −1.70(5) × 10−11,

aVVA
µ [c, s, µ]

∣∣∣
LO pQCD = −4.62(5) × 10−11, (18)

where the indicated errors only refer to the surprisingly small
sensitivity to Meff. In fact, by far the largest uncertainty arises
from the relative weight of the η and η′ contributions, de-
termined in Eq. (14) via the two-photon couplings and the

0 2 4 6 8 10
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

Q2 [GeV2]

w
L
(Q

2
)

LO pQCD
NLO pQCD
LO+NLO pQCD

ηc(1S)

ηc(2S)

ηc(1S) + ηc(2S)

Figure 2: wL(Q2) for the charm loop. The black lines refer to pQCD (dashed:
LO, dot-dashed: NLO, solid: sum), while the ηc estimate according to Eq. (21)
is represented by the red lines (dashed: ηc(1S ), dot-dashed: ηc(2S ), solid:
sum). The bands are propagated from the uncertainties in FP and FPγγ.

strangeness decay constants. This could be improved by a ded-
icated dispersive analysis; here, we assign the variation com-
pared to the weights ξη = −1, ξη′ = 2 [103], corresponding to
the limit in which η–η′ mixing is neglected in FPγγ and F s

P, as
an additional uncertainty, which yields

aVVA
µ [c, s, µ]

∣∣∣
LO pQCD = −4.62(14) × 10−11. (19)

4. Charm loop

For the charm contribution, it is clear that perturbative cor-
rections will be more sizable than in the context of Eq. (4).
Evaluating the αs corrections from Ref. [105], with a running
αs kept constant below Q0 = mc, one obtains the shifts

∆aVVA, L
µ [c]

∣∣∣
αs
= 0.33(17) × 10−11,

∆aVVA,T
µ [c]

∣∣∣
αs
= 0.14(7) × 10−11,

∆aVVA
µ [c]

∣∣∣
αs
= 0.48(24) × 10−11, (20)

where the uncertainties indicate the variation observed when
keeping αs(Q0) fixed (for both L and T in the upward direction).
However, this procedure may not capture non-perturbative ef-
fects that could play a role for small Q2, the most important of
which are likely the ηc(1S ), ηc(2S ) poles, suggesting the esti-
mate

wηc
L (Q2) =

∑
P=ηc(1S ), ηc(2S )

8π2FPγγFP

M2
P + Q2

M2
V

M2
V + Q2

, (21)

where the vector mass is set to MV = MJ/ψ and MV =

Mψ(2S ), respectively.2 The ηc(1S ) decay constant was calcu-
lated in lattice QCD (including quenched QED) in Ref. [140],

2This is motivated by the fact that the decay ψ(2S ) → γηc(2S ) has been
observed [138], while for ηc(2S )→ γJ/ψ only limits are available [139]. How-
ever, the difference between the scales is small and only has negligible impact
on the analysis.
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Fηc(1S ) = 398.1(1.0) MeV, which together with the two-photon
coupling Fηc(1S )γγ = 0.067(3) GeV−1 [121] then defines the
simplest estimate of non-perturbative effects. To include, in ad-
dition, the ηc(2S ), we use Fηc(2S )γγ = 0.032(11) GeV−1 [121]
and Fηc(2S ) = 271(69) MeV [141], whose result Fηc(1S ) =

385(94) MeV agrees well with Ref. [140].
As shown in Fig. 2, this model matches the sum of LO

and next-to-leading-order (NLO) pQCD almost perfectly in the
limit Q2 → 0. Matching the hadronic and pQCD description
at a low scale at which pQCD starts to apply therefore incurs
negligible changes compared to Eq. (20). A smooth matching
in the intermediate range could also be achieved by modeling
the effects of even heavier intermediate states, e.g., in terms of
effective poles similarly to the first generation [75], leading to
results compatible within uncertainties. One could further try
to extract non-perturbative input for wT (Q2) from the radiative
axial-vector decay χc1 → γJ/ψ, following Refs. [70, 73], but
the required model assumptions would be too severe to allow
for an improved estimate. Overall, we therefore obtain

∆aVVA
µ [c]

∣∣∣
αs+ηc

= 0.48(24) × 10−11,

aVVA
µ [c, s, µ] = −4.14(28) × 10−11. (22)

5. γ–Z mixing

The second class of non-perturbative contributions, repre-
sented by the right diagram in Fig. 1, is conventionally included
in the fermionic remainder, once Higgs and VVA contributions
have been separated. Writing this γ–Z-mixing term in the form

aγZ
µ = −

GFm2
µ

8π2
√

2

α

π
×

4
3

(1 − 4s2
W ) × 8π2Π̄γZ(−M2

Z), (23)

with the correlator and running couplings defined in the con-
ventions

Π̄γZ(q2) = −
s2

W

4πα
∆hads2

W (q2),

∆hads2
W (q2) = ∆αhad(q2) − ∆α2, had(q2),

α(q2) =
α(0)

1 − ∆αhad(q2) − ∆αlep(q2)
, (24)

one has the perturbative expression

8π2Π̄γZ(−M2
Z) = 2

∑
q=u,d,s,c,b

[
T 3

q Qq − 2Q2
qs2

W

]
log

MZ

mq
, (25)

which needs to be amended due to non-perturbative effects.
In the evaluation of Refs. [5, 103, 104] the replacement
8π2Π̄γZ(−M2

Z) → 6.88(50) is used, which goes back to
Ref. [142] (with input from Refs. [143–145]). The more re-
cent data-driven update from Ref. [56], also using the method-
ology for the flavor separation from Ref. [144], finds 5.87(4)
instead. To assess the SU(3) corrections in the flavor decom-
position in a more robust manner, we consider the lattice-QCD

Ref. [5] This work

one-loop 194.79(1) 194.79(1)∗

two-loop, bosonic −19.96(1) −19.96(0)∗

two-loop, Higgs −1.51(1) −1.50(0)∗

two-loop, VVA, [u, d, e] −2.28(20) −2.08(3)

two-loop, VVA, [c, s, µ] −4.63(30) −4.14(28)

two-loop, VVA, [t, b, τ] −8.21(10) −8.12(1)

two-loop, fermionic (rest) −4.64(10) −4.58(10)

three-loop, NLL 0.00(20) 0.00(20)∗

total 153.56(1.00) 154.41(36)

Table 1: Our evaluation of aEW
µ in comparison to Ref. [5] (based on Refs. [103,

104]; entries marked with an asterisk are taken over from Ref. [5], updated to
current values for particle masses [6, 117]). All numbers in units of 10−11.

input from Ref. [106] (see Ref. [107] for the time-like evolution
to q2 = M2

Z), which amounts to writing

Π̄γZ(−M2
Z) =

1 − 2s2
W

8πα
∆α(5)

had(−M2
Z)

−
1

6
√

3
Π̄08(−M2

Z) −
1
12

∑
q=c,b

QqΠ̄
qq(−M2

Z), (26)

neglecting small isospin-breaking and heavy-quark discon-
nected contributions. This formulation shows explicitly that
the by far numerically dominant contribution can be retrieved
from e+e− → hadrons cross sections, while Π̄08 parameter-
izes the amount of SU(3) breaking. Using ∆αhad(−M2

Z) =
0.02756(10) [11, 12, 146], the first term gives 6.56(3), consis-
tent with the lattice+pQCD evaluation from Ref. [106], 6.59(4).
The subsequent terms lead to a reduction of the central value.
Taking Π̄08(−M2

Z) = 7.0(2)×10−3 [106] (extrapolated from q2 =

−7 GeV2 to q2 = −M2
Z with a Padé ansatz), Π̄08 induces a shift

by about −0.05, while the pQCD result for q = c, b [147, 148]
adds another −0.52(4) (with the uncertainty covering the differ-
ence between LO and NLO in αs). Taking everything together,
we find a combined value 8π2Π̄γZ(−M2

Z) = 6.0(1),3 leading to
an uncertainty in ∆aγZ

µ that is negligible compared to the un-
certainty from terms suppressed by higher powers in 1 − 4s2

W
or M2

Z/m
2
t , see Ref. [104], whose error estimate we take over.

Updating particle masses to Ref. [121] then leads to the value
for the fermionic remainder given in Table 1.

6. Bottom line

Summing everything up, we obtain the total as given in Ta-
ble 1, i.e.,

aEW
µ = 154.4(4) × 10−11. (27)

3We also considered the results for the pQCD corrections given in
Ref. [149], both for ∆αhad and Π̄qq, leading to a result for Π̄γZ (−M2

Z ) consistent
within uncertainties.
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This result is almost 1σ larger than the previous evaluation from
Refs. [5, 103, 104], with changes primarily driven by (i) dis-
persive evaluation of the VVA correlator for the first genera-
tion (+0.20), (ii) η–η′ mixing in ws

L (+0.14), (iii) αs and non-
perturbative corrections for charm loop (+0.48), and all these
effects happen to go in the same direction.

At this point, the largest uncertainties originate from the sec-
ond generation, therein mainly due to charm physics, and the
estimate of three-loop corrections by renormalization-group ar-
guments [103, 150]. In Table 1 we took over the previous
estimate for next-to-leading logarithms (NLL), improvements
of which could lie within reach using modern EFT technol-
ogy [151].

7. Conclusions

In this Letter we revised the evaluation of the EW contribu-
tion to the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon, building
on an improved understanding of the required two- and three-
point functions that has become available thanks to recent work
on the VVA correlator in the context of HLbL scattering, αs cor-
rections to the heavy quark loops, and the running of sin2 θW . In
total, we find a rather sizable shift compared to previous work,
see Eq. (27) for the final result, but consistent within uncertain-
ties and driven by the accumulation of a number of small im-
provements that happen to point in the same direction. While
some further refinements could be envisioned, mainly in the
context of the second-generation VVA contribution and three-
loop NLL estimates, our work provides a reassessment of the
EW contribution including a state-of-the-art evaluation of non-
perturbative effects.
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[28] S. Borsányi et al. (BMWc), Nature 593, 51 (2021), arXiv:2002.12347

[hep-lat].
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