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Abstract

The muon anomalous magnetic momeptand the hadronic vacuum polarization are
examined using data analyzed within the framework of a Blyitaroken HLS model. The
analysis relies on all available scan data samples anddqawewisionally aside the ex-
isting ISR data. Our HLS model based global fit approach aléev a better check of
consistency between data sets and we investigate howsemgend on different strate-
gies which may be followed. Relying on global fit qualitiese find several acceptable
solutions leading to ambiguities in the reconstructed edlr (a,),. Among these,
the most conservative solution §*©[HLS improved] = 687.72(4.63) x 10~1° and
(au)i = 11659175.37(5.31) x 10~1° corresponding to &.1c significance for the dif-
ferenceAa, = (au)exp — (au)wn. It is also shown that the various contributions acces-
sible through the model yield uniformly a factor 2 improvernef their uncertainty. The
breaking procedure implemented in the HLS model is an exiaref the former proce-
dure based on a mechanism defined by Bando, Kugo and Yamal&kKij) (. This yields
a quite satisfactory simultaneous description of most~ annihilation channels up to
and including thes meson ¢+7—, 70, 7y, 7ta— 7%, K+K—, K9K") and of a set of
10 (mostly radiative) decay widths of light mesons. It alfoves to achieve the proof
of consistency between the'e~ — 77~ annihilation and the* — 7+7% decay
and gives a solution to the reported problem concerning thasored partial width ratio
¢ - KTK™)/T(¢p — KOFO). Prospects for improving the VMD based estimates of
a,, are emphasized.
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1 Introduction

The muon anomalous magnetic momeptis a physics piece of information which has
been measured with the remarkable accurady & 10~1° [1,2]. From a theoretical point of
view, a,, is the sum of several contributions; the most prominentrdoutions can be predicted
with a very high accuracy by the Standard Model. This coveesQED contribution which
presently reaches an accuracy better thérx 10~'2 [3] or the electroweak contribution where
the precision is now.8 x 10~! [4]. The light-by—light contribution ta,, is more complicated
to estimate and is currently known with an accuracg.6fx 1019 [5].

Another important contribution te, is the hadronic vacuum polarization (HVP). Perturba-
tive QCD allows to compute a part of this with an accuracy efahderl0-!!; this covers the
high energy tail and the perturbative window between.the andY resonance regions. For
the region below this threshold, one is in the non—pertirbaégion of QCD where estimates
of the hadronic VP cannot so far be directly derived from Q@lying on first principles only.
However, this may change in a future. Indeed, some recegtgse in Lattice QCD |6,/7,/ 8]
gives hope that reliable calculations of the HVP are now athein the next years. They would
be an important complement to the standard approaches,legswe the approach presented
here.

One is, therefore, left with estimates numerically derifredn experimental data. Indeed,
it has been proved long ago that the contribution of an in¢eliate hadronic statd; to a,, is
related with the annihilation cross sectiep,(s) = o(ete” — H;) by :

ap(H) = g [ dsK(s)om,(s)

SH;

where K (s) is a known kernel[[4] enhancing the weight of the lewegion, close to the
thresholdsy, of the final state//;. Then, the total non—pertubative HVP can be estimated by
a,(H) = > a,(H;), where the sum extends over all final staigswhich can be reached in
ete annihilations.

The accuracy of,,(H;) is, of course, tightly related with the accuracy of the ekpental
data set used to perform numerically the integration shavave. When different data sets
are available for a given annihilation chanig| a combination of the corresponding(H;)’s
is performed by weighting each estimate with the reporteckrininties affecting each data
set, using standard statistical methods (see [9], formesfa Possible mismatches between the
various estimates are accounted for by methods like thec&®+feechnics of the Particle Data
Group [10]. In this approach, of course, the accuracy of ea¢H,) is solely determined by
all the measurements covering the chaniigbnly, without any regard to the other channels
H; (j # 1).

This method succeeds in providing very precise values ford¢kevant contributions. Sum-
ming up the non—perturbative HVP estimated this way withréfs, one obtains an estimate of
a,, quite comparable to the BNL average measurement [1, 2]. Mexvthe prediction based on
ete™ annihilation data or decay data [11, 12, 13, 14,115, 4] 16] exhibits a long—standiis-
crepancy; the exact value of this discrepancy has goneadiraes back and forth, depending
on whether one trusts thedata based analyses or the sean™ annihilation data, which are
obviously more directly related witty, (/7). With the advent of the high statistics data samples



collected using the Initial State Radiation (ISR) method, [18,[19], a precise value for this —
possible — discrepancy has become harder to define unanuisiguo

In order to get a firm conclusion concerning the numericdédiihce between the measured
and calculated values of the muon anomalous magnetic matent= (a,)eqp — (a,)wm, ONE
should first understand whybased and* e~ based analyses differ; one should also understand
the differences between scan data and ISR data and posldifferences between the various
available ISR data samples, as the KLOE samples [17, 19]renBdBar sample [18] seem to
lead to somewhat conflicting results.

Anyway, while all proposed values fo«,, )., differ from the average fofa,, )., , the the-
oretical uncertainties start to be comparable to the ewparial one. Therefore, it becomes
interesting to look for a method able to reduce the uncestain (a,)., by simply using the
existing data. It is also an important issue to have a framiewdnere the properties of each
data set can be examined.

In order to cover the low energy regime of strong interactjadhe most common approach
is to use effective Lagrangians which preserve the symnpetrgerties of QCD. At very low
energies, Chiral Perturbation Theory (ChPT) represerts adramework. However, the realm
covered by the usual ChPT is very limited (not much greatan tthen mass); Resonance
Chiral Perturbation Theory (fPT) permits to go much deeper inside the resonance region; it
thus defines a framework suited to study the non—pertudhtadronic VP (HVP).

It was soon recognized [20] that the coupling constantsringuat orderp* in ChPT were
saturated by low lying meson resonances of various kindsdqveaxial, scalar, pseudoscalar)
as soon as they can contribute. This emphasized the role Gitldamental vector meson nonet
and confirmed the relevance of the Vector Meson Dominance§y®bncept in low energy
physics. Soon after, [21] proved that the Hidden Local Sytmyn@ILS) model [22] 28] and
the Resonance Chiral Perturbation TheoryPR) were equivalent. Therefore, one may think
that the HLS model provides a convenient and constrainin® @Gpired framework for an
improved determination of the HVP. It is, therefore, quégitimate to check wether the HLS
model allows a better determination of the HVP than the uswehod sketched above.

The basic HLS model has an important limitation for HVP sésdi The vector resonances
entering the model are only those embodied in the lowest ne&tsr meson nonet. This cer-
tainly limits upwards the relevant energy range~td.05 GeV, i.e. slightly above the)(1020)
meson mass; going beyond while staying within the stand&i@ tlamework certainly entails
uncontrolled uncertainties due to the contribution of leigimass vector meson nonets.

However, relying on the standard method, one can estimatedhtribution of the region
Vs € [mao, my| to 83.3% of the total HVP and show that its uncertainty is al$arge fraction
of the total HVP uncertainty ~~ 4 x 10~1° when using only scan data or2.7 x 10~'° when
using also the recent ISR data samples. For comparisonntestainty provided by the region
above~ 1.05 GeV is~ 4 x 107!, Therefore, any significant improvement on the knowledge
of (a, ) in the regiony/s < 1.05 GeV is certainly valuable.

The (basic) HLS model provides a framework where the intaticns between the various
observed decay channels are made explicit. The point isttleatise of an adequate model
allows for a global fit strategy. All available cross-senttata are used to constrain the model
parameters, which in turn allows us to predict physical d@gés. Therefore, if the model



provides a statistically acceptable common solution toessetH = { H,} of different pro-
cessdy each covered by one or several data sets, the fit result®oante reconstruct reliably
thea,(H;) (H; € H).

Indeed, if a global fit of the s&{ of the various data samples is successfully performed, then
the parameter values and their error covariance matrix sammareliably all the knowledge of
the setH, including thephysics correlationamong them. Then, all cross sections contained
in ‘H can be estimated with an information improved by having takeo account all the
underlying physics correlations.

With the present formulation, of the HLS model, the variaysH;) can be reliably and
accurately determined up te 1.05 GeV, just including the) resonance region. All the rest
should presently be estimated by the methods usual in tlhs fie

One can substantiate the benefits drawn for using such al ghaubel :

e As the model is global, it implies algebraic relations bedwehe various channels it
encompasses. Therefore, the accuracy of the estimate, féf;) is determined by the
statistics available for any channgl and also by the statistics associated with all the
other channels contained .

For instance, the accuracy foy(7*7~) is certainly determined by the available statis-
tics forete™ — w7~ but all other data, acting asnstraints, also contribute to the
accuracy fom, (77 ). This is the role of thete™ — ny orete™ — 7y annihilation
data, but also those of the decay width #or— 1’y or of the dipion spectrum in the
T — wrr decay, etc.

Conversely, the accuracy fay,(7v), for instance, is not only governed by the statistics
available forete~ — 7%y, but also by those provided by thge~ — 777~ orete™ —
7y data, etc.

Therefore, the improvement expected from a global modellshadfectsimultaneously
all the channels contained # and contributing ta,,.

e Asthe breaking procedure is global, it affects simultarsoall physics channels related
with each other by the Lagrangian model. A successfull dlobthus implies that it is
validated by the fit quality of the largest possible set obdstmples. This high degree
of consistency indicates that the breaking mbiehot simplyhad hoc

e Any data set is certainly subject to specific systematicsydver, taking into account
that the study we plan relies on 45 different data sets cogegidifferent annihilation
channels, 10 partial width decays (taken from the Reviewanti€e Properties [10]) and
some decay spec@r,aone may consider the effects of correlated systematic®nadly

1These can be cross sections or various kinds of meson paiditis, or also decay spectra. Indeed, any piece
of information able to constrain the model parameters isalale.

2We mean that the breaking procedure we define is certainlydembut it is not intended to solve only one
issue in isolation, like the consistency betwegr~ — 7+t~ andr — wmv, without any regard to the rest
of the correlated physics. Stated otherwise, it is validately if its consequences for the other related physics
channels are accepted by the corresponding data.

SActually, it affects the dipion spectrum in the decay— 77 and in the anomaloug/n’ — 7y decays,
among others.



well smeared out. Indeed, one may consider unlikely thasystematics affecting as
many different objects can pile up.

Basically, what is proposed is to introduce the theoretejudice represented by one
formulation of the VMD concept in order to constrain the daggond genuine statistical con-
sistency of the various data samples referring to dtm@e physics channel. It has already
been shown [24] that theoretical (VMD) relationships amweagous channels are highly con-
straining. The present work plans to better explore suclmadmwork with a much improved
modelling.

Conceptually, the idea to include some theoretical prepith order to reduce the uncer-
tainties ona,, is not completely new. A method to complement the~ — 7=~ data with
the constraints of analyticity, unitarity and chiral syntmgénas been initiated by [25, 26, 127]
with the aim of improving ther* 7~ contribution toa,,, but this has not been finalized.

For the present study, we have found appropriate to dis¢erdiata collected using the
Initial State Radiation (ISR) method [17,/18/ 19]; indeeelc&use of the complicated structure
of their systematics, they almost certainly call for a maymplicated statistical treatment than
the usuak™e™ scan data. The use of ISR data will be addressed in a fortmgppuiblication.

The HLS model[[22, 23] complemented with its anomalous sq2&] provides a frame-
work able to encompass a large realm of low energy physicss drfomalous sector will be
referred to hereafter as FKTUY sector. The non—-anomalattsisallows to cover mostte~
annihilation channels and somealecays. Thanks to its anomalous sector, the same framework
also includes the radiative decays of light flavor mesonh watuplings of the forﬂﬂ/Pv and
P~~ and also several anomalous annihilation channels. Agtugllto thep meson mass, the
only identified channel which remains outside the scope®HhS model is thete™ — 7w
annihilation channel, due to the large effect of high massoraesonances [29, 30] presently
not included in the HLS model.

However, in order to use the HLS model beyond rather quaMatudies and yield precise
descriptions of experimental data, symmetry breakinggutaces have to be implemented. A
simple mechanism breaking the SU(3) flavor symmetry [31]deen introduced, followed by
several useful variants [32, 33,134]. Nonet symmetry bregkn the pseudoscalar sector has
also been introduced by means of determinant terms [35]s Bit@aking procedure has been
shown to describe precisely the radiative decays of ligreans[36| 3[7] and to meet [38] all
expectations of Chiral Perturbation Theory.

In order to account for the reported mismatch between the foiom factor ine™e~ anni-
hilation and in ther decay, it has been proposéd|[39] to take into account lo@etstf Indeed
kaon loops produce a mixing of the neutral vector mesons twisia consequence for the
K° — K* mass splitting. These turn out to modify effectively theteeeneson mass term by
identifieds—dependent terms.

Introducing the physical vector fields which correspondoéigenstates of the loop mod-
ified vector meson mass matrix, provides a mixing mechanfdimedripletp’ —w — ¢ system.

In this change of fields the charged vector mesons remainamged. With thiss—dependent

4In the following, we may denote by and P any of respectively the vector or the pseudoscalar lighbflav
mesons. This does not rise ambiguities.



mixing of neutral vector mesons, the fit residuals to the pamm factor ine*e~ annihilations
and inT decays did not exhibit any longer any mass dependenc:egﬁ%;mis mechanism
provides an important part of the solution to the so—called —r puzzlé.

However, this solution is only partial. Indeed, if the dipigpectrum lineshape in the decay
of the 7 lepton is clearly predicted [39, 24] from" e~ data, there is still some problem with
its absolute magnitude. This issue has been found to be byratlowingi/ a mass{m) and
a coupling §¢) difference between the neutral and chargadesonsji/ a rescaling of the
dipion spectra consistent with the reported uncertairdiethe absolute scales of the various
measured spectra [40,/41,/42]. The results returned by titeali lead to a significant mass
differencé but, instead¢$g and the fitted scales of the experimental spectra were foigndyh
significant [24].

However, the numerical values of these parameters (nevex tinan a few percent) suggest
that some unaccounted for isospin breaking effects haveatditeen included.

On the other hand, the HLS model supplemented with the SU(3)/breaking reminded
above accounts successfully — and simultaneously — for th@sared cross sections in the
ete” = nmtr, ete” — 7V, efe” — 1y, ete — a7 annihilation channels and for
the additional set of 9 decay widths, especially the rackadiecays of the forny P~ or P~~,
needed in order to constrain more tightly the model. Thiskesen proved in [46]. However,
as it stands, the HLS model fails to account for the annibilathannelss™e~ — KK~
andete~ — K'K" simultaneously. This is obviously related to the puzzlisguie thoroughly
discussed in[[47] concerning the branching fraction ratie~ KK~ /¢ — K°K’. The
reported disagreement with theoretical expectationsuadaignificant and amounts to a few
percent. This also allows thinking that some isospin biregkffects are not yet fully accounted
for.

In the present paper, we define a symmetry breaking procedich is nothing but an
extension of the BKY mechanism referred to above, but inolgishow breaking in the non—
strange sectors. This mechanism is only an upgrade of the BKdhanism and applies like-
wise to the two different sectors (the so—callegdand L, sectors) of the non—anomalous HLS
Lagrangian. We show that thescale issue is solved by breaking tBe Lagrangian piece
while the¢p — KtK~ /¢ — KK’ puzzle yields its solution from applying the same mech-
anism to theZ 4, Lagrangian piece. Stated otherwise, within the framewditk® HLS model
broken in this way, the*e~—r and thep — KK puzzles appear as twin phenomena yielding
parent explanations.

Actually, equipped with this upgraded breaking mechanidma, HLS model provides a
satisfactory description of all the physics informatiastdid above, including now bothe™ —
KK annihilations.

Having discarded the 3 existing ISR data sampéepriori 45 different data sets of scan
data are relevant for our present analysis. At each steprodmalysis, we have checked the
consistency of the various data samples with each otherlipynge as strictly as possible, on
the information provided by the various groups without amytfer assumption. We have found

5 A similar result has been obtained in_[16] relying rather op’a— v mixing mechanism; it should be
interesting to study a more geneial— v mechanism supplementing th& — w — ¢ mixing scheme.

6 The mass difference following from fit correspondsiie = 0.68 + 0.40 MeV is in accord with what is
expected for the electromagnetic mass difference [43, #igheyp mesons [45pm ~ 0.81 MeV.
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that 2 among them have a behavior not in agreement with winabeaxpected from the rest
(43 data sets). One could have attempted to use them by wejghkir contribution to the
globaly? (a sort of S—factor); however, for now, we have preferredatiding them. Therefore
our analysis relies on 43 data sets — mostly produced by thB-€Mand SND Collaborations
—and 10 accepted partial width information, which représatready an unusually large set of
data consistently examined and satisfactorily understood

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we brieflyneuthe basics of the HLS
model and its various sectors. In Secfidon 3, we define theadglegkrbreaking procedure which is
a trivial extension to the andd sectors of the BKY breaking scheme as redefined ih [34]- the
so—called "new scheme”. Sectibh 4 and Sectibn 5 examinedhgeguence for the modified
BKY breaking scheme on the two different parts,(and £, ) of the non—-anomalous HLS
Lagrangian. In Sectidn 6 we first remind the loop mixing sc¢8%,46] of the vector mesons
and, next, construct the pion form factordhe™ annihilation and in the decay of thelepton.
The conditionF,(0) = 1 has some consequences for how parametrizing the Breit-aiign
amplitudes should be done for narrow objects likedh@&nd¢ mesons. Other topics are also
examined : the direatrm coupling and they — KK couplings. The anomalous sector is
examined in Sectidn 7 where we also provide the expressionisde e~ — 7%, ete™ — 1y
andete” — 7t7~ 70 cross sections. The expression for the various couplingeeoform
P~~ andV P~ are also derived; these are important ingredients for thefsadiative decays
included into the HLS framework.

We have found it appropriate to summarize the main featurdsedHLS model under the
upgraded breaking scheme which underlies the present;shidyis the matter of Sectidd 8.
Section 9 is devoted to list the different data sets avalébt each physics channel; in this
Section, our fitting method, previously defined and used %) 4®, 24], is reminded.

At this point, we are in position to confront our model anddla¢a. Section 10 examines the
fit properties of the available e~ — 77 7% data and Sectidn 11 reports on the simultaneous
analysis of theete™ — KTK~ andete™ — KK annihilation data. The analysis of the
ete” — KK channels allows us to show how the problem raised by both KK decay
widths is solved within the new release of the broken HLS rhode

Sectior 1R provides our analysis of the dipion spectrumenrttiecay in conjunction with
all eTe” data. It is shown therein that ¢~ data andr data are fully reconciled; the precise
mechanism solving this issue, somewhat unexpected, ibiéthi

The short Sectionh 13 is devoted to examining the exact streicif thewwrw coupling and
compare with similar results of other authors|[48] 49]. $amhy, another short Sectidn 114
examines in some detail some properties of tHe-  — 1’ mixing; it is shown here that
the conclusions derived in [38] about the mixing andglgsind 65 introduced by([50, 51] are
confirmed, together with their relationship with the traah@l singlet—octet mixing anglés.

In Sectior 15, one examines the fitted values of the paramiteslved in the absolute scale
of the FKTUY anomalous Lagrangian pieces and compare wittieg estimates; this leads
to the conclusion that the usual assumptiog= ¢, is consistent with data.

Sectior 16 is devoted to study in detail the consequencesifdidLS model determination
of the non—perturbative part of the photon hadronic vacuatarjzation. This is found to yield
much reduced uncertainties compared to estimates denwttelirect averaging of data.

The consequence fgr— 2 are also examined with the conclusion that the theoretieal p



diction differs from the BNL measurement [2]. The significarof this difference is shown
to stay in betweend.07¢s and4.33¢. This looks an important improvement, as we are still not
using the ISR data.

Finally Sectior_1I7 provides a summary of our conclusions thedperspectives. A large
part of the formulae have been pushed inside several Appesnth order to ease as much as
possible the reading of the main text.

2 The HLS Lagrangian

The Hidden Local Symmetry Model (HLS) has been presentedlirdétail in [22] and,
more recently, inl[23]. One can also find brief accounts ir) [Y.

Beside its non—anomalous sector, which allows to address ¢tie~ annihilation chan-
nels and some decays up to about themeson mass [39, 46], the HLS Model also contains
an anomalous (FKTUY) sector [28] which provides couplingghe form VV P, VPPP,
~PPP,V Py or Pyy among light flavor mesons. These are the key in order to imcatp
within the HLS framework the radiative decays of the fovi?’y or P — ~+, or decays im-
portantly influenced by the box anomaly likg¢n’ — =7~ (see[53 3[7] for instance). It has
been shown that, while implementing (U(1)) nonet symmety 8U(3) symmetry breakings,
one reaches a remarkable agreement with data [36, 37].

The anomalous pieces of the HLS Model are also the key toohwdlealing with annihi-
lation processes likete~ — 7%, efe™ — nyorete™ — 777~ as successfully shown in
[46].

In order to be self—-contained, and without going into uneeagy detalil, let us briefly re-
mind the salient features of the HLS Model relevant for thesspnt purpose.

One defines thé¢ fields by :

§rr = explio/ fo] exp [+iP/ fr] (1)

where the scalar field is usually eliminated by means of a suitable gauge choickg ([a2

so—called unitary gauge). However the decay constastill survives through the ratia =

f2/f% which is a basic (free) ingredient of the HLS Model. The staddVMD Lagrangian
corresponds to having= 2. The pseudoscalar field matrix:

1

1 1
—=T3 + —=Ns + —= 7w K*
NN 1 1 1
1 - 0
= - — m ——=T3+ —=1s + —= K
P=hth="17 V2 T E 7
_ 2 1
K- K’

—\/ 38 + ﬁno

(2)
contains singlet£,) and octet %) terms. Byw; we denote the bare neutral pion field; the
traditional namingr® will be devoted to the fully renormalized neutral pion fie@n the other

hand, the usuah andn’ meson fields are (essentially) combinations of thendn, fields
shown in Eq.[(R).



The HLS Lagrangian is defined by :

£HLS = ﬁA + G,CV
2 i Fe 2 N
La= _ZWTIKDHngL — D, ERrER)] = —Z”Tr[L — R] 3)
2 2
Lv = —TTDuEEL + Dubrtp)’] = = Tr[L + R’
where the covariant derivatives are given by :
D,ugL = augL - igvugL + 7;§L£,u
(4)
D, &r = 0,8k —igV,.&r + 1ERR,
with : o o
.92 —
L, =eQA, + o~ (T, — sin®Ow)Z, + E<W“+T+ +W,T-) 5
P .
R, =eQA, — <o O sin? OwZ,

exhibiting theZ, W+ boson fields together with the photon field. The vector field matrix is
given by :

(p' +wh)/V2 pr KT
V= % P~ (—p" +wh)/V2 K (6)
K*— F*O ¢I

The quark charge matrig is standard and the matrik, = [T_]" is constructed out of
matrix elements of the Cabibbo—Kobayashi—Maskawa ma23x/89]. One should note that
the neutral charge entries of the vector field malfiare expressed in terms of the so—called
ideal fields p’, w! and¢’).

In the expressions above, one observes the electric chatige universal vector coupling

g and the weak coupling, (related with the Fermi constant ly = 2my\/Grv/2). As the
influence of theZ boson field is quite negligible in the physics we addressyWeaberg angle
Ow plays no role.

We do not present here the anomalous sectors which can bd fouhe original HLS
literature [22] 28, 23]. A summarized version, well suitedie present purpose, can be found
in [46]) and will not be repeated.

The non—anomalous Lagrangidh; ;s at lowest order in field derivatives can be found
expanded in[34, 52]. Its sector is explicitly given in[39, 46].

The HLS Lagrangian fulfills & (N;) x U(N;) symmetry rather thaGU (Ny) x SU(Ny).
The additional axial U(1) symmetry has several undesiriaires[35, 54], especially a ninth
light pseudoscalar meson. This symmetry can easily be egbloy adding appropriate terms to
the effective Lagrangian. Defining [22] the chiral fiéld= g}gR = exp 2i P/ f, this reduction
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is achieved by adding determinant terms$[35] to the HLS Lagjan. After this operation, one
gets [38] :

2

1
L=Lurs+ Litoost = Lrrs + %né + 5)\@7700“ Mo (7)

where . has obviously a mass dimension akds dimensionless. In the following, the ad-
ditional Lagrangian piece will not be modified while breakisymmetries. Actually, in the
present work, one is only concerned by the perturbation efpgeudoscalar meson kinetic
energy.

3 The BKY-BOC Breaking of the HLS Lagrangian

The HLS Lagrangian above is certainly an interesting and@tve framework. However,
without introducing suitable mechanisms for symmetry kieg effects, one cannot account
for the experimental data at the level of precision requivgdheir accuracy. There is no
unique way to implement such a mechanism within the HLS mane] actually, several SU(3)
breaking schemes exist. The basic SU(3) symmetry breakingnse has been proposed by
Bando, Kugo and Yamawaki (BKY) [31]. It has, however, somdesirable properties which
have motivated its modification. A first acceptable modifa@ahas been proposed by Bramon,
Grau and Pancheri [32, 33] and another one_in [34], where #h®ws schemes have been
critically examined. Following this study, we prefer usinghe following the so—called "new
scheme” variant defined in [34]; when referring to the BKY imaaism throughout this paper,
we always mean the "new scheme” variant just mentioned.llbeireferred to as either BKY
or BKY-BOC.

This breaking mechanism (BKY-BOC) has been examined inldetd its predictions —
relying on fits to experimental data — have been found to nieetdrresponding ChPT expec-
tations [38] at first order in the breaking parameters. Itdiag been extensively used in several
successful studies performed on radiative decays of ligts#ans[36] and oa™ e~ annihilation
cross sections [46]. Up to now, the BKY mechanism was limite8U(3) symmetry breaking
effects; the issue now is to examine its extension to isasgmmetry breaking.

Briefly speaking, our variant of the BKY mechanism[[34] tumd to define the broken
non—-anomalous HLS Lagrangian pieces by :

2

Lo = —Z”Tr[(L — R)X4)?
2 (8)
Ly = —Z”Tr[(L + R)XV]2

whereX 4, and Xy, are matrices carrying the SU(3) symmetry breaking asstiaith, respec-
tively, £, andLy . These are written as :

Xa= Dlag(lv L, ZA)
(9)
Xy = Diag(lvlan)



and departures of, andzy, from 1 account for SU(3) symmetry breaking effects in the
andL, Lagrangian piec@sA priori, these two parameters are unrelated and shoulcehéeed
as independent of each other.
In order to extend to isospin symmetry breaking, we proposgeheralize Egs[(9) above

to:

Xa = Diag(qa,ya, za)

(10)
Xy = Diag(qv,yv, 2v)

As isospin symmetry breaking is expected milder than SU{8pking, the additional
breaking parameters are obviously expected to fulfill :

lga = 1], lya =1 <<lza =1, lav — 1], lyy — 1] <<[zv — 1 (11)

In previous fits, performed with only SU(3) symmetry breakiwe got (see for instance [39,
46]) |z4 — 1], |2v — 1] =~ 0.5. Such ways of extending the BKY breaking mechanism have
been already proposed within similar contexts [55, 56].

We find appropriate to define :

“ Yavy + Ay
QA/V:1+€A/V:1+¥
5 A (12)
yA/V:1+€fl4/V:1+—A/V; AV

exhibiting the sum and difference 6f ,, ande{, ;. Indeed, the expressions for most physical
couplings are simpler in terms of these rather than in terina o ande;ll/v.

As clear from Equation$ [8), the BKY breaking of the HLS Laggean exhibits a global
character. It does not correspond to some systematic wanchiding specific breaking terms
of given kind or order as done within ChPT. As the numericdliea of the breaking parame-
ters are phenomenologically derived from fits to a large ekperimental data, they account
globally for several effects of different origin without any way teentangle the various con-
tributions. This remark is especially relevant for the laieg parameters corresponding to the
u andd entries ofX 4, and Xy which are small enough that several competing effects can mi
togetheﬁ; because of their relatively large magnitude, the SU(3akireg effects can be more
easily identified[[38, 36].

’In the following X 4 and Xy, are named breaking matrices; this convenient naming shuiltide that the
true breaking matrices are rath&p — 1 and Xy — 1.

8This may include effects due to the quark mass breaking amdetiromagnetic corrections. It may also
absorb corrections to hadronic vertices which can hardlyesived from an effective Lagrangian.
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4 Breaking the £ 4 Lagrangian Piece

The pseudoscalar kinetic energy term of the full (brokergraagian is carried by 4 +
Limoort- INn terms of bare fields, it is :

2 2
Liin = qaya0r™ -0~ + Gat yAam O + quza0K T - 0K~ + ya240K° - oK’

2 2 2 2 | 9 2y
+ l%‘ + QA;yA] Ong - Ong + [W + 5 O - Ong (13)

2 2 2 2 2 2 2
+ — 2z — —
AT = By g 3 Yag0 g, 9 Yago g,

6 V12 V6

which is clearly non—canonical. In order to restore the c@ral structure, one should perform
a change of fields. This is done in two steps, as in [38].

4.1 First Step PS Field Renormalization

The first step renormalization turns out to define the (steg) cenormalized pseudoscalar
field matrix Pf in term of the bare on@ by :

PR = X1PpXxY? (14)

The charged pion and both kaon terms in this expressionlgctuadergo their final renormal-
ization already at this (first) step. Indeed, the axial aug@re defined as ih [38] and are given
by :

Jt = =2 f[Te[T°X 40, P X 4] + N6 0,mo] (15)

in terms of the bare fields and of the Gell-Mann matri€ésnormalized such &$r[7°7"] =

52%/2. Then®, K* and K°/K’ decay constants are defined by the relevant axial current
matrix elements closed on the renormalized PS meson fietd3) Jf/K\wj; >=1fr/kqu- AS

one chooses the renormalized (charged) pion decay constanincide with its experimental
central valuel[57] f,+ = 92.42 MeV), this turns out to impose,y4 = 1. Atleading order in
breaking parameters, this impli&s, = 0. Then, the breaking matriX 4 writes :

%,1 _ ﬂ,z/‘) (16)

X4 = Diag(1 + 5

depending on only two free parameters (and z,). On the other hand, the kaon decay
constantis:

fies = Va1 S a7)

One thus yields a marginal change compared to the previods IBKaking scheme [34, 38]
(dealing only with SU(3) symmetry) as one d¢k-/f.+]> = z4. Anticipating somewhat on
our numerical results, let us mention that the fits alwaysrnet 4, ~ (5. = 6.)%, much larger

than expected from solely an effect of the light quark ma#sreince [58]; this will be further
discussed in Subsectibn 111.2.
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As clear from Eq. [(16), thé{, matrix resembles the usual quark mass breaking matrix.
However, the entry 4 is essentially related with the rat{gx / f.|> ~ 1.5, while the corre-
sponding entry in the quark mass breaking matrix is numiyica 20. Therefore, the corre-
spondence between these two matrices is only formal.

The following relationship defines some bare PS fields in $eafitheir (fully) renormalized
partners :

n* :7r,§
1 Ay
K+ = J—— -
N R (18)
1 Ay
K = 1+ —2)K}
\/ﬂ( + 1 )KR

This produces changes going in opposite directions for thglings involving the
physical K* and K° mesons compared to their bare partners. This has a cleagngéuon
the cross section ratio(ee™ — KTK™)/o(ete™ — KOFO). On the other hand, one also
gets at leading order in breaking parameters the followatationship between some bare PS
fields and the (first step) renormalized PS fields :
7T3:7T§1— A4 Ry & Ry

2—\/5778 - \/6770

770:_\/67T3 3 za "ls 3 z4 O

AV 1lza4+2 5 V224 —1 R
= —— 1T 1_‘__7 1_'__ 1

(19)

4.2 Second Step PS Field Renormalization

While propagating the field redefinition displayed into E{E3,[19) in the expression for
L (EQ. (13)), one should neglect second (and higher) orderstér the breaking parameters
A, and ). Indeed, both of these are expected small (of the order ofvgpégcent at most);
instead, a$z4 — 1| is rather large{4 ~ 1.5), we do not proceed alike with the SU(3) breaking
term. Doing so, in terms of the (redefined) fields, the onlyisimg non—canonical piecg s
writes :

2

A 1 1
2£os = [0af'T o+ 5[ (2 ) on + V2 (1= T)onr] @0
A A

9

and is independent @k 4. As we get — at leading order — the same dependence as beBre [3
the diagonalization procedure for this term is known (seetiGe 3.1 in [38]). Let us only

12



recall the results in the present notation set :
Tyt =7y

B l+wvcos’B p wsinfcosf g

UB 11 o YA 110 o (22)
R vsinfBcosB 5 1+4wvsin®fB g
o — — Us o
14w 1+w
where :
224 +1 V2(za — 1)
cos B = — YA o/

J3(222 +1 o 3(2:2 + 1
(223 +1) (223 +1) (22)

v:\ll%—)\(zzi—i_l)—l 25 +1)

~

323 T2 324
It thus looks more appropriate to use~ \/2) rather than[[38]\ as a breaking parameter,
as it allows to work with simpler expressions. is the first parameter in our model which
exhibits the intricacy between U(1) and SU(3) breakingarfdz4). The canonical PS fields —
denoted by the superscrift— are finally defined by Eqd. (I{8][9]21).

4.3 Ther® —n — 7' Mixing

The physically observeg andr’ are traditionally described as mixtures of the singlet and
octet PS fields)® and»® involving one mixing angle named hefg. Some authors, following
[59,/54] prefer now using mixtures of the: + dd andss wave functions. However, as these
two approaches are equivalent, we prefer sticking to thitiomal description.

Since [51, 50], itis admitted that the most appropriate Ct@gcription of the)—»’ mixing
involves two decay constants'{ and £®) and two mixing anglesd anddg). However, [38]
has shown how, within VMD, the usual octet—singlet mixingeme connects with this new
approach. In this reference, it was also shown that, relgimgxperimental data, the broken
HLS model favorg), = 0 with a very good accuracy; this led to a relation betwéeand?p
numerically close t@s = 20,. Comparing accepted ChPT numerical valuegfor like those
in [51]] — with the one derived fromip (determined in VMD fits) was found quite satisfactory.
Moreover, it was shown that fits to experimental data leadtalgebraic relation of the form
0p = f(X, za). We will check whether this relation faky still fits within the present form of
our broken HLS model.

As in all previous studies in this series, one could havetéohbneself to considering only
then — n’ mixing, decoupling this from the® sector. However, it is a classical matter of Chiral
Perturbation Theory to address the issuerdf- n mixing, as this is related with the (light)
guark mass differencé [60]. Therefore, it may look intargsto see if such a phenomenon
could be exhibited from the experimental data we deal withihis case, there is no reason not
to address the issue of the relevance of a#ll- n — ' mixing mechanism. We choose to
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parametrize this PS mixing using [61] :

mh=1"—en—én
n% = cosOp(n + e ) +sinbp(n’ + ¢ 7°) (23)

17% = —sinfp(n+e¢ 7r0) +cosp(n' + ¢ 7r0)

wherer?, n% andn?% are the already redefined fields (see Edsl] (21) above), thsigalily
observable mesons being, n andy’. In the smooth limit of vanishing and¢’, one recovers
the usuah—n' mixing pattern with onef{r) mixing angle, while the pion field decouples. Even
if one does not expect a large influence:@ind¢’ in the full data set collection we consider, it
does not harm to examine their effects and, if relevant irmpas ¢/ = 0 to the model.

Finally, at leading order in breaking parameters, the pgscaar meson kinetic energy
term is canonical when expressed in terms of the fully redized fields (those carrying /a
subscript).

4.4 About Theds, 6, and 6p Mixing Angles

Let us define :

gno(v) _ (1 _ 21)) N (2 1— 20%)
v (224 +1)2
Py =1-2 % S (= 1-10%) (24)
B 20 (24 —1)2 o~
Fl)=1- 3 21D — (~1-0.3%)

These functions tend to unity when thi (1) symmetry is restored\(= 0). The property
g%(v) ~ 1 is the simplest way to justify the approximation done in otgvious works to
parametrize nonet symmetry breaking by the paramefsee, for instance, the discussion in
[38]). Using these functions, one can derive from Eqg$ (18)ttlowing axial currents :

i 0 1 1
Jr = fr {@ﬁ’% + A4 9" (v) 2—\/§8un% + %Oun%] }
a4+ 2 0 1

AV 24 —
ﬂ==ﬂ{%%@+ F2000) B - V22

f@)%%} (25)

A -1 2 1
Jns = f7T {—Aa/ﬂr% - \/§ZA QO(U) aun% + A ki QS(U) 8u77§2}

g 2v/3 3 3
The mixing angleds, 6, [51,/50] yield the following expressions :
< 0|0 J8|n' > 2a—1 g%0)
tanfy = ————to—— =tan (fp — A tan A = v/2
N EATE anlfp=4),  ten \/_QZA +1g%(v) (26)
< 00" J°|n > — 148
tan ) = _% =tan(dp+B) , tanB= V2 g-(v)

< 0o~ J2|n' > z2a+24%v)
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One can easily check that(v)/¢°(v) ~ 1 — \/2. A property to check from fits using the
present form of the model is wheth&yis still consistent with zero [38]. In this cagh; is still
no longer a free parameter, but fully determined\ogndz,, i.e. by breaking parameters and
0p tends to zero when the symmetries are restored.

One should also note that the usual ChPT definition ofitreecay constant( 0| |7° >=
iq, fr0) providesf,o = fr+, not influenced by our isospin breaking procedure. Howeagr,
will be seen shortly — and as already emphasized in [38] ®d#tays)/n’ — v — this is not
the quantity actually involved in the decay — .

5 Breaking the £y Lagrangian Piece

The Ly, Lagrangian, is defined by Eg$.] (8412). It yields the follogvirector meson mass
term (n? = ag’f?) :

2
m —
Limass = = (14 2v)p} + (1+ Sy )w? + 2Avpr - wr + 2vé} + 21+ Sy)p* - p7| (27)

while keeping only the leading terms in the breaking paransét,, andA, (the K* mass term
has been dropped out). As can be seen, the canonical sgwdtilme mass term is broken by a
p - w term.

In order to restore the canonical form of the mass term, oweldhperform a field re-
definition in only the(p — w) sector. Interestingly, the requested transform is not atimt

( p1 ) ( PR, ) ( hywg, )
= — Ay (28)
wi WR, (1 = hv)pr,

makes the work when non—leading terms¥ip and Ay, are neglecte. In terms of theR;
renormalized fields, one gets :
2
m —
Lonass = 5 [(L+ D)o, + (1 Sv )y, + 200, + 21+ 8v)p™p7| (29)

having renamed for convenienge = ¢g,. A few remarks are worth being done :

(1) Beside the two breaking parametéts and Ay, one gets a third free parametey
which governs the mixing gfz, andwg, .

Therefore, the exact content of isospirpl)(insidewg, and of isospin 0;) insidepg,
should be extracted from data.

(2) The masses fopr,, wr, andp® remain degenerated at leading order in the breaking
parameters as the needBd change of fields results in a vector meson mass term inde-
pendent ofA,, .

Therefore, even if one may legitimately think that breakismspin symmetry insid€
could result into a non zero (Lagrangian) mass differendg {#:> between the charged

9Eq. (27) can be diagonalized by a*4®tation, however, this solution is physically unaccef#ats it has not
the requested smooth limit whexy, — 0.
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and the neutrah mesons, our breaking procedure rules out such a possiaillgading
order in breaking parameters. Actually, electromagnaiicections|[43] 44], presently
neglected, generate such a mass difference. Such a termebasconsidered in [24]
but found numerically insignificant; preliminary studieghin the present framework
leading to the same conclusion, we have given up considerplicitly a p° — p* mass
difference.

(3) The field transform[(29) propagates to the vector mesaostki energy by generating
a term of the formAvapoRl&uR1 which breaks the canonical structure of the kinetic
energy. This is a classical issue [62] known to imply the oenae of wave—function
renormalization factors [62] which are absorbed into thHeative couplings defined by
the Lagrangian vertices. In our case, they are certainlgrées! in our breaking parame-
ters. This is exactly the same issue which arises in therelgebk Standard Model with
they — Z° mixing. This has been investigated in detail witt#if lineshape studies (at
the one plus two—loop level) and by the LEP experiments. Eneesissue also appears
when treating the — p° mixing and has been discussed in [16].

The second step renormalization of the vector meson fieldishmaccounts for loop effects
[39,/46], is considered below.

6 The Fully Broken Non—Anomalous HLS Lagrangian

For definiteness, we name (abusively) from now on "HLS Lagiami’ the full expression
given in Eq. [[7),i.e. including the determinant terms. The HLS Lagrangian is iekpl
provided in AppendiXA, dropping out for conciseness aliitemot relevant for the purpose of
the present study.

At the present step — which does not still include the (sestel) redefinition of the neutral
vector fields[[39, 46] — several remarks are worth being done :

e The vector meson masses occuring in the Lagrangian fmliulz m?,i = m2. Thus, no
mass splitting is generated, except for themeson.

e The couplingsprm undergo isospin breaking:() but remain strictly identical for the
charged and neutralmesons. Instead, a directrm coupling is generated,; it is propor-
tional to(1 — hy)Ay.

e Thep® — v andp* — W+ transition amplitudéd may slightly differ, ashy Ay /3 should
not exceed a few percent level.

Therefore, non-vanishingn® = m2 —m>. anddgyr, = gportr- — gp=rtr0, aS stated in
[24], are not derived by extending thé, /X breaking scheme to include isospin symmetry
breakin@.
Therefore, non—vanishingn? anddg,.. are not the way followed by the (broken) HLS

model in order to account for the (slightly) different notimations of the pion form factor in
7 decays and im*e~ annihilations. The actual mechanism at work is emphasieéaib

Comparef,, and f,w as given by Eqs[{93) and (94).

11As stated above, electromagnetic corrections contriluggeherate a non—vanishing:? without, however,
a significant influence on the fit properties.
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6.1 Loop Mixing of Vector Mesons

As remarked in[[39], pseudoscalar loops modify the vectossmaatrix bys—dependent
terms. In this way, the, w and¢ squared masses becomyaependent through contributions
at reals of analytic function, namely theK K loops and, for the, also the charged pion
loop. Conceptually, this turns out to remark that the ingersctor meson propagator written
Dy'(s) = s —m? — Il(s) in order to exhibit the loop effects, can be thoughtzs' (s) =
s —mi(s), reflecting the running character of the vector meson squaigss.

More important, however, is that thiss<dependent mass matrix becomes non—diagonal,
showing that, at one—loop order, thev and¢ (corresponding here to the, renormalized vec-
tor fields) are no—longer mass eigenstates. Mass eigesistateeasily be constructed by stan-
dard perturbative methods [63] as shown in [39]; one obseivat they become-dependent.

This mass matrix can be written :

M?(s) = MZ(s) + 0M?(s) (30)

wheréd :
MZ(s) = Diag(mi + pr(5), m2, mi) (31)

is treated as the unperturbed part of the squared mass matrecpion loop is weighted by
the square of theg, 7 coupling constant (see Eg.(92) in Appendix A) and has beended
in the pg, entry asll,.(s) is not really small in the timelike region. Instead, as thgnr
coupling is first order iM\,, the pion loop contribution to theg, entry should be neglected
(=~ O(A%)). The values for these (Higgs—Kibble) masses can be foukd,irf{93); they fulfill
m, = m,. On the other hand,}/?(s) is given by :

€y Cpws  Epg

SM?(s) = €pws €wy  Ewo (32)

€pp 5 Cwp €o

and contains only the perturbations generated by kaon lepte The kaon loop transition
from a vector mesolr to another oné’’ has been denoteg .

One should note [39] that/? is an analytic function of satisfying the (so—called) hermi-
tian analyticity condition :M?2(s*) = [M?2(s)].

The entries of these matrices are appropriately pararedtizterms of :

e1(s) = IlLi(s) —Tlo(s)
a(s) = T4 (s) +Tha(s) @)
. (s) = g2, 0(s) | <gm -2a+ zv)>

12 Actually, the anomalous FKTUY Lagrangian and the Yang-#tiirms contribute respectively withP and
V'V loops; one can consider their influence absorbed in theaetiin polynomials of thé” P loops [39].
13Entries are ordered respectively, , wr, andorg, .
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wherell’(s) denotes the amputated pion loop, while (s) andIly(s) denote, respectively,
the amputated charged and neutral kaon loops; their aoa@ygtiressions can be found in the
Appendices of[[39]¢; (s) e2(s) do not contain symmetry breaking terms beyond the effects of
the kaon mass splitting. The expressions for the entri@s\i(s) are given in Appendix B
and show this dependence explicitly (see Egs. (97)).

One can construct, as in [39], the eigensolutions\6f. These are the final (step two)
renormalized vector fields denoted respectivelyRywr and¢r and are related with theiR;
partners by :

PRy PR — QR + Bor
Wr, | =| wr+apr+Y0r (34)
R, Or — Bpr — YWr

where thes—dependent mixing angles are defined by :

_
a(s) = -

)

___ Gwo
7(8) - )\w _ )\¢

using the eigenvalues af/? (at first order) :
Ao(8) =m2 +Ten(s) + €,(5) , Ao(s) =m2 +€u(s) , Ag(s) =m3 + €4(s) (36)

Thee,(s), €,(s) ande,(s) quantities, defined in Eg6.(97), only depend on the kaon foog-
tions and on breaking parameters.

6.2 The Pion Form Factor ine™e™ Annihilations and in 7 Decays

The pion form factor in the* decay tor*7°v,. can easily be derived from the Lagrangian
pieceL. given in Eq. [9%) :

Fs)=[i- S+ mn] - Lo+ zv)Fg(s)Dl(S) (37)
where :
7 (s) = f; —Tlw(s)
Dy(s) =s—m2 —1I, (s) (38)

fl=agf2(1+3y) , m}=ag’f2(1+3y)
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and the loop functions are :

fu(5) = 01+ 20) (1= 50+ Sels) + 513 (= 51+ Z0)x(0)| + Pt
1) = (204 S0 160+ 51 fi(s) | + 209

(39)
where/,.(s) and/k(s) denote respectively the amputated charged pion and kaps,lBg (s)
and P,(s) being subtraction polynomials. In order to fulfill curremnservation, these poly-
nomials should vanish at= 0. Here, as in former studies [39,146 24], identifyirg PT and
P*PY loops has been found numerically justified.

If one compares with the corresponding formula€ in [24] &abion 2.1.1), one sees that
dm? andédg — supposed to reflect different properties of the chargednautialp mesons —
have been deleted. As the loop functions vanish-at0, one clearly hag’’ (0) = 1.

The pion form factor ine*e~ annihilations is not as simply derived. One needs first to
propagate the transformation in EQ.1(34) into the Lagram@ia. [92) and collect all contribu-
tions to, respectively)r, wg ande¢g. In this way, thel” — v couplings associated with the fully
renormalized vector fields become :

hVAV 04(8) \/iﬁ(s)

f’v—agﬁ(uz +3(1 — hy)Ay — 3 V2 (40)
5="3 v v)Ay = 3a(s) + vV2y(s)zy)

73 = 892 3y +38(5) +1(5)

including the mixing angle contributions. Using the Lagyem pieces given in Eq5.(99), one
can construct easily the pion form factor :

e o a hVAV e .gp7T7r e Gurr e g¢7r7r
Fi(s) = [ L= 5004 Sy 4+ 2550 | = B ()75 = EL () 20 = F () 2 (4D)

where :

_ %

ag
Gprr = 9 (1 _'_EV) y  Gurr =

ag
- T8 @2)

(L= h)Ay =a(s)), gom =

The loop corrected” — v transitions amplitudesy;. (s) are defined by :

Fy(s) = fi = Tlvy(s) . (V= pp, wr, ér) (43)

with the s—dependent loop termid ., (s) being defined in Appendix C. Allly,(s) are re-
quested to vanish at= 0 because of current conservation. The invergeopagatoD,,(s) is
defined by (see Eq._(B6)) :

Dyo(s) =5 —Ay(5) =5 — mf) —

IT,,(s) (44)
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F(s)

Fz(s) (1IF1)

Non—Resonant Term

1- g(l + Zv)}

a

hy Ay

)

p Mass Squared

ag? f2(1 + Zy)

ag’f2(1 + y)

mr Coupling g, %(1 +Xy) %(1 +3y)
: hy A
Amplitudesf) & f7 agf2(1+3y) | agf?(1+3y + V3 L aés) + \/ﬁg(s)zv)
/) hvAy | als) | V28(s)
- 1
pr + 3 + 3 + 3 2y
Renormalization factor of 1 1 Ay

KK couplings — —(1F—=)

ZA ZA 2

Table 1: Comparison of the pion form factor informatiorridecay and ir*e™ annihilation.
Second column lists only isospin 1 related information.He kast entry of the rightmost data
column, the upper sign refers 16" K~ pairs, the lower oK.
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As thep self-masdl,,(s) vanishes at = 0, one certainly ha®),0(0) = —mZ. Con-
cerning thev and¢ mesons, one can correspondingly write their inverse prajoag as :

mi = vai) (45)

2

Dy(s) = s —mi — Iyy(s) . (mg =my,

and one can legitimately assume their self-energies tovaisish ats = 0. Then, D, (0) =
—m?) andD,(0) = —zvmg should certainly be fulfilled. However (most of) theself-energy
cannot be computed in closed form and the 3—pion pa#t sélf—energy too. Therefore, con-
venient forms for their propagators should be considerdds iSsue is readdressed just below
for both mesons.

At this step, it is of concern to compare the properties ofislespin 1 part ofF’¢(s) with
FT(s). The mostimportant pieces of information are listed in bl The difference displayed
for the non—-resonant term is tiny. One can see that there mass difference between the
charged and neutral mesons, nor different couplings to a pion pair. Instead,tmbshe
difference is actually carried out by the transition amjliés (see the fifth data line in Table 1)
which are significantly—dependent, as can be inferred from Figures 6 and(7 in [46].

Finally, it is interesting to note that the renormalizatfastor introduced in couplings in-
volving a kaon pair plays in opposite directions for chargad neutral kaon pairs.

6.3 Thewnn Direct Coupling and the Condition F£(0) = 1

As can be seen from Eq$. (42), the fully broken HLS model heva#otal coupling of the

w to a pion pair given by :
a
Gurn = 5 11— hy)Ay — a(s)]

This expression illustrates that thew coupling in our model is priori a superposition of
a direct isospin breaking term and of another piece gertekgte@ector meson mixing through
kaon loops. This kind of sharing has been emphasized sdiraesd [48] 49]. The full data set
we use should give the most precise and motivated estimatibdee two pieces as this is still
presently controversial [48, 49, 164].

On the other hand, the parametrization of ¢heontribution to the pion form factor may
pose a conceptual problem related with the condifiy(0) = 1 which is worth addressing.

The pseudoscalar meson loops which enteriffi€ transition amplitudes (see Eqs. 132),
(35) and [(9¥)) behave &8(s) near the origin. The running vector meson masses (see Egs.
(36)) are such thak,(s) — A, (s) vanishes at the origin, while the two other differences Whic
come into Egs.[(36) tend to a non—zero constant. Therefdrdnitio, the mixing angles are
expected to fulfill :

B0) =~(0) =0, (0) #0 (46)

Even if clear in the previous publications using the loop imgxmechanism (Figure 7 in
[39] or Figure 6 in[[46] clearly show that(0) ~ —5% ), this was not explicitly pointed out.
Therefore, thes—dependenbw coupling generated by loop mixifgdoes not vanish at the
origin. This has some consequences.

YActually, the non—identically vanishing (s) function providing the vector meson mixing via loops is also
generated by isospin symmetry breaking, however in thequsmalar sector.
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Indeed, using Eqgs.[(40) and {42), and the vanishing pragsedi the functiondly ., (s),
Ty (s) andS(s) at the origin, one gets :

Feo) =14 2|0

e — (1 =hy)Ay

m,
o) “n
when keeping only the first—order terms in breaking pararaete

As already discussed at the end of the previous Subsedtisrmbtivated to assume the
self—-energ\ll,,,(s) vanishing at the origin. Moreover, this allows to stay cetesit with the
so—called "Node theorem" [65, 56]. Then, the inverse prapagD,,(s) = s — m’ — Il (s)
fulfills D,,(0) = —m;. This provides the vanishing of the last bracket in the fderabove
and, thus}F¢(0) = 1, whatever the values fdr,, Ay anda(0).

However, in most applications, for objects carrying suchagaw width as theo and ¢
mesons, one generally uses approximate inverse propageigr eithéf :

Dy(s) = s —m? +immyly (BW,) or Dy(s) =s—m? +iy/sly (BWy).

with values form, andT'y either taken from the Review of Particle Properties or eté&a
from one’s fits. Then, with either of these Breit—Wigner Bhapes, the conditioR¢(0) = 1
is not necessarily fulfilled. From our model results, thisdition is even violated at a few
percent level. However, it is easy to check that either of :

(remember that? = m?) and :

Dy(s) = s —m2 — —=(m2 —m% —i/sT,,) (BW},)

mp
certainly cures this disease. This turns out to paramethieer self—energyil,,(s) with an
ansatz which satisfies its vanishing at the origin.

It is worth stressing that using standard Breit—Wignerdhmages or their modified partners
provides practically unchanged fit results. This is due &fétet that thep andw masses (with
tilde or not) are close to each other, and then, the fasr/tmf, is very well approximated by 1
all along the sensitive region of thepeak.

In order to substantiate the possible changes, we have nooda using3W, andBW,’ as
inversew propagators. As a typical example of modification, one canparem,, = 782.44 +
0.06 MeV andT’,, = 8.46 & 0.09 MeV while fitting with BW,, andm,, = 782.49 + 0.06 MeV
andl’, = 8.36 & 0.08 MeV when using insteaBW,’. For definiteness, in the fits presented in
this paper,D,,(s) will be modified as just explained. A$0) = 0, the pion form factor value
ats = 0 is not sensistive to how the propagator is approximated.

Bwithin the ongoing discussion, phenomenological valueg.—@ot derived from the broken HLS model
parameters values— for vector mesons masses and widthdeaoted with a tilde symbol in order to avoid
confusion.
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Fr.(s) =

Fie)(s) = —

Even if our choice is motivated, others are certainly pdesals exemplified in [13, 49].
Transposed to our model, the just mentioned choice woulddut to weight the fullv con-
tribution to the pion form factor by a factey//n?, or s/m? which restorestc(0) = 1. The
behavior of this choice is identical to ours, basically heseai,, andm, are very close to each
other.

6.4 The Charged and Neutral Kaon Form Factors

We give here the annihilation cross sections/form factathiwthe extended BKY-BOC
breaking of the HLS Lagrangian. Cross sections and fornofaare related through :

2

ST 3| e ()2 (48)

olete” — PP) = 52

for any meson paiPP. gp = /s — 4m%/2 is the P momentum in the center—of—-mass system.
The kaon form factors are given by :

A -F -F, - F
[1 — 6L(2 + 2y + 25y + 2Ay — TA@ + Zv)} _ Ypr+K pv(s) _ GuK+K 7(3) _ YeK+K m(s)

= D,(s) D, (s) Dy(s)
a KOKOF 0770 F iy KOKOF,Y
7A<1—ZV+EV—AV+%<1_W»} %o D,,@)U ngé)ﬂ 9 D¢(a;<>
(49)

where they — V transition amplituded,., have been already defined (see Eq.] (43)). The
V KK couplings can be read off from the corresponding Lagrangiaces (Egs.[{100) and

(I01)).

The kaon form factors fulfill :
Fi(0)=1, Fi(0)=0 (50)

However, it is easy to check that these conditions are bdfiiéd, only if :

me _amd
DL(0) ~ Dy0) ! 1)

Therefore a fixed width Breit—Wigner shape for theshould be adapted as already dis-
cussed for the.

6.5 Parametrization of the¢ Propagator

As for the pion form factor, in order to fulfilF (0) = 1 and F; (0) = 0, one should
impose that they and¢ inverse propagators at= 0 are equal in magnitude and opposite in
sign to their respective Lagrangian massa% E zym? = zvmf,). Here again, this turns out
to parametrize the full self-enerdy,;(s) by an ansatz vanishing at= 0. For the two—body
loops, this is well known([39]; however, the three—body la®pot known in closed form (as
for I1,,,(s)).
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However, in contrast with the case for using :

s TR
Dy(s) = s — vai o (mi — zvmi — imel'y) (BW.) (52)
P

for the ¢ inverse propagator, instead of the usual (fixed widNY, form, should be further
commented, ag/zym, significantly differs fromm, normally fittedd (e.g. withBW,).

Even if anticipating on our fit results, it is worth discugsithis matter right now. As
far as cross sections are concerned, the two kinds of fitsgga@tmost identical results. In
order to yield this result, almost all parameters vary wthirors except 6 2y, which could
have been expected. However, it will be shown that this cbdras a marginal influence on
all information of physics importance. Anyway, such kindimformation is interesting as it
provides a hint on the model dependence of numerical reSilierefore, it has been of concern
to compare results obtained with eithe®#V, andBW,’, when appropriate.

Before closing this Section, one may note that, atdhgeak location {/s ~ 1020 Mev),
the modified Breit—Wigner lineshape provides :

2ym’ 4+ —— (2 — zym?) = [(1.020) MeV)?

which explains why the fit remains successful when usifig,” and also why should change
correspondingly, taking into account thaﬁ cannot much vary. The fit quality of the e —

KK cross sections will illustrate the validity of this paramizdtion of theg propagator.

6.6 The Coulomb Interaction Factor

Beyond modelling, there is an important issue to discusswdealing with the charged
kaon form factor. In the decay — K+ K —, and more generally as close to tRes threshold,
one has to take into account the Coulomb interaction amangrierging charged kaons. This
has been first addressedlin[[67] and recently readdressed¢arected) in[[477]. The net result
of this effect is to multiply the charged kaon cross sectipihe Coulomb factéfi :

2 \/§ — 4m?
Z(s):lljtwaeml;—v] , p=Y" K (53)
v

S

In [68], and later in([63], the cross section for charged ksaismmultiplied byZ (s) /Z (m).
This turns out to consider the Coulomb interaction as a lingakechanism which affects the
charged kaon sector and not the neutral one; as the cormdisgenbranching fractions are fit
independently, this should not affect their results. Ong juat have to remark that this turns
out to incorporate the Coulomb effects inside the corredpanestimates for the¢ — K+ K~
branching fraction.

®More substantially, with appropriate fits, one yiel@sym,, ~ 925 MeV, while a direct fit yieldsn,, ~ 1020
MeV!

17 1n fits with BW,, for the ¢ meson, one getsy = 1.368 & 0.005, while with BW, the fit returnszy =
1.472 £ 0.001.

18 Actually, the full electromagnetic correction factor is reacomplicated, but the main effect comes from
the Coulomb factor. One assumes that the kaon data whichbeere submitted to fit have been appropriately
corrected for soft photon corrections, which allows to @liotit the term name@; in [47].
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6.7 Aboutthes — K+K~ /¢ — K'K' Ratio

Up to well defined phase space factors generated by the kaes spditting, the partial
width ratiop - K*K~ /¢ — KK is the square of the correspondinglependent effective
coupling ratio. Neglecting for each coupling correctiogsis of order greater than 1, one can
derive from Eqgs.[(100) and (101) :

Jor+K- _ _\/izv — B(s) —7(s) [1—Ay] >~ —[1—Ay] (54)

9o KOR° \/§ZV + B(s) —(s)

where the last equation follows from remarking (see Figune [A6]) that the mixing angle
B(s) — defined by Eq. [(35) — is negligibly small compared\t@z,- in the ¢ mass region.
Therefore, this mechanism proposes a way for this ratio paddérom unity.

In their throughout study of the —» K*K~ /¢ — KK ratio, the authors of [47] exam-
ined this issue using several other mechanisms than thiamsheoncluded that none of them
was able to accomodate a coupling constant ratio smalleraha (in absolute magnitude).
The global fit, based on the suitably broken HLS model, presid new approach. In this
framework, the determination af 4 is constrained by bothTe~ — KK annihilation cross
sectionsseparatelyand by some more light meson anomalous decays, which afgndeon
Ay

7 The HLS Anomalous Sector

In order to treat radiative decayise. the VP~ couplings, and some important annihila-
tion channels (namely*e~ — 7%y, efe™ — ny andete™ — 7% *7~) within the HLS
framework, one needs to incorporate the appropriate Lagigarpieces. These are given by
the Wess—Zumino-Witten (WZW) terms |70,/ 71] which trachiadly account for the triangle
(AAP) and box AP PP) anomalies, together with the FKTUY Lagrangian pieces 233,

4
Lanom. = LWZW + Z Ciﬁi (55)

i=1

where the four; are constants left unconstrained by theory [28]. A closan@ration of the

FKTUY Lagrangian allows to identify five different piecesistéd in AppendiXx_D — and one
then remarks that the accessible physics is sensitive tiffieeencec; — ¢, and not to each of
them separately. One is then lafpriori with three unconstrained parameters [23].

When no breaking is at work, the amplitudes for the cou@gw andPyrtn~ at the
chiral point — computed within the FKTUY-HLS framewBik coincide with those directly
derived from the WZW piece in isolation [46]. Due to a sigrﬁ’}in the FKTUY Lagrangian
piece L 4y p, it was asserted in_[46] that the constraigt= ¢, was mandatory in order to

%Here and in the following?, denotes either of the®,  and,’ mesons.
2%¢.g. using Eq[(85)nd theV — ~ transitions provided by the non-anomalous HLS Lagrangian.
2lwe gratefully ackowledge B. Kubis (HISKP, Bonn Universitg) having kindly pointed out the issue.
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recover this property. Actually, this property is autoroalily satisfied[[22, 23]. In addition, we
have verified that this property is maintained within ouhfidroken HLS model.

However, the conditions = ¢4, which is fulfilled by VMD models([23] is successful and
only turns out to reduce the freedom in fits. Nevertheless, lrais examined relaxing this
condition and found that our fit results are well compatibithvihe constraints = c;.

7.1 Breaking the Anomalous HLS Lagrangian

At this step, the anomalous HLS Lagrangian can be written :

Lonom. = Laap + Lappp + Lyvp + Lyvppp (56)

with pieces listed in AppendixID. As for the non—anomalousSHLagrangian, each among
these pieces may undergo specific symmetry breaking indepéy of each other. This may
lead to plenty of free parameters as illustrated by M. Haskin56] who implemented com-
bined SU(3) and Isospin symmetry breakings in the anomaector.

A simpler mechanism has also been proposed for SU(3) brgdkirBramon, Grau and
Pancheri[[32, 33]; however, this was insufficient to accdontboth K*+0% — K0y de-
cay widths. In[[36] 39] it was proposed to supplement it withreaking of the vector field
matrix resembling a vector field redefinition. Quite unexpdly, this provides a (successful)
parametrization for th&* radiative partial widths identical to those proposed by @rplirgo
[72] within a completely different context. Interestingtitis combined mechanism leaves to-
tally unaffected the other sectors of thig¢ » piece we deal with; this is well accepted by all
data considered [36, B9]. This combined breaking mechahaesrbeen studied in detdil [46]
for all pieces ofL,,,.,,. with similar conclusions.

The combined breaking mechanism, as presented in [46],desdxamined by combining
SU(3) and Isospin symmetry breakings using the complegesktdiscussed below within the
minimization code underlying the present study. It was aaed that possible Isospin symme-
try breaking effects — not propagated from the field rededing provided by non—anomalous
HLS Lagrangian breaking — provide invisible effects. It wlasn decided to neglect this addi-
tional possible source of Isospin symmetry breaking, apénameter freedom it gives is found
useless.

Therefore, for sake of clarity, one only quotes the speatfios for the decay amplitudes
K50 5 K01y referring the interested reader o [46] for more informiati

As a summary, our dealing with the anomalous sector — exoepié limited K™ sector —
involves only 3 parameters:; — ¢, andes andey ; former studied [46, 24, 37] remain valid, as
the conditiorc, — c3 = 0 is well accepted by the data, as will be shown shortly.

7.2 Radiative Couplings

For what concerns the radiative decays of light mesons amd'ttt — P~ annihilation
processes, one needs 4 and an effective piece naméd,,, , defined below.

In terms of the final renormalized pseudoscalar fields andnaiss) ther® — 1 — 1’ mixing
defined in Sectiohl4, one can write :

3em 0 0

™
Lasp = =881 = )0, Ay g 4 G+ s | (6T
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At leading order in breaking parameters, the coefficigpts, are given b@ :

/

5A 4 € (Hzq—2 Sza+1 . € (bzy — 52A+1
0 1224 0p — 2 9} —{ 0 9}
Gr0nyy G +\/§{ 324 cosbtp f 324 smbp,+ \/§ 324 sm p+\/_ ) osbp
cosfp Bza — 2 14 2z4 AA sin Op 524+ 1 1— 24 Ay €
— — /9 _=2Aar &
I = 73 {3ZA(1+U)+ 1+222 2} V2 3alt0) V122 2 [T 3
sin Op Szg — 2 1+224 Ay cosbp [ Hza+1 1—24 Ay €
o = _ -4 2 A0 &
I =3 {3ZA(1+U)+”1+2Z?4 2 }+\[ 3 3ua(lto)  1+2:% 2 [ 3
(58)

These clearly depend on the breaking parameters: 4 andv (the PS nonet symmetry break-
ing) and on ther® — n — 1’ mixing scheme (see Eqgsl_(24)), especially on the singléttoc
mixing angled». One should note that, /¢, is another way to define the neutral pion decay
constant. The other equations also illustrate that theadleecoctet and singlet decay constants
as derivable from there have little to do with the standad#fmed oneg,e. from the currents
in Egs. [25). This question has raised some confusion whitivated the study iri [38].

In order to treat theete~ — 7’77~ annihilation process the part of th& ppp La-
grangian describing the so—called box anomalies is neddes.can be written :

Lippp = —iEE“VaBAH [gﬂoerwffY&ﬂTo + gmﬁﬂn,&ﬂ} + gn/WﬁTn{aﬂ}/] 8a7T_ag7T+

. 5 (59)
FE = _7r2f3 [1 — 1<Cl — C9 +C4):|
with :
1 A 0 in 0
oy = 1 |1 = 4 g (e V) - 2 (B o)
\/g 1—ZA AA 2ZA—|—1 AA . €
Gyr+n—y = 5D 1+ 2vam 5 cosp —q1— UZAW 5 V2sin Op| — 1
\/g 2ZA—|—1 AA 1 — ZA AA . 6/
gn’ﬂ+7r*’y = ﬁ 1-— UZAW 2 \/§COS¢9P —+ 1 + 2’UZA2ZIZ4ﬁ — 7 Slnep — Z
(60)

Egs. [58) and[(80) show how the triangle and box anomaly anu@s behave under
isospin, SU(3) and PS nonet symmetry breakings. One shaplelcally note the intricacy
of SU(3) and PS nonet symmetry breakings.

In order to derive the radiative decay couplings, an effecdtiagrangian has been built up
from Ly p and the non—anomalous Lagrangian in the same way aslin [A8 c&n be written
in terms of the renormalizef; fields :

Vo ) €g ¢4 +c3
wp =GP E,,0,As with G = T A
GF, = Z P [ng aupfl + gPuwy 8#“51 + gPey augbfl} t GrtpFy [WJF Oup, + 7 aupﬂ
P:ﬂ'O, m, 77/

(61)

220ne could expand th@ + v)~! factor and keep only the contributions of orders 1 andHowever, in the
present case, it does not simplify the expressions.
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The expression for the various coupling constamts, can be found in AppendixIE. In order
to derive the physical couplings, one should first apply taegformation given in Ed.(84) and
then collect the various contributions to each of the (re@dutrz, wr andgr.

Concerning thedV P couplings, it is quite interesting to compare the expressia Egs.
(108)-{110) with the corresponding oneslin|[39, 38], detiusing an approximate expression
for nonet symmetry breaking(the x parameter in the quoted papers). Indeed, the three vari-
ants by which nonet breaking occurs (see Eqsl(107)) are tbggther and can reasonably well
approximated byt.;r =1 —v~1—\/2.

7.3 Breaking theVV P and V PPP Anomalous Lagrangians

TheV PP P anomalous Lagrangian is given by :
Lyppp = —iDe"P {[gﬁwaﬂo + gpn Ol + +Gp ,,7)/} p
+ 9520 + gD + 49y 0| Wil + gi 0" G YOm0 ()

39(01 — C — 03)
4m2 f3

with D = —

where one has limited oneself to display tHéy7" 7~ sector. The leading terms of the cou-
plings occuring in this expression are given in Appendix F.

The Ly p Lagrangian piece plays an important role in the annihifeimcesg e~ —
797 T7~. Its relevant part is :

C

Lyyp = 56‘“’0‘5 {[@wfl -(1- hV)Avﬁupﬁﬂ {&lpgﬂ'_ + 8apg7r+} + —l—@upfl awglwo
J Ry Ry = R R ~ Ry Ry 0 Ncg2c3
T {g“”ro O oW+ Gpro upy aapﬁ + om0 0P, 804(1)6 } T } , (C=— A2 f )
(63)
where :
Gomo = Ay hoAy +c cos@p — \/2sin fp L V2 cos@p +sinfp
4 2V/3 2v/3
_ Ay cosfOp —/2sinbp V2 cosp + sinfp
0=——"—(1—hy)Ay +¢€ +¢€ (64)
_ V2 cosOp + sin Op cosfp — /2sinflp
Jon0 = —€ + €
ZA\/E ZA\/E

When going fromR;—renormalized to the fully renormalized vector fieldsone has to take
some care with attributing the-dependence between the two neutral fields of each monomial
in the second line of Eq.L.(63). This should be tracked for e@cliield while applying Eq.
39).

23In order to restore the conditian # c4, one should simply make in [39] the replacement (c3 + c4)/2.
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7.4 Theete™ — Byy Annihilation Cross Sections

Using the Lagrangian pieces given above, the transitioriadpsy* — P~ can be written
similarly to [4€] :

C3 + ¢4
2

T(y* — Pyy) =1iY |g Kpy(s) = (1= ca)Lp, | ¢ kuen(@)pacs(p) » Po=7",n, 1
(65)
whereY = —a,,, N./7 f, has been factored out.is the incoming photon momentumg (= s),

p the outgoing photon momentu¥(= 0) and N, = 3. The pieces provided bg 44 aréd

Lp=%n [ =9m g Sim (66)

30 Ts o T

using thegp, -, couplings defined in Eqs[_(58), where ttie— ¢4) has been factored out. The
resonance contributions are gatheredin (s) :

Kn@= Y D)

) PO = 7T07 m, 77, (67)
Vi=pR wR ¢R DVL(S)

where theHJVjO(s) —given in AppendiXx G — are the resonance coupling&tpand theFy . (s)
are thel” — ~ transition amplitudes defined in Eq._{43). Thg.(s) are the vector mesons
inverse propagators already encountered. The crosssgectém then be written :

_ 3mad [s—m% 1% .
U(€+€ — Po’)/) = 87T2f2 l . PO‘| |FP0’*{<S>|2

(68)

e C3 + c4
Fp.(s)=g 5 Kp,(s) = (1 = c4)Lp,

7.5 Theete — 7% tx~ Annihilation Cross Section

Following as closely as before the notationg in [46], the l#ongte for they* — 7 F7~ 7% is
given by :

T(y* = 77 7°) = [Taym(s) + Tork(s) + Tavp(s)] EHVQBEM(Q)PSP;_PE (69)

wheree,(q) (¢* = s) is the (heavy) photon polarization vectdfs,,, is the symmetric part
of the amplitude (in terms of ther 'final’ states), whileT,,, (denotedI), in [46]) breaks this
symmetry. We have found appropriate to introduce sepgrdtel contribution?4y p(s) to
the full amplitude generated by th&,, » Lagrangian piece (see Eqs$._(105)); its first term is

24 The corresponding expressions giveniin [46] carry a miespiEach of the right-hand sides of Egs. (41) is
missing a factor of 2.

29



symmetric in terms of ther ‘final’ states. One h&s :

Tyym(s) = #ffs [4gﬂo7r+7r7(1 _ Z[cl — et )
—Zg[cl — cg — ¢c3](N1(s) + No(s)) + gng(l + ZV)CgNl(S)NQ(S)}
e 13 Fy(s) Fy(s) (70
Tyi(s) = #ffs [§m29(1 n zv)@,} l%(%(s) + Na(s)) + gz—(j)m(s)]
Tavp(s) = _47::f3 [04 ; 63 m?(1+ Xy)| [Na(s) + 3N3(s) + 9Ng(s)]

where all parameters and functions have been already deéireept for theV;(s) functions
which are given and commented in Apperldix H. One has kept ab amipossible the notations
used in[[46] in order to exhibit the effects of our additiorsalspin symmetry breaking effects
by simple inspection. Finallyi'4y p(s) identically vanishes whep, = cs.

The differential cross section writes :

dolete” = mtr a0 e
dz dy 19272

s°G(2,Y)|Toym(s) + Torr(s) + Tavp(s)?  (71)

using the ¢ andy) parametrization proposed by E. Kuraev and Z. SiligadzgWir® provided
the kernel functiorG(z, y) reminded in Appendik H. Note also that eachiof,,(s), Tp-i(s)
andT4y p(s) also depend om andy.

8 Ugraded Breaking of the HLS Model : A Summary

In the former studies performed along the present lines48924], roughly speaking, one
incorporated nonet symmetry and SU(3) symmetry breakingenpseudoscalar (PS) sector.
In the vector meson sector, only SU(3) symmetry breakingasasidered.

However, some important effects can be already attributésbspin breaking effects in the
PS sector. Indeed, itis the non—vanishing character of tkimgtangles”«(s) andj(s) which
inducess—dependent — w andp — ¢ mixings at the one loop level. This nhon—vanishing of the
a(s) andp(s) functions proceeds from the kaon mass splitting which s¢la& symmetry be-
tween the neutral and charged kaon loops and, then, allost®tuse the analytic functian(s)
as non—identically vanishing. Therefore, except forithe¢ system which would mix anyway
at one loop, the full loop mixing mechanism for vector mesisrthe prominent consequence
for this limited account of isospin break@g

This quite limited breaking scheme, allows already for adyaccount([39, 46, 24] of the
available data. However, within the realm accessible toHh& model, two experimental
issues remain unsolved :

25 The N5 contribution was wrongly omitted in the study [46]; the emas due to having missed that the two
occurences of the functionin the numerator in the last Equatidn (115) come with twoedlght arguments(.
ands). The authors of the study [46] apologize for this inconesie.

26Actually, as noted in previous works [39),P and V'V loops contribute to the vector meson mixing; the
effect of these additional loops can be considered as abddpthe subtraction polynomials of the kaon loops.
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i) The dipion spectrum lineshape indecays is consistent with expectations frefre~
annihilations|[39] 46], but not its absolute scalel [24].

ii) The partial width ratio (¢ — K+K~)/T'(¢ — K°K") is found inconsistent with all re-
ported expectations [47]. Obviously, this inconsistenmpagates to the corresponding
ete™ annihilation cross sections.

The first topic has been shown to get a satisfactory — but méeqie- solution by allowing
some difference betweg and p* meson properties to be fitted from data. If the effect of
a non-vanishingm?® = m2, — m2. was found small, those generated by a non-vanishing
09 = gporta- — 9p=ro-+ Was found especially significant [24]. Moreover, some riésgaf the
T spectra, consistent with the reported experimental scadertainties remained unavoidable.

The second topic is experimentally addressed by consgl¢®®, 69] that the Coulomb
interactio®] plays as a symmetry breaking mechanism which modifies th&)S#elationship
JoKTK~ = Jypoxc? between coupling constants tgy,x+x- = 9o K0 Z(m7). This ap-
proach, which turns out to consider the Coulomb interac®aome breaking effect, may look
unsatisfactory; anyway, it does not fit with our breakingesube.

These two issues motivated an upgrade of the breaking scbitihne HLS model in order
to check whether an acceptable solution can be derived. Atkason to isospin breaking of
the BKY-BOC breaking mechanismaspriori an obvious candidate to examine. This has been
done in the preceding Sections with several interestinglasions, which can be summarized
as follows :

j) One does not find any signal for a mass or a coupling difiezdretween the® and p*
meson&. However the coupling difference betweenr v andp — W might be enforced
with respect to[39, 46, 24] if the breaking parameter prodycd\ is found significantly
non-zero (see Table 1),

jj) Everything goes as if the universal couplipgemains unchanged in the anomalous sec-
tor, while one observes thatis effectively modified tay(1 + >y/) for the whole non—
anomalous sector. Therefore, isospin breaking in the HL8ahgenerates some mild
disconnection between anomalous and non—anomalous pescetich needs to be ex-
plored.

jii) The partial width ratiol'(¢p — KTK~)/T'(¢ — KOFO) is found subject to isospin
breaking in a novel way compared with the various possiediexamined in [47],

Topicsj andjj are both important for scale issues. Indeed, by discommpsbmewhat
more than before the ratio of transition amplituges~ andp — 1V, one allows the HLS model
to get more freedom for the purpose to account for scale $ssdere important, both and
ete” physics share the same universal couplif@ ¢ X)), but it is no longer common with
the scale of the anomalous processes which remains goveynedloreover, none among the
anomalous couplings, all displayed in several of the Appms] exhibits a dependence upon

2The functionZ (s) in Eq. (53).

28E|ectromagnetic effects beyond the HLS model and the BK Yakirey scheme may, of course, change a little
bit this picture; however, the phenomenological consegegnf letting free this mass difference are known to be
negligible [24] as reminded before.
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Yy. Stated otherwise, the anomalous couplings — which fix takes®f the anomalous meson
decay and annihilation processes — no longer constraindheamomalous process scales as
sharply as formerly assumed [39, 46| 24].

Concerning the topics andjjj , it should be stressed that the parameétgrgoverning the
change of this ratio is not involved only in the ratio. Indeedch of thete~ — KK~ and
ete~ — KK cross sections should keep valid absolute scales sepaidtaieover, as clear
from Appendices H,IE,IG arid H, and from Eds.| (58) andl (60) gamve, this change of scale
should also fit with all anomalous processes, includingrthes v~ partial width, now within
the partial width data sample submitted to the global fit.

Before ending up this Section and this Part, let us remarktheaupgraded breaking of
the HLS model allows to address the question ofthe- » — ’ mixing in an unusually large
context. Moreover, as seen in Subsection 6.3, the exactsteuof theorw coupling discussed
several times in the literature [48,/164 | 49] can also be emathwithin the largest possible data
set.

A last remark is worth being emphasized. The scale treatemghthe partial width ratio
guoted ini andii, within the upgraded breaking of the HLS model show up asdwfq erent
aspects of theame mechanism. Indeed, the former proceeds from applying thended
BKY-BOC breaking scheme t6,,, while the latter follows from applying the same mechanism
to L 4.

9 The Data Sets and Their Handling

In this Section, we outline the data sets submitted to thieajliit and the way correlated and
uncorrelated uncertainties are dealt with. Nothing readly is involved here compared to what
is already stated in [39, 46, 24], except for the data setscated with theete™ — KTK~
andete~ — KK’ cross sections. One may, thus, consider that this Sectjdo & large
extent, a simple reminder provided in order to ease the mgaufithe present paper.

9.1 TheeTe™ — ntn™ Data

Four data sets have been collected recently in NovosibtrdkeaVEPP2M ring. The first
one [74]75], covering the region from about 600 to 960 Me¥]agmed to carry a remarquably
small systematic error0(6%). Later, CMD-2 has published two additional data sets, one
[76] — covering the energy region from 600 to 970 MeV - is siggubto reach a systematic
error of 0.8%, and a second set [[77] closer to the threshold region (frotht87/520 MeV)
has an estimated systematic error0df%. On the other hand, the SND collaboration has
published|[[78] a data set covering the invariant mass refgam 370 to 970 MeV. Except for
the two data points closest to threshold which carry a sizsydtematic erroB(2%), a reported
systematic uncertainty df.3% affects this spectrum. These four data sets may be refesred t
in the following as "new timelike datal [39].

When dealing with these data sets, statistical and unedeebkystematic uncertainties have
been added in quadrature as usual. However, these fouretatalso carry a common corre-
lated systematic uncertainty estimated % which affects all of them in the same way [79].
This is accounted for by modifying appropriately the cogade matrix as outlined in [39, 46]
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— see also Subsectidn D.7 below — and by accounting for tleesd#itto data set correlations.
This is performed by treating these four data sets altogedkéf they were subsets of a single
(merged) data set.

In order to be complete, we have also included in our fit aladat the pion form factor
collected formerly by the OLYA and CMD Collaborations asuked in [80] and the DM1
data [81] collected at ACO (Orsay). These data will be ref@iio globally as "old timelike
data”. The systematic uncertainties carried by OLYA dafa)(and CMD %) contain an un-
correlated part which has been added in quadrature to tbetegstatistical errors. A common
correlated part of the systematics, conservatively estich@ 9] to 1%, has been dealt with ap-
propriately. Instead, the accuracy of the DM1 data set bpoay and its weight marginal, we
did not find any need to go beyond the published uncorrelatedse

9.2 Theete™ — (7°/n)y Data

Since 1999, several data sets on the anomalous annihileti@amelse*e~ — 7%y and
ete” — 1y have been made available by the CMD-2 and SND Collaboratiomsir analysis,
we only use the provided data points upte = 1.05 GeV.

The first one used is the data set from CMD=2 [82] onshdinal state f — 7~ 7°)
which carries a systematic error of 4.8%. CMD-2 has alsoigenl/[83] a second data set on
the ny final state, tagged with the decay mage— 37°. The systematic uncertainty carried
by this sample is estimated to 6.1% and 4.1% for, respegtitted energy regions below and
above 950 MeV. More recently, CMD-2 has also published twoamata sets [84] covering
both the(7°/n)~ final states, tagged with the 2—photon decay modes, in thgenegion from
600 to 1380 MeV. These are reported to carry a 6 % systematic er

The SND Collaboration has recently published [85] two défe data sets for they final
state with an estimated systematic uncertainty-of.8 %. The first one covers the energy
region from 600 to 1360 MeV and the second from 755 to 1055 MeSample covering the
energy range from 600 to 970 MeV for thd — ~~ decay mode was also published|[86].
Finally, two data sets for botfr/n)~ final states with 14 data points (from 985 MeV to 1039
MeV) from SND [87] are also available; these exhibit the mloeter systematic error af.5%.

Altogether, these two Collaborations have provided 86 nn@gsent points for thete™ —
7% cross section and 182 fere~ — 7y for /s < 1.05 GeV. Preliminary analyses [46] did
not reveal any need to split up correlated and uncorreladet$ pf the systematic errors for
the (n/7")y data samples. Nevertheless, we have made a few checks bydogfit results
derived by adding in quadrature statistical and systenuaibertainties with fit results derived
assuming the reported systematic error to be 100% bin-#eesrelated. We did not observe
any significant difference. Therefore, when analyzing¢he™ — (7°/n)~ data, the reported
statistical and systematic uncertainties have been siagudgd in quadrature as in [46].

9.3 Theete — n%rt7~ Data

This channel is important as it provides a single place wtier&ox anomaly sectar [70,[71]
is present. Other physics channels involving the box angimahen /1’ sectors existf/n’ —
77~ ~) and may be relevant. However, the overall experimentahgin is unclear [37, 46],
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even if the Crystal Barrel data sample [53] may look secuteerg&fore, we find preferable to
wait for confirmation with new data samples which could conoef BES and KLOE.

There are several published data sets forethe — 7%7z+7~ annihilation channel with
various statistical and systematic uncertainties. We ifadtided in our data sample the data
sets collected by CMD-2 which consist of a measured samplericg thew region [75]
affected with a global scale uncertainty of 1.3% and two &hehich cover the region with
a reported scale error of, respectively, 4.6% [88] and 1/8% [The most recent CMD-2 data
sample([90] also covers theregion with a scale uncertainty of 2.5%.

SND has published two spectra covering altogether the mefgion 0.44 to 1.38 GeV, the
former below 980 MeV/[91], the latter above [92]. For bothalsamples, the correlated part of
the systematic uncertainty has been extracted in order teebted as a scale uncertainty (3.4
% for [91] and 5% for([92], respectively); the uncorrelatedts have been added in quadrature
with the reported statistical errors.

Former data sets are also considered which cover the ragiogtiveen they and¢ peaks
where physics constraints are valuable. The most usefldéws collected by the ND Collab-
oration with 10% systematics and can be found in [93], theedas a small data sample from
CMD [94] providing 5 measurement points with 15% systensaiticthe intermediate region.
Concerning these two complementary data samples, we pedsiin [46] and do not extract
the correlated part of the systematics as the accuracy isgmuugh that this could not lead
to visible effects in global fits. Finally, there also existsmall data sample from DML [95]
which has been used for illustrative purposes only [46].

The analysis of these data samples has been performed! inh@8gver, as théVs term
which contributes to the cross section (see Eql (70)) wasingjsthe analysis is redone and
the conclusions revisited.

9.4 Thert — 7*7% . Data

In the collection of data samples submitted to global fittiwg also use the ALEPH [40],
CLEO [42] and BELLE [[41] data sets. When dealing withlata, it is important to note that
the relevant quantity, sensitive to the spectrum lineshaykto its absolute normalization is
given by : n n

1 dlr(s 1 dN(s

I, ds BWN ds (72)
wherel; is the full 7 width, B, the branching ratio tarv, and1/NdN(s)/ds is the normal-
ized spectrum of yields as measured by the various expetanen

The data published by the ALEPH Collaboration corresponetctly to the quantity shown
in the left—hand side of Eq_(¥2). Instead, each of CLEO antlEEhas published separately
the normalized spectrum of yields and the measured bragehtio 5,... In ther data han-
dling, we have considered the reported uncertainties osetheeasured, .’s as bin—to—bin
correlated scale uncertainties; these come into the \&gidassociated with each data set in
the way reminded in Subsectibn B.7. Stated otherwise, treep@longer fitted as previously
done [24].

Following closely the experimental information provided[d0], [41], [42], the scale un-
certainties have been estimated to 0.51% (ALEPH), 1.53%gBend 1.74% (CLEO). On the
other hand, a possible absolute energy scale uncertaift@¥ r.m.s. affecting the CLEO data
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samplel[42] has not been found significant/[39, 24] and is nositered in the present study.
All these experiments have provided their statistical aygiesnatic error covariance matrices;
these are the main ingredient of thgfunctions used in the fits.
As the HLS model relies on the lowest mass vector meson narlgt ib cannot access
I'; which is therefore taken from the Review of Particle Praper{96]. Finally, our model
provides|[39] :
dl“m(s) . |Vud|2G%

ds 6473 m3 |F7:(S>|2G0<5) (73)
with : A2 2,2 4 o
Gols) = 32 e 2 g
(74)
0 _ \/[s — (Mmgo + mq+)?][s — (Mo — Mg+ )?]

2V/s
and F7(s) is given in Eqg. [(3FF). Isospin symmetry breaking specific &f thdecay will be
considered and taken into account as emphasized in Se&ion 1

Of course, the published spectra extend much beyond the validity range of the HLS
model, as this presently stands. Therefore, when usingitave to truncate at somevalue.
Consistency with the treatment of scan data would imply adation at 1.05 GeV. However,
various studies [41, 24] showing the behavior of fit residilearly observe that ALEPH data
on the one hand and Belle and CLEO data, on the other handyiexidonsistent behavior
starting in the).9 — 1. GeV region. Therefore, we have preferred truncating thetspe atl.
GeV, where the three spectra are in reasonable agreemérgaah other.

9.5 Theete~ — KK Data

Several data sets have been collected by the CMD-2 and SNBGahtions on both anni-
hilation cross sectionste~ — K+K~ andete~ — KK . Here also, we have discarded the
data points above 1.05 GeV.

The oldest data sets, published by CMD-2![88], provide thecsp for both the neutral
and charged decay channels with a systematic uncertaif¥oofRecently CMD-2 has rean-
alyzed four data sets for the neutral decay modé [97] gettimgll systematic errors (1.7%).
More recently, CMD-2 has also published two scans of theggthmode spectrurm [98] with a
systematic uncertainty of 2.2%.

On the other hand, SND has published in 2001 several dat§68its 2 for the charged
decay channel with a systematic error of 7.1%, 2 data seteindutral mode witlg — 7°7°
and 2 more withKs — 77—, with respectively 4.2% and 4.0% systematics.

The quoted systematics are treated as correlated scalgainteas outlined in Subsection
0.7 below.

9.6 The Partial Width Data Set

In order to work out the fit procedure and get enough congtraim the physics parameters
of the model, an important input is the set of decay partiatiag [39]. All decay modes of
the formV P~ and P~ not related with the cross sections listed above should bsidered.
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This covers the radiative partial widths — 7+, ¥ — wy and¢$ — n’y on the one hand
and(n'/n/m%) — ~v on the other hand. They have been extracted from the Revi@artitle
Properties[[96]. The accepted values for radiative pantidths for K** — K*vy and K** —
K%y have also to be used [96].

As the currently available data arfe~ — 77~ stop slightly below 1 GeV, the phase
of the 9 — 77~ amplitude and its branching ratio as measured by SND [99}elevant
pieces of information, not included in the above listed hitaiion datal. In contrast, the
corresponding information for themeson is irrelevant as it is fully contained in the amplitude
forete™ — ntn~ (see Eq.[(41)) and is already part of the data sample.

With respect to former studies within the same framewori,ahly new piece of informa-
tion included in the fit data set is the partial width — . Indeed, as can be seen from Egs.
(58), the corresponding amplitude may constrainas well as thete~ — K K annihilation
amplitudes.

In fits involving all the above quoted annihilation channelse has no longer to consider
the leptonic widthgp° /w/¢) — eTe~ and the decay width&°/w/¢) — (n/7%)~ as they are
essentially extracted from some of the cross sectionsllebeve which permanently enter our
fit procedure.

Therefore, the additional decay information to be used patito final fits represents in
total 10 more pieces of information.

9.7 Outline of the Fit Procedure (The Method)

For all data sets listed above, one always has at one’s disjhesstatistical error covariance
matrix. For scan data, this may include the uncorrelatet gfathe systematic errors; if not
done at start, enough information is generally providedlomeone to perform this (quadratic)
sum. In the case of data, the systematic error covariance matrix may be pravinethe
experimental groups (as ALEPH [40], for instance).

In this case, for each group of data sets£—, 7%, ny, 7*nm 7% KTK~, KK, 7t n0)
one computes the partigf :

2= (m— M)"V~(m — M) (Experiment # 1) (75)

using matrix notations, and denoting yand M/ the measurement vector and the correspond-
ing model function vector) is the error covariance matrix already referred to. The tionc
to minimize is simply the sum of thg?.

Actually, this is the procedure to estimaté when the corresponding data sample is not
subject to an overall scale uncertainty. If such a scalertzmioty takes place for some data set,
one should perform a modification.

Let us assume that the data & subject to a scale uncertainty; this is supp@t{dbe a
random variable (0, o) of zero mean (unbiased) and with r.mzsindependent of. Then any

29 However, one might have to be cautious with these data. thdeeemphasized i [46] — see Section 13
therein — the single piece of information truely model inglegent is the produdi..5.,.. Thereforeseparate
values for53.. andB,, given as "experimental” values in the various releases®Review of Particle Properties,
are actually model dependent to an unknown extent.

30In practical use, a data seti#subject to a scale uncertainty is supposed to have been corrected in order
to absorb a possible bias; this is the reason why the comelépg random variable is supposed unbiased, e.g.
carrying zero mean. If not, EJ.{[76) should be modified bygeningX; — X; — X, 0.
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fit corresponds to gettingne sampling of=(0, o), named);. In this case, Eq.L(75) should be
modified to : \2

C=m—M—=—AN"V ' m—M— AN] + ; (76)
where [100]A is traditionally the vector of the model valu@$ and the other notations are
obvious. One can solve fov, which turns out to perform the change :

0.2

T AV D

V= W (o?) = [V 4 0244"] =V

in Eq. (Z5). The modified covariance matfiX depends on the vectot. As just stated, the
best motivated choice for the vectdris the model functio = M. However, this implies
a recursive determination of the modified covariance magud, therefore, recalculating (or
inverting) large matrices at each step of the minimizatimcpdure (several hundreds of times
for each fit attempt). It happens, however, probably bec#usexperimental data we deal
with are already accurate enough, that choosing m (i.e. the measurement vector of the
corresponding experiment) does not sensitively affectréselts and strongly improves the
convergence speed of the minimization procedure [46]. 8fbeg, unless otherwise stated, we
always perform this approximation.

9.8 The Discarded Data Sets

There exists data sets which have been discarded for thenprssidy. The most important
are the three data sets collected using the Initial StatéaRawl (ISR) method by the KLOE
[17,119] and BaBar [18] Collaborations. These suppose aifgpstatistical treatment as the
structure of the reported systematic errors is much morgt®mathan for any set of scan data.
The method used in [46] for KLOE 2008 data [17] allows to dedhwbut should be studied
carefully with each ISR data set separately.

In order to keep clear the message of the present study, vier priding using now data
sets invoking delicate statistical methods. Therefore,I8R data sets [17, 19, 118] will be
treated in a forthcoming publication. Because of their tattistics, if well understood, these
data samples may improve the physics results derived byg tissnmodel and the fit procedure
presented in this study.

Other data sets could have been useful :

e Those providing the pion form factor in the spacelike regitwse tos = 0 [101,/102].
Indeed such data could severely constrain the pion fornorfactthe threshold region.
This was illustrated in [39] where an archaic form of our mdaes been used. However,
we gave up using them — especially [101] — because there is saspicion concerning
their estimated overall scale. Such a kind of data would rilegkess help in getting more
precise information og — 2.

e More data involving the box anomaly, especially in they sectors may also help in
constraining the model parameters. For instance, theigpectra im/n" — 77~
provide such information. Some available data collecte{Bif}, especially those for
n — wtx~~ provided by the Crystal Barrel Collaboration [53], might densidered
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sometime. However, new data sets on this subject, with latgdistics and better sys-
tematics should come from the KLOE and BES Collaboratiospgeially concerning
the decay process — w7~ 7. These are certainly more easy to handle than the
ete” — prto~ annihilation data whicln finecarry the same physics information.

9.9 The Physics Parameter Set

It looks appropriate to give the list of the free model partergeto be fitted from data. The
model parameters are of various kinds :

e The basic HLS (4) parameters : the universal vector coupliige relative weight. of
the Lagrangian pieceS, and Ly, expected: ~ 2 from most VMD models; finally the
weightsces, ¢4 andc; — ¢, of the anomalous FKTUY Lagrangian pieces to be added to the
HLS Lagrangian in order to address the full set of data oedlim the above Subsections.

e SU(3) breaking parameters which modifies the physics cowtfethe HLS Lagrangian
(za, zv andzy), together with the parameter namednhich accounts for nonet symmetry
breaking in the pseudoscalar sector. This amounts to adb4al

e The isospin breaking parameteks,, Xy, Ay andhy which affect the non—anomalous
HLS Lagrangian. These represent the Direct Isospin Brgakiachanism introduced in
this paper through the BKY mechanism.

e Some parameters [61] allowing th€ — n — 1’ mixing. Then — 1’ mixing anglef» and
the parameters named abevand¢’, which may account for, respectively, theé—» and
7% — 1/ mixings. The last couple of parameters is not importangfer2 estimates but
may provide interesting physics information. One may apdite on fit results by saying
that the conditiord, = 0 is well accepted by the data as in previous analyises [38]; as
a matter of consequendg can be (and will be) chosen as entirely fixed by the nonet
symmetry breaking paramet&r(see Eqs.[(26)). One will also see that the pande
can be safely replaced by a single free parameéter [61]. Tdrerehe number of really
free parameters accounting for the—  — n’ will be reduced to one.

e Some subtraction parameters (8) involved in the mixing fioms of vector mesons, in
the p meson self-energy and in the- V' transition amplitudes.

e Some more parameters (4) describing the mass and width o&theww and¢ mesons.
As a detailed description of the loop corrections to thereinse propagators is of little
importance for the present purpose , there is no need to gmbey

Stated otherwise, only the parametérg, >y, Ay andhy are new and all others have been
already dealt with in previous releases of the present n{88¢K6, 24].

One may be surprised to face a so large numbetX) of parameters to be fitted from data.
This only reflects that the number of physics pieces of intram and of processes to account
for is also exceptionnally large : more than 900 data positsannihilation channelst(" 7,
70, ny, KK~ K'K°, 7+7~7°), 10 radiative decay mode¥ P+, P~y including now the
70 — 4~ partial width), thep — 77~ decay and finally the dipion decay mode of the
lepton. All these pieces of information should get simuiausly a satisfactory description.
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It should be stressed that the parameter space is shargyramed, as will be confirmed
and illustrated by the present study. One should also stihessher*7—, 7%y andn~y cross
sections, together with the decay modes referred to abtioe, already a good determination
of all fit parameters except for twoc; — ¢, andA 4. The former is derived from fitting the 3
pion cross section, the second from fitting b&t annihilation channels. Actually, in order to
accurately determingy,, the dipion spectrum in the decay of théepton also plays a crucial
role.

This peculiarity leads us to a motivated critical analydithe availabler* 7= 7%, KK and
T data sets. As one plans to motivate a value for the hadronicibation tog — 2, our dealing
with the corresponding data should also be motivated.

As far as cross sections are concerned, it is already knawwn @ur previous studies that
ther*7~, 7%y andn~y annihilation cross sections are very well described withsrmultaneous
fit including also the decay data already listed. This cardes $n [39] 46]; indeed Figure 2 in
[39] and Figures 1 and 2 in [46] are indistinguishable fromanik derived in the present study.

10 Reanalysis of ther*7~7" Annihilation Channel

Taking into account the error described in Footihote 25, tiadyais of the model description
of the 77" data is worth being redone. We take profit of this case in crmlexemplify
how the dealing with data sets is done.

The available 3—pion data sets can be gathered into 3 diffgreups :

i/ The former data set collected by the Neutral Detector (NDN@atosibirsk and published
in [93] : we include in this group the few data points frdmI|[9%Fhese mostly cover the energy
region in between the and¢ peaks.

il A CMD-2 data set covering the region [75] together with a corresponding SND data
sample[[91] which actually extends up to 980 MeV.

iii/ Several CMD-2 data sets covering theegion and extracted frormn [88,189,/90], accom-
panied by a data set from SND [92] starting at 970 MeV.

The small data sample from DM [95] is used for illustrativegmses and is not included
in the fit procedures. It would not influence the fit results.

In fit procedures, it is very hard to ramNUIT nhormally because integrating the parameter
dependent 3—pion cross section (see Hgs. (70)and (71pnepbhibitive the execution time.
Therefore, we still use here the iterative method descrdvetimotivated in Section 10.3 of
[46].

The choice of the 3—pion data sets considered in the globabstperformed in [46] re-
lying on the data sets listed in Indeed, ther*7~ data used in the global fit serve to fix all
parameters, except for theand¢ mass and width parameters which are derived from having
included ther®y andny cross sections; therefore, the ND data having a large lever(see
downmost Figurgl5), they are alone able to determine aadyrde value for; — ¢, (see third
line in Figure’3).

Here one proceeds otherwise in order to learn more as eatte gfist above mentioned
data set carries intrinsically a value far— c,. Nevertheless, the group of data sets needed in
order to fix all parameters except far— c, has been enlarged : Beside thier—, 7% andny
cross sections, we have included théecay information from ALEPH, Belle and CLEO. This
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will be justified later on. On the other hand, one assumes ¢, which is justified in Section
[185.

Fits are performed by including either the CMD-2 data setSND data sets, each in
isolation. On the other hand, separate (and independengrétperformed in either of the
and ¢ regions. Therefore, in these fits, theregion fits are not influenced by theregion
information and conversely. Moreover, CMD-2 and SND da¢aret influencing each other.
The data sets associated with the so—callethd ¢ regions is not ours; it has been performed
by the experimental groups who published the correspontiita sets separately.

It should be stressed, especially in the present case,hbatdtion of data set covers, as
importantly, the data points, the full error covariance neat {.e. including the correlations
reflected by the non—diagonal entries), and all the additipreces of information provided
by the experimental groups. Among this last kind of inforimatthe global scale uncertainty
included in the systematics should be suitably accounted As far as scan data are con-
cerned, the statistical methods we use are the standatdl{tek) methods briefly reminded
in Subsection 9]7.

The results of these fits are summarized in Figlire 1 and areneoted on now. As a word
of caution, it should be noted that the experimental erdoosv® in these plots are the quadratic
sum of the reported statistical and systematic errors,ecéigh all correlations. As the error
bars do not (and cannot) take into account the correlatibiey,should only be considered as
a visual indication of what is going on. The real distance atbdoints to its best fit curve is
instead accurately reflected by thgvalues which, indeed, take appropriately into account all
the reported pieces of information about the error covaganatrix.

Top left Figuré 1 shows the fit of only the CMD-2 data in theegion; this provides a good
fit (x*/npoints = 110/80) returningc; — ¢, = 1.21 4 0.10. Top right FigurdL shows the
case for the SND data in theregion in isolation; the fit is much bettey{/npoints = 26/33)
but returnsc; — ¢ = 2.18 4+ 0.13. These two fit values for; — ¢, differ by ~ 100, clearly
tagging an inconsistency between the CMD-2 and SND datarstts ¢ region.

On the other hand, one has performed likewise forthiegion in isolation. One then gets
for CMD-2 data a large?/npoints = 26/13 with ¢; — ¢, = 1.29 + 0.04 (bottom left Figure
). A closer examination of these data shows that an impopian of this relatively large >
is due to only the first data point which falls right on the et axis in this Figure.

Instead, the SNDu region data yieldy? /npoints = 48/49 ande; — ¢o = 1.12 £ 0.06
(bottom right FiguréIl). These two fit values far— ¢, differ by ~ 3o; then, one may consider
that the CMD-2 and SND data sets in theegion are in reasonable agreement with each other.

One should note from fitting the SND data set, the important effect of correlations : In
the bottom right Figurgll, the large distance of the (SNDadtints to their fitting curve is
compensated by the correlations in such a way tAatpoints remains guite reasonable. The
high level of compensation can be checked by computing tiagtohal” pav@ of the x2 which

31The numbers for? /npoints are the 3—pion sample contributions to the glopaland its number of data
points. One cannot provide the number of degrees of freedoseeeral hundreds of (other) data points are
involved in each fit.

32Denoting byV the full covariance matrix constructed as explained in 8atisr{9.7, the (full)? can be split
up into its diagonal partZ,,, = >-,; Vi, (A)? and its non—diagonal past’,,,, siay = > iz; Vi, Aid;, where
A; is the difference of thé’” measurement and the corresponding value of the theoretimssd—section.
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reflects the visual impression provided by the bottom rightfe[1; one getgflmg = 5541

In addition, one has found instructive to plot the CMD-2 datgether with the SND ones
and the fit performed to the SND data in isolation. Thus, th#obo right Figure_1L illustrates
that the correlations reported by SND allow a reasonablenstcuction of the cross section
valid for both the SND and CMD-2 data sets.

For information, the fit performed using only the ND cEtgields X% /npoints = 25/37
andc; — c; = 1.30 £ 0.06, in good accord with the previous fit resujt— ¢; = 1.17 £ 0.07,
derived under comparable conditions (see second data natuiable 3 of[[46]); the difference
between these two estimates fr ¢, can be attributed to the influence of thelata samples.

The various estimates for —c, derived from our fits are gathered in Figlfe 3 using obvious
notations. Using the fit values for — ¢,, as tag of consistency, this plot clearly shows that the
¢ region SND data set behaves differently from the other tipem data sets.

From these considerations, one can conclude that :

¢ In thew region, there is a good agreement between CMD-2 and SND mbatawithin
the filter of our model.

¢ In the ¢ region, at minimumy?, one can get a reasonable description of both CMD-2
and SND data, but with much different values for the fit parmrseas reflected by their
c; — ¢y values.

Therefore, one observes a qualitative difference betwk&iMD—-2 data and the SND data in
thew region, on the one hand, and the SND data irgthegion, on the other hand.
One has pushed a little further the analysis by two more sefiéts :

e One has simultaneously submitted to fit the CMD-2 and SND blattanly in the¢ re-
gion. One gets the result shown in Figlre 2. The fit might I@zisonablex? /npoints =
176/113) and returng; — co = 1.9440.07, close to the SND value, as can be seen from
Figure3.

e One has submitteebparately to fit the CMD-2 data and the SND ones bithultaneously
in thew and¢ regions. The CMD-2 data retunyt /npoints = 136/93 with ¢; — ¢, =
1.314:0.04, while the SND data returg® /npoints = 102/82 with ¢; —c, = 1.2340.06.
Figurel4 displays the corresponding best fit curves with elmmrimpos@. Evenif the
x?%/npoints and the fit value for; — ¢, are reasonable, top right Figure 4 leads us to
avoid using the SN region datz.

From this series of fit, one can conclude that it is possibfé simultaneously the CMD-2
and SND data in the region and get a reasonable solution. However, mixing.«tteand ¢
regions returns, in the case of SND, an unacceptable sojui@n if they? /npoints may look
reasonable.

33As reminded above, this data set covers the region in bettheenand¢ peaks.

34Here also, one may wonder that the top right Figure corredptma quite reasonable fit quality. We thus
remind once more that, for all figures shown, the effects ofetated uncertainties is not — cannot be — shown.
In the case of SND, this is larger than 5%. Along the same Jlioes should mention that the errors plotted are
always the quadratic sum of statistical and uncorrelatstksyatic uncertainties.

3N this case, the so—called "diagonal” part of tpreat minimum is larger than 1100.
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Therefore, one is led to include in the set of data samplemitdal to the global fit all
3—pion data referred to above, except for the SNi2gion data set. The corresponding fit has
been performed and is shown in Figlte 5 with- ¢, = 1.18 +0.03; the 3—pion data contribute
to the global fit withy?/npoints = 220/179. The result shown at the last line in Figlre 3
shows that the global fit performs, as expected, a good (fittegrage of:; — ¢,. This also
indicates that the data sets considered are statisticallgistent with each other.

11 Analysis of the X' K Annihilation Data

As reminded in subsectidn 9.5 above, several data samm@es/ailable collected by the
CMD-2 and SND Collaborations on VEPP-2M at Novosibirsk. TihdD—2 data are extracted
from [88,/97,[98] and the corresponding SND data from [68].e Tjuoted systematics are
treated as a scale uncertainty and dealt with as explaingdbsection 9]7.

The published data being cross sections, the fitting functio

8ra?

em e . 1 —0
o(s) = Wq;’HFK(s)P with i = 5y/s —dmf (K = K* K°/K")  (78)

for each of the 2—kaon annihilation channels; the kaon faotois £ (s) are given by Egs.
(49). Both cross sections are corrected for the intermegilabton dressing. Moreover, for the
charged kaon channel, the additional Coulomb factor([6] /%), reminded in Eq.[(33), is
understood and is not "renormalized” as[in|[68] 69] wittm).

11.1 Fitting the KK Data

In order to perform this analysis, we have done a first serfiddsousing separately the
CMD-2 neutral and chargelf i channels and the corresponding data from SND. In order to
avoid¢ peak information not following from th& K data, we have decided to remove the data
from the 7%y andny annihilation channels from the fit procedure. However,apdting on
our final results, we have included the three data sets frofaP¥, Belle and CLEO referred
to above.

Therefore, the additional data sample is composed ofaltt — #+r* data, allv* —
7+7% data and 18 partial width decays (&P and P~y modes and also the three leptonic
decays(p/w/¢) — eTe~ modes). None among these pieces of information has anytdirec
influence on the description ef e~ — KK, even through the mass and width parameters
which are, thus, solely determined by the{ data.

The results are shown in Figure 6, left side for €K data and right side foK " K.

One observes a good description of &% " data for each of the samples provided by the
SND or CMD-2 Collaborations. The picture is quite differéortthe K+ K~ data; the CMD-2
data sample is well fitted, while the SND sample is poorlyditté&dditional information for
these peculiar fits is displayed in the first two lines of T@&l©ne can see there, that the value
for y2/N associated with th&rF" data are the same for both data samples, while they differ
significantly for the corresponding* K~ data samples.

Fitting simultaneously both CMD—2 and SNEK" data samples only, returns the same
x? information, illustrating that the corresponding data pls are perfectly consistent with
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each other. Simultaneous fits of &K data confirm this property (see third line in Table 2).
Interestingly, they?’s at best fit in the third and fourth lines practically coideiwith the sum
of the corresponding information in the first two lines of #@me Table. This illustrates that
the so—called additional data set sharply constrairdfAécross sections. Moreover, in view of
the fit results for CMD-2 data, one can consider that the caimés are well fulfilled by data,
giving a strong support to our modelling.

The ratio of cross sectiongle*e~ — K°K')/o(ete~ — K+K~) is observed to provide
a valuable piece of information, as it allows to magnify tffees mentioned just above. This
is shown in Figurél7, where the data for this ratio are plottednalized to the ratio of cross
sections as coming out from our fits. The data ratio plottetiéntop Figuré 7 is derived from
the information given in[69] and one can estimate its uraety to~ 2.3 + 2.4 %.

The CMD-2 data points normalized to the fit expectations birbin is perfectly consistent
with 1 over the wholes region covered by theé resonance. The dotted lines in top Figure 7
represent the experimental scale uncertainty and do netitéi account the uncertainties on
the fitting functions. This also illustrates that our modifigreit—Wigner lineshape is very well
accepted by the data.

In contrast, the SND data exhibit a behavior reasonably axadtaged by the fit function
ratio; however, it does not look consistent with flatnessleadt as well as for CMD-2 data.

It follows from these considerations that the largest selfisistent data set for th€ K
channel is made by merging all CMD-2 data and e data provided by SND (see last
line in Table2).

As a matter of information, beside getting an appropriatecdption of bothete~ —
KK andete- — K*K- cross sections, it is worth remarking that the radiativdiglar
widths included in the fitted data set are also well accoufdedFor instance, including also
theete™ — (n°/n)y cross sections in the fitted data set, the remaining set ofdiative
decays yields a quite remarkab}é/n = 6.5/10, with estimated’(7° — vv), I'(n — vv) and
['(n" — ~7) at respectively.270, 1.770 and0.230 from their accepted values [10]. As the
corresponding couplings are strongly affected — espgajaill ., — by A4 (see Egs.[(88)), we
consider that physics validates our model.

11.2 The HLS Solution of¢ —+ KK Puzzle
The partial width decays — KK are defined by :

3
g 1
I'(p = KK) = 6_§|9¢KF|2 . gk = 5\/7"35 — 4mi;) (79)
Therefore, one has :

2

L(¢—» K'K™) _Br(¢— K'K™) Z(m3) ~ RZ(m3)(1 —2A,4) (80)

T(¢p — KK')  Br(¢p — KK')

JoK+K-

gqbKOFO

where R = 1.528 originates from the ratio of momenta and the Coulomb factonguted at
the ¢ peak isZ(mj) = 1.049. The ratio of couplings has been given in Eq.1(54). Therefore
usingA 4 from the last line in Tablel2, one gets :
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Br(¢p — KTK™)
Br(¢ — KK")

The same ratio can be computed from information given by CRID-a recent paper [69]
and amoun to 1.47 + 0.04. The difference between the CMD2 estimate and ours amounts
to about20. Our final result, obtained by using the largest possiblemide of data sets,
providesA 4 = (6.34 £ 0.70) 10~2 and then the ratio of branching ratios becorhd$ + 0.02.

Therefore, the HLS model, equipped with the (BKY) directsisim symmetry breaking
mechanism, provides a solution to the long—standing puzaeerning the) — KK decays
as thoroughly analyzed in [47] and more recently discuseef®8]. In our approach, the
mechanism responsible for this is fing the kaon field renormalization which should be
performed within the HLS model once isospin symmetry bneghks performed a la BKY-
BOC. Indeed, as the neutral and charged kaon field renoratializfactors play in opposite
directions (see EqL (18)), they pile up in the ratio.

The relatively large value found fak 4 indicates that several sources contributes to the
BKY breaking of isospin symmetry. The contributionAg, due to the light quark mass mass
difference [58] & 1%) is certainly not the single source and others — like elecagnetic
corrections — are certainly absorbed within the numeriedlie for A 4. Moreover, it is also
likely that different corrections at tHé K+ K~ andV K°K" vertices may influence the fit value
for A4. Being global, the BKY breaking mechanism cannot allow teditangle the various
contributions taA 4, which share a common order of magnitude (each at the pemezi}.| The
situation is quite different from the breaking of SU(3) syetmny which is widely dominant
numerically and can motivatedly be compared to ChPT expenta[38].

= 1.41 £0.03 (81)

12 Analysis of ther Decay Data

Using F(s), the pion form factor in the decay of thelepton (see Subsection 6.2), the
partial width of the two—pion decay is given by EQ.|(73). Oe tither hand, the quantity which
encompasses the full experimental information in this figldq.[72) :

1 dlzq(s)
I'. ds

1 dN(s)

H(s) = "N ds

SEWGEM(S) =B

as, indeed, the lineshape and the absolute magnitude oégpehmental spectrum are merged
together. The full widthl; is taken from the RPR _[10]. The last two factors in the mid-
dle expression above account for isospin symmetry breag&fferts specific of the- de-
cay : Sgw = 1.0235 for short range corrections [103Jyz,,(s) for long range corrections
[104,/105/ 106].

In former studies, it was shown that the lineshape alone wdggtly consistent with an-
nihilation data[[39| 24]. However, if one also takes into@ad the absolute magnitude —
represented by the branching ratsg,. in the formula reminded just above — the agreement
is poor. In order to reach a satisfactory description of tamdRef. [[24] introduced a mass

36The uncertainty might be somewhat overestimated, as onadsasned independent the errorsiBaf¢ —
K+K~)andBr(¢ — K°K").

44



differencedm? and a coupling differencéy between the neutral and chargethesons, which
underlays all reported stand—alone fitsrt@pectra([13]. However, additional scale factors
were needed and their fitted values were found consistehttivgt reported scale uncertainties
[42,/41,40].

However, the present study, as reflected by Table 1 abovesléady demonstrated that
isospin breaking of the HLS model does not necessarily ré@snbn—vanishingm? anddg at
leading ordéfl. As emphasized above, the BKY-BOC breaking scheme ins¢zals lto a dif-
ference between the universal vector couplifdgaé it comes in the anomalous sector and in the
non—anomalous sector of the HLS Lagrangiafl ¢+ >y)). We prove, here, that this provides
a much better account of all data than only assuming some analssidth differences supple-
mented with some residual rescaling. Stated otherwise,decause Direct Isospin Breaking
acts differently in the anomalous and non—anomalous setitat the model yields an almost
perfect description for all data, without any need for somdit®onal rescaling. In this mecha-
nism, the single sensible difference between the pion factof ine*e~ annihilations and in
7 decays resides in the difference between the transitioditagsy — V andiW — V.

Figure[8 shows the global fit result for the functiéf{s) defined just above together with
the data points from ALEPH [40], Belle [41] and CLEQO [42] Caoration$8. The inset
magnifies the peak region. One can clearly conclude to a nice agreememnebatmodel and
data, all along the fitted region — from threshold to 1 GeV. ¢beesponding pion form factor
in eTe~ annihilations coming out of the global fit is representediguFe[9. These two Figures
illustrate that the simultaneous descriptioredt~ andr data allowed by the model is, indeed,
as successfull in both sectors.

Figure[10 shows in two different manners theesidual behavior. Top Figutell0 displays
the usual residuals for the functidi(s), while downmost Figure 10 represents,,, ,qe:(s) —
Hyuta(8))/ Himoaet(s). These can be compared with respectively Figure 3 and Fibinoen [24]
where the {m?, dg) parametrization of isospin breaking was used. The corsparclearly
indicates that the present model better performs for-allata sets and, especially, for the
ALEPH [40Q] data.

In order to allow for a deeper comparison with the previousase [[24] of the present
model, we reproduce in Tallé 3 (first data column) the fit teseported in[[24] together with
our new fit results under various conditions.

The second data column in Talble 3 is derived excludingiiié data sets in order to be
as close as possible 10 [24]. One observes, for almost algs, better fit results than in the
former release of our model [24] . There is no effect in intraidg the 3—pion data set from
SND [91] (covering thev region) as the:, /dof = 1.11 is unchanged. It is also worth noting
that the partial width for) — ~~ is found at0.43c from its accepted valué [10]; the distance is
0.11¢ for n’ — v+ and0.47¢ only for the newly introduced’ — ~~ decay mode.

One may conclude therefrom that the HLS model, equippedthé@&hmixing schemes pro-
vided by loops and by the direct isospin breaking procedana;ides a fully satisfactory solu-
tion to theete™ — 7 puzzle, both in magnitude and in shape. The relatively pdirgquality
for the BELLE data might be related with the absolute scaeegevealed by the stand—alone

370ur present results as well as formérs [24] tend to indidadedn electromagnetic correction to thenass
does not give a significant effect (see Foothdte 6).

38When dealing withr plots, the error bars represent the diagonal eri@sno account of bin—to—bin correla-
tions is attempted.
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fitfS provided by BELLE[41]. Therefore, one can confirm that :

e The main drawback of the breaking modellin/[24] was a too tgintelation between the
universal coupling in anomalous and in non—anomalous pe&se This has been cured
by defining the Direct Isospin Breaking mechanism subsagadiby a highly significant
value for¥y = (3.74 £+ 0.42)%.

e The breaking model in [13] may account insufficiently for tiéference between the
o’ — v andp* — W= transition amplitudes.

Therefore, the reported discrepancies between the piom factor inete™ annihilations
and inT decays can always be attributed to an incomplete treatniestspin symmetry break-
ing. For information, Figuré_11 displays the ratio of thens#ion amplitudes,, and f,i as
coming from the global fit and already given in Table 1 :

Iy Ay als)  V28(s)
e

We have found appropriate to provide in the third data colomirable 3 the results of the fit
obtained keeping th& K data sets, while excluding all the" 7~ =° data sets. The fourth data
column reports on the fit quality reached using the full datange considered safe. This means
all data sets discussed above, except for two SND data sb&se"¢~ — 37 data set collected
above 970 MeV([92] and the"e¢~ — K™ K~ data set. These have been shown to provide either
an unacceptable behavior for the fit solutioni[92], or a ppoj68]. In this configuration, one
fits 906 data points (including the 10 individual decay myaesresponding to 881 degrees
of freedom. The global fit probability is highly favorablel@). This configuration will be
referred to in the following as "Solution A” or "ConfiguraticA”.

In this Solution A, one observes some tension betweerktheand~+ 7~ 7 data groups.
Indeed, comparing its content with the second data colummpbserves that the 7~ 7° data
group yields ay? increased by 30 units. Instead, comparing Solution A withtthird data
column in Tablé B, one does not observe any significant datjoadthe fit quality of thel{ K
data group : The? for the K°K" data group is improved by 2 units, while tie for K+ K~
data group is worsened by 6 units.

As this 30 unit increase of ther™7—7°) x* may look abnormal, we have tried tracking its
origin. This issue is clearly related with having introdddbe K K data which influence the
model description of the region. Therefore, we have redone fits excluding alkthe~7° data
data sets covering theregion. One obviously remarks a significant effect; thisfiguration
will be named hereafter "Solution B” or "Configuration B”.

In the following, any differential effect between what h&eh named Solutions A and B is
examined carefully and commented.

39The fit published by BELLE reveals a very significant improeif the absolute normalization of their
spectrum is left free; instead of returning an absolutessofll, the best fit exhibits a significant2% shift.
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13 Structure of thew — 77w Coupling

As noted in Subsectidn 6.3, the coupling— 77 in the upgraded broken HLS model is
given by :

Gurr = 5 (L= M)Ay —a(s)] | (82)

This expression exhibits two contributions of differenigar. The first part is a constant term
generated by the Direct Isospin Breaking procedure defihgdeabeginning of this paper,
the second is generated by the kaon loop mixing procedueadyrdefined in [39, 46] and
reminded above. This structure resembles that given irdgRB |t is interesting to examine the
behavior of the ratio :

LI (1= h)Av - a(s)]

gp7r7r
as a function of /s. Itis given in Figuré 1R, where the vertical line figures themass location.
Of course, the effective part of this function is determihgdhew Breit—Wigner distribution
and is concentrated within a few tens of MeV’s apart fromdigeak position.

From the best fit discussed in the above Section (see thedeéeda column in Tablel 3),
one gets the central values for the fit parameters and their @variance matrix. These have
been used to generajg, . by Monte Carlo methods. Computed with using the RPP [10] mass
for thew meson, this gives :

Gurr = (—0.071 £ 0.003) + i(0.150 % 0.002)
Ay = (=5.2240.75) 1072 | hy = 1.690 £ 0.107 (83)

a=2288+0.006 , g=5556+0.014 , Sy = (3.74+0.50) 1072

The observed useful correlations atedXy 0A, >= —0.056, < 0Xydhy >= 0.028 and
< 5hv5AV >=0.232.

In order to stay consistent with [48, |49] definitions, one cansider thap[{M = ag(l +
Yy)/2andg! = ag(1—hy)Ay /2 are the couplings of the ideal fields, defined as such before
applying the loop mixing. Therefore, the quantity:

1
G =% — (1 - hy)Av(1-3y) (84)
gp7T7r

should be close to the parameter carrying the same name in @ findsG = (3.47 +
0.64) 1072 to be compared with the two estimates of the same parameten g [49] :
G = (7.3 +3.2) 1072 when relying on the data from [V5] arel = (4.4 + 0.4) 10~2 when
using, instead, thé [76, 77] data.

Referring to Egs. [(28), one can conclidienat there is much more isospin O inside the
physicalp than isospin 1 inside the physical In this case, one also gets for the direct term

49The quoted uncertainties faxy, hy, « andXy are the improved uncertainties returned by the rowineos
of themINUIT packagel[107].

41The isospin 0 component inside the physicaheson is given by.,y Ay, while the isospin 1 part inside the
wis given by(1 — hy)Ay
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ag(l — hy)Ay /2 = —0.332 £ 0.024. Comparing this number witRe(g.~), it is clear that
ag(l — hy)Ay /2 andRe(a(m?)) compensate to a large extent, in such a way that is
highly dominated by its imaginary pI

14 Ther" — n — n’ Mixing Properties

The mixing of pseudoscalar neutral mesons has been addriesSectior #, especially
in Subsections 413 arid 4.4. The present Section is devotegaimining how the upgraded
breaking scheme developed in this paper performs compartbe tresults previously derived
in this field [38]. In order to perform this study, we let fragetpseudoscalar mixing angle
0p, which mostly determines the relationship between the iphyyg and»’ fields and their
underlying octet and singlet componenfs andr?. The parameters ande’ which account
for, respectively, the® — n and7® — ' mixing are also let free.

As shown in[[38] and revisited in Subsectlon|4.3 above, theTomixing angles [50, 519,
andfg can be expressed in terms of the nonet symmetry breakingesea\ (or, better, using
insteadv defined in Eql(22))z4 the SU(3) breaking parameter of the Lagrangiapand the
singlet—octet mixing anglé,. Therefore, they can be estimated from fitting the data dyrea
defined.

14.1 The Mixing Anglesd,, s And 0p

The mixing angle#, andfs have been recently introduced with the 2—angle descrition
the n/n" mixing [50,/51]. The broken HLS model provides expressianstiiese in terms of
the singlet—octet mixing angke- and of the breaking parameters and )\ (see Eq.[(26) and
also [38]).

Therefore, using the fit results (parameter central valndglzeir error covariance matrix)
one can reconstruct the values fgrandfs. Having left freed», one obtains the results shown
in the first data column of Table 4. Therefore, as in formedigts, one observes thatis small
and its distance to zero is orty8c; this should be compared with the estim@fe= —4° given
with no quoted uncertainty in [51]. The value féy is numerically as expected from other
kinds of datal[51]. The 'tHooft parametér [35]is found of the order 10 %, twice smaller than
in [38] where an approximate treatment of nonet symmetrakirgy was used. Finally, the
singlet—octet mixing angleéy is still found twice smaller thafk, as in the former study [38].

As the distance to zero @}, is 2.80, the non—identically vanishing @k is on the border
of statistical significance. Therefore, imposing the ctindif, = 0 is worth being considered;
this turns out to algebraically relate to 2, and\ by tanfp = tan B (see Egs.[(26)). Per-
forming such a fit returns the results shown in the secondatdtemn of Tablé ¥4 with a quite
comparable probability.

It is interesting to observe that the value tQris nearly unchanged and that the value for
)\ is affected below theé0—* level only. One also observes that the valuefprgenerated by
the appropriate Eq.[(26) is found in agreement with its fittallie (when this parameter is

42 In traditional fits with the Orsay phase parametrizationhaf& contribution to the pion form factor, this
property is reflected by a value for this phase close/d
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left free). We conclude therefrom that assumilgg= 0 does not degrade the fit quality and is
consistent with data.

One should also note that the nonet symmetry breaking paeaime- 8.5% has a statistical
significance oR.40. Performing an approximate nonet symmetry breaking [3& value for
A was overestimated by a factor of 2.

14.2 Ther" —nand 7° — 7' Mixing Properties

These mixing properties are reflected by the parameters chaespectivelye and ¢’ as
displayed in Egs.[(23). Comparing analogous fits performel@tting free and unconstrained
0p, € and€’, we did not find sensitively different results than thoseaotsd by imposing the
constraint orf» resulting from the conditiofl, = 0. Therefore, from now on, all presented fit
results will refer to this configuration. One should notet tih@ numerical results given in the
above Sections have also been derived under these coisdition

The global fit returng = (4.89 & 0.44) 1072 ande’ = (1.68 + 0.44) 1072, reflecting that
the® —n mixing is certainly much more important than the—»’ mixing phenomenon. With
the concern of reducing the number of free parameters, we &lae assumed [61] :

V2 cosfp — sinfp
V2 cosfp +sinfp

, . V2 cosfp +sinfp
€ = —2¢sinfp -
V2 cosfp — sinbp

€= e¢egcoslp

(85)

with 0p still determined by the constraifif = 0. This reduces the number of free parameters
by one more unit. The fit returng = (3.16 £ 0.23) 10~2 with an unchanged probability; this
corresponds to values ferand¢’ very close 20 each) from the corresponding fitted values,
while the global fit probability is unchanged. The partiatithis for the three decay’ — ~~

are all well accounted for 1.64¢ (), 0.110 (') and0.060 (7°). Additional fit detail can be
found in TabldB.

The question of whether the preseptan be identified with the variable carrying the same
name in[[61] is uncleff. Indeed, an important part of isospin symmetry breakingatéf are
already included in the definition of the renormalized PSifi€see Eqs[ (19) and (21)) which
undergo the rotation defined by Eq$. 1(23). Therefore, «out and ¢, carry only a part of
the isospin breaking effects, while another part (goveilmed ,) has been propagated to all
sectors of the effective Lagrangian.

15 The Values of the FKTUY Parameters

Our global fit modelling is in position to provide the most a&te information concerning
the parameters;, ¢, andc; — ¢, defining the scales of the various FKTUY anomalous pieces
[28] of the HLS Lagrangian.

43The quantity namee, in [61] is related withR = (m, — m)/(ma — my,) by eg = v/3/(4R). For instance,
[108] givesR = 37.2 + 4.1, while [109] relying on QCD sum rules propos&s= 33 + 6. These provide
respectivelyey = (1.16 + 0.13)% andey = (1.31 & 0.24)%, which have little to do with our fit result.

49



In order to get the most accurate results, we have exploeganameter behavior and
found that the least correlated combinationsa@re cs, ¢4 — ¢c3 ande; — c. Running under the
configuration A defined above, one gets :

_ctcs C4 — C3

¢y = —5— =0962+£0.016, c.=———= (39811881072, ¢; —cp = 1.20870 058

(86)

with g = 5.541 + 0.016, while configuration B leads to :

Cq+C3 Cq4 — C3

5 = 0978 £0.020, c_ = 5

cp = = (=6.75755) 1072, ¢ — ¢y = 1.12310 058

(87)
with ¢ = 5.530 £ 0.015. The correlation coefficients are similar in both cases[dc. |[d(c; —
c2)] >~ —0.20, < [dci][dc-] >~ —0.10 and < [dc_][0(c1 — ¢2)] >~ 0.80. Therefore, our
global fit yields quite consistent numerical values watinéve configuratio@ for the FKTUY
parameters.

These values can be compared with existing estimates. tsingy~* form factor, [23]
yieldsc, = 1.06 & 0.13, while the partial widtho — 7%y providesc, = 0.99 £ 0.1— when
usingg = 5.80 + 0.91. Our own estimates are consistent with these with, howgévexos)
uncertainties five times more precise.

A rather unprecise value for the ratio= c_/c, has also been derived [23] relying on the
decayw — 7T, ¢ = 0.42 £ 0.56, consistent with our results but still much less precise.

From our results, which happen to be the most precise in &l fone may conclude that
data only favor a partial fulfilling of the VMD assumptions3J2in the sense tha; — c; = 0
is in agreement with data at tRe level, whilec; — ¢, 4+ ¢4 = 4/3 is badly violated. This can
be rephrased as follows : the VMD assumptions [23] are ewprially fulfilled in the triangle
anomaly sector and strongly violated in the box anomalyosecdthis confirms the previous
parent analysis [46] and former studies on the box anomalyein/n’ — =7~ ~ decays([37].

In order to go beyond, better data on the annihilation chignneolving anomalous cou-
plings (7°/n]y, 7*7—=°) are needed; including new processes likeitg — 7+7—~ decay
spectra or information on the/~z" annihilation channels may also help as their dependence
uponcs — ¢4 Of ¢; — ¢o IS more important than in the previous channels.

It thus follows from the present analysis that assunaing ¢, is justified. In this case, one
obtains the following results :

cy =c3=0950+0.014 , ¢ —c;=11944+0.060 , ¢g=5.556=+0.014 |, (88)
for Configuration A and :
cg =03 =0951+£0.016 , ¢4 —co=11694£0.060 , ¢g=5.553+£0.012 (89)

for Configuration B.
In both cases, the correlation coefficienkis/ocs|[0(c; — c2)] >~ —0.20. Therefore, the
conditionc, = ¢3 drastically reduces the correlation among the surviving BK parameters.

44 Running our code excluding th§ i’ data (see second data column in TaBle 3) yields= 0.967 & 0.021,
c_ = (=5.18138%) 1072 ande; — cp = 1.0747005%) with g = 5.530 + 0.015. This configuration pushes the
significance for a non—-zera. at the~ 1.7¢ level.
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Moreover, the fit quality is not significantly changed whiksamingc, = c¢3. Indeed, config-
uration A yieldsy?/dof = 858.08/882 (71.2 % probability) instead of?/dof = 853.98/881
(73.7 % probability) and configuration 8 /dof = 728.38/882 (97.0 % probability) instead
of x?/dof = 722.05/881 (97.9 % probability), where the difference mostly affedts set of
partial widths which is always well fitted. Therefore, thepimmvement obtained with the up-
graded breaking model is not due to releasing the conditiea c3. From these considerings,
it is justified to impose; = ¢, for the rest of this study.

16 Hadronic Contributionsto g — 2

In [24], one analyzed in full detail the hadronic contriloutito ¢ — 2 of most of the data
sets used in the present study. The framework was the prevebease of the present model
studied in detail in[[46], 24]. Within this framework, onlydlsimultaneous account of both
annihilation channels t& K was missing. On the other hand, one might find unsatisfactory
that some global rescaling of experimentalipion spectra was still playing an important role,
even if this rescaling was in accord with expectations. €he® issues motivated the present
study.

As shown above, the upgraded model allows by itself a satmfiaaccount of all consid-
ered spectra simultaneously. It is therefore worth reeramgiwithin our upgraded framework,
how the hadronic contribution t¢ — 2 is estimated and how this estimate evolves depending
on the various kinds of data groups considered.

16.1 Thenx"n~ Contributionto g — 2 : VMD Estimates

The mostimportant hadronic contributionge 2 is ther ™7~ channel. Several experiments
[75,[76) 78] and some analyses|[13],[24,/110] givetthe~ contribution tog—2 provided by the
energy region0.630 — 0.958] GeV. Therefore, it is worth considering the informationyidzd
by this reference region; this allows to substantiate thgrawvement which can be expected
from VMD-like models. Indeed, several kinds of informaten@ worth considering :

e While unifying the description oé*e~ annihilation andr decays, one expects an in-
creased precision on the anomalous magnetic moment of tba mr).

e While having a framework which encompasses most of the phygd to thep region,
the stability and the robustness of thgrnr) estimates can be examined. The relative
statistical consistency of the various data groups is aldssale which can be addressed,
relying on their behavior under global fits.

Table[5 displays our estimate for ther contribution toa,, = (g — 2)/2 provided by the
reference energy range under various fit configurations.atin €ase, the fitted (central) pa-
rameter values and their error covariance matrix are useddier to sample several thousand
parameter vectors, assuming-adimensional gaussian error distribution. Each vectoaof-s
pled parameter values is, then, used to comppter). The corresponding distribution of the
a,(mm)’s is then fitted to a Gaussian function. The results disglagerablelb are the central
values and the standard deviations of this distributionctvhintrinsically takes into account
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the correlations among the fitted parameters. Unless oiberstated, the FSR correction is
included in all reported contributions of the 7~ channel taz,.

Beside the experimental spectra, there is always a set vélpaidth decays submitted to
fit. These have been defined in Subsedtioh 9.6. In the resyptsted below, one should keep
in mind that the accepted valués [10] for thew/¢) — (7°/n)y and(w/¢) — eTe™ partial
widths are included in the set of partial widths submittethifit as long as the experimental
spectra for thete~ — (7°/n)~ annihilation channels are not used. As emphasized in [46],
this hides some model dependence which might be somewhiiittiog with our own model.
This explains why one should prefer any configuration wheeeete~ — (7°/n)y data are
submitted to the global fit.

Also, when the data for the two annihilation channels~ — KK are not considered in
the fit, one chooses to fisz, = A, = 0, as we have no real sensitivity to them. Likewise,
c1 — ¢y is absent from fits as long as thte~ — 7+7~ 7" data are not considered. Finally,
the parameters fixing the mass and width of ghmeson are left free only when the fitted data
allow to constrain them.

In the first line of Tabléb, one finds the value fgr(77) derived by submitting to fit the
scanned data for the annihilation process~ — n+t7~ — together with the full set of partial
width decays. This result compares well with the value aetiusing the previous release of
our broken HLS modBi, as can be seen by comparing with the relevant piece of irgftbom
reported in Table 4 of [24].

As there is no longer any mismatch betweer~ andr data, both in magnitude and in
lineshape (see Sectibn]12), it is legitimate to merge theis merging provides the new and
important result given in the second line of Table 5. Onertfeabserves that the merged
7 data give a result perfectly consistent with thee= — 777~ data alone with a quite
nice probability. The central value far,(77) is nearly unchanged and the uncertainty slighty
improved.

This is, of course, the main effect of having upgraded ourregtny breaking procedure of
the HLS Lagrangian. In this new framework, there is no neea@ifoauxiliary rescaling [24] of
ther spectra and the net result is a perfect consistency af'the — 77~ data with/without
the 7 data considered as constraints. This statement can beastiattd by comparing this
result with those reported in the entry "NSK+ A B C” 0f [24]((77) = (364.48+1.34) 10~'°)
which exhibited a shift of about 10~!° produced by the threedata sets, a 3.60 effect.

The third line in Tabléb, displays the effect of replacing th/w/¢) — (7°/n)~y and the
(w/¢) — eTe~ partial widths by the cross sections fere~ — (7°/n)~y. The central value
for a,(7) is practically unchanged, while its standard deviatiomgéased by~ 9%. The
following line in Table[5 displays the effect of includingethull ete~ — 77~ 7% data group
already defined. As ir_[24], one observes a perfect consigtehthe results for, (7). In
total, the standard deviation is slightly reducedd,(r7)) ~ 1.5 10~'%). At this point one
may conclude that the central value is marginally modifieduby including the (p/w/¢) —
(7°/n)y andete™ — 7T~ 7" data groups within the fit procedure. The variations of the
uncertainty returned by the fits might rather reveal siaaisfluctuations.

4SEven if expected, this proves that the effects produced Bingantroduced. - do not modify the fit descrip-
tion of theete™ — 777~ data.
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The last line in Tablél5 displays the effect of including th®t*e~ — KK cross sec-
tions into the fitted data set. One observes some effeet, (asr) undergoes a.9 10~'° shift
upwards while the fit probability remains quite good. Thiscbinfiguration — referred to as
Solution/Configuration A — encompasses the largest settafstanples considered safe. This
turns out to consider that the 30 unit increase ofithassociated with the* 7=~ 7 data group,
even if large, is not abnormal (see the fourth data columralel3).

The result shown in the last line of Tallle 5, may reveal somsié® among the data set
groups. In order to explore this issue, one has redone fitadirg ther* 7~ 7° data group, and
examined the effects of using the selected~ — KK’ andete- — K*K- data, either
separately or together. The corresponding results ardagliesth in Tabld 6. Comparing the
statistical information here with those in the last line able[% renders somewhat suspicious
the quoted 30 unitincrease of .. _ .

A final piece of information is provided by performing the fiting ther 7 ~7° data group
data amputated from the data points collected in the redioneal GeV (therefore, excluding
the ¢ region). This fit configuration has already been referredst8a@ution/Configuration B.
The reason which motivates this removal is thatttie—7° data before introducing th& K
data is only constrained in thg region by the relatively unprecise data on tte andny
channels. One then obtains :

{ Solution B : a,(7m) = (362.44 £ 1.49) 1071° x?/dof = 722.05/801 Prob. = 97.9%

Solution A : a,(7m) = (362.19 £ 1.44) 10~*° x?/dof = 854.00/881 Prob. = 73.7%
(90)
where the result for Solution A is reminded.

These differences indicate that all physics channels aoy¢he ¢ region are worth to be
reconsidered, as already argued from discussing the fitseésdabld 3. Indeed, the difference
in fit quality between Configurations A and B reveals someitensetween thé{ K data and
the 7*7—7" data collected in the region. Fortunately, the physics in tlhieregion is still
accessible at VEPP-2M. It seems also in the realm of the KL&Eator, as this turns out to
run DA®NE within a4+ 20 MeV interval apart from the mass peak value.

16.2 Thenr"7~ Contributionto g — 2 : Comparison with Data

An interesting piece of information comes from comparing @(MD) estimates derived
from global fitting with the corresponding estimates pr@ddoy the various experimental
groups.

Table[T displays the published experimental results comregrthe contribution of the
0.630 — 0.958 GeV/c region taz, (7). We first list the three important results from CMD-2
and SND; as we also use the data sets from OLYA and CMD [80], la@ give at the line
flagged by "OLD” our average using these data sets togethbrtindse from NA7[[111], TOF
[112], M2N [113], DM1 [81], all collected before those frofig,/ 76, 77, 78].

The third data column provides, first, our average derivéniguthe data sets from [75, [76,
77, 78] and, next, also those including the older data sédgreel to just above. Our results are
directly comparable with these as we do not yet use ISR data.
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Both solutionA and solutionB results favorably compare with the sqarr) data averaging
as the uncertainty is reduced by a factor close to 2.

The following lines of Tablél7 display, for information, tlexperimental results derived
from the data sets collected using the ISR method and thelgéderage of the ISR and scan
data.

One should stress that our results tgx7), derived excluding the ISR data, provide
information already comparable in precision to those olt@iusing them. This motivates to
examine the ISR data in view of including them into the fit @dare.

One may also compare our estimates with the weighted avefape = data [40] 41|, 42]
which givesl0'q,, (77) = 365.21+2.67.,, in the reference region, including FSR corrections;
applying thep — ~ corrections proposed if [1L6], this becom@8’a,, (77) = 361.66 + 2.67.,,
and provided0'°q,, (77) = 361.15+1.76.,, when averaged with the"e~ data. This indicates
that examining the idea proposed|in|[16] in a wider conteanignteresting issue. Indeed, this
could lead to another successful VMD-like model and, tleesgimay contribute to a motivated
evaluation of the model dependencea:pfestimates.

As a summary, one may conclude that our global model provadgsod determination of
the contribution ta,, (77) from the invariant mass regign630—0.958 GeV/c. The accuracy of
our VMD estimates is found much improved compared to direetaging of the experimental
data and their central values are found consistent withaedainties. By including ISR data
at a later stage, the precision of the result might be fultieeased.

16.3 Hadronic Contribution to g — 2

In Table[8, one displays the contribution of each of the exaahichannels ta,, from their
respective thresholds up to 1.05 Ge\ile, slightly above the) peak.

The first two data columns show the results correspondindn@osb—called configura-
tions/solutionsA and B. These have been derived by fitting the data sets referreal thuei
preceding Sections and the motivation to consider bothisolsivalid can be emphasized from
Table[3.

The last two data columns exhibit the averages of experiahéiata for each of the mea-
sured channels submitted to the global fit. These differ fuehng (third data column) or
including (fourth data column) in the averaging the ISR dais collected by KLOE [17, 19]
and BaBarl[18] for ther" 7~ final state. As we have excluded for now the ISR data from our
analysis, the gain due to the global fit can be directly irf@tsy comparing with the third data
column; nevertheless, it is interesting to compare the racguof solutionsA and B to the
averages derived using the high statistics ISR data.

As expected, the improvement generated by the global fittzftl the channels considered
and is always a factor of 2 or more (see thter— ¥ channel) better than the average of the same
data. The first line even shows that our accuracy is comparabattually slightly better — than
the average derived using the ISR data.

It is interesting to note that the sum of all contributions $olution B is in accordance
with the result expected from the standard sum as reportixithird (or fourth) data column.
Solution 4, instead, gives a smaller sum than the experimental averfailpe same data; the
distance i2.97 10719, i.e. ~ 1.604pc0r. OF = 0.70 ¢
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It is interesting to examine the individual channel conttibns. Those from the’y andny
channels, as calculated from data, rely on pretty poorssizgiand generally cover restricted
energy ranges [82, 83, 84,187,186, 85] (see SubseCtidn :1&edd, our model results are
estimated (significantly) larger and cover precisely thédoergy range from thresholds to
1.05 GeV. This especially concerns the region in betweewthied¢ peaks.

Our model estimates for the" 7~ 7" and Kt K~ channels are found smaller than the ex-
perimental averages at the 1 ov2,,, levels, while theX 'K’ contribution corresponds to the
experimental expectation. This confirms the need for a bekperimental knowledge of all
annihilation channels in the region.

The first data line in Tablg 9 reports the results derived fiitgwith our global model. The
second line ("missing channels”) provides the experimeataraged contribution ta, from
the channels unaccounted for within our model ¢he5r, 67, nrm andw final states). This
has been computed using the trapezoidal integration ridehécorresponding data are sparse
below 1.05 GeV, this estimate might have to be improved.

The line "Total Model” provides the estimate of the full hadic vacuum polarization
(HVP), merging our model results with the additional listashtributions.

The corresponding experimental average taking into adcallimvailable ISR data sets
[17,[19,[18] has been estimatéd|[16]dp(eTe™) = (690.75 & 4.72;,,) 10717, including the
contributions abové.2 GeV calculated using perturbative QCD. For comparison ctiree-
sponding total average provided by [110}jgete™) = (695.5+4.0.,, £0.7gcp) 10719 (not
accounting for the recent KLOE data set|[19]); accountingafbthe available ISR data sets,
[14] yields as experimental averagg(e™e™) = (692.3 £ 4.2,,;) 10717,

In order to illustrate the impact ofdata, we present separately the fit results derived when
including or when excluding the data sets from the fitted data sets, keeping for the rest the
configurations leading to solutionsand B as previously defined.

Including ~ data sets results in an increased value of the hadronic VP y10~1°. This
will be commented on below. One also remarks that our uriotiga are comparable to the
experimental one, even if our estimates are penalized bpgavprovisionally — discarded the
ISR data. Our estimates also compare favorably with theseelvestimate excluding all ISR
data given by[[13] u,(ete™) = (690.9 £ 5.2¢1p+raa £ 0.7gcp) 10710,

16.4 The Anomalous Magnetic Moment of the Muoru,

Table[10 displays our final results concerning We still report on the results derived in
the fit configurationsd and B, using or not the- data in the fit procedure. The leading—order
(LO) hadronic VP discussed in the previous Subsection isnéed in the first line. In order
to yield our estimate o4, under the various quoted configurations, one should addftibet e
of higher—order hadronic loops taken from [16], the light—ight contribution [5]; we took
the latest estimate of the pure QED contribdﬁ)ﬁ?o] and the electroweak (EW) contribution
is taken from[[4]. Summing up all these, one obtains the \&afiieen as "Total Theor.” which

46The recent[[114] value,[QED] = 11658471.8096(0.0044) displayed in Tabl¢Z10 should be updated to
a,[QED] = 11658471.8960 (in units of 10~'°). In order to compare with already published results weegref
keeping the former value for our estimates of the HVP ang -of2.
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should be compared with the average [1] of the different messents for.,,, recently updated
[2].

The difference between our theoretical estimates and ghergmental average[2] is finally
given together with their respective statistical significa. The significance of this difference
varies between.070 (solution B including 7's) to 4.650 (solution A excluding7’s). The
difference between including's and excluding them is & 0.40 effect. [13] provides an
estimate excluding the KLOE data]17] — and the more receRtd&ta sets not available at
that time — reaching a difference with the BNL average [2J&f.1 + 8.6) 107!% a3.50
significance. Our least significant estimate (solutibmcluding7’s) is, instead4.07o.

Figure[13 displays our results together with the most réggniblished estimates. On top
of the Figure, one finds the estimates using or notrtidata provided in.[14]. The following
entry is the estimate given i [16] which combines:~ andr data (after correcting for the
p’ — ~v mixing). The last entry [115] is derived including the ISRaléHLMNT11); this is the
latest result using the final KLOE [19] and BaBar|[18] data.

We have also displayed the latest resultl [13] derived exetutSR data which directly
compares to ours. This indicates that the improvement geavby the global fit method cor-
responds to increase the discrepancy of the BNL measurdZjewith the Standard model
prediction by~ 0.6 + 0.80. Therefore, the discrepancy starts reaching an integestgnifi-
cance.

16.5 Influence of Data Set Choices on the Estimate fat,

In order to derive our estimates faj,, we have defined a paradigm, unusual in this field.
Indeed, one usually performs the average using all dataceatsbuting to a given final state
in isolation; the prescription used is the S—factor technicthe Particle Data Group. However,
this supposes the simultaneous handling of statisticakgstématic uncertainties. The most
common way of performing this handling is to use as weighgsijilnadratic sum of statististical
and systematic uncertainties [9].

In our approach, especially in this paper, the underlyinggigm is different and can be
formulated in the following way :

¢ All different channels are correlated by their underlyirgronon physics and an Ef-
fective Lagrangian approach is presently the best tool & wéh the non—perturbative
QCD regime.

e All data sets, covering or not the same physics channel arsidered by taking into
account the peculiarities of their uncertainties as reyablty the experimental groups.
There is, in principle, no real difficulty in order to deal tistatistical uncertainties. It
is commonly assumed that uncorrelated systematics andtisit uncertainties could
be added in quadrature and we followed this rule. Other syaies involving bin—to—
bin or experiment—to—experiment correlations should bated as such; the method is
standaraﬁ‘% and has been sketched in Subsedtioh 9.7.

4’In the scan experiments we deal with in the present papegdirted correlated systematics can be consid-
ered as global scale uncertainties for which the standatdadeapplies. For ISR experiments [17] 19] 18], the
situation is different as several independent sourcessiényatics are defined which, additionally, vary all along
the spectra. The standard method can be extended to thifd&lsbowever, it should better be reformulated in
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e The Lagrangian model should allow for a good descriptionlafge number of data sets
in as many different physics channels as possible. The gessdof the global fit should
be accompanied by a good description of each group of data-séeally each data set.
As tag for this property, we choosed th&/n,.:..s value for each data set group; this tag
should not too much exceed 1. Referring to our caserthe, 7%, ny physics channel
data and the reported partial width decays already represeacceptably good start-
ing point, allowing a critical examination of the data asated with further additional
channels.

¢ Including a new data set, or a new group of data sets, shodlcesolt in a significant
degradation of the already accounted for data sets. Thidgdbe observed at the global
leveland at the local levelsi(e. for each group). Following from the analyses in Sections
10 and[1l, peculiarities of their fit behavior led us to didc&tom our global fit the
KT K~ data set and one of the" 7~ 7% data sets provided by SND. This turns out to
require that the (large) set of data samples consideredalist&tally self—consistent :
Only 2 data sets out of 45 did not pass this consistency icniter

At this point, given the (broken) Lagrangian one uses, tlectien criteria are only the
global fit quality and the "local” (data set specific) fit propes reflected by the varioug /n,oinss
values, discarding any possible consequence for the vatug, f With Solutions A and B, one
has also avoided any kind of data set reweighting by disogrthe two data sets exhibiting
some faulty behavior compared to the rest.

Nevertheless, itis a simple exercise to switch on the tweedided SND data sets within our
fitting code. For information, this leads tda,, = (a,)exp — (@) = (34.00 £ 8.21) 107,
a4.140 effect. However, this is associated with an exceptionatigrpglobal fit probability
(1.75%) and tox2. o /Mpoints = 331/212 = 1.56 and x%+ k- /Npoints = 93/62 = 1.50.
Interestingly, and somewhat unexpectedly, ti¢n,...... for the other data sets are practically
unchanged compared to Talble 3, except for the decay datacmirg which is sharply de-
graded :X7.c.ys/Mpoints = 20.5/10 ~ 2. This may reflect that our broken HLS model is so
sharply constrained that poor data sets are mostly reflégtedor global fit probabilities.

A tag value ofy? /n,eimis = 1.3, as yielded for the chosen =~ 7" final state data, is on the
border of what could look reasonable to us (see third datanwolin Tabld_B). Nevertheless,
compared withx?/n,.:.s = 1.1 (see second data column in Table 3), it looks acceptable;
however, this corresponds to an increase by 30 units of thelate magnitude of?. _ ,,
when introducing the selected kaon data. One may, indeedjd®r that this indicates some
tension within thep region data calling for a closer experimental examinatidrctv can be
performed at the existing facilities covering theegion.

Awaiting for better data in the region, we have been left with two challenging solutions :
Solution A which uses all the data sets we have considereecases and solution B obtained

by removing all=*7~ 7" data sets above th€ K threshold.

a way which avoids introducing as many scale factors to leifds sources of different systematics. Indeed, this
may produce fit instabilities and, on the other hand, oneddsal with correlations between physics parameters
and these scale factors which may be uneasy to handle.
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16.6 The Differential Effect of the Varioust Data Samples

In view of the discussions above, we have chosen to displayuaffinal results for,, in
the fit configurations corresponding to solutions A and B. Rndther hand, as can be read off
Tablel3, at the fit properties level, one can consider thastheallede™e~ — 7 puzzle is over.

However, one still observega+2.5) 10~'% increase of the returned values fgrproduced
by ther data. As stated already above, thdata are essential in order to return a reasonably
precise value for our fit parame@@v. Therefore, the shift attributable to thedata can be
considered as a normal consequence when fitting a model witbra constraining set of data
samples.

Nevertheless, Tablg 3 indicates that ften,....s are sensitively different for ALEPH
0.43), CLEO (=~ 1.26) and BELLEY (=~ 1.77). This difference of fit quality leads us to examine
the effects of removing the CLEO data sample and/or the BEd&ta sample for our fitted data
set.

When keeping only the ALEPH data sample, we e}, = 38.47 + 8.22 (a 4.68¢ signifi-
cance) and\q,, = 36.81 £ 8.90 (a4.130 significance) for respectively solutions A and B. As
can be seen from Tallel10, these strikingly resemble thesponding values faka,, derived
when keeping only*e~ data in our fit procedure.€. excluding allr data). In these peculiar
configurations, the ALEPH data fit quality which was alreadyngood §?/nppines ~ 16/37),
becomes impressively better(/n,vints =~ 4/37).

Going a step further, we have examined the effect of consigemly ALEPH and CLEO
data. In this case, our fit returdse,, = 36.02 £ 8.22 (4.380 significance) and\a,, = 34.74 £
8.26 (4.210 significance) for respectively solutions A and B. One carckheith Table 10 that
these values become closer to their partners when fitting@xg = samples.

Therefore, using only the data samples from ALEPH [40] and/or CLEQO [42] returns
values forAa, consistent well within errors with those derived using oaty:~ data. The
slightly different behavior of BELLE data may be relatediwtite normalization issue sketched
in footnote 49.

16.7 On the Significance of the HLS Value forAa,,

In view of the considerations developed in the two prece@inlgsections, one can certainly
consider that the most conservative estimatesMay, are those derived while including
data as they are reported by ALEPH, BELLE and CLEO. This spweads to the information
provided in the first two data columns of Tablg 10.

This means that the disagreement between the BNL measurg¢@jeand the Standard
model prediction forAa,, lays in beween 4.07 and 4.33 Moreover, from our analysis of the
differential effects of the various availabtedata samples, one may consider these bounds as
conservative and that the significances in the right parabfd10 cannot be discarded.

48 The numerical accuracy of the scahe~ dataalone does not permit a precise determinatiortf which
is returned byvINUIT with large errors.

49 |_eaving free the absolute normalization of their dipionctpem improves the stand—alone fit of the BELLE
Collaboration[[41] from 80/52 to 65/51. This correspondstbest normalization of.02 + 0.01. Such a re-
normalization of their absolute scale has some influencéewalue fora,. One should remind that we do not
have any longer fitted rescaling factors in our fitting fuons.
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In view of this, in the perspective of taking into accounttelely poor data set group, one
has rerun our code in order to get the solution when weightiagontributions ot :

e all 777" data in our global sample by 179/232.41,
e the BELLE data sample by 19/32.31,
e the CLEO data sample by 29/36.48,

in the globaly? while leaving the other weights (all equal 1) unchanged.sThins out to
rescale globally the uncertainties associated with theesponding data sets by the inverse of
these weights, assuming that their relatively poor quaionly due to an overall underestimate
of the uncertainties by a factor of respectively 1.244~7"), 1.30 (BELLE) and 1.12 (CLEO).
This may look as a way to infer some sort of S—factors insidegtbbal fit procedure.

This reweighting proceddﬂprovides as total hadronic VP contributiondp (686.32 £
4.60) 107 andAa,, = (34.93 £8.23) 10719, a4.25¢ significance.

Going a step further, another check may look appropriate.th&scontributions of the
ntn~ 7%, BELLE and CLEO data to the totgf have been weighted in order to reduce their in-
fluence, one can do alike with those groups of data which éxbib favorable individuak?'s.
Still referring to fitting with configuration A, this turns tto weight the "Old Timelike” data
by 82/56.61, ther’~ data group by 86/68.37, they data group by 182/123.31, the ALEPH
data by 37/15.92 while keeping unit weights for the "New Tiike' and bothK K data groups.
This leads to an hadronic VP (385.00 £4.58) 10~'° and toAq,, = (36.25+8.21) 10~° cor-
responding to a d.41¢ discrepancy. This is almost identical to the value foundh&blution
B, excludingr’s, as can be seen from Talblg 10.

Therefore, these exercises enforce our conclusion thahtsé conservative value faxa,,
exhibits a discrepancy @f070 and values as large as(4.30 = 4.50)c are not unlikely.

17 Conclusion and Perspectives

Several aspects should be emphasized. They can be groupéadanitems : Low energy
hadronic physics description agd- 2 related topics.

Concerning the first item, the present study indicates timtHLS model suitably broken
is able to encompass most low energy physics in an energy rextgnding up to the me-
son mass. More precisely, among the non—baryonic possitdediates, one cov ost
channels with multiplicityr < 4.

More precisely, equipped with the so—called upgraded tsgmmetry breaking — in the
u, d ands sectors — and including the mixing of neutral vector mesandyced at one—loop,

50The weights used in this Subsection refer to parti&s obtained by fitting under Configuration A with
assuming:; = c4; it is the reason why they slightly differ from the corresgorg numbers given in Tablé 3.

Slwe have also made a fit leaving free scale factors affectiagtivariance matrices of the 3—pion data as a
whole, of the BELLE and CLEO data. The hadronic VP we g€6i&6.73 + 4.49) 101, quite similar to this
value.

52Among these, only the processe~ — nrr has not been examined; however, the good description of the
n/n’ — wmry decays reported in [46] indicates that it could be succéigstansidered. On the other hand, the
ete” — wn® annihilation is too much influenced by high mass vector rasoes([29, 30] to be accounted for by
the standard HLS model.
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the HLS model accounts quite satisfactorily for all the exsd physics pieces of information.
This covers the 6 annihilation channels having significansg sections up to the meson
mass and a few more spectra like the dipion spectrum inrtthecay and, also, an additional
list of partial width decays. Previous studies|[37), 46] hale shown that the dipion spectra
inthen/n" — nry decays fall inside the scope of the HLS model.

It is an attractive feature of this framework to exhibit agrd@rcharacter between the long
reported issues represented by tHe~ — 7 and thep — KK puzzles : Indeed, it is the
same breaking mechanism implemented infheand in thel,, pieces of the HLS Lagrangian
which provides a solution to both. It permits — together with s—dependent vector meson
mixing — to finalize the consistency of thée~ andr physics and to reproduce the branching
fraction ratiop - KTK~ /¢ — KK". This is materialized by a satisfactory simultaneous fit
of bothete~ — KK cross sections and of the pion form factor in betle~ annihilation and
T decay.

The upgraded model thus provides a tool allowing a simutiasdreatment of a large
number of experimental spectra. It also permits a criticallygsis of the fit behavior of any
data set in consistency with the others. Then, one is inipodit discard motivatedly some
data samples which do not behave satisfactorily within &a@ldit procedure and could then
put some shadow on derived numerical results. We have shoatrstich data samples are
only few : 2 out of the 45 considered spectra. It should bess&@ that discarded data sets are
always identified because of their full redundancy with sarteer data sets, which are found
to behave normally within the global model; stated otheewihis removal is not expected to
produce a bias and, contrario, any effect resulting of keeping them is suspicious.

The model provides a tool which has the virtue of exhibiting physics relationship be-
tween the various physics channels. Within the global fitpdure involving the data on each
channel, the model parameters yield a better accuracy vinogagates to all the reconstructed
pieces of information, especially the photon hadronic vacyolarization and, thus, improves
significantlyg — 2 estimates.

Indeed, we have shown that the various components of the H& & gentral values in
accordance with expectations and an uncertainty improyea tactor of 2 quite uniformly
within the fit range. This has been shown for ther—, 7%, ny, 7tn 7%, K+ K~ and KK
channel contributions up tb.05 GeV. Up to this energy, these channels represent altogether
more than 80% of the hadronic VP and one of the two dominantssiof uncertain.

In order to figure out the gain in terms of statistics, one cakenthe following state-
ment : consideringlobally the existing data sets is equivalent to having more statistics
simultaneously in each of the considered channels without any increaseeo$ybtematics.
Therefore, considering additionally the high statisti8R Idata leaves some room for improved
estimates of the HVP, provided the dealing with systematacsbe reasonably well performed.
One should nevertheless stress that the global method veeaidy used with only the standard
scan data samples provides already as good results asrafl's¢#SR data using the standard
numerical integration of the experimental cross sections.

One may also try to figure out the improvement expected frastuding the high statistic
ISR data samples [17, 19,/18] within the fit procedure. Bejpignaistic, one may think that the

53The other dominant error comes from the hadronic VP betwe@hdnd 2 GeV.

60



uncertainty on the HVP contribution up to 1.05 GeV could bedtid by 2, fromr~ 2 x 107%°
(see Tablél8) ta~r 1 x 107!, Let us also assume that the ISR data samples will not rise
unsolvable bias problems. Taking into account the resteHYP, which carry an uncertainty
of ~ 4 x 10719 (see Tabl€]9), the uncertainty on the full HVP would decrdas®a ~ 4.60 x
10719 (see Tablé9) ta~ 4.25 x 10~1°, Using the information collected in Takle]10, the total
uncertainty oru,, would decrease fromy 5.30 x 107" to ~ 5.00 x 10~'" and the uncertainty
on Aa,, would decrease fromr 8.20 x 107! to ~ 8.00 x 10~'°. This may look a marginal
improvement; the reason for this is the large value for thetesyiatics generated by hadronic
HVP in the regionl.05 + 3.10 GeV (see Tablg]9), which thus becomes a prominent issue for
future significant improveme

However, this is not the end of the story. In the course of #pep, and this is well expressed
by Tables ® and 10, we saw that below 1.05 GeV systematics noayipe significant shifts of
the central values for the HVP and thus fgr. This was observed, for instance, in the A and
B configurations, where the shift for the HVP — and fgr— amounts ta~ 2.00 x 107'° (see
also Subsection 16.6). Because of this, there is still \m&axperimental work to do also in
the sub-GeV domain to decrease and/or better understatehstic errors. More precisely,
a better experimental knowledge of all channels in ghmass region 0.95 + 1.05 GeV —
may result in improving quite significantly our estimatepn 2 and in resolving some of the
ambiguities discussed in the main text. As stated aboventbenation in this mass region
has an important influence down to the threshold regionss iSlgertainly within the scope of
existing machines and detecfts

What are the prospects for the future?

A new muory—2 experiment at Fermilab is expected to come into operatidryigars from
now. The accuracy is expected to improve to 0.14 ppm fromutseat 0.54 ppm. This also
requires a factor 4 improvement of the hadronic vacuum maon. As demonstrated by our
analysis, it is possible to improve the low energy part upid iacluding thep by a systematic
application of effective field theory methods in form of ageance Lagrangian approach.
However, as mentioned above, the main effort will be requirethe range above the up
to about 3 GeV. In this range, major progress is expected €MD3 and SND at VEPP 2000
at Novosibirsk, from BESIII at Beijing, as well as from exjing additional yet unanalyzed
ISR data from BaBar and Belle. Within the 5 years availabld amew experimental result for
a,, Will be realized, lattice QCD is expected to be able to pred@sults which are competitive
with standard evaluations based on data. This also wouldgeomportant cross checks for
the present results and, more generally, for the effectagréngian approach.

For now, one can conclude that the paradigm represented lopal gnodel which encom-
passes the largest possible set of data indeed results gy kignificant improvement of the
photon HVP uncertainty and of the uncertaintypn 2. As the global model allows to detect
problematic data sets susceptible of generating biases,st be accompanied by the most

S4Actually, even if the uncertainty on the HVP contributiomuiag from the energy region up to 1.05 GeV
vanishes, this would not entail a significant improvementhef global uncertainty foa,, ! Stated otherwise,
reducing the HVP error in the region from threshold to 1.0¥@&&m ~ 4 x 1071 to ~ 2 x 10~1Y has much
more dramatic effects than reducing it free2 x 107 1%to ~ 1 x 10719, This is a pure algebraic effect following
from having to perform quadratic sums for final uncertamtie

55 One may remark that scan data for thee~ — 77~ cross section in the region are still not available.
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accurate possible treatment of the reported experimeygtmatics.

Taking into account the ambiguities generated by a limitechiner of data sets, the most
conservative estimate for the hadronic vacuum polarirdgads to a significance for a non—
zeroAa, of 4.10. Solving these ambiguities discussed in the main text msyitren a signifi-
cant increase of this conservative bound.
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Appendices

A The Full HLS Non—-Anomalous Lagrangian before Loop
Mixing
The non—anomalous Lagrangian of the Hidden Local Symmetgidfican be written :
Lurs = (La+Ly)=Lyup + L, (91)

in order to split it up into convenient pieces. Removing tBeymloscalar field kinetic energy
term, which is canonical, one has:

Lyvyp =

A A _
—I—ie[l—g(l—l—zv%—%)]A-ﬂ_37T+—ie%[l—zV—|—EV—AV—|—TA(1—zv)]A-KOBKO
A

A
Fie [1—i+i(1—zv—2zv—2AV+—A(2+zv))]A-K— 9 K"
2z4 624 2
1 1
+§ [mio (P°)% + m2w? + méQﬁz] + §af7262(5 + 2y + 5%y + 3Ay) A2

1ag o

—e {fp’ypo + fuyw — f¢~,¢} A+ 7(1 +3v) [[po + Ay (1 - hv)w} N

1ag A

- — + A A
+4Z (1+ 3y +hyAy — A2A)PO (1—|—Ev+(l—hv)Av—7)w_\/52‘/(1_ 2A)¢ K- 5K+
A -—
49 + —= A A -
jlzg (1+ 3y — hyAy A2A)p0—(1+EV_(1_hV)AV+7A)W+\/§zV(1 2A)¢} K057
A + —

(92)
in terms of the first step renormalized vector fisfdghe pseudoscalar fields shown here are
renormalized (it is the origin of the, andA 4, terms). Of course, we have only kept the lowest
order symmetry breaking contributions.
Some parameters have been introduced in Eq] (92) for cosvesi these aren? =

ag®f3)
mio =mg=m*[1+3y] , mj=m’zy
foy=agf? |1+ Sy + hv% y Juy = ag3f7% 142y +3(1 = hv)Av] , fgy = —agfﬁgzv
(93)
On the other hand, using :
mye =m*[1+3y] , fow =agfi[1+3y] (94)

56 In order to avoid heavy notations, the subscrifgt which actually affects each of the vector fields in Eq.
(92) has been removed.
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one has at lowest order in the breaking parameters :

a(l + Ev)
(1= 2

ET _ ZVvud.g2 W+

1
—n=
2 [

V2

g
FaW o+ 5w [t G

) 37?0 +

a 0§ K-
(L SR 5 K ]

2 4+ - gZVud

—0 &
+miiptp K9 K*

1
24V2
MVasl? 11+ a1+ Sy ) Vel - -

(95)
where one has limited oneself to write down only the termewvaait for our purpose. The
(classical) photon antd” mass terms [23, 34] are not considered and have been giveiioonl
completeness. However, it is worth remarking that the phatass term does not prevent the

photon pole to reside at= 0 as required [52], at leading order.
Our breaking scheme generates new couplings for the chamyesons :

1243

A Sy + A
+2 { [[(1 + 5 )za +ayEv(l+ oy

2

1ag
2

Gone = — [e + %Cosﬁp — %Siﬂ@p]

Goyn = — |€ + —= Ba sinfp + — A cos fp
2V/3 V6
(96)

because of the field redefinition given by Eqg§.1(18),] (22) &18).( Therefore, the broken
HLS model predicts decay modes— =(n/n')v of small intensity absent from the original
Lagrangian.

Li _ iVudg2 W+
4 2

+ 9 + 3 -
—(L+2v)p™ - |GppaT" O N+ Gy=m" O 1’| + herm. conj.

B Elements of thed M?2 Matrix

The perturbation M/? to the full mass matrix\/? is defined in Eq.[(32). Keeping only the
leading terms in isospin breaking parameters, its materents are :

¢, = [gpzifr (14 250) [ea(s) + (2hy Ay — Ax)er(s)]

w = gp;jf i (14+2%y) [e2(s) + (2(1 — hy) Ay — Ax)er(s)]
o =2 [22E]" 2 es(5) — A )]
—12 (97)
o = | ZEE| (14 250) fa(5) + (Av = Aea(s)
€pp = —\/§ gpzlif i Zv(l + Ev) [61(8) + (hVAV — AA)EQ(S)]

cas = VI [ Ly (1420 ) + (1= )y — A (o)

<A
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The functions: (s) ande,(s) and the constant, .z have been already defined in the main text
by Egs. [[38). We have also defined :

ag

C Lagrangian Pieces with Renormalized Vector Fields

Coupling to a pion pair comes from the two Lagrangian p@mes

Lver = "L 14 50] { A+ [(1 =)Dy — als)] wn+ 5(s) oa} 7§
(99)

Larr = ze{l—i(l—l—Zij%)}A T 07r

which exhibit the couplings to a pion pair depending on nip@amgles.
Similarly, the Lagrangian pieces relevant for coupling&toK — are given by :

A
Lyg+g- = i(:g [1 + Yy — 7A X { {1 +hvAy +a(s) + \/izvﬁ(s)} PRt

+ {1 + (1= hv)Ay —afs) + \/52\/7(3)} WR — [\/izv(l —Xv) = B(s) - 7(8)} ¢R} K™ 9 K*

Ay
Lag+r- =1e |:1 - 5[2+Zv+22v+2Av— —(2+Zv)]] A-K~ 3K+
A

(100)
and by :

_ iag Ay

- [1 — (1= hv)Ay +als) + V2ay(s)| wr+ [Vazv (1= Sv) + B(s) = 1(s)| én} - K° & K’

c Sy Ay 4 24 A-KO9 R
AKOK Zea 1—ZV+ vV — V+T(1_zV) . 0

(101)

for K'K" couplings. Setting = a(zy — 1)/6 andu = 2y /2, thes—dependent loop transition
functionsIly , are :

L e O e
My = (1= 500+ 2+ SO0 = h)Ay —a()] 2224 (0= § -2 2 aop
where :
es(s) = ea(s) +e1(s) and ep(s) = ea(s) —ei(s) (103)

5" Throughout this Section, one takes profit of introducinglevant second—order terms in breaking parameters
in order to write down expressions in the most concise way
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The expressions in Eqs$._(102) are very close to their painri80] or [46], as only first—order
perturbation terms are meaningful.

D The Anomalous Lagrangian Pieces

The full Anomalous Lagrangian can be written :

Lonomaious = Lvve + Lavp + Laap + Lvppp + Lappp (104)

whereA denotes the electromagnetic field. It incorporates the Waswino—\Witten terms and
the FKTUY Lagrangian [28]. The Lagrangian pieces occurmgq. [104) ares [23] :

Ncg2 prap
ﬁvvp = _47T2f7r C3€ Tl"[a‘uvl,aav[gp]

Ncge o
EAVP = Y (C4 — C )6 8 A Tr[{@ VB,Q}P]

87 fr

Ne vaf 2
Laap= - prcya (1 — )"0, A0, AgTr[Q* P] (105)
Lyvppp = —iN—C(cl — Cy — 03)6“”0‘6'1}[‘/ 0, PO, P03 P]

42 f3 pivs ot b

e 3 wed A, Tr[Qd, PO PO
»CAPPP = —1371'—2]‘?7‘?[1 — 1(61 —Cy + C4)]€ MTI"[Q ,,P aP BP]

where the; are parameters not fixed by the mod®|. is the number of colors fixed to 3. The
V and P field matrices are the bare ones.

E The Vz, Py Coupling Constants

In order to express theg, P~y couplings, it is appropriate to define the angle= 0, — 6,
(tanfy = 1//2):

sinfp = L cos 0p + V2sin dp
V3

1
—(v/2cosdp —sind
\/g( P P)
and some parameter expressions which reflect the various, wapet symmetry breaking in
the PS sector occurs :

(106)
cosbp =

3
r=1-— ZA
22A+1
3
¥=1- 22,4 v (207)
2ZA+1
R S
222 +1

%8For clarity, the new constant parameters are denoted gxascthey are defined in [23].
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wherev is the nonet symmetry breaking parameter defined in [Eq. @2ally, we also have
definedG = —eg(cs + ¢4)/(87* fr). Thepy, P~ coupling constants are :

Ay

G
ggowo'y: 5 |:1—3 T"‘(l_h\/)AV —3€Sin(5p+36/COS(5P
0 G ! . AA .
Iy = 5 V2(1 — 2)cosdp — (2z + 1) sin 6p + - + (1 —hy)Ay|sindp — €
(108)
0 =S (20 4+ 1) cosdp + V3 — o) sindp — | 24 4 (1 = hy)Ay | cosdp — ¢
gponly—g x4+ 1)cosop + — X )sinop — 74— — hy)Ay | cosop — €
G
JptaFy = 5
In thewg, P~y sector, one has :
3G 1TA € . €
ggW% = 5 [ 3 714 + hyAy| — §SIH5P + gCOS(SP
0 G /31— o) cos dp — (20 + 1) sindp + 9| 24 4 hy Ay sindp —9
Jomy = 5 (I —=2")cosdp — (22 + 1)sindp + 7+ vAy|sindp — 9 (109)
0 =G (20 + 1) cos dp + VB — o) sindp —9 |24 4y 5p — 9¢'
oty = G (22 4 1) cosop + V2(1 — 2’) sindp — - thvAv|cosdp —9e
and, finally, thepr, P~ sector provides much simpler expressions :
G [2e 2"
ggﬂoy =3 [Z cosdp + " sindp
G .
ggﬁnv =3 {(2 +2")cos bp — V2(1 — 2’) sin 5p} (110)
0 —G[\/i(l ") cos dp + (2 + 2") sin O |
gd)n/,y = a — X )COSOop + +x sSmop
Finally, the K* sector is described by :
G 2T 1 AA
gK*iKi'YZE ZQ—g 1—T
G 1 A (111)
z A

wherez is another breaking parameter [39] 46] not discussed here.

F The VPPP Coupling Constants

TheV PPP coupling constants in thB,m—#* (P, = ©°, 1, ) have been defined for the
R; renormalized fields in EqL[62). With an obvious naming, they obtained by multiplying
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each of :

Ay cos Op sin 0p

A L 31— hy)Ay — 227 2es) — )
[2 +3(1— hy)Ay 7 (e1 + V2e) 7 (&2 fq)]
1 1—24 224+ 1 .

ggn = E [[1+22Am U] COSGP_ \/5 ll — ZA ’U‘| Slnep‘|

224 +1
1 22441 1—24 .
0
Gy = —F= [\/5 [1 — ,2,422124 1 v] cosfp + [1 + 22’1422124 v] smHP]

+1

(112)
V3 , 3A 3
ggn =—1 [cos Op — V/2sin 9} {hVAV + TA} — ZE

3A
hy Ay + oA

3
ggn, = £ [\/§ cos fp + sin 8} 5

12
gor =0

3

4

by D = —3g(c; — ca — ¢3)/ (472 £2), which depends on the FKTUY parameters- ¢, andcs
not constrained by the model. Only the leading correctiom$ehave been retained.

G The V P~ Couplings for Renormalized Vector Fields

Let us define the quantities :

0 1

. 0 _ €gcs
k[VRlpo’ﬂ - GNchRlpo’Y ) (G -

~rr) (113)

for eachVz, = pgr,, wr,, ®g, andPy = 7°, n, 7/’ ThegOVRle can be found in AppendixIE
in Eqs. [108),[(Z09)[(110). The functiods,® occuring in Eq. [(66) provide the couplings of
the physical vector fields to a photon and a neutral mesory afeegiven by :

Py _ 1.0 0 0
HPRO o k[PRlpo’Y] T a(s)k[‘dePo’Y] - 5(S)k[¢3113()7]
”P — 1.0

wg - k

[WR1P07] - a(s)k[OpRlpo’y} - /7(8)]{;[0(1)]31})0“{] (114)

Py _ 1.0 0 0
H‘I’?? - k[q’RlPoﬂ + B(S)k[PRlPM] + ’Y(S)k‘[lepm]

These definitions help in writing the cross sections in a walar to those in[[46]. When
expanded, thé{{/’f functions may contain contributions of order greater tham dome of the
breaking parameters. These higher—order contributiansr@evant and can be dropped out.

68



H The Functions N;(s) in e"e™ — 77 7~ Annihilations

The amplitude for the transition* — 7%7 "7~ is much simply expressed in terms of the
following complex functions :

_ 2e¢1(cosfp — V2sinfp) + 2e2(v/2cosOp +sinfp) — A3 1

No(s)

6\/§ DPO(S)
Ni(s) = %J((j)) + [a(s) — (1 = hy)Ay] % + v(s)%;((j))
1 1 1
N8 = 5 5 T By T Dy (sng)
1 1

N3(8) - [Oz(8+_) N (1 B hV)AV] DpO (S+—) N Dw(3+—)]

B EI(COSQP_ﬁsjnep)—|-eg(\/§cos€p+sin9p) B ﬂ_ B #
Nu(s) = 73 2 ( hv)AVH Dyo(s4-)

_ Y(s4=) —(s)
Ns(s) = m
Na(s) — 261(c0s0p = VBsindp) + 2ex(vIcosdp + sinfp) ~ AavE_ 1

6 6\/§ Dpo(8+_)

(115)
sy, So— andsy, are the invariant mass squared of the corresponding pios fpam the final
state.s is the off—shell photon invariant mass squared. All otheapeeters and functions have
been defined in the body of the text.

The connection with the Kuraev-Siligadee y) parametrization [73] is defined by, =
M0, My = Mgt ) &
si_= s(2x+2y—1)+m3

spo= s(1—2y) +m? (116)

s o= s(1—2z)+m2
The integration limits can be found in_[73]; they are also irded in [46]. The Kuraev—
Siligadze kernel is :

m? 2 m; — mg

2 s 2 mx 2 72r 2\’
G(z,y) = 4(z —?)(y —?)— 1—29:—2y+29:y+f (117)
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/N x2/N A4 (%) | Fit Prob (%)

KK’ + KTK~- (SND stand—alone)| 60.10/60 | 56.54/26| 8.54 +1.93 33.7
KK’ + KTK- (CMD-2 stand—alone) 59.30/59 | 29.00/36|| 5.98 + 0.86 85.8
KK’ (SND & CMD-2) 115.68/119 - 5.51 £3.21 81.8
KK+ KK~ (SND & CMD-2) 119.83/119 88.09/62| 6.29 + 0.80 40.4

KK’ (SND & CMD-2)
+ K+ K~ (CMD-2) 118.54/119 29.27/36 6.09 = 0.79 80.8

Table 2: Fit quality of thelk ™ K~ and KK’ data. Beside the additional data sample (see
text), each line in the first column tells whidh ' data samples have been included in the fit
procedure.x? is they? value for KK data,y? is the corresponding information faéf + K~
data. TheN'’s are the respective numbers of data points. The last ddtahcoprovides the
global fit probability for each case.
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x*/N

(6m2, 0g, c3 = ¢4)

Statistical Information

[24] excl. KK | excl.rtn—n° A B
Decays 16.20/9 5.53/10 6.13/10 11.36/10 5.94/10
New Timeliker ™7~ 126.47/127 119.73/127| 130.33/127 | 127.50/127 129.65/127
Old Timelikert 7~ 60.45/82 51.64/82 56.36/82 56.09/82 | 56.60/82
70y 66.07/86 66.84/86 61.19/86 67.21/86 | 66.93/86
Ny 135.78/182 128.89/182| 122.64/182 | 122.62/182 121.37/182
Y 139.44/126 200.92/179 - 230.98/179 105.91/99
KTK~ - - 29.93/36 35.16/36 | 29.85/36
KK’ - - 120.07/119 | 117.94/119 119.99/119
ALEPH 36.51/(37+1) 21.25/37 15.92/37 16.80/37 | 16.16/37
Belle 28.29/(19+1) 27.02/19 34.19/19 32.22/19 | 33.62/19
CLEO 39.46/(29+1) 35.12/29 35.86/29 36.09/29 | 36.03/29
x%/dof 648.68/680 656.93/726| 612.63/703 | 853.98/881 722.05/801
Global Fit Probability 80.1% 96.8% 99.4% 73.7% 97.9%

Table 3: Comparison of the fit qualities between the fit resolithe model as it was in [24]
(second data column) and as it is now (third data colunin)k data were not submitted to fit
in [24]. The '+1’ added to the number of data points fodata stands for the experimentally
given r.m.s. affecting the (fitted) global scale. The 3—piama set information is displayed
boldface in order to show the difference in the fit data set thiensecond data column, the
3—pion data set from SND [91] has been (newly) introducediaride last data column only
the 3—pion data sets collected below theegion are considered.
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General Fit Constrained Fit

o —1.11° £ 0.39° 0

Os —23.88° £ 0.34° —23.82° £0.34°

Op || —12.66° £ 0.35° —12.91°£0.18°

A || (8.52+3.55) 1072 | (8.52 + 3.55) 102

Table 4: Some parameter values derived when leavingdseand \ (first data column) or
when relating them by imposiry = 0 to the fit (second data column).

Data Set Fit Solution Statistical Information

x%/dof | Probability

ete” > mtn™ 360.00 + 1.64 | 177.38/208 93.3%

+[r] data (ABC) | 359.8+1.47 | 262.94/293 | 89.6%

++ (eTe — [7°/n]7) || 360.09+1.60 | 436.94/549 | 99.9%

++ (ete” — 7rr %) || 360.91 £ 1.45 | 661.22/727 96.1%

++ (ete” = KK) | 362.79+£1.43 | 858.08/882 | 71.2%

Table 5: The contribution t60'%a,,(7) from the invariant mass regidn630 — 0.958 GeV/c.
The first line provides the fit results using all thee~ — 77~ annihilation data set group.
The next line uses the previous data group and the threggectra. By "++” at any given
line, we always mean all data sets belonging to the grougsresf to in the preceding lines,
plus the data set group indicated at this line. FSR cornestare taken into account. An
appropriate set of radiative decays is always understobe. |dst line refer to what has been
named Solution/Configuration A.
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Fit Solution x?%/dof | Probability
onlyete™ — KTK~ | 360.79 + 1.49 | 474.69/585 99.97%
onlyete™ — KK’ | 362.83 £ 1.47 580.78/668 | 99.34%
bothete™ -+ KK 362.81 +£1.47 | 613.29/704 | 99.40%

Table 6: The contribution td0'°a,,(77) from the invariant mass regidn630 — 0.958 GeV/c
using KK data sets under various conditions. Alt7—7° data have been excluded from fit.
FSR corrections have been performed.

Data Set

Experimental Result

Average

Fit solution

CMD-2 (1995)[75]

362.1 + (2.4) grar & (2:2) syt

CMD—2 (1998)[76/77]

361.5 £ (1.7)gar £ (2.9) syst

SND (1998)[[78]

361.0 £ (1.2) gpar £ (4.7) syt

Average

361.26 £ (2.66) ¢

OLD

354.1 4 (3.3)gtar & (8:1)gyst

Average (excl. ISR)

360.65 £ (2.55) 40

Fit Solution A

Fit Solution B

A

362.79 £ 1.43;5

B

363.16 £ 1.47;

KLOE-2008 [17]

356.7 £ (0.4) star £ (3.1) syst

KLOE-2010[19]

353.3 £ (0.6) star £ (3.2) syst

BaBaR [18/ 110]

365.2 & (1.9) srar & (1.9) gyst

Total Average

360.53 £ (1.44) 40

Table 7: The various published estimates of the contributd 0'%a,,(7) from the invariant
mass regior).630 — 0.958 GeV/c. The quoted averages always refer toeaperimental
results displayed in the preceding lines. The line "OLD"aimhation refers to our average
performed using the data sets collected before those of GQvild SND (see text). Our fit
solutions A and B are derived using thespectra from([40, 42, 41]. KLOE-2010 estimate for
a, () is ours, as the experimental spectrum stops slightly bglew= 0.958 GeV [19].
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Process SolutionB SolutionA Data (excl. ISR)| Data (incl. ISR)
T 498.54 +£1.97 | 49798 £1.76 || 498.53 £ 3.73 497.72 £ 2.12
70y 4.64 +0.04 4.28 +0.04 3.35 + 0.1144¢
0y 0.65 £ 0.01 0.67+0.01 0.48 £+ 0.024
'y 0.01+£0.00 | 0.010.00 —~
ata—m0 42.03 £0.60 | 40.88 £+ 0.52 43.24 + 1.47;,
KTK~ 16.87 +£0.20 | 16.93 £0.18 17.88 + 0.5444
KK’ 12.02 £0.09 | 12.07 £0.08 12.31 £ 0.33;5¢
Total Up to 1.05 GeV|| 574.76 + 2.10 | 572.82 £ 1.90 || 575.79 £ 4.064,; | 574.98 £ 2.66,,;

Table 8: Contributions td0'%a,, from thresholds up to 1.05 GeV/c The experimental er-
rors merge the reported statistical and systematic unctes in quadrature. FSR effects
(3.43 10719 have been included into the" 7~ contribution. The first two data columns dis-

play our fit results and the last two data columns report thectinumerical integration of the
relevant data.
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Final State

Range (GeV)

Contribution (incl.7)

Contribution (excl.r)

Solution A Solution B Solution A

Solution B

eTe” — hadrons

threshold— 1.05

572.82[1.90] | 574.76[2.10]|| 569.86[2.15]

571.40[2.27]

missing channels

5 threshold— 1.05

1.55(0.40)(0.40)[0.57]

J/ 8.51(0.40)(0.38)[0.55]
T 0.10(0.00)(0.10)[0.10]
hadronic (1.05, 2.00) 60.76(0.22)(3.93)[3.94]
hadronic (2.00, 3.10) 21.63(0.12)(0.92)[0.93]
hadronic (3.10, 3.60) 3.77(0.03)(0.10)[0.10]
hadronic (3.60, 5.20) 7.64(0.04)(0.05)[0.06]
pQCD (5.20, 9.46) 6.19(0.00)(0.00)[0.00]
hadronic (9.46, 13.00) 1.28(0.01)(0.07)[0.07]
pQCD (13.00p0) 1.53(0.00)(0.00)[0.00]
Total 1.05— 0o 112.96 =+ 4.13,,;
+ missing channel§
Total Model threshold— oo 685.78 £ 4.55 | 687.72 £ 4.63 || 682.82 £ 4.66 | 684.36 £4.71

Table 9: Hadronic VP contributions 1®'a,, with FSR corrections included. Numbers within
brackets refer to respectively statistical and systenestars. Numbers within square brackets
are the total uncertainties.
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1010%

Values (incl.7)

Values (excl.r)

Solution A Solution B Solution A Solution B

LO hadronic 685.78 +4.55 687.72 + 4.63 682.82 4+ 4.66 684.36 +4.71
HO hadronic —9.98 £ 0.04¢5p £ 0.09,44q

LBL 10.5+2.6

QED 11 658 471.8096 + 0.0164,;

EW 15.32 + 0.10p04r = 0.15 57,405
Total Theor. 11659 173.43 +5.25 | 11659 175.37 £ 5.31 || 11 659 170.47 £5.34 | 11 659 172.0 £ 5.39
Exper. Aver. 11 659 208.9 £+ 6.3,

Aay, 35.47 + 8.20 33.53 £8.24 38.43 £+ 8.26 36.89 4+ 8.29

Significance o) 4.330 4.070 4.650 4.450

Table 10: The various contributions 16'%q,,. Aa, =

10719 and the last line displays its significance.
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Figure 1: Best fits te"e~ — 777" cross sections for data sets in isolation. Left column
displays fits of the CMD-2 data, right column displays fitshed SND data. Top shows the
region, bottom thev region. The plotted data are extracted from/ [89, 90] (CMDas2j [92]
(SND) for the¢ region and from[[75] (CMD-2) and [91] (SND) for theregion. The empty
circles (bottom right plot) are superimposed on the SND &uhs and arexot used in the fit
displayed inthis Figure.
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Figure 2: Simultaneous fit ef e~ — 77~ 7" cross section on theregion data from [89, 90]
(CMD-2) and[[92] (SND).
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Figure 3: ¢; — ¢, values returned by fits. CMD2 denotes the fit result of the data from
[75], SND w those from[[9]1], ND+CMD the fit result to the merged data fr@f][and [94],
CMD2 ¢ indicates that only the merged data from![88,/89, 90] have bsed in the fit, SN
corresponds to the fit of the data from [92] and SND+CMbgrovides the (simultaneous) fit
result of [88) 89| 90, 92]. Finally, the last line shows thsulefor the selected data consisting
of the sample reported in [93, 194,91, 75/ 88,89, 90]. Theeadrtotted line serves to show
how the fits perform the averaging.
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Figure 13: A set of recent estimates of the muon anomalouset@gnoment:,, together with
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