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The decays of narrow light vector mesons into pseudoscataons and dileptons are calculated to leading
order in a recently proposed scheme which treats pseudosaad vector mesons on equal footing. Since all
required parameters have been determined by other remdtienpresented approach gains predictive power
for the considered processes. The decay ofdhmeson into pion and dimuon agrees reasonably well with
the available experimental data concerning form factaglsi-diferential decay width and partial decay width.
As well do the partial decay width of the-meson into a pion and a dielectron and of #heneson into an
n-meson and a dielectron. The decay properties ofsfmeson intaj-meson and dimuon or dielectron and of
the ¢-meson intaj-meson and dimuon are predicted.
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I. INTRODUCTION of [5, 6], which we use in the following, resembles the one of
[18,[19], there is an importantfiiérence in the power count-

The development of systematic approaches for the calculd®9: In [18,(19] all derivatives and the masses of pseudascal
tion of hadronic reactions and decays is one of the open propl€sons are also treated as soft, but the vector-meson masses
lems of QCD. If energies are restricted to a region in whieh th aré not. Since our approach aims in the present work at the
only participating mesons are Goldstone bosons, chiral peflescription of vector-meson decays, it is certainly sutiges
turbation theory successfully describes the dynamics ef thto conceptually treat all masses, energies and momenta of th
relevant degrees of freedom [1-4]. In the energy range ofctively involved mesons on equal footing. In [5] this scleem
hadronic resonances, however, one typically has phenomenBased on[{L]2) has been used in leading order to calculate
logically successful models at hand, but, being modelgatst tWo-body decays of the nonet of light vector mesons. It was
of effective field theories, it is not clear how to systematically Possible to qualitatively explain the experimental findihgt
improve them or assess quantitatively the intrinsic uragert ~ flavor breaking is rather small (of subleading order) for the
ties. Clearly it is desirable to push the borderline for tpe a corresponding hadronic and dilepton decays of vector ngeson
plication of efective field theories towards higher energies.While it is sizable for the radiative decays into photon and
Recently a counting scheme has been suggested in [5] amgeudoscalar meson. Ql_JanUtatlver these two-body decays
further explored in[[6] for flavor-SU(3) systems of Goldston have been used in/[5] to fix the parameters (low-energy con-
bosons and light vector mesons. Such a scheme makes in p&fants) of the leading-order Lagrangian. Extending thiskwo
ticular much sense il degrees of freedom relevant for the hadronic three-body decays of vector mesons have been de-
considered energy range are taken into account. Restyictifermined in[6]. It turned out that no new parameters were
the attention to pseudoscalar and vector mesons is cgrtainfeeded for the leading-order calculation. The result fer th
reasonable if all other low-lying mesons can be understsod adecay width of thew-meson into three pions turned out to
being dynamically generated from the interactions of the fo b€ very close to the experimental value. Predictions fa rar
mer (concerning scalar afmt axial-vector mesons see, e.g., K*-meson decays into two pions and one kaon have been pre-
[7-13] and references therein). This is essentially thedvad Sented. It is the purpose of the present work to extend this
genesis conjecturel[5, [14-17] applied to the sector of fravorstudy to electromagnetic transition form factors. Agaio, n
SU(3) mesons. new parameters are needed for the Ieadlng-(_)rder <_:a|c:|n|Jat|0

In the counting scheme of![5] the masses of both vectof herefore, itis pqssmle to test the results against t_hm}a
mesons 4) and pseudoscalar mesor @re treated as soft, data and to predict decay rates for processes which were not
ie. measured yet.

- mg ~ O (1) Electromagneyic f_orr_n factors are regarded as an important
A ’ B tool to study the intrinsic structure of hadrons|[20]. Oftpar
whereQ is a typical momentum. Focusing on decays of vectowlar interest are the decays of the narrow pseudoscalasstat
mesons, all involved momenta are necessarily smaller tteant 7, n andn’ into two real or virtual photons and of the nar-
vector-meson masses. Thus, a derivative always scales as row vector states» and¢ into a pseudoscalar and a (real or
9y~ 0 @) virtual) photon. The pseudoscglar decays are even of some
K relevance for searches for physics beyond the standardimode
not depending on wether it acts on the vector or the pseuwsf elementary particles: Their size influences the anonsalou
doscalar meson. This is conceptuallyfeient from the ap- magnetic moment of the muon_[21]. On the other hand,
proach followed ini[18, 19]. While (part of) the Lagrangian the mentioned decays of pseudoscalar mesons and of vector
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mesons are even interrelated, since the neutral vectormeesoor dimuon and for the decay of temeson into am-meson
have the same quantum numbers as the photon. In fact, fand a dimuon.

many reactions, where dileptons couple (via a virtual phpto ~ The paper is organized in the following way: In the next
to hadrons, the vector-meson dominance (VMD) assumptiosection the relevant part of our leading-order Lagrangiah a
[22] turned out to be phenomenologically very successfulgeneral formulae for the transition form factor are introeld.
One example where standard VMD dramatically fails, how-The calculations for the decay of aameson into a pion and
ever, is the transition form factor of the meson|[20, 23], i.e. a dilepton are presented in Sdcil Ill. For all considered pro
one of the quantities which we will study here. In fact, previ cesses the form factor, the singldfdiential decay width and
ous models based on VMD, e.d., [24] 25], could not explairthe integrated partial decay width as well as the corresipgnd
the steep rise of the form factor. On the other hand, our branching ratio are given. Additionally, the singlefdrential
counting scheme provides a new microscopic view on VMDdecay width of decays into dielectrons is integrated for di-
and systematic corrections to it: Since in the VMD contribu-electron masses above:2to be able to compare results of
tion to a process a vector-meson propagator appears, suctthe decays into dielectrons and dimuons. In Sécts. IMand V
contribution is typically enhanced relative to the corm®  we present the results for the decay of@meson and a&-

ing point interaction by two orders in the scaleof typical  meson, respectively, into aameson and a dilepton. Finally,
momenta. For the case of interest this will be shown explicthe results will be summarized and an outlook on possible ex-
itly below in Sect[dl. Of course, there are corrections tatth tensions of the present work will be given in Séci VI.

picture which come in at next-to-leading order of our conigti

scheme. To work out these corrections is left for future work

In the following we restrict ourselves to the leading-orcialr  II. TRANSITION FORM FACTOR AND LEADING-ORDER
culation. Yet there is still a twist in the argument concagni LAGRANGIAN

the enhancement of the VMD contribution. It comes from a

technical aspect of our formalism: Our counting scheme is Generically the matrix element for the decay of a vector
formulated for vector mesons in the tensor realizationgisin mesonA into a dilepton/*/~ and a pseudoscalar mesBrcan

six degrees of freedom with three frozen to describe theethrebe expressed as [20]

physical spin states of a massive vector meson. In contrast, 1

standard VMD is formulated in the vector realization which M(A — BI*I") = € fus(q?) €"Pq,kv€a = t(q1)ypvs (g2) -
uses four degrees of freedom (with one frozen). It turns out q

that in the tensor realization the leading-order contidyuto ®3)

the transition form factors indeed comes solely from diagga Heree is the electron charge#** denotes the Levi-Civita

with intermediate vector mesons. However, if one translate
tensor,k andqg are the four-momenta of pseudoscalar meson

the contribution into the language of standard VMD one get and the virtual photon, respectively, is the polarization
both a vector-meson contribution and a contact term. The cn‘?} P ’ P ; P
our-vector of the vector mesoh ¢12 is the four-momentum

cial point is that no new parameters show up here. The sizef the lepton® andu. v denote th di . Th
of the contact term is fixed by the fact that it originates from 2, "'c €PtOft- ancu, vaenote me corresponding spinors. the
the vector-meson contribution in the tensor realizatiohisT hadronic mforma}pn IS m_cluded in the forr_n faCtﬁ:‘rB(q ) of
and only this contact term is of the same order in our countin heA — B transition. It is common practice to introduce a
scheme as the (standard) vector-meson contribution. édlegh ormalized form factor as

issues will be further discussed below. Concerning tlfiedi . fa(d?)

ent realizations of vector-meson fields and their inteti@fes Fap(q”) = £15(0) )
we refer to|[1D, 26, 27]. We note in passing that the same find- _

ing holds for the three-pion decay of themeson studied in SO thatF,5(0) = 1 at the photon point.

[6]. The double-dierential decay rate of the decay of a vector
_ _ meson into a pseudoscalar mes@rand a dileptori*/~ can
In the following we will study the processes — 7°/*I~,  pe calculated a$ (28]
w — nl*l- and¢ — nl*l~ with leptons! = e,u. The OZI )
forbidden decayy — #°I*I~ is not covered by the leading- PLasprr 207 1 Fus( 2)|2£ )
order Lagrangian of our scheme (cf. alsb [5]). For the decay dmzzwfd’"zzm T or 32m§ AB\q q*

w — 7% utu~ very recent and accurate experimental data for
the form factor are available, provided by the NA60 collabor with the fine-structure constaat= ¢?/(4r), the phase-space
tion [23]. In addition, experimental values for the (intatgd)  factor

partial decay width of thex--meson into a pion and both di- 1 _

electron and dimuon are collectedin[[28]. There are alsa dat P = 3 fpmﬁkyqv Evapk'q”

taken with the SND detector at the VEPP-2M collider for the _ _ =

transition form factor of thes-meson to an-meson and a X Z us(q)ypvs (92) Vi (a2 us(q1) (6)

dielectron [29]. Finally, the experimental value for theres

sponding partial decay width can be taken from [28]. Besidesnd the following variables:

these comparisons to existing data we provide predictions f s _ s )

the decays of the-meson into am-meson and a dielectron mp = (q1+q2)"=q°, mip:=(q2+k)". ()



By integrating Eq.[(b) the singlediérential decay width [20]
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denotes the partial decay width into a real photon.

The task is to obtain an expression for the hadronic quantit

3

and the flavor-breaking term proportional to the quark mass
matrix is

0 m,zT 0
0O O an(—m,zT

(14)

m2 0 0
Xo =

with the pion massn, and the kaon masaix neglecting
isospin-breakingféects. FinallyA, denotes the photon field.
The values for the coupling constarits, b4, f, ey andmy
will be given below.

Since in our approach largé- considerations are incorpo-
rated [5], loops are automatically suppressed and therelor
not show up in a leading-order calculation. Hence the cailcul
tion is restricted to the tree-level contributions emegdiom

YI0). In [5] one particular tree-level next-to-leadingder

2 . “ " - o . .

fas(q). In fact, our formalism “only” provides a prediction {erm has been selected to obtain a rough estimate about the
for the normalized form factof{4) since our input parameter jyportance of next-to-leading-order contributions. Weoal
have been fitted in_[5] to obtain the experimental values for,qyide such estimates here for the transition form facttos

the real-photon radiative decay width$ (9) for various cBmb this end we introduce one part of the next-to-leading-order
nationsA andB. Since the experimental values for the |atterLagrangian:

decay widths have slightly changed and to obtain a rough es-

timate for the intrinsic uncertainties of our approach base

a leading-order calculation we will provide updated fits of o

parameters below.

In principle, the vector mesoa can either directly decay
into B and a (real or virtual) photon or indirectly via an inter-
mediate vector meson. The leading-order Lagrangian! of [5

allows only for the indirect decay. Its relevant part is givsy

_ta
16/

bA v
- 1—6f6;1 d tr{[Vyvv Vaﬁ]+ [, xo]+}
- % (V" 0d,A,}.

-Eindir. = Eyvaﬁ tr{[v/iv’ (aTV‘ra)]Jr 6ﬁq)}

(10)

Lw=—i17WWwamwm+%®@my

4fm (15)

It is important to stress that we do not provide a full next-
to-leading-order calculation here. We even do not provide
he (relevant part of the) complete next-to-leading-otdser
Lrangian. The term given i (IL5) is only a selection. Howgver
besides the possibility to provide rough error estimateis, t
particular term serves to further discuss the issue of vecto
meson dominance (VMD). Indeed, the term giver{in (15) de-
scribes the direct decay df into B and a photon without an
intermediate vector meson, i.e. it is a non-VMD term. We will
come back to that point in SeEtlllIl where we discuss the form
factor of thew-meson. In the remainder of the present section
we will point out how the coupling constants appearindin) (10

The first two terms of this Lagrangian describe the decay ofnd [I5) are fixed.

the vector mesord into the virtual mesom’ and the pseu-

Following [5] and previous works cited therein we choose

doscalar meso® while the last term yields the direct con- ¢~ 90 MeV for the pion decay constant in the three-flavor chi-
version of the meson” into a photon. (The final decay of the ra| limit. The scalemy = 776 MeV has been introduced for
virtual photon into the lepton pair is described by usual QED convenience to obtain dimensionless coupling constants
In (10) the following flavor matrices appear: The vector andande,. The parameter, ~ 0.22 is fixed by the direct dilepton

pseudoscalar mesons are collected in

PBV + Wy V2, o \/QKJV
Vo =| V20, =00, +ww V2K, (11)
V2K, V2KO,  V2¢,
and
°+ ‘%77 V2rnt V2K+*
o= V2r- -n° +_‘/i§77 V2K°|, (12)
V2K~ V2K° - %n

respectively. The quark charge matrix is denoted by

(13)

decays 0p°, w and¢ [5]. The remaining parameters are now
fitted to the decays® — 7%, w — ny and¢ — 5y, i.e. to the
real-photon counterparts of the transition form factorsane
interested in. First we use a strict leading-order setniegput
e4 =0 and choose
/’lA = 232, bA ~0.19. (Pl)

The good quality of the fit is demonstrated in Table I. A sec-
ond parameter set is obtained by allowing for a non-vangshin
value ofe,. This procedure has already been performedin [5]
(considering in addition also radiatik& decays). Meanwhile
the data for these decays have slightly changed [28]. We take
the values for the leading-order parametgrandb, from [5]
and only fine-tune,. In that way we get

ha ~ 210, by ~0.27,

es ~ 0.015. (P2)
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We did not modify the values fdr, andb, from [5] since they It turned out that in all calculations the results with andhwi
gave an excellent description for the three-pion decay f thout vector-meson widths fier by less than 1% for the inte-
w-meson|[6]. We note that the value for is only marginally  grated quantities. As we do not consider our leading-order
changed: It wag, ~0.02 in [5]. Also for parameter sei (P2) calculations and the determination of our parameters te hav
the resulting values for the radiative decay widths arergime  such a good accuracy, the width is neglected in the calcula-
Tablell. tions presented in this paper. In addition, we note that for
the unintegrated quantities (form factors) the modifiazio
|exp. value |param. sef{Blparam. selB2) .4 ,5ed by a finite width are of the same size as the deviations
[0, |(7.03+0.30)- 10 GeV|7.14-10“ GeV|7.34-10°GeV  peqween our two parameter sets. This is intrinsically consi
Loy [(391+0.38)-10°GeV|3.71-10°GeV|3.83-10°GeV tent since the finite width is indeed a next-to-leading-orde
T4y |(5.58+ 0.15)- 10°GeV|5.38- 10°GeV|5.12- 10° GeV effect.
, , ) In Fig.[ the respective form factdrl(4) for both parame-
TABLE |. Partial decay width calculated with parameter B and sets[(F1) and(P2) is plotted. The deviation of these two
gzr;:ﬂgﬁésﬁg' respectively, compared to the expetahalues 1\ g (full and dotted) from each other is rather small- sug
= gesting that the leading-order calculation could be reaistyn
) ) ) accurate. Our calculations are compared on the one hand to
In the following we will present calculations for both pa- the form factor which one gets from the standard vector meson

rameter set§ (1) and (P2). As already mentioned the purpog@minance (VMD) assumption (dot-dashed line), i.e.
is to obtain a rough estimate for the inherent uncertainties

the approach caused by the fact that only a leading-order cal ) mginual
culation is performed. We note that the values for the legdin Fuwp(q7) = ———— (20)
order coupling constants, andb, do not drastically dter virtual ~ 4

for the two parameterse_ts. This gives_credit to the projamsit \ith the massnyial Of the intermediate vector meson, and
that thee,-term of [13) is of subleading order. In the fol- o, the other hand to the experimental data for the decay
lowing sections we study the transition form factors and the,, _, 7%ty obtained by the NAGO collaboration [23]. Ob-
corresponding dierential decay widths. We stress again thatyjoysly, the VMD model fails to describe the data, the defi-
for these calculations no new parameters appear. ciency mentioned already in the introduction. On the other
hand, our calculations fit quite well to the experimentabgat
except for the last three data points which are already ¢tose
the upper kinematical boundary;:- < m,, — m;.

Before we continue with a comparison to further data it is
Analyzing the Lagrangiar_(10) for the indirect decay of anworth to discuss qualitatively the fiiirence of our approach
w-meson into a pion and a vector meson, it turns out that dugy standard VMD. Looking at the non-normalized form factor

to isospin symmetry all terms vanish except the ones inotydi  (I8) we see that the, term is clearly a non-VMD term, a
p-mesons. So aw-meson can only decay into a pion and a constant, while thé>, term is of VMD type. Theh, term,
dilepton via a virtuap-meson. The form factor for direct plus however, is of mixed character: Neglecting the width in the

indirect decay determined by the Lagrangians (15) nid €10) ivector-meson propagator one can rewrite
calculated as

III. DECAY w — n° I~

. 2 4*Sp(q%) = L+m} S (q%). (21)
furo(q®) =5—— |ea + 2ba ey m§ —5 S (g% : I .
2fmye m2, Thus, this contribution consists of a constant (non-VMDrter
1 5 g2 5 and a term with a propagator (VMD term). Both are parts of
—2¢ ha my, (1+ W) Splg )] (16)  the h, contribution. On the other hand, numerically the
@ term is the most important one. If one drops all other terms,
with the p-meson propagatarl[6] es, by — 0, and neglects the flierence betweep- and w-
, 1 meson massesy,, — m,, one obtains from((16) for the nor-
So(g) = . (17)  malized form factor{(4)
: 7 —m2 +iNG@T () ,
Here we have included for completeness the energy- Fo0(q?) — mg i qz (22)
dependent width, My =4
Pen(a®) TP 2 which should be compared to the standard-VMD formula
I,(¢%) =To [ il > } —5, (18)  (20). Therefore, in the language of standard VMD our ap-
pan(mg) | q proach predicts a sizable deviation from VMD. It is impottan
of the p-meson with its onshell widtli, ~ 150 MeV and the O Stress, however, that the.additionallnon-VM.D term (conta
center-of-mass momentum of the pions term) does not show up with an arbitrary adjustable param-
eter. Instead, both the standard-VMD term and the contact
n_1 73 2 term emerge from one and the same vector-meson contribu-
Pem(q) = = /g% — 4m2. (29) o
2 4 tion in our framework where vector mesons are represented
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in addition that one motivation to introduce the tensor eepr
sentation is the fact that current conservation is easygoren

‘ pare{m. set (Pi) —

100 param. set (PZ) ............ i N X —
stand. VMD -~~~ }; even in the presence of resummatians [27, 30]. In any case,
NA6O —s— from the comparisons to experimental data in the preserk wor

:}} and in [6] we conclude that the use of the tensor representa-

tion together with our counting scheme provides reasonable
results. Therefore we regard it as worth-while to explore fu
ther consequences of our scheme in the future.

We continue our presentation by comparing our calcula-
tions to the single-dierential decay widths given inl(8). For
dimuons the results are shown in Hig. 2. It is worth to point
out how this figure is obtained. For the curves of our ap-
proach (full and dotted line) we directly use the integral of
(8) together with[(1I6) and eithdr (P1) &r {P2). For the VMD
model (dot-dashed line) and to translate the form-factta da
of NA60 we used[(8) together with the experimental value for
i [,q, (see Tabl€ll). As can be seen in Hif. 2 the high-mass
data points which cannot be described by our approach (cf.
Fig.[) will not contribute much to the integrated partiatdg
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 0.7 width.

m+- [GeV]

2
Feorfl

param. set (P1) ——

param. set (P2) e ]

stand. VMD =+
NAGO —=—

FIG. 1. Form factor of the decay — 7/~ compared to dimuon 8t
data taken by the NA60O collaboratian [23]. The solid lineatdses
the form factor calculated with parameter §€fl(P1) and thieddine
the one calculated with parameter §efl(P2). The dot-dashedsl
calculated with the VMD mode[{20) using the mass of gh@eson,
Myjirtual = M.

Tty

by antisymmetric tensor fields. Though the chosen represen-

dr oty | dmyn, 2 [10° Gev'
u

tation does not influence the resulting physics, contaotger 1t
can look diterently in various representations and thus yield o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
different orders in the applied counting scheme. Hence, the 02 025 03 035 04 045 05 055 06 065

deeper question is, why one should use antisymmetric tensor My [Vl

fields together with the counting scheme and not any other

representation. At present we cannot give a fully convigcin FIG. 2. Single-dierential decay width of the decay — 7°u*u~
answer to this question. Maybe this can only be provided by &ompared to experimental data calculated with (8) and tiva fac-
microscopic justification of our approach, i.e. by a detexani  or determined by the NAGO collaboration [23]. The sautted line
tion of our low-energy constants from QCD. This is clearly fa gzzﬁgzelfnghfsvgggl(;lattleC(;Jﬁfhdtmﬂcﬂr\iﬂaéanr:géeerl@t/@)- The dot-
beyond the scope of the present work. It is interesting te,not '

however, that among all representations which treat the vec

tor mesons as transforming like ordinary matter fields under Tpe single-diferential decay width of the-meson into a
chiral transformations (and not like gauge fields) [19] #18 o and a dielectron is plotted in FIg. 3. Obviously the peak
tensor representation where the terms with one vector-mesg,nnears at dielectron masses where the form factor is hardly
field have the minimal number of derivati®dherefore, the probed. Deviations betweenfirent form factors appear in

vector-meson contributions are maximally enhanced. 1 thgg t4| of the distribution. To be able to compare the result
sense it can be reasonable to actually formulate the VMD congs the decay of thes-meson into a pion and a dielectron to

ceptin the tensor representatior_\; an observation also made yygse of the decay into a dimuon, the singléatential decay

[18,119] m_the context (_)f saturating the low-energy contstan \,iq4n abovem,:, = 2m, is plotted in Fig[%. Again one ob-

of pure chiral perturbation theory by vector mesons. We notggeg significant dierences between our approach and stan-
dard VMD.

For the partial decay widths one gets

1 In the tensor representation, such terms contributg@%), in the vector

representation a#(Q%). In any other representation vector-meson fields [0 = (9.85+ 0.58)- 1077 GeV, (23)
have more than two indices and therefore involve more thanderiva- oo

tives. T, 0. = (6.93+0.09)- 106 GeV (24)



param. set (P1) ——
param. set (P2)
stand. VMD =«

01 f

0.01 ¢

0.001 F

0.0001 ¢

le-05 |

le-06

1le-07

dr e/ dMgre? [GeV

1le-08

le-09

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

Mete- [GEV]

0.5 0.6 0.7

0+

FIG. 3. Single-diferential decay width of the decay — #°e*e”
calculated with both parameter sdtsl(P1) (solid line) &) (Eotted
line) and the standard VMD form factor (dot-dashed line).

param. sef (P1) ——
param. set (P2)
stand. VMD =«

dr gy srfete- /| dMgre-2 [10° Gev?

05 055 06

0 L L L L L
02 025 03 035 04 045

Mere- [GEV]

0.65

FIG. 4. Single-diferential decay width of the decay — n%e*e”
abovem,+.- = 2m,. Again, the solifdotted line is calculated with
parameter sef(PAP2) and the dot-dashed line with the VMD form
factor.

which agree very well with the experimental values from [28]

O ey = (815+2.13)- 107 GeV, (25)
r®°, = (654+054)-10°GeV. (26)

Note that the value provided by NA60D [23] fdY,_, 0, iS
(14.7+3.3)-10 GeV, i.e. somewhat larger than the one given
in [28], but compatible to it within two standard deviations
Taking the full width of thev-mesor’,, = (8.49+0.08) MeV
given in [28] one gets the branching ratios

Tyomopey / T = (1.16+0.07)- 1074, (27)
Loospoere- / T =(81+0.1)- 107 (28)
and the experimental ratios given in [28]
o o | To=(96£23) 1075, (29)
re . /T,=(77+06) 10" (30)

In order to compare the sensitivity of experiments with muon
pairs and with electrons pairs the singléfeliential decay
width of the decay of the-meson into a pion and a dielectron
is also integrated from,..- = 2m,, on resulting in

part

D ere. = (115£0.06)- 10°° GeV (31)
and the branching ratio
k.. /Ty =(135+007)- 10 (32)

Obviously, the numbers given in(27) ad](32) are of compa-
rable size as one can already anticipate from comparing Figs
and 4.

IV. DECAY w — nl*lI”

From the Lagrangiah (10) one deduces that the indirect de-
cay of thew-meson into am-meson and a dilepton can only
happen via a virtuab-meson. The form factor including both
the indirect and the direct decay is
2

m
ep + ZbAeVm%,—gSm(qz)
m
W

my,
6 V3fmye
—iethm%/( )Sw(ﬂlz)]
with the w-meson propagator defined analogously to ghe
meson propagator in Ed. (17). The form factor is plotted in
Fig.[3 and the single-fierential decay widths for the decays
w — nuty” andw — nete” in Figs.[6 and 7, respectively.
The single-diferential decay width for the decay— n e*e™
abovem,+.- = 2my, is plotted in Fig[8. As in the previously
discussed reaction the results obtained from our two param-
eter sets do not deviate much from each other. Whereas the
result for the decay width calculated with the VMD model is
off our results for a decay into a dimuon, all three curves are
consistent with each others for the case of a decay into a di-
electron.

As there are no experimental data for these decays avail-
able, the following partial decay widths are predictionstiw
our Lagrangian one gets for the partial decay widths

Jfon(g?) = (33)

2
q
1+ —
m2

w

Coopuen- = (851+0.01)- 102 GeV, (34)

Coyospere- = (272+0.09)- 108 GeV (35)
and the branching ratios

Tyonuise / T = (1.00+ 0.00)- 10°°, (36)

Tiopete— / T = (3.20+ 0.10)- 10°. 37)

In view of the order of magnitude of the partial decay width
and the branching ratio for the decay into a dimuon, a verifi-
cation of this result by experiments might not be possible.
Additionally, one gets the partly integrated singléeliential
decay width of the decay into a dielectron

L)% e = (261£000)- 10" GeV (38)
and the corresponding branching ratio
L2 e /T = (307+0.00)-10°°. (39)
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FIG. 7. Same as Fifl 6 but for electrons instead of muons. &g th
are practically on top of each other the solid line descrihesidths
calculated with parameter sefsTPI}.I(P2) and with the VMDRieho
respectively.

! ! ! !
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FIG. 5. Form factor of the decay — nI*1". The solid line describes
the form factor calculated with parameter $ef|(P1) and theeddhe
one calculated with parameter defl(P2). The dot-dashedsliradcu-
lated with the VMD model.

dr st/ dmgre? [10° Gev]

16

param. sets (P1) and (P2) ——
stand. VMD =~ 0
14 + 1 0.21 0.215 0.22 0.225 0.23 0.235

Ll (e ) | Mg+~ [GeV]

07 i FIG. 8. Single-diferential decay width of the decay — ne*e”

abovem,+.- = 2m,. The again practically indistinguishable widths

calculated with the parameter séis](P1) and (P2) are desdsipthe
solid line, the widths calculated with the VMD model is délsed

al | by the dot-dashed line.

2 -10 -1
dr ooy / Ay, 2 (1070 Gev?
[oe]

‘

0 . . . .

0.21 0.215 0.22 0.225 0.23 0.235
My [Gevl 2m? — m2
fong?) =—="— [EA + 2bpeymly;———"5,(¢°) (40)
FIG. 6. Single-diferential decay width of the decay — nutu-. 3Vefmye My
The solid line describes the (practically indistinguidiexbwidths 1 ) q2 5
calculated with parameter sefsS1P1) dnd (P2), respectifély dot- —ZethmV 1+ = 154(q°)
dashed line is calculated with the VMD model. y

with the ¢-meson propagator defined analogously to ghe
meson propagator in EJ._(17). In F[d. 9 the form factor is
plotted in comparison to the data taken with the SND detec-
V. DECAY ¢ — nl*I” tor at the VEPP-2M collider [29] for the decay offameson
into anp-meson and a dielectron. Although our calculations
are in agreement with the data, it is not possible to evaluate
The Lagrangian{10) only allows for an indirect decay of how well they describe the data due to the relatively large er
the ¢-meson into amp-meson and a dilepton via a virtugd ror bars. Also the VMD model agrees with the data within
meson. The form factor including both the indirect and theerrors. Deviations between the results obtained from oar tw
direct decay equals parameter sets are small. Better data can help to see whether



our approach or the standard VMD model does a better job. 100000 s
10000 param. set (P2) - |
<+ stand. VMD' -
10 , . . . T 1000 1
param. set (P1) —— 3
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FIG. 11. Same as Fif. 110 but for electrons instead of muons.

pa‘ram. set (Pi) —_—
p param. set (P2) e
Al | — T[N stand. VMD' -+ ]
) >
g of
-6 L L L L g 5F
0 01 02 03 04 05 ~
my- [GeV] o 4 r
e}
T 3r
FIG. 9. Form factor of the decay — ni*I~ compared to the ex- %: 2t
perimental data (for electrons) taken at the VEPP-2M cetli@9]. 5 Ll
The solid line describes the form factor calculated withapaster set
(P1) and the dotted the one calculated with parametef skt T2 0 : : : :
dot-dashed line is obtained with the VMD model. 02 0.25 03 0.35 04 045 05

Mgte- [GeV]
In Figs.[10 and 11,12 the singlefidirential decay widths . )
for the decays — nuu~ ande — ne*e, respectively, are FIG. 12. Same as Fig]L1 but only for dielectron masses abaye 2
plotted.

where the two corresponding curves were closer together. We
4 ‘ ‘ ‘ param. set (P1) —— stress, however, that we do not use the experimental value of
35| param. set (0 - T4, to get the dferential width from[(B) but rather the re-

| spective one determined in (9). By inspecting Téble | one see
that the corresponding values for our two parameter seis dev
ate from each other. This has thigeet to move the (R2) curve

] downwards and away from thie P1) curve. Remembering that
on the one hand th&2meson is the heaviest light vector meson
and on the other hand thefiiirences between the parameter
1 sets roughly give the error of the leading-order calcufgtio

i this is an intrinsically consistent result of our approach.

For the partial decay widths one gets

2 -7 -1-
dr sy ! dmye, 2 [107 Gev)

0.2 025 03 0.35 04 0:45 05 s

Myt [GeV] r¢_>,”1+;f = (27Si 029) 10_ GeV, (41)
Tyopere = (4.64+0.26)- 107 GeV. (42)
FIG. 10. Single-dferential decay width of the decay — nu*u .

The soliddotted line describes the width calculated with parameterand with the full widthl', = (4.26 + 0.04) MeV taken from
set [P1)E2). The dot-dashed line is obtained with the VMD model. [28] one gets for the branching ratios

Again, the three dierent theoretical single-fierential de- Ly / Ty = (6.44+ 0.69)- 107, (43)
cay widths for the decay — ne*e™ agree well. For the de- Ty ere— / Ty = (LO9+ 0.06)- 1074 (44)
cay¢ — nu*u the diferences between the curves calculated
with parameter sef (1) anld (P2) are larger than those for afor the decay into a dimuon no experimental values are avail-
other decays. This might seem to be in contradiction to[Fig. @ble. The calculated values for the decay into a dielectron
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agree well with the experimental values given.in [28] that so far no satisfying theoretical description of theydar

deviations from VMD was available (cf. the discussions in

F;iele+e, = (4.90+ 0.47)- 107 GeV (45) [24,125,131]), we regard our approach as an important step
forward.
and In the present work we have restricted ourselves more or
less to a leading-order calculation. We have tried to esti-
r:f:’ o / Ty =(115+0.10)- 1074, (46) mate the error induced by that restriction by keeping one

(tree-level) next-to-leading-order term. The deviatitureed

out to be small. Nonetheless, to show that our whole ap-
proach makes sense as dteetive field theory and not just
as a cleverly chosen hadronic tree-level model it is mamgato

The value for the partly integrated singlefdrential decay
width of the decay into a dielectron is

[ part = (3.59=+ 0.37)- 108 GeV (47) to perform at least next-to-leading-order calculationdsoA
¢ ete” - - . . . . ..
in that context we expect that interesting interrelation w
with the branching ratio show up by a combined study of reactions like— ny* and
n — YYw* — Yy It might appear that in a next-to-
[ part /T, = (843+0.87)-10°° (48) leading-order calculation, being valid up to higher enesgi
¢—n ete” - . - .

one also gets a better description of the high-mass pareof th
w to 7 transition form factor.
Logically prior to the next-to-leading-order calculatiis
an exploratory tree-level calculation of the mentionedupse
doscalar decays. Here further experimental results for all
The chiral Lagrangian including light vector mesons andavailable channels like, » to y + dilepton and also to dilepton
Goldstone bosons was used to calculate in leading order thedilepton would be extremely helpful.
decays of narrow light vector mesons into a pseudoscalar me-
son and a dilepton. Thereby, the leading-order terms were
identified by the counting rules proposed iin [5]. In general,
the results are in very good agreement with the available ex-
perimental data. We predict several quantities not detechi We acknowledge encouragement and countless suggestions
yet by experiments. Concerning the form factor of thé¢o ~ how to improve the manuscript from A. Kups¢. We thank S.
70 transition we have obtained a much better description oDamjanovic for providing us with data from NAG0. We also
the NA60 data than the standard VMD model. Only for highthank her and V. Metag, M. Soyeur and J. Specht for very
dilepton masses close to the kinematical boundary we failetielpful discussions and comments on the manuscript. This
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