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Abstract
Precision experiments with leptons are an essential part of the search of physics bey-
ond the Standard Model. In order to meet the experimental precision the calculation
of next-to-leading order (NLO) or even next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) QED
corrections has become mandatory. This has triggered the development of McMule,
a Monte Carlo integrator for processes with muons and other leptons. The main dif-
ference of higher-order calculations in QED compared to QCD is that fermion masses
are typically not neglected. Collinear divergences are thus regularised by finite fer-
mion masses which greatly simplifies the infrared structure. At the same time, it also
results in an increased complexity in the calculation of loop integrals. Furthermore,
the small electron mass typically gives rise to strong scale hierarchies complicating a
numerically stable implementation of amplitudes.

This thesis provides a pedagogical overview of the theoretical foundations of the
McMule framework. Among other things, we show how the simple infrared structure
in QED can be exploited to construct FKS`, a subtraction scheme for soft singular-
ities to all orders in perturbation theory. Furthermore, we present the method of
massification as a solution to the problem of multi-scale integrals in the presence of
large scale hierarchies. Finally, we introduce next-to-soft stabilisation as an elegant
tool to stabilise the numerically delicate real-virtual contribution. To this end, we
generalise the Low-Burnett-Kroll theorem for massive fermions to one loop. This
allows for a straightforward application of the method without the need of explicit
calculations.

We have developed all of these techniques with fully differential NNLO QED
calculations in mind and have successfully applied them to many processes such as
the muon decay as well as Bhabha and Møller scattering. One of the main drivers
of these developments has been the MUonE experiment requiring a high-precision
theory prediction for muon-electron (µ-e) scattering at the level of 10 ppm. The
multi-scale nature of µ-e scattering makes this process particularly challenging from
a technical point of view. Only the combined application of FKS`, massification, and
next-to-soft stabilisation makes the corresponding calculation possible. This thesis
therefore presents for the first time the fully differential calculation of the complete
set of NNLO corrections to µ-e scattering. This represents a major step towards the
ambitious 10 ppm target precision of the MUonE experiment.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics has been verified to an astonishing precision in a
variety of experiments that span a wide range of different observables and energies. Nevertheless,
it is an inherently incomplete theory since it is unable to explain numerous fundamental physical
phenomena such as gravity, dark matter, dark energy, and the matter-antimatter asymmetry.
Furthermore, there are also a number of unresolved theoretical issues within the SM, two prom-
inent examples of which are the hierarchy and the strong CP problems. As a consequence, the
search for physics beyond the SM (BSM) is the main quest of particle physics today.

Two complementary experimental approaches are pursued in this endeavour. For sufficiently
high energies the direct production of unknown heavy particles is possible. The high-energy
frontier can thus provide clear and concrete evidence for BSM physics along the same lines as
the discovery of the Higgs boson at the LHC. This strategy, however, relies on a BSM energy
scale that lies within reach of collider experiments. The high-intensity frontier, on the other hand,
aims at an indirect measurement of BSM physics via their quantum effects. This requires intense
sources as well as ultra-sensitive investigations in order to reach sufficiently high precision. Such
experiments often have the potential to investigate higher energies and weaker interactions than
those directly accessible at high-energy particle colliders. However, if a BSM signal is observed,
constraints on the precise form of new physics are more indirect.

Precision experiments with leptons are an essential part of the high-intensity program. Of-
ten these measurements rely on highly accurate SM calculations either for direct comparisons
or background predictions. At low energies these processes are dominated by quantum electro-
dynamics (QED). As a consequence, high-precision QED calculations have become ever more
important in recent years. This has triggered the development of McMule [5], a Monte Carlo
integrator for processes with muons and other leptons.

Higher-order calculations in QED are in many ways simpler than in quantum chromodynamics
(QCD). Its abelian nature results in significantly fewer Feynman diagrams and thus in simpler
expressions from an algebraic point of view. The main difference lies, however, in the treatment of
fermion masses. QCD observables are defined such that final-state collinear singularities cancel.
The small quark masses can thus be neglected in the calculation. Precision QED observables,
on the other hand, are typically not collinear finite in the massless limit and the corresponding
mass logarithms are physical. Finite mass effects therefore have to be taken into account in QED
calculations.

This results in a significant simplification of the infrared structure compared to QCD. At
the same time, however, there are also serious challenges related to finite fermion masses. They
result in an increased complexity in the calculation of loop integrals. Furthermore, the small
electron mass typically gives rise to strong scale hierarchies complicating a numerically stable
implementation of amplitudes as well as hampering the numerical phase-space integration. The

1



2 Chapter 1. Introduction

`→ `′ν̄ν NNLO + resumm.
`→ `′ν̄νγ NLO
`→ `′ν̄ν`′`′ NLO
``′ → ``′ NNLO
`p→ `p dominant NNLO
``→ `` NNLO
``→ γγ NNLO

Table 1.1: Processes currently implemented in McMule. These include charged leptons (`/`′),
neutrinos (ν), protons (p), and photons γ. In the case of `p→ `p only the dominant lepton line
corrections are included.

McMule framework is based on the philosophy of exploiting the simplicities of QED while at
the same time solving the corresponding ubiquitous problems in a process independent way. This
approach has allowed us to perform many fully differential higher-order QED calculations relevant
for low-energy precision experiments. A list of processes currently implemented in McMule is
shown in Table 1.1.

The objective of this thesis is to provide an overview of these methods by example of muon-
electron (µ-e) scattering. This process is of high phenomenological relevance because of the
MUonE experiment requiring a high-precision theory prediction at the level of 10 ppm. This
has triggered a large theory effort [4] with the goal of developing two completely independent
Monte Carlo generators that ensure this level of precision. In addition to its phenomenological
relevance, the multi-scale nature of µ-e scattering is also interesting from a technical point of
view. Promoting the corresponding calculation to the main theme of the thesis therefore allows
us to cover many interesting aspects of fully differential QED calculations.

The following sections provide a gentle introduction to the topic. While it is assumed that the
reader is familiar with quantum field theory (QFT), some basic notions needed for later discussion
are explained in Section 1.1. Section 1.2 presents the physics case of the MUonE experiment and
explains why a high-precision calculation of µ-e scattering at the level of 10 ppm is required. The
following Section 1.3 then assesses the feasibility of this ambitious target precision and discusses
recent developments in this endeavour. We conclude this introductory chapter with an overview
of the thesis. A compilation of the conventions and notation used throughout the thesis can be
found in Appendix A.

1.1 Perturbation theory

This section introduces some basic notions of QFT perturbation theory. Even though this is done
using QED, most concepts are also relevant for QCD where fermions are typically considered
to be massless. An emphasis is therefore put on the ramifications connected to the different
treatment of fermion masses.

The QED Lagrangian is given by

LQED =
∑

i=e,µ,τ

ψ̄i(i/∂ −mi)ψi −
1

4
FµνF

µν − e
∑

i=e,µ,τ

ψ̄i /Aψi (1.1)

where ψi are the spinor fields of the leptons, Aµ the photon field, Fµν the electromagnetic field
tensor, mi the lepton masses, and e the electromagnetic coupling. We have used the standard
Feynman slash notation /a ≡ γµaµ. At low energies the quark fields become non-perturbative and
are therefore left out in (1.1). The treatment of these non-perturbative contributions is closely



1.1. Perturbation theory 3

related to the MUonE experiment and is therefore a recurring topic in the thesis. In what follows
we only consider electrons and muons as external states. We thus use the simplified notation

me → m, mµ →M (1.2)

for the corresponding masses.
The calculation of a 2 → n cross section consists of two parts, the computation of the

scattering amplitude An based on the Lagrangian LQED and its subsequent integration over the
n-particle phase space dΦn

σn =

∫
dΦn |An|2Θcuts . (1.3)

The measurement function Θcuts has two roles. It enters the binning procedure for histograms
in the calculation of fully differential observables. Furthermore, it can be used to approximate
the detector geometry of the experiment. As a consequence, it is important to be able to modify
this function independently from the rest of the calculation. A numerical approach for the
phase-space integration in (1.3) is therefore clearly advantageous.

It is not possible to compute An exactly due to the photon-fermion interaction term in (1.1).
However, the coupling e is sufficiently small to allow for a perturbative expansion

An = A(0)
n + e2A(1)

n + e4A(2)
n +O(e6) (1.4)

with A(0)
n the leading order (LO), A(1)

n the next-to-leading order (NLO), and A(2)
n the next-to-

next-to-leading order (NNLO) contribution. To make the power counting more transparent, all
couplings appearing already at LO are absorbed in A(l)

n . Each term in this expansion permits a
representation in terms of Feynman diagrams. For µ-e scattering, for example, we have

A2 = + e2

(
+ . . .

)
+ e4

(
+ . . .

)
+O(e6) (1.5)

where each additional vertex contributes one power of the coupling. The fact that the muon is
much heavier than the electron is emphasised with a double line.

Higher-order corrections involve loops of virtual particles. The corresponding mathematical
expression requires the integration over the unconstrained loop momenta. It is the calculation
of these loop integrals that represents one of the main bottlenecks in the calculation of the
amplitudes. Both analytic and numerical methods are used to calculate these integrals. For phe-
nomenological applications an analytic approach is often advantageous since the fast evaluation
of the amplitude facilitates the phase-space integration.1 However, for multi-loop multi-scale in-
tegrals one often has to resort to numerical methods because even state-of-the-art analytic loop
integral techniques are insufficient. On the other hand, if these scales follow a strong hierarch-
ical structure, an alternative approach is the expansion in small parameters. This reduces the
number of active scales and therefore facilitates the analytic evaluation of the integrals. This is
the strategy employed throughout this thesis.

The evaluation of loop integrals is complicated by the occurrence of divergences originating
in the ultraviolet (UV) and the infrared (IR) region of the loop momenta. Both types of singu-
larities can be efficiently regularised with dimensional regularisation which shifts the number of
space-time dimensions to d = 4 − 2ε. In particular, this preserves all symmetries of the QED

1To avoid this problem, numerical computations typically rely on an interpolation grid. In this case, it is,
however, challenging to rigorously quantify the error introduced by the interpolation.
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Lagrangian (1.1).2 The UV singularities can then be consistently absorbed via renormalisation,
a redefinition of the parameters ψi, Aµ, mi, and e.3 However, even after UV renormalisation
the loop integrals and therefore also the cross section σn are still singular in the IR region. The
observable as defined in (1.3) is in fact unphysical.

This is explained by the observation that the final state of any scattering process is only
meaningfully defined up to the emission of any number of soft photons with vanishing momentum
k. Since any physically realisable detector has a finite energy resolution, photons with an energy
below this threshold, i.e. Ek < ∆, will escape the measurement. Thus, only the combination

σ = σn + σn+1 + . . . (1.6)

with
σn+1 =

∫

Ek<∆
dΦn+1|An+1|2Θcuts (1.7)

gives an observable quantity. Even though an infinite number of soft photon emissions contributes
in (1.6), only finitely many have to be taken into account at a fixed order in perturbation theory.
At NLO, for example, only σn+1 has to be added to the virtual one-loop correction. In the case
of µ-e scattering, we have the perturbative expansion

A3 = e1

(
+ . . .

)
+ e3

(
+ . . .

)
+O(e5) (1.8)

in analogy to (1.5). Here, we display all additional couplings relative to the non-radiative tree-
level amplitude A(0)

2 . The powers of e thus match up with the ones from (1.5) at the level of the
squared amplitude.

Radiative amplitudes have a singular dependence on the energy of the emitted photon. For
instance, we have

An+1 ∼
1

pi · k
=

1

EiEk(1− βi cos^(pi, k))
(1.9)

where βi = (1 −m2
i /E

2
i )1/2 is the velocity of the emitting fermion with momentum pi, energy

Ei, and mass mi. As a consequence, the amplitude is singular in the soft region. Due to the
corresponding double pole in the squared amplitude, the combination with dΦn+1 ∼ Ek in the
complete integrand (1.7) still has a non-integrable E−1

k singularity giving rise to a logarithmically
divergent integral. These soft singularities then cancel the ones from the virtual corrections
rendering (1.6) finite. This is the powerful statement of the Bloch-Nordsieck theorem [11]. In
this context, it is important that the measurement function Θcuts in (1.3) and (1.7) does not
spoil this cancellation. In particular, the measurement function is only infrared safe if its value
does not change under infinitely soft emission [12]

Θcuts(p1, . . . pn, k = 0) = Θcuts(p1, . . . , pn) . (1.10)

Despite this IR cancellation, the occurrence of soft singularities in intermediate contributions
has important implications. Due to the E−1

k behaviour of the integrand in (1.7), each soft
photon emission introduces logarithms of the form L∆ = log(∆2/S) with S the energy scale of
the considered process. For ∆2 � S these logarithms become large and can hamper the reliability
of the perturbative expansion. Furthermore, the cancellation is non-trivial to obtain in practice
since the phase-space integration is typically performed numerically. As a consequence, dedicated

2This is not the case for Lagrangians that include γ5.
3The QED renormalisation constants up to two loops and in all relevant schemes of dimensional regularisation

can be found in Appendix B of [10].
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techniques such as subtraction methods have to be developed to cope with divergences in the
numerical integration.

In the case of massless fermions, we have βi = 1 and the amplitude (1.9) develops an addi-
tional singularity for collinear photon emission where ^(pi, k) = 0. Similar to the soft photon
case, this is related to the kinematic indistinguishability of a single massless fermion and a col-
linear fermion-photon pair (jet). Both objects have the same invariant mass p2

i = (pi + k)2 = 0.
As a consequence, the real-emission contribution (1.7) has to include also the phase-space region
where ^(pi, k) is below a certain threshold. The final-state collinear singularities then cancel
in the sum of virtual and real contributions according to the KLN theorem [13, 14]. This is
completely analogous to the soft photon case. The infrared safety condition (1.10) now has to
be modified to also include collinear splittings

Θcuts(p1, . . . (1− κ)pi, . . . pn, k = κpi) = Θcuts(p1, . . . , pi, . . . , pn) (1.11)

with 0 ≤ κ < 1. Initial-state collinear divergences, on the other hand, are different in nature.
They remain present in the cross section and need to be absorbed in a redefinition of the initial
particle states in terms of so-called structure functions.

Furthermore, also the collinear splitting of a photon into a massless fermion-antifermion
pair, k → pi + pj , gives an infrared divergence. This has important ramifications and is a crucial
difference between massive and massless fermions. The additional collinear divergence can again
be understood from the indistinguishability relation k2 = (pi + pj)

2 = 0. A physical observable
in the mi = 0 case thus has to be defined such that these additional final states are included
via the definition of a photon jet. In the massive case, on the other hand, the production of an
additional fermion pair is a physically distinguishable process. In this case, it does not have to
be included in order to obtain IR finite results.

In reality, all fermions in the SM have non-zero masses. In particular in QED, finite lepton
masses have to be taken into account because their effects are measured in experiments. Nev-
ertheless, even at the high-intensity frontier, the electron mass is small compared to the energy
scale S of the experiments. The fermion velocity satisfies βi ∼ 1 −m2/S . 1 in this case and
the amplitude in (1.9) exhibits a collinear pseudo-singularity (CPS) for ^(pi, k) = 0. At the
cross-section level this introduces additional large logarithms of the form Lm = log(m2/S) that
have to be included in the power counting of the perturbative expansion. Taking into account
also the soft logarithms as well as the 1/(4π)2 from the loop measure we have

σ = σ(0) + σ(1) + σ(2) + ... (1.12)

where

σ(n) =
( α

4π

)n n∑

n1,n2=0

cn1,n2L
n1
∆ Ln2

m (1.13)

with L∆ = log(∆2/S), Lm = log(m2/S), and α = e2/(4π). Since now all the logarithmically
enhanced terms are given separately, it can be naively assumed that cn1,n2 ∼ 1. The above power
counting can thus be used as a rough estimate of the n-th order contribution to the cross section.

For sufficiently large scale hierarchies m2,∆2 � S the logarithmic enhancement in (1.13)
results in a breakdown of the naive perturbative expansion. In this case, the large logarithms
have to be resummed. The leading logarithmic (LL) contribution n1 = n2 = n can be calculated
by a parton shower. Some effects at next-to-leading-order logarithmic (NLL) accuracy, where
n1+n2 = 2n−1, can also be captured in this way. The feasibility of a strict resummation of these
logarithms, however, depends on the precise definition of the observable and has to be performed
case by case. In QED, a strict resummation is often not required since the fine structure constant
α ∼ 1/137 is sufficiently small. Instead, the large logarithms only have to be taken into account
up to a certain order in α.
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1.2 The MUonE experiment and the Muon g − 2

A prime observable for high-intensity BSM searches is the anomalous magnetic moment of the
muon aµ = (g − 2)µ. This quantity vanishes at tree level in the SM since the g-factor is exactly
2. The leading contribution is thus given by the one-loop diagram of Figure 1.1a. A selection
of additional contributing SM diagrams is depicted in Figures 1.1b-1.1e. The muon life time is
sufficiently long as to allow for a high-statistics test of these effects. Moreover, possible BSM
contributions, such as the one illustrated in Figure 1.1f, enter as

δaBSMµ

aµ
∼ M2

Λ2
(1.14)

with Λ the scale of BSM physics. Compared to the anomalous magnetic moment of the electron,
ae, the sensitivity to BSM effects is therefore significantly boosted for aµ due to the much larger
muon mass M ∼ 200m. Taking into account both the BNL E821 [15] and the recent Fermilab
measurement [16], the current experimental average is

aexpµ = 116592061(41)× 10−11 . (1.15)

This result deviates from the SM theory prediction [17]

aSMµ = 116591810(43)× 10−11 (1.16)

by 4.2σ. This anomaly observed in the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon is one of the
most intriguing hints for BSM physics today. It is therefore of utmost importance both to ensure
the validity of these values and to further improve their precision. On the experimental side,
the error will soon be reduced by up to a factor 4 due to the ongoing experiment at Fermilab.
Furthermore, the planned experiment at J-PARC [18] will serve as a completely independent
validation of these results. Significant progress on the theoretical side is therefore necessary to
match the future experimental precision.

The SM prediction obtains contributions from pure QED as well as electroweak (EW) and
hadronic corrections and can thus be written as

aSMµ = aQED
µ + aEWµ + ahadµ . (1.17)

Mixed QED-EW and QED-hadronic corrections are included in aEWµ and ahadµ , respectively. An
example of a three-loop QED and a LO EW contribution is shown in Figures 1.1b and 1.1c,
respectively. The number given in (1.16) includes QED corrections up to five loops [19, 20]
and EW contributions up to two loops [21, 22]. The theory error for aQED

µ and aEWµ is therefore
under good control. While these perturbative calculations are highly challenging and the achieved
precision astonishing, the theory prediction for ahadµ is more delicate. This is due to the low-
energy nature of the observable where the non-perturbative regime of QCD becomes relevant. For
an ab initio determination of the hadronic contribution one therefore has to resort to lattice QCD
simulations [23]. Alternatively, one can use a data-driven approach that relies on experimental
input to capture the non-perturbative effects.

Figure 1.1d shows the leading hadronic contribution to aµ which is due to the hadronic
vacuum polarisation (HVP)

q
= iΠhad(q2)(gµνq2 − qµqν). (1.18)



1.2. The MUonE experiment and the Muon g − 2 7

(a) (b)

Z

(c)

(d) (e)

Λ

(f)

Figure 1.1: Figures (a)-(e) show various examples for SM contributions to the anomalous mag-
netic moment of the muon, while possible BSM effects are illustrated in Figure (f). The LO SM
diagram is shown in (a). A three-loop QED diagram and a leading EW contribution are given
in (b) and (c), respectively. Figure (d) depicts the leading non-perturbative HVP diagram while
the HLbL contribution is shown in (e). The grey blobs represent loops of hadrons.

(a) (b)

Z

(c)

(d) (e)

Λ

(f)

Figure 1.2: Various SM contributions to µ-e scattering are shown in (a)-(e) and possible BSM
contaminations are illustrated in (f). The tree-level SM diagram is shown in (a). A two-loop
QED diagram and the leading EW contribution are given in (b) and (c), respectively. Figures (d)
and (e) depict leading and subleading hadronic contributions. The grey blobs represent loops
of hadrons. Contrary to the anomalous magnetic moment, these corrections are entirely due to
HVP with HLbL scattering only appearing at subsubleading order.
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At subleading order, a new topology arises given by the hadronic light-by-light (HLbL) diagram
depicted in Figure 1.1e. In the case of HLbL, data-driven and lattice QCD calculations are in
perfect agreement averaging to [17]

aHLbLµ = 92(19)× 10−11 . (1.19)

Since a significantly higher relative precision is needed for the larger HVP contribution, most
lattice predictions are not yet competitive with the data-driven calculations. They are therefore
not included in the world average [24–29]

aHVP,LOµ = 6931(40)× 10−11 . (1.20)

There is, however, one recent lattice simulation that has been able to reach a competitive precision
for this contribution [30]. Interestingly, its prediction significantly deviates from the above data-
driven value. A resolution of this discrepancy is therefore of high priority in order to arrive at a
completely robust theoretical prediction for the HVP contribution. This is particularly pressing
since the HVP prediction (1.20) dominates the theory error in (1.16).

The data-driven calculations that enter in (1.20) follow a dispersive approach. Based on
unitarity (optical theorem) and causality (analyticity) of the SM, the HVP function, Πhad, can
be related by means of the dispersion relation [31]

Πhad(q2)

q2
=

α

3π

∫ ∞

4m2
π

dz

z

Rhad
γ (z)

q2 − z + iδ
(1.21)

to the hadronic R-ratio

Rhad
γ (s) = σ(e+e− → γ∗ → had)

/4πα2

3s
(1.22)

with s the centre-of-mass energy of the scattering process, mπ the pion mass, and δ > 0. This
formula differs from the one in [31] by a sign due to the different sign convention in the definition
of Πhad. The precise definition used in this thesis is given in Appendix B. The normalisation
factor in (1.22) corresponds to the tree-level cross section for σ(e+e− → γ∗ → µ+µ−) in the
high-energy limit s�M2. Based on (1.21) it is possible to determine the HVP contribution to
aµ from the experimental measurement of hadron production.

There are, however, a number of problems related to this approach. As already mentioned, it
currently contributes the largest error to the SM prediction for aµ. At the same time, the achieved
precision is limited by the available data. Further improvements therefore crucially depend on
more precise measurements of the R-ratio as well as a better understanding of the corresponding
background based on theory predictions. A large effort is therefore underway to improve upon
this situation [32]. On a more fundamental note, however, the R-ratio is a challenging object to
accurately measure to begin with. This is due to narrow hadronic resonances that contribute to
the dispersion integral (1.21) and that are non-perturbative in nature. Multiple experiments are
therefore required that operate at different production thresholds. This situation is illustrated
in Figure 1.3. It is therefore a challenging task to ensure that all systematic uncertainties are
properly accounted for when aggregating all of these results. In light of the aforementioned dis-
crepancy between the recent lattice simulation and dispersive results, an additional independent
determination of the HVP correction is therefore highly desirable.

This is the main motivation of the MUonE experiment [34], a recent proposal to perform
a very precise measurement of µ-e scattering. A comparison of the experimental data with
perturbative calculations can be used to extract the HVP as depicted in Figure 1.2d. Contrary
to the R-ratio in the dispersive approach, this measures the HVP function in the space-like region
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Figure 1.3: This figure is taken from [33] and illustrates the hadronic resonances in the R-ratio
that enter the time-like dispersive integral (1.21). Many dedicated experiments are needed that
operate at different production thresholds to cover these non-perturbative regions.
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(q2 < 0) where it is smooth and free of hadronic resonances. Following [35] this measurement
can then directly be used to obtain a completely independent prediction for aHVPµ given by the
integral

aHVPµ =
α

π

∫ 1

0
dx(1− x)∆αhad

(
t(x)

)
(1.23)

with the hadronic contribution to the running of the effective fine-structure constant

∆αhad
(
q2
)

=
α

1− ReΠhad(q2)
(1.24)

and

t(x) =
x2M2

x− 1
< 0 . (1.25)

This, in turn, would yield valuable information to resolve the aforementioned discrepancy between
data-driven and lattice results and would contribute to the further improvement of the theory
precision.

The MUonE approach suffers from the disadvantage of measuring a subleading effect. The
contribution of the leading HVP changes the differential cross section by up to O(10−3), depend-
ing on the scattering angle of the outgoing electron. In order to match the error of the current
value (1.20), the HVP needs to be extracted from µ-e data with a precision below one percent.
Hence, the accuracy of the total experimental and theoretical error should not exceed 10 ppm.
This is only feasible since the most important experimental systematic effects can be measured in
the so-called normalisation region, where hadronic effects are negligible [36]. Nevertheless, this
level of precision still represents a daunting task both on the experimental and the theoretical
side. Figure 1.2 shows a selection of Feynman diagrams that contribute at this level of precision.
The precise theory requirement for the SM prediction is investigated in the following Section 1.3.

A contamination of the signal with BSM physics, as illustrated in Figure 1.2f, can a priori
not be excluded. However, the dedicated studies performed in [37, 38] have shown that these
effects are expected to lie below MUonE’s sensitivity. A crucial point in these analyses is the
aforementioned normalisation of the cross section using the low-signal region to cancel larger
BSM effects. This explains the different conclusion reached in [39] where this cancellation was not
taken into account. While this additional study is therefore not particularly relevant regarding
the determination of the HVP, it raises the question of MUonE’s potential to search for BSM
physics. This idea was investigated in [40, 41] with the conclusion that new parameter space for
light new physics can indeed be explored.

The proposal of MUonE is to scatter the 150 GeV muon beam currently available at the
CERN North Area on a Beryllium fixed target. The scattering angles of the electron and the
muon, θe and θµ, are measured very precisely, but no further kinematic information is assumed
to be available. From an idealised point of view we thus consider

e−(p1)µ±(p2)→ e−(p3)µ±(p4) +X(p5) (1.26)

where the initial-state electron is at rest and X stands for any further radiation. The incoming
muon beam consists of either positively or negatively charged muons and is about 80% polarised.
With the energy of the incoming muon set to E2 = 150 GeV, the centre-of-mass energy is fixed as
s = m2 +M2 + 2mE2 ≈ (400 MeV)2. The HVP, Πhad(q2), is then extracted from the differential
cross section measured as a function of the squared momentum transfer in the space-like domain
q2 < 0. This is, however, only a well-defined quantity in the case of elastic events where p5 = 0
and thus q2 = t = (p1 − p3)2 = (p2 − p4)2. It is therefore important to define the observable
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such that inelastic events are rejected. This can be done, for example, by using the fact that
the electron and muon scattering angles are not independent in the elastic case. While in the
centre-of-mass system (CMS) we trivially have θelµ

∗
= π − θele

∗, in the laboratory (LAB) frame
the two angles are correlated by the elasticity condition [4]

tan θelµ =
2 tan θele

(1 + γ2 tan2 θele )(1 + g∗µ)− 2
(1.27)

where

g∗µ =
E2m+M2

E2m+m2
, γ =

E2 +m√
s

. (1.28)

Inelastic contributions can thus be suppressed by rejecting events that do not lie in the vicinity
of this elasticity curve.

Since the suppression is experimentally limited by the finite angular resolution of the de-
tector, inelastic contributions still need to be studied as a background. Without any elasticity
requirement, the following processes are kinematically allowed: photon radiation, the emis-
sion of a neutral pion (X = π0), and the production of an electron, muon, and pion pair
(X = e+e−, µ+µ−, π+π−, π0π0). It was shown in [42] that when realistic elastic event selections
are taken into account the contribution from X = π0 is well below 10−5 and that pion pair
production is kinematically forbidden. Furthermore, in [43] also the effect due to X = µ+µ−

was calculated to be negligible due to the tiny allowed phase space. The production of an elec-
tron pair, on the other hand, was shown to be highly relevant due to the presence of the large
logarithms Lm. The corresponding process thus needs to be incorporated in any Monte Carlo
generator for MUonE. This is obviously also true for photon radiation that obtain additional soft
enhancements due to the elasticity cut restricting hard emission.

1.3 Muon-electron scattering at 10 ppm

This section investigates the theory requirements needed for MUonE’s 10 ppm goal and presents
an overview of the results that have already been obtained in this endeavour. Analogously to
the anomalous magnetic moment, the SM theory prediction for elastic µ-e scattering can be split
into the contributions

σ = σQED + σEW + σhad . (1.29)

The LO HVP contribution, contributing to σhad, is shown in Figure 1.2d and corresponds to
the signal of the experiment. It is a crucial property of µ-e scattering, in this context, that also at
subleading order all hadronic corrections are due to HVP. The more difficult HLbL diagrams only
occur at subsubleading order and are therefore below the sensitivity of the MUonE experiment.
The subleading HVP corrections, such as the one shown in Figure 1.2e, have been calculated
in [44] with a dispersive approach based on (1.21). This prediction depends on time-like data
which spoils the independence of MUonE’s HVP measurement. To avoid this problem, it was
shown in [45] that the hyperspherical method [46, 47] can be used instead which only integrates
over space-like data. This allows for an iterative fit where in a first step only the LO HVP is
extracted with the subleading hadronic corrections switched off. Next, the corresponding data
can be used as an input to the hyperspherical method to predict these missing contributions.

The EW corrections in (1.29) are suppressed by

σEW
σQED

∼
( s

M2
Z

)2
∼ 10−5 (1.30)
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withMZ the mass of the Z boson. For the purpose of the MUonE experiment, it is therefore suf-
ficient to only include the tree-level Z-exchange. This statement is corroborated by the dedicated
studies of the NLO EW corrections performed in [48].

The main challenge in reaching the 10 ppm precision goal is therefore the evaluation of the
perturbative expansion of σQED to a sufficiently high order. To estimate the size of the n-th
order correction we can rely on the power counting given in (1.13). We identify the scale S
with the CMS energy s. As mentioned above, the soft logarithms originate from the elasticity
cut that restricts hard photon radiation above ∆. In order to get a rough estimate for ∆ we
determine the energy resolution of the scattered electron from the expected angular resolution
of 0.02mrad [34]. Assuming non-radiative kinematics we find ∆ ∼ 10MeV, which then yields for
the N4LO correction the estimate

σ
(4)
QED ∼

( α
4π

)4
L4

∆L
4
m ∼ 10−5 . (1.31)

This lies within the sensitivity of the MUonE experiment due to strong soft and collinear log-
arithmic enhancements. A parton shower approach to resum the LL contributions is therefore
unavoidable. The remaining NLL corrections then amount to

σ
(2),NLL
QED ∼

( α
4π

)2
L∆L

2
m ∼ 10−4 , (1.32a)

σ
(3),NLL
QED ∼

( α
4π

)3
L2

∆L
3
m ∼ 10−5 , (1.32b)

σ
(4),NLL
QED ∼

( α
4π

)3
L3

∆L
4
m ∼ 10−6 . (1.32c)

We can thus tentatively assume that a fixed-order calculation at N3LO is sufficient for the 10 ppm
target precision if properly matched to a parton shower. Unfortunately, this still seems to be an
impossible endeavour even with the current state-of-the-art. However, it is only the contributions
that correct the electron line that obtain the full collinear enhancement. All other corrections,
on the other hand, are naively expected to be of less relevance since they include logarithms
of the much larger muon mass. It is therefore reasonable to assume that it is sufficient to only
calculate the dominant electronic effects at N3LO. As discussed in the outlook at the end of the
thesis, such a calculation does indeed seem feasible in the near-term future.

The LO unpolarised differential cross section for µ-e scattering is given by

dσ
(0)
QED

dt
= 4πα

(m2 +M2 − s)2 + st+ t2/2

t2λ(s,m2,M2)
(1.33)

with

t = (p1 − p3)2 = (p2 − p4)2 = 2m2 − 2mE3 (1.34)

and the Källén function

λ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2xy − 2yz − 2zx . (1.35)

This result remains unchanged even if the muon polarisation, nµ, is taken into account. This
is a consequence of the parity invariance of the QED Lagrangian (1.1) which implies for the
amplitude

A(nµ) = A(−nµ) . (1.36)
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If the target electrons were also polarised this conclusion would not hold anymore due to parity
invariant combinations such as ne · nµ. The only effect of the polarisation is thus due to the
EW contributions coming from the Z-boson exchange. Furthermore, because An ∼ 1/t and,
hence, dσ

(0)
QED/ dt ∼ 1/t2 the total cross section is not well-defined. In [49] it was shown that this

singularity is naturally regularised by finite beam size effects. These considerations are in this
case, however, purely academic in nature. The problematic region t ∼ 0 is automatically avoided
with a cut on the minimal electron energy or equivalently on the maximal electron scattering
angle.

Beyond LO it is convenient to split the amplitude into separately gauge invariant subsets by
introducing formally different charges, Qe and Qµ, for the electron and the muon, respectively.
For the virtual one-loop amplitude the corresponding decomposition reads

A(1)
n = Q2

eA(1)
2,0 +QeQµA(1)

1,1 +Q2
µA(1)

0,2 , (1.37)

where the LO charges are omitted in the counting. These contributions are expected to satisfy
the hierarchy

A(1)
0,2 � A

(1)
1,1 � A

(1)
2,0 (1.38)

due to different powers of the large collinear logarithm Lm. As already mentioned in the context
of the electronic N3LO correction, this separation is useful in order to disentangle dominant from
subleading effects. Furthermore, it makes the dependence on the muon charge in (1.26) explicit.
The mixed subset, QeQµ, therefore changes sign when switching from negatively to positively
charged muons. The purely electronic and muonic contributions, on the other hand, remain
unchanged.

The gauge-invariant split for the tree-level real-emission amplitude is given by

A(0)
n+1 = QeA(0)

1,0 +QµA(0)
0,1 . (1.39)

For the squared amplitude this yields again the three subsets {Q2
e, QeQµ, Q

2
µ} and combines

with (1.37) to the physical NLO correction. These effects have been extensively studied with
the fully-differential Monte Carlo code MESMER in [48]. The corresponding analysis shows
that the hierarchy (1.38) is satisfied for most observables. Nevertheless, an enhancement of the
subleading corrections is observed in the phase-space region of small scattering angles.

At NNLO the gauge invariant split for the virtual-virtual, real-virtual, and real-real amp-
litudes reads

A(2)
n = Q4

eA(2)
4,0 +Q3

eQµA(2)
3,1 +Q2

eQ
2
µA(2)

2,2 +Q3
eQµA(2)

1,3 +Q4
µA(2)

0,4 , (1.40a)

A(1)
n+1 = Q3

eA(1)
3,0 +Q2

eQµA(1)
2,1 +QeQ

2
µA(1)

1,2 +Q3
µA(1)

0,3 , (1.40b)

A(0)
n+2 = Q2

eA(0)
2,0 +QeQµA(0)

1,1 +Q2
µA(0)

0,2 . (1.40c)

The main bottleneck at this order is the calculation of the mixed two-loop amplitudes A(2)
3,1,

A(2)
2,2, and A

(2)
1,3. The purely electronic and muonic contributions, A(2)

4,0 and A(2)
0,4, on the other

hand, can be computed based on the heavy quark form factor [50–53] and combined with the
corresponding subsets of the real-virtual and real-real contributions. We have implemented
these effects in McMule [5] and found perfect agreement in a comparison with the MESMER
collaboration [54]. This check is particularly strong since completely different techniques have
been used to cope with IR divergences. While the McMule framework is based on dimensional
regularisation and a subtraction method, MESMER uses a photon-mass regulator combined
with a slicing approach.
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An exact calculation is currently not feasible for the mixed contributions. Instead, a consid-
erable theory effort has been put into the calculation of the massless (m = 0,M 6= 0) two-loop
integrals [55, 56] culminating in the recent completion of the full massless amplitude [57]. This
result can, however, only be used directly in the calculation of collinear safe observables as
defined in (1.11). Observables in lepton experiments and in particular also in MUonE typically
only satisfy the soft safety condition (1.10). The mass logarithms Lm are measured in these
experiments and thus have to be predicted by the calculation. Nevertheless, there is a close
connection between these physical mass logarithms and the collinear 1/ε poles in the massless
calculation. In fact, following [58, 59] it is possible to predict the leading mass effects in a
process-independent way based on the massless amplitude. This ‘massification’ approach there-
fore allows us to obtain an approximation of the massive amplitude based on the massless result
of [57].

Since the dominant electronic corrections are known with full mass dependence, only the
mixed amplitude has to be massified. It can therefore be expected that the error of the massified
approximation lies well below the sensitivity of the MUonE experiment. This is supported by the
dedicated study of Section 2.3.4 where a massification error of O(1%) in the NNLO coefficient is
observed in the case of the muon decay. A fully differential calculation of the full set of NNLO
QED corrections to µ-e scattering is therefore possible. This represents a major step towards
the ambitious 10 ppm goal and is the main topic of the thesis.

1.4 Overview of the thesis

The main objective of the thesis is to give a pedagogical overview of the theoretical foundations of
the McMule framework. We have developed the corresponding methods with fully differential
NNLO QED calculations in mind and have successfully applied them to many processes (see
Table 1.1). Muon-electron scattering is particularly interesting in this regard due to its multi-
scale nature. This process therefore allows us to cover many interesting aspects of higher-order
QED calculations. Most importantly, this includes IR subtraction, massification and next-to-soft
stabilisation.

Using the simple exponentiating structure of soft singularities in QED we have developed
FKS` [3], a subtraction scheme for soft singularities to all orders in perturbation theory. Due
to the difficulties related to massive loop integrals, many two-loop amplitudes in QED are only
known in the massless limit and can not be directly used in McMule. For this reason we have
extended the method of massification to heavy external states in [2]. Exploiting the universality
of collinear degrees of freedom, massification determines all mass effects that are not polynomi-
ally suppressed based on the massless amplitude. These developments leave a numerically stable
implementation of the real-virtual contribution as the remaining bottleneck. In the case of Bh-
abha and Møller scattering [6, 7] we have found an elegant solution to this problem by expanding
the amplitude in the soft photon momentum up to and including subleading power. In order
to facilitate the application of the method to other processes such as µ-e scattering, we have
systematised the corresponding calculation by extending the Low-Burnett-Kroll (LBK) theorem
to one loop [8]. This makes it trivial to determine the subleading term in the soft expansion
from the non-radiative amplitude.

Chapter 2 starts with a concise and basic introduction to loop integrals and the method of
regions (MoR). The second part of the chapter is then devoted to a review of massification and
the FKS` subtraction scheme. An emphasis is put on the occurrence of the factorisation anomaly
which significantly complicates the application of massification to closed fermion loops. The semi-
numerical hyperspherical method is therefore presented in Chapter 3 as an alternative approach
for these fermionic contributions. The subsequent Chapter 4 then presents multi-channeling
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combined with a dedicated tuning of the phase space as a means to cope with the problem
of CPS. The method of next-to-soft stabilisation is introduced in Chapter 5. This includes a
detailed derivation of the LBK theorem at one loop. At this point of the thesis all methodology
relevant for µ-e scattering at NNLO has been covered. Before presenting the corresponding
results in Chapter 7, a novel collinear factorisation formula for radiative QED amplitudes at one
loop is derived in Chapter 6. While this formula has not yet been used for practical purposes,
there are many possible applications such as leading-collinear stabilisation and the subtraction
of CPS. Furthermore, it represents an important building block for the massification of radiative
amplitudes. This approach is discussed in more detail in the concluding Chapter 8 where possible
strategies for the electronic N3LO corrections are proposed.





Chapter 2

Theoretical foundations

This chapter presents a selection of topics relevant for higher-order calculations in QED. The
topics are chosen with the aim of providing the reader with an overview of relevant techniques
and to develop the technical basis for the main part of the thesis. When considered helpful
the reader is pointed to literature where more detailed information can be found. Sections 2.1
and 2.2 present a short introduction to loop integrals and the MoR. A strong emphasis is put
on the difficulties related to the multi-scale nature of QED, which is particularly relevant for
µ-e scattering. Sections 2.3 and 2.4 then discuss the method of massification and the FKS`

subtraction scheme. Both techniques have been developed specifically for higher-order QED
calculations and represent essential building blocks of the McMule framework. All topics in
this chapter are presented in a way to avoid unnecessary overlap with an earlier thesis [10] and
to provide complimentary information.

2.1 Loop integrals

One of the main challenges in perturbative calculations in QFT is the computation of loop
integrals. A huge effort has been put into the development of corresponding analytic and nu-
merical methods. Detailed reviews of analytic techniques can be found in [60–62]. Here, we
limit ourselves to a very basic introduction to the topic in order to highlight the main difficulties
related to the presence of multiple scales.

Loop integrals are of the general form

I =

∫ L∏

l=1

[d`l]
1

Pn1
1 ... Pnpp

, (2.1)

where we conventionally define the loop measure in d = 4− 2ε dimensions as

[d`l] = C(ε)
dd`l
iπd/2

, C(ε) = µ2εΓ(1− ε) (2.2)

with the scale of dimensional regularisation denoted by µ. The measure is chosen such that the
Gaussian integral4

∫
[d`l] e

i`2l = C(ε)i−d/2 ≡ G (2.3)

4The gaussian integral in non-integer dimensions d is defined by promoting the integer dimension n in the
standard solution of the integral to d.

17
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is normalised in d = 4 dimensions. The propagators Pi are at most quadratic in the loop
momenta ` = {`1, ..., `L} and can therefore be generically written as

Pj = `>Mj`− 2Q>j (ri)`+ Jj(si) + iδ , (2.4)

with Mj a symmetric L×L-matrix, Qj a L-vector, and the external momenta and the kinemat-
ical invariants denoted by ri and si, respectively. The causal structure of the propagators is
implemented with the small positive imaginary part +iδ.

An equivalent representation of the loop integral I more suitable for analytic calculation can
be derived using the Schwinger-parameter identity

1

Pnjj
=

(−i)nj
Γ(nj)

∫ ∞

0
dαjα

nj−1
j eiαjPj . (2.5)

This integral is only well-defined because of the positive imaginary part +iδ in the propagators
Pj which ensures an exponential damping for αj →∞. We can then write the loop integral (2.1)
as

I =
(−i)N∏p
j=1 Γ(nj)

∫ L∏

l=1

[d`l]

∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dαj α
nj−1
j

]
eiE , (2.6)

where N =
∑

j nj and all propagators are now combined in the exponent

E =

p∑

j=1

αjPj = `>M`− 2Q>`+ J + iδ (2.7)

with M =
∑

jMjαj , Q =
∑

j Qjαj , and J =
∑

j Jjαj . This makes the integration over the loop
momenta in terms of the standard Gaussian integral (2.3) possible. To this end, we perform the
shift `→ `+M−1Q to cancel the `-linear term in E and diagonalise M via a rotation `→ R`.
This yields

E → `>Mdiag`−∆ + iδ =
∑

l

λl`
2
l −∆ + iδ (2.8)

with

∆ = QM−1Q− J (2.9)

and λl the eigenvalues of M . As a last transformation, we rescale `l → λ
−1/2
l `l and find

I =
(−i)N∏p
j=1 Γ(nj)

∫ L∏

l=1

[d`l]e
i`2
∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dαj α
nj−1
j

]
(detM)−d/2e−i(∆−iδ) (2.10a)

=
(−i)NGL∏p
j=1 Γ(nj)

∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dαj α
nj−1
j

]
U−d/2e−iF/U , (2.10b)

where we have used the eigenvalue property
∏
l λl = detM and introduced the Symanzik poly-

nomials

U(αj) = detM , F(αj , si) = ∆ detM − iδ . (2.11)
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Both polynomials are homogeneous in the Schwinger parameters αj with L and (L+1) the degrees
of U and F , respectively. The loop integral in the form (2.10b) is called the Schwinger-parameter
representation.

More often, however, one relies on a different parametric representation. This alternative
version can be derived from (2.10b) using the identity

1 =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt δ
(
t−
∑

j∈ν
αj

)
=

∫ ∞

0
dt δ
(
t−
∑

j∈ν
αj

)
, (2.12)

where ∅ 6= ν ⊂ {1, ..., p} and we have used that αj ≥ 1. Combined with the rescaling

xj = αj/t (2.13)

this gives the identity

∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dαj

]
f(αj) =

∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dxj

]
δ
(

1−
∑

j∈ν
xj

)∫ ∞

0
dt tp−1f(txj) (2.14)

which we can apply to (2.10b). Because of the homogeneity of the Symanzik polynomials the
integral over the auxiliary t variable factorises and can thus be solved generically as

∫ ∞

0
dt tN−Ld/2−1e−itF/U =

(
i
F
U
)Ld/2−N

Γ(N − Ld/2) . (2.15)

This directly yields the Feynman-parameter representation

I = C(ε)L(−1)N
Γ(N − Ld/2)∏p

j=1 Γ(nj)

∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dxjx
nj−1
j

]
δ
(∑

j∈ν
xj − 1

)UN−(L+1)d/2

FN−Ld/2 . (2.16)

The freedom to restrict the sum of the delta function to any non-empty subset of {1, ..., p} is very
useful. It allows us, for example, to set a suitably chosen xj = 1 and to integrate the remaining
parameters over the full domain without any constraints.

An alternative way to derive (2.16) is based on the Feynman-parameter identity

1

Pn1
1 ...Pnpp

=
Γ(N)∏p
j=1 Γ(nj)

∫ ∞

0

[ p∏

j=1

dxjx
nj−1
j

]
δ
( p∑

j=1

xj − 1
) 1

(
∑

j xjPj)N
. (2.17)

The transformation (2.8) can then be used to map the loop integrand to the standard form

∫ L∏

l=1

[d`l]
1

(`2 −∆ + iδ)N
= C(ε)L(−1)N

Γ(N − dL/2)

Γ(N)

(
1

∆− iδ

)N−dL/2
. (2.18)

This evaluation of the loop integral is based on a Wick rotation that turns the loop momenta
into Euclidean vectors. More details about this procedure can be found in Section 3.1 where the
more delicate case of non-shift invariant integrands is studied.

The following example illustrates the usefulness of the representation (2.16) in the analytic
calculation of loop integrals. Furthermore, it introduces the Mellin-Barnes representation as a
convenient tool to solve the integral over the Feynman paramaters.
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Example 2.1. We consider the simple one-loop triangle integral

I4 =

∫
[d`]

1

[`2 + iδ][`2 + 2` · p1 + iδ][`2 + 2` · p3 + iδ]
(2.19)

from the calculation of the vertex correction for µ-e scattering (see Figure 2.3a). Using the on-
shell conditions p2

1 = p2
3 = m2 and t = (p1 − p3)2, the Feynman-parameter representation (2.16)

takes the form

I4 = −C(ε)Γ(−2ε)Γ(1 + ε)

Γ(1− 2ε)

∫ ∞

0
dx2(1 + x2)2ε

(
− (t+ iδ)x2 +m2(1 + x2)2

)−1−ε
, (2.20)

where we have set x3 = 1 and performed the trivial integration over x1 in terms of Gamma
functions. To solve the remaining integral we need to disentangle the two scales t and m2 in the
integrand. The substitution that achieves this is hard to find (if it exists at all).5 It turns out
that the disentanglement can be accomplished with the Mellin-Barnes representation [63, 64]

1

(A+B)λ
=

1

Γ(λ)

1

2πi

∫ +i∞

−i∞
dσ Γ(λ+ σ)Γ(−σ)AσB−σ−λ , (2.21)

where the contour is chosen such that it separates the left poles from gamma functions of the
form Γ(...+σ) from the right ones associated with Γ(...−σ). After applying (2.21) to (2.20) the
integral over x2 can be trivially performed yielding

I4 = −
( µ2

m2

)εΓ(1− ε)Γ(−2ε)

m2Γ(1− 2ε)

∫ +i∞

−i∞
dσ
( t+ iδ

m2

)σΓ(−σ)Γ(1 + σ)2Γ(1 + ε+ σ)

Γ(2 + 2σ)
. (2.22)

The Mellin-Barnes representation has thus replaced a parameter integral with a contour integral.
The advantage of the latter is that it can be solved using the residue theorem. We can close
the contour with a half circle at infinity to the right as depicted in Figure 2.1. The resulting
sum over the residues of Γ(−σ) can then be re-written to match the series representation of the
hypergeometric function 2F1(1, 1+ε, 3/2, t/4m2). Finally, we expand our expression in ε with the
Mathematica package HypExp [65, 66] that yields a result in terms of harmonic polylogarithms
(HPL) [67] that can in turn be evaluated with the code HPL [68, 69]. These functions extend
the notion of polylogarithms by generalising the order o to a weight vector ~w. In particular,
introducing ~w = {0}, ~w = {0, 0}, and ~w = {−1, 0} we have

H0(x) = log(x) , H0,0(x) =
log2(x)

2
, H−1,0(x) = log(x) log(1 + x) + Li2(−x) . (2.23)

Our final result then reads

I4 =
( µ2

m2

)ε x

m2(1− x2)

(
− H0(x)

ε
−H0,0(x) + 2H−1,0(x) + ζ2 +O(ε)

)
(2.24)

with

x =

√
4m2 − t− iδ −

√
−t− iδ√

4m2 − t− iδ +
√
−t− iδ

. (2.25)

This result can be checked with existing one-loop libraries such as Package-X [70]. In the physical
region where t < 0 and thus 0 < x < 1 we can drop the iδ prescription since all HPLs are real.

5In this simple case, (2.20) can actually be mapped directly to the integral representation of a hypergeometric
function. The Mellin-Barnes representation is only applied to introduce the method.
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γ

γ′

Γ(−σ)Γ(1 + σ)2

Γ(1 + ε+ σ)

Re{σ}

Im{σ}

Figure 2.1: The Mellin-Barnes integration contour γ is defined such that it separates left poles of
the form Γ(...+ σ) from right ones originating from Γ(...− σ). The integral over γ is calculated
by closing the contour at infinity with the half circle γ′. Afterwards, the residues of the infinite
number of enclosed poles are summed up.

However, this picture changes if we want to connect this result to the process e−e+ → µ−µ+ via
the amplitude crossing relation

A
{
e−(p1)e+(p2)→ µ−(p3)µ+(p4)

}
= A

{
e−(p1)µ−(−p4)→ e−(−p2)µ−(p3)

}
. (2.26)

The two processes are thus related through s ↔ t. As a consequence, we need to analytically
continue (2.24) to the region t→ s > 4m2 > 0. Because of the iδ prescription this can be done
unambiguously via

x→ x̃+ iδ , x̃ =

√
s− 4m2 −√s√
s− 4m2 +

√
s
. (2.27)

The above example illustrates how the Mellin-Barnes representation can be used to calculate
simple loop integrals. For more complicated cases, however, multiple contour integrals have to be
introduced. For an introduction on more elaborate Mellin-Barnes applications we refer the reader
to [1]. Furthermore, we have produced a Mathematica code to facilitate the workflow for this
type of calculation [71]. However, for higher loop orders and multiple scales the Mellin-Barnes
approach turns out to be rather limited. State-of-the-art loop calculations in QCD and QED
therefore use more sophisticated techniques such as differential equations [72]. Nevertheless,
for all calculations encountered in this thesis Mellin-Barnes techniques have turned out to be
sufficient. This is thanks to the MoR which can be used to exploit scale hierarchies to simplify
loop calculations.

2.2 Method of regions

Example 2.1 has demonstrated that the degree of complexity in the calculation of loop integrals
increases with the number of scales. In many applications these scales exhibit a large hierarchy.
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In QED, for example, the mass of the electron is typically much smaller than the energy scale
of the process. In this case it is advantageous to expand the loop integral at the integrand level
in order to reduce the number of active scales. The MoR allows us to do this in a systematic
and convenient manner. We first introduce the standard version of this technique formulated in
momentum space [73] and afterwards describe the analogous method in parameter space [74].
While the former is closely connected to physical properties of the considered process, the latter
is more convenient from a computational point of view. A more extensive introduction to the
MoR from the perspective of effective field theory (EFT) can be found in [75].

2.2.1 Momentum-space formulation

For a generic loop integral the integration and the expansion in a small parameter do not com-
mute. This is the case whenever there are regions in the integration domain where additional
parameters in the integrand become small and the original scale hierarchy breaks down. The
simplest example is the soft region where the loop momentum itself becomes small, i.e. ` � 1.
The MoR yields an elegant solution to this problem given by the following prescription:

1. Introduce intermediate factorisation scales to divide the loop integral into regions where
the loop momenta have a definite scaling with respect to the small scale.

2. Perform a Taylor expansion in parameters that are small in a given region.

3. Ignore the factorisation scales and integrate over the entire loop integration domain in each
region.

The third step is only allowed if the calculation is performed in dimensional regularisation where
the additional contributions vanish due to the absence of a scale in the loop integral. It is
precisely this step that makes the MoR so powerful. It avoids unphysical factorisation scales
in intermediate steps and renders each region separately Lorentz invariant. Furthermore, even
though there is in principle an infinite number of regions, only a finite number gives contributions
that are not scaleless. In the following, we apply the MoR to the simple one loop integral of
Example 2.1.

Example 2.2. We consider the integral (2.19) and assume the scale hierarchy

p2
1 = p2

3 = m2 ∼ λ2 � t = (p1 − p3)2 ∼ λ0 . (2.28)

The book-keeping parameter λ is introduced to facilitate the power counting. It is straightforward
to perform the small-mass expansion of the exact result (2.24) yielding

I4 =
1

t

( µ2

m2

)ε( log y

ε
+

1

2
log2 y − ζ2 +O(ε)

)
+O(λ) (2.29)

with y = −m2/t. This result can also be obtained with the MoR.
To identify the contributing momentum regions the large and small components of the mo-

menta pi = Ei(1, ~eiβi) have to be disentangled. The velocities βi = (1−m2/E2
i )1/2 = 1−O(λ2)

are close to 1 as expected for highly energetic particles. The disentanglement can be achieved
via a decomposition into the light-cone basis vectors

{ei = (1, ~ei)/
√

2, ēi = (1,−~ei)/
√

2} (2.30)

as

pj = (ei · pj)ēi + (ēi · pj)ei + p
(⊥,i)
j . (2.31)
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In the following we use the more compact notation

pj = p
(+,i)
j + p

(−,i)
j + p

(⊥,i)
j (2.32a)

= (ei · pj , ēi · pj , pj,⊥)i , (2.32b)

with p(+,i)
j and p(−,i)

j the component of pj in the direction of ēi and ei, respectively.
In the case of the energetic particle pi this takes the form of the desired decomposition

pi =
(
Ei(1− βi)/

√
2, Ei(1 + βi)/

√
2, pi,⊥

)
i
∼ (λ2, 1, λ)i (2.33)

where the scaling of the perpendicular component can be deduced from

p2
i = 2p

(+,i)
i · p(−,i)

i +
(
p

(⊥,i)
i

)2
= m2 ∼ λ2 . (2.34)

Applying the light-cone decomposition to the external momenta in our integral we find

p1 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)3 , (2.35a)

p3 ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)3 . (2.35b)

Based on the light-cone decomposition, a region as described in Step 1 of the MoR recipe can
be defined as a specific scaling of the loop momentum ` ∼ (λa, λb, λc)i. It turns out that it is
permissible to restrict to on-shell scalings only where c = (a+ b)/2. This ensures a homogeneous
scaling in (2.34). All other choices for a, b, and c result in scaleless integrals. A corresponding
proof can be found in Appendix A of [1] in the specific case of the muon decay.

The following three momentum regions can now be identified that do not yield scaleless
integrals:

hard: ` ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)3 (2.36a)

p1-collinear: ` ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)3 (2.36b)

p3-collinear: ` ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)3 (2.36c)

An example of a scaleless region is discussed at the end of the example. The hard momentum
scaling projects onto the large components of the external momenta, i.e. ` · pi = ` · p(−,i)

i +O(λ).
Because (p

(−,i)
i )2 = 0 the leading term in the expansion of the hard region corresponds to the

massless version of the integral. We find

Ihard4 =

∫
[d`]

1

[`2][`2 + 2` · p(−,1)
1 ][`2 + 2` · p(−,3)

3 ]
+O(λ) (2.37a)

=
1

t

(
− µ2

t

)ε( 1

ε2
+O(ε)

)
+O(λ) . (2.37b)

As expected, this result only depends on the hard scale t. Furthermore, since collinear divergences
are not regulated anymore with finite masses as in the original integral we obtain a 1/ε2 pole
from the overlap of soft and collinear singularities. This pole has to cancel against the remaining
regions to combine to the result (2.29). This feature can be very helpful to check whether all
regions have been correctly identified. Similarly, we find for the p1-collinear region

Ip1-coll
4 =

∫
[d`]

1

[`2][`2 + 2` · p1][2` · p(+,1)
3 ]

+O(λ) (2.38a)

= − 1

2t

( µ2

m2

)ε( 1

ε2
+ ζ2 +O(ε)

)
+O(λ) (2.38b)
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where only a non-trivial dependence on the collinear scale m remains. The Feynman-parameter
representation (2.16) can also be used in the case of linear propagators encountered here. Fur-
thermore, since the integral I4 is symmetric under p1 ↔ p3 we have Ip3-coll

4 = Ip1-coll
4 . As a

consequence, the soft-collinear 1/ε2 poles indeed cancel in the sum of the three regions. Further-
more, they correctly combine to the expanded result of (2.29), i.e.

Ihard4 + Ip1-coll
4 + Ip3-coll

4 = I4 +O(λ) . (2.39)

We have thus identified correctly all contributing momentum regions. All other loop mo-
mentum scalings lead to scaleless integrals. As an example we consider the soft region ` ∼ (λ, λ, λ)
that yields the integral

Isoft4 =

∫
[d`]

1

[`2][2` · p(−,1)
1 ][2` · p(−,3)

3 ]
+O(λ) . (2.40)

To proof that this integral is scaleless we apply the transformation

`→ κ` (2.41)

which leaves the integral invariant but changes the integrand. This gives the relation

Isoft4 = κd−4Isoft4 (2.42)

that is only satisfied if Isoft4 is either zero or infinite. In dimensional regularisation the integral
is finite and thus Isoft4 = 0.

In this example it is straightforward to verify that all contributing regions have been taken
into account since the exact result is known. Furthermore, the contributing regions have a
clear physical interpretation which facilitates their identification. In many applications this is,
however, not the case. The formulation of the MoR in the parametric representation is immensely
helpful in such a situation.

2.2.2 Parameter-space formulation

Following [74] it is possible to formulate the MoR in the Feynman-parameter representation (2.16).
In this case, a region is defined as a scaling of the Feynman parameters (x1, ..., xn) ∼ (λa1 , ..., λan).
This is only uniquely defined up to a shift ai → ai + r due to the homogeneity of the Symanzik
polynomials (2.11). To indicate this, we write (x1, ..., xn)

r∼ (λa1 , ..., λan). In all other aspects the
method follows the same steps as in momentum space. There is, however, one crucial advantage.
It yields an algorithmic means to find the contributing regions. To see this it is instructive to
consider the scaleless soft integral (2.40) in the parameter representation

Isoft4 ∼
∫ ∞

0
dx1 dx2 dx3 x

−1+2ε
3 (−tx1x2)−1−εδ

(
1− x3

)
(2.43a)

=

∫ ∞

0
dx1 dx2 (−tx1x2)−1−ε . (2.43b)

The absence of scales can easily be seen from the transformation x1 → κx1 that gives the identity
Isoft4 = κ−εIsoft4 . This, in turn, is an immediate consequence of the homogeneity of the graph
polynomials w.r.t. a strict subset of Feynman parameters (in this case {x1}). This represents a
simple sufficient condition for an integral to be scaleless. Reinterpreting this condition in terms
of geometrical properties of the Symanzik polynomials then yields an efficient way to find all
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contributing regions. The corresponding algorithm is implemented in the Mathematica code
asy.m [76] and was recently included in pySecDec [77].

The two formulations of the MoR are related in that there exists a one-to-one correspondence
between the contributing regions. This can be seen from the identity (2.5) that serves as a basis
for the Feynman-parameter representation. The Feynman parameters xj correspond to the
Schwinger parameters αj up to the rescaling (2.13). From this we can deduce a relationship
between the regions in the Feynman-parameter space and the scaling of the propagators in
momentum space. In particular we find

(x1, ..., xn)
r∼ (P−1

1 , ...,P−1
n ) . (2.44)

Let us illustrate this with the previous example.

Example 2.3. With the code asy.m it is straightforward to identify the three contributing
regions in Feynman-parameter space for the integral (2.19) and the scale hierarchy (2.28). We
obtain the following output:

r1 : (x1, x2, x3) ∼ {1, 1, 1} (2.45a)

r2 : (x1, x2, x3) ∼ {1, 1, λ2} (2.45b)

r3 : (x1, x2, x3) ∼ {1, λ2, 1} (2.45c)

Going back to the momentum regions of Example 2.2 we find the following scalings of the
propagators:

hard: {P−1
1 ,P−1

2 ,P−1
3 } ∼ (1, 1, 1) (2.46a)

p1-collinear: {P−1
1 ,P−1

2 ,P−1
3 } ∼ (λ−2, λ−2, 1) (2.46b)

p3-collinear: {P−1
1 ,P−1

2 ,P−1
3 } ∼ (λ−2, 1, λ−2) (2.46c)

With (2.44) we can identify r1 with the hard, r2 with the p1-collinear, and r3 with the p3-
collinear region. An explicit calculation of these contributions indeed reproduces the results of
the individual regions given in (2.37) and (2.38).

2.3 Massification

The previous section has illustrated how the MoR can be used to alleviate the problem of multi-
scale integrals in the case of small masses. Nevertheless, the corresponding calculation can
become difficult and lengthy. This section presents the method of massification that allows us
to determine these mass effects based on the massless amplitude without the need of explicit
computations. Fermion masses act as regulators of collinear divergences. Massification is there-
fore closely related to the well-known fact [78] that the collinear divergences factorise into the
wave function renormalisation constant. The universality of these mass effects can best be stud-
ied in the modern language of soft-collinear effective theory (SCET) [79–81]. SCET is an EFT
for processes with highly-energetic particles. A didactic introduction to the topic can be found
in [75]. Here, we touch the topic only briefly in order to motivate the factorisation formula for
massification.

2.3.1 Factorisation formula

SCET describes soft and collinear degrees of freedom in the presence of a hard interaction. A
prime example for a SCET application is jet production at hadron colliders. But it is also the
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appropriate EFT for the small-mass expansion discussed in Example 2.2. To be specific, we
consider a scattering process |i〉 → |f〉 with |i〉 = |0〉 and n highly-energetic fermions in the final
state |f〉 = |ψe1 . . . ψen〉. For simplicity we do not consider hard photons in the final state. The
directions of the outgoing fermions are labelled by ej in reference to the light-cone decomposition
introduced in Section 2.2.1. Crossing symmetry can be used to reshuffle the final-state particles
to the initial state. In analogy to (2.28) we have the scale hierarchy

p2
j = m2

j ∼ λ2 � S , (2.47)

with S the scale of the hard scattering. This scenario is the generalisation of Example 2.2 to an
arbitrary number of fermions with small but non-vanishing masses.

SCET can be used to describe this process at leading power (LP) in the small-mass expansion
where power-suppressed terms of O(λ) are neglected. The corresponding Lagrangian has the
structure6

Ln =

n∑

j=1

LSCET(ψej , A
µ
ej , A

µ
s ) + CnOn

(
{ψej}, {Aµej}

)
. (2.48)

The hard degrees of freedom of the fermion and photon fields, ψ and Aµ, have been integrated
out leaving their inprint only in the Wilson coefficient Cn of the hard scattering operator On.
For simplicity and without loss of generality, we assume that there is only one operator that
induces the hard scattering. The remaining dynamical degrees of freedom are captured by the
soft photon field Aµs and the high-energy collinear modes ψej and Aµej . The interaction among
these fields is described by the SCET Lagrangian LSCET. The dependence of the hard scattering
operator, On, on the collinear photon fields, Aµej , is introduced to ensure gauge invariance.

One of the most important properties of SCET is that soft and collinear interactions can be
decoupled via a field redefinition of the collinear modes

ψej → T (Aµs )ψ̃ej , Aµej → T (Aµs )ÃµejT
†(Aµs ) (2.49)

known as decoupling transformation [79]. The Lagrangian (2.48) now reads

Ln =
n∑

j=1

Lcoll(ψ̃ej , Ãµej ) + Lsoft(Aµs ) + CnÕn
(
{ψ̃ej}, {Ãµej}, Aµs

)
(2.50)

with the soft modes completely removed from the interaction Lagrangian and instead entering in
the hard scattering term. Based on this decoupled version of the Lagrangian we can now show
that the SCET prediction for the on-shell scattering amplitude, An, factorises into a soft part
and a contribution for each collinear direction ej .

The LSZ formula relates scattering amplitudes to correlation functions. In this case we have

An(S, {mj}) ∼ 〈0|ψe1 . . . ψeneiSn |0〉 (2.51)

with the action

Sn =

∫
d4xLn =

n∑

j=1

Sjcoll + Ssoft +

∫
d4xCnÕn . (2.52)

At LP in the EFT we then find

An ∼ Cn〈0|ψ̃e1 . . . ψ̃enŌnei
∑n
j=1 S

j
coll+Ssoft |0〉+O(λ) (2.53)

6There are no soft fermion fields since we take them to have small but non-zero masses.
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m2∼λ2

= + O(λ)Cn S
ZZ

Figure 2.2: Schematic illustration of the small-mass factorisation formula (2.61) for µ-e scatter-
ing. Each light electron contributes one power of the universal collinear massification constant
Z. The process dependent soft function S connects the different external directions.

where we have absorbed the additional contributions from the decoupling transformation (2.49)
of the external fields ψej into the redefinition Õn → Ōn. Assuming a standard operator form
that consists only of fields and their derivatives, we can perform the split

Ōn
(
{ψ̃ej}, {Ãµej}, Aµs

)
=
( n∏

j=1

Ōjn(ψ̃ej , Ãej )
)
Ōsn(Aµs ) (2.54)

into a soft part, Ōsn, and a collinear contribution, Ōjn, for each direction ej . Next, we insert a
complete set of states

1 =
∑

m

|m〉〈m| (2.55)

and use the orthogonality relation

〈0|ψ̃ej ŌjneiS
j
coll |m〉 ∼ δ0m (2.56)

to arrive at the aforementioned factorising structure

An ∼
( n∏

j=1

〈0|ψ̃ej ŌjneiS
j
coll |0〉

)
〈0|ŌsneiSsoft |0〉Cn +O(λ) . (2.57)

The collinear matrix elements

〈0|ψ̃ej ŌjneiS
j
coll |0〉 (2.58)

only depend on one direction ej at a time and are thus process independent. This is not the case
for the soft contribution

〈0|ŌsneiSsoft |0〉 (2.59)

that connects different directions. Also the Wilson coefficient Cn is process dependent and has
to be determined through a matching calculation. This can be done assuming mj = 0 since Cn
does not depend on the collinear scales mj . All loop integrals in SCET are scaleless in this case
and thus

Cn ∼ An(S, {mj = 0}) . (2.60)

Putting all of this together, we find at the level of the squared amplitude the small-mass
factorisation formula

Mn(S, {mj}) =
(∏

j

Z(mj)
)
S(S, {mj})Mn(S, {mj = 0}) +O(λ) . (2.61)
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The universal massification constant Z corresponds to (2.58) and only depends on the collinear
scales mj .7 The soft function S, originating from (2.59), also depends on the hard scale S and is
process dependent. In the case of QED, it can be shown to all orders in perturbation theory that
the soft function only receives contributions from diagrams with closed fermion loops [58]. The jet
and soft function combined turn the collinear 1/ε poles in the massless amplitude into logarithms
log(m2

j/S). A schematic illustration of this factorisation formula is shown in Figure 2.2.
For many QED processes the massless two-loop amplitudes can be extracted from known

QCD results [82, 83]. Once the process-independent massification constant Z is known, the
factorisation formula (2.61) can be used to efficiently determine the leading mass effects. The
only explicit calculation that remains to be done is the typically rather simple soft function. We
emphasise that this massification procedure not only correctly determines the logarithmically
enhanced but also the constant terms, only neglecting polynomially suppressed contributions.

Computing the massification constant based on the SCET Lagrangian (2.50) is impractical.
Instead, one can resort to the MoR for this calculation. In fact, there is a one-to-one correspond-
ence between the momentum regions in the MoR and the contributions from soft and collinear
fields in SCET. This, in turn, implies that for physical quantities, only hard, soft, and collinear
momentum scalings are expected to contribute. Other regions can exist at the level of individual
diagrams but must drop out in the end. In the following Section 2.3.2 we show how Z can
be determined at NLO. We then remark on the corresponding NNLO calculation that we have
performed in [2] in the subsequent Section 2.3.3.

2.3.2 Massification at one loop

In the following, we discuss in detail how the collinear massification constant Z of (2.61) can be
determined at one loop. The same methods turn out to be relevant also for the collinear limit
discussed in Chapter 6. Since the result is universal we are free to choose any process for the
computation. We pick µ-e scattering

e(p1)µ(p2)→ e(p3)µ(p4) (2.62)

and consider the one-loop vertex correction to the electron line shown in Figure 2.3a. It is
permissible to restrict to this subset of corrections since it is gauge invariant. In fact, it exactly
corresponds to A(1)

2,0 of (1.37). The scale hierarchy (2.47) reads

m2 ∼ λ2 � S (2.63)

with S corresponding to any of the Mandelstam invariants s = (p1 + p2)2, t = (p1 − p3)2, and
u = (p1 − p4)2.

Since the topology of the diagram exactly corresponds to the integral discussed in Example 2.2
we can directly deduce that there are only three regions that contribute to the squared amplitude
at one-loop

M(1)
n (m) = 2Re

{
A(1)
n A(0)

n

†}
=M(1),hard

n +M(1),p1-coll
n +M(1),p3-coll

n +O(λ) . (2.64)

In addition to the diagram of Figure 2.3a we also need to take into account UV renormalisation.
While the wave function renormalisation of the incoming electron entersM(1),p1-coll, the one for
the outgoing electron needs to be taken into account inM(1),p3-coll.

There are two possible strategies for this calculation. One could either perform the tensor
reduction first and subsequently expand the resulting scalar integrals as well as the corresponding

7As we will see in Section 2.3.3, an additional scale dependence is introduced in the presence of the factorisation
anomaly.
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Figure 2.3: The one-loop vertex, box, and crossed-box corrections to µ-e scattering. The arrows
together with the corresponding labels fix the momentum routing.

coefficients. This approach, however, has several disadvantages. First of all, the scale hierarchy
is not exploited in regards of the complexity of the tensor reduction. In more involved applica-
tions this can be a significant disadvantage since the tensor reduction can be a formidable task.
Secondly, the tensor reduction can produce artificial poles in λ in the coefficients of the scalar
integrals that will later cancel requiring the higher-order expansion of the integrals. Lastly and
most importantly, the tensor reduction can mix various momentum regions preventing the cor-
rect identification of the corresponding contributions. For our specific example, this can be seen
easily by observing that the full tensor reduction yields the scalar integral

A0 =

∫
[d`]

1

[`2 −m2]
(2.65)

where it is not possible to determine whether this contributes to the p1- or the p3-collinear region.
All of this can be avoided if the amplitude is expanded in the momentum regions before applying
the tensor reduction. The main disadvantage of this approach is that the tensor reduction has
to be performed with linear propagators which is not always supported in commonly available
tools such as Package-X.8

With the second approach and based on the discussion in Example 2.2 regarding the rela-
tionship of the hard region with the massless theory, it is easy to see that

M(1),hard
n =M(1)

n (m = 0) . (2.66)

Furthermore, an explicit calculation yields for the collinear contributions the simple result

M(1),p1-coll =M(1),p3-coll = Z(1)M(0)
n (m = 0) (2.67)

with

Z(1) =
α(4π)ε

4πΓ(1− ε)
( µ2

m2

)ε( 2

ε2
+

1

ε
+ 3 + 2ζ2

)
+O(ε) . (2.68)

This is the result in the four-dimensional helicity scheme (FDH) [84]. A more general form
that can also be used for other major flavours of dimensional regularisation is given in (F.1).
Taking (2.66) and (2.67) together we indeed observe that the factorisation formula (2.61) is
satisfied with Z = 1 + Z(1) + O(α2). In particular, there is no soft contribution and thus
S = 1 +O(α2).

8This issue can be avoided by reintroducing a subleading `2 term in the linear propagator and re-expanding
again after tensor reduction.
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Q

p1

p2

Figure 2.4: Closed fermion loop correction to the muon decay at two loop. It is the only diagram
that gives rise to a soft contribution as well as the factorisation anomaly.

It is useful to investigate what happens if also box contributions are taken into account in
addition to the vertex diagram of Figure 2.3a. They correspond to a different gauge invariant
subset and are therefore not needed to determine the process independent massification constant.
As a consequence, these additional contributions are not expected to contribute to the collinear
region. It turns out that this is indeed the case due to a cancellation between the box and the
crossed box diagrams depicted in Figures 2.3b and 2.3c. This cancellation can be understood
without the need of explicit computations. As indicated in the figures the only difference between
the two diagrams is the momentum flowing through the electron line propagator that changes
from ` + p3 to −` + p1. Since we neglect polynomially suppressed electron mass effects, the
two contributions are therefore related via p3 ↔ −p1 combined with an overall change of sign.9

Because the collinear contributions only depend on the collinear scalem2 this transformation only
changes the sign and thus results in the aforementioned cancellation. As a consequence, these
box diagrams only modify the process-dependent hard part of the factorisation formula (2.61).
The same cancellation is again encountered in Chapter 6 when expanding radiative amplitudes
in the limit of collinear photon emission.

2.3.3 Massification at two loop

The two-loop contribution to the massification constant, Z(2), was first calculated based on the
heavy quark form factor with the aim of massifying the massless two-loop amplitude for Bhabha
scattering [58, 59]. In order to be able to use the same approach for µ-e scattering we have
extended this formalism to the case of heavy external states in [2] based on the muon decay

µ(p1)→ e(p2)ν̄ν . (2.69)

In what follows we summarise the most important aspects of this calculation. The explicit result
for Z(2) can be found in (3.12) of [2].

At two loop, a momentum region is given by a pair of on-shell scalings

`1 ∼ (λa1 , λb1 , λ(a1+b1)/2)i , `2 ∼ (λa2 , λb2 , λ(a2+b2)/2)i (2.70)

with `1 and `2 the two loop momenta and i indicating the direction of the light-cone decomposi-
tion. Beyond one loop there are therefore mixed regions where `1 and `2 scale differently. In this
context it is helpful to consider the massification formula (2.61) expanded at two loop. In the
case of the muon decay, there is only one collinear direction given by the electron momentum p2

9The transformation applied to the spinors has no effect at the level of the squared amplitude since it changes
the sign twice.
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and thus i = 2 in (2.70). Furthermore, there is no one-loop soft contribution, S(1), due to the
absence of closed fermion loops at this order. We then find

M(2)
n (m) =M(2)

n (0) + Z(2)M(0)
n (0) + S(2)M(0)

n (0) + Z(1)M(1)
n (0) +O(λ) . (2.71)

Each individual contribution can now be interpreted in the context of the MoR. The first three
terms can be identified with the following pure momentum scalings:

hard-hard: `1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2, `2 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2 (2.72a)

coll-coll: `1 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)2, `2 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)2 (2.72b)
soft-soft `1 ∼ (λ, λ, λ)2, `2 ∼ (λ, λ, λ)2 (2.72c)

The contribution of the pure collinear region determines the two-loop massification constant Z(2).
The last term in (2.71), on the other hand, corresponds to the following mixed regions:

coll-hard: `1 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)2, `2 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2 (2.73a)

hard-coll `1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2, `2 ∼ (λ2, 1, λ)2 (2.73b)

These regions are thus entirely due to one-loop quantities and can be predicted based on the
results from the previous section. This represents a strong consistency check of the calcula-
tion. Finally, we remark that the above identified regions are the only ones that are expected to
contribute to the amplitude. At the level of individual diagrams, however, additional contribu-
tions can emerge that cancel in the full result. In this specific calculation, it turns out that the
ultra-soft scaling `i ∼ (λ2, λ2, λ2) gives rise to such an unphysical momentum region.

Many interesting aspects of the calculation occur in the soft-soft region. Since the unrenorm-
alised soft function receives only contributions from the closed fermion loop diagram of Figure 2.4,
its projection onto the vector form factor can be compactly written as

S(2) =
α2

4π

∫
[d`]

(−2p1,µ)(−2p
(−,2)
2,ν )

[`2]2[2` · p1][2` · p(−,2)
2 ]

Πµν(`2,m2) (2.74)

with the tensorial VP, Πµν , defined in (1.18). Even though this integral looks very similar to the
scaleless integral (2.40) it does not vanish. This is due to the occurrence of the VP which depends
on the scale m. Applying the transformation ` → κ` that we have used to show that (1.18) is
scaleless introduces a non-factorisable dependence on κ in Πµν .

The integral in (2.74) turns out to be divergent even in dimensional regularisation. The
occurrence of such unregulated singularities is a well-known feature of the MoR [85]. It is most
conveniently treated with analytic regularisation by shifting the power of a suitable propagator.
In our case we perform the replacement

1

[2` · p1]
→ (−ν2)η

[2` · p1]1+η
(2.75)

with ν the scale of the analytic regularisation. At the level of the QED Lagrangian (1.1) this
regularisation entails modifications of the form

(i/∂ −mi)→ (i/∂ −mi)
1+η . (2.76)

While obviously preserving Lorentz invariance this breaks the QED gauge symmetry since the
power of the photon field Aµ in (1.1) remains unchanged. In order to avoid gauge dependent
results it is therefore mandatory to first expand in η and only afterwards in ε. The soft contri-
bution now contains poles both in η and in ε. It turns out that similar unregulated integrals
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also arise in the calculation of the collinear region. These additional 1/η poles exactly cancel the
ones from the soft region and render the combination finite. This is not particularly surprising
since the small-mass expansion of a finite result has to be finite. Despite their cancellation, these
divergences leave a significant imprint on the structure of the result. They introduce new logar-
ithms that break the clean factorisation of scales as well as the equivalence of different collinear
regions.

This can be understood from a field theoretic perspective in the context of SCET. After the
decoupling transformation each sector of the SCET Lagrangian becomes individually equivalent
to QCD and therefore invariant under separate Lorentz boosts. This enhanced classical symmetry
can, however, be broken by loop corrections. It is precisely this quantum anomaly that enforces
the breaking of naive factorisation realised as unregulated divergences in individual regions.
In [86] this phenomenon is referred to as collinear or factorisation anomaly while [87] calls it the
rapidity divergence.

At this point it is interesting to study the case where no heavy external state is present.
Taking the muon to be light as well, we replace p1 with p(−,1)

1 in (2.74). Since (p
(−,i)
i )2 = 0 the

soft function now only depends on the invariant p(−,1)
1 · p(−,2)

2 . As a consequence, the integral
remains invariant under the simultaneous rescaling p

(−,1)
1 → κp

(−,1)
1 and p

(−,2)
2 → κ−1p

(−,2)
2 .

However, after introducing the analytic regulator (2.75) the integrand itself does transform and
we find the identity

S(2) = κ−ηS(2) . (2.77)

The soft contribution is thus scaleless and vanishes in the absence of a heavy external particle.
In summary, the factorisation anomaly in the fermion loops introduces an additional scale de-

pendence in the massification constant and therefore spoils the naive process independence that
is expected from the factorisation formula (2.57). From the perspective of massification, these
fermionic corrections are thus conceptually very difficult to cope with. In addition, the factor-
isation breaking logarithms induce a larger massification error and thus make the approximation
less reliable. On the other hand, fermionic contributions are typically the easiest ones to calcu-
late from the point of view of standard loop integral computations. It is therefore advisable to
calculate these diagrams with the full dependence on the masses based on other techniques. This
has the added advantage of removing any soft contribution from the factorisation formula (2.61)
rendering massification completely process independent. As discussed in detail in Section 3, a
semi-numerical approach is well-suited for this kind of calculation.

2.3.4 Massification error

Massification can be used to obtain the leading mass effects based on the massless amplitude
without the need of explicit computations. In particular, it determines both the mass logarithms
as well as the constant terms and only neglects polynomially suppressed contributions. The reli-
ability of this approximation obviously depends on the precise form of the scale hierarchy (2.47).
It is therefore advisable to study the massification error case by case. Nevertheless, we can
consider the muon decay as a first reference for the reliability of the approximation.

The muon decay allows for an exact determination of the massification error since the NNLO
corrections are known with full mass dependence. The corresponding calculation for the elec-
tron energy spectrum has been performed numerically some time ago [88]. More recently, the
exact master integrals have been computed analytically in [89]. This has allowed us to perform
the corresponding calculation in [3] for the first time fully differentially. Figure 2.5 shows the
comparison of the exact with the massified result for the energy spectrum. We only include
photonic corrections here since the fermionic contributions can be calculated semi-numerically
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Figure 2.5: The photonic NNLO correction to the muon decay electron energy spectrum in the
logarithmic and massified approximation as well as with full mass dependence. The massification
error is shown in the lower panel.

with full mass dependence. We also show the purely logarithmic approximation from [90, 91] in
order to assess the impact of the constant terms. The upper panel depicts the NNLO correction
to the differential decay width normalised to the corresponding integrated quantity. The effect
of the constant terms is clearly visible. The lower panel shows the relative difference between
the massified and the exact result. The divergent behaviour at 10MeV and 45MeV is due to
zero-crossings.

Massification thus provides a significantly better approximation than the purely logarithmic
result. In this case, the massification error amounts to ∼ 1% in the NNLO coefficient. It is
useful to compare this to the expected size of the missing higher order corrections. In [3] we have
found the NLO and NNLO correction to be of ∼ 10−2 and ∼ 10−4, respectively, in the bulk of
the spectrum. A naive extrapolation therefore yields an estimate that is of the same size as the
massification error. We can thus conclude for the muon decay that massification gives a highly
robust approximation. An even smaller massification error can be expected in processes where
the scale hierarchy (2.47) is more pronounced.

2.4 Infrared subtraction

The previous sections were devoted to the calculation of amplitudes and in particular of virtual
loop corrections. As discussed in Section 1.1, this is only the first step in the prediction of
measurable cross sections. For this the squared amplitude has to be integrated over the phase
space according to (1.3). However, the virtual corrections still contain 1/ε poles – originating
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from soft photons – even after UV renormalisation. Following (1.6), an IR finite and thus
measurable observable is obtained when the emission of an arbitrary number of soft photons is
taken into account. The soft singularities from virtual loops then cancel the soft divergences in
the phase-space integral of real-emission contributions.

In practice, it is non-trivial to obtain this cancellation. The measurement function in the
phase-space integral (1.7) makes an analytic integration impractical and in most cases impossible.
We are therefore left with the challenging task of performing a divergent integration numerically.
Subtraction schemes are an effective means to cope with this issue. The basic idea is to construct
a counterterm that has the same singular behaviour in the soft limit as the amplitude but at
the same time is sufficiently simple to be integrated analytically in d = 4 − 2ε dimensions.
Schematically, we then write the integral over the one-photon phase space dΦγ as

∫
dΦγMn+1Θcuts =

∫
dΦγ

(
Mn+1 −MCT

)
Θcuts + M̂CT Θcuts (2.78)

with

M̂CT =

∫
dΦγMCT . (2.79)

The subtracted integrand is now finite and can be integrated numerically in 4 dimensions. The
soft singularity is explicit as 1/ε poles in the integrated counterterm M̂CT which can be combined
with the virtual contribution to form a second finite quantity. A crucial point in this procedure
is the factorisation of the measurement function from the integrated counterterm which follows
from the soft safety condition (1.10).

In order to construct suitable counterterms the infrared behaviour of both real and virtual
amplitudes has to be studied. In the case of soft singularities in QED, the seminal work of Yennie,
Frautschi, and Suura (YFS) [92] provides all the necessary ingredients. They have shown that
the soft limit of the `-loop correction to any radiative squared amplitude simplifies to

lim
ξ→0

ξ2M(`)
n+1 = EM(`)

n (2.80)

with

ξ =
2Ek√
s

(2.81)

and s the CMS energy. The eikonal factor

E = −
∑

ij

QiQj
pi · pj

(n · pi)(n · pj)
, with k = n ξ , (2.82)

sums over all pairs of external legs with charges Qi and momenta pi. Furthermore, they have
proven that the virtual soft singularities exponentiate as

eÊ
∞∑

`=0

M(`)
n =M(0)

n +
(
M(1)

n + ÊM(0)
n

)
+O(α2) =

∞∑

`=0

M(`)f
n = finite . (2.83)

The exponential subtracts all soft singularities in M(`)
n rendering M(`)f

n finite. The integrated
eikonal Ê is related to the eikonal factor E through integration over the photon phase space
analogous to the definition of M̂CT in (2.78). Since this integration is done in d dimensions the
soft singularity is transformed to a 1/ε pole. The explicit form of the integrated eikonal Ê can
be found in [93] or in Appendix A of [3].
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In [3] we have exploited this simple IR structure to extend the FKS subtraction scheme [93, 94]
initially developed for NLO QCD calculations to FKS`, a subtraction scheme for QED calcu-
lations at all orders in perturbation theory. The starting point for this construction is the LP
soft limit (2.80). The following section presents a modern proof of this all-order statement based
on the MoR. This will serve as a basis for the study of the next-to-leading power (NLP) soft
behaviour in Chapter 5. The FKS` subtraction scheme is presented in Section 2.4.2.

2.4.1 Soft limit

In the following, we consider the behaviour of generic radiative QED amplitudes in the soft limit.
We assume the energy of the emitted photon, Ek, to be small compared to all other scales S in
the process

Ek ∼ λs � S (2.84)

with λs the soft power-counting parameter. At tree level, it is straightforward to derive the soft
limit in a process independent way and the corresponding proof can be found in any standard
QFT textbook. When loop corrections are taken into account, the derivation is complicated
by loop momentum regions that disturb the naive scale hierarchy. We can use the MoR to
disentangle these contributions. Because there is no collinear scale present in (2.84), only hard
and soft modes are expected to contribute.10 In the following, we calculate these regions at LP
in a generic way and show that this reduces to the YFS formula (2.80).

Hard Let us start with the calculation of the purely hard region where all loop momenta scale
as

`i ∼ λ0
s . (2.85)

We split the hard contribution up into external and internal emission according to

Ahard
n+1 =

∑

i

(
pi

k

ΓextΛ SF

)
+

k

Γint = Aext
n+1 +Aint

n+1. (2.86)

The grey blobs for Λ, Γext, and Γint symbolise all possible one-particle irreducible (1PI) insertions
in the diagram. In the case of SF , it denotes the mass renormalised and resummed fermion
propagator. Since all loop momenta are hard, there are no 1/k poles in Γint and thus Aint

n+1 ∼ λ0
s.

In case of the hard region we can therefore ignore internal emission at LP. The contribution from
external emission is given by

Aext
n+1 =

∑

i

Γext(pi − k)SF (pi − k)Λµ(pi, k)u(pi)εµ (2.87a)

=
1

λs

∑

i

Γext(pi)
iZ2

/pi − /k −mi
Z−1

1 (iQiγ
µ)u(pi)εµ +O(λ0

s) (2.87b)

=
1

λs

∑

i

Γext(pi)
i

/pi − /k −mi
(iQiγ

µ)u(pi)εµ +O(λ0
s) (2.87c)

=
1

λs

∑

i

Qi
pi · ε
k · pi

An +O(λ0
s) . (2.87d)

10From a formal EFT point of view the physics in this limit is governed by heavy quark effective theory (HQET).
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Going from the first to the second line, we have inserted the vertex and fermion field strength
renormalisation constants Z1 and Z2. In particular, we have used the on-shell renormalisation
conditions

Λµ(pi, k) = Z−1
1 (iQiγ

µ) +O(λs), (2.88a)

SF (pi − k) =
1

λs

iZ2

/pi − /k −mi
+O(λ0

s) , (2.88b)

where the scaling in λs of the fermion propagator SF follows from

1

/pi − /k −mi
=

/pi − /k +mi

k2 − 2k · pi
. (2.89)

Higher-order corrections to these renormalisation factors then cancel as a consequence of the
Ward identity Z1 = Z2. Squaring this result and summing over spins and polarisations already
yields the full YFS formula (2.80). We are therefore left to show that at LP the soft contribution
vanishes to all orders in perturbation theory.

Soft We consider the soft regions where one or more loop momenta satisfy the soft scaling
relation

`i ∼ λs . (2.90)

In this case, internal emission is not necessarily subleading due to the presence of the additional
soft scales. This is different from the hard momentum region. However, the loop propagator
structure is significantly simpler here. Only the propagator

(∑

j

`j + pi − k
)2
−m2

i = λs

(∑

j

2`j · pi − 2k · pi
)

+O(λ2
s) (2.91)

where p2
i = m2

i is not homogeneous in the loop momenta. Consequently, the soft loop integral is
scaleless if not at least one propagator of this form is present. This, in turn, is only the case if the
following conditions are satisfied. At least one soft virtual photon has to attach to the emitting
leg. In addition to that, hard loops are only allowed to connect to the fermion line after this soft
attachment as well as after the emission of the on-shell photon. In all other cases, a hard scale
is introduced that prevents the occurrence of the propagator (2.91). Diagrammatically, every
non-zero soft contribution can therefore be represented by

Rm,ri = pi

k

Γ

m×

r×
(2.92)

where m and r indicate the number of soft attachments before and after the emission of the
external soft photon. We denote the total number of attachements by n = m+ r > 0. Note that
there can be an arbitrary number of soft and hard loops in Γ. In principle, one also has to take
into account hard corrections to the vertices and the propagators of the emitting line. However,
they cancel at LP by virtue of the Ward identity in analogy to (2.87). The full soft contribution
can then be written as

S =
∑

i

∑

n

∑

m+r=n

Rm,ri . (2.93)
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In the following, we show that a cancellation occurs among all Rm,ri with i and n fixed. In
particular, this results in

∑

m+r=n

Rm,ri = 0 (2.94)

and thus in the vanishing of the soft contribution

S = 0 . (2.95)

The numerator of Rm,ri simplifies at LP to

Nm,r
i = 2m+r+1Γµ1...µm+ru(pi)p

µ1 ...p
µm+r

i pi · ε ≡ 2n+1N n=m+r
i , (2.96)

where we have indicated the independence on the individual values for m and r. The LP de-
nominator reads

Dm,ri = 2n+1
[m+r∑

j

`j · pi − k · pi
]
. . .

︸ ︷︷ ︸
r

[ m∑

j

`j · pi − k · pi
] [ m∑

j

`j · pi
]
...
[
`1 · pi

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

. (2.97)

The partial fraction identity

[ m∑

j

`j · pi − k · pi
]−1[ m∑

j

`j · pi
]−1

=
1

k · pi

([ m∑

j

`j · pi − k · pi
]−1
−
[ m∑

j

`j · pi
]−1
)

(2.98)

then allows us to write for m 6= 0 and r 6= 0

Rm,ri =
N n
i

k · pi

( 1

D̃m,r
− 1

D̃m+1,r−1

)
≡ R̃m,ri − R̃m+1,r−1

i (2.99)

with

D̃m,r =
[m+r∑

j

`j · pi − k · pi
]
...
[ m∑

j

`j · pi − k · pi
] [m−1∑

j

`j · pi
]
...
[
`1 · pi

]
. (2.100)

Furthermore, we have

Rm,0i = R̃m,0i + scaleless, R0,r
i = −R̃1,r−1

i , (2.101)

where the former only holds up to a contribution that is scaleless.
Inserting (2.99) and (2.101) in (2.93) we find
∑

m+r=n

Rm,ri = R0,n
i +R1,n−1

i + . . . +Rn−1,1
i +Rn,0i (2.102a)

= −R̃1,n−1
i + (R̃1,n−1

i − R̃2,n−2
i ) + . . . + (R̃n−1,1

i − R̃n,0i ) + R̃n,0i (2.102b)
= 0 . (2.102c)

The total soft contribution thus vanishes due to various cancellations among neighbouring sum-
mands. This shows that the hard contribution (2.87d) is not modified by soft corrections. This
concludes the proof for the YFS soft limit (2.80).



38 Chapter 2. Theoretical foundations

2.4.2 The FKS` subtraction scheme

This section presents FKS`, a QED subtraction scheme for soft divergences to all orders in
perturbation theory. While we restrict to the main concepts here, a much more detailed discussion
can be found in [3]. The basic idea of FKS` is to construct the counterterms based on the YFS
formula (2.80) that we have proven in the previous section. This is done by means of the identity

ξ−1−2ε = −ξ
−2ε
c

2ε
δ(ξ) +

(1

ξ

)
c

+O(ε) (2.103)

where the distribution (1/ξ)c acts on a test function f(ξ) as
∫ ξmax

0

(1

ξ

)
c
f(ξ) =

∫ ξmax

0
dξ
f(ξ)− f(0)θ(ξc − ξ)

ξ
. (2.104)

The upper bound on the photon energy is given by

ξmax = 1− (
∑

imi)
2

s
(2.105)

where the sum is over all masses in the final state. The dependence on the parameter ξc then
cancels between the two terms on the r.h.s of (2.103) as long as 0 < ξc ≤ ξmax. Within this
constraint, the value for the unphysical ξc parameter can be chosen arbitrarily. Making explicit
the energy dependence of the photon phase space

dΦd=4−2ε
γ = ξ1−2εdΥd=4−2ε , (2.106)

we can use (2.103) to write
∫

dΦd=4−2ε
γ Mn+1 =

∫
dΥd=4−2ε dξ ξ−1−2ε

(
ξ2Mn+1

)
(2.107a)

= −ξ
−2ε
c

2ε

∫
dΥd=4−2εEMn +

∫
dΥd=4−2ε dξ

(1

ξ

)
c

(
ξ2Mn+1

)
(2.107b)

= Ê(ξc)Mn +

∫
dΦd=4

γ

(1

ξ

)
c

(
ξMn+1

)
. (2.107c)

For simplicity, we have omitted the measurement function, Θcuts, in these expressions. In the
second line we have used both the FKS split (2.103) as well as the YFS soft limit formula (2.80).
As a consequence, the corresponding term becomes sufficiently simple to allow for an analytic
integration over the photon phase space, effectively replacing the eikonal factor E with the
integrated eikonal Ê . The counterterm is now in a form where it can be combined with the
virtual contribution cancelling the soft 1/ε poles analytically. Furthermore, the distributional
subtraction renders the second term in (2.107c) finite11 and therefore suitable for numerical
integration in 4 dimensions.

This leads us directly to the formulation of the original FKS scheme (restricted to soft sin-
gularities) where the physical cross section is divided into the two separately finite contributions

σ(1) = σ(1)
n (ξc) + σ

(1)
n+1(ξc) , (2.108a)

σ(1)
n (ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n

(
M(1)

n + Ê(ξc)M(0)
n

)
=

∫
dΦd=4

n M(1)f
n (ξc) , (2.108b)

σ
(1)
n+1(ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n+1

(
1

ξ

)

c

(
ξM(0)f

n+1

)
. (2.108c)

11The integrand still has an integrable 1/
√
ξ divergence.
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The dependence on the unphysical parameter ξc cancels exactly between the two pieces. This
property of the subtraction scheme is immensely useful to verify both the correctness of the
implementation as well as the reliability of the numerical integration. We will perform this check
explicitly in Chaper 4 when studying the numerical problems arising from CPS.

Because of the simple exponentiating structure of soft singularities (2.83), it is possible to
extend this scheme to any order in perturbation theory. For example, at NNLO we find

σ(2)
n (ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n

(
M(2)

n + Ê(ξc)M(1)
n +

1

2!
M(0)

n Ê(ξc)
2

)
=

∫
dΦd=4

n M(2)f
n (ξc) , (2.109a)

σ
(2)
n+1(ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n+1

(
1

ξ1

)

c

(
ξ1M(1)f

n+1(ξc)
)
, (2.109b)

σ
(2)
n+2(ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n+2

(
1

ξ1

)

c

(
1

ξ2

)

c

(
ξ1ξ2M(0)f

n+2

)
. (2.109c)

The twofold distributional subtraction in (2.109c) comes from applying the FKS split (2.103) to
ξ−1−2ε

1 ξ−1−2ε
2 simultaneously. This introduces two a priori different ξc parameters and generates

three additional terms. The product of the two delta functions gives the double soft limit
resulting after integration over both photon phase spaces in the third term in (2.109a). The
factor 1/2! is due to the indistinguishability of the two photons and prevents a double counting
in the integration over the phase space. The two other contributions yield complicated process-
dependent integrals. However, if all the ξc parameters are chosen equal, the contributions can
be combined with the subtracted real-virtual contribution (1/ξ1)cM(1)

n+1 which still contains
explicit 1/ε poles. This combination cancels the pole analytically and replaces M(1)

n+1 with its
finite version M(1)f

n+1. No process dependent integrals are therefore left in (2.109). This can be
viewed as a direct consequence of the YFS exponentiation whose build up can be nicely observed
in (2.109a). Furthermore, it is the main reason for the striking simplicity of the FKS` subtraction
scheme.
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Hyperspherical method

For many processes it is helpful to split the radiative corrections into fermionic and photonic
contributions. The former are corrections that include at least one closed fermion loop while the
latter take into account all other contributions. As discussed in Section 1.1, the production of an
additional fermion-antifermion pair corresponds to a physically distinguishable final state and
does not have to be considered here. In particular, it does not have to be taken into account to
define IR safe quantities since fermions are considered to be massive. The reason for this split is
that fermionic contributions have many special features that make a separate treatment useful
and often unavoidable.

The fermionic corrections can be further subdivided into a leptonic and a hadronic part that
are conceptually very different. Contrary to the leptons, the hadronic degrees of freedom become
non-perturbative at low energies. These non-perturbative hadronic effects are thus important
for low-energy experiments and have to be properly accounted for. A fully analytic calculation is
therefore not possible in this case since one has to rely on experimental input that captures the
non-perturbative contribution. This is of course closely related to the discussion of Section 1.2
about the non-perturbative hadronic corrections to the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon
and the MUonE experiment.

The leptonic corrections, on the other hand, can be calculated from first principle with
perturbation theory. While this calculation is often simpler than for photonic corrections the
determination of the full-mass dependence at two loop is still a formidable task. In many cases,
one would therefore have to rely on massification. As explained in Section 2.3.3 it is exactly
these contributions that give rise to the factorisation anomaly. This makes the corresponding
massification conceptually difficult. Even more importantly, however, the anomaly results in
additional large logarithms that hamper the reliability of the approximation. It is therefore not
advisable to use massification for leptonic corrections.

The best approach is therefore a simultaneous treatment of both leptonic and hadronic contri-
butions. The simplest fermionic corrections are due to insertions of the QED vacuum polarisation
(VP) tensor (1.18) defined as

iΠµν(q) = iΠ(q2)(gµνq2 − qµqν) = iΠ(q2)tµν = −
∫

d4xeiqx〈0|T{jµem(x)jνem(0)|0〉 (3.1)

where jem(x) =
∑

iQiψ̄i(x)γµψi(x) is the electromagnetic current and the sum runs over fermions
with charge Qi. This definition varies in the literature up to an overall sign. We have chosen
our convention such that the resummed photon propagator is given by

−itµν
q2
(
1−Π(q2)

) =
−itµν
q2

(
1 + Π(q2) + Π(q2)2 + . . .

)
(3.2)

41
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We can take all fermions into account by including them in the renormalised VP

Π = Πe + Πµ + Πτ + Πhad . (3.3)

For many processes, and in particular for µ-e scattering, VP corrections are the only fermionic
contributions at NNLO. We will therefore restrict the following discussion to this case. Nonethe-
less, we keep in mind that for other processes such as e+e− → γγ and for higher orders more
complicated corrections occur such as light-by-light scattering (LbL).

The one-loop contribution to the leptonic VP can be calculated straightforwardly and the
two-loop result can be extracted from [95]. The corresponding formulas are given in Appendix B.
For the non-perturbative hadronic VP (HVP), one has to rely on experimental data that capture
the non-perturbative degrees of freedom. As already discussed in Section 1.2, it is possible to
relate the HVP to the hadronic R-ratio by means of the dispersive integral (1.21). In order to
cover the full non-perturbative regime multiple experiments are needed that run at individual
hadron production thresholds. This, in turn, requires a careful analysis and combination of these
experiments. Specialised tools exists in this case such as alphaQED [96–98] and HVPTools [99].

For many contributions, the VP factorises from the rest of the diagram. Such a case is shown
in Figure 3.1a for µ-e scattering. In this case the correction reduces to quantities that have
already been computed at NLO. The diagrams depicted in Figures 3.1b and 3.1c are much more
complicated to calculate. These non-factorisable VP contributions have the form

MNF =

∫
[d`]

Π(`2)

`2
M̃NF(`, pi) (3.4)

where M̃NF denotes the rest of the diagram and the loop momentum routing is chosen such that
the VP does not depend on any of the external momenta pi.

In addition to relating the hadronic VP to experimental data, the dispersive integral (1.21)
can also be used to calculate these non-factorisable contributions. To do so, we replace the
VP in (3.4) with the expression from (1.21) and exchange the order of the two integrals. This
dispersive approach [100] is thus based on the master formula

Mhad
NF =

α

3π

∫ ∞

4m2
π

dz

z
Rhad
γ (z)〈M̃NF〉`(z) . (3.5)

The kernel of the dispersive integral is given by the original amplitude with the VP replaced by
a photon of mass z,

〈M̃NF〉`(z) =

∫
[d`]

M̃NF

`2 − z + iδ
, (3.6)

and can therefore easily be computed with existing one-loop tools such as Package-X. This
approach was used to calculate the hadronic corrections to the muon decay [101, 102] and Bhabha
scattering [103–105]. The dispersive formula (3.5) can of course also be used for leptons with
mπ → m` and the R-ratio replaced by the corresponding analytic expression for leptons

R`γ(z) =

(
1 +

2m2
`

z

)√

1− 4m2
`

z
. (3.7)

While this dispersive method is rather easy to use in principle, the numerical integration over z
is non-trivial. This is especially true for the hadronic contribution where the integration crosses
narrowly peaked resonances in the time-like region.
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To avoid this issue one can resort to the hyperspherical method. As explained in detail in the
following, this approach casts the non-factorisable amplitude into the form12

MNF = −
∫ ∞

0
dQ2Π(−Q2)〈M̃NF〉Ω(Q2) (3.8)

where the kernel 〈M̃NF〉Ω is obtained by analytically integrating over the hyperspherical solid
angle

〈M̃NF〉Ω(Q2) =

∫
dΩ

2π2
M̃NF . (3.9)

Originally, this method was used in [46, 47] to calculate the photonic three-loop corrections to
the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon, an important contribution to αQED

µ in (1.17). In
this calculation the remaining radial integration was performed analytically. The idea to use
the same approach for HVP corrections, where the radial integration is done numerically, was
only recently realised in [45] in the context of the MUonE experiment. As explained in detail
in Section 1.2 the MUonE experiment aims at measuring the HVP in the space-like region.
Contrary to the dispersive approach, the hyperspherical method provides a means to directly
use this data to predict the subleading HVP corrections and therefore enables a completely
independent extraction. The following discussion is heavily based on [45] with the extension of
the method to other processes in mind.

Analogously to standard loop calculations, the hyperspherical method is divided into the
following steps: tensor reduction, loop integration, and UV/IR subtraction. For the reduction
to scalar integrals the VP in (3.4) can be ignored for the most part as long as

• no loop momentum shifts are performed and

• scaleless integrals are not set to zero.

Shifts in the loop momentum would introduce in (3.4) a dependence of the VP on the external
momenta. The second restriction is due to the VP acting as a scale in the integrals. Apart from
these two points, standard one-loop techniques can be used. All other steps are less trivial and
are covered one-by-one in the following Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. The numerical integration over
the radial variable Q2 is then discussed in Section 3.4. Finally, we comment in Section 3.5 on the
advantages and disadvantages of the hyperspherical method compared to the more traditional
dispersive approach.

3.1 Loop integration

As in the case of standard analytic loop integration (Section 2.1), the loop momentum has to
be transformed to a Euclidean vector in a first step. However, the presence of the VP in (3.4)
significantly complicates this procedure. We begin with the corresponding analytic continuation
in Section 3.1.1. The subsequent analytic integration over the hyperspherical angles is presented
in Section 3.1.2. This yields the kernel function 〈M̃NF〉Ω of (3.8) in the Euclidean region. The
delicate continuation to the physical region is then discussed in Section 3.1.3. These three steps
are illustrated with the two integrals

INF4 =

∫
[d`]

Π(`2)

[`2][(`+ p1)2 −m2][(`+ p3)2 −m2]
, (3.10a)

INF� =

∫
[d`]

Π(`2)

[`2][(`+ p1)2 −m2][(`+ p1 − p3)2][(`− p2)2 −M2]
(3.10b)

corresponding to the diagrams shown in Figure 3.1b and 3.1c, respectively.
12We will see in Section 3.1.3 that this is not always possible.
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p2 p4

p1 p3

(a)

p2 p4

p1 p3

(b)

p2 p4

p1 p3

(c)

Figure 3.1: Three sample diagrams of VP corrections to µ-e scattering at NNLO. In the case of
the diagram (a), the VP factorises from the one-loop vertex correction and can therefore easily
be calculated. The non-factorisable diagrams shown in (b) and (c) are more difficult. They can
be calculated either dispersively or with the hyperspherical method.

3.1.1 Analytic continuation to the Euclidean region

As mentioned in Section 2.1 it is possible to transform Minkowskian loop momenta to Euclidean
ones by means of a Wick rotation. In a first step, the integration is mapped to the imaginary axis
by virtue of the residue theorem as depicted in Figure 3.2a. In the standard case, it is possible to
use loop momentum shifts to cast the integral to the simple form (2.18) where the corresponding
poles

±
√
|~̀|2 + ∆∓ iδ (3.11)

do not interfere with the rotation. The poles are shown as red dots in Figure 3.2a. Next, the
loop momentum is replaced by its Euclidean version via

`0 → iQ0 (3.12)

implying

`2 =
(
`0
)2 − |~̀|2 → −

(
Q0
)2 − | ~Q|2 = −Q2 . (3.13)

In the presence of the VP, however, the momentum routing has to be fixed to ensure that
the VP itself does not depend on external momenta. We therefore have to take into account the
poles of each propagator

Pi = (`− pi)2 −m2
i + iδ (3.14)

separately. They have the form

p0
i ±

√
|~̀− ~pi|2 +m2

i ∓ iδ (3.15)

with pi and mi the external momentum and the mass of the propagator. For sufficiently large
p0
i one pole enters the upper right quadrant, deforming the integration path after Wick rotation

as depicted in Figure 3.2b. This can be avoided by analytically continuing the external lines to
the Euclidean region via a rotation in the complex plane

p0
i → eiφP 0

i (3.16)
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Re `0

Im `0

(a)

Re `0

Im `0

(b)

Re `0

Im `0

(c)

Figure 3.2: Illustration of the pole structure during the Wick rotation. Figure (a) shows the
situation in the usual case. Figures (b) and (c) illustrate the location of the poles in the presence
of VP before and after analytic continuation of the external momenta to the Euclidean region.

with φ ∈ [0, π/2]. As a result we obtain a straight contour after the Wick rotation as shown in
Figure 3.2c. At the end point of the analytic continuation, φ = π/2, the external momentum is
completely Euclidean with

p2
i =

(
p0
i

)2 − |~pi|2 → −
(
P 0
i

)2 − |~Pi|2 = −P 2
i (3.17)

in analogy to (3.13). Being completely Euclidean at this point, we introduce hyperspherical
coordinates with

d4`→ id4Q = i
Q2

2
dQ2dΩQ . (3.18)

This allows us to write the two integrals (3.10) as

I = −
∫ ∞

0
dQ2 Π(−Q2)〈I〉Ω (3.19)

with

〈INF4 〉Ω =

∫
dΩQ

2π2

(−1)2

[(Q+ P1)2 +m2][(Q+ P3)2 +m2]
, (3.20a)

〈INF� 〉Ω =

∫
dΩQ

2π2

(−1)3

[(Q+ P1)2 +m2][(Q+ P1 − P3)2][(Q− P2)2 +M2]
. (3.20b)

The external momenta are now all space-like and an analytic continuation back to the time-like
region has to be performed eventually. This is discussed in detail in Section 3.1.3 after the
calculation of the kernels 〈I〉Ω in the following Section 3.1.2.

3.1.2 Hyperspherical integration

An elegant way to perform the hyperspherical integration is by means of Gegenbauer polynomials
C

(α)
n . They are defined via the generating function

1

(1− 2xt+ t2)α
≡
∞∑

n=0

C(α)
n (x)tn . (3.21)

This allows us to express propagators in terms of Gegenbauer polynomials. In particular, we find

1

(Q+ Pi)2 +m2
i

=
Zi

|Q| |Pi|
∞∑

n=0

Zni C
(1)
n (−Q̂ · P̂i) (3.22)
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with

Zi =
Q2 + P 2

i +m2
i −

√
λ(Q2, P 2

i ,−m2
i )

2|Q| |Pi|
. (3.23)

We have defined the normalised unit vectors Q̂ = Q/|Q| and P̂i = Pi/|Pi|. The Källén function is
denoted by λ. The Gegenbauer polynomials form an orthogonal basis of functions over the inter-
val [−1, 1] w.r.t. the weight function

√
1− x2. As a consequence, they satisfy the orthogonality

relation
∫

dΩQ

2π2
C(1)
n (Q̂ · P̂i)C(1)

m (Q̂ · P̂j) =
δnm
n+ 1

C(1)
n (P̂i · P̂j) . (3.24)

This property makes the integration over the hyperspherical angles straightforward.
Applying this to INF4 , we find

〈INF4 〉Ω =
1

Q2|P1| |P3|
∞∑

n=0

(Z1Z3)n+1

n+ 1
C(1)
n (P̂1 · P̂3) . (3.25)

The remaining infinite sum of Gegenbauer polynomials can be evaluated by integrating

d

dz

∞∑

n=0

zn+1

n+ 1
C(1)
n (x) =

∞∑

n=0

znC(1)
n (x) =

1

1− 2xz + z2
(3.26)

with the boundary condition

∞∑

n=0

zn+1

n+ 1
C(1)
n (x)

∣∣∣∣∣
z=0

= 0 . (3.27)

We find

〈INF4 〉Ω =
1

Q2|P1| |P3|
√

1− τ2
arctan

(Z1Z3

√
1− τ2

1− Z1Z3τ

)
(3.28)

with τ = P̂1 · P̂3. Using the functional relation

arctan(iz) =
i

2
log
(1 + z

1− z
)
≡ iL(z) (3.29)

this result can be transformed to

〈INF4 〉Ω =
1

Q2
√
t(t− 4m2)

(
L(z1)− 2L(z2)

)
(3.30)

with

z1 =

√
t(t− 4m2)

2m2 − t , (3.31a)

z2 =

√
1 +

4m2

Q2

√
1− 4m2

t
. (3.31b)

In this last step we have applied the on-shell conditions

Pi = −p2
i = −m2, (P1 − P3)2 = −(p1 − p3)2 = −t (3.32)
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which follows from (3.17). This replacement is a delicate step in the calculation since it implicitly
assumes that P 2

i < 0. We are, however, still in the Euclidean region where P 2
i > 0. In the above

step we have therefore performed the corresponding analytic continuation without justification.
This is discussed in detail in the next section.

The kernel function 〈INF4 〉Ω has to be real in the physical time-like region where t < 0.
However, the solution given in (3.30) has a non-vanishing imaginary part since z2 > 1 and 0 <
z1 < 1. The above calculation therefore does not yield the correct imaginary part. Fortunately,
this is unproblematic since the kernel multiplies in (3.19) the VP evaluated in the space-like
domain and thus a manifestly real quantity. As a consequence, the imaginary part of the kernel
does not impact the real part of the squared amplitude and does therefore not enter in the
calculation of physical observables.

Let us turn to the box integral INF� . As can be seen from (3.20b), we have three angular
dependent propagators in this case instead of just two as for INF4 . As a consequence, the ortho-
gonality relation (3.24) is not applicable here. Instead, the integration over the hyperspherical
angles has to be done explicitely after Feynman parametrisation. This calculation was done
in [106]. The corresponding result for a general box integral is given in Appendix C. In the
particular case considered here where

P 2
1 = −m2, P 2

2 = −M2, (P1 + P2)2 = −s (3.33)

we find

〈INF� 〉Ω = − 1

Q2|Q2 + t|
√
λ(s,m2,M2)

(
L(z3) + L(z4)− L(z5)

)
(3.34)

with

z3 =

√
1 +

4m2

Q2

√
1− 4sm2

(s−M2 +m2)2
sign(Q2 + t) , (3.35a)

z4 =

√
1 +

4M2

Q2

√
1− 4sM2

(s−m2 +M2)2
sign(Q2 + t) , (3.35b)

z5 =

√
1− 4m2M2

(s−M2 −m2)2
. (3.35c)

Again, the analytic continuation to the physical region needs justification. As in the case of INF4
this is postponed to the next section.

In addition to the box kernel, Appendix C also gives the corresponding results for a generic
bubble and triangle integral. This thus provides all master kernels required for non-factorisable
VP contributions of 2→ 2 processes at two loop.

3.1.3 Analytic continuation to the physical region

The final results for the kernel functions given in the previous section are a priori only valid
in the Euclidean region. An analytic continuation to the physical region is required. This step
is complicated by the fact that the continuation is performed for the full radial integral (3.19)
and not just for the kernels. No branch points are thus allowed to cross the integration path.
The square root λ1/2(Q2, P 2

i ,−m2) in (3.23) is problematic in this regard. Figure 3.3a shows
the behaviour of the two branch points when varying P 2

i from P 2
i > 0 to its physical value

P 2
i = −m2 < 0. The positive real axis remains untouched. In the case of INF4 we can therefore

conclude that the analytic continuation is unproblematic. The same analysis also applies to INF�
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ReQ2

ImQ2

Q2 = (|Pi|+ im)2

Q2 = (|Pi| − im)2

−4m2 0

(a)

ReQ2

ImQ2

γ
Q2 = (P1 − P3)2

−s +s

(b)

Figure 3.3: Analysis of the branchpoints when analytically continuing the kernel functions from
the Euclidean to the physical region. The behaviour in (a) is unproblematic since the two
branchpoints (orange/red) do not cross the integration path (green) of the radial integral along
the positive real axis. Figure (b), on the other hand, requires a deformation of the integration
path to avoid the branch point.

since we only encounter the additional possibly dangerous square root λ1/2(Q2, (P1 − P3)2, 0) in
the corresponding calculation. In this case, the Euclidean region (P1 − P3)2 = −t > 0 already
corresponds to the physical region where t < 0.

It is still interesting to investigate what happens in the case where t > 0. This is the situation
for the box integral of the crossed s-channel process e+e− → µ+µ− where t → s > 4m2 > 0.
Figure 3.3b depicts the branch point behaviour in this scenario where it clearly interferes with
the radial integration path. In [46] this issue is solved (in a different context) by deforming the
integration path as shown in Figure 3.3b in green. This has significant repercussions. Because
of the deformation, the radial integral (3.19) is modified to

I = −
∫

γ
dQ2 Π(−Q2)〈I〉Ω (3.36a)

= −
∫ 0

−s
dQ2 Π(−Q2)Disc

(
〈I〉Ω

)
−
∫ ∞

0
dQ2 Π(−Q2)〈I〉Ω (3.36b)

with Disc
(
〈I〉Ω

)
the branch cut discontinuity of the kernel function. Hence, we obtain an addi-

tional contribution with the VP evaluated in the time-like region −Q2 > 0. The main advantage
of the hyperspherical method of avoiding hadronic resonances is therefore lost. Furthermore, the
VP acquires an imaginary part in this case, requiring the reconstruction of the imaginary part
of the kernel functions. As discussed in the previous section, this is non-trivial. These consider-
ations show that the hyperspherical method is only well-suited for t- and u-channel kinematics.
For other processes, such as e+e− → µ+µ−, the dispersive approach is clearly advantageous.

3.2 UV renormalisation

In the hyperspherical method, UV divergences manifest themselves as non-integrable kernel
functions in the region Q2 → ∞. These singularities are not regulated in any way and have to
be subtracted pointwise at the integrand level. In the following, we compute the corresponding
wave function and mass counterterm in the hyperspherical approach.
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The starting point is the self-energy diagram

−iΣ = p

`

= (−ie)2

∫
d4`

(2π)4
Π(`2)

γµ(/̀+ /p+m)γµ

[`2][(`+ p)2 −m2]
. (3.37)

After tensor decomposition this can be expressed as

Σ =
α

4π

{
4mS1 − /p

(
1 +

m2

p2

)
S1 +

/p

p2
(S2 − S3)

}
(3.38)

with the scalar integrals

S1 =

∫
[d`]

Π(`2)

[`2][(`+ p)2 −m2]
, (3.39a)

S2 =

∫
[d`]

Π(`2)

[(`+ p)2 −m2]
, (3.39b)

S3 =

∫
[d`]

Π(`2)

[`2]
. (3.39c)

The otherwise scaleless tadpole integral S3 only contributes because of the presence of the VP.
Based on the previous section and the master kernels given in Appendix C we can calculate these
integrals in the hyperspherical framework. We find

Si = −
∫ ∞

0
dQ2 Π(−Q2)〈Si〉Ω (3.40)

with the kernels

〈S1〉Ω =
Q2 − p2 +m2 +

√
λ(Q2,−p2,−m2)

2p2Q2
, (3.41a)

〈S2〉Ω = −Q2〈S1〉Ω , (3.41b)
〈S3〉Ω = 1 . (3.41c)

It is now straightforward to extract the on-shell counterterms

δm = −Σ(/p = m) , δZ =
dΣ

d/p

∣∣∣∣∣
/p=m

(3.42)

using the derivative relations

dSi(p
2)

d/p
= 2/p

dSi(p
2)

dp2
,

d

d/p

/p

p2
= − 1

p2
. (3.43)

The corresponding kernel functions read

〈δm〉Ω =
Q2(1− κ) + 2m2κ

2m3
, (3.44a)

〈δZ〉Ω =
Q2(κ− 1)(1− 4κ+ κ2) + 2m2(1− κ+ 3κ2 − κ3)

4m4κ
, (3.44b)

with κ =
√

1 + 4m2/Q2.
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3.3 IR subtraction

Even after UV renormalisation the hyperspherical kernel functions can have non-integrable sin-
gularities that are of IR origin. In the case of the box integral INF� from Section 3.1 this manifests
as the 1/|Q2 + t| pole in (3.34). This singular behaviour of the integral comes from the soft IR
divergence arising when the undressed photon from Figure 3.1c becomes soft. Note on the con-
trary that the 1/Q2 pole does not lead to a singularity because of the on-shell renormalisation
condition Π(0) = 0.

The unregulated divergence for Q2 = −t > 0 can be dealt with by means of a suitable
subtraction. In this specific case we write

INF� = −
∫ ∞

0
dQ2

(
Π(−Q2)−Π(t)

)
〈INF� 〉Ω + Π(t)I� (3.45)

where we have expressed the counterterm in terms of the undressed one-loop box integral

I� =

∫
[d`]

1

[`2][(`+ p1)2 −m2][(`+ p1 − p3)2][(`− p2)2 −M2]
=

∫ ∞

0
dQ2〈INF� 〉Ω . (3.46)

This makes the analytic calculation of the counterterm possible where the soft divergence is
regulated in d = 4 − 2ε dimensions. The first term in (3.45) is finite and can be integrated
numerically.

3.4 Radial integration

With the methodology developed in the previous sections it is possible to write non-factorisable
fermionic corrections (for t- and u-channel processes) in the form (3.8). For leptonic contributions
an analytic integration over the radial variable Q2 could be envisaged. In the case of hadrons
one is forced to solve the above integral numerically because the analytic form of the HVP is
not known. It is therefore reasonable to also use the numerical approach for the leptonic part in
order to treat all contributions simultaneously.

The radial integration can then conveniently be combined with the phase-space integration
that is also done numerically. To do so, we map the integration domain Q2 ∈ [0,∞) to the unit
interval x ∈ [0, 1) via the change of variables

Q2 =
m2x

1− x . (3.47)

However, after this transformation the bulk of the VP for the heavier particles is tightly squeezed
around x = 1 as depicted in Figure 3.4a. To facilitate the numerical integration it is therefore
advantageous to perform an additional change of variables that zooms into this region. The
transformation

x = 1− z5 (3.48)

turned out to be well-suited for this as shown in Figure 3.4b.
An additional issue hampering the numerical integration are large cancellations among kernel

functions. This significantly complicates the evaluation of the kernel amplitude with a sufficient
precision. Particularly delicate in this regard are UV and IR regions where a high numerical
precision is required for the respective subtractions to work. In addition to that, there are typ-
ically integrable logarithmic threshold singularities left in the kernel functions. One possibility
to ensure the numerical stability is a careful expansion around the problematic points. Unfor-
tunately, the corresponding convergence radii are often not sufficiently large for this approach
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Figure 3.4: One-loop VP contribution from the three leptons ` = e, µ, τ evaluated in the space-like
domain Π

(1)
` (−Q2) with Q2 > 0. Figure (a) shows the dependence on x where Q2 = m2x/(1−x).

The function is tightly squeezed at x = 1, especially for the heavier leptons. The much more
spread out dependence on z = (1− x)1/5 is depicted in (b).
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to work. Instead, one can resort to quadruple precision arithmetic to ensure a stable numerical
evaluation over the full domain of the radial integration.

We have successfully applied the hyperspherical method to calculate the NNLO VP correc-
tions for the muon decay, Møller and µ-e scattering, as well as e+e− → γγ. In the case of the
muon decay and µ-e scattering, perfect agreement was found with the dispersive calculations
of [102] and [44], respectively. The calculation for Møller scattering was verified by comparing to
the exact electron loop result of [107]. Only in the case of two-photon production no comparison
with existing literature was possible. However, the calculation can be easily modified to the case
where the VP is replaced by a massive photon

Π(q2)→ q2

q2 − λ2
. (3.49)

The calculation reduces to a one-loop correction in this case and can thus be compared with
automated tools such as Package-X. 13

Unfortunately, we were not able to calculate the corresponding corrections for µ-pair produc-
tion (e+e− → µ+µ−) and Bhabha scattering (e+e− → e+e−) with the hyperspherical approach.
The reason ist the non-trivial analytic continuation of the kernels from the Euclidean to the
physical region. As discussed in Section 3.1.3, this is due to the s-channel contribution which
is absent in the other processes. It is therefore clearly advantageous to follow the dispersive
approach in this case.

3.5 Dispersive vs. hyperspherical

The hyperspherical approach allows for a completely independent determination of the HVP by
the MUonE experiment. It is therefore clearly the method of choice in this specific case. For all
other applications, the situation is different. In this concluding section we therefore discuss the
advantages and disadvantages of the two methods.

One of the main differences between the dispersive and the hyperspherical method is that
the dispersive kernel (3.6) corresponds to a standard one-loop amplitude. As a consequence,
many publicly available tools can be used which significantly simplifies the implementation of
the method. For example, similar numerical issues as in the hyperspherical method also arise
in the dispersive integral (3.5). In particular for large z, a sufficiently precise evaluation of the
kernel becomes difficult due to large cancellations. To ameliorate this problem one can rely on
the impressive numerical stability of the Collier library [108] to perform the tensor reduction as
well as the evaluation of the scalar integrals. For extremely large values of z, the amplitude has
to be expanded in order to obtain the cancellation analytically. To do so, one can use Package-X
for the tensor reduction and the MoR for the expansion of the scalar integrals. Contrary to the
hyperspherical method it is thus possible to avoid the use of quadruple precision arithmetic to
ensure a sufficiently stable evaluation of the kernel. A significantly faster implementation is thus
possible in this case.

Regarding the UV renormalisation the two methods are similar. Also in the case of the
dispersive method the renormalisation is performed at the level of the kernel. The corresponding
wave function and mass counterterm can be found in Appendix D. Regarding the regularisation of
IR singularities the two methods are completely different. As discussed in Section 3.3, suitable
subtraction terms have to be constructed to render the hyperspherical kernel integrable. In
the dispersive method, on the other hand, the soft divergences are automatically regularised in
dimensional regularisation. This has clear advantages both from a technical point of view as well
as for the numerical stability of the evaluation.

13This test can also be used to check intermediate expressions which can be very helpful.
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Based on these considerations, it is evident that the dispersive method is better suited for
leptonic corrections. In the hadronic case the additional issue of hadronic resonances in the
dispersive integral (3.5) has to be taken into consideration. This significantly complicates the
numerical integration. Moreover, as discussed in the context of the physics case for the MUonE
experiment in Section 1.2, also the reliability of the experimental data has to be questioned.
Once the corresponding high-quality space-like data is available, the hyperspherical method can
be used to exploit the smooth behaviour of the hadronic VP in this region. To arrive at a
robust prediction of the delicate hadronic contribution it is therefore advisable to implement
both methods, yielding a reliable estimate of the uncertainty induced from experimental data.





Chapter 4

Collinear pseudo-singularities

After the subtraction of the soft singularities with FKS` as described in Section 2.4.2 the phase-
space integration can be performed numerically. Since the corresponding integral is multi-
dimensional, one typically relies on Monte Carlo methods to do so. These methods converge
at a rate O(N−1/2) with the number of sampling points N that is independent of the dimension
of the integral and the smoothness of the integrand. In addition, Monte Carlo integrators are
able to estimate the numerical error reliably even in the case of discontinuous integrands.

In a first step, we bring the n-particle phase-space measure

dΦn(P ; p1, ..., pn) =
n∏

i=1

d3pi
(2π)32Ei

(2π)4δ4
(
P −

n∑

i=1

pi

)
(4.1)

into a form that is suitable for Monte Carlo integration. The momenta and energies of the
final-state particles are denoted by pi and Ei, respectively. The delta function enforces the
conservation of the total intial-state momentum P . A parametrisation on the unit hypercube
x ∈ [0, 1]3n−4 is required to rewrite the measure as

dΦn(P ; p1, ..., pn) = d3n−4xW(P ;x) (4.2)

with the weight function W made up of the Jacobian of the parametrisation as well as cuts that
ensure the physicality of the momentum configuration. This gives rise to a mapping (phase-space
generator)

x ∈ [0, 1]3n−4 →
{
{pi},W

}
(4.3)

that assigns each element on the hypercube a set of momenta {pi} and its weight W. This
parametrisation is not uniquely defined. In this chapter we describe how this freedom can be
exploited to boost the performance of the Monte Carlo integration.

Collinear divergences are regularised by finite fermion masses. As already discussed in Sec-
tion 1.1, this can be seen from the pole structure of radiative amplitudes given in (1.9). In the
collinear limit we find the behaviour

An+1 ∼
1

EiEk(1− βi cos^(pi, k))

^(pi,k)→0∼ E2
i

m2
i

. (4.4)

The physical regularisation of collinear divergences leads to a significant simplification of the
subtraction procedure. We have exploited this in the construction of the FKS` subtraction scheme
discussed in Section 2.4.2. However, since the mass mi is often small compared to the energy
Ei, radiative amplitudes exhibit narrow peaks as remnants of the collinear singularities. These
collinear pseudo-singularities (CPS) significantly complicate a reliable numerical integration.

55
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It is therefore important that the Monte Carlo method applied follows an adaptive algorithm.
In our case we use vegas [109] that iteratively modifies the sampling grid during the integration.
This approach is particularly effective if the parametrisation (4.2) is aligned with the CPS, i.e.
if the photon-fermion angle, ^(pi, k), is itself a vegas variable. This allows the algorithm to
efficiently refine the integration grid in the collinear region ensuring a reliable estimate of the
corresponding contribution to the integral.

It is not possible to find a parametrisation that is aligned with all CPS simultaneously. For
this reason it is useful to split the phase space into multiple partitions that each contain one
CPS only. This can be done by iteratively multiplying the integrand with

1 = Θ(cij ≤ {ckl}) + Θ(cij > {ckl}) (4.5)

where cij = pi · nj and kj = ξjnj as in (2.82). This multi-channeling approach allows for a
dedicated tuning of the phase-space parametrisation for each CPS separately.

Using nj instead of the full photon momentum kj ensures that the choice of the optimal
phase-space partition is independent of the softness of the photons. Special care has to be taken,
however, regarding the IR safety of the individual partitions. In the case where cij = ckl in
the soft limit, the soft counterterm may be in a different partition as the limit. This breaks
the IR finiteness of the subtraction procedure. Such a situation is encountered in the process
e+(p1)e−(p2)→ γ(k1)γ(k2)γ(k3) where only k3 can become soft. Tuning on the collinear emission
of one of the hard photons then results in exactly this scenario since p1 ·n1 = p2 ·n2 in the elastic
case. One is therefore forced to introduce hard-coded cutoffs that specify when to switch the
partition.

In the case of multiple photon emission amplitudes contain overlapping CPS. A simultaneous
optimisation of the phase-space parametrisation could therefore be advantageous. The corres-
ponding phase-space region is, however, much smaller compared to single CPS. As a consequence,
it is sufficient to only take into account single CPS at low energies. We therefore restrict the
following discussion to this case. Nevertheless, a tuning for overlapping CPS might become ne-
cessary when going to higher energies. Also relevant in this regard is an alternative approach to
cope with the problem of CPS via a QCD-inspired subtraction scheme. The collinear factorisa-
tion of radiative one-loop amplitudes presented in Chapter 6 provides an important ingredient
for such a procedure at NNLO.

In the following we describe how an optimal parametrisation can be found for single CPS.
In the case of inital-state CPS this is straightforward and is discussed in Section 4.1. The more
delicate final-state tuning is presented in Section 4.2. Finally, we demonstrate the importance of
a dedicated phase-space tuning in Section 4.3 by means of a simple NLO example.

4.1 Initial-state CPS

We specialise here to the case of initial-state CPS and show how an optimal phase-space para-
metrisation can be obtained. Consider a (n+ l)-particle phase space with l additionally radiated
photons in the final state. The radiative part of the phase space can then be separated as

dΦn+l(P ; p1, ..., pn, k1, ..., kl) =

[
l∏

i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

]
dΦn(P −K; p1, ..., pn) (4.6)

with K =
∑

i ki. We are completely free in the parametrisation of the photons since the mo-
mentum conserving δ-function is absorbed in dΦn.14 In particular, it is straightforward to find

14We restrict to the case n > 1.
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Figure 4.1: Schematic illustration of the phase-space decomposition formula (4.7).

a parametrisation where the angle w.r.t. the beam axis is a variable. This ensures an optimal
phase-space generation for initial-state CPS.

This leaves the remaining n-particle phase space without any particular constraint regarding
the parametrisation. We therefore follow the most convenient approach based on the factorising
property

dΦn(P ; p1, ..., pn) =
1

2π
dQ2dΦj(Q; p1, ..., pj)dΦn−j+1(P ;Q, pj+1, ..., pn) (4.7)

with Q =
∑j

i=1 pi. This can easily be derived by multiplying the phase space with

1 =

∫
d4Q

(2π)4
(2π)4δ4

(
Q−

j∑

i=1

pi

)∫ dQ′2

2π
(2π)δ

(
Q′2 −Q2

)
(4.8a)

=

∫
dQ2

2π

d3Q

(2π)32EQ
(2π)4δ4

(
Q−

j∑

i=1

pi

)
. (4.8b)

A schematic illustration of the phase-space decomposition formula (4.7) is shown in Figure 4.1.
The iterative application of the decomposition then yields the phase space in terms of sequential
two-body decays [110]

dΦn =
1

(2π)n−2
dM2

n−1...dM
2
2 dΦ2(n)...dΦ2(2) (4.9)

with Mi = Q2
i , Qi =

∑i
j=1 pj , and dΦ2(i) = dΦ2(Qi;Qi−1, pi). The momenta can now be

generated in the respective rest frame of the decay where

dΦ2(i) =
1

(2π)2

√
λ(Q2

i , Q
2
i−1,m

2
i )

8Q2
i

dΩi Θ
(√

Q2
i >

√
Q2
i−1

)
. (4.10)

The Θ-function ensures that sufficient energy is available for the decay. A suitable Lorentz
transformation qi → Λqi can then be used to boost the resulting momenta back to a common
frame. This does not generate a Jacobian due to the defining property |detΛ| = 1 of Lorentz
transformations.

In the case of initial-state CPS it is therefore possible to decouple the part that requires a
specific optimisation from the rest of the phase space. As we will see in the following, this is not
possible for final-state CPS, leading to additional complications.

4.2 Final-state CPS

Let us consider (without loss of generality) the tuning for the final-state CPS p1 ·ki. The approach
presented in the previous section is not helpful in this case since the Lorentz boost results in
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a complicated parametrisation of the final-state fermion momenta. Instead, we write the phase
space as

dΦn+l(P ; p1, ..., pn, k1, ..., kl) =

l∏

i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

d3p1

(2π)32E1
dΦn−1(P −K − p1; p2, ..., pn) , (4.11)

which now allows for a suitable parametrisation of ki and p1. This is done by first aligning p1

with the z-axis and generating all photon momenta relative to this, i.e.

p1 = E1(1, 0, 0, β1), (4.12a)

ki =

√
s

2
ξi(1, sin θi sinφi, sin θi cosφi, cos θi) , (4.12b)

with φ1 = 0. Afterwards an Euler rotation R(φ, θ, ψ) can be used to rotate to a completely
general configuration. Since this leaves the scalar products invariant, the simple relation

p1 · ki =

√
s

2
ξiE1(1− β1 cos θi) (4.13)

is preserved.
We are therefore left to evaluate the remaining (n − 1)-particle phase space in (4.11). For

n > 2 this is trivial since the sequential two-body decomposition (4.9) can be applied. An
example for this is the muon decay. For 2→ 2 scattering processes this is, however, not possible.
In this case there are not sufficient integration variables left in dΦn−1 to solve the momentum
conserving δ-function. As a consequence, it is not possible to decouple dΦn−1 from the rest of
the phase space in (4.11). In the remainder of this section we therefore specialise to the case
n = 2.

To eliminate the four-dimensional delta function we use the identity

d3p2

(2π)32E2
=

d4p2

(2π)3
δ(p2

2 −m2
2)Θ(p0

2) , (4.14)

which yields

dΦ2+l =

l∏

i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

d3p1

(2π)32E1
(2π)δ

(
(P −K − p1)2 −m2

2

)
Θ(P 0 −K0 − p0

1) . (4.15)

Significantly more work is required to solve the remaining delta function. In the CMS frame we
find

(P −K − p1)2 −m2
2√

s
= −

(∑

i

ξi cos θi
)√

E2
1 −m2

1 +
(∑

i

ξi − 2
)
E1 + C (4.16)

where

C =
s
(
1−∑i ξi

)
+K2 +m2

1 −m2
2√

s
(4.17)

is independent of the fermion energy E1. As a consequence, E1 satisfies

√
E2

1 −m2
1 =

(∑
i ξi − 2

)
E1 + C∑

i ξi cos θi
≡ g(E1) . (4.18)
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For m1 6= 0 this is a radical equation that can be solved by squaring both sides. We obtain the
two solutions

E±1 =
C
(
2−∑i ξi

)
±
∣∣∑

i ξi cos θi
∣∣√C2 −m2

1Y

Y
(4.19)

with Y =
(
2−∑i ξi

)2−
(∑

i ξi cos θi
)2. The squaring of the above equation introduces extraneous

solutions if g(E±1 ) < 0. Together with the Θ-function in (4.15) and the positivity of the square
root argument in (4.19) this ensures the physicality of the generated momenta. Due to the
non-vanishing fermion mass, each set of random variables gives rise to up to two sets of physical
momenta. This leads to an unexpected doubling of the computing time.

The overhead can be partially compensated by exploiting the typical CPS hierarchym1 � E1.
To do so, we compare (4.19) to the massless solution

Em=0
1 =

C(
2−∑i ξi

)
+
∑

i ξi cos θi
. (4.20)

This motivates the reorganisation of the massive solutions as

Ẽ±1 =
C
(
2−∑i ξi

)
±∑i ξi cos θi

√
C2 −m2

1Y

Y
(4.21)

which satisfies Ẽ1
− → Em=0

1 in the massless limit. The contribution from Ẽ+
1 is suppressed

for small masses. Most of the computing time can thus be spent on the bulk region Ẽ−1 at the
expense of the less relevant corner region Ẽ+

1 . As we will see in the example presented in the
following section, the corner region turns out to be negligible in most practical applications.

We can now rewrite the δ-function in (4.15) as

δ
(

(P −K − p1)2 −m2
2

)
=
δ(E1 − Ẽ+

1 )

|J(Ẽ+
1 )|

+
δ(E1 − Ẽ−1 )

|J(Ẽ−1 )|
(4.22)

with the Jacobian

J(E1) =
√
s

(∑

i

ξi − 2− E1
∑

i ξi cos θi√
E2

1 −m2
1

)
. (4.23)

This yields for the phase space

dΦ2+l(P ; p1, p2, k1, ..., kl) = dΨ2+l(Ẽ
+
1 ) + dΨ2+l(Ẽ

−
1 ) (4.24)

with

dΨ2+l(E1) =

l∏

i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

d2Ω1

(2π)22|J(E1)|
√
E2

1 −m2
1Θ
(
P 0 −K0 − E1

)
Θ
(
C2 −m2

1Y
)
Θ
(
g(E1)

)
.

(4.25)

As a last step, we map the remaining integration variables onto the hypercube. We find

dΨ2+l(E1, xi,j , ξi, yj) =

(
l∏

i=1

dxi,1dxi,2dξi

)
dy1dy2W(E1, xi,j , ξi, yj) (4.26)
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with the weight function

W =

(
l∏

i=1

s ξi
4(2π)2

)√
E2

1 −m2
1

2π|J(E1)| Θ
(
P 0 −K0 − E1

)
Θ
(
C2 −m2

1Y
)
Θ
(
g(E1)

)
(4.27)

and E1 ≡ E1(xi,j , ξi, yj). The parameters xi,1 and xi,2 for i 6= 1 are related to the parametrisation
in (4.12) via cos θi = 2xi,1 − 1 and φi = 2πxi,2. Furthermore, we have cos θ1 = 2x1,1 − 1. The
remaining three parameters (apart from the photon energies ξi) then correspond to the Euler
angles with ψ = 2πx1,2, cos θ = 2y1 − 1, and φ = 2πy2.

4.3 Demonstration at NLO

We demonstrate the importance of the phase-space tuning with the NLO corrections to µ-e
scattering

e−(p1)µ−(p2)→ e−(p3)µ−(p4){γ(p5)} . (4.28)

We restrict to electron line corrections where the tuning is most important. In addition to the
virtual contribution of Figure 2.3a we have to take into account the two real-emission diagrams
shown in Figure 4.2. The corresponding squared amplitude has the structure

M(0)
n+1 =

A1

(k · p1)2
+

A2

(k · p1)(k · p3)
+

A3

(k · p3)2
(4.29)

with the initial-state and final-state CPS k · p1 = ξn · p1 and k · p3 = ξn · p3. To allow for a
separate phase-space tuning we use the multi-channeling split

M(0)
n+1 =

(
Θ(n · p1 < n · p3) + Θ(n · p1 > n · p3)

)
M(0)

n+1 ≡Mn·p1
n+1 +Mn·p3

n+1 , (4.30)

which only leaves one CPS per partition.
ForMn·p1

n+1 we use the phase space for initial-state CPS discussed in Section 4.1. In this simple
2→ 3 example, the 2-body decomposition is trivial with (4.6) given by

dΦ3(P ; p1, p2, k) =
d3k

(2π)32Ek
dΦ2(P − k; p1, p2) . (4.31)

In order to tune for the final-state CPS, we apply the phase space generation of Section 4.2
for Mn·p3

n+1. In particular, we use the split of (4.24) into the bulk and the corner region. The
corresponding weight function is given by (4.27) with l = 1 and C =

(
s(1− ξ) +m2

1 −m2
2

)
/
√
s.

We then consider the following MuonE observable. We assume a muon beam of energy
Ebeam = 150 GeV incident on an electron target at rest. The measurement function selects only
scattered electrons with an energy greater than 1 GeV and muons with a minimal scattering
angle of 0.3 mrad. Furthermore, to exacerbate the problem of CPS we scale the electron mass
down by an order of magnitude, i.e. me → me/10. To observe the impact of the developed
methodology, we calculate the total cross section with and without a dedicated tuning of the
phase-space parametrisation. In the latter case, the 2-body decomposition (4.31) is used for the
entire phase space. The vegas integration is done in both cases using 20 iterations with 107

evaluation points each. In order to test the robustness of the untuned calculation we perform an
additional high-statistics run where the number of evaluation points is increased to 108.

Furthermore, in order to see whether the corner region gives a contribution, we run the cor-
responding integration for one iteration with 109 points. We observe that vegas is not able to
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Figure 4.2: Electronic real-emission diagrams that contribute to µ-e scattering at NLO.

find a non-vanishing phase-space region. At the level of the achieved precision we can therefore
conclude that the corner region does not contribute. This has been the case for all practical
applications so far. Nevertheless, it is still recommended to explicitly check this for each ob-
servable. In particular for processes with larger masses the corner region is expected to become
relevant. However, a tuning for the corresponding CPS might not be required in this case.

Figure 4.3 shows the comparison of the three results. In the upper panels, both the n- as
well as the (n + 1)-particle contribution defined in (2.108) are shown individually for different
values of the ξc parameter. In Section 2.4.2 we have emphasised in this context that a crucial
check for the correct implementation and the numerical stability of the integration is the exact
cancellation of this dependence. For this reason the ξc (in)dependence of the total cross section
is separately shown in the lower panels. Furthermore, it is helpful to use the chi-square of the
combination of the results with different ξc values as an unbiased measure of their compatibility.
This statistical quantity is defined as15

χ2 =
1

N − 1

N∑

n=1

(
σ(ξnc )− 〈σ(ξnc )〉

)2

d(ξnc )2
(4.32)

with N different choices of ξc = ξnc , σ(ξnc ) the corresponding cross sections with the Monte Carlo
errors d(ξnc ), and 〈σ(ξnc )〉 the mean value. Compatibility of the different cross section values is
indicated by a chi-square of χ2 ∼ 1.

The untuned result of Figure 4.3a exhibits a clear ξc dependence, resulting in a chi-square
of χ2 = 11.3. Furthermore, the error of the Monte Carlo integration is at the level of 10% and
therefore sizable. This can be significantly improved with a tenfold increase in the number of
evaluation points as shown in Figure 4.3b. The tuned phase space, on the other hand, ensures
perfect ξc independence (χ2 = 0.5) and a much smaller error even with lower statistics. The
corresponding result is given in Figure 4.3c. We can thus conclude that the vegas integration
is not able to correctly estimate the contribution from the CPS in the untuned scenario with
reasonable statistics. A dedicated tuning of the phase-space parametrisation for CPS is therefore
compulsory not only to get a satisfactory convergence of the Monte Carlo error but also to get
correct results in the first place.

15We use the normalisation of a chi-square distribution with N − 1 degrees of freedom since the N values are
used to estimate the mean.
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Figure 4.3: The electronic NLO correction to the µ-e scattering cross section and its dependence
on the unphysical ξc parameter. The error band shows the 68% confidence level of the fit. We
further give the chi-square as an unbiased measure of the ξc (in)dependence. The electron mass
is taken to be me → me/10 in order to enhance the CPS.



Chapter 5

Next-to-soft stabilisation

One of the main challenges in fully differential NNLO calculations is the numerical stability of
the real-virtual amplitude. There has therefore been a massive effort to build automated one-
loop tools that pay special attention to a numerically stable evaluation. Particularly successful
in this regard is OpenLoops [111, 112]. However, most of these automated codes are tailored to
QCD with massless fermions. When used for QED, additional numerical problems often arise
due to its multi-scale nature and large scale hierarchies (m2 � S). Typically, these issues occur
when the emitted photon becomes soft and are further exacerbated in the collinear region. This
behaviour is illustrated in Figure 5.1 in the case of radiative Bhabha scattering

e−(p1)e+(p2)→ e−(p3)e+(p4)γ(k) . (5.1)

We have used a CMS energy of
√
s = 1020MeV tailored to φ factories. The ‘exact’ reference

value is calculated with Mathematica in arbitrary precision and agrees perfectly with OpenLoops
running in quadruple precision mode [113] shown in red. The corresponding deviation for Open-
Loops in its standard mode is shown in blue for an arbitrary as well as an initial-state collinear
phase-space point. For the former, at ξ = 2Ek/

√
s = 10−5 the relative error is 10−8. In the

collinear case, the numerical instabilities are strongly enhanced with a relative difference of 10−1

for ξ = 10−5.
An obvious idea to cope with this problem is to expand the real-virtual amplitude for small

photon energies and to switch to this approximation for sufficiently small ξ. In analogy to
Section 2.4.1, we introduce the soft book-keeping parameter λs with the scaling behaviour

pi → pi ,

k → λs k ,

m→ m.

(5.2)

The soft expansion of the squared amplitude then takes the form

Mn+1 =
1

λ2
s

MsLP
n+1 +

1

λs
MsNLP

n+1 +O(λ0
s) . (5.3)

The leading O(λ−2
s ) term in this expansion,MsLP

n+1, is given by the eikonal approximation (2.80)
as explicitly proven in Section 2.4.1. At one loop, it can thus easily be calculated based on the
non-radiative correctionM(1)

n . As can be seen from the yellow line in Figure 5.1 this approach
is insufficient in the collinear region. If an accuracy below 10−3 is to be aimed at, in this case
one has to switch to the expansion at ξ ∼ 10−3. However, the exact result is not sufficiently
well approximated by the leading soft contribution in this region. Hence, to ensure a decent
approximation we have to include the O(λ−1

s ) termMsNLP
n+1 .
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Figure 5.1: Behaviour of the soft approximations and of OpenLoops compared to the ‘exact’
real-virtual squared amplitude for Bhabha scattering in the soft limit Ek = ξ × √s/2 → 0. In
the case of OpenLoops running in quadruple precision mode we observe perfect agreement.
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It has been shown a long time ago by Low, Burnett, and Kroll [114, 115] that also this
subleading term is related to the non-radiative process at tree level via a differential operator.16

This so-called LBK theorem was later extended to massless particles [119] where a universal
radiative jet function was introduced to take into account collinear effects. More recently, the
massless version of the theorem has attracted some attention in the context of resummation of
next-to-leading power threshold logarithms. To this end the theorem has been extended to also
include loop corrections in the framework of diagrammatic factorisation [120–122] as well as in
SCET [123–125]. In our case, however, we are interested in QED where all fermion masses and
all other scales are considered to be much larger than the energy of the emitted photon. These
recent loop-level extensions are thus not applicable since the underlying EFT is heavy-quark
effective theory (HQET) instead of SCET. In particular, there is no radiative jet function in
this case due to the absence of any collinear scale. This leaves hard and soft modes as the only
relevant degrees of freedom. This is completely analogous to the YFS proof of Section 2.4.1.

One option is therefore to calculate the subleading termMsNLP
n+1 with a brute force calcula-

tion. Rational coefficients and simple Passarino-Veltman functions can thereby be expanded in
Mathematica. More complicated triangle- and box-functions, on the other hand, can be expan-
ded at the loop-integrand level using the MoR (Section 2.2) and calculated using Mellin-Barnes
techniques (Section 2.1). The impact of the inclusion of the corresponding result in the soft
expansion is shown in green in Figure 5.1 where a significant improvement of the approximation
is observed. This allows us to switch to a reliable expansion as early as ξ ∼ 10−3. This next-to-
soft stabilisation ensures the numerical stability of the real-virtual amplitude for small photon
energies which is a prerequisite for the IR subtraction to work. Additionally, since vegas tends
to sample predominantly in the soft and collinear region, it also results in a significant speed-up
in the integration. Based on this, we were able to compute for the first time the fully differential
NNLO corrections to Bhabha [6] and Møller [7] scattering.

While the above brute force approach was successful, the corresponding calculation is cum-
bersome. A loop-level extension of the LBK theorem for massive fermions is therefore desirable.
This would allow us to apply next-to-soft stabilisation to other processes without the need of ex-
plicit computations. It turns out that this is indeed possible at one loop using the same approach
as for the YFS proof of Section 2.4.1. In the remainder of this chapter we therefore present this
extension. We first start in Section 5.1 with a short review of the tree-level derivation of the LBK
theorem. The one-loop extension is then discussed in detail in the following Section 5.2 with the
main result given in (5.48). Finally, we present in Section 5.3 a highly non-trivial validation of
this result by means of the 2→ 4 process e−e+ → e−e+γγ.

5.1 The LBK theorem

Following the YFS approach of Section 2.4.1, we split the radiative tree-level amplitude A(0)
n+1

into contributions due to external and internal emission. Since we restrict here to tree level, we
set Λ = 1 and S = i/( /pi − /k −m) in (2.86). The diagrammatic representation of the split then
simplifies to

A(0)
n+1 =

∑

i

(
pi

k

Γext

)
+

k

Γint = A(0),ext
n+1 +A(0),int

n+1 . (5.4)

Contrary to the leading soft limit, we are not allowed to neglect internal emission at NLP.
Furthermore, particular care has to be taken regarding radiative and non-radiative kinematics.

16In the case of gravity this even holds true up to sub-subleading power [116–118].
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For this reason we define in addition to the on-shell momenta {p} = {p1, ... , pi, ... , pn} the sets
of momenta {p}i = {p1, ... , pi − k, ... , pn} that are adapted to emission from line i. Taking all
particles apart from the emitted photon to be incoming (but ignoring the complex conjugation
of the polarisation vector ε) allows us to write the soft expansion of A(0),ext

n+1 as

A(0),ext
n+1 =

∑

i

Qi
Γext({p}i)(/pi − /k +m)γµu(pi)εµ(k)

2k · pi
(5.5a)

=
∑

i

Qi

( ε · pi
k · pi

Γext({p}i)−
Γext({p}i)/k/ε

2k · pi

)
u(pi) (5.5b)

k∼λs=
∑

i

Qi

( 1

λs

ε · pi
k · pi

Γext({p})− ε · pi
k · pi

k · ∂
∂pi

Γext({p})− Γext({p})/k/ε
2k · pi

)
u(pi) +O(λs) .

(5.5c)

Since {p} satisfies the radiative momentum conservation
∑

i pi = k this is not a strict expansion
in λs. Following [126] we can make the above split gauge invariant (up to subleading power) via
the modification

A(0),ext
n+1 → AI

n+1 ≡ ε ·AI
n+1 = A(0),ext

n+1 +
∑

i

Qiε ·
∂

∂pi
Γext({p})u(pi) , (5.6a)

A(0),int
n+1 → AII

n+1 ≡ ε ·AII
n+1 = A(0),int

n+1 −
∑

i

Qiε ·
∂

∂pi
Γext({p})u(pi) . (5.6b)

Indeed, k · AI
n+1 ∼ O(λ2

s). The leading contributions in λs vanish due to
∑

iQi = 0 and the
subleading contributions cancel between the two terms of the last expression in (5.6a). Because
the full amplitude is gauge invariant we also have k ·AII

n+1 ∼ O(λ2
s). This does not directly imply

that AII
n+1 ∼ O(λs) due to possible ∼ kµ terms in AII

n+1. However, the leading O(λ0
s) term in

AII
n+1 must be independent of k due to the lack of 1/k poles in A(0),int

n+1 . As a consequence, we
indeed find that AII

n+1 does not contribute at NLP. As a consequence, the soft expansion of the
total amplitude can be written as

A(0)
n+1 =

∑

i

Qi

( 1

λs

ε · pi
k · pi

Γext({p})− Γext({p})/k/ε
2k · pi

−
[
ε ·DiΓ

ext({p})
])
u(pi) +O(λs) (5.7)

with the LBK operator

Dµ
i =

pµi
k · pi

k · ∂
∂pi
− ∂

∂pi,µ
. (5.8)

Squaring the amplitude, summing over spins and polarisations, and using the identity

( /pi +m)/ε/k + /k/ε( /pi +m)

2k · pi
=
ε · pi
k · pi

/k − /ε = ε ·Di( /pi +m) (5.9)

then yields

M(0)
n+1({p}, k) =

∑

ij

QiQj

(
− 1

λ2
s

pi · pj
(k · pi)(k · pj)

+
1

λs

pj ·Di

k · pj

)
M(0)

n ({p}) +O(λ0
s) . (5.10)

This shows that not only is the leading term in the soft expansion related to the non-radiative
process but that this is also true at subleading power at tree level. However, the non-radiative
squared amplitude in (5.10) is evaluated with a set of momenta {p} that does not satisfy mo-
mentum conservation. This is unproblematic at tree level. If, on the other hand, loop corrections
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are taken into account (Section 5.2) this significantly complicates the evaluation of the corres-
ponding integrals. In this case a different formulation of the LBK theorem is helpful. To this
end, we reabsorb the first term of the LBK operator to undo the expansion and write

M(0)
n+1({p}, k) = −

∑

ij

QiQj

( 1

λ2
s

pi · pj
(k · pi)(k · pj)

+
1

λs

1

k · pj
pj ·

∂

∂pi

)
M(0)

n ({p}i) +O(λ0
s) . (5.11)

Since {p}i satisfies momentum conservation we can now express the non-radiative squared amp-
litude in terms of invariants

M(0)
n ({p}i) =M(0)

n ({s}i, {m2}i) (5.12)

with {s}i =
{
s({p}i, {m2}i)

}
and {m2}i = {p2

1 = m2
1, ... , (pi − k)2, ... , p2

n = m2
n }. The corres-

ponding expansion in k can then be written as

M(0)
n ({s}i, {m2}i) =

(
1− λs

∑

L

(
k · ∂sL

∂pi
+ 2k · pi

∂sL
∂m2

i

) ∂

∂sL
− λs 2k · pi

∂

∂m2
i

)
M(0)

n ({s}, {m2}) +O(λ2
s) ,

(5.13)

where the sum L is over the set of independent invariants {s} =
{
s({p}, {m2})

}
expressed in

terms of the momenta {p} and the on-shell masses {m2}. Similarly, we can write

pj ·
∂

∂pi
M(0)

n ({s}i, {m2}i) =

(∑

L

(
pj ·

∂sL
∂pi

+ 2pi · pj
∂sL
∂m2

i

) ∂

∂sL
+ 2pi · pj

∂

∂m2
i

)
M(0)

n ({s}, {m2}) +O(λs) .

(5.14)

Inserting (5.13) and (5.14) into (5.11), all derivatives with respect to the masses cancel and we
obtain the simple formulation of the LBK theorem in terms of invariants

M(0)
n+1({p}, k) =

∑

ij

QiQj

(
− 1

λ2
s

pi · pj
(k · pi)(k · pj)

+
1

λs

pj · D̃i

k · pj

)
M(0)

n ({s}, {m2}) +O(λ0
s) (5.15)

with the modified LBK operator

D̃µ
i =

∑

L

( pµi
k · pi

k · ∂sL
∂pi
− ∂sL
∂pi,µ

) ∂

∂sL
. (5.16)

The advantage of (5.15) over (5.10) is that conventional one-loop techniques can be applied
in this case. We emphasise that the choice of {s} =

{
s({p}, {m2})

}
is ambiguous since the

momenta {p} do not satisfy momentum conservation. This is however not an issue as long as
the same definition is used in the calculation of the derivatives ∂sL/∂p

µ
i . The above formula

can therefore be conveniently used to analytically compute the soft limit of tree-level amplitudes
up to subleading power. An alternative approach that is particularly suitable for the numerical
evaluation of the LBK theorem was recently presented in [127].

The above formula assumes all particles apart from the photon to be incoming. In the case
of outgoing particles the corresponding momentum p has to be replaced with −p. In particular,
this also implies ∂/∂pµ → −∂/∂pµ.
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5.2 One-loop generalisation of the LBK theorem

The derivation of the previous section cannot be naively applied in the presence of loop corrections
due to contributions from regions where additional scales become small and thus modify the
power counting (5.2). The MoR, introduced in Section 2.2, can be used to disentangle these
regions. As already observed in Section 2.4.1, only hard (` ∼ λ0

s) and soft (` ∼ λs) scalings
contribute in this simple limit. The collinear regions, on the other hand, all vanish due to the
absence of collinear scales. In the case of the hard region the LBK formula still holds and we
can use (5.15) to compute this contribution. A proof of this fact is presented in the following
Section 5.2.1. We are then left to evaluate the soft region. In Section 2.4.1 we have shown
that this contribution vanishes at LP to all orders in perturbation theory. We make use of this
cancellation to evaluate the soft region at NLP in a generic way. The combination of hard and
soft contributions, that will be given in Section 5.2.5, therefore generalises the LBK theorem to
one loop.

5.2.1 The hard region

The derivation of the LBK theorem presented in Section 5.1 relies on gauge invariance as well
as on the fact that diagrams with internal emission do not contain any 1/k poles. While gauge
invariance is satisfied for the soft and hard region separately, it is the second property that
is spoiled beyond tree level. It is not possible to avoid this issue for the soft region and its
contribution has to be evaluated in a different way (see Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 5.2.4). In the
case of the hard region, on the other hand, we now show that the diagrams that violate this
condition cancel at the level of the spin-summed squared amplitude. As a consequence, the LBK
theorem remains valid and can therefore be used to compute the complete hard contribution.

At one loop it is obviously not permissible to set Λ = 1 and S = i/( /pi − /k −m) in (2.86) as
was done in (5.4). We thus have the additional external leg corrections

A(1)
ext,i = pi

k

Γext + pi

k

Γext + pi

k

δm Γext (5.17)

that spoil the basic assumptions of the LBK proof. The vertex correction is an internal emission
diagram with a 1/k pole. The self energy contributions, on the other hand, classify as external
and can thus be expanded following (5.5). Naively, one would therefore expect that this yields
additional contributions that do not reduce to the non-radiative amplitude. In the following, we
show that all of this is unproblematic due to a cancellation of these corrections up to NLP. The
cancellation at LP occurs at the amplitude level and is a consequence of the Ward identity. This
is shown in Section 2.4.1 at all orders in perturbation theory. At NLP the mass counterterm
diagram only gives terms /k/k = k2 = 0 and thus vanishes. As a consequence, only the first two
diagrams in (5.17) have to be taken into account. After expanding the integrals in the hard
momentum region, the amplitude can be straightforwardly computed with Package-X. We find

A(1)
ext,i = Q3

i Γextε ·Hu(pi) +O(λs) (5.18)

with

Hµ =
1

m
γµ − 1

m(k · pi)
/kpµi −

1

k · pi
γµ/k . (5.19)

Hence, the NLP contribution of A(1)
ext,i does not vanish at the amplitude level.
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At the level of the squared amplitude this contribution enters via interference with the eikonal
approximation

A(1)
n+1 =

∑

j

Qj
ε · pj
k · pj

Γextu(pi) +O(λ0
s) (5.20)

and gives after summing over the spin of the external leg

M(1)
ext,i =

∑

spin

A(1)
ext,iA

(1)
n+1

†
+ h.c. =

∑

j

Qj
ε∗ · pj
k · pj

Γextε ·H( /pi +m)Γext† + h.c.+O(λ0
s) . (5.21)

We can now use basic Dirac algebra to rewrite the three terms originating from (5.19) as follows.
The first term satisfies the identity

1

m
Γext/ε( /pi +m)Γext† + h.c. =

ε · pi
m

ΓextΓext† + Γext/εΓext† + h.c. (5.22)

due to the hermitian conjugate. Similarly, we can show that

− ε · pi
m(k · pi)

Γext//k( /pi +m)Γext† + h.c. = −ε · pi
m

ΓextΓext† − ε · pi
k · pi

Γext/kΓext† + h.c. (5.23)

and

− 1

k · pi
Γext/ε/k( /pi +m)Γext† + h.c. = −Γext/εΓext† +

ε · pi
k · pi

Γext/kΓext† + h.c. (5.24)

where we have used ε(k) · k = 0 for the latter identity. The cancellation is now manifest and we
find

M(1)
ext,i = O(λ0

s) . (5.25)

We conclude that the problematic diagrams of (5.17) vanish at NLP at the level of the spin-
summed squared amplitude. The remaining hard contributions satisfy the properties that the
LBK proof relies on. The complete hard region is thus given by the LBK theorem (5.15) with
M(0)

n →M(1)
n . In order to arrive at a complete generalisation of the LBK theorem at one loop

we have to evaluate also the soft region in a generic way. This is the subject of the following
sections.

5.2.2 General considerations regarding the soft contribution

In order to systematically analyse possible origins of the soft contribution we follow a similar
strategy as in Section 2.4.1 where the diagrammatic representation (2.92) was introduced at LP.
To extend this to NLP we make these considerations more precise at one loop. To do so, we
classify the one-loop integrals as illustrated in Figure 5.2 where the momenta qi can be off shell
(internal) or on shell (external). The circle symbolises the one-loop integral associated with the
1PI part of a particular Feynman diagram. The first class, L1, includes (m+ 1)-point integrals
from diagrams where the photon is directly attached to this 1PI part. Class L2 includes m-point
integrals from diagrams where the photon is attached to a leg that directly connects to the 1PI
part with momentum q1−k. As we will see, the treatment of these integrals depends on whether
the momentum of the adjacent leg qm is on shell or off shell. Finally, for integrals of the type L3

the photon is attached indirectly to the m-point 1PI part such that the momentum flowing into
the loop integral is q1 − k + q̃ with a non-zero q̃.
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q2 q3

q1 qm

k

`

˜̀

(a) L1

q2 q3

q1 qm

k

`

(b) L2

q2 q3

q1 qm

k

q̃

(c) L3

Figure 5.2: Classification of one-loop integrals encountered in the calculation of radiative QED
amplitudes. The legs that connect to the loop can either be on shell or off shell.

For integrals to have a non-vanishing soft contribution the momentum routing has to be
chosen such that the loop momentum ` is aligned with a photon propagator. All other choices
lead only to linear propagators in the soft momentum expansion and therefore vanish as a
consequence of the residue theorem. There can thus be at most as many soft regions as the
number of photons in the loop. However, most of them yield scaleless integrals and vanish in
dimensional regularisation. This is in particular the case for all possible routings of L3. The
presence of the momentum q̃ allows to set ` = 0 for the soft contribution in all propagators
except for the photon propagator with momentum `. Hence, loop integrals of the form L3 do not
contribute to the soft region. For the second class, on the other hand, there is one non-vanishing
soft contribution indicated by the momentum routing in Figure 5.2b if the corresponding internal
propagator is given by a photon and if in addition q1 is on shell. In the case where qm is off shell
the soft expansion starts at O(λs) and is given by

IL2(q2
m 6= m2

m) =

∫
dd`

(2π)d
1

[`2] [2` · q1 − 2k · q1] [(q1 + q2)2 −m2
2] ... [q2

m −m2
m]
. (5.26)

For on-shell qm the leading integral reads instead

IL2(q2
m = m2

m) =

∫
dd`

(2π)d
1

[`2] [2` · q1 − 2k · q1] [(q1 + q2)2 −m2
2] ... [−2` · qm]

(5.27)

which already contributes at O(λ0
s). Finally, the first class of loop integrals L1 gives rise to up to

two non-vanishing soft contributions given by the two momentum routings ` and ˜̀ in Figure 5.2a
if the corresponding propagators are photons. The integral for routing `

IL1 =
∫

dd`
(2π)d

1

[`2] [2` · q1 + q2
1 −m2

1] [2` · q1 − 2k · q1 + q2
1 −m2

1] ... [−2` · qm + q2
m −m2

m]
(5.28)

is only non-zero if q1 is on shell and it starts to contribute at O(λ−1
s ) if qm is on shell and at

O(λ0
s) otherwise. The analogous statements hold for the ˜̀momentum routing.
The above reasoning allows to represent every possible soft contribution according to the

three pairs of diagrams shown in Figure 5.3 where the external legs are now all on shell. These
diagrams are one-loop specialisations of the representation (2.92) that was used to derive the LP
soft limit. Every Rint, ext

{e,a} corresponds to an amplitude with a specific choice of the momentum
routing where the soft contribution does not vanish. The labels for emission and absorption
{e, a} take on the values 1, . . . , n or Γ. The superscript int, ext indicates whether the photon
k is attached internally or externally. In the notation (2.92) used for the case of an arbitrary
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`
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`
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Figure 5.3: Diagrammatic classification of the soft contributions each corresponding to a partic-
ular momentum routing of a Feynman diagram.

number of soft virtual photons we have the identifications Rint
{e,a} = R1,0

{e,a} and Rext
{e,a} = R0,1

{e,a}.
In the former (latter) case we are dealing with integrals of the type L1 (L2). As mentioned in
connection with L1, it is possible that one amplitude contributes to two soft representations.
Taking e = i and assuming pi to be incoming, we can write the corresponding expressions
generically as

iRext
{e,a} =

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}(/̀+ /pi − /k +m)γµ( /pi − /k +m)/εu(pi)

−2k · pi[`2][`2 + 2` · (pi − k)− 2k · pi]
, (5.29a)

iRint
{e,a} =

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}(/̀+ /pi − /k +m)/ε(/̀+ /pi +m)γµu(pi)

[`2][`2 + 2` · (pi − k)− 2k · pi][`2 + 2` · pi]
. (5.29b)

All terms related to the emission from leg e = i and the soft photon propagator are given
explicitly in (5.29). The vertex and fermion propagator related to the absorption is common to
Rext
{e,a} and Rint

{e,a} and is included in Γµ{e,a}. This implies the scalings Γµ{i,j} ∼ Γµ{i,i} ∼ λ−1
s and

Γµ{i,Γ} ∼ λ0
s. We then write the expansion in the soft region of the sum of the diagram pairs as

iRsoft
{e,a}

k∼λs=
1

λs
SLP
{e,a} + SNLP

{e,a} +O(λs) (5.30a)

=
1

λs

(
SLP,ext
{e,a} + SLP,int

{e,a}

)
+ SNLP,ext

{e,a} + SNLP,int
{e,a} +O(λs) , (5.30b)

with the leading and subleading power terms denoted by SLP
{e,a} and S

NLP
{e,a}, respectively. Based

on the previously discussed power counting of the integrals L1 and L2 we can deduce that
SLP
{i,Γ} = SLP,ext

{i,Γ} = SLP,int
{i,Γ} = 0.

5.2.3 Vanishing of the soft contribution at leading power

In Section 2.4.1 it is proven that the LP soft contribution vanishes to all orders in perturbation
theory. To prepare for the NLP discussion in the following section, we repeat the argument in
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the one-loop case. The LP soft contribution to (5.29) is given by

SLP,ext
{e,a} =

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}( /pi +m)γµ( /pi +m)/εu(pi)

−4k · pi[`2][` · pi − k · pi]
= −

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}u(pi)pi,µpi · ε

[`2][` · pi − k · pi][k · pi]
, (5.31a)

SLP,int
{e,a} =

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}( /pi +m)/ε( /pi +m)γµu(pi)

4[`2][` · pi − k · pi][` · pi]
= +

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}u(pi)pi,µpi · ε

[`2][` · pi − k · pi][` · pi]
. (5.31b)

We bring the propagators to the same form using the partial fraction identity (2.98) for m = 1
given by

1

[` · pi − k · pi][` · pi]
=

1

k · pi

( 1

[` · pi − k · pi]
− 1

[` · pi]
)
. (5.32)

The second term in the curly brackets can be neglected up to scaleless integrals. We then see
immediately that

SLP
{e,a} = SLP,ext

{e,a} + SLP,int
{e,a} = 0 . (5.33)

We have thus again reproduced at one loop the all-order result of Section 2.4.1 that the the
eikonal approximation in QED does not receive genuine loop corrections. Furthermore, we have
also shown that SNLP

{i,Γ} = 0 since it effectively corresponds to a leading-power contribution. The
third class of soft contributions, Rsoft

{i,Γ}, can therefore be omitted in the following discussion.

5.2.4 Soft contribution at subleading power

At subleading power there are contributions in (5.29) from either the higher-order expansion of
propagators (denominator) or from numerator terms proportional to ` or k. We therefore write

SNLP
{e,a} = S

(NLP,D)
{e,a} + S

(NLP,N)
{e,a} (5.34a)

=
(
S

(NLP,D),ext
{e,a} + S

(NLP,D),int
{e,a}

)
+
(
S

(NLP,N),ext
{e,a} + S

(NLP,N),int
{e,a}

)
. (5.34b)

For the denominator type the leading-power cancellation of Section 5.2.3 occurs if propagators
other than [`2 + 2` · (pi − k)− 2k · pi] or [`2 + 2` · pi] are expanded. Furthermore, expansion in
`2 of these two propagators results only in linear propagators. Consequently, we only have to
consider the expansion in ` ·k of the propagator [`2 +2` · (pi−k)−2k ·pi] in (5.29). Using partial
fraction then yields the simple contribution

S
(NLP,D)
{e,a} = S

(NLP,D),ext
{e,a} + S

(NLP,D),int
{e,a} = −

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}u(pi)pi,µpi · ε ` · k

(k · pi)2[`2][` · pi − k · pi]
. (5.35)

The numerator type can be written as

S
(NLP,N)
{e,a} =

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}

4k · pi[`2][` · pi − k · pi]
(
T ext
µ +Kext

µ + T int
µ +K int

µ

)
u(pi) (5.36)

with

T ext
µ = −(/̀− /k)γµ(/pi +m)/ε , (5.37a)

Kext
µ = (/pi +m)γµ/k/ε , (5.37b)

T int
µ = (/̀− /k)/ε(/pi +m)γµ , (5.37c)

K int
µ = (/pi +m)/ε/̀γµ . (5.37d)
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Due to various cancellations among T ext,int
µ and Kext,int

µ we obtain the simple result

S
(NLP,N)
{e,a} =

Q2
iΓ

µ
{e,a}u(pi)

k · pi[`2][` · pi − k · pi]
(
kµpi · ε− εµk · pi + pi,µ` · ε

)
, (5.38)

where we have used the replacement ` · pi → k · pi in the numerator which holds up to scaleless
integrals.

To make further progress at this point we need to treat SNLP
{i,j} and SNLP

{i,i} separately in order
to specify the form of Γµ{e,a}. In the case where the photon is reabsorbed by the emitting leg, i.e.
SNLP
{i,i} , we have

Γµ{i,i}u(pi) = −QiΓ
(0)( /pi − /k +m)γµu(pi)

−2k · pi
k∼λs=

1

λs
QiA(0)

n

pµi
k · pi

+O(λ0
s) (5.39)

where A(0)
n = Γ(0)u(pi) corresponds to the non-radiative tree-level amplitude. In this case, we

further have the simple Passarino-Veltman decomposition

`ρ → ` · pi
m2
i

pρi (5.40)

where we can again replace ` · pi with k · pi. It is then straightforward to see that

SNLP
{i,i} = S

(NLP,D)
{i,i} + S

(NLP,N)
{i,i} = 0 . (5.41)

Hence, diagrams where the loop corrects only the emitting leg do not contribute at subleading
power.

In the case of SNLP
{i,j} , on the other hand, we find for an incoming particle pj that

Γµ{i,j}u(pi)
k∼λs= − 1

λs
QjA(0)

n

pµj
[−` · pj ]

+O(λ0
s) . (5.42)

This in turn results after the tensor decomposition

`ρ →
` · pj pi · pj − ` · pim2

j

(pi · pj)2 −m2
im

2
j

pρi +
` · pi pi · pj − ` · pjm2

i

(pi · pj)2 −m2
im

2
j

pρj (5.43)

in the only non-vanishing subleading power contribution of the form

SNLP
{i,j} ≡ SNLP

{i,j}(pi, pj , Qi, Qj) = −Q2
iQj(iA(0)

n )
( pi · ε
k · pi

− pj · ε
k · pj

)
S(pi, pj , k) , (5.44)

where we have defined the function

S(pi, pj , k) =
m2
i k · pj(

(pi · pj)2 −m2
im

2
j

)
k · pi

(
pi · pjI1(pi, k) +m2

jk · piI2(pi, pj , k)
)
. (5.45)

The analytic results for the integrals

I1(pi, k) = iµ2ε

∫
dd`

(2π)d
1

[`2 + iδ][` · pi − k · pi + iδ]
, (5.46a)

I2(pi, pj , k) = iµ2ε

∫
dd`

(2π)d
1

[`2 + iδ][−` · pj + iδ][` · pi − k · pi + iδ]
(5.46b)
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k

k∼λs= E Mn + D Mn + MnS + O(λ0
s)

Figure 5.4: Schematic illustration of the soft factorisation of (5.48) at subleading power and at
one loop.

can be found in Appendix E. The causal +iδ prescription is given explicitly in the above integrals.
The result (5.44) is also valid for incoming antiparticles with the overall sign difference para-

metrised by the fermion charges Qi and Qj . The total soft contribution can thus be obtained by
summing the above expression over all external charged fermions, i.e.

A(1),soft
n+1 =

∑

i 6=j
SNLP
{i,j}(pi, pj , Qi, Qj) +O(λs) . (5.47)

The corresponding expression for the squared amplitude can be obtained by interfering with the
eikonal approximation of the tree-level amplitude. The resulting formula is given in the following
section.

5.2.5 One-loop extension of the LBK theorem

Based on the previous discussion we find that the one-loop correction to a generic radiative
process in QED in the limit where the emitted photon becomes soft satisfies the expansion

M(1)
n+1({p}, k)

k∼λs= M(1),hard
n+1 +M(1),soft

n+1 (5.48a)

with the hard contribution

M(1),hard
n+1 =

∑

l

∑

i

QiQl

(
− 1

λ2
s

pi · pl
(k · pi)(k · pl)

+
1

λs

pl · D̃i

k · pl

)
M(1)

n ({s}, {m2}) +O(λ0
s) (5.48b)

and the soft region generically given by

M(1),soft
n+1 =

1

λs

∑

l

∑

i 6=j
Q2
iQjQl

( pi · pl
(k · pi)(k · pl)

− pj · pl
(k · pj)(k · pl)

)
2S(pi, pj , k)

×M(0)
n ({s}, {m2}) +O(λ0

s) .

(5.48c)

This is the generalisation of the LBK theorem at one loop. We emphasise that the above
result assumes all particles to be incoming. For outgoing particles one can simply replace the
corresponding momentum p with −p. Furthermore, the LBK operator D̃i and the function
S(pi, pj , k) are defined in (5.16) and (5.45), respectively.

A conceptual illustration of the factorisation formula (5.48) is shown in Figure 5.4. Con-
tributions with hard and soft origin are depicted in green and orange, respectively. The first
two diagrams on the r.h.s correspond to the hard sector given by (5.48b). The factorisation
of (5.48c) into a universal soft function - connecting three external legs simultaneously - and
the non-radiative squared amplitude is illustrated in the third diagram. Based on this, a naive
extrapolation to higher orders in perturbation theory is possible by interpreting Figure 5.4 as
an all-order statement. First of all, this would imply that the LBK operator yields the hard
contribution also beyond one loop. More interestingly, however, it would significantly constrain
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the mixed hard-soft structure. At two loops, for example, the hard-soft region would be fixed
through objects that already enter in (5.48). In particular, it would correspond to (5.48c) with
M(0)

n → M(1)
n . The only new contribution in the factorisation formula would therefore be the

two-loop soft function corresponding to the purely soft region.

5.3 Validation

To demonstrate the correctness and applicability of equation (5.48) we consider the soft limit in
the process

e−(p1)e+(p2)→ e−(p3)e+(p4)γ(p5)γ(k) (5.49)

at one loop where k becomes soft. This 2→ 4 process is a highly non-trivial test of our formalism
since the full one-loop amplitude is rather involved and contains hexagon functions. We compare
our approximations to OpenLoops running in quadruple precision mode. The process (5.49)
could also be considered to be the real-real-virtual contribution to the N3LO corrections to
Bhabha scattering. Hence, implementing this amplitude in a way that remains sufficiently stable
for soft emission would be essential for any future N3LO calculation. We use a CMS energy of√
s = 10.583GeV, tailored to the beam energy of the Belle II experiment [128] running at the

Υ(4S) resonance.
We consider the limit where one of the two photons becomes soft while the other photon

remains hard, i.e. k → 0. Looking at (5.48), we have

p1 →+ p1 , p2 →+ p2 , p3 →− p3 , p4 →− p4 , p5 →− p5 , (5.50a)
Q1 =− e , Q2 = + e , Q3 = + e , Q4 =− e , Q5 = 0 . (5.50b)

Of course the above sign convention for the outgoing particles also has to be taken into account
in the case of the derivatives ∂/∂pi,µ. Furthermore, we define the set of invariants {s} as

{s} = {s = (p1 + p2)2, t = (p2 − p4)2, s15 = 2p1 · p5, s25 = 2p2 · p5, s35 = 2p3 · p5} . (5.51)

We emphasise again that this choice is not unique. It is therefore crucial to use the same
definition both in the evaluation of the non-radiative amplitude as well as for the derivatives
∂/∂pi,µ in the LBK operator (5.16). Since already the one-loop correction for ee → eeγ is
rather complicated, we have implemented the corresponding derivatives numerically to a very
high precision in Mathematica. Combining this with the soft contribution from (5.48c) then
yields the complete NLP approximation. The corresponding λ−2

s and λ−1
s terms can then be

compared to OpenLoops as a function of ξ = 2Ek/
√
s. The result is shown in Figure 5.5 down

to values of 10−10. It is clearly visible that including the λ−1
s (NLP) terms significantly improves

the precision of the approximation. This behaviour clearly validates our one-loop generalisation
of the LBK theorem presented in (5.48).
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Figure 5.5: Convergence of the soft limit Msoft at LP and NLP of the one-loop correction to
e−e+ → e−e+γγ. The reference value MOL is calculated with OpenLoops using quadruple
precision.
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Collinear factorisation

As explained in Section 4, radiative QED amplitudes suffer from CPS that hamper the numerical
integration over the phase space. This problem can be alleviated by using a multi-channeling
approach combined with a dedicated tuning of the phase-space parametrisation. For low and
intermediate energies this has proven successful. For high energies, such as for the FCC-ee, the
problem of CPS is significantly exacerbated. As a consequence, additional methods have to be
developed in this case that can be applied in combination with the tuning.

One option in this regard is a QCD-inspired subtraction scheme that relocates the problem
of CPS to simpler counterterms. Such an approach was presented in [129] where the dipole
formalism [130, 131] was extended to QED with massive fermions. It was later shown in [132] how
non-collinear safe observables can be incorporated in this framework. As explained in the context
of the FKS` scheme presented in Section 2.4.2, a prerequisite for an efficient subtraction procedure
is the construction of process independent counterterms that mimic the singular behaviour of
the amplitudes. In the case of CPS, this requires the study of the collinear behaviour of radiative
amplitudes for small but non-vanishing fermion masses.

To facilitate the power counting in this small-mass collinear limit we introduce the book-
keeping parameter λc and assume the mass to scale as p2 = m2 ∼ λ2

c . This in turn gives the
collinear behaviour

k · p = EkEp
(
1− β cos^(k, p)

) ^(k,p)=0∼ λ2
c . (6.1)

It is a well-known feature of gauge theories that the amplitudes scale as An+1 ∼ λ−1
c in the

collinear limit and not as ∼ λ−2
c as one would naively expect since the numerator compensates

one power of λc. At the level of the squared amplitude we therefore have the expansion

Mn+1
k·p∼λ2

c=
1

λ2
c

McLP
n+1 +O(λ−1

c ) . (6.2)

The collinear limit has been extensively investigated in the context of QCD with massless
quarks where it gives rise to IR singularities. The factorisation into a process-independent
splitting function multiplying the non-radiative amplitude has therefore been known for some
time now [133, 134]. While the splitting functions correspond to the Altarelli-Parisi kernels at tree
level, this is no longer true if loop corrections are taken into account. The two-loop corrections
to the QCD splitting functions have been calculated in [135, 136]. Much less is known, however,
in the case of QED where collinear divergences are regularised by finite fermion masses. The
corresponding splitting function is currently only known at tree level where it coincides with the
QCD version up to a polynomial mass term [137–139].

Nevertheless, a similar factorising structure can also be expected beyond tree level. This is
due to the applicability of SCET to the case of small but non-vanishing fermion masses, as we

77
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have seen in the context of massification discussed in Section 2.3. We can therefore adjust the
SCET derivation of Section 2.3.1 to the case considered here. The correlator (2.51) now reads

An+1 ∼ 〈0|ψe1 . . . ψeiAµei . . . ψeneiSn+1 |0〉 (6.3)

with the additional collinear photon Aµei in the external state. In analogy to (2.57), we then
expect the amplitude to factorise as

An+1 ∼ 〈0|ψ̃eiÃµeiŌin+1e
iSicoll |0〉

(∏

j 6=i
〈0|ψ̃ej Ōjn+1e

iSjcoll |0〉
)
〈0|Ōsn+1e

iSsoft |0〉Cn+1 +O(λ0
c) . (6.4)

In addition to the collinear massification constants

〈0|ψ̃ej Ōjn+1e
iSjcoll |0〉 (6.5)

we therefore encounter the new universal object

〈0|ψ̃eiÃµeiŌin+1e
iSicoll |0〉 . (6.6)

This term corresponds to the massive splitting function and is the main object of study in this
chapter. As in the case of massification, we do not directly work within SCET but instead apply
the MoR to disentangle universal collinear contributions from the process dependent hard part.

In the following, we calculate the different terms of the factorisation formula (6.4) at one
loop. This allows to calculateMcLP

n+1 based on the non-radiative amplitude without the need of
additional process dependent computations. This, in turn, lays the foundation for the NNLO
extension of the aforementioned subtraction scheme for CPS. We first start in Section 6.1 by
reproducing the tree-level derivation from [137] and then discuss the one-loop extension in Sec-
tion 6.2. The final factorisation formula is then given in (6.23) for initial-state radiation (ISR)
and in (6.25) for final-state radiation (FSR). Section 6.3 studies the behaviour of these results
in the double soft-collinear limit, drawing a connection to the LBK theorem from the previous
chapter. Finally, the collinear factorisation formulas are validated in Section 6.4 by means of the
2→ 4 process e−e+ → e−e+γγ.

6.1 Collinear factorisation at tree level

Contrary to the soft limit, care has to be taken in the collinear case when treating the gauge
dependence of the emitted photon. Only axial gauge, where the sum over photon polarisations
is given by ∑

pol

εµ(k)εν(k) = −gµν +
kµrν + kνrµ

k · r , (6.7)

does not mix up the power counting of individual diagrams. At tree level a convenient choice for
the gauge vector r is k̄ ≡ (Ek,−~k). At leading power in the collinear limit we therefore only need
to consider diagrams where the photon is emitted from the collinear fermion leg. Restricting the
discussion for the moment to ISR, we have

A(0)
n+1

k·p∼λ2
c= p

k

Γ0 +O(λ0
c) = −QΓ0(p− k)

/p− /k +m

−2k · p γµu(p)εµ(k) +O(λ0
c) . (6.8)

We then write the fermion propagator in terms of quasi-real spinors [137] with energy

Ep−k ≡
√

(~p− ~k)2 +m2 = Ep − Ek + λ2
c

k · p
Ep − Ek

+O(λ4
c) (6.9)
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as

/p− /k +m

−2k · p =
1

2Ep−k

∑

s

( us(pik)ū
s(pik)

Ep − Ek − Ep−k
+

vs(p̄ik)v̄
s(p̄ik)

Ep − Ek + Ep−k

)
(6.10a)

k·p∼λ2
c= − 1

λ2
c

1

2k · p
∑

s

us(pik)ū
s(pik) +O(λ−1

c ) (6.10b)

with pik = (Ep−k, ~p − ~k) and p̄ik = (Ep−k,−~p + ~k). It is then straightforward to derive the
factorised result for the squared amplitude

M(0)
n+1

k·p∼λ2
c=

1

λ2
c

J
(0)
ISR(x,m) M(0)

n (p− k,m = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) , (6.11)

where the tree-level splitting function for ISR in its standard form [129] reads

J
(0)
ISR(x,m) =

Q2

x(k · p)
(1 + x2

1− x −
xm2

k · p
)
, x =

Ep − Ek
Ep

. (6.12)

The analogous derivation for FSR yields

M(0)
n+1

k·p∼λ2
c=

1

λ2
c

J
(0)
FSR(z,m) M(0)

n (p+ k,m = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) (6.13)

with

J
(0)
FSR(z,m) =

Q2

k · p
(1 + z2

1− z −
m2

k · p
)
, z =

Ep
Ep + Ek

. (6.14)

Alternatively, J (0)
FSR(z,m) can be derived from J

(0)
ISR(x,m) via the crossing relation p → −p, i.e.

by replacing k · p→ −k · p and x→ z−1.

6.2 Collinear factorisation at one loop

The quasi-real electron method from the previous section does not work anymore if loop cor-
rections are taken into account due to non-factorisable diagrams where the photon is emitted
from a loop. However, the MoR can be applied in this case to disentangle universal collinear
contributions from the process-dependent hard part. This is completely analogous to the method
of massification discussed in Section 2.3. Also in this case, it is therefore possible to determine
the splitting function based on a specific process. To this end we again use µ-e scattering. This
time we consider the radiative process

e−(p1)µ−(q1)→ e−(p2)µ−(q2)γ(k) (6.15)

and calculate the small-mass collinear limit of the one-loop corrections to the electron line. In
the case of ISR, the scale hierarchy reads

k · p1, p
2
1 = p2

2 = m2 ∼ λ2
c � q2

1 = q2
2 = M2, S ∼ λ0

c (6.16)

where S once again denotes all hard invariants in the process. Working at leading power and in
axial gauge, we only need to take the four interference terms shown in Figure 6.1 into account.
In particular, we have used the convenient choice r = p2 for the gauge vector. This choice is
allowed since p2

2 = m2 is small. Note that r = p1 is not permissible in this case since the small
numerator k · p1 in (6.7) would disturb the power counting.
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(a)M1 (b)M2

(c)M3 (d)M4

Figure 6.1: Interference terms that contribute at LP in the limit where the emitted photon
becomes collinear to the initial-state electron.

The calculation then follows the same steps as for the one-loop massification constant of Sec-
tion 2.3.2. Also here the external momenta can be decomposed into large and small components
via the light-cone decompostion (2.31). The resulting scaling of the individual components in
the light-cone bases then reads

p1 ∼ k ∼ (λ2
c , 1, λc)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2 , (6.17a)

p2 ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (λ2
c , 1, λc)2 , (6.17b)

q1 ∼ q2 ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2 . (6.17c)

Based on the achieved disentanglement of scales it is possible to identify the contributing
momentum regions. In order to do so it is helpful to use the formulation of the MoR in the
parametric representation introduced in Section 2.2.2 and automatised in the public code asy.m.
The following four regions are then found to contribute to the individual interference termsMi:

hard: ` ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2 (6.18a)

p1-collinear: ` ∼ (λ2
c , 1, λc)1 ∼ (1, 1, 1)2 (6.18b)

p2-collinear: ` ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (λ2
c , 1, λc)2 (6.18c)

p2-ultra-collinear: ` ∼ (1, 1, 1)1 ∼ (λ4
c , λ

2
c , λ

3
c)2 (6.18d)

The terms that correct the incoming electron line, i.e. M1 and M2, get only contributions
from the p1-collinear region. Furthermore, at leading power the hard region only contributes to
the factorisable diagramM3. Since we can apply the quasi-real electron method in this case it
follows immediately that

M(1),hard
n+1 =

1

λ2
c

J
(0)
ISR(x,m)M(1)

n (p1 − k,m = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) . (6.19)
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In addition to the hard region, all other three scalings contribute toM3. In the case ofM4, on
the other hand, only the p1-collinear and p2-ultra-collinear regions are present at leading power.
As can be expected, the unphysical ultra-collinear region cancels betweenM3 andM4. We are
then left with the two collinear contributions. They can be computed with the same methods
used for the one-loop calculation of the massification constant presented in Section 2.3.2. Also in
this case it is of paramount importance to perform the expansion in the respective region before
tensor reduction. Otherwise, it is not possible to correctly separate the individual momentum
regions. Using the simplifying relation

k =
Ek
Epi

pi +O(λc) = (1− x)pi +O(λc) (6.20)

we then find that the collinear contributions factorise according to

M(1),p1-coll
n+1 =

1

λ2
c

J
(1)
ISR(x,m) M(0)

n (p1 − k,m = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) , (6.21a)

M(1),p2-coll
n+1 =

1

λ2
c

Z(1)(m) J
(0)
ISR(x,m) M(0)

n (p1 − k,m = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) . (6.21b)

Apart from the interference termsMi we also need to take into account mass and wave function
renormalisation. All counterterms connected to the heavy particles (muon) enter in (6.19) in the
renormalisation of the non-radiative massless one-loop correction M(1)

n . The counterterms for
the emitting electron, on the other hand, renormalise the one-loop splitting function J (1)

ISR, while
the ones for the other light particle (outgoing electron) contributes to Z(1). The renormalised
results for J (1)

ISR and Z(1) are given in Appendix F. The factor Z(1) corresponds to the one-loop
massification constant (2.68). The p2-collinear contribution therefore takes the leading-order
mass effects of the outgoing electron into account. The one-loop splitting function J (1)

ISR contains
both the corresponding mass terms as well as leading-power corrections due to the collinear
emission. The small-mass collinear limit considered here can thus be viewed as a generalisation
of massification.

As already mentioned previously the collinear contributions are expected to be process inde-
pendent. Thus, one-loop diagrams for µ-e scattering other than those shown in Figure 6.1 are
note expected to lead to such contributions. We have explicitly checked that this is the case
due to a cancellation between diagram pairs that are related (up to a sign) through the crossing
q1 ↔ −q2. This is completely analogous to the case of massification (see Section 2.3.2). The
only additional contribution is therefore the hard one originating from factorisable diagrams that
trivially exhibit the factorising structure of (6.19). If, on the other hand, we take the muon to
be light as well, i.e. M2 ∼ m2 ∼ λ2

c , there are two additional collinear contributions with exactly
the same structure as for the outgoing electron

M(1),q1-coll
n+1 =M(1),q2-coll

n+1 =
1

λ2
c

Z(1)(M)J
(0)
ISR(x,m)M(0)

n (p1 − k,m = 0,M = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) (6.22)

consistent with the expectation based on massification. We are thus lead to the main result of
this section that at one loop can be written through the factorisation formula

Mn+1

k·pi,m2
j∼λ2

c
=

1

λ2
c

JISR(x,mi)

(∏

j 6=i
Z(mj)

)
Mn(pi − k,mi = 0,mj = 0) +O(λ−1

c ), (6.23)

where we have defined the all-order quantities

JISR = J
(0)
ISR + J

(1)
ISR +O(α3) , (6.24a)

Z = 1 + Z(1) +O(α2) . (6.24b)
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pj pik

k·pi,mj∼λ2

= + O(λ−1)

JZ

Figure 6.2: Schematic illustration of the collinear factorisation formulas of (6.23) and (6.25).

In (6.23) the product is over all external fermion lines j 6= i with a small mass m2
j ∼ λ2

c .
We therefore indeed confirm the factorising structure given in (6.4) that was predicted from
first-principle considerations in SCET. In particular, we find that the Wilson coefficient Cn+1

in (6.4) is related to the non-radiative process with shifted kinematics and that there is no soft
contribution at one loop. Furthermore, the same calculation with only minor modifications can
also be applied to the case of FSR yielding the analogous formula

Mn+1

k·pi,m2
j∼λ2

c
=

1

λ2
c

JFSR(z,mi)

(∏

j 6=i
Z(mj)

)
Mn(pi + k,mi = 0,mj = 0) +O(λ−1

c ) . (6.25)

A schematic illustration of these factorisation formulas is given in Figure 6.2. Furthermore, the
corresponding expressions for JISR, JFSR, and Z can be found in Appendix F. As expected, we
find that the ISR and FSR splitting functions are related via crossing symmetry.

It is useful to compare our findings to the corresponding factorisation formula for massless
fermions that can be extracted from the QCD results of [133]. Suppressing the separation into
ISR and FSR, the massless collinear limit can be written as

Mn+1
k·pi→0
= J̄(y)Mn , (6.26)

where the only process-independent contribution J̄ comes from the collinear fermion (pi) and
y ∈ {x, z}. The corresponding expressions at tree level and at one loop are given in Appendix F.
For massive particles, on the other hand, every light fermion contributes an additional factor in
the factorisation formula taking into account the corresponding small-mass effects. This results
in the more complex collinear structure of (6.23) and (6.25) than one would have naively expected
based on the known QCD formula. Nevertheless, it turns out that there is a relation between
the massive and massless splitting functions. In particular, we find

J (0)(y,m)
m→0
= J̄ (0)(y) +O(m) , (6.27a)

J (1)(y,m)
m→0
= J̄ (1)(y) + Z(1)(m)J̄ (0)(y) +O(m) , (6.27b)

where the massive splitting function reduces in the massless limit to the massless one plus singular
corrections from massification. It is conceivable that the same relation will also hold beyond one
loop. In this case, however, there will be non-vanishing soft contributions from closed fermion
loops as discussed in Section 2.3.3. In addition to being an interesting result in its own right,
this represents a strong check for the validity of the results presented in this section and in
Appendix F.

6.3 Next-to-soft collinear limit

A highly non-trivial consistency check of both the collinear factorisation formulas (6.23) and (6.25)
as well as the LBK theorem (5.48) is the comparison of these results in the next-to-soft collinear
limit. In this double limit we expect the two results to coincide.
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We start with the expansion of the initial-state formula (6.23) in the soft limit. Based on the
results given in Appendix F, we find for the initial-state splitting function

JISR
k∼λs=

1

λ2
s

J sLP
ISR +

1

λs
J sNLP
ISR +O(λ0

s) (6.28)

with

J sLP
ISR = Ecoll Z(mi) , (6.29a)

J sNLP
ISR = Ecoll

Q2
i (1− x)

4π2

(
1

ε
+ 2 + 2 log

( m2

2k · pi

))
≡ Ecoll Scoll (6.29b)

and

Ecoll =
Q2
i

k · pi

(
2

1− x −
m2

k · pi

)
. (6.30)

The notation is chosen such as to indicate that Ecoll corresponds to the eikonal (2.82) expanded
in the collinear limit. Inserting this into the initial-state factorisation formula (6.23) then yields
for the next-to-soft collinear limit17

Mn+1

k·pi,m2
j∼λ2

c
=

k∼λs

1

λ2
cλ

2
s

Ecoll
(

1− λs k ·
∂

∂pi
+ λs Scoll

)
Mmassified

n (pi,mj = 0) +O(λ−1
c λ0

s) (6.31)

with the massified squared amplitude,Mmassified
n , given by (2.61).

We can then compare this to the LBK theorem (5.48) expanded in the collinear limit. To do
so we use of the relation (6.20) combined with charge conservation

∑

l 6=i
Ql = −Qi (6.32)

to solve the sum over the external fermions. The hard contribution (5.48b) then reduces to the
first two terms in (6.31), while the third term is reproduced by the soft part (5.48c).

We can therefore conclude that both the collinear as well as the next-to-soft limit yield
consistent expressions in the soft-collinear region. This is a strong check for both results. At one
loop, this is not particularly relevant since the limits can be checked against exact calculations
(Section 5.3 and Section 6.4). However, when trying to generalise these formulas beyond one
loop this provides an important consistency check.

6.4 Validation

Analogously to the validation of the next-to-soft limit in Section 5.3 we demonstrate the cor-
rectness and applicability of the collinear factorisation formulas (6.23) and (6.25) with the
process (5.49) (double radiative Bhabha scattering). Again, we use a CMS energy of

√
s =

10.583 GeV and compare our approximations to OpenLoops running in quadruple precision mode.
Once the massless one-loop correction for the process

e−(p1)e+(p2)→ e−(p3)e+(p4)γ(p5) (6.33)

17As for the collinear factorisation formulas (6.23) and (6.25) this has only been shown to hold true up to the
one-loop level.
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is known, the application of the factorisation formulas (6.23) and (6.25) is rather straightforward.
As an example we consider the case of the photon k becoming collinear to p1 (ISR) or the case
of it becoming collinear to p3 (FSR). The cases of p2 and p4 are completely analogous.

The massified approximation (2.61) for the squared amplitude reads

Mn+1
mi∼λ= Z(m1)Z(m2)Z(m3)Z(m4)Mn+1(p1, p2, p3, p4, p5, k;mi = 0) +O(λ) (6.34)

which is valid for the bulk of the phase space, i.e. assuming k is neither soft nor collinear. Note
that the masses are only given indices so that the different Z can be better disentangled once k
becomes collinear. Of course all mi are equal.

In the ISR limit we replace Z(m1) with JISR, reducing the number of particles in the massless
matrix element

Mn+1
k·p1,m2

i∼λ2
c

=

1

λ2
c

JISR(x,m1)Z(m2)Z(m3)Z(m4)Mn(p1 − k, p2, p3, p4, p5;mi = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) .

(6.35)

In complete analogy the FSR limit is given by

Mn+1
k·p3,m2

i∼λ2
c

=

1

λ2
c

Z(m1)Z(m2)JFSR(z,m3)Z(m4)Mn(p1, p2, p3 + k, p4, p5;mi = 0) +O(λ−1
c ) .

(6.36)

All that is left to do before we can compare to OpenLoops is to multiply out the terms in (6.35)
and (6.36). The result of this comparison is shown in Figure 6.3 for ISR and FSR as a function
of the ‘collinearity’ 1 − cos^(pi, k). To understand the observed convergence behaviour it is
important to realise that the expansion is not performed in the collinearity but in k · pi,m2

i → 0.
The approximation thus only improves while k · pi gets smaller. At the point, however, where

k · pi = EiEk
m2
i

E2
i

+O(λ4
c) (6.37)

is approximately satisifed, the limit saturates since mi is kept constant. This explains the kink at
10−7. We can therefore conclude that Figure 6.3 represents a strong validation of our factorisation
formulas given in (6.23) and (6.25).
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Figure 6.3: Convergence of the collinear limit Mcoll at LP for ISR (6.35) and FSR (6.36) as a
function of the collinearity for the one-loop correction to e−e+ → e−e+γγ. The reference value
MOL is calculated with OpenLoops in quadruple precision.





Chapter 7

Results

This section presents for the first time the complete set of fully differential NNLO corrections to
µ-e scattering

e−(p1)µ−(p2)→ e−(p3)µ−(p4){γ(p5)γ(p6)} (7.1)

that will be published in [140]. We give separate results for photonic and fermionic contributions
as defined at the beginning of Chapter 3. In both cases, the UV and IR divergences are regularised
in d = 4−2ε dimensions and the renormalisation is performed in the on-shell scheme. All photonic
amplitudes are computed analytically. The fermionic corrections are entirely due to VP and are
calculated with the semi-numerical hyperspherical method (Chapter 3). In particular, this also
includes non-perturbative hadronic contributions.

All photonic tree-level and one-loop diagrams (apart from the real-virtual contribution) are
generated using QGraf [141] and calculated with Package-X [70]. Compared to automated one-
loop tools, this allows us to implement these contributions more efficiently. While for most of
the obtained expressions a sufficiently stable and efficient implementation is possible, we use
a different approach for the numerically delicate real-virtual amplitude. We combine next-to-
soft stabilisation (Chapter 5) with the remarkable numerical stability of OpenLoops [111, 112].
The one-loop generalisation of the LBK theorem given in (5.48) can be used to calculate the
corresponding soft expansion up to NLP. This approach yields a stable and fast implementation
of this problematic contribution.

The photonic corrections are further split into gauge invariant subsets according to (1.40).
The pure electronic and muonic two-loop amplitudes can be calculated with full mass dependence
based on the heavy quark form factor [50–53]. The corresponding result is given in terms of HPLs
that are evaluated with the FORTRAN subroutine hplog [142]. In the case of the remaining (mixed)
corrections such an exact computation is highly challenging. Instead, we apply the method of
massification (Section 2.3) to the recently completed massless two-loop amplitude [57]. Contrary
to the form factor corrections, the result cannot be expressed in HPLs alone but instead is
written in terms of generalised polylogarithms (GPL) [143]. These functions can be efficiently
evaluated using handyG [144], a FORTRAN implementation of the algorithm presented in [145].
Very recently, the beta version v0.2.0b was completed which includes an improved version of the
cache system. The resulting speed up is crucial due to the large number of GPLs (5044) that
have to be evaluated. With the improved code we arrive at a reasonable evaluation speed of
O(1 s) per phase-space point.

All corrections are implemented in the McMule framework, which allows to calculate any
(IR-safe) observable fully differentially. The soft singularities arising in the phase-space integra-
tion of radiative contributions are dealt with using the FKS` subtraction scheme (Section 2.4.2).
Collinear divergences, on the other hand, are naturally regularised by the finite masses of the

87
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fermions. Since the electron mass is small this results in CPS that hamper the reliability of the
phase-space integration. To address this issue we use a dedicated tuning of the phase-space para-
metrisation (Chapter 4) to help the vegas integration [109] find and deal with these problematic
regions.

The following comparisons have been conducted to verify the correctness of the calculation
to the extent possible. In case of the fermionic corrections, we have compared with the dispers-
ive calculation of [44]. Perfect agreement was obtained for the leptonic contributions where the
only uncertainty is due to the precision of the numerical integration. In case of the hadronic
corrections a deviation of ∼ 1% in the NNLO coefficient was observed consistent with the expec-
ted uncertainty of the HVP. Furthermore, we have verified the calculation of the complete set of
electronic corrections that we have published in [5] with the MESMER result of [54]. In the case
of the mixed corrections, such a full check is currently not possible since no other calculation ex-
ists. Instead, we have performed a dedicated comparison with the MESMER collaboration [146]
for the radiative process at NLO. A small photon energy cut of ξ > 10−6 was used to test the
real-virtual contribution in the soft region. Perfect agreement was found both at the integrated
as well as at the differential level.

In the following, we present fully differential NNLO predictions for observables tailored to
the MUonE experiment. With the momenta of the particles labelled as in (7.1) we define the
invariants te = (p1 − p3)2 and tµ = (p2 − p4)2. In the elastic case we have te = tµ. The energy
of the outgoing electron and muon are denoted by Ee and Eµ, respectively. Additionally, we use
θe and θµ as the corresponding scattering angles relative to the beam axis. We further assume a
150GeV muon beam, consistent with the M2 beam line at CERN North Area [147], incident on
an electron at rest.

As mentioned in the introduction, the total cross section for µ-e scattering is ill-defined due
to the behaviour dσ/dt ∼ t2 in (1.33) with tmin ≤ t ≤ 0. We therefore have to apply a cut on
the maximal value of t or equivalently on the minimal energy of the outgoing electron. In all of
the results below we choose Ee > 1GeV. To model the geometry of the detector we require in
addition that θµ > 0.3mrad.

The MUonE experiment aims at measuring the elastic scattering of muons and electrons. The
elasticity requirement is needed in order to be able to reconstruct the momentum flowing through
the HVP for a given event. To implement this in the calculation we use the condition (1.27) and
apply the elasticity cut

0.9 <
θµ
θelµ

< 1.1 . (7.2)

In the following, we present results with and without this additional cut, in order to analyse its
impact on the radiative corrections. We therefore consider the two scenarios

• S1: Ee > 1GeV, θµ > 0.3mrad,

• S2: Ee > 1GeV, θµ > 0.3mrad, 0.9 < θµ/θ
el
µ < 1.1.

All of the presented results use the input parameters [148]

α = 1/137.035999084, me = 0.510998950MeV,
mµ = 105.658375MeV, mτ = 1776.86MeV .

(7.3)

Furthermore, we rely on alphaQED [96–98] for the HVP. In particular, we use the most recent
version alphaQEDc19.

As explained in Section 2.4.2, a crucial feature of the FKS` subtraction scheme is the exact
cancellation of the ξc dependence among the individual pieces in (2.109). This serves as a
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Figure 7.1: The ξc (in)dependence of the photonic NNLO corrections to the integrated cross
section for S1. Separate results are shown for purely electronic and muonic as well as mixed
corrections. The error band shows the 68% confidence level of the fit. We further give the
chi-square as an unbiased measure of the (in)dependence.
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σ/µb δK(i)/%
S1 S2 S1 S2

σ(0) 121.42288 121.42288

σ
(1)
e -0.73604(5) -5.28211(5) -0.60618(5) -4.35018(4)

σ
(1)
eµ -0.23986 -0.18200 -0.19754 -0.14989
σ

(1)
µ -0.03514 -0.16824 -0.02894 -0.13856
σ

(1)
VP 1.57105 1.57105 1.29386 1.29386

σ
(1)
had 0.01597 0.01597 0.01315 0.01315

σ
(2)
e 0.00159(2) 0.07426(1) 0.00131(2) 0.06327(1)

σ
(2)
eµ 0.0011 0.02066 0.00091 0.01761
σ

(2)
µ -0.00006 0.000005 -0.00004 0.000004
σ

(2)
VP -0.01358 -0.07341 -0.01113 -0.06255

σ2 121.97194(6) 117.38309(5)

Table 7.1: The integrated cross section for S1 and S2 at LO, NLO, and NNLO. The results are
split into purely electronic and muonic, mixed, and VP corrections. All three leptons as well as
the hadronic contribution are included in the VP. Furthermore, the hadronic correction at NLO,
σ

(1)
had, is also given separately. Where no error is given, all digits are significant compared to the

precision of the numerical integration.

strong check for the correctness of the implementation as well as the numerical stability of
the integration. We have found perfect ξc independence for all contributions at NLO and at
NNLO. This is shown in Figure 7.1 for the most delicate photonic NNLO corrections in scenario
S1. The larger Monte Carlo error for smaller ξc is due to the cancellation between the three
different contributions behaving as ∼ log2 ξc. The smaller values are thus only used to check
the ξc independence. For actual predictions one typically chooses ξc & 0.1. The observed ξc
independence thus implies that a reliable sampling of the CPS is ensured by the dedicated
tuning of the phase-space parametrisation. This is analogous to the discussion of Section 4.3.
Furthermore, it also strongly suggests that the numerical instabilities encountered in the real-
virtual corrections are under good control due to the next-to-soft stabilisation.

The order-by-order contributions, σ(i), to the integrated cross section, σ2 = σ(0) +σ(1) +σ(2),
for both scenarios are presented in Table 7.1. Electronic, muonic, mixed, and VP corrections are
given separately and are denoted by σ(i)

e , σ(i)
eµ , σ

(i)
µ , and σ(i)

VP, respectively. All three leptons as
well as the hadronic contribution are included in the VP. Furthermore, the hadronic correction at
NLO, σ(1)

had, is also given separately. Additionally, we show the corresponding K factors defined
as

K(i) = 1 + δK(i) =
σi
σi−1

. (7.4)

Before discussing these results, we comment on the behaviour of these corrections when going
from negatively charged muons in (7.1) to positive ones. The two processes are related via the
crossing relation p2 ↔ −p4. Alternatively, one can also replace Qµ → −Qµ in the gauge invariant
split (1.40). This, in turn, implies that the purely electronic and muonic corrections are the same
for positively and negatively charged muons, while the NLO mixed contribution, σ(1)

eµ , changes
sign. Only the mixed NNLO correction, σ(2)

eµ , has no definite behaviour under this transformation
since it includes multiple gauge invariant subsets.
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We observe moderate NLO and NNLO corrections of around 1% and 0.01% for S1 (without
elasticity cut) and 5% and 0.05% for S2 (with elasticity cut). Based on a naive extrapolation,
the error due to missing higher-order corrections is estimated to be well below MUonE’s 10 ppm
target precision. This statement is, however, only true for the integrated cross section. We
will see below that the corrections can be much larger at the differential level. As discussed
in Section 1.3, the elasticity cut forces additional radiation to be soft and therefore introduces
additional large logarithms. This results in larger corrections for S2 compared to S1. The only
exception is the purely muonic NNLO contribution, σ(2)

µ , where the correction changes sign.
Furthermore, the fermionic contributions completely dominate the corrections in the case of S1.
The situation is more balanced for S2 where the soft enhancement is more pronounced for the
photonic corrections where up to two photons are emitted. Interestingly, a similar effect can be
observed when comparing the purely electronic corrections - which are expected to be dominant
- with the mixed contributions. While they are of the same size for S1, the expected hierarchy
is better satisfied for S2.

As a Monte Carlo integrator, McMule allows for the calculation of any number of differential
observables in the same run. Here, we only show differential results that are of particular interest
to the MUonE experiment. In particular, Figure 7.2 and Figure 7.3 present distributions w.r.t.
θe and tµ. The differential cross section at LO as well as at NNLO are displayed in the upper
panels. In addition, the middle and the lower panels show the differential K factors defined
in (7.4) at NLO and NNLO, respectively. We again provide separate results for purely electronic
and muonic, mixed, and VP corrections. The signal of the experiment, δKhad

NLO, is shown in pink.
We first remark on the numerical error of the electronic NNLO corrections compared to older

results that we have pusblished in [5]. In the original calculation we have not used any special
tools for the real-virtual contribution but instead calculated the amplitude with Package-X. On
the one hand, this allowed us to obtain an extremely performant implementation speed-wise. At
the same time, however, the evaluation was plagued by numerical instabilities that hampered
the reliable integration over the phase space. As a consequence, some of the differential results
in [5] suffer from large numerical errors as well as discontinuous jumps. The new calculation,
on the other hand, relies on next-to-soft stabilisation in combination with OpenLoops for this
numerically delicate contribution. This ensures a much more reliable calculation of distributions
compared to the previous implementation, which is clearly supported by the presented results.

Based on Figure 7.2 we can confirm the claim made in Section 1.2 that the MUonE signal
changes the differential cross section by up to O(10−3) in the region of small electron scattering
angles (θe . 5mrad). For the other contributions sizable NLO and NNLO corrections of up to
30% and 0.3% can be observed. Naively, one could therefore conclude that the target precision
of 10 ppm of MUonE is far out of reach. First of all, however, it has to be noted that the
enhancement of the corrections at the end points of the distributions is due to soft photon
emission. For a reliable description in this region, the corresponding logarithms need to be
resummed. As mentioned in Section 1.1, a parton shower approach can be used to do this at
LL accuracy. Secondly, the elasticity cut has the important effect of significantly reducing the
variation in the K factors. Since the MUonE experiment proposes to measure ratios of cross
sections of different kinematic regions to cancel systematic uncertainties as opposed to absolute
values, the flatness of the corrections is highly advantageous.

We further observe that the NNLO mixed corrections are larger than naively expected based
on the counting of the collinear logarithms Lm. A possible explanation for this is that the soft
enhancements are more relevant than the collinear effects. This is supported by Figure 7.2a
where the electronic contribution clearly dominates in the bulk of the distribution. Only in the
region of strong soft enhancement, i.e. for small scattering angles or equivalently large electron
energies, the two contributions are similar in size.
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Finally, we provide a comparison of the individual fermion contributions in Figure 7.4 and
Figure 7.5. The upper and lower panels show the absolute value of the NLO and NNLO correc-
tions, respectively. Separate results are shown for the electron (ne), muon (nµ), tau (nτ ), and
hadronic (nhad) contributions. The importance of the corrections clearly obey the expectation
based on the mass hierarchy

m2
e � m2

µ ∼ m2
π ∼ s� m2

τ . (7.5)

The similarity of the hadronic and muonic contribution is particularly striking. The dips that
can be observed in Figure 7.4a are due to zero-crossings.

In summary, the calculation of the complete set of NNLO QED corrections to µ-e scattering
presented here is a major step towards the ambitious 10 ppm goal of the MUonE experiment.
For the integrated cross section, this calculation already ensures this level of precision. At the
differential level, however, the corrections are strongly enhanced due to soft photon emission. As a
consequence, a parton shower approach is needed to resum the corresponding large logarithms at
LL accuracy. The relative simplicity of QED might also allow to fully exploit QCD efforts towards
NLL showers. Furthermore, a fixed order calculation at N3LO of the electronic corrections could
be envisaged in order to quantify the missing NLL corrections.
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Figure 7.2: The upper panels show the differential cross section w.r.t. θe for S1 and S2 at LO
(green) and NNLO (red). The middle and the lower panels provide the NLO and NNLO K
factors, respectively. The correction is split into purely electronic and muonic, mixed, and VP
contributions. All three leptons as well as the hadronic contribution are included in the VP. The
hadronic correction at NLO corresponds to the signal of the experiment and is shown separately
in pink.
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Figure 7.3: The upper panels show the differential cross section w.r.t. tµ for S1 and S2 at LO
(green) and NNLO (red). The middle and the lower panels provide the NLO and NNLO K
factors, respectively. The correction is split into purely electronic and muonic, mixed, and VP
contributions. All three leptons as well as the hadronic contribution are included in the VP. The
hadronic correction at NLO corresponds to the signal of the experiment and is shown separately
in pink.
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Figure 7.4: The absolute value of the NLO (upper panels) and NNLO (lower panels) VP correc-
tions to the differential cross section w.r.t. θe for S1 and S2. The electron (ne), muon (nµ), tau
(nτ ), and hadronic (nhad) contributions are shown separately.
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to the differential cross section w.r.t. tµ for S1 and S2. The electron (ne), muon (nµ), tau (nτ ),
and hadronic (nhad) contributions are shown separately.



Chapter 8

Outlook towards N3LO

The results presented in the previous chapter show that a N3LO computation of the electron-line
corrections is needed to reach the 10 ppm target precision of the MUonE experiment. At this
perturbative order the cross section has the four contributions

σ(3) =

∫
dΦnM(3)

n +

∫
dΦn+1M(2)

n+1 +

∫
dΦn+2M(1)

n+2 +

∫
dΦn+3M(0)

n+3 (8.1)

given by virtual-virtual-virtual, real-virtual-virtual, real-real-virtual, and real-real-real correc-
tions. Some sample diagrams are shown in Figure 8.1. The all-order FKS` subtraction scheme,
presented in Section 2.4.2, can be used to subtract the soft divergences arising in the phase-space
integration. In complete analogy to the NNLO master formula (2.109), we find at N3LO the four
separately finite contributions

σ(3) = σ(3)
n (ξc) + σ

(3)
n+1(ξc) + σ

(3)
n+2(ξc) + σ

(3)
n+3(ξc) , (8.2a)

σ(3)
n (ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n M(3)f
n (ξc) , (8.2b)

σ
(3)
n+1(ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n+1

(
1

ξ1

)

c

(
ξ1M(2)f

n+1(ξc)
)
, (8.2c)

σ
(3)
n+2(ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n+2

(
1

ξ1

)

c

(
1

ξ2

)

c

(
ξ1ξ2M(1)f

n+2(ξc)
)
, (8.2d)

σ
(3)
n+3(ξc) =

∫
dΦd=4

n+3

(
1

ξ1

)

c

(
1

ξ2

)

c

(
1

ξ3

)

c

(
ξ1ξ2ξ3M(0)f

n+3

)
. (8.2e)
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Figure 8.1: Examples of electron-line corrections at N3LO. This includes virtual-virtual-virtual,
real-virtual-virtual, real-real-virtual, and real-real-real contributions.
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The eikonal-subtracted finite `-loop squared amplitude,M(`)f
n , is defined in (2.83). In the case

of the three-loop contribution (` = 3) it reads

M(3)f
n (ξc) =M(3)

n + Ê(ξc)M(2)
n +

1

2!
M(1)

n Ê(ξc)
2 +

1

3!
M(0)

n Ê(ξc)
3 . (8.3)

The major challenge of this fully differential N3LO calculation is thus the computation of the
corresponding amplitudes.

In the case of the real-real-real and the real-real-virtual corrections,M(0)
n+3 andM(1)

n+2, auto-
mated one-loop tools such as OpenLoops [111, 112] can be used. Nevertheless, the numerical
stability of the highly complex one-loop 6-particle amplitude,M(1)

n+2, will be challenging. Based
on the discussion of Chapter 5, we can expect soft photon emission to be particularly problem-
atic. We can rely on the one-loop LBK theorem (5.48) to stabilise the amplitude in the limit
where only one photon becomes soft. In fact, the analogous amplitude for Bhabha scattering
was considered in Section 5.3 as a non-trivial validation of the LBK formula. The theorem in
its current version is, however, not applicable to the case where both photons become soft. A
corresponding extension of the LBK formalism could therefore turn out to be very useful in this
context.

The virtual-virtual-virtual correction, M(3)
n , amounts to the calculation of the heavy quark

form factor at three loop. In the case of massless quarks (light quark form factor) this has been
computed more than 10 years ago [149]. Today even the four-loop correction is known [150, 151].
The analytic expression for the massive form factor, on the other hand, has only been calcu-
lated at two loop [50–53]. Very recently, however, the fully massive calculation was performed
in [152, 153] with a semi-numerical approach combining the method of differential equations with
expansions around regular and singular points. With these impressive results available, one of
the main obstacles towards N3LO is overcome. Nevertheless, an independent check of the calcu-
lation is desirable. One possible strategy for this is the extension of the method of massification,
presented in Section 2.3, to three loop. Based on the corresponding massless result one could
then obtain the massive amplitude up to polynomially suppressed mass effects.

This leaves the real-virtual-virtual amplitude, M(2)
n+1, as the main bottleneck. Also in this

case the massless result has been known for some time now [154, 155]. A corresponding analytic
computation for massive fermions is not currently feasible. For an exact calculation one therefore
has to resort to numerical techniques. On the other hand, with the massless amplitude available
the question arises whether massification could be used in this case. In principle, the results of
Section 2.3.3 can also be applied to radiative amplitudes. Contrary to purely virtual corrections,
however, the massification scale hierarchy (2.47) is only valid for part of the phase space. In
the soft as well as in the collinear limit additional parameters become small and the small-
mass expansion breaks down. Nevertheless, we have seen in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 that the
amplitude also reduces to universal quantities in these limits (at least at one loop). One could
therefore switch to the corresponding next-to-soft and collinear approximation accordingly. A
schematic illustration of this idea is shown in Figure 8.2. This requires the generalisation of the
LBK theorem beyond one loop as well as the calculation of the massive splitting function at two
loop. Combined with the two-loop massification constant of Section 2.3.3 this would allow us to
obtain an approximation of the massive real-virtual-virtual amplitude in all relevant kinematic
regions.

To summarise, many ingredients that enter the fully differential calculation of the electronic
N3LO corrections to µ-e scattering are already available. A successful completion of this ambi-
tious project in the near-term future is therefore indeed conceivable. At the time of writing, the
main bottleneck is the calculation of the real-virtual-virtual amplitude. One promising approach
in this regard is based on massification, the LBK theorem, and the massive splitting function.
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LBK Z

J

Figure 8.2: Schematic illustration to approximate radiative amplitudes using a combination
of massification, the LBK theorem, and the massive splitting function. For the bulk of the
phase space the massification constant Z can be used to obtain the small-mass expansion. This
approximation breaks down in the soft and in the collinear limit where ξ → 0 and θ → 0,
respectively. In the soft limit the LBK theorem can be applied to compute the soft expansion
at NLP. In the collinear limit one can rely on the universality of the massive splitting function
J to compute the corresponding approximation at LP.

The further development of these concepts is therefore planned for the near future and represents
an important building block of the MUonE endeavour towards N3LO.





Appendix A

Conventions

We denote the amplitude for a process with n final state particles by An and the corresponding
QED l-loop correction by A(l)

n . Analogously, we useMn andM(l)
n for the unpolarised squared

amplitude and σn and σ(l)
n for the cross section. In particular,M(l)

n includes in addition to the
genuine l-loop correction also all other interference terms. At two-loop, for example, we have

M(2)
n = 2Re

{
A(2)
n A(0)

n

†}
+A(1)

n A(1)
n

†
. (A.1)

The corresponding quantities for the radiative process with r additional photons in the final
state are given by n → n + r. The symbol Γ is used in various places to denote part of an
amplitude. The perturbative expansion of the amplitudes is done in terms of the fermion charge
Q where Q = −e for an incoming particle or an outgoing antiparticle and Q = +e otherwise.
All amplitudes are regularised in d = 4− 2ε dimensions and renormalised in the on-shell scheme.
We conveniently define the d-dimensional loop measure as

[d`] = C(ε)
dd`

iπd/2
, C(ε) = µ2εΓ(1− ε) , (A.2)

with µ the scale of dimensional regularisation. This ensures that no spurious terms of Euler’s
constant γE and log(4π) occur in the result. In order to convert to the standard loop measure
µ2εdd`/(2π)d the final result then has to be multiplied with

K(ε) =
(4π)ε

16π2Γ(1− ε) . (A.3)

Throughout this thesis we denote loop momenta by `. Furthermore, we consistently take k
to represent the momentum of the emitted photon in a radiative process and ξ = 2Ek/

√
s as its

dimensionless energy. The corresponding CMS energy is given by
√
s. Other on-shell momenta

are denoted by pi, i.e. p2
i = m2

i with mi the particle mass. The corresponding velocity is then
given by βi = (1 − m2

i /E
2
i )1/2 where Ei is the energy. Since we mainly study processes with

electrons and muons as external states, the simplifying notation

me → m, mµ →M (A.4)

is used for the corresponding masses. In many results combinations of kinematic invariants occur
that can be compactly written in terms of the Källén function

λ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2xy − 2yz − 2zx . (A.5)
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The Lorentz-invariant d-dimensional phase space for n final state particles is given by

dΦn(P ; p1, . . . , pn) =
n∏

i=1

dd−1pi
(2π)d−12Ei

(2π)dδd
(
P −

n∑

i=1

pi

)
(A.6)

where P is the total initial-state momentum.
In the course of the thesis we discuss three types of scale hierarchies: the small-mass expansion

(massification) as well as the soft and collinear limit of radiative amplitudes. In order to make
the corresponding power counting transparent we introduce the book-keeping parameters λ, λs,
and λc, respectively. The three hierarchies can then be defined in the following way with S
representing all other relevant scales in the process:

massification: p2
i = m2

i ∼ λ2 � S (A.7a)

soft limit: k ∼ λs � m2
i , S (A.7b)

collinear limit: k · pi ∼ m2
i ∼ λ2

c � S (A.7c)

All three limits are governed by universal quantities. Massification and the collinear limit are
described in terms of the massification constant Z and the splitting function J . The LP soft
limit is given by the well-known eikonal factor that we denote by E . The integrated eikonal, Ê ,
is obtained by integration over the d-dimensional photon phase space.
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Vacuum polarisation

We define the QED VP as in (3.1). Note that this definition varies in the literature up to an
overall sign. In the following, we provide the expression for the leptonic VP

Π`(q
2) = 1 +

α

2π
Π

(1)
` (q2) +

( α
2π

)2
Π

(2)
` (q2) +O(α3) (B.1)

up to two loops. We do not provide contributions of O(ε) here since they are not needed in the
calculation of physical observables due to the cancellation of IR poles.

The one-loop contribution, Π
(1)
` , can be calculated straightforwardly and reads

Π
(1)
` (q2) =

2

9

(
− 5 + 12λ− 3(1− 2λ)

√
1 + 4λH0(x)

)
(B.2)

with

x =
2λ

1 + 2λ+
√

1 + 4λ
, λ = −m

2
`

q2
(B.3)

and m` the mass of the lepton.
The unsubtracted two-loop result, Π̄

(2)
` (q2) = Π

(2)
` (q2) + Π̄

(2)
` (0), is given in [95]. The limit

Π̄
(2)
` (0) corresponds to the two-loop charge renormalisation and can be taken from (6.62) of [156].

We then find for the real part of the fully renormalised result

Π
(2)
` (q2) =

1

6

(
− 5 + 52λ+ 4(1− 4λ2)

(
6ζ3 − 2F (x) + F (x2)

)
− 8(1− 2λ)

√
1 + 4λ

(
G(x) (B.4)

−G(x2)
)
− 6(1− 6λ)

√
1 + 4λH0(x) + 8λ(4 + λ)H0,0(x)

)

with

F (x) = −2H2,0(x) + 2H1,0,0(x) , (B.5a)

G(x) =
2x

1− xH0,0(x)− 2H1,0(x) . (B.5b)

Above the threshold, i.e. for q2 > 4m2
l , the VP develops an imaginary part. The corresponding

expression is given in (5.2) of [95].18

18There is a typo in this result that has been corrected in [157].
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Hyperspherical master kernels

We give here the general expressions for the hyperspherical kernels in the case of one, two, and
three angular dependent propagators. These are all the integrals needed for non-factorisable
VP diagrams for 2 → 2 processes at two loop . As discussed in Section 3.1.2 the one and two
propagator case can be calculated using Gegenbauer polynomials. In the case of three angular
dependent propagators (box integral), on the other hand, the integration over the hyperspherical
angles has to be done explicitely. The corresponding formulas are taken from [106] where this
calculation was performed. All results that are given below are defined in the Euclidean region.
The analytic continuation to the physical region has to be done case by case as discussed in
Section 3.1.3. The results below are written in terms of the logarithm

L(x) ≡ 1

2
log(

1 + x

1− x) . (C.1)

The simple one propagator case reads
∫

dΩQ

2π2

1

[(Q− P )2 +m2]
=

Z

|Q| |P | (C.2)

with

Z =
Q2 + P 2 +m2 − λ1/2(Q2, P 2,−m2)

2|Q| |P | . (C.3)

For two angular dependent propagators we find
∫

dΩQ

2π2

1

[(Q− P1)2 +m2
1][(Q− P2)2 −m2

2]
=

L(x1) + L(x2) + L(x3)

Q2λ1/2
(
P 2

1 , P
2
2 , (P1 − P2)2

) (C.4)

with

x1 = λ1/2
(
P 2

1 , P
2
2 , (P1 − P2)2

)
λ1/2

(
Q2, P 2

1 ,−m2
1

)
/C1 , (C.5a)

x2 = λ1/2
(
P 2

1 , P
2
2 , (P1 − P2)2

)
λ1/2

(
Q2, P 2

2 ,−m2
2

)
/C2 , (C.5b)

x3 = λ1/2
(
P 2

1 , P
2
2 , (P1 − P2)2

)
/C3 . (C.5c)

and

C1 =
(
P 2

2 − P 2
1 − (P1 − P2)2

)
Q2 + (P 2

1 )2 +m2
1

(
P 2

1 + P 2
2 − (P1 − P2)2

)
(C.6a)

− P 2
1

(
P 2

2 + (P1 − P2)2 + 2m2
2

)
,

C2 =
(
P 2

1 − P 2
2 − (P1 − P2)2

)
Q2 + (P 2

2 )2 +m2
2

(
P 2

1 + P 2
2 − (P1 − P2)2

)
(C.6b)

− P 2
2

(
P 2

1 + (P1 − P2)2 + 2m2
1

)
,

C3 = (P1 − P2)2 − P 2
1 − P 2

2 . (C.6c)

105



106 Appendix C. Hyperspherical master kernels

Finally, the result for three propagators is given by
∫

dΩQ

2π2

1

[(Q− P1)2 +m2
1][(Q− P2)2 −m2

2][(Q− P3)2 −m2
3]

=
L(x4) + L(x5) + L(x6)

Q2
√

∆
(C.7)

with

x4 = λ1/2(Q2, P 2
1 ,−m2

1)
√

∆/C4 , (C.8a)

x5 = λ1/2(Q2, P 2
2 ,−m2

2)
√

∆/C5 , (C.8b)

x6 = λ1/2(Q2, P 2
3 ,−m2

3)
√

∆/C6 (C.8c)

where ∆ is the polynomial of degree 2 in Q2

∆ = α2(Q2)2 + α1Q
2 + α0 . (C.9)

The corresponding coefficients read

α2 = λ(a1, a2, a3) , (C.10a)
α1 = 2u1(2a1b1 − a1b2 − a1b3 + a2b3 + a3b2 − a2b2 − a3b3) (C.10b)

+ 2(u1 − b1)a1(a1 − a2 − a3)− 4

3
a1a2a3 + (cyclic permutations) ,

α0 = u2
1(a2

1 − 2a1b2 − 2a1b3 − 2b2b3 + b22 + b23) (C.10c)

+ 2u1u2(−a1a2 + a1b1 + a1b3 + a2b2 + a2b3 − 2a3b3 − b1b2 + b1b3 + b2b3 − b23)

+ 2u1(a2
1b1 − a1a2b2 − a1a3b3 − a1b1b2 − a1b1b3 + 2a1b2b3 + a2b

2
2 − a2b2b3

− a3b2b3 + a3b
2
3) + a2

1b
2
1 − 2a1a2b1b2 + (cyclic permutations)

where a1 = (P2 − P3)2, a2 = (P1 − P3)2, a3 = (P1 − P2)2, bi = P 2
i , and ui = m2

i . The complete
expression is obtained by summing up also the two cyclic permutations of the indices {1, 2, 3}.
Furthermore, the arguments of the logarithm contain

C4 = β2(Q2)2 + β1Q
2 + β0 , (C.11a)

C5 = C4(with cyclic permutation 1→ 2, 2→ 3,3→ 1) , (C.11b)
C6 = C4(with cyclic permutation 1→ 3, 2→ 1,3→ 2) (C.11c)

where

β2 = a1 − a2 − a3 , (C.12a)
β1 = u1(2a1 − a2 − a3 + 2b1 − b2 − b3) + u2(−a2 − b1 + b3) + u3(−a3 − b1 + b2) (C.12b)

− 2a1b1 − 2a2a3 + a2b1 + a2b2 + a3b1 + a3b3 ,

β3 = u2
1(a1 − b2 − b3) + u1u2(−a2 + b1 + b3) + u1u3(−a3 + b1 + b2) (C.12c)

+ u2b1(−a2 + b1 − b3) + u3b1(−a3 + b1 − b2) + u2u3(−2b1)

+ u1(2a1b1 − a2b2 − a3b3 − b1b2 − b1b3 + 2b2b3) + a1b
2
1 − a2b1b2 − a3b1b3 .



Appendix D

UV counterterms for dispersive method

The UV renormalisation in the dispersive approach to VP proceeds in complete analogy to the
hyperspherical case discussed in Section 3.2. The renormalisation is performed at the level of
the kernel (3.6) of the dispersive integral (3.5). This corresponds to the amplitude with the
VP replaced by a photon of mass

√
z. The corresponding on-shell wave function and mass

counterterms are then related through (3.42) to the fermion self-energy diagram

−iΣz = p

z
`

= (−ie)2µ2ε

∫
d`d

(2π)d
γµ(/̀+ /p+m)γµ

[`2 − z][(`+ p)2 −m2]
, (D.1)

where the green blob indicates the massive photon. The counterterms then read

(
mK̃(ε)

)−1〈δm〉`(z) =− 3

ε
− 6− 1

x
− x+ (−3− 4x− x2)H0(x) +

(1 + x)4

x2
H−1(x) , (D.2a)

K̃(ε)−1〈δZ〉`(z) =− 1

ε
− 10− 3

x
− 3x− 1− x− 9x2 − 3x3

1− x H0(x) (D.2b)

+ (14 +
3

x2
+

12

x
+ 12x+ 3x2)H−1(x)

with

K̃(ε) = 4πα
( µ2

m2

)
K(ε) (D.3)

and K(ε) defined in (A.3). We have expressed the result in terms of HPLs with the letter

x =

√
z −
√
z − 4m2

√
z +
√
z − 4m2

. (D.4)

Since 0 < z in the dispersive integral (3.5), the iδ prescription for x is irrelevant in this case.
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Appendix E

Soft integrals

In (5.46a) and (5.46b) we have defined the two integrals necessary to construct the soft contribu-
tion. These integrals are universal and are given here in d = 4− 2ε dimensions with µ denoting
the scale of dimensional regularisation. With sij = 2pi · pj and siγ = 2k · pi we have

I1(pi, k) = iµ2ε

∫
dd`

(2π)d
1

[`2 + iδ][` · pi − k · pi + iδ]
(E.1a)

= −2K(ε)

(
m2
i

siγ
+ iδ

)2ε−1( µ2

m2
i

)ε
Γ(1− ε)2Γ(2ε− 1) , (E.1b)

I2(pi, pj , k) = iµ2ε

∫
dd`

(2π)d
1

[`2 + iδ][−` · pj + iδ][` · pi − k · pi + iδ]
(E.1c)

=
8K(ε)

sij

(
m2
i

siγ
+ iδ

)2ε( µ2

m2
i

)ε( |sij |
2mimj

)2ε
{

Γ(1− ε)2Γ(2ε− 1)

× 2F1

[ 1
2 − ε, 1− ε

3
2 − ε

; v2
ij

]
+ iπ

(
− 1

4
+ iδ

)−ε
v−1+2ε
ij Γ(1− 2ε)Γ(2ε)Θ(sij)

} (E.1d)

=
4K(ε)

sij

1 + χ

1− χ

(
m2
i

siγ
+ iδ

)2ε( µ2

m2
i

)ε{H0(χ)

2ε
− ζ2 −

1

2
H0,0(χ)

−H1,0(χ) + Θ(sij)6ζ2 + iπΘ(sij)
(1

ε
−H0(χ)− 2H1(χ)

)
+O(ε)

}
,

(E.1e)

where vij =
√

1− 4m2
im

2
j/s

2
ij = (1− χ)/(1 + χ) and K(ε) is defined in (A.3). Since 0 < vij < 1

and thus 0 < χ < 1 all HPLs are manifestly real.
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Appendix F

Splitting functions

In the following we give the explicit expressions for all the quantities that enter the collinear
factorisation formulas (6.23) (ISR) and (6.25) (FSR). The results are presented in a form that
can be used in three major flavours of dimensional regularisation: the four-dimensional helicity
scheme (fdh), ’t Hooft-Veltman scheme (hv), and conventional dimensional regularisation (cdr)
(see [84] and references therein for the definitions of these schemes). To this end, we keep the
dimensionality of ε scalars, nε, explicit in the poles but set it to zero in the finite parts. The
regularisation-scheme dependence is therefore manifest as terms ∝ nε. The corresponding results
in hv and cdr can be obtained by setting nε = 0. Inserting nε = 2ε, on the other hand, retrieves
the expressions in fdh. Furthermore, in the case of hv and fdh ε has to be set to zero in the
tree-level splitting function.

In agreement with [2] the massification constant reads

Z(1) = 4παK(ε)
( µ2

m2

)ε( 2

ε2
+

1

ε
(1− 1

2
nε) + 4 + 2ζ2

)
+O(ε) , (F.1)

with α = Q2/(4π) = e2/(4π) and K(ε) defined in (A.3).
We then define the invariant skp = 2k · p where the photon momentum k is collinear to an

initial- or final-state fermion p. The initial-state collinear splitting function

JISR = J
(0)
ISR + J

(1)
ISR +O(α2) (F.2)

can conveniently be written in terms of

x =
Ep − Ek
Ep

, u =
skp −m2

skp
, (F.3)

as

J
(0)
ISR =

8πα(1− u)

m2(1− x)x

(
1− 2x+ 3x2 + 2xu− 2x2u− ε(1− x)2

)
, (F.4a)

J
(1)
ISR =8παJ

(0)
ISRK(ε)

( µ2

m2

)ε( 1

ε2
+

1

4ε
(2− 8H0(x)− nε)

)
+ α2 4(1− u)

xm2
J̃ISR +O(ε) , (F.4b)
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with

J̃ISR =
1

u(1− x)
(−2u2x2 + 2u2 + 2ux2 + 2ux+ x2 − x)

+
ζ2

1− x(2u2x2 − 4u2x+ 2u2 − 12ux2 + 16ux− 4u+ 13x2 − 12x+ 5)

+
H1(u)

u2
(2u3x− 5u2x− 2u3 + 3u2 + 2ux− u+ x)

+
H1(u)H0(x) +H1,0(x)

1− x (−8ux2 + 8ux+ 10x2 − 8x+ 2)

+
(
H2(u) +H1,1(u)

)
(−2u2x+ 2u2 + 2ux− 4u+ 2) .

(F.5)

Because 0 < x < 1 and u < 1 the above expression is always real.
The result for the final-state splitting function

JFSR = J
(0)
FSR + J

(1)
FSR +O(α3) (F.6)

can be obtained from JISR via the crossing relation p→ −p. In particular, this implies x→ z−1

and u→ v−1 with

z =
Ep

Ep + Ek
, v =

skp
m2 + skp

. (F.7)

The corresponding analytic continuation is unambiguously defined via skp → skp + iδ or equival-
ently u→ u− iδ. We then find

J
(0)
ISR =

8πα(1− v)

m2v2(1− z)
(
vz2 − 2vz + 3v + 2z − 2− εv(1− z)2

)
, (F.8a)

J
(1)
FSR =8παJ

(0)
FSRK(ε)

( µ2

m2

)ε( 1

ε2
+

1

4ε
(2 + 8H0(z)− nε)

)
+ α2 4(1− v)

m2v2

(
J̃Re
FSR + iπJ̃ Im

FSR

)
+O(ε) ,

(F.8b)

with

J̃Re
FSR =

1

1− z (−v2z + v2 + 2vz + 2v + 2z2 − 2)

+
ζ2

1− z (−vz2 + 6vz − 7v − 6z + 6)

+
(
H0(v) +H1(v)

)
(v2z − v3 − 2v2 − 3vz + 5v + 2z − 2)

+
H0(v)H0(z) +H1(v)H0(z) +H0,0(z) +H1,0(z)

1− z (−2vz2 + 8vz − 10v − 8z + 8)

+
H1,0(v) +H1,1(v)

v
(−2v2z + 4vz − 2v − 2z + 2) ,

(F.9a)

J̃ Im
FSR =− v2z + v3 + 2v2 + 3vz − 5v − 2z + 2

+
H0(z)

1− z (2vz2 − 8vz + 10v + 8z − 8)

+
H1(v)

v
(2v2z − 4vz + 2v + 2z − 2) .

(F.9b)

The imaginary part is given explicitly leaving all of the HPLs real for the physical region where
0 < z, u < 1. The massless version of the FSR splitting function entering (6.27) can be extracted
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from the spin-summed result of equations (II.10) and (II.11) in [133] by taking the QED limit.
The corresponding expressions in the fdh scheme read

J̄
(0)
FSR =

8πα

skp

1 + z2

1− z , (F.10a)

J̄
(1)
FSR = 16παK(ε)

{
J̄

(0)
FSR

(
− 1

ε2

(
− µ2

zskp

)ε
+

1

ε2

(
− µ2

skp

)ε
−H1,0(z)− ζ2

)
− 4πα

skp

}
. (F.10b)





List of Abbbreviations

We have used the following acronyms and abbreviations

1PI one-particle irreducible

BSM beyond the Standard Model

CMS centre-of-mass system

CPS collinear pseudo-singularity

EFT effective field theory

EW electroweak

FDH four-dimensional helicity scheme

FKS Frixione-Kunszt-Signer

FSR final-state radiation

GPL Goncharov polylogarithm

HLBL hadronic light-by-light

HPL harmonic polylogarithm

HQET heavy-quark effective theory

HVP hadronic vacuum polarisation

IR infrared

ISR initial-state radiation

KLN Kinoshita-Lee-Nauenberg

LAB laboratory

LBK Low-Burnett-Kroll

LBL light-by-light

LHC Large Hadron Collider

LL leading logarithm

LO leading order

LP leading power

LSZ Lehmann-Symanzik-Zimmermann

MOR method of regions

NLL next-to-leading logarithm

NLO next-to-leading order

NLP next-to-leading power

NNLO next-to-next-to leading order

N3LO next-to-next-to-next-to-leading
order

QCD quantum chromodynamics

QED quantum electrodynamics

QFT quantum field theory

SCET soft-collinear effective theory

SM Standard Model

UV ultraviolet

VP vacuum polarisation

YFS Yennie-Frautschi-Suura
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